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Abstract

Ongoing climate change may undermine the effectiveness of protected area net-

works in preserving the set of biotic components and ecological processes they har-

bor, thereby jeopardizing their conservation capacity into the future. Metrics of

climate change, particularly rates and spatial patterns of climatic alteration, can help

assess potential threats. Here, we perform a continent-wide climate change vulnera-

bility assessment whereby we compare the baseline climate of the protected area

network in North America (Canada, United States, M�exico—NAM) to the projected

end-of-century climate (2071–2100). We estimated the projected pace at which cli-

matic conditions may redistribute across NAM (i.e., climate velocity), and identified

future nearest climate analogs to quantify patterns of climate relocation within,

among, and outside protected areas. Also, we interpret climatic relocation patterns

in terms of associated land-cover types. Our analysis suggests that the conservation

capacity of the NAM protection network is likely to be severely compromised by a

changing climate. The majority of protected areas (~80%) might be exposed to high

rates of climate displacement that could promote important shifts in species abun-

dance or distribution. A small fraction of protected areas (<10%) could be critical for

future conservation plans, as they will host climates that represent analogs of condi-

tions currently characterizing almost a fifth of the protected areas across NAM.

However, the majority of nearest climatic analogs for protected areas are in nonpro-

tected locations. Therefore, unprotected landscapes could pose additional threats,

beyond climate forcing itself, as sensitive biota may have to migrate farther than

what is prescribed by the climate velocity to reach a protected area destination. To

mitigate future threats to the conservation capacity of the NAM protected area net-

work, conservation plans will need to capitalize on opportunities provided by the

existing availability of natural land-cover types outside the current network of NAM

protected areas.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Systematic conservation planning represents the cornerstone of a

strategy to protect the full range of biodiversity components and

ecological processes of a region (Margules & Pressey, 2000). Reserve

network design has a key role in such planning as the protection of

representative sets of biodiversity critically depends on it. In most

cases, the current distribution of biota has been central to the devel-

opment of existing systematic conservation plans (Lawler et al.,

2015). Therefore, the extent to which reserves fulfill their role lar-

gely depends on the persistence of ecological conditions that pro-

mote patterns of biodiversity. Ongoing, unprecedented rates of

climate change (Diffenbaugh & Field, 2013) are altering the spatial

distribution of climatically suitable areas for organisms, habitats, and

biomes. As a result, shifting climatic conditions over the next century

may greatly undermine the effectiveness of reserve systems in pro-

tecting their current suite of organisms and associated ecosystem

properties.

In practice, the design of reserve systems has been imperfect, as

the protection of lands is often carried out for ad hoc reasons result-

ing from political or economic realities (Margules & Pressey, 2000).

Even so, protected area networks are the best and most cost-effec-

tive line of defense in the global effort to protect biodiversity (Balm-

ford et al., 2002; Bruner, Gullison, Rice, & da Fonseca, 2001;

Rodrigues et al., 2004). Ensuring the continued relevance and effec-

tiveness of protected area networks during a period of rapid climate

change is thus among the most crucial challenges for conservation

planners (e.g., Groves et al., 2012; Hannah, 2010). Over the last cou-

ple of decades, spirited debate has occurred over protected area

design (and re-design) and the adaptation of conservation actions to

global change (e.g., Dawson, Jackson, House, Prentice, & Mace,

2011; Gillson, Dawson, Jack, & McGeoch, 2013; Groves et al., 2012;

Heller & Hobbs, 2014). Open questions remain regarding the ideal

proportion of protected land and protected area size that optimizes

landscape conservation capacity, and about reserve connectivity and

representativeness. Several other factors have been identified as key

elements in evaluating landscape vulnerability to change, including

the rate of change and the sensitivity and adaptation capacity of

individual organisms, all of which will influence ecosystem resilience

(e.g., Carpenter, Walker, Anderies, & Abel, 2001; Oliver et al., 2015).

Climate is a key driver of ecosystem structure, pattern, and func-

tioning, and governs species distributions (e.g., Chen, Hill, Ohlem€ul-

ler, Roy, & Thomas, 2011; Ordonez & Williams, 2013; Pinsky, Worm,

Fogarty, Sarmiento, & Levin, 2013; Thuiller, Lavorel, Ara�ujo, Sykes, &

Prentice, 2005), disturbance regimes (e.g., Dale et al., 2001; Kraw-

chuk & Moritz, 2011), and hydrologic dynamics (e.g., Rodriguez-

Iturbe, 2000). Therefore, metrics of climate change that describe its

temporal and geographic patterns can be useful surrogates for

assessing the exposure and sensitivity of organisms and ecological

processes (Carroll, Lawler, Roberts, & Hamann, 2015; Garcia, Cabeza,

Rahbek, & Ara�ujo, 2014). The velocity of climate change (Hamann,

Roberts, Barber, Carroll, & Nielsen, 2015; Loarie et al., 2009) is a

simple metric that reflects the pace (e.g., in km/year) at which a

given isocline of temperature or precipitation, or any set of climatic

conditions, may relocate across the landscape. This concept has been

largely applied to biota to indicate the rate at which organisms must

migrate to retain similar climatic conditions.

Velocity computations based on climate analogs (Hamann et al.,

2015) allow the assessment of both forward and backward (or

reverse) velocities of change. Forward velocity relates to outgoing cli-

mates of a region; it considers baseline climate and identifies, for

any given pixel, the nearest pixel with a similar climate (i.e., its ana-

log) under a future time period. Reverse velocity relates to incoming

climates of a region; it considers future climate and identifies, for

any given pixel, the nearest pixel with a similar climate under the

baseline time period. In other words, forward velocities can be con-

sidered a measure of exposure for organisms migrating out of any

given pixel, whereas reverse velocities can be considered a measure

of exposure for organisms colonizing (or migrating into) any given

pixel (Carroll et al., 2015; Dobrowski & Parks, 2016). Both measures

use the distance between each pixel of interest and its nearest cli-

mate analog for a given time period to calculate a velocity (Hamann

et al., 2015). Forward and reverse velocity computations also allow

systematic quantification of the location of outgoing and incoming

climates of a region, respectively.

In this study, we examine the climate exposure of the existing

protected area network in North America (Canada, United States,

M�exico—NAM) by the end of the century (2071–2100) using projec-

tions from the 5th IPCC Assessment Report for future climate pro-

jections (IPCC, 2014). Previous research has assessed the climatic

exposure of protected networks regionally in Canada (e.g., Lemieux

& Scott, 2005; Scott, Malcolm, & Lemieux, 2002), the United States

(e.g., Hansen et al., 2014; Monahan & Fisichelli, 2014), and M�exico

(e.g., Prieto-Torres, Navarro-Sig€uenza, Santiago-Alarcon, & Rojas-

Soto, 2016; Ricker et al., 2007), but existing continent-wide

approaches (e.g., Carroll et al., 2015) are too coarse to reveal threats

within protected areas. Here we present a fine-spatial scale

approach in which we assess the vulnerability of the entire NAM

protected area network to climate change. We compute forward and

reverse climate velocities and, by identifying the location of the

nearest climate analogs, examine the potential relocation of climates

among protected and unprotected areas. To assess additional threats

to the protected biota resulting from human-induced land modifica-

tions, we characterize land-cover types associated with the outgoing

and incoming climates.

2 | MATERIALS AND METHODS

We assessed the vulnerability of the NAM protected area network

to climate change using three approaches: (i) We calculated both for-

ward and reverse climate velocities based on baseline (1981–2010)

and end-of-century (2071–2100) climate for all pixels within pro-

tected areas, and classified each protected area through a joint for-

ward–reverse characterization of velocities as low, moderate, or

high. (ii) Using the specific locations of climate analogs (for both
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outgoing and incoming climates), we identified whether climate ana-

logs are (a) located within the same protected area, (b) located in a

different protected area, (c) located outside of the protected area

network, or (d) correspond to a disappearing or novel climate. (iii)

We identified the land-cover types associated with the locations of

outgoing and incoming climates and compared them to baseline con-

ditions.

2.1 | North America protection network and
climate projections

To define the protected area network for NAM, we used the

updated Terrestrial Protected Areas of North America (2010) pro-

duced by the Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC;

www.cec.org/naatlas). This spatial data set includes protected areas

that are managed by national, state, provincial, or territorial entities

and represents a functional system of ecologically based protection

network over M�exico, the United States, and Canada. We retained

protected areas larger than 10 km2 within any of the categories I–VI

of the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN,

1994). Linear features such as rivers, creeks, waterways, parkways,

trails, and railroads were excluded. This yielded 4,512 protected

areas covering 2.25 million km2 that sustain high levels of species

richness compared to unprotected locations (Fig. S1). The protected

area boundaries were rasterized using the same resolution and pro-

jection as the climate data described below.

High-resolution baseline and future climate data at a 1-km reso-

lution and in Lambert Conformal Conic projection were obtained

from ADAPTWEST (Wang, Hamann, Spittlehouse, & Carroll, 2016;

adaptwest.databasin.org). These data sets are based on the Coupled

Model Intercomparison Project Phase 5 (CMIP5) database corre-

sponding to the 5th IPCC Assessment Report for future projections.

We selected future climate projections based on the representative

concentration pathway RCP8.5, which represents continued use of

fossil fuels without mitigation; emissions since the year 2000 have

been closest to this concentration pathway (Peters et al., 2012). For

this study, we opted to use projections of an individual general cir-

culation model (GCM), the MPI-ESM-LR, as representative of “me-

dian” climate change projection among the eight GCMs with high

validation statistics available in ADAPTWEST (Knutti, Masson, & Gettel-

man, 2013; Wang et al., 2016). Although uncertainties exist in all cli-

mate projections, climate specialists have demonstrated the

significance of projected changes and that the strength of the signal

of climate change (magnitude of projected changes) exceeds the

noise (climate projections uncertainty; e.g., Cressie & Kang, 2016;

Sansom, Stephenson, Ferro, Zappa, & Shaffrey, 2013). We cannot

rule out that the degree of uncertainty in some of the variables used

here (see Section 2.2 below) is outside the confidence interval of

the current climate estimates. However, we assume that the magni-

tude of projected climate changes (e.g., surface temperature

increases of 2.6–4.8°C by 2081–2100 under RCP8.5; IPCC, 2014)

may be regarded as significant for the biota, especially given that

recent historic change (e.g., 0.6°C warming since the late nineteenth

century, IPCC, 1995) has already caused significant alterations in

species physiology and phenology and ecosystem shifts (e.g., Chen

et al., 2011; Hughes, 2000; Parmesan, 2006).

2.2 | Characterizing the climate space

We used 10 climatic variables that represent biologically relevant

annual and seasonal trends in temperature, precipitation, moisture,

and growing season (Fig. S2; Batllori, Miller, Parisien, Parks, & Mor-

itz, 2014) to characterize the climatic conditions, or multivariate cli-

mate space (Metzger et al., 2013; Wiens, Seavy, & Jongsomjit,

2011), over NAM. To this end, we used principal component analysis

(PCA) to collapse the initial suite of climate variables into two new

orthogonal variables that incorporated the majority (75%) of the cli-

matic variability. The PCA was performed on a random sample of

250,000 points used to extract the data for baseline (1981–2010)

and six decades of future (2041–2100) climate. This representative

sample of large-scale baseline and future climatic patterns across

NAM was pooled together to build the PCA and obtain the loadings

of each climatic variable in the first and second PCA axes (PC1 and

PC2, respectively). Pooling six decades of future climate with base-

line climate ensured a comprehensive characterization of the entire

NAM climate space, even though the focus of our vulnerability anal-

ysis was on end-of-century conditions (2071–2100). Subsequently,

we predicted PC1 and PC2 scores for each pixel across the entire

NAM for baseline and end-of-century conditions. Finally, PC1 and

PC2 scores were partitioned into 120 equal bins to obtain a stratifi-

cation of the climate space into smaller homogeneous units (Batllori

et al., 2014; Hamann et al., 2015). This approach corresponds to a

relatively conservative stratification of the climate gradient and

therefore of associated velocity and analog estimates (Dobrowski &

Parks, 2016; Hamann et al., 2015). We used a 120-bins stratification

to perform the climate exposure assessment presented here (see

below), but as the precision of the climate space stratification can

largely influence climate analog and velocity computations (Carroll

et al., 2015; Hamann et al., 2015), we also used climate stratifica-

tions of 40 and 200 bins to evaluate the sensitivity of the results to

bin size.

2.3 | Forward and reverse climate analogs

We applied the algorithms detailed in Hamann et al. (2015) to iden-

tify climate analogs and the associated forward and reverse climate

velocities for each 1-km pixel in the protected area network. We

used a fast k-nearest neighbor search algorithm (Crookston & Finley,

2007) to identify forward and reverse climatic analogs between

baseline and end-of-century periods. That is, for each pixel in the

protected area network, we found the nearest location across all

NAM with future climate conditions that correspond to the climate

conditions currently found in that pixel; this represents forward or

outgoing climate analogs. To compute reverse or incoming climate

analogs, we found the nearest location over NAM with current cli-

mate conditions that correspond to the future climate conditions
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projected for each pixel in the protected area network. We used the

distance and location of both forward and reverse climate analogs to

compute climate velocity (in km/year).

2.4 | Climate exposure assessment

We performed a vulnerability assessment based on climate velocity

to examine exposure to climate change within the protected area

network. This was achieved by averaging the pixel-based velocities

within each protected area. We then partitioned the range of for-

ward and backward velocity values into low, moderate, and high

using three equal-area quantiles on the log-transformed velocity esti-

mates (Carroll et al., 2015). In this and subsequent approaches (see

below), most of our results are aggregated to individual protected

areas to capture general trends within the network, but we also pre-

sent some of the pixel-level results to illustrate the finer-scale vari-

ability within protected areas.

Next, we examined the potential climatic relocation across NAM

protected areas by determining protection status of the locations of

their outgoing and incoming climate analogs (Figure 1). We used for-

ward climate analog computations to identify whether outgoing cli-

mates were relocated: (i) within the source protected area, (ii) in

other protected areas, or (iii) outside the protected area network

(Figure 1a). Likewise, reverse climate analogs were used to quantify

whether incoming climates were currently located: (i) within the

same protected area, (ii) in other protected areas, or (iii) outside the

protected area network (Figure 1b). Alternatively, some areas may

not have climate analogs within the future climatic space of the

study region (disappearing climates) or may show future conditions

that do not exist within the current climate space (novel climates).

Additionally, for both outgoing and incoming climates, we set an

arbitrary threshold of 1,000 km (>10 km/year) to acknowledge those

areas that may be exposed to climatic changes that exceed the

migrating capacities of most species (e.g., Santini et al., 2016).

Finally, we evaluated land-cover characteristics associated with

the location of outgoing and incoming climates and compared them

to current, or baseline, characteristics. We aimed to determine: (i)

whether climates are predicted to relocate to different cover types

(e.g., relocation between forested and nonforested habitats), and (ii)

whether current climates that are in biologically relevant land-cover

types (i.e., protected areas) may relocate to unsuitable land-cover

types (e.g., urban, croplands) or whether future protected climates

may come from degraded lands. Our intention was thus to assess

additional constraints, imposed by land-cover and human-induced

land-use modifications, that migrating biota may experience in

response to climate change. We used the 2005 Land Cover of North

America (2013) version 2.0 (CEC, www.cec.org/naatlas/) to extract

the land-cover characteristics of all pixels in protected areas and

compare it with land cover of the locations representing their for-

ward and reverse climate analogs. For this analysis, we used eight

major land-cover types computed on the basis of the original land-

cover data set: forests, shrublands, grasslands, lichen/moss communi-

ties, wetlands, barren/water/snow, croplands, and urban.

3 | RESULTS

The velocity-based vulnerability assessment shows that the majority

(78.8%) of protected area units over NAM, covering 1.95 mil-

lion km2, may be exposed to moderate-to-high combined forward

and reverse climatic velocities (Figure 2a and Fig. S3). About one-

third of protected area units are predicted to face either high for-

ward (37.0%) or high reverse (31.6%) velocities, and 17.2% of them

will face both high forward and high reverse velocities of change. A

much smaller percentage (6.7%) will face low combined velocities.

Important geographic differences in projected climatic alteration over

the NAM protected area network are apparent at both coarse- and

fine-spatial scales and within a given protected area (Figures 2c and

F IGURE 1 Conceptual framework to assess the potential relocation of climates within the network of protected areas of North America;
baseline climate conditions correspond to 1981–2010 and future to 2071–2100. Arrows join climatic analogs of hypothetical pixels within and
outside protected areas, and the framed, white background represents the climatic space as defined by future conditions. In (a), the future
location (arrowhead) of the nearest climatic analogs of conditions currently found within a given protected area (protected area 1) is depicted
(forward relocation or outgoing climates), whereas in (b) the arrows show where future conditions of that protected area are currently found
(reverse relocation or incoming climates)
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S3). Protected areas in the western United States may be subject to

lower velocities of climatic change, whereas the highest velocities

would affect northernmost latitudes, eastern Canada, and southeast-

ern United States. Protected areas with disappearing climates are

located at northern latitudes and in southeast M�exico, whereas novel

climates appear concentrated along the NAM northern coast, in

southern M�exico, and in southern California and the Gulf of Califor-

nia.

Climatic relocation patterns by the end of the century at the

level of protected area units (i.e., majority trends among pixels within

a given protected area) reveal that the majority of protected areas

have outgoing and incoming climates that may terminate or originate

outside of the current protected area network (68.7% and 76.6%,

respectively; Figure 3, Table 1). Additionally, for ~11% and ~12% of

the protected areas, outgoing or incoming climate analogs may be

located in locations >1,000 km away, respectively. Climatic reloca-

tion that mostly occurs within the protection limits of individual

units (i.e., units may retain their current climates) applies to only a

small percentage of protected areas (1.6%), whereas for 18.5% of

protected areas outgoing climates may be found in other protected

area units. The fraction of protected areas comprising the location of

incoming climates from other protected areas (reverse estimates) is,

however, much lower (8.6%). Only a very small fraction of protected

areas (0.2%) are characterized by climates that will disappear from

NAM by the end of the century, and 2.5% of them may have novel

climates into the future (i.e., climate conditions that are not repre-

sented under baseline conditions; Figure 3a, Table 1). At the conti-

nental NAM scale, such protected area relocation estimates are

relatively stable across climate stratifications of varying precision

(Table 1, Fig. S4). Yet the proportion of climate relocation within

protected areas and analogs found >1,000 km away from the current

location are the ones most influenced by how climate units are

defined (e.g., climate stratification on the basis of 40, 120, or 200

bins).

Climatic relocation patterns at the pixel level, however, highlight

that substantial fine-spatial scale variability exists within protected

areas (Table 1, Figs S5 and S6). The fraction of climatic relocation

within and among protected areas, when considering all protected

pixels individually, increases relative to the assessment at the level

of protected units (i.e., pixels grouped by protected area), whereas

relocation among protected and unprotected locations decreases.

Fine-scale relocation patterns also highlight that high velocity of

change (climate analogs located >1,000 km away) and disappearing

or novel climates are more likely to occur locally (e.g., within a given

protected area), affecting 16.3%, 2.3%, and 4.7% of all protected pix-

els, respectively.

F IGURE 2 Velocity-based vulnerability assessment of each protected area within North America (a) based on nine categories (depicted in b)
derived from grouping the range of values of forward and reverse velocities of climate change into three equal-area quantiles along each axis.
Geographic patterns of the categories depicted in (a) are shown at the pixel level in (c). Note that in (c) disappearing and novel climates (see
text for details) are depicted in black; these categories are not included in panel (a). Assessment based on baseline (1981–2010) and future
(2071–2100) climate data from the MPI-ESM-LR model
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The analysis of the major land-cover types associated with the

location of outgoing and incoming climatic analogs (Figure 4) reveals

that substantial differences exist between the land cover within the

current protected areas and the land cover in locations representing

forward and reverse climatic analogs. Forward relocation patterns

show that, overall, locations representing analogs of outgoing cli-

mates from protected areas comprise less forest, shrubland, grass-

land, lichen/moss, and wetlands, and substantially more barren/

water/snow cover types. Species currently inhabiting grasslands,

lichen/moss, and wetlands may the ones subject to stronger con-

straints imposed by changes in land-cover characteristics (Figure 4).

On the other hand, reverse relocation patterns reveal that some of

the areas representing incoming climates to the protection network

correspond to croplands and urban areas. Although our assessment

suggests this pattern may not prevail across the entire protected

area network, it is relevant for some forested regions of the network

(Figure 4). Reverse relocation patterns also indicate that grasslands,

lichen/moss, and barren/water/snow will likely be the protected

F IGURE 3 Geographic patterns of the potential relocation of climates within the network of protected areas of North America. Following
the framework in Figure 1, (a) depicts the future location of the nearest climatic analogs of conditions currently found within protected areas
(forward relocation or outgoing climates), whereas (b) depicts from where future conditions within protected areas may come from (reverse
relocation or incoming climates). Those pixels with future climate analogs further than 1,000 km away are depicted in red, whereas
disappearing climate conditions in (a) and no-analog climates in (b) are depicted in black. Baseline (1981–2010) and future (2071–2100) climate
data come from the MPI-ESM-LR model

TABLE 1 Potential relocation (in percentage) of future climate analogs among protected areas or into unprotected destinations

Outgoing climate relocation

Within Among Outside >1,000 km Disappearing

Area-wise 1.6 [5.5–0.8] 18.5 [16.9–17.2] 68.7 [68.0–65.9] 11.0 [9.4–15.9] 0.2 [0.06–0.3]

Pixel level 8.2 [13.8–6.7] 21.5 [19.6–21.6] 51.7 [54.6–50.7] 16.3 [11.2–17.4] 2.3 [0.7–3.5]

Incoming climate relocation

Within Among Outside >1,000 km Novel

Area-wise 0.8 [3.2–0.5] 8.6 [7.3–8.1] 76.6 [82.3–76.4] 11.5 [6.3–12.4] 2.5 [1.0–2.6]

Pixel level 6.5 [10.8–5.5] 13.3 [16.2–13.2] 58.1 [60.5–56.8] 17.5 [10.3–19.2] 4.7 [2.2–5.3]

Area-wise proportions are based on a majority approach including the potential relocation of all pixels within a given protected area. Climatic relocation

is based on estimates of both forward and reverse velocities of climate change to identify the geographic destinations and sources of outgoing and

incoming climates from and to protected areas into the future (see main text for further methodological details). Note that for each relocation class the

value corresponding to a conservative 120-bins stratification of the climatic space over North America is presented, whereas “bounded variability” val-

ues from 40- and 200-bins stratifications are presented in brackets ([left–right], respectively).
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land-cover types mostly receiving a pool of species from different

cover types than the ones they currently have, especially from for-

ests and shrublands.

4 | DISCUSSION

Political and economic realities have resulted in an ad hoc design of

the network of protected areas over North America that does not

fully capture its ecological range of climates, cover types, and species

(e.g., Batllori et al., 2014; Scott et al., 2001, 2002). Our analysis sug-

gests that climate change will further compromise the ability of the

NAM protection network to effectively preserve currently protected

species and ecosystems. The estimates of the velocity of climate

change presented here highlight that the majority of protected areas

may be exposed to high rates of climate displacement. Such forcing

may promote important shifts in species distribution (e.g., Burrows

et al., 2014; McGill, 2010), with potentially dramatic alterations to

ecological communities, biodiversity, and ecological processes within

the network. Additionally, only a relatively small portion of protected

areas may have future climates that represent analogs of conditions

currently characterizing other protected areas. Overall, the potential

for climatic relocation of outgoing climates from protected to non-

protected areas is high, as is the proportion of incoming climates

from unprotected areas into the network. Encouragingly, our exami-

nation highlights opportunities to complement or redefine the cur-

rent protected area network and promote its connectivity given the

prevalence of natural land-cover types in locations representing out-

going and incoming climate analogs of currently protected areas.

4.1 | Protection network exposure to climate
change

Our quantitative, systematic assessment of climate velocities reveals

spatially varying exposure and sensitivities of the network of pro-

tected areas to climate change. Moderate-to-high velocities of cli-

mate change within the NAM protected areas (Figure 2) could have

a profound impact on the distribution and abundance of a large

F IGURE 4 Assessment of the land-cover characteristics in relation to the climate relocation analysis. The map shows the current land-cover
coverage across North America (modified from the Land Cover of North America version 2.0; www.cec.org/naatlas/) and the middle barplot
(“baseline”) depicts the fraction of the different land-cover types within the existing protection network. Contingent on each cover type in
“baseline”, the barplot in the left (“incoming”) shows the fraction of land-cover types in locations representing the source of incoming climates
to the protection network, and the barplot to the right (“outgoing”) shows the fraction of land-cover types associated with locations where
outgoing climates from protected areas may be found into the future. Baseline (1981–2010) and future (2071–2100) climate data come from
the MPI-ESM-LR model
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number of species (e.g., Burrows et al., 2014; Thuiller et al., 2011).

Such forecasted effects may depend upon assumptions about the

width of climatic niches (e.g., narrow or truncated niches) and the

adaptive capacity (e.g., niche evolution) of species. This is supported

by the observed, recent climate-driven changes in species distribu-

tion (e.g., Chen et al., 2011; Ordonez & Williams, 2013; Pinsky et al.,

2013; but see Currie & Venne, 2017) and by the fact that rates of

species’ niche change or genetic shifts are generally slower than

changes in climate (e.g., Jezkova & Wiens, 2016; Parmesan, 2006),

thereby limiting the capacity of species to persist. In such cases, pro-

tected species with poor dispersal capacity (e.g., Santini et al., 2016;

Schloss, Nu~nez, & Lawler, 2012) or those depending on late-succes-

sional habitats (e.g., Stralberg et al., 2015) may be most affected by

high velocities of climate change, especially at the leading or trailing

edge of species distribution. Additionally, even low velocities of cli-

mate change combined with topographical impediments may inhibit

species migration (Dobrowski & Parks, 2016).

Patterns of exposure to changing climates given by coarse filter

approaches such as velocity of climate change can be qualitatively

similar to finer-scale species bioclimatic model projections (e.g., Gar-

cia, Cabeza, Altwegg, & Ara�ujo, 2016). However, in many cases cli-

mate velocities are likely to represent an upper bound of migration

requirements (Carroll et al., 2015) as a species’ fundamental niche

may be broader than its observed realized niche. Ecosystem or vege-

tation inertia contingent on long-lived species may also promote lags

in response to changing climates without immediate effects on pop-

ulations (e.g., Ash, Givnish, & Waller, 2017; Corlett & Westcott,

2013). Furthermore, in spite of overall moderate-to-high velocities of

climate change, species may not shift into new areas under changing

climates but may just contract into patches of suitable habitat within

their current range (suitable microrefugia; Ashcroft, Gollan, Warton,

& Ramp, 2012; Tingley, Darling, & Wilcove, 2014). Our approach

points to substantial spatial variability in velocity estimates within

the NAM protection network (Figs S3 and S5). Finer resolutions

would be required, though, to detect relevant microrefugia for many

species, as the 1-km grid resolution used here is likely to average

out much of the existing microclimatic climate variation (e.g., Lenoir

et al., 2013; Randin et al., 2009). Local model calibration would be

required to assess microclimatic diversity (e.g., 25- to 30-m resolu-

tion) for conservation and climate change planning at the level of

protected area units.

From a conservation perspective, identifying and protecting cli-

mate refugia is emerging as a critical proactive conservation strategy

(e.g., Keppel et al., 2012) to allow the persistence of some popula-

tions in spite of the changing climate. Also, the protection of a

diverse array of abiotic conditions where connectivity allows for spe-

cies movement among areas has been advocated to preserve biodi-

versity into the future (Lawler et al., 2015). However, the response

of keystone species or the progressive decoupling of species interac-

tions (e.g., plants and pollinators) owing to climate-driven mis-

matches in phenology may exacerbate the effects of climate change

on ecosystems at local scales, irrespective of the abiotic setting or

species’ niche width and traits (e.g., Blois, Zarnetske, Fitzpatrick, &

Finnegan, 2013; Hughes, 2000). Furthermore, fast changes in some

key climatic components may promote substantial alterations in

paramount ecosystem processes such as disturbances (e.g., fire—

Moritz et al., 2012; drought—Allen, Breshears, & McDowell, 2015).

Changes in the frequency, magnitude, or intensity of disturbances

could also act as a catalyst of ecosystem change in cases where

ecosystem inertia or persistence is expected (e.g., Millar & Stephen-

son, 2015).

Although our findings suggest that disappearing climates within

the NAM protection network will not be widespread over the

upcoming century, biodiversity could be threatened if these climates

correspond to unique conditions associated with centers of distribu-

tion of rare species (Ohlem€uller et al., 2008). Conversely, our results

suggest that novel climate conditions may be more prevalent,

appearing in ~5% of the NAM protected pixels. Novel climatic condi-

tions have appeared repeatedly over millennia, and changes in spe-

cies distribution and abundance, together with extinction and

speciation processes, resulted in the formation of new assemblages

or communities (Blois et al., 2013; Stralberg et al., 2009; Williams &

Jackson, 2007). Because both disappearing and novel climates could

constitute “dead ends” for the conservation of specific organisms or

ecological processes, they represent an important focus and chal-

lenge for conservation and management strategies, given our incom-

plete understanding of diversity and ecological patterns and

processes (Hobbs et al., 2006).

4.2 | Potential climatic relocation across the
protection network

Our examination suggests that a relatively small fraction of protected

areas (8.6%; but see Table 1, Fig. S4) may be critical for future NAM

conservation efforts. These represent protected areas with future cli-

mates that correspond to the closest analogs of current (but outgo-

ing) climates of almost a fifth (17.3%) of the protected area units

within the network. Nevertheless, our findings highlight that the

relocation of outgoing climates from protected areas into unpro-

tected areas may affect the majority of protected climates over

NAM (Figure 3, Table 1). These calculations are intentionally based

on the “lowest velocity” (i.e., the closest climate analog) on the

assumption that closer is better for potential migration of species,

especially for species with limited migration capabilities. Such an

approach may thus underestimate the proportion of protected cli-

mates that could relocate to protected areas, as more distant pro-

tected climatic analogs (than the nearest) could exist.

To provide a wider perspective on potential climatic relocation

patterns, we assessed whether protected pixels having the closest

analog outside of the network of protected areas may alternatively

have climatic analogs within the protection network, either: (i) among

the 10 closest climate analogs for each pixel or (ii) anywhere in the cur-

rent protected area network (excluding protected areas >1,000 km

away). These computations indicate that the nearest analogs for

51.7% of the protected pixels are outside of the protection network

(Table 1), but for a substantial proportion of them (17.4%, i.e., 9% of
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the total protected pixels) a protected status can be found among its

10 closest climatic analogs (Fig. S7, Table S1). Additionally, for the

16.3% of the total protected pixels whose 10 closest climate analogs

are not in a protected area, at least one climate analog exists in a pro-

tected area less than 100 km away, and the remaining 14.9% of the

protected pixels have a protected climate within a distance of

1,000 km (Fig. S8, Table S2). Even under this wider perspective on cli-

mate analogs, the implication remains that biota in 11.5% of the pro-

tected pixels over NAM may depend upon nonprotected areas for

analog climatic conditions in the future. Additionally, although analogs

may exist in protected locations, the distance at which they are found

can increase dramatically relative to the closest climatic analog of each

pixel (Fig. S9). This may exert additional threats other than the climate

forcing itself (e.g., velocity of change) to protected species’ relocation

within the protection network.

Despite our assessment’s suggestion that outgoing climatic relo-

cation into highly altered or otherwise degraded land-cover types

(croplands, urban; Figure 4) may not be extensive, unprotected land-

scapes could still represent migratory “dead ends” for sensitive biota.

Conversely, climates that relocate from unprotected and potentially

degraded lands into the protection network could adversely influ-

ence the pool of colonizing species and the suite of species that can

occupy protected areas into the future. However, we only accounted

for the location of the closest climatic analogs into the future (but

see Fig. S10 for land-cover types associated with the 10 closest ana-

logs), and analogs may exist in natural land-cover types that are

more distant (McGuire, Lawler, McRae, Nu~nez, & Theobald, 2016).

Regardless, our assessment highlights that unsuitable land-cover

types in the closest climatic analogs for protected areas could pose

additional threats and constraints to species within protected areas

in human-modified parts of the continent.

Our results show that many of the climatic environments of North

American protected areas may terminate or originate in areas that

have a natural land cover (Figure 4), irrespective of protection status.

This may provide opportunities for reorganization of currently pro-

tected species and ecosystems under changing climates. Although veg-

etation lags could exert additional constraints for climate-driven

species migration to and from places characterized by habitats differ-

ent from the ones they currently inhabit, in the mid- to long term,

these natural landscapes represent important opportunities to adjust

strategies and ensure the continued relevance of conservation efforts

into the future. For instance, even if, as our assessment suggests, relo-

cation into currently nonvegetated cover types (barren, water, or

snow) is likely to occur in a substantial portion of the protected areas

across NAM, these areas may still represent conservation opportuni-

ties with the potential to revegetate under new climatic conditions

(Roland, Stehn, Schmidt, & Houseman, 2016). However, broad-scale

effective conservation across North America and elsewhere will likely

require joint public- and private-land collaboration across administra-

tive and political boundaries (Fig. S11; Batllori et al., 2014; Hannah,

2010). These challenging aspects are being tackled in ongoing initia-

tives and partnerships worldwide (e.g., Beever et al., 2014; https://

y2y.net/).

4.3 | Framework considerations and limitations

The results of this study are contingent on data quality and decisions

regarding the methodological approach. For instance, we analyzed a

median scenario of climate change (the MPI-ESM-LR climate model;

Wang et al., 2016), but what constitutes a worst- or best-case climatic

scenario differs by climate model, region, and the climate variable of

interest (Fig. S12; Maloney et al., 2014). Also, for a given partitioning

precision of the climate space (e.g., 120 bins), the integration of slightly

offset climate space stratifications (i.e., slightly different definitions of

unique, homogeneous climatic combinations) has been proposed to

reduce the effects of arbitrary boundaries between climate bins in

multivariate analog-based velocity computations (Carroll et al., 2015).

However, offset stratifications yielded very similar results in overall

relocation patterns of climate among protected and unprotected areas

at the continental scale of this study (Fig. S13). Climate stratification

approaches are also sensitive to the resolution of the partitioning of

the climate space (Batllori et al., 2014; Hamann et al., 2015). Here, we

accounted for the variability on the potential relocation of climates

contingent on different partitioning resolutions (Table 1, Figs S4 and

S6), but we opted to focus on a single offset realization based on a

conservative partitioning (i.e., limited number of climate combinations

defined within the climate space). This approach balances the preci-

sion of climate matches to effectively capture spatial variability but

avoids the prevalence of no-analog climates that can appear under

more fine-grain partitioning (Dobrowski & Parks, 2016; Hamann et al.,

2015). Overall, the analysis presented here must be taken as illustra-

tive of potential implications of climate change exposure and associ-

ated relocation patterns within, among, and outside protected areas at

the regional scale of North America.

The approach we used reveals important conservation challenges

but is best suited for continental to regional extents, as climate is the

primary factor influencing the distribution of species at broad spatial

scales (McGill, 2010). At landscape to local extents, however, patterns

of biodiversity and associated ecological processes are not solely a func-

tion of abiotic conditions, but they are also the result of biotic interac-

tions that may buffer or exacerbate the climate-driven changes (Blois

et al., 2013). Additionally, the extent of the climate units in analog-

based approaches may be in some cases narrower than the width of cli-

mate niches of some species (Carroll et al., 2015), in which case reloca-

tion forecasts could be less relevant. Finally, the use of regional-scale

multivariate metrics of climate smooths out the variability of individual

variables (Ordonez & Williams, 2013), limiting our ability to characterize

potential implications of changing climates at a fine-spatial scale.

4.4 | Applicability and future directions

The climate exposure assessment presented here evaluates how the

ability of the North American protection network to preserve natural

climatic environments may change over the century. The potential

for climatic relocation illustrated here emphasizes the need to view

protection networks as dynamic systems in which the distribution

and abundance of species (currently protected and nonprotected)
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can change over time as climate conditions shift. As such, efforts to

preserve biodiversity that aim for a static version of the protected

biota will fail, as will efforts that ignore the spatial matrix surround-

ing the protection network. Both current and future biota within the

network will continue to benefit from large and diverse protected

areas with minimal fragmentation and sufficient connectivity to allow

for species movement among them (Lawler et al., 2015). We believe

that the computational efficiency, flexibility, and transparency, and

the multi-scale character of our framework make it an effective con-

servation tool (Sarkar et al., 2006) that may aid in reserve design

and large-scale conservation efforts under changing climates. Using

ensemble GCM and climate scenarios to bracket the range of uncer-

tainty (Littell, McKenzie, Kerns, Cushman, & Shaw, 2011), systematic

evaluation of potential climatic relocation at regional and local scales

can be imminently useful to inform current conservation initiatives

and climate change vulnerability and adaptation analyses. For

instance, this method could serve to (a) define nuclei of protected

areas that represent potential key climatic locations for the migrating

biota (outgoing–incoming species), (b) redesign conservation goals in

areas that are projected to experience substantial climatic changes,

(c) identify unprotected areas that may have a paramount role for

the long-term persistence of biodiversity, or (d) design habitat corri-

dors to facilitate the movement of species between conservation

areas that take into account future climatic conditions. Our assess-

ment highlights that effective integration of climate projections and

robust metrics of temporal and geographic patterns of change can

make a strong contribution toward ensuring the effectiveness of

conservation plans as climate changes.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank Diana Stralberg and Risto Heikkinen for insightful

comments on earlier versions of this work and Andreas Hamman for

guidance on technical issues. We also thank the comments of two

anonymous reviewers that contributed to the robustness of the text.

E.Batllori thanks the support of a Marie Curie IIF fellowship (PIIF-

GA-2013-625547).

REFERENCES

Allen, C. D., Breshears, D. D., & McDowell, N. G. (2015). On underesti-

mation of global vulnerability to tree mortality and forest die-off

from hotter drought in the Anthropocene. Ecosphere, 6, 1–55.

Ash, J. D., Givnish, T. J., & Waller, D. M. (2017). Tracking lags in historical

plant species’ shifts in relation to regional climate change. Global

Change Biology, 23, 1305–1315.

Ashcroft, M. B., Gollan, J. R., Warton, D. I., & Ramp, D. (2012). A novel

approach to quantify and locate potential microrefugia using topocli-

mate, climate stability, and isolation from the matrix. Global Change

Biology, 18, 1866–1879.

Balmford, A., Bruner, A., Cooper, P., Costanza, R., Farber, S., Green, R. E.,

. . . Turner, R. K. (2002). Economic reasons for conserving wild nature.

Science, 297, 950–953.

Batllori, E., Miller, C., Parisien, M., Parks, S. A., & Moritz, M. A. (2014). Is

U.S. climatic diversity well represented within the existing federal

protection network? Ecological Applications, 24, 1898–1907.

Beever, E. A., Mattsson, B. J., Germino, M. J., Burg, M. P. V. D., Bradford,

J. B., & Brunson, M. W. (2014). Successes and challenges from forma-

tion to implementation of eleven broad-extent conservation pro-

grams. Conservation Biology, 28, 302–314.

Blois, J. L., Zarnetske, P. L., Fitzpatrick, M. C., & Finnegan, S. (2013). Cli-

mate change and the past, present, and future of biotic interactions.

Science, 341, 499–504.

Bruner, A. G., Gullison, R. E., Rice, R. E., & da Fonseca, G. A. B. (2001).

Effectiveness of parks in protecting tropical biodiversity. Science, 291,

125–128.

Burrows, M. T., Schoeman, D. S., Richardson, A. J., Molinos, J. G., Hoff-

mann, A., Buckley, L. B., . . . Poloczanska, E. S. (2014). Geographical

limits to species-range shifts are suggested by climate velocity.

Nature, 507, 492–495.

Carpenter, S., Walker, B., Anderies, M. J., & Abel, N. (2001). From meta-

phor to measurement: Resilience of what to what? Ecosystems, 4,

765–781.

Carroll, C., Lawler, J. J., Roberts, D. R., & Hamann, A. (2015). Biotic and

climatic velocity identify contrasting areas of vulnerability to climate

change. PLoS One, 10, e0140486.

Chen, I., Hill, J. K., Ohlem€uller, R., Roy, D. B., & Thomas, C. D. (2011).

Rapid range shifts of species associated with high levels of climate

warming. Science, 333, 1024–1026.

Corlett, R. T., & Westcott, D. A. (2013). Will plant movements keep up

with climate change? Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 28, 482–488.

Cressie, N., & Kang, E. L. (2016). Hot enough for you? A spatial explora-

tory and inferential analysis of North American climate-change pro-

jections. Mathematical Geosciences, 48, 107–121.

Crookston, N. L., & Finley, A. O. (2007). yaImpute: An R package for

kNN imputation. Journal of Statistical Software, 23, 1–16.

Currie, D. J., & Venne, S. (2017). Climate change is not a major driver of

shifts in the geographical distributions of North American birds. Glo-

bal Ecology and Biogeography, 26, 333–346.

Dale, V. H., Joyce, L. A., McNulty, S., Neilson, R. P., Ayres, M. P., Flanni-

gan, M. D., . . . Wotton B. M. (2001). Climate change and forest dis-

turbances. BioScience, 51, 723–734.

Dawson, T. P., Jackson, S. T., House, J. I., Prentice, I. C., & Mace, G. M.

(2011). Beyond predictions: Biodiversity conservation in a changing

climate. Science, 332, 53–58.

Diffenbaugh, N. S., & Field, C. B. (2013). Changes in ecologically critical

terrestrial climate conditions. Science, 341, 486–492.

Dobrowski, S. Z., & Parks, S. A. (2016). Climate change velocity underes-

timates climate change exposure in mountainous regions. Nature

Communications, 7, 12349.

Garcia, R. A., Cabeza, M., Altwegg, R., & Ara�ujo, M. B. (2016). Do projec-

tions from bioclimatic envelope models and climate change metrics

match? Global Ecology and Biogeography, 25, 65–74.

Garcia, R. A., Cabeza, M., Rahbek, C., & Ara�ujo, M. B. (2014). Multiple

dimensions of climate change and their implications for biodiversity.

Science, 344, 1247579.

Gillson, L., Dawson, T. P., Jack, S., & McGeoch, M. A. (2013). Accommo-

dating climate change contingencies in conservation strategy. Trends

in Ecology & Evolution, 28, 135–142.

Groves, C., Game, E., Anderson, M., Cross, M., Enquist, C., Ferdaña Z., . . .

Shafer S. L. (2012). Incorporating climate change into systematic con-

servation planning. Biodiversity and Conservation, 21, 1651–1671.

Hamann, A., Roberts, D. R., Barber, Q. E., Carroll, C., & Nielsen, S. E.

(2015). Velocity of climate change algorithms for guiding conserva-

tion and management. Global Change Biology, 21, 997–1004.

Hannah, L. (2010). A global conservation system for climate-change

adaptation. Conservation Biology, 24, 70–77.

Hansen, A. J., Piekielek, N. B., Davis, C., Haas, J., Theobald, D. M., Gross,

J. E., . . . Running, S. W. (2014). Exposure of US National Parks to

land use and climate change 1900–2100. Ecological Applications, 24,

484–502.

3228 | BATLLORI ET AL.



Heller, N. E., & Hobbs, R. J. (2014). Development of a natural practice to

adapt conservation goals to global change. Conservation Biology, 28,

696–704.

Hobbs, R. J., Arico, S., Aronson, J., Baron, J. S., Bridgewater, P., Cramer,

V. A., . . . Zobel, M. (2006). Novel ecosystems: Theoretical and man-

agement aspects of the new ecological world order. Global Ecology

and Biogeography, 15, 1–7.

Hughes, L. (2000). Biological consequences of global warming: Is the

signal already apparent? Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 15,

56–61.

IPCC (1995). Climate change 1995: The science of climate change. Cam-

bridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

IPCC (2014). Climate change 2014: impacts, adaptation and vulnerability.

In C.B Field, V.R. Barros, D.J. Dokken, K.J. Mach, M.D. Mastrandrea,

T.E. Bilir, M. Chatterjee, K.L. Ebi, Y.O. Estrada, R.C. Genova, B. Girma,

E.S. Kissel, A.N. Levy, S. MacCracken, P.R. Mastrandrea, & L.L. White

(Eds.), Summary for Policy Makers. Contribution of Working Group II to

the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate

Change. Cambridge, United Kingdom, and New York, NY: Cambridge

University Press.

IUCN-The World Conservation Union (1994). Guidelines for protected area

management categories.

Jezkova, T., & Wiens, J. J. (2016). Rates of change in climatic niches in

plant and animal populations are much slower than projected climate

change. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 283,

20162104.

Keppel, G., Van Niel, K. P., Wardell-Johnson, G. W., Yates, C. J., Byrne,

M., Mucina, L., . . . Franklin, S. E. (2012). Refugia: Identifying and

understanding safe havens for biodiversity under climate change. Glo-

bal Ecology and Biogeography, 21, 393–404.

Knutti, R., Masson, D., & Gettelman, A. (2013). Climate model genealogy:

Generation CMIP5 and how we got there. Geophysical Research Let-

ters, 40, 1194–1199.

Krawchuk, M. A., & Moritz, M. A. (2011). Constraints on global fire activ-

ity vary across a resource gradient. Ecology, 92, 121–132.

2005 Land Cover of North America (2013). Commission for Environmental

Cooperation. Retrieved from http://www.cec.org/naatlas

Lawler, J. J., Ackerly, D. D., Albano, C. M., Anderson, M. G., Dobrowski,

S. Z., Gill, J. L., . . . Weiss, S. B. (2015). The theory behind, and the

challenges of, conserving nature’s stage in a time of rapid change.

Conservation Biology, 29, 618–629.

Lemieux, C. J., & Scott, D. J. (2005). Climate change, biodiversity conser-

vation and protected area planning in Canada. Canadian Geographer,

49, 384–397.

Lenoir, J., Graae, B. J., Aarrestad, P. A., Alsos, I. G., Armbruster, W. S.,

Austrheim, G., . . . Svenning, J.-C. (2013). Local temperatures inferred

from plant communities suggest strong spatial buffering of climate

warming across Northern Europe. Global Change Biology, 19, 1470–

1481.

Littell, J. S., McKenzie, D., Kerns, B. K., Cushman, S., & Shaw, C. G.

(2011). Managing uncertainty in climate-driven ecological models to

inform adaptation to climate change. Ecosphere, 2, 1–19.

Loarie, S. R., Duffy, P. B., Hamilton, H., Asner, G. P., Field, C. B., & Ack-

erly, D. D. (2009). The velocity of climate change. Nature, 462, 1052–

1055.

Maloney, E. D., Camargo, S. J., Chang, E., Colle, B., Fu, R., Geil, K. L., . . .

Zhao, M. (2014). North American climate in CMIP5 experiments: Part

III: Assessment of twenty-first-century projections. Journal of Climate,

27, 2230–2270.

Margules, C. R., & Pressey, R. L. (2000). Systematic conservation plan-

ning. Nature, 405, 243–253.

McGill, B. J. (2010). Matters of scale. Science, 328, 575–576.

McGuire, J. L., Lawler, J. J., McRae, B. H., Nu~nez, T. A., & Theobald, D.

M. (2016). Achieving climate connectivity in a fragmented landscape.

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 113, 7195–7200.

Metzger, M. J., Brus, D. J., Bunce, R. G. H., Carey, P. D., Gonc�alves, J.,
Honrado, J. P., . . . Zomer, R. (2013). Environmental stratifications as

the basis for national, European and global ecological monitoring.

Ecological Indicators, 33, 26–35.

Millar, C. I., & Stephenson, N. L. (2015). Temperate forest health in an

era of emerging megadisturbance. Science, 349, 823–826.

Monahan, W. B., & Fisichelli, N. A. (2014). Climate exposure of US

national parks in a new era of change. PLoS One, 9, e101302.

Moritz, M. A., Parisien, M., Batllori, E., Krawchuk, M. A., Van Dorn, J.,

Ganz, D. J., & Hayhoe, K. (2012). Climate change and disruptions to

global fire activity. Ecosphere, 3, 49.

Ohlem€uller, R., Anderson, B. J., Ara�ujo, M. B., Butchart, S. H. M., Kudrna,

O., Ridgely, R. S., & Thomas, C. D. (2008). The coincidence of climatic

and species rarity: High risk to small-range species from climate

change. Biology Letters, 4, 568–572.

Oliver, T. H., Heard, M. S., Isaac, N. J. B., Roy, B. D., Procter, D., Eigen-

brod, F., . . . Bullock, J. M. (2015). Biodiversity and resilience of

ecosystem functions. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 30, 673–684.

Ordonez, A., & Williams, J. W. (2013). Projected climate reshuffling based

on multivariate climate-availability, climate-analog, and climate-velo-

city analyses: Implications for community disaggregation. Climatic

Change, 119, 659–675.

Parmesan, C. (2006). Ecological and evolutionary responses to recent cli-

mate change. Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics, 37,

637–669.

Peters, G. P., Marland, G., Le Quere, C., Boden, T., Canadell, J. G., & Rau-

pach, M. R. (2012). Rapid growth in CO2 emissions after the 2008–

2009 global financial crisis. Nature Climate Change, 2, 2–4.

Pinsky, M. L., Worm, B., Fogarty, M. J., Sarmiento, J. L., & Levin, S. A.

(2013). Marine taxa track local climate velocities. Science, 341, 1239–

1242.

Prieto-Torres, D. A., Navarro-Sig€uenza, A. G., Santiago-Alarcon, D., &

Rojas-Soto, O. R. (2016). Response of the endangered tropical dry

forests to climate change and the role of Mexican Protected Areas

for their conservation. Global Change Biology, 22, 364–379.

Randin, C. F., Engler, R., Normand, S., Zappa, M., Zimmermann, N. E.,

Pearman, P. B., . . . Guisan, A. (2009). Climate change and plant distri-

bution: Local models predict high-elevation persistence. Global

Change Biology, 15, 1557–1569.

Ricker, M., Ram�ırez-Krauss, I., Ibarra-Manr�ıquez, G., Mart�ınez, E., Ramos,

C. H., Gonz�alez-Medell�ın, G., . . . Hern�andez, H. M. (2007). Optimizing

conservation of forest diversity: A country-wide approach in Mexico.

Biodiversity and Conservation, 16, 1927–1957.

Rodrigues, A. S. L., Andelman, S. J., Bakarr, M. I., Boitani, L., Brooks, T.

M., Cowling, R. M., . . . Yan, X. (2004). Effectiveness of the global pro-

tected area network in representing species diversity. Nature, 428,

640–643.

Rodriguez-Iturbe, I. (2000). Ecohydrology: A hydrologic perspective of cli-

mate-soil-vegetation dynamics. Water Resources Research, 36, 3–9.

Roland, C. A., Stehn, S. E., Schmidt, J., & Houseman, B. (2016). Proliferat-

ing poplars: The leading edge of landscape change in an Alaskan sub-

alpine chronosequence. Ecosphere, 7, e01398.

Sansom, P. G., Stephenson, D. B., Ferro, C. A. T., Zappa, G., & Shaffrey,

L. (2013). Simple uncertainty frameworks for selecting weighting

schemes and interpreting multimodel ensemble climate change exper-

iments. Journal of Climate, 26, 4017–4037.

Santini, L., Cornulier, T., Bullock, J. M., Palmer, S. C. F., White, S. M.,

Hodgson, J. A., . . . Travis, J. M. J. (2016). A trait-based approach for

predicting species responses to environmental change from sparse

data: How well might terrestrial mammals track climate change? Glo-

bal Change Biology, 22, 2415–2424.

Sarkar, S., Pressey, R. L., Faith, D. P., Margules, C. R., Fuller, T., Stoms, D.

M., . . . Andelman, S. (2006). Biodiversity conservation planning tools:

Present status and challenges for the future. Annual Review of Envi-

ronment and Resources, 31, 123–159.

BATLLORI ET AL. | 3229

http://www.cec.org/naatlas


Schloss, C. A., Nu~nez, T. A., & Lawler, J. J. (2012). Dispersal will limit

ability of mammals to track climate change in the Western Hemi-

sphere. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 109,

8606–8611.

Scott, J. M., Davis, F. W., McGhie, R. G., Wright, R. G., Groves, C., &

Estes, J. (2001). Nature reserves: Do they capture the full range of

America’s biological diversity? Ecological Applications, 11, 999–1007.

Scott, D., Malcolm, J. R., & Lemieux, C. (2002). Climate change and mod-

elled biome representation in Canada’s national park system: Implica-

tions for system planning and park mandates. Global Ecology and

Biogeography, 11, 475–484.

Stralberg, D., Bayne, E. M., Cumming, S. G., S�olymos, P., Song, S. J., &

Schmiegelow, F. K. A. (2015). Conservation of future boreal forest

bird communities considering lags in vegetation response to climate

change: A modified refugia approach. Diversity and Distributions, 21,

1112–1128.

Stralberg, D., Jongsomjit, D., Howell, C. A., Snyder, M. A., Alexander, J.

D., Wiens, J. A., & Root, T. L. (2009). Re-shuffling of species with cli-

mate disruption: A no-analog future for California birds? PLoS One, 4,

e6825.

Terrestrial Protected Areas of North America (2010). No title. Commission

for Environmental Cooperation. Retrieved from http://www.cec.org/

naatlas

Thuiller, W., Lavergne, S., Roquet, C., Boulangeat, I., Lafourcade, B., &

Araujo, M. B. (2011). Consequences of climate change on the tree of

life in Europe. Nature, 470, 531–534.

Thuiller, W., Lavorel, S., Ara�ujo, M. B., Sykes, M. T., & Prentice, I. C.

(2005). Climate change threats to plant diversity in Europe. Proceed-

ings of the National Academy of Sciences, 102, 8245–8250.

Tingley, M. W., Darling, E. S., & Wilcove, D. S. (2014). Fine- and coarse-

filter conservation strategies in a time of climate change. Annals of

the New York Academy of Sciences, 1322, 92–109.

Wang, T., Hamann, A., Spittlehouse, D., & Carroll, C. (2016). Locally

downscaled and spatially customizable climate data for historical and

future periods for North America. PLoS One, 11, e0156720.

Wiens, J. A., Seavy, N. E., & Jongsomjit, D. (2011). Protected areas in cli-

mate space: What will the future bring? Biological Conservation, 144,

2119–2125.

Williams, J. W., & Jackson, S. T. (2007). Novel climates, no-analog com-

munities, and ecological surprises. Frontiers in Ecology and Environ-

ment, 5, 475–482.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional Supporting Information may be found online in the

supporting information tab for this article.

How to cite this article: Batllori E, Parisien M-A, Parks SA,

Moritz MA, Miller C. Potential relocation of climatic

environments suggests high rates of climate displacement

within the North American protection network. Glob Change

Biol. 2017;23:3219–3230. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13663

3230 | BATLLORI ET AL.

http://www.cec.org/naatlas
http://www.cec.org/naatlas
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13663

