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fine-grained climate velocities 
reveal vulnerability of protected 
areas to climate change
Risto K. Heikkinen  1*, niko Leikola1, Juha Aalto  2,3, Kaisu Aapala1, Saija Kuusela1, 
Miska Luoto  2 & Raimo Virkkala1

climate change velocity is an increasingly used metric to assess the broad-scale climatic exposure and 
climate change induced risks to terrestrial and marine ecosystems. However, the utility of this metric 
in conservation planning can be enhanced by determining the velocities of multiple climatic drivers in 
real protected area (pA) networks on ecologically relevant scales. Here we investigate the velocities 
of three key bioclimatic variables across a nation-wide reserve network, and the consequences of 
including fine-grained topoclimatic data in velocity assessments. Using 50-m resolution data describing 
present-day and future topoclimates, we assessed the velocities of growing degree days, the mean 
January temperature and climatic water balance in the Natura 2000 PA network in Finland. The high-
velocity areas for the three climate variables differed drastically, indicating contrasting exposure risks 
in different PAs. The 50-m resolution climate data revealed more realistic estimates of climate velocities 
and more overlap between the present-day and future climate spaces in the PAs than the 1-km 
resolution data. even so, the current temperature conditions were projected to disappear from almost 
all the studied pAs by the end of this century. thus, in pA networks with only moderate topographic 
variation, far-reaching climate change induced ecological changes may be inevitable.

Measurements of the magnitude and geographic variation of climatic changes across the network of protected 
areas (PAs) provide relevant information for conservation planning, enabling the targeting of management in 
the PAs most at risk in the face of climate change1–6. One approach for assessing the climate-change-based risks 
is the climate change velocity, a metric which defines the speed and direction of climate shifts over a given area4. 
Although the majority of the climate velocity studies have been conducted in terrestrial environments, there is 
now an increasing amount of climate velocity research also addressing marine environments4,7,8.

Technically, climate velocity is a generic metric which nevertheless provides ecologically relevant information 
for climate-wise conservation planning2,4,9. Such information is particularly useful for identifying regions and 
PAs where climate conditions are changing most rapidly, exposing them to high rates of climate displacement3. 
Climate velocity has typically been used to assess the climatic risks for the persistence of species and populations9, 
but in cases where rapid changes in the climate affect ecological engineer and keystone species, profound impacts 
can be carried over to community structure and ecosystem functions2. Considering PAs as such, climate velocity 
assessments can be used to identify PAs which face substantial difficulties in retaining ecological conditions that 
promote present-day biodiversity. Moreover, climate velocity analyses are important in regions which would 
need new stepping-stone conservation areas to support species movements to complement the PA network, or 
conversely, to detect PAs with particularly low climate velocities which could provide potential climate refugia 
for local populations3,4,6,10.

However, different methodological aspects may markedly affect velocity measures and subsequent risk assess-
ments in the PAs. First, in previous studies climate velocity is often assessed using only one variable, particularly 
the mean annual air temperature on land11,12, and in marine environments the mean sea surface temperature of 
the ocean7,8. Such a focus on single variables provides a limited understanding of climate-based risks for bio-
diversity11,13,14. Velocity studies that include several variables have mainly used multivariate climate gradients 
constructed using a principal components analysis (PCA)6,9. However, while PCA-axes effectively describe the 
overall climate space, they may obscure the interpretation of impacts of separate key drivers1,4. An alternative 
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approach used in a few recent studies is to assess the climatic exposure of different regions using multiple indi-
vidual variables9,12,13; these studies have reported notable spatio-temporal variations between the velocities of 
different climate variables. However, these assessments have rarely been calculated for real regional and national 
reserve networks although they would enable the detection of potentially divergent future threats to biodiversity 
in different PAs9,12,13.

Second, earlier cross-scale studies have shown that velocity values tend to decrease towards finer resolutions9,11. 
However, these studies have been restricted to the domains of the mesoclimate (resolutions of 1–100 km) or mac-
roclimate (>100 km scales)2, and none of the velocity resolution comparisons in terrestrial environments have 
examined the impacts of truly fine-grained (<100 m) climatic conditions created by local variation in topography, 
i.e. the topoclimate2,9,11. The same predominance of meso- and macroclimates is evident also in single-scale veloc-
ity studies which – except for Liang et al.15 – have employed climate data at a resolution of 800 m or coarser2,4,9,16. 
This overlook of topoclimatic patterns in the velocity assessments of PAs may lead to biased exposure assessments 
especially in rugged terrain3,11,17, as well as a limited ability to detect sites decoupled from the regional climate18–20 
and insufficient understanding of the degree of the overlap between present-day and future climate conditions in 
PAs2. A similar strong bias towards meso- and broad-scale velocity studies is evident also in marine environments, 
although substantial fine-scale climate change impacts and spatio-temporal climate refuges exist in the oceans21.

Here, we apply a climate velocity approach to provide the first assessment of the climatic exposure risks across 
a national PA network based on very fine-grained velocities of three established drivers of high latitude terres-
trial biodiversity11,22, measured on a spatial scale which reflects the local impacts of topoclimate. Our variables 
describe the future topoclimatic patterns both for winter and summer air temperatures, as well as for the climatic 
water balance23. The study area stretches over 1,000 km from hemiboreal deciduous forests via boreal coniferous 
forests to treeless tundra, representing a region where climate change is faster than the global average5. Our study 
system is the 1,778 protected areas included in the Natura 2000 network and situated in the mainland Finland. 
From this PA network we dissected 5,068 physically separate Natura 2000 PA polygons (hereafter referred to as 
‘Natura PAs’ or simply ‘PAs’) for the purposes of this study using a number of selection criteria (see Methods). 
Natura 2000 network is a part of the largest network of systematically selected protected areas in the world cover-
ing the most valuable species and habitats in 28 European Union countries24,25.

Methods
General approach. To produce fine-grain climate velocity measures, we modelled monthly temperature and 
precipitation data averaged for the period from 1981 to 2010 at a resolution of 50-m, incorporating the physio-
graphic effects of solar radiation and cold-air pooling. Based on these data, we calculated estimates for the annual 
temperature sum above 5 °C (growing degree days, GDD, °C), the mean January temperature (TJan, °C) and the 
annual climatic water balance (WAB, the difference between annual precipitation and potential evapotranspira-
tion; mm) for our 50-m grid system covering Finland and the adjacent areas (Supplementary Fig. 1S). To investi-
gate how the data resolution affected the velocity measures, 50-m resolution climate surfaces of the three variables 
were spatially mean-aggregated to a 1-km resolution. For both resolutions, similar future climate surfaces were 
produced using an ensemble of 23 global climate models from the CMIP5 archives for the years 2070–2099 and 
the three RCP scenarios (RCP2.6, RCP4.5 and RCP8.5)26. Then using climate-analog approach3,4,9, we measured 
climate velocities for each of the 50-m and 1-km grid cells based on the distance between climatically similar 
cells under the baseline and the future climates. In the final step, velocity values were averaged for the focal 5,068 
Natura 2000 PA sites to examine their climatic exposure and to assess the overlap between the current and future 
range in topoclimatic conditions in the PAs.

High-resolution climate data. We developed monthly average temperatures (1981–2010) over the study 
domain at a spatial resolution of 50 × 50 m by building topoclimatic models based on data sourced from 313 
meteorological stations (European Climate Assessment and Dataset [ECA&D])27. The station network and mod-
eling domain covered Finland with an additional 100 km buffer, but it was also extended to cover parts of north-
ern Sweden and Norway for areas >66.5°N (Supplementary Figs. 1S and 2S). This was done because under the 
current climate changes, future climate spaces similar to the present climate in Finland may be found outside the 
country borders. Capturing the analogical climate space in areas beyond the country borders is essential in order 
to avoid developing a large number of velocity values deemed as infinite or unknown. This is especially impor-
tant in the approach applied in the study, i.e. measuring climate change velocity with the climate-analog velocity 
approach4,9. In total, our modeling domain constitutes nearly 50 million grid cells.

The methodology to produce the average air temperature data is fully described in Aalto et al.18, and thus only 
briefly explained here. For temperature modelling we applied generalized additive modeling (GAM) as imple-
mented in the computer software R-package mgcv version 1.8–728,29, utilising variables of geographical location 
(latitude and longitude, included as an anisotropic interaction), topography (elevation, potential incoming solar 
radiation, relative elevation) and water cover (sea and lake proximity). A leave-one-out cross-validation sug-
gested that our modelled monthly average air temperatures agreed well with the observations, with the root mean 
squared error (RMSE) ranging from 0.37 °C (July) to 1.49 °C (January; Supplementary Fig. 3S).

To produce gridded average annual precipitation data (1981–2010), we used global kriging interpolation 
based on the data from 343 rain gauges obtained from the ECA&D dataset (Supplementary Fig. 2S), geographical 
location, topography (elevation and eastness index) and proximity to the sea. Kriging interpolation was done 
using R package gstat version 1.1–030. The eastness index was obtained from a sine-transforming aspect raster 
surface calculated from a 50 m × 50 m digital elevation model to capture the effect of westerly winds (the prevail-
ing wind direction in the region) on the accumulated precipitation on windward slopes in mountainous areas. To 
ease the computational burden of the kriging procedure, the gridding was run at a resolution of 500 × 500 m. This 
was also justified as we expected the annual average precipitation to mainly reflect large scale orographic features, 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58638-8


3Scientific RepoRtS |         (2020) 10:1678  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58638-8

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

and thus not to significantly vary across short geographical distances. After this, the gridded annual precipita-
tion was bilinearly interpolated into the same 50 × 50 m resolution as the air temperature data. A leave-one-out 
cross-validation was conducted over the gauge data and indicated a reasonable agreement between the measured 
and interpolated average annual precipitation sum with an RMSE of ca. 93 mm (Supplementary Fig. 4S).

Bioclimatic variables. Three bioclimatic variables: the annual temperature sum indicating the accumu-
lated warmth (growing degree days, GDD, °C); the mean January air temperature (TJan, °C); and the climatic 
water balance (WAB, mm) were calculated from the high-resolution gridded climate data (Fig. 1). We focused on 
these three bioclimatic variables because several earlier species – climate modelling studies have employed same 
variables and demonstrated their ecological relevance to a large number of habitats and species from different 
taxonomical groups inhabiting northern environments22,31–36. Taken together, these three variables effectively 
complement each other by providing estimations of winter cold, seasonal warmth and moisture availability which 
are among the key drivers of biodiversity in our study region. For example, GDD determines the reach of matu-
rity, blooming and completion of life cycle in plant species and the development threshold of insect larvae, the 
mean temperature of January affects the overwintering survival of species, and the climatic water balance deter-
mines the moisture availability for both plant and animal species and the level of drought stress.

GDD represents the effective temperature sum above the base temperature of 5 °C37:

∑= − − >GDD T T if T T5 ( ), 5i
n

i b i b

where Ti denotes the mean temperature at day i, Tb represents the base temperature, and n is the length of the 
summation period. Since the daily air temperature data was not available, we estimated the GDD using monthly 
data following Araújo and Luoto38. The WAB is the difference between the total annual precipitation sum and the 
potential evapotranspiration (PET), which was estimated from the monthly air temperatures following Skov and 
Svenning39:

= . × °PET T58 93 /12above C0

coarse resolution climate data. To investigate how the climate data resolution affects the derived climate 
velocity measures, the high-resolution (50 × 50 m) climate surfaces were spatially aggregated onto a 1 × 1 km 
resolution grid using an areal mean function. Additionally, although spatially comprehensive, our study domain 
does not cover parts of western Russia which are adjacent to NE Finland, and which could be a direction for 
the escaping climates in the future40. Because data and computational constraints prevented us from realisti-
cally expanding the topoclimate modeling domain further eastward from the 100 km buffer zone depicted in 
Supplementary Fig. 1S, the E-OBS data set (version 17.0; 25 km × 25 km)41 covering the areas of ca. 30–50°E were 
employed, where necessary, to complement the climate velocity analyses for TJan.

Global climate model data. To develop data on future climates, we used the climate projections for the 
twenty-first century based on an ensemble of 23 global climate models (GCMs), as available from the Coupled 
Model Intercomparison Project phase 5 archives26. These data were processed to represent the predicted aver-
aged changes in mean temperature and precipitation (with respect to the baseline 1981–2010) over the period 
of 2070–2099, and three RCP scenarios (RCP2.6, RCP4.5 and RCP8.5)42. The climate model data depicting the 
predicted change in mean temperatures and precipitation with respect to the baseline climate were bilinearly 
interpolated onto a matching resolution of 50 × 50 m, and the change predicted by the GCMs was added to the 
spatially detailed baseline climate data. After this, the bioclimatic variables were recalculated for each RCP sce-
nario to allow the subsequent calculation of climate change velocities and measuring the overlap of the current 
and future climate ranges within the PAs.

climate velocity metrics. We calculated the climate change velocities for the three studied bioclimatic 
variables, GDD, TJan and WAB, using the approach developed by Hamann et al.9, referred to as the distance-based 
velocity or climate-analog velocity4. In this approach, climate-velocity metrics are calculated by measuring the 
distance between present-day locations with certain climatic conditions and their future climate analogues, 
divided by the number of years between the two points in time4. We calculated the climate-analog velocities both 
for the 50-m resolution grid and the 1-km resolution grid climate data by measuring the distance between cli-
matically similar grid cells for the present and future climates determined by the three climate scenarios, RCP2.6, 
RCP4.5 and RCP8.5.

Following Hamann et al.9, we selected the boundary values for the classes of bioclimatic variables so that the 
climatically matching grid cells were defined by setting the within-class range to be as small as possible while, at 
the same time, avoiding artefactual extreme precision, which could produce unrealistic sporadic patterns in the 
velocity. To achieve this target, we tested 2–3 different settings for each of the three climate variables and carried 
out a literature search for earlier class definitions applied to corresponding climate variables. Based on this, the 
following within-class ranges were selected for the consequent climate velocity analysis: GDD, within-class range 
50 °C; TJan, within-class range 0.5 °C; WAB, within-class range 50 mm. The present-day and future climate sur-
faces of the three climate scenarios were then reclassified by assigning the continuous climate values in each of 
the 50-m grid cells in one of the 51 GDD, 60 TJan, and 55 WAB categories covering the overall current and future 
range in the climate space of these variables. This enabled the execution of the search of the minimum distances 
between grid cells with similar present-day and future GDD/TJan/WAB climates. In technical terms, the search 
was carried out using the ArcGIS software (Desktop 10.5.1.) by employing the Euclidean distance function. The 
recommendation by Hamann et al.9 on the “use of gridded data with as high resolution as is computationally 
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feasible and justifiable based on the precision of interpolated climate grids” was achieved in our study by building 
fine-grained 50-m resolution topoclimatic models, i.e. we used an approach whose methodology and accuracy 
had been tested in our previous work18.

The resulting measures of the climate velocities for the three climate variables were employed in a series of sub-
sequent analyses. The high-velocity areas (‘velocity hotspots’) of the three climate variables were visually compared 
with each other based on maps showing their 50-m resolution velocities across the whole of mainland Finland.

Figure 1. The study area and geographic variation of five environmental variables. (a) Location of the study 
area in northern Europe. (b) Elevation (m a.s.l.), and three main topographic relief regions in mainland Finland 
(1 = flatlands; 2 = gently undulating hilly terrain; 3 = rugged terrain with notable variation in elevation), (c) 
lakes, (d) growing degree days (base temperature 5 °C; GDD), (e) mean January temperature (°C), (f) climatic 
water balance (mm, difference between annual precipitation sum and potential evapotranspiration). (d–f) 
Represent average conditions over 1981–2010, modelled at a resolution of 50 × 50 m.
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exposure of the protected areas. From the 1,778 protected areas included the Natura 2000 network in 
mainland Finland we selected 5,068 physically separate Natura 2000 sites (polygons) for this study. Following 
Nila and Hossein25, we refer to these 5,068 sites as ‘Natura 2000 PAs’, or simply as ‘PAs’. Throughout the European 
Union, the Natura 2000 network aims to cover the most valuable species and habitats in the 28 member countries 
(see https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/index_en.htm). The selection of Natura 2000 PAs was 
done so that first we dissected each physically separate Natura 2000 PA (i.e. Natura 2000 polygons physically 
disconnected from other Natura 2000 polygons; e.g. a Natura 2000 area consisting of 5 separate polygons were 
treated as five individual PAs), then we measured the area of each PA and selected those with a cover of 2 hectares 
or more. Another selection rule was that from the islands situated close to the coastline of mainland Finland, only 
PAs on larger islands were included (to avoid the inclusion of smaller islands and islets abundantly surrounded 
by water areas). For the 5,068 Natura 2000 PAs, we defined the high-velocity PAs (velocity hotspots) as the top 
5% showing the highest velocity values. These top 5% high-velocity PAs consisted of 253 sites located in main-
land Finland with the highest velocities out of the total of 5,068 PAs. These were assessed separately for the three 
climate variables, GDD, TJan and WAB, by calculating the mean of the corresponding velocities in the 50-m grid 
cells included in a given Natura 2000 PA. Based on these data, we assessed in how many of the PAs the velocity 
hotspots overlapped for two or three variables in the three RCP scenarios (RCP2.6, RCP4.5 and RCP8.5).

Comparison of 50-m and 1-km velocities. The comparisons of the velocity values at the 50-m and the 
1-km resolutions were done using only data for the GDD. This was because the velocity patterns for the WAB 
were rather localised and complex, and because the disappearing climate space in the mean January temperatures 
would complicate the resolution comparisons in the PAs located in N Finland. The comparisons of the GDD 50-m 
vs. 1-km resolution velocities in the 5,068 PAs were done in two ways. First, we compared the absolute values of 
50-m and 1-km GDD velocity values in each of the 5,068 PAs. For these comparisons, mainland Finland was 
divided into three relief regions on the basis of the general elevational and topographic features of the terrain 
(Fig. 1): (i) Relief region 1: flatlands with mostly even terrain (in this region, 10 × 10 km grid squares typically 
show height differences below 50 m), (ii) Relief region 2: with hilly, undulating terrain varying in height (with typ-
ically 50–200 m height differences in 10 × 10 km squares), and (iii) Relief region 3: with rugged terrain and deep 
valleys or high steeply sloped fell areas (with typically over 200 m height differences in the 10 × 10 km squares). 
Per-PA comparisons of the absolute differences in the two velocity values were made to assess the number of cases 
where the 50-m resolution GDD velocity was higher than the 1-km resolution velocity, and vice versa, and to 
examine the significance of these differences using a paired t-test. These comparisons and tests were done sepa-
rately for each relief region and each of the three RCPs.

Second, we examined the relative differences between the 50-m and 1-km GDD velocities in the 5,068 PAs. 
This was done in order to take into account the fact that similar absolute differences in the two velocity values 
may have a different ecological importance when occurring at different overall levels (e.g. a difference of 0.2 in the 
velocities very likely matters more between 0.1 and 0.3 than between 2.1 and 2.3). Then, we determined the top 
5% of the PAs with largest relative differences between the 50-m resolution and the 1-km resolution velocities and 
examined how they were divided in the three main relief regions of Finland.

Next, we used generalized linear models (GLMs)43 to test the importance of the relief region, size of the Natura 
2000 PA, within-PA elevation range and climate change scenario in explaining the relative differences between 
the 50-m and 1-km GDD velocities. We fitted a full GLM model where all four explanatory variables were con-
sidered at the same time. In this model, relief region was treated as ordinal variables with three levels, the size of 
the Natura 2000 PA and within-PA elevation range both as log-transformed continuous variables, while the forth 
variable, climate scenario (RCP2.6, RCP4.5 and RCP8.5), was treated as a categorical factor. Our main interest 
was in the first three variables (the relief region, the size of the PA and the elevation range within the PA). For 
these variables, we calculated their effect sizes based on the range between their predicted minimum and maxi-
mum values in the observation data while controlling for the influence of other predictors by fixing them at their 
mean values44.

overlapping of present-day and future climate spaces in pas. In addition to the climate velocity 
analysis, we also examined the degree of overlap between the present-day range and projected future range of the 
three climate variables in each of the 5,068 Natura 2000 PAs. In order to assess the impact of the data resolution, 
these analyses were carried out using both the 50-m and the 1-km resolution climate data. Here, we examined 
whether the fine-grained topoclimate data showed more overlapping between the present-day and the future 
ranges than the mesoscale 1-km climate data in the PAs. Moreover, in cases where there were not any overlapping 
parts in the climate spaces, we assessed whether the estimated size of the gap between the present-day and the 
future ranges depended on the resolution of the climate data. All these assessments were done three times by 
comparing the present-day within-PA climatic ranges with the projected ranges under the three climate scenar-
ios, RCP2.6, RCP4.5 and RCP8.5. It should be noted that the future within-PA ranges for the GDD and TJan were 
always either overlapping with the present-day range or located above it, but for the WAB values they overlapped 
with the present-day range or were located either above or below it (i.e. indicating locally varying, contrasting 
future changes).

Results
The three climate variables showed complex spatial patterns of fine-grained velocities with contrasting 
high-velocity areas (i.e. the top 5% areas with the highest velocities) and different rates of velocity (Fig. 2). For 
all climate variables, the velocities increased towards the most severe climate scenario, RCP8.5. On average, 
they were the lowest for the WAB values (Fig. 2g–i) and highest for the TJan values (Fig. 2d–f). For the GDD 
(Fig. 2a–c), the highest velocities occurred in Southwest Finland, while for TJan the highest velocities, and areas of 
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completely disappearing winter thermal conditions, occurred in North Finland (Fig. 2e,f). The spatial patterns of 
the WAB velocities are complex, with mainly low velocities accompanied by scattered regions of higher velocities. 
In our PAs, the three climate variables very rarely coincided in high-velocity areas, ranging from a 15.8% overlap 
between the GDD and WAB to zero overlap between GDD and TJan hotpots (Supplementary Table 1S).

Due to the localised patterns of the WAB velocity and disappearing climate space in TJan, we focused our 
comparisons on the GDD velocities from the 5,068 PAs (Fig. 3). A comparison of the absolute differences between 
the velocities from the two resolutions shows that the mean GDD velocities were consistently higher at the 1-km 
resolution in all relief regions and under all climate scenarios (Supplementary Table 2S). Moreover, the propor-
tion of PAs where the 1-km velocity was higher than 50-m velocity was >81% in all comparisons, and in the most 
topographically rugged relief region (region 3) it was >90%.

The largest relative differences between the 50-m and 1-km resolution velocities in the PAs also occurred 
systematically more often in region 3 (Fig. 3, Supplementary Table 3S) although within-region variation also 
exists (Fig. 3d). The full GLM model showed that all three key considered variables (the relief region, size of the 
PA and within-PA elevation range) contributed significantly (p < 0.001) to the variation in the relative differences 
between the two velocity values (Supplementary Table 4S). However, the t-values from the GLM model and the 
effect size of our three explanatory variables showed that the relief region and within-PA elevation range were the 
two most important, with their order of importance switching between the two test results. Considering the effect 
of climate scenarios, the relative differences between the 50-m and 1-km velocities were the highest in RCP2.6 
and lowest in RCP8.5 (Fig. 3), suggesting that the buffering potential of the topoclimate decreases with increased 
climate warming.

The 50-m resolution climate data suggests that present-day and future climate spaces overlap in the studied 
PAs more often than the 1-km data show (Supplementary Table 5S). The degree of climatic space overlap varies 
greatly between the climate variables (Fig. 4). Between 76 and 564 PAs at 1-km resolution, and 103 and 823 PAs 
at 50-m resolution, respectively, are projected to have partly similar water balance conditions as they do at the 
present, but there is very little overlap between the present-day and future ranges of GDD and TJan. Similarly, 
fine-grained topoclimate data on the TJan overlaps only in the climate scenario RCP2.6 (Supplementary Table 5S). 
The commonness of the overlap decreases with the increasing severity of the climate scenario, e.g. in GDD, over-
lap occurs under RCP8.5 in only one PA with an elevation range >1,000 m (Figs. 1b and 4). In PAs with no over-
lap, the gaps between the current and future conditions are on average larger at the 1-km than the 50-m resolution 
(Supplementary Table 6S) and increase towards RCP8.5 (Supplementary Figs. 5S–7S). In GDD and TJan, the future 
range is projected to mainly occur above the current range, whereas for WAB it overlaps with the current range, 
or, in most cases, occurs below it, suggesting a trend towards drier conditions (Supplementary Table 6S).

Discussion
Earlier studies have shown that velocity assessments based solely on one climate variable provide limited under-
standing of exposure risks11,13, and that velocities of annual and seasonal temperature and precipitation vari-
ables may differ considerably12,13,45. Here, we have shown that fine-grained topoclimate velocity patterns and 
high-velocity areas can also diverge drastically between moisture and temperature variables, as well as between 
summer and winter variables. In agreement with earlier findings13,15, the velocities for temperature variables are 
higher than for the water balance, peaking at >10 km/year for TJan (Fig. 2).

The fine-grained high-velocity areas of the three climate variables rarely coincided in our PAs, suggesting that 
ecologically different species may face climate change-induced exposure risks very differently. The velocity of 
GDD peaks in the flatland areas in Southwest Finland, where already modest warming can cause large geographic 
climate displacement25. These findings have alarming implications for conservation planning since this region is 
characterised by a mixture of high species richness, sparse PA networks and a human-modified matrix between 
the PAs. In addition, notable climate displacement in GDD takes place also in the PAs situated in larger islands 
on the SW coast of Finland, especially under RCP 4.5 and RCP8.5 projections (Fig. 2). This indicates that species 
populations occurring in these islands have very limited space to track changes in climate even though many 
of the islands show a greater variation in elevation than the coastal flatlands. Successful tracking of climatically 
suitable space by species is further restricted by the large water areas especially between outer archipelago PAs and 
the mainland, making the island populations highly vulnerable to climate change.

Equally importantly, under RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 projections, North Finland is widely projected to lose the 
coldest January climates, with potentially devastating impacts on species favouring cold winters45,46. In agreement 
with the findings from Australia12, these are not solely poleward patterns. Because winters are relatively warmer 
in coastal rather than continental areas, the coldest winter climates will move several hundreds of kilometres east-
wards, towards Siberia. In contrast to the temperature velocities, fine-grained water balance velocities are milder 
and spatially sporadic. This irregularity probably emerges partly from the impacts of the coastline and inland 
waterbodies on the local rainfall patterns47, and partly from the difficulties in accurate modeling of fine-grained 
precipitation-related variables48, calling for caution in their use in climate exposure assessments.

From the four ‘climate domains’, macroclimate (>10 km), mesoclimate (1–10 km), topoclimate (10m-1km) 
and microclimate (<50 m)2,20, velocity studies have heavily focused on the macroclimate4,5 and mesoclimate 
scales11,16. This overlook of the topoclimate and microclimate has hindered the detection of climatically poorly 
coupled localities2,18,20 which may provide potential holdouts for species to resist climate change4,10,17,19,49. Here, 
using 50-m resolution climate data, we were able to examine the impacts of the topoclimate, reflecting the var-
iation in incoming solar radiation and cold air drainage, on the climate velocity estimates. Similarly to broader 
scales9,11, the GDD velocities were regularly lower at finer resolutions (50-m) than on a coarser scale (1-km). 
Consequently, climatically similar locations occurred, depending on the climate scenario and local topography, 
on average 12–45 km nearer in the landscape than the 1-km climate data suggest. The largest relative differences 
between the 50-m and 1-km velocities occurred more often in the most topographically rugged regions including 
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Figure 2. Fine-grained climate-analog velocities of three climate variables in Finland. (a–c) Growing degree 
days (GDD), (d–f) mean January temperature, (g–i) climatic water balance. The velocities are calculated as the 
minimum Euclidean distance between the closest climatically similar location in the current climate and in 
the three future climates (a,d,g – RCP2.6; b,e,h – RCP4.5; c,f,i – RCP8.5), divided by the time separating the 
two periods, 1981–2010 and 2070–2099. The velocities were measured for all 50 × 50 m grid cells occurring in 
mainland Finland by extending, where required, the search of climate analogues beyond country borders (see 
Supplementary Fig. 1S). Note that, despite this, (e,f) suggest disappearing climate conditions.
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gorges and high fells2,9,17. However, within-region variation also occurred, suggesting that the consideration of the 
topoclimate alters the velocity estimates most notably in PAs which are embedded in the lowlands of an otherwise 
topographically variable landscape (Fig. 3d).

Comparing the fine-grained current and projected future ranges of climate variables within the PAs enables 
the assessment of whether employing topoclimate data alters the broadscale estimates of the degree or the lack of 
overlap between the future coolest locations and the present-day warmest sites2. Our results show that the con-
temporary and future topoclimate ranges of both temperature and water balance variables indeed overlap more 
often in PAs than the 1-km climate data suggests. This indicates the potential for topoclimatically deviant sites 
to support species’ extended persistence4,10,17,49. Thus, the fine-grained topoclimate variation has the potential to 
provide significant buffering against climate change in topographically rugged PAs, which is not readily visible in 
mesoscale velocities2.

However, in our case, the potential for topoclimatic buffering appears to be limited. For summer and win-
ter temperature variables, the within-PA overlap is very modest, especially for January temperatures (Fig. 4d–
f). Thus, our results reveal similar, substantial, within-PA turnover of climate space, as the earlier global16 and 
regional2 velocity studies, where only the largest PAs were projected to experience temperatures which would 
be similar to today. Our finding that topoclimatic variation may have only a limited buffering potential has sig-
nificant implications for conservation planning in many of the European Natura 2000 areas with modest eleva-
tion ranges, especially in the lowlands of Europe. Moreover, PAs located in flatlands around the circumboreal 
region, e.g. in North Russia, face the same risks, further boosted by the strong changes in the climate. It should be 
acknowledged that gathering even finer resolution climate data (i.e. microclimate data) might reveal convergent 
environments which are not visible in the topoclimate data, such as shaded gorges and ravine forests with high 
canopy cover, which could maintain climatic microrefugia, and help species persistence under climate warm-
ing19,20,50. However, constructing comprehensive microclimatic data across a nation-wide PA network would be a 
technically very demanding exercise10,50,51, and is thus not yet feasible.

Examining fine-grained climate velocities and within-PA variability of multiple key variables increases the 
understanding of the potential threats to species which are differently sensitive to the climate11,13,45. Our analysis 
reveals a modest overlap between the current and future fine-grained temperature conditions even in the PAs 

Figure 3. Relative difference between 50-m resolution and 1-km resolution GDD velocity values in the 
protected areas (PAs) included in the Natura 2000 network (n = 5,068). The results are shown for three relief 
regions (1 = flatlands; 2 = gently undulating hilly terrain; 3 = rugged terrain) and three climate scenarios; (a) 
RCP2.6; (b) RCP4.5; (c) RCP8.5. Relative differences in velocities larger than zero indicate PAs where 1-km 
resolution velocities are larger than 50-m resolution velocities, and values which are smaller than zero indicate 
PAs where the 50-m resolution velocities are larger than 1-km resolution velocities. (d) Shows a zoomed-in 
example area in topographically heterogeneous, rugged terrain in North Finland.
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Figure 4. The gap between the present-day and projected future fine-grained ranges for three climate variables 
in 5,068 Natura 2000 PAs. (a–c) Growing degree days (GDD, °C); (d–f) mean January temperature (°C); (g–i) 
climatic water balance (mm). The fine-grained (50-m resolution) within-PA future ranges of climate variables 
are based on RCP2.6 (a,d,g), RCP4.5 (b,e,h) and RCP8.5 (c,f,i). For GDD and the January temperature, the 
future range either overlaps with the current range or is fully separated above it (indicating a trend towards 
warmer conditions), whereas for the climatic water balance, the future range overlaps with the current range, 
or is fully separated either above (positive values, indicating increasingly moist conditions) or below (negative 
values, indicating increasingly dry conditions) it.
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with large elevation ranges. Furthermore, the high velocities detected here re-emphasise the arguments that adap-
tive conservation management and preparing for ecological change are crucial directions for climate-wise conser-
vation planning1,52. Increasing attention needs to be paid to establishing well-connected groups of topographically 
heterogeneous PAs, and conserving habitats with deviant microclimates that provide holdouts for extended spe-
cies persistence, and stepping-stones for dispersal2,10. In the identification of such holdouts and stepping-stones, 
the long-neglected issue in climate velocity research, topoclimatic variation, can play an integral role.

Data availability
The data which support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon request.

Received: 26 August 2019; Accepted: 17 January 2020;
Published: xx xx xxxx

References
 1. Wiens, J. A., Seavy, N. E. & Jongsomjit, D. Protected areas in climate space: What will the future bring? Biol. Conserv. 144, 2119–2125, 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.05.002 (2011).
 2. Ackerly, D. D. et al. The geography of climate change: implications for conservation biogeography. Divers. Distrib. 16, 476–487, 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2010.00654.x (2010).
 3. Batllori, E., Parisien, M.-A., Parks, S. A., Moritz, M. A. & Miller, C. Potential relocation of climatic environments suggests high rates 

of climate displacement within the North American protection network. Glob. Change Biol. 23, 3219–3230, https://doi.org/10.1111/
gcb.13663 (2017).

 4. Brito-Morales, I. et al. Climate Velocity Can Inform Conservation in a Warming World. Trends Ecol. Evol. 33, 441–457, https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.03.009 (2018).

 5. Carroll, C., Lawler, J. J., Roberts, D. R. & Hamann, A. Biotic and Climatic Velocity Identify Contrasting Areas of Vulnerability to 
Climate Change. PLOS ONE 10, e0140486, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0140486 (2015).

 6. Belote, R. T. et al. Assessing agreement among alternative climate change projections to inform conservation recommendations in 
the contiguous United States. Sci. Rep. 8, 9441, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-27721-6 (2018).

 7. Burrows, M. T. et al. Geographical limits to species-range shifts are suggested by climate velocity. Nature 507, 492, https://doi.
org/10.1038/nature12976 (2014).

 8. Burrows, M. T. et al. The Pace of Shifting Climate in Marine and Terrestrial Ecosystems. Science 334, 652–655, https://doi.
org/10.1126/science.1210288 (2011).

 9. Hamann, A., Roberts, D. R., Barber, Q. E., Carroll, C. & Nielsen, S. E. Velocity of climate change algorithms for guiding conservation 
and management. Glob. Change Biol. 21, 997–1004, https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12736 (2015).

 10. Hannah, L. et al. Fine-grain modeling of species’ response to climate change: holdouts, stepping-stones, and microrefugia. Trends 
Ecol. Evol. 29, 390–397, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2014.04.006 (2014).

 11. Dobrowski, S. Z. et al. The climate velocity of the contiguous United States during the 20th century. Glob. Change Biol. 19, 241–251, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12026 (2013).

 12. VanDerWal, J. et al. Focus on poleward shifts in species’ distribution underestimates the fingerprint of climate change. Nat. Clim. 
Change 3, 239–243, https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1688 (2013).

 13. Ordonez, A. & Williams, J. W. Projected climate reshuffling based on multivariate climate-availability, climate-analog, and climate-
velocity analyses: implications for community disaggregation. Climatic Change 119, 659–675, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-013-
0752-1 (2013).

 14. Ordonez, A., Martinuzzi, S., Radeloff, V. C. & Williams, J. W. Combined speeds of climate and land-use change of the conterminous 
US until 2050. Nat. Clim. Change, 4, 811, https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2337, https://www.nature.com/articles/
nclimate2337#supplementary-information (2014).

 15. Liang, Y., Duveneck, M. J., Gustafson, E. J., Serra‐Diaz, J. M. & Thompson, J. R. How disturbance, competition, and dispersal interact 
to prevent tree range boundaries from keeping pace with climate change. Glob. Change Biol. 24, e335–e351, https://doi.org/10.1111/
gcb.13847 (2018).

 16. Loarie, S. R. et al. The velocity of climate change. Nature, 462, 1052–1055, http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v462/n7276/
suppinfo/nature08649_S1.html (2009).

 17. Franklin, J. et al. Modeling plant species distributions under future climates: how fine scale do climate projections need to be? Glob. 
Change Biol. 19, 473–483, https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12051 (2013).

 18. Aalto, J., Riihimäki, H., Meineri, E., Hylander, K. & Luoto, M. Revealing topoclimatic heterogeneity using meteorological station 
data. Int. J. Climatol. 37, 544–556, https://doi.org/10.1002/joc.5020 (2017).

 19. Dobrowski, S. Z. A climatic basis for microrefugia: the influence of terrain on climate. Glob. Change Biol. 17, 1022–1035, https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02263.x (2011).

 20. Lenoir, J., Hattab, T. & Pierre, G. Climatic microrefugia under anthropogenic climate change: implications for species redistribution. 
Ecography 40, 253–266, https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.02788 (2017).

 21. Pinsky, M. L., Eikeset, A. M., McCauley, D. J., Payne, J. L. & Sunday, J. M. Greater vulnerability to warming of marine versus 
terrestrial ectotherms. Nature 569, 108–111, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1132-4 (2019).

 22. Huntley, B. et al. The performance of models relating species geographical distributions to climate is independent of trophic level. 
Ecol. Lett. 7, 417–426, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2004.00598.x (2004).

 23. Crimmins, S. M., Dobrowski, S. Z., Greenberg, J. A., Abatzoglou, J. T. & Mynsberge, A. R. Changes in Climatic Water Balance Drive 
Downhill Shifts in Plant Species’ Optimum Elevations. Science 331, 324–327, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1199040 (2011).

 24. Araujo, M. B., Alagador, D., Cabeza, M., Nogues-Bravo, D. & Thuiller, W. Climate change threatens European conservation areas. 
Ecol. Lett. 14, 484–492, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01610.x (2011).

 25. Nila, M. U. S. & Hossain, M. L. Predicting the effectiveness of protected areas of Natura 2000 under climate change. Ecol. Processes 
8, 13, https://doi.org/10.1186/s13717-019-0168-6 (2019).

 26. Taylor, K. E., Stouffer, R. J. & Meehl, G. A. An Overview of CMIP5 and the Experiment Design. B. Am. Meteorol. Soc. 93, 485–498, 
https://doi.org/10.1175/bams-d-11-00094.1 (2012).

 27. Klok, E. J. & Klein Tank, A. M. G. Updated and extended European dataset of daily climate observations. Int. J. Climatol. 29, 
1182–1191, https://doi.org/10.1002/joc.1779 (2009).

 28. Wood, S. N. Fast stable restricted maximum likelihood and marginal likelihood estimation of semiparametric generalized linear 
models. J. Royal Stat. Soc. Series B 73, 3–36 (2011).

 29. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing (R Foundation for Statistical Computing) (2011).
 30. Pebesma, E. J. Multivariable geostatistics in S: the gstat package. Comput. Geosci. 30, 683–691, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

cageo.2004.03.012 (2004).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58638-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2010.00654.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13663
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0140486
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-27721-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12976
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12976
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1210288
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1210288
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12736
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2014.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12026
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1688
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-013-0752-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-013-0752-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2337
https://www.nature.com/articles/nclimate2337#supplementary-information
https://www.nature.com/articles/nclimate2337#supplementary-information
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13847
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13847
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v462/n7276/suppinfo/nature08649_S1.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v462/n7276/suppinfo/nature08649_S1.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12051
https://doi.org/10.1002/joc.5020
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02263.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02263.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.02788
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1132-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2004.00598.x
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1199040
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01610.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13717-019-0168-6
https://doi.org/10.1175/bams-d-11-00094.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/joc.1779
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2004.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2004.03.012


1 1Scientific RepoRtS |         (2020) 10:1678  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58638-8

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

 31. Sykes, M. T., Prentice, I. C. & Cramer, W. A bioclimatic model for the potential distributions of north European tree species under 
present and future climates. J. Biogeogr. 23, 203–233 (1996).

 32. Hill, J. K. et al. Responses of butterflies to twentieth century climate warming: implications for future ranges. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 
Biol. Sci. 269, 2163–2171 (2002).

 33. Hill, J. K., Thomas, C. D. & Huntley, B. In Butterflies. Ecology and evolution taking flight (eds. Bogs, C. L., Watt, W. B. & Ehrlich, P. R.), 
149–167. The University of Chicago Press (2003).

 34. Huntley, B., Berry, P. M., Cramer, W. & McDonald, A. P. Modelling present and potential future ranges of some European higher 
plants using climate response surfaces. J. Biogeogr. 22, 967–1001 (1995).

 35. Huntley, B., Green, R. E., Collingham, Y. C. & Willis, S. G. A climatic atlas of European breeding birds. Durham University, The 
RSPB and Lynx Edicions. (2007).

 36. Luoto, M., Pöyry, J., Heikkinen, R. K. & Saarinen, K. Uncertainty of bioclimate envelope models based on geographical distribution 
of species. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 14, 575–584 (2005).

 37. Carter, T. R., Porter, J. H. & Parry, M. L. Climatic warming and crop potential in Europe: Prospects and uncertainties. Glob. Environ. 
Change 1, 291–312, https://doi.org/10.1016/0959-3780(91)90056-Y (1991).

 38. Araujo, M. B. & Luoto, M. The importance of biotic interactions for modelling species distributions under climate change. Glob. Ecol. 
Biogeogr., 16, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2007.00359.x (2007).

 39. Skov, F. & Svenning, J.-C. Potential impact of climatic change on the distribution of forest herbs in. Europe. Ecography 27, 366–380 
(2004).

 40. Koven, C. D. Boreal carbon loss due to poleward shift in low-carbon ecosystems. Nature Geoscience, 6, 452–456, https://doi.
org/10.1038/ngeo1801, https://www.nature.com/articles/ngeo1801#supplementary-information (2013).

 41. Haylock, M. R. et al. A European daily high-resolution gridded data set of surface temperature and precipitation for 1950–2006. 
Journal of Geophys. Res-Atmos., 113, https://doi.org/10.1029/2008jd010201 (2008).

 42. Moss, R. H. et al. The next generation of scenarios for climate change research and assessment. Nature, 463, 747–756, https://doi.
org/10.1038/nature08823, https://www.nature.com/articles/nature08823#supplementary-information (2010).

 43. McCullagh, P. Generalized linear models. 532 (Routledge, 2019).
 44. Nakagawa, S. & Cuthill, I. C. Effect size, confidence interval and statistical significance: a practical guide for biologists. Biol. Rev. 82, 

591–605, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00027.x (2007).
 45. Garcia, R. A., Cabeza, M., Rahbek, C. & Araújo, M. B. Multiple Dimensions of Climate Change and Their Implications for 

Biodiversity. Science 344, 1247579, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1247579 (2014).
 46. ACIA. Impacts of a Warming Arctic; Arctic Climate Impact Assessment. (Cambridge University Press, 2004).
 47. Samuelsson, P., Kourzeneva, E. & Mironov, D. The impact of lakes on the European climate as simulated by a regional climate model. 

Boreal Environ. Res. 15, 113–129 (2010).
 48. Tabor, K. & Williams, J. W. Globally downscaled climate projections for assessing the conservation impacts of climate change. Ecol. 

Appl. 20, 554–565, https://doi.org/10.1890/09-0173.1 (2010).
 49. Randin, C. F. et al. Climate change and plant distribution: local models predict high-elevation persistence. Glob. Change Biol. 15, 

1557–1569, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01766.x (2009).
 50. Potter, K. A., Arthur Woods, H. & Pincebourde, S. Microclimatic challenges in global change biology. Glob. Change Biol. 19, 

2932–2939, https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12257 (2013).
 51. Maclean, I. M. D., Suggitt, A. J., Wilson, R. J., Duffy, J. P. & Bennie, J. J. Fine‐scale climate change: modelling spatial variation in 

biologically meaningful rates of warming. Glob. Change Biol. 23, 256–268, https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13343 (2017).
 52. Stein, B. A. et al. Preparing for and managing change: climate adaptation for biodiversity and ecosystems. Front. Ecol. Environ. 11, 

502–510, https://doi.org/10.1890/120277 (2013).

Acknowledgements
The authors are grateful for research support provided by the Finnish Ministry of the Environment (SUMI 
project) and the Strategic Research Council (SRC) at the Academy of Finland (Decision No. 312559). J.A. 
acknowledges funding by Academy of Finland (Decision No. 307761).

Author contributions
R.K.H., N.L., J.A., M.L. and R.V. designed the research. J.A. and N.L. produced the climate data and the climate 
velocity data, while R.K.H. performed the analyses of climate and velocity data and the assessment of climate-
based exposure risks for the Natura 2000 sites and wrote the first draft of the paper. All the authors contributed 
to writing the paper.

competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary information is available for this paper at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58638-8.
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to R.K.H.
Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.
Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Cre-
ative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not per-
mitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the 
copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
 
© The Author(s) 2020

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58638-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0959-3780(91)90056-Y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2007.00359.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1801
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1801
https://www.nature.com/articles/ngeo1801#supplementary-information
https://doi.org/10.1029/2008jd010201
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature08823
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature08823
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature08823#supplementary-information
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00027.x
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1247579
https://doi.org/10.1890/09-0173.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01766.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12257
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13343
https://doi.org/10.1890/120277
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-58638-8
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Fine-grained climate velocities reveal vulnerability of protected areas to climate change
	Methods
	General approach. 
	High-resolution climate data. 
	Bioclimatic variables. 
	Coarse resolution climate data. 
	Global climate model data. 
	Climate velocity metrics. 
	Exposure of the protected areas. 
	Comparison of 50-m and 1-km velocities. 
	Overlapping of present-day and future climate spaces in Pas. 

	Results
	Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	Figure 1 The study area and geographic variation of five environmental variables.
	Figure 2 Fine-grained climate-analog velocities of three climate variables in Finland.
	Figure 3 Relative difference between 50-m resolution and 1-km resolution GDD velocity values in the protected areas (PAs) included in the Natura 2000 network (n = 5,068).
	Figure 4 The gap between the present-day and projected future fine-grained ranges for three climate variables in 5,068 Natura 2000 PAs.




