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A B S T R A C T

The future forests of eastern North America will be shaped by at least three broad drivers: (i) vegetation change
and natural disturbance patterns associated with the protracted recovery following colonial era land use, (ii) a
changing climate, and (iii) a land-use regime that consists of geographically variable rates and intensities of
forest harvesting, clearing for development, and land protection. We evaluated the aggregate and relative im-
portance of these factors for the future forests of New England, USA by simulating a continuation of the recent
trends in these drivers for fifty-years, nominally spanning 2010 to 2060. The models explicitly incorporate the
modern distribution of tree species and the geographical variation in climate and land-use change. Using a
cellular land-cover change model in combination with a physiologically-based forest landscape model, we
conducted a factorial simulation experiment to assess changes in aboveground carbon (AGC) and forest com-
position. In the control scenario that simulates a hypothetical absence of any future land use or future climate
change, the simulated landscape experienced large increases in average AGC—an increase of 53% from 2010 to
2060 (from 4.2 to 6.3 kg m−2). By 2060, climate change increased AGC stores by 8% relative to the control while
the land-use regime reduced AGC by 16%. Among land uses, timber harvesting had a larger effect on AGC
storage and changes in tree composition than did forest conversion to non-forest uses, with the most pronounced
impacts observed on private corporate-owned land in northern New England. Our results demonstrate a large
difference between the landscape’s potential to store carbon and the landscape’s current trajectory, assuming a
continuation of the modern land-use regime. They also reveal aspects of the land-use regime that will have a
disproportionate impact on the ability of the landscape to store carbon in the future, such as harvest regimes on
corporate-owned lands. This information will help policy-makers and land managers evaluate trade-offs between
commodity production and mitigating climate change through forest carbon storage.

1. Introduction

Whether regional socio-ecological systems can provision needed
services into the future will not be determined by any single driver, but
will instead be the product of integrated human and natural systems
operating at local to global scales (Liu et al., 2013, 2015, Dearing et al.,
2014). The interconnectedness of these systems, their complexity, and
the many irreducible uncertainties involved precludes attempts to
predict their precise future state (Lambin et al., 2001; Rudel et al.,
2005; Liu et al., 2007; Lambin and Meyfroidt, 2010). Nonetheless, ef-
forts to disentangle and understand the relative, aggregate, and inter-
active impacts of the major drivers of ecological change are critically
needed to inform environmental policy and decision-making (Dearing
et al., 2010). Throughout much of eastern North America, dense human

populations are embedded into a forest-dominated landscape that is
controlled by hundreds of thousands of private landowners, including
large blocks of corporate-owned land and millions of smaller woodlots.
There is no centralized authority to regulate land use; instead, land-use
policies are geographically fragmented and loosely determined by state,
regional, and municipal policies and planning entities. Land-use deci-
sions are driven by individual social and economic factors (Kittredge,
2004). The objectives and behaviors of landowners are diverse resulting
in large differences in their impact on the landscape (Silver et al., 2015;
Field et al., 2017; Thompson et al., 2017a). For example, over a fifty-
year period, some forested parcels might be subject to multiple partial
harvests, while a neighboring parcel could be developed for a house lot,
and another may be permanently protected from any future land use. In
aggregate, the mosaic of landowners largely determine the
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characteristics and ecological impacts of the forest land-use regime,
which consists of a geographically varying pattern of timber harvesting,
forest conversion to development, and permanent land protection from
future development. In the United States (U.S.), developed land is the
most rapidly expanding land-cover class while forest land is the most
rapidly declining (Sleeter et al., 2013). Forests converted to developed
uses result in large reductions in AGC. The six New England states have
lost more than 350,000 ha of forest cover to commercial, residential,
and energy (transmission lines, pipelines, solar arrays, etc.) develop-
ment, since 1985. Spatially, this represents between 0.02% and 0.66%
lost annually within the U.S. Census Bureau’s Core Base Statistical Areas
(CBSA) (Olofsson et al., 2016; Thompson et al., 2017b), marking an
abrupt reversal of a 150-year trend of forest expansion. The vast ma-
jority of forest loss has been to rural or low-density development (94%)
and much smaller fraction to urban or high-density development (5%).
In the same period, there have been negligible transitions from devel-
oped or agricultural cover to forest cover (Olofsson et al., 2016;
Thompson et al., 2017b). Forest loss is concentrated in suburban areas,
particularly around the largest cities. Forest conversion to development
results in a permanent loss of carbon storage and future sequestration
potential (Jeon et al., 2008; Woodall et al., 2015; Reinmann et al.,
2016), and is the primary cause of habitat loss and fragmentation and
the associated declines in biodiversity (Rands et al., 2010; Pereira et al.,
2010). Terrestrial forest carbon is a critical stock in the global climate
system. Globally, land-cover change (e.g., deforestation where forests
are converted to non-forest) and forest management (e.g., timber har-
vesting where logging assumes successful regeneration) reduces ter-
restrial carbon stocks from their potential by approximately 50% each,
however spatial large variation exists between biomes (Erb et al., 2018;
Curtis et al., 2018). Timber harvesting in New England is a less intense
and ephemeral form of land use than deforestation, but harvesting is
much more widespread and exerts significant impacts on forest com-
position and forest age distribution (Brown et al., 2018). Indeed, while
forestry is not a major part of the region’s economy, harvest is still a
larger cause of mature tree mortality in northeastern U.S. forests than
all other causes—natural and anthropogenic—combined (Canham
et al., 2013). The frequency of harvests varies markedly by owner class,
with 3.6% of corporate-owned forest, 2.9% of private woodland
owners, and just 1.5% of publicly owned forest subject to some level of
harvest per year (Thompson et al., 2017a). While commercial har-
vesting does occur in populated suburban areas, it is far more frequent
and more intense in rural areas with high forest cover and lower
average incomes (Colgan et al., 2014; Kittredge et al., 2017). Most
harvests in northeastern U.S. forests only remove a portion of the total
available biomass (Thompson et al., 2017a; Brown et al., 2018), but
nonetheless alter tree composition and carbon dynamics (Birdsey et al.,
2006; Hompson et al., 2011; Woodall et al., 2011). Land protection is
also an important component of the regional land-use regime. In New
England, 23% of the land is legally protected from development, and
half of that has been protected in the past 25-years (Meyer et al., 2014;
Foster et al., 2017). Most of these protected forests remain open to
timber harvesting (Foster et al., 2017). Seventy percent of land pro-
tected since 1990 is privately owned and has been conserved using
conservation easements. A distinct spatial pattern exists within the
existing protected lands; the largest protected areas occur in rural
northern New England where they continue to be managed for timber
while southern New England contains tens of thousands of small pro-
tected parcels serving multiple uses (Foster et al., 2017). The land-use
regime in New England interacts with naturally dynamic forest eco-
systems that are still recovering from nineteenth century land use. The
region’s forests continue to grow and trend toward mature, late suc-
cessional, long-lived, and shade tolerant species (Thompson et al.,
2013; Eisen and Barker Plotkin, 2015). The long-term accrual of carbon
associated with forest development is expected to continue for a cen-
tury or more (Albani et al., 2006; Duveneck et al., 2017; Wang et al.,
2017). Simulations suggest that climate change will have limited direct

effects on forest composition in New England (Duveneck et al., 2017;
Liang et al., 2017), but will enhance productivity due to longer growing
seasons and greater CO2 concentrations (Duveneck and Thompson,
2017). This trend could be altered if climate change interacts with
disturbances (e.g., insect defoliation, and/or wind damage). None-
theless, climate change will both directly and indirectly interact with
land-use regimes to shape future forests. For example, climate miti-
gating energy policies may result in more forest land converted to land
dedicated to solar or wind energy production; or tree mortality induced
by the interaction of stress and insect or pathogen impacts may sti-
mulate increased harvesting of live trees during salvage or pre-salvage
operations. A growing concern exists that global change, the combi-
nation of climate change a changing land-use regime, and a changing
natural disturbance regime will threaten ecosystem function and be
more impactful than climate change alone (Lambin et al., 2001;
Ordonez et al., 2014). These interactions have been identified as crucial
areas of study to inform policy-makers (Arneth et al., 2014; Mayer
et al., 2016). In this paper we examine the forests of New England, USA
as a regional socio-ecological system to understand the aggregate and
relative importance of multiple climate and land-use change drivers for
determining the future condition of the region. We simulated a con-
tinuation of the modern land-use regime—i.e. the observed frequency,
geography, and intensity of dominant land uses (Watson et al., 2014;
Ramankutty and Coomes, 2016)—in combination with anticipated cli-
mate change over a multi-decadal timeframe to determine their impacts
on forest carbon, and composition. By projecting the modern land-use
regime, we establish a baseline scenario and an assessment of multiple
global change drivers that are being superimposed on an inherently
dynamic system. We coupled a dynamic vegetation model with a cel-
lular land-cover change model to address the following questions:
Which components of the modern land-use regime (i.e., land protection,
land development, and timber harvesting) will be most influential on
future forest carbon, and species composition? What is the spatial
configuration of the modern and projected future land-use regime and
resulting forest ecosystem condition? Where geographically and within
what forest types will the modern land-use regime have the largest
effects on forest pattern and process? Understanding the drivers and
interactions of the current land-use regime can inform both local and
global decision-making affecting future land use (Mather, 1992;
Coulston et al., 2015).

2. Methods

2.1. Study area and analytical approach

We explored the effects of the modern land-use regime in New
England, a six state (Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, and Connecticut) region in the northeast U.S. (Fig. 1).
New England is among the most forested and most densely populated
parts of the U.S. The region includes a gradient of boreal tree species in
the north to temperate species in the south with forest covering ap-
proximately 76% of the total land area. The region is characterized by
diverse soils (SSURGO Soil Survey Staff, 2011), climate (Daly and
Gibson, 2002), forest types (Duveneck et al., 2015), land owners (Butler
et al., 2016), and land uses (Schleeweis et al., 2013; Olofsson et al.,
2016). Private woodland owners (i.e., non-corporate or family forest
owners) control 65% of New England forests comprising>800,000
small parcels (200,000 > 2.5 ha) (Butler et al., 2016). Other dominant
land owner groups include: private corporate (19%), Federal (4%),
State (8%), non-governmental private (2%), and tribal (2%) (Fig. 1).
Mean annual temperatures of 3–10 °C follow latitudinal and elevational
gradients. Mean annual precipitation ranges from 79 to 255 cm with
greater precipitation at higher elevations (Daly and Gibson, 2002). Our
analytical approach integrates two spatially interactive simulation
models (Fig. 2). We used a forest landscape model to simulate forest
growth and succession and timber harvesting and a cellular automata
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land-cover model to simulate land-cover change (e.g., change of forest
to development) and land protection (e.g. conservation status). See
below for details regarding the simulation methods. We conducted a
simulation experiment to quantify the individual and aggregate impacts
of a continuation in the recent trends of climate change, forest con-
version to development, forest harvesting, and land protection spanning
the period from 2010 to 2060. The effects of each of these drivers was
determined by comparing to a “control” scenario that included only
projected forest growth across the landscape (i.e., the “potential” future
landscape) in the absence of any land use, land conversion or climate

change. In a factorial design, we simulated the drivers individually and
in all possible combinations (Table 1). For each treatment combination,
we assessed differences in aboveground carbon (AGC) which we as-
sumed was ½ of aboveground biomass (AGB) to characterize changes in
aboveground structure. Within forest types, land owner types (as ex-
plained below), and New England states, we report differences from the
control scenario at simulation year 2060. To assess tree species com-
munity change, we assessed the composition of 32 dominant trees
species and then highlighted the changes in the ten most abundant
species currently on the landscape.

Fig. 1. New England landowner map (colored polygons) of study area within sub-regions (black lines). Call-out indicates landscape (green) within northeastern
North America (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.).
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2.2. Simulating forest growth and succession

We simulated forest dynamics using the LANDIS-II v6.2 forest
landscape modeling framework (Scheller et al., 2007). The LANDIS-II
core model tracks spatial processes, including seed dispersal and dis-
turbance, and integrates the inputs and outputs of additional model
extensions. Trees are grouped into species× age cohorts. We used the
PnET-Succession extension to LANDIS-II (v2.1.1, (de Bruijn et al.,
2014d)) to simulate tree species growth and succession of 32 species
within 250m pixels. PnET-Succession is based on the PnET-II ecophy-
siological model (Aber et al., 1995) and uses a mechanistic ‘first prin-
cipals’ approach to modeling forests response to changing environ-
ments. PnET-Succession simulates photosynthesis and the accumulation
of biomass based on available light, water, temperature, and competi-
tion through vertical layers in the canopy. Cohort AGB is used as a
surrogate for canopy height to simulate canopy layers. Competition
among cohorts is simulated by partitioning incoming light through
multiple canopy layers. Biomass growth is further affected by available
soil water, which is balanced based on precipitation, transpiration,
evaporation, runoff, and percolation. In addition, growth increases with
foliar N, and atmospheric CO2 concentration, and decreases as cohorts
near their longevity age or depart from optimal temperature. Estab-
lishment of new cohorts is controlled stochastically based on distance
from a seed source, soil water, and subcanopy light. The para-
meterization of the modeling framework for New England, including
calibration, validation, and sensitivity analyses have been described
previously (McKenzie et al., in review; Duveneck and Thompson, 2017;
Duveneck et al., 2017; Liang et al., 2017). One limitation of LANDIS-II/
PnET-Succession is that spin-up of initial communities does not include
prior disturbance or land use. Therefore, the model tends to over-pre-
dict initial stand biomass. To correct for this, we adjusted the landscape
biomass based on the National Biomass and Carbon Dataset
(Kellndorfer et al., 2013). We initialized forest structure and

composition information using a near-neighbor imputation of forest
inventory plots (Bechtold and Patterson, 2005; Duveneck et al., 2015).
We simulated one replicate of each scenario. This decision was based on
our experience with this model, which has shown that, without large
disturbances, the small-scale stochastic components within the model
stabilize to their average when measured at watershed to landscape
scales (Duveneck et al., 2017; Liang et al., 2017). Simulations using a
‘static’ climate (i.e., no climate change) projected a continuation of
current climate using monthly temperature and precipitation informa-
tion provided by PRISM (Daly and Gibson, 2002) based on the period
from 1981-2013. Climate change scenarios employed the Regional
Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 emission scenario (IPCC, 2013) as
simulated by to the Hadley Global Environment Model v.2-Earth
System (HADGE) Global Circulation Model (GCM) downscaled and
obtained from the USGS Geo Data Portal (Stoner et al., 2013). We chose
the RCP 8.5 emission scenario because it represents the highest emis-
sions scenario published by the IPCC, however, observed CO2 emissions
already exceed the RCP 8.5 trajectory (Friedlingstein et al., 2014). We
chose the HADGE GCM because it has been shown to simulate historical
climate in the northeast accurately (Sillmann et al., 2013). For com-
parisons of this representation of climate change in New England to
other GCMs, see (Duveneck and Thompson, 2017).

2.3. Land uses

2.3.1. Harvesting
We simulated timber harvesting in LANDIS-II using Biomass Harvest

v.3.2 extension (Gustafson et al., 2000), which simulates user defined
harvest prescriptions within spatially explicit owner-type group areas
(Fig. 1). Multiple harvest prescriptions were developed that dictated the
patch size and percent of biomass removed as a function of tree species
and ages present on a site. The frequency that each prescription was
applied to the landscape varied by owner group and was based on
average harvest rates and intensities observed in previous analyses of
Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) database (Bechtold and Patterson,
2005; Thompson et al., 2017a). The harvest frequency rates included a
large variation in harvest intensity. Most harvest events in New England
remove less than 20% of the basal area (Thompson et al., 2017a; Brown
et al., 2018). Harvest preference by species is largely dependent on
region and in some cases, ownership. For example, corporate lands,
harvest a large amount of spruce-fir species especially in northern New
England where those species are more dominant; white pine and several
species of oak, predominately, northern red oak, is preferentially har-
vested by private woodland owners in southern New England where
those species are more dominant (Thompson et al., 2017a). Based on an
analyses of FIA data (Belair and Ducey 2018; Thompson et al., 2017a)
and consultation with several forestry experts, we developed a range of

Fig. 2. Conceptual framework illustrating our simulation approach. The diagram represents some of the multiple drivers of land-use change including data sources
and spatial resolution. Additional model variables are described in methods. The drivers are spatial variables in the models which affect the outputs.

Table 1
Climate and land-use scenarios used to evaluate the modern land-use regime in
New England.

SCENARIO CLIMATE LAND USE

Control Static Climate No land use
Static_Dev Static Climate Forest loss to development
Static_Harv Static Climate Timber harvesting
Static_HarvDev Static Climate Development & timber harvesting
ClimateChange_NoLU Climate Change No land use
ClimateChange_Dev Climate Change Forest conversion to development
ClimateChange_Harv Climate Change Timber harvesting
ClimateChange_HarDev Climate Change Development & timber harvesting
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harvest prescriptions (Appendix I, Table 1) that include a range of
harvest intensities from light intensity thinning to high intensity clear
cutting and partitioned these prescriptions to the frequency rates for
each landowner group. We then validated the frequency and intensity
of simulated harvest throughout New England (Appendix I, Fig. 1).

2.3.2. Forest conversion to development
We simulated forest loss to developed uses using the Dinamica

cellular land-cover model, parameterized with the rates and spatial
patterns observed between 1990 and 2010 (Thompson et al., 2017b).
We used time series of 30m resolution land-cover maps described by
Olofsson et al. (Olofsson et al., 2016) using Continuous Change De-
tection and Classification (CCDC) methods. We focused our analysis on
the land uses classified by Olofsson et al. (2016), and where data were
not availible, the National Land Cover Database (NLCD) (Wickham
et al., 2013). We then simplified these classifications into two types
(Table 2). Low Intensity Development (LD) is defined as areas of urban
or residential development with impervious surface areas from 0% to
50%. High Intensity Development (HD) is defined as areas of urban or
residential development with impervious surface areas from 50% to
100%. We simulated conversions between the dominant components of
the recent land-use regime (Table 3). While additional land-use tran-
sitions occurred during the recent land-use regime (e.g., from agri-
culture to forest), they represented minor components (Olofsson et al.,
2016), and were not included in our scenario of recent trends. For areas
in New England where spatial data were not present, (i.e., northern
Maine, southern Connecticut, and northwestern Vermont), or was un-
classified due to ongoing change (< 1% of pixels), we used classified
pixels from the NLCD (Wickham et al. 2013). Unlike harvest areas that
were based on landowner type groups, we captured the spatial variation
in land-use conversions by delineating 32 sub-regions (Fig. 1). Sub-re-
gions follow Census Bureau defined Core Base Statistical Areas (CBSA)
which collectively represent both Census Metropolitan and Micro-
poltian statistical areas and were used on previous land-use research in
New England (Thompson et al., 2017b). There are 27 CBSAs in New
England, however not all of New England is covered by a CBSA. In
addition to 27 CBSA’s we added five rural regions to fill the gaps, for a
total of 32 unique and exhaustive sub-regions. Within sub-regions,
conversion rates and patch parameters were based on geographic units
where economic factors most associated with rates and patterns of
conversion were homogenous. We used the Dinamica Ego land-use
change model v 2.4.1 (Soares-Filho et al., 2002). Dinamica is capable of
multi-scale stochastic simulations that incorporate spatial feedbacks.

Dinamica uses a weights-of-evidence (WoE) method to set transition
probabilities for every pixel. The WoE approach uses a modified form of
Bayes theorem of conditional probability (Goodacre et al., 1993;
Bonham-Carter, 1994) to calculate weights for each spatial variable
independent of a combined solution (Soares-Filho et al., 2002). ‘Dis-
tance to the nearest developed land’ was the strongest predictor of
forest loss to development for most sub-regions. ‘Population density’
and ‘distance to roads’ were frequently ranked as the second strongest
predictor variables, with a clear geographic pattern of ‘population
density’ being stronger in southern New England and ‘distance to roads’
being stronger in northern New England. ‘Wetlands’ had more influence
in sub-regions along the coast whereas the ‘slope’ of the land was more
important in the mountainous northern and western sub-regions. For a
more detailed explanation of the parameterization of Dinamica Ego, see
Thompson et al. (Thompson et al., 2017b). 2.3.3 Land Protection

We simulated a continuation of the recent trends in land protection
using the same cellular land-cover change model (Dinamica Ego) that
we used to simulate development. Here we define land protection as a
forest area where development is prohibited by law. We set unique
rates and patch parameters for each of the 32 sub-regions using the
observed trend in the period spanning 1990 to 2010 (Foster et al.,
2017). This provided the spatial variability of projecting few large
conservation blocks in northern New England and numerous smaller
patches in southern New England. Indeed, during the reference period,
just 38 large timberland easements in northern New England accounted
for half of the 3.6 million ha protected, while the remaining half are
distributed across> 17,000 diverse protected areas. Dinamica Ego’s
WoE method was used to set transition probabilities for the ‘forest to
land protection’ transition using the same suite of spatial variables
described previously. ‘Distance to the nearest developed land’ and
‘distance from roads’ were found to be the strongest predictors of land
protection. Across most sub-regions the areas farthest away from roads
or development had the highest probability of transitioning from un-
protected to protected land.

2.3.3. Linking land uses to forest change
To link the simulations of forest loss to the simulations of forest

growth and harvesting, we resampled the 30m land-use change outputs
from Dinamica at each time-steps to the 250m resolution required of
the computationally demanding forest growth model. For each time-
step following spin-up, and for each 250m pixel, we calculated the
cumulative percent of 30m pixels converted from one land use to an-
other. This allowed us to simulate partial conversion of 250m pixels

Table 2
Land-cover reclassification used in this study based on existing classifications from Continuous Change Detection and Classification (CCDC) (Olofsson et al., 2016),
and National Land Cover Database (NLCD) (Wickham et al., 2013).

OUR CLASSIFICATION CCDC NLDC

Low Density Development Low Density Residential Developed Open Space Developed Low Intensity Developed Medium
Intensity

High Density Development High Density Residential Commercial/Industrial Developed High Intensity
Forest Mixed Forest Deciduous Broadleaf Forest Evergreen Needleleaf Forest

Woody Wetland
Mixed Forest Decidious Forest Evergreen Forest Woody Wetland Shrub/
Scrub

Agriculture Agriculture Pasture/Hay Cultivated Crops
Other Bare Herbaceous / Grassland Wetland Water Barren Land (Rock/Sand/Clay) Emergent Herbaceous Wetlands Open Water

Perrenial Ice/Snow

Table 3
Land use transitions simulated under recent trends scenario. LD= low Density, HD=High Density.

FROM TO

Forest Agriculture LD Development HD Development Land Protection
Agriculture LD Development HD Development
LD Development HD Development
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based on the finer 30m resolution. For the development scenarios, we
simulated forest to development loss by subtracting the development
percent of each pixel from layers of total AGC, and species AGC at each
time-step. This allowed spatial and temporally explicit simulation of
development incorporated in the forest succession scenario. For forest
to agriculture, we assumed that conversion would result in a 100%
removal of forest. For forest to low- and high-density development we
assumed that 50%, and 94% of the forest AGC would be removed, re-
spectively. We based these percentages on the proportion of impervious
surface within these classes (Olofsson et al., 2016). This partial reduc-
tion in carbon following conversion accounted for some forest re-
maining in a developed landscape, which may be an important con-
tributor to future carbon sequestration (Reinmann et al., 2016). 3.0

3. Results

3.1. Spatial extent and configuration of the modern land use regime

At the start of the simulations (i.e., initial conditions), 76% of New
England land cover is forest (130,694 km2), 1% is high-density devel-
opment (2115 km2) and 8% is low-density development (11,977 km2)
(Fig. 3A). After projecting recent trends in land use for 50 years with
Dinamica, forests cover was reduced by 4% to 125,065 km2, high-
density development increased 28% to 2700 km2, and low-density de-
velopment increased 38% to 16,520 km2 (Fig. 3B). Most forest lost to
high-density development occurred in close proximity to existing high-
density development in southern New England (Fig. 3C). Northern New
England, in contrast, experienced little forest loss, although low-density
development did perforate forest cover throughout New England. Pro-
tected forests expanded from 26% of the New England forested land-
scape (34,014 km2) in 2010, to 59% (74,086 km2) in 2060. Spatially the
largest increase in future protected area occurred in northern New

England, where very large forestry conservation easements were si-
mulated, emulating the recent trends in conservation (Fig. 3). Con-
versely, areas with the lowest proportion of new protected land were in
areas with the highest proportion of developed land.

3.2. Climate and land-use effects on carbon stocks

In the hypothetical absence of land use or climate change, AGC in
our simulations increased 53%, from 4.2 kg m−2 at the start of the si-
mulation (Figs. 4A, 5 ) to 6.3 kg m-2 at year 2060. Climate change in-
itially increased AGC storage less than this control scenario, but exerted
a positive effect after 2040 (Fig. 5). Less initial AGC accumulation
under climate change was due to reduced summer season growth as-
sociated with greater respiratory demand. After 2040, the effect of
longer growing seasons compensates for summer respiration, as de-
scribed in Duveneck and Thompson (2017). Compared to initial con-
ditions, by year 2060, the climate change scenario increased average
AGC by 65% (Fig. 4B) to 6.8 kg m−2 (Figs. 4E, and 5). By year 2060,
climate change increased carbon density by 12% (0.5 kg m−2) relative
to the hypothetical control scenario with no climate or land-use change.
Regional net carbon accumulation over the 50-year simulation was still
positive, even when including a continuation of the recent trends in
land use. Compared to initial conditions, much of the landscape con-
tinued to accumulate additional AGC as land-use activities resulting in
reductions were infrequent relative to the size of the landscape (Fig. 4C
and F). However, compared to the control, harvesting reduced average
AGC by 14%, while forest loss to development reduced average AGC by
3%. The combined effects of development and harvesting (which on
some sites was co-located) reduced average AGC by 16%, compared to
the control. The net reduction in AGC from land-use were moderated
when also simulating the growth enhancing effects of climate change.
Together, harvesting (decreasing) and climate change (increasing)

Fig. 3. Initial and simulated future land cover in New England. A) 2010 land cover; B) 2060 land cover; and C) transition patches between 2010 and 2060. Inset maps
indicate referenced zoomed-in area.
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Fig. 4. New England maps of: (A) AGC at year 2010; (B) AGC at year 2060 without land use; (C) AGC at year 2060 with land use; (D) percent change in AGC with
land use at year 2060 from year 2060 without land use; (E) percent change in AGC without land use at year 2060 from year 2010; (F) percent change in AGC with
land use at year 2060 from year 2010. All 2060 map results include climate change.
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resulted in a net 6% decrease in average AGC compared to the control
scenario at year 2060, while development (which resulted in a rela-
tively small reduction) and climate change increased average AGC by
5% (Fig. 5). In aggregate, the effects of climate change, harvesting, and
development resulted in 8% less AGC in 2060 relative to the control
scenario with no global change drivers. Spatially, the largest differences
in AGC between the recent trends scenario and the control were in the
northern part of the region (Fig. 4D) and were related to harvesting.

Over the 50-year simulation, harvest intensity varied resulting in
between 0.03 and 2.2 kg m−2 of removed AGC across sub-regions under
the static climate scenario. Removed AGC was slightly higher when
climate change was also simulated (i.e., between 0.03 and 2.3 kg m−2

across sub-regions) because more AGC was available for harvest
(Fig. 6). Likewise, harvest frequency varied across the landscape.
Within the harvest scenarios, 79% of sites were never harvested, 15% of
sites were harvested at least once, 5% at least twice, and 1% at least

three times. Compared to harvesting, development intensity resulted in
less removed AGC, ranging from 0.03 to 0.5 kg m−2 within sub-regions
under either climate scenario over the 50-year simulation (Fig. 6).
However, at the site (i.e., cell) scale, development resulted in the per-
manent removal of up to 100% of the AGC. The spatial pattern of
harvest frequency varied inversely from development (i.e., there was
greater harvest area simulated in rural northern New England com-
pared to southern New England where more development occurred).

3.3. Variation in the land-use regime

Among owner groups (Fig. 1), corporate lands were the furthest
from their hypothetical carbon potential at 2060. This difference was
almost entirely due to timber harvest (Fig. 7A). In fact, 68% of the total
land-use effect on New England AGC stores is a result of the harvest
regime on corporate lands. These impacts notwithstanding, corporate
lands still experienced a net 4% gain in average AGC when assuming
climate and land-use change, which emphasizes the strength of forest
growth and recovery in the region. Within corporate lands, forests ex-
perienced average reductions of 35% compared to the hypothetical
control under harvesting, development, and climate change. Private
woodlands, compared to the control at year 2060, experienced a net 8%
average reduction in AGC under harvesting, development, and climate
change. Public land, in contrast, experienced almost no development
and less harvesting; this led to a 1% increase in public land carbon
density compared to the control at year 2060 (Fig. 7A). Development
alone resulted in relatively minor reductions to AGC within owner
groups compared to the control with the largest reductions in private
woodland forests (3%). Compared to initial conditions, all six New
England states increased AGC stores under all scenarios. The combined
influence of harvesting, development, and climate change in Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont, and the combined southern New England
states increased average AGC by 42%, 37%, 46%, and 33%,

Fig. 5. Mean AGC density (kg m−2) across New England as resulting from eight
scenarios that include two climate scenarios (with change and without) and
four separate land-use scenarios (Table 1).

Fig. 6. Map of land-use intensity from har-
vesting and development. Land-use intensity
represents cumulative removals from 2010 to
2060 under the climate change scenario. Sites
that were not affected by each respective land
use are represented in blue. White and black
lines delineate sub-region and state bound-
aries, respectively. AGCR = Aboveground
Carbon Removed (kg m−2).
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respectively. Compared to the control in the year 2060, Maine experi-
enced the largest reduction in AGC (14%) due to harvesting, develop-
ment, and climate change. AGC reductions in Maine were largely due to
harvesting on corporate lands (Fig. 1). New Hampshire, Vermont, and

the combined southern states each experienced a net AGC loss of 2%,
1%, and 2%, respectively compared to the control at year 2060 under
harvesting, development, and climate change. In southern states, de-
velopment and harvesting resulted in approximately the same average
reduction in AGC density compared to the hypothetical control at year
2060; whereas, harvesting alone had a larger effect than development
alone in northern states (VT, NH, ME) (Fig. 7B). Compared to initial
conditions, the combination of harvesting, development, and climate
change resulted in an increase in AGC within all forest types (i.e., 46%,
40%, 36%, and 5% in the spruce-fir, northern hardwoods, pine, and oak
forest types, respectively). Compared to the control scenario at year
2060, climate change increased mean landscape AGC in all forest types.
Specifically, climate change resulted in a 10% increase in oak, 9% in-
crease in northern hardwoods, 8% increase in pine and 5% increase in
spruce-fir (Fig. 7C). The combination of harvesting, development, and
climate change resulted in reductions in all forest types compared to the
control scenario; specifically, there was a: 14% reduction in spruce-fir,
9% reduction in pine, 7% reduction in northern hardwoods, and 1%
reduction in oak.

3.4. Land-use effects on species composition

The control scenario at year 2060, with the no climate or land-use
change, resulted in substantial changes to species abundance (i.e., mean
AGC by species), but only modest changes to their relative abundance.
Compared to initial conditions, species specific average AGC increased
0.56 kg m−2 in red maple (Acer rubrum), 0.26 kg m−2 in sugar maple
(A. saccharum), 0.21 kg m−2 in balsam fir (Abies balsamea), 0.21 kg m−2

in eastern hemlock (Tsuga canadensis), and 0.22 kg m−2 in red spruce
(Picea rubens)) (Fig. 8, Appendix I, Table 2). Many of these species are
fast growing (e.g., red maple) or shade tolerant (e.g., eastern hemlock,
and balsam fir). The AGC of red oak (Quercus rubra) decreased by
0.07 kg m−2 under the control scenario from 2010 to 2060 as it was
outcompeted by other species for growing space. Compared to the
control scenario at 2060, climate change resulted in greater AGC den-
sity of red maple by 0.23 kg m−2 but resulted in minor effects to other
species. Additional effects are expected beyond 2060 as climate change
intensifies (Duveneck et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2017). At a regional
scale, forest loss to development had little effect on relative species
composition because development removed equal proportions of spe-
cies within sites (Fig. 8; Appendix I, Table 2). Development did affect
species composition for some minor species growing in southern New
England where more development occurred. For example, compared to
the control scenario at year 2060, black oak (Quercus velutina) which is

Fig. 7. Boxplots showing change in AGC within each scenario compared to the
control (i.e., landscape potential with no land use nor climate change) at year
2060 aggregated within: A) ownership groups (FULL= full New England
landscape, CORP= corporate, PUB=public, PRWD=private woodlands); B)
New England states (ME=Maine, VT=Vermont, NH = New Hampshire,
SNE= Southern New England (Rhode Island, Connecticut and Massachusetts));
and C) forest types (SF= spruce-fir, NH=northern hardwoods, PE=pine,
OK=oak). Black line in box plots indicate the median, and the colored boxes
show the 25th and 75th quartile range of all pixels within each spatial group.
Seemingly missing scenario box plots indicate little or no change from the
control scenario.

Fig. 8. Mean landscape AGC (kg m−2) of the ten most abundant species at year 2010 and within each scenario at year 2060.
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more dominant in the southern part of the landscape resulted in almost
no difference in AGC under the harvest scenario while development
resulted in a reduction of 0.01 kg m-2 (Appendix I, Table 2). In contrast,
balsam fir, which grows predominately in the north where very little
development occurred, was largely immune to the effects of develop-
ment (Fig. 8). Analogous to total AGC, timber harvesting had a larger
effect on species AGC than development. Specifically, harvesting, with
and without climate change resulted in losses to commercially valuable
species. For example, compared to the control scenario at year 2060,
harvesting alone resulted in average AGC reductions of 31% in sugar
maple (0.24 kg m−2), 24% in white pine (0.12 kg m−2), 23% in red oak
(0.04 kg m−2), and 20% reduction in red spruce (0.09 kg m−2) (Fig. 8,
Appendix I, Table 2). In contrast, red maple which is among the most
abundant species on the landscape but is less commercially valuable
lost only 7% (0.10 kg m−2) from harvesting, compared to the control
scenario.

4. Discussion

4.1. New England forests are likely to be a persistent carbon sink

While land use reduced forest carbon stocks relative to their po-
tential, our simulations suggest that if recent trends continue New
England forests will, on net, continue to accrue carbon over the next 50-
years. Our findings are consistent with other studies that suggest an
even longer time horizon of continued forest carbon accrual in New
England (Brown et al., 2018). The size of the regional carbon stock in
our simulations was bolstered by the growth enhancement effects of
climate change, including longer growing seasons and CO2 fertilization.
Carbon stores increased throughout the region; overall, 80% of the
landscape had more carbon in 2060 than at the start of the simulation
in 2010, despite ongoing harvesting, and forest loss to development. For
comparison, in the absence of land use, 92% of the region had larger
carbon stores in 2060. This analysis is focused on live aboveground
forest carbon and does not account for the fate of harvested wood. It is
important to note that the carbon in harvested wood has multiple fates
that affect its contribution to global warming (Smith et al., 2006; Fahey
et al., 2010). A large proportion of harvested wood from this system is
short-lived—e.g., pulp and biomass fuel—and is quickly converted to
CO2 and returned to the atmosphere. Some is stored in durable products
and contributes to long-term carbon storage. Finally, some harvested
wood is not utilized at all, but is left on site to decompose. A complete
carbon life-cycle analysis was outside the scope of this project, but re-
presents an important opportunity for future research.

4.2. Ownership and geography

The region’s ownership mosaic has large implications for the future
of forest carbon stocks. AGC is strongly affected by the greater fre-
quency and intensity of timber harvest on corporate-owned land, as
compared to private woodlots or publicly owned forest. The ownership
patterns underscore regions that could be targeted for increased con-
servation and carbon sequestration projects. Specifically, intensive
harvesting in northern New England, where most corporate lands exist
resulted in large losses to AGC. As with corporate timberlands globally,
forest ownership patterns in this part of New England are changing
rapidly (Cashore et al., 2014). In the past twenty years, more than 10
million hectares of New England forests were divested by traditional
timber or wood products companies selling to Timber Investment
Management Organizations (TIMOs) and Real Estate Investment Trusts
(Daigle et al., 2012; Shifley and Moser, 2016; Thompson et al., 2017a).

Traditional forest management companies often had long planning
horizons, which were need to ensure supply to their nearby mills. In
contrast, harvest planning by TIMOs and REITs is more influenced by
global-scale markets and investor rate of return on 10-year time hor-
izons. As such, there is great concern that the transfer of corporate
forests to TIMOs and REITs could lead to abrupt land-use changes that
could transform the structure and dynamics of the region and result in
even greater losses of forest carbon. Globally, over the last two decades,
permanent forest loss to development represented a relatively minor
fraction (0.6%) of the total forest reductions associated with forestry,
wildfire, and shifting agriculture. However, the majority of forest loss to
urban development (> 66%) occurred in the Eastern United States
(Curtis et al., 2018). In our simulations, Southern New England forests,
dominated by private woodland forests received less harvesting pres-
sure but were more likely to transition to developed sites. Specifically,
southern sites near cities (e.g., Boston) are the most vulnerable to de-
velopment and will experience the greatest loss of forest carbon to
development under a future scenario, assuming a continuation of recent
trends. Forest conversion to development has a greater impact than
harvesting at a site scale, but since conversion affects a much smaller
area, the regional effects of development are a fraction of harvesting.
However, because developed sites do not recover their carbon, the
impacts of develop sites will compound over time. The patterns we
observed in the New England socio-ecological system related to the
importance of forest management relative to forest loss for carbon
stores are in many ways consistent with those observed or modeled at
the scale of the continental US (Schleeweis et al., 2013), and the globe
(Erb et al., 2018; Curtis et al., 2018).

4.3. Management implications

There is a striking discordance in the regional pattern of land pro-
tection and land development. Although simulated land protection re-
stricted where development could occur, protection and development
were not mutually exclusive within sub-regions in New England.
Generally, high development rates occurred where low land protection
rates occurred, and high land protection rates occurred where low de-
velopment pressure occurred. Rather than suggest that land protection
is not occurring where it would be most effective to reduce develop-
ment, we recognize that conservation priorities exist based on lands
that are not immediately under development threat. For example,
conservation priorities include areas with high diversity potential
(Anderson and Ferree, 2010), areas producing extra valuable ecosystem
services (Postel and Thompson, 2005) and lands whose development
rights have become available on the market (Foster et al., 2017).
Nevertheless, the dichotomy between conservation and development
patterns has large implications for assessing the priority to protect land
where a threat of future development exists. Although this concern has
been identified globally (Hoekstra et al., 2005), our sub-unit level of
analysis in New England provides an important scale to manage con-
servation priorities.

Generally, development trends are higher within areas where
timber harvesting rates are low, which, like land protection, limited the
interaction between timber harvesting and development. This pattern
has been observed along rural to urbanizing gradients throughout
North America (e.g., (Wear et al., 1999; Kittredge et al., 2017). How-
ever, there also may be interactions between forest conditions and
development patterns that we were not able to simulate. For example,
Puhlick et al. (2017) indicate that poorly stocked stands have a greater
probability of conversion for development. Greater carbon density
generally results in higher value forest land which can disincentivize
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development. Greater carbon density, therefore may be directly valu-
able by both sequestering more carbon for climate mitigation for ex-
ample, and indirectly valuable in incentivizing land owners to keep
their forests as forests (Puhlick et al., 2017). Furthermore, greater
carbon density can be managed for through forest silviculture practices
(Puettmann, 2011).

4.4. Limitations and alternative scenarios

Large uncertainty exists in the future New England land-use regime.
Our results are not meant to be interpreted as predictions; rather they
represent a single plausible scenario based on the continuation of recent
trends of land use as they interact with natural forest processes and
projected climate change. What manifests as the future land-use regime
will depend on difficult-to-predict global to local socio-ecological fac-
tors (Lambin et al., 2001; Rudel et al., 2005; Lambin and Meyfroidt,
2010). To help understand some potential alternative pathways, we
have co-designed a suite of alternative land-use scenarios with stake-
holders from throughout New England (McBride et al., 2017). We will
soon be incorporating those scenarios into this simulation framework so
we can compare a continuation of the recent trends to a set of alter-
natives, which many stakeholders have agreed are important to con-
sider.

Uncertainty about the future landscape is not limited to land use.
There are processes that we did not include but will almost certainly
have large effects of future forests. Insects and other pathogens are
already altering future forest composition and carbon (Orwig et al.,
2002; Albani et al., 2010; Lovett et al., 2016); atmospheric nitrogen
deposition is declining as a result of pollution controls and is causing a
unknown but potentially significant decline in forest growth (Templer
et al., 2012); and tree species may acclimate to warmer temperatures in
novel ways (Reich et al., 2016).

We selected PnET-Succession because of its ability to mechan-
istically simulate variation in net primary production among species
and through multiple canopy layers as tree cohorts respond to changes
in climate. In addition, the PnET family of models, including PnET-
Succession, has been calibrated, validated, and widely used within New
England (Aber and Federer, 1992; Ollinger et al., 1998; Duveneck and
Thompson, 2017). The focus of this research was on changes in AGC
and species composition, therefore, the additional state-variables pro-
vided by PnET-Succession were not reported here (e.g., net primary
productivity, respiration, transpiration), but have been explored pre-
viously (McKenzie et al., in review; Duveneck and Thompson, 2017;
Duveneck et al., 2017).

In addition to local factors, precise global climate change is hard to
predict and largely uncertain. To aide interpretability, the climate
change results we presented here are based on a single climate change
model and a single (high) emission scenario. Ultimately, the effect of
average changes in temperature and precipitation on future forest
productivity may be a tradeoff between longer growing seasons that
increase productivity, and warmer summers that increase respiration
(Duveneck and Thompson, 2017). Changes to the magnitude and fre-
quency of climate extremes (e.g., hurricanes, ice storms, droughts) and
climate-related tipping points remain a major unknown factor with the
potential to drive regional forest dynamics. For example, changes to the
amount and timing of snow-pack and frozen ground may greatly affect

forest management activities. For this analysis we simulated just 50
years of future climate; but it should be noted that the effects of climate
change are widely projected to increase dramatically beyond 50 years
(Duveneck and Thompson, 2017; Wang et al., 2017; Janowiak et al.,
2018).

Coupling our understanding of land-use change and climate change
is critical to assess future ecosystem services, policies, and adaptation
strategies (Arneth et al., 2014). Understanding the drivers and inter-
actions of recent land-use transitions can inform both local and global
behavior affecting future land use (Mather, 1992). Although our results
demonstrate the value in exploring the current land-use regime on fu-
ture conditions, others note that rapid changes in land use may not
follow trajectories based on recent trends (Ramankutty and Coomes,
2016). For example, the large effect of harvesting on the future land-use
regime was based on the observed harvest intensity and frequency
within recent forest inventories. This rate and intensity of harvesting
may not represent the future land-use regime. Furthermore, future
carbon trajectories may indeed benefit from adaptive management
approaches, where for example species composition is intentionally
adjusted based on projections of a changing climate (e.g., Duveneck and
Scheller, 2015).

5. Summary and implications

Even in the hypothetical absence of future land use and climate
change, New England forests would change dramatically during the
next 50-years. The persistent legacy of nineteenth century land use
would continue to drive large gains in AGC accumulation and a slow
transition to shade tolerant long-lived tree species. Of course global
change, specifically the combination of climate and land-use change,
will be a major driver of change in New England’s and its effects will be
superimposed on this inherently dynamic system. A continuation of
recent trends in climate and land-use will result in a large difference
between the potential and the realized carbon stocks, and their effects
will be spatially heterogeneous. Climate change will enhance carbon
stores while land use will reduce them. On net, our simulations result in
a decrease of forest carbon by 16%, relative to their potential. It is land
use, not climate change, that has the greatest influence on carbon dy-
namics in New England over the next 50 years. Despite not being a
significant part of the region’s economy, timber harvesting is projected
to have a greater impact on carbon stocks and species composition than
forest loss to development. Indeed, most of the total land-use impacts
on carbon (68%) occur on the corporate-owned forest, which make up
than one-quarter of region. This presents a significant opportunity for
policy-makers and conservationists to focus their analyses of trade-offs
and future conservation efforts on the areas where their efforts are
likely to have the greatest impact.
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Appendix A

See Fig. A1

See Tables A1 and A2

Fig. A1. Calibration of harvest frequency and intensity (Left); Frequency of harvest by state and owner classes within Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) plots.
Squares represent FIA derived probability of harvest, dots represent simulated frequency of pixels harvested within each group. (Right); Intensity of harvest by Maine
and southern New England (all other New England states). Bars represent harvest intensity (i.e., percent basal area removed) derived from repeat measured FIA plots.
Dots represent simulated intensity of pixels (i.e., percent biomass removed by harvest).

Table A1
Percent of each major harvest prescription used by area partitioned within each New England state.

STATE CLEARCUT SHELTERWOOD HIGH-GRADE THINNING

CT 6 14 22 59
MA 6 13 20 62
ME 22 14 15 49
NH 9 13 20 57
RI 6 13 21 60
VT 7 13 21 59
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Table A2
Mean landscape AGC (kg m−2) of individual species at year 2010 and within each scenario at year 2060.

SPECIES 2010 2060; Static
Climate; No
Land Use

2060; Static
Climate;
Development

2060; Static
Climate;
Harvest

2060; Static
Climate; Harvest &
Development

2060;
Climate
Change; No
Land Use

2060; Climate
Change;
Development

2060;
Climate
Change;
Harvest

2060; Climate
Change; Harvest &
Development

Acer rubrum 0.75 1.31 1.27 1.22 1.17 1.54 1.49 1.45 1.40
Acer saccharum 0.51 0.77 0.76 0.53 0.52 0.83 0.82 0.57 0.57
Pinus strobus 0.37 0.48 0.46 0.37 0.35 0.52 0.50 0.40 0.38
Abies balsamea 0.37 0.58 0.58 0.47 0.47 0.56 0.56 0.46 0.46
Quercus rubra 0.24 0.18 0.17 0.14 0.13 0.19 0.18 0.15 0.14
Picea rubens 0.22 0.43 0.43 0.35 0.34 0.44 0.44 0.36 0.35
Tsuga canadensis 0.20 0.41 0.40 0.38 0.37 0.42 0.41 0.39 0.38
Thuja occidentalis 0.18 0.31 0.30 0.24 0.24 0.32 0.31 0.26 0.26
Fraxinus americana 0.17 0.20 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.19
Fagus grandifolia 0.16 0.40 0.39 0.38 0.37 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.43
Betula alleghaniensis 0.13 0.16 0.16 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.17 0.13 0.13
Betula papyrifera 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.13
Quercus velutina 0.11 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06
Populus tremuloides 0.09 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05
Picea mariana 0.08 0.13 0.13 0.10 0.10 0.14 0.14 0.11 0.11
Picea glauca 0.07 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.11 0.14 0.14 0.11 0.11
Quercus alba 0.06 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.13
Prunus serotina 0.06 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13
Betula lenta 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.06
Populus grandidentata 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03
Larix laricina 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06
Pinus rigida 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.08
Pinus resinosa 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06
Carya glabra 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
Fraxinus nigra 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
Quercus coccinea 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Populus balsamifera 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Tilia americana 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Quercus prinus 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
Ulmus americana 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Betula populifolia 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Ostrya virginiana 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

M.J. Duveneck and J.R. Thompson Global Environmental Change 55 (2019) 115–129

127

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0130


forest. J. Torrey Bot. Soc. 142, 97–112.
Erb, K.-H., Kastner, T., Plutzar, C., Bais, A.L.S., Carvalhais, N., Fetzel, T., Gingrich, S.,

Haberl, H., Lauk, C., Niedertscheider, M., Pongratz, J., Thurner, M., Luyssaert, S.,
2018. Unexpectedly large impact of forest management and grazing on global ve-
getation biomass. Nature 553 (7686), 73.

Fahey, T.J., Woodbury, P.B., Battles, J.J., Goodale, C.L., Hamburg, S.P., Ollinger, S.V.,
Woodall, C.W., 2010. Forest carbon storage: ecology, management, and policy. Front.
Ecol. Environ. 8, 245–252.

Field, C.R., Dayer, A.A., Elphick, C.S., 2017. Landowner behavior can determine the
success of conservation strategies for ecosystem migration under sea-level rise. Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci., 201620319.

Foster, D.R., Fallon Lambert, K., Kittredge, D.B., Donahue, B., Hart, C.M., Labich, W.,
Meyer, S.R., Thompson, J.R., Buchanan, M., Levitt, J., Perschel, R., Ross, K., Elkins,
G., Daigle, C., Hall, B., Faison, E., D’Amato, A.W., Forman, R.T.T., Del Tredici, P.,
Irland, L., Colburn, B., Orwig, D., Aber, J., Berger, A., Driscoll, C., Keetong, W.,
Lilieholm, R.J., Pederson, N., Ellison, A., Hunter, M., Fahey, T., 2017. Wildlands and
Woodlands, Farmlands and Communities: Broadening the Vision for New England.
Harvard University Press.

Friedlingstein, P., Andrew, R.M., Rogelj, J., Peters, G.P., Canadell, J.G., Knutti, R.,
Luderer, G., Raupach, M.R., Schaeffer, M., Van Vuuren, D.P., Le Quéré, C., 2014.
Persistent growth of CO2 emissions and implications for reaching climate targets.
Nat. Geosci. 7, 709–715.

Goodacre, A.K., Bonham-Carter, G.F., Agterberg, F.P., Wright, D.F., 1993. A statistical
analysis of the spatial association of seismicity with drainage and magnetic anomalies
in western Quebec. Tectonophysics 217, 285–305.

Gustafson, E.J., Shifley, S.R., Mladenoff, D.J., Nimerfro, K.K., He, H.S., 2000. Spatial si-
mulation of forest succession and timber harvesting using LANDIS. Canadian Journal
of Forest Research-Revue Canadienne De Recherche Forestiere 30, 32–43.

Hoekstra, J.M., Boucher, T.M., Ricketts, T.H., Roberts, C., 2005. Confronting a biome
crisis: global disparities of habitat loss and protection. Ecol. Lett. 8, 23–29.

Hompson, J.O.R.T., Oster, D.A.R.F., Cheller, R.O.S., 2011. The Influence of Land Use and
Climate Change on Forest Biomass and Composition in Massachusetts, USA 21. pp.
2425–2444.

IPCC, 2013. Climate change 2013: the physical science basis, working group I contribu-
tion to the Fifth assessment report of the intergovernmental panel on climate change.
Summary for Policymakers.

Janowiak, M.K., D’Amato, A.W., Swanston, C., Iverson, L., Thompson III, F., Dijak, W.D.,
Matthews, S., Peters, M., Prasad, A., Fraser, J.S., Brandt, L., Leopold, P., Handler, S.,
Shannon, P.D., Burbank, D., John, C., Cogbill, C.V., Duveneck, M.J., Emery, M.R.,
Fisichelli, N., Foster, J.R., Hushaw, J., Kenefic, L., Mahaffey, A., Morelli, T.L., Reo, N.,
Schaberg, P., Simmons, K.R., Weiskittel, A.R., Wilmot, S., Hollinger, D.Y., Lane, E.,
Rustad, L., Templer, P.H., 2018. New England and New York forest ecosystem vul-
nerability assessment and synthesis: a report from the New England Climate Change
Response Framework. Gen. Tech. Rep. NRS-173. US Department of Agriculture Forest
Service, Northern Research Station, Newtown Square, PA.

Jeon, S.B.J.S.B., Woodcock, C.E., Zhao, F.Z.F., Yang, X.Y.X., Houghton, Ra., Hackler, J.L.,
2008. The effects of Land use change on the terrestrial carbon budgets of New
England. IGARSS 2008 - 2008 IEEE International Geoscience and Remote Sensing
Symposium 5, 204–207.

Kellndorfer, J., Walker, W., Kirsch, K., Fiske, G., Bishop, J., LaPoint, L., Hoppus, M.,
Westfall, J., 2013. NACP Aboveground Biomass and Carbon Baseline Data, V. 2
(NBCD 2000). ORNL DAAC, USA, 2000.

Kittredge, D.B., 2004. Extension/outreach implications for America’s family forest
owners. J. For. 102, 15–18.

Kittredge, D.B., Thompson, J.R., Morreale, L.L., Short Gianotti, A.G., Hutyra, L.R., 2017.
Three decades of forest harvesting along a suburban–rural continuum. Ecosphere
7, 8.

Lambin, E.F., Meyfroidt, P., 2010. Land use transitions: socio-ecological feedback versus
socio-economic change. Land Use Policy 27, 108–118.

Lambin, E.F., Turner, B.L., Geist, H.J., Agbola, S.B., Angelsen, A., Bruce, J.W., Coomes,
O.T., Dirzo, R., Fischer, G., Folke, C., George, P.S., Homewood, K., Imbernon, J.,
Leemans, R., Li, X., Moran, E.F., Mortimore, M., Ramakrishnan, P.S., Richards, J.F.,
Skanes, H., Steffen, W., Stone, G.D., Svedin, U., Veldkamp, T.A., Vogel, C., Xu, J.,
2001. The causes of land-use and land-cover change: moving beyond the myths. Glob.
Environ. Change Part A 11, 261–269.

Liang, Y.Y., Duveneck, M.J.M.J., Gustafson, E.J.E.J., Serra-Diaz, J.M.J.M., Thompson,
J.R.J.R., 2017. How disturbance, competition, and dispersal interact to prevent tree
range boundaries from keeping pace with climate change. Glob. Change Biol.
335–351.

Liu, J., Dietz, T., Carpenter, S.R., Alberti, M., Folke, C., Moran, E., Pell, A.N., Deadman, P.,
Kratz, T., Lubchenco, J., Ostrom, E., Ouyang, Z., Provencher, W., Redman, C.L.,
Schneider, S.H., Taylor, W.W., 2007. Complexity of coupled human and natural
systems. Science 317, 1513–1516.

Liu, J., Hull, V., Batistella, M., Defries, R., Dietz, T., Fu, F., Hertel, T.W., Cesar, R., Lambin,
E.F., Li, S., Martinelli, L.A., Mcconnell, W.J., Moran, E.F., Naylor, R., 2013. Framing
sustainability in a telecoupled world. Ecol. Soc. 18, 26.

Liu, J., Mooney, H., Hull, V., Davis, S.J., Gaskell, J., Hertel, T., Lubchenco, J., Seto, K.C.,
Gleick, P., Kremen, C., Li, S., 2015. Systems integration for global sustainability.
Science 347, 1258832.

Lovett, G.M., Weiss, M., Liebhold, A.M., Holmes, T.P., Leung, B., Lambert, K.F., Orwig,
D.A., Campbell, F.T., Rosenthal, J., McCullough, D.G., Wildova, R., Ayres, M.P.,
Canham, C.D., Foster, D.R., LaDeau, S.L., Weldy, T., 2016. Nonnative forest insects
and pathogens in the United States: impacts and policy options. Ecol. Appl. 26,
1437–1455.

Mather, A.S., 1992. The forest transition. Area 24, 367–379.
Mayer, A.L., Buma, B., Davis, A., Gagné, S.A., Loudermilk, E.L., Scheller, R.M.,

Schmiegelow, F.K.A., Wiersma, Y.F., Franklin, J., 2016. How landscape ecology in-
forms global land-change science and policy. BioScience 66 biw035.

McBride, M.F., Lambert, K.F., Huff, E.S., Theoharides, K.A., Field, P., Thompson, J.R.,
2017. Increasing the effectiveness of participatory scenario development through
codesign. Ecol. Soc. 22.

McKenzie, P., Duveneck, M.J., Thompson, J.R., Morreale, L., 2019. Local and global
parameter sensitivity within an ecophysiologically based forest landscape model (in
review). Environ. Model. Softw.

Meyer, S.R., Cronan, C.S., Lilieholm, R.J., Johnson, M.L., Foster, D.R., 2014. Land con-
servation in northern New England: historic trends and alternative conservation fu-
tures. Biol. Conserv. 174, 152–160.

Ollinger, S.V., Aber, J.D., Federer, A., 1998. Estimating regional forest productivity and
water yield using an ecosystem model linked to a GIS. Landsc. Ecol. 13, 323–334.

Olofsson, P., Holden, C.E., Bullock, E.L., Woodcock, C.E., 1980. Time series analysis of
satellite data reveals continuous deforestation of New England since the 1980s.
Environ. Res. Lett. 11 (6), 064002.

Ordonez, A., Martinuzzi, S., Radeloff, V.C., Williams, J.W., Radelo, V.C., 2014. Combined
speeds of climate and land-use change of the conterminous US until 2050. Nat. Clim.
Change 4, 1–6.

Orwig, D.A., Foster, D.R., Mausel, D.L., 2002. Landscape patterns of hemlock decline in
New England due to the introduced hemlock woolly adelgid. (Insights from Historical
Geography to Ecology and Conservation: Lessons from the New England Landscape.).
J. Biogeogr. 29, 1475–1487.

Pereira, H.M., Leadley, P.W., Proença, V., Alkemade, R., Scharlemann, J.P.W., Fernandez-
Manjarrés, J.F., Araújo, M.B., Balvanera, P., Biggs, R., Cheung, W.W.L., Chini, L.,
Cooper, H.D., Gilman, E.L., Guénette, S., Hurtt, G.C., Huntington, H.P., Mace, G.M.,
Oberdorff, T., Revenga, C., Rodrigues, P., Scholes, R.J., Sumaila, U.R., Walpole, M.,
2010. Scenarios for global biodiversity in the 21st century. Science 330, 1496–1501.

Postel, S.L., Thompson, B.H., 2005. Watershed protection: capturing the benefits of nat-
ure’s water supply services. Nat. Resour. Forum 29, 98–108.

Puettmann, K.J., 2011. Silvicultural challenges and options in the context of global
change: “simple” fixes and opportunities for new management approaches. J. For.
109, 321–331.

Puhlick, J., Woodall, C., Weiskittel, A., 2017. Implications of land-use change on forest
carbon stocks in the eastern United States. Environ. Res. Lett. 12.

Ramankutty, N., Coomes, O.T., 2016. Land use regime shifts : An analytical framework
and agenda for future land use research. Ecol. Soc. 21.

Rands, M.R.W., Adams, W.M., Bennun, L., Butchart, S.H.M., Clements, A., Coomes, D.,
Entwistle, A., Hodge, I., Kapos, V., Scharlemann, J.P.W., Sutherland, W.J., Vira, B.,
2010. Biodiversity conservation: challenges beyond 2010. Science 329, 1298–1303.

Reich, P.B., Sendall, K.M., Stefanski, A., Wei, X., Rich, R.L., Montgomery, R.A., 2016.
Boreal and temperate trees show strong acclimation of respiration to warming.
Nature 1–17.

Reinmann, A.B., Hutyra, L.R., Trlica, A., Olofsson, P., 2016. Assessing the global warming
potential of human settlement expansion in a mesic temperate landscape from 2005
to 2050. Sci. Total Environ. 545–546, 512–524.

Rudel, T.K., Coomes, O.T., Moran, E., Achard, F., Angelsen, A., Xu, J., Lambin, E., 2005.
Forest transitions: towards a global understanding of land use change. Glob. Environ.
Change Part A 15, 23–31.

Scheller, R.M., Domingo, J.B., Sturtevant, B.R., Williams, J.S., Rudy, A., Gustafson, E.J.,
Mladenoff, D.J., 2007. Design, development, and application of LANDIS-II, a spatial
landscape simulation model with flexible temporal and spatial resolution. Ecol.
Modell. 201, 409–419.

Schleeweis, K., Goward, S.N., Huang, C., Masek, J.G., Moisen, G., Kennedy, R.E., Thomas,
N.E., 2013. Regional dynamics of forest canopy change and underlying causal pro-
cesses in the contiguous U.S. J. Geophys. Res. Biogeosci. 118, 1035–1053.

Shifley, S.R., Moser, W.K., 2016. Future forests of the northern United States. Gen. Tech.
Rep. NRS-151 151. US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern Research
Station, Newtown Square, PA, pp. 1–388 388 p.

Sillmann, J., Kharin, V.V., Zhang, X., Zwiers, F.W., Bronaugh, D., 2013. Climate extremes
indices in the CMIP5 multimodel ensemble: Part 1. Model evaluation in the present
climate. J. Geophys. Res. Atmos. 118, 1716–1733.

Silver, E.J., Leahy, J.E., Weiskittel, A.R., Noblet, C.L., Kittredge, D.B., 2015. An evidence-
based review of timber harvesting behavior among private woodland owners. J. For.
113, 490–499.

Sleeter, B.M., Sohl, T.L., Loveland, T.R., Auch, R.F., Acevedo, W., Drummond, M.A.,
Sayler, K.L., Stehman, S.V., 2013. Land-cover change in the conterminous United
States from 1973 to 2000. Glob. Environ. Chang. Part A 23, 733–748.

Smith, J.E., Heath, L.S., Skog, K.E., Birdsey, R.A., 2006. Methods for calculating forest
ecosystem and harvested carbon with standard estimates for forest types of the
United States. Gen. Tech. Rep. NE-343 216 US Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Northeastern Research Station, Newtown Square, PA p. 343.

Soares-Filho, B.S., Coutinho Cerqueira, G., Lopes Pennachin, C., 2002. DINAMICA - A
stochastic cellular automata model designed to simulate the landscape dynamics in
an Amazonian colonization frontier. Ecol. Modell. 154, 217–235.

SSURGO Soil Survey Staff, 2011. Natural Resources Conservation Service. United States
Department of Agriculture. Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) Database for Michigan.
Available online at http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.gov (Accessed 12/20/2011).

Stoner, A.M.K., Hayhoe, K., Yang, X., Wuebbles, D.J., 2013. An asynchronous regional
regression model for statistical downscaling of daily climate variables. Int. J.
Climatol. 33, 2473–2494.

Templer, P.H., Pinder, R.W., Goodale, C.L., 2012. Effects of nitrogen deposition on
greenhouse-gas fluxes for forests and grasslands of North America. Front. Ecol.
Environ. 10, 547–553.

Thompson, J.R., Carpenter, D.N., Cogbill, C.V., Foster, D.R., 2013. Four centuries of
change in northeastern United States forests. PLoS One 8, e72540.

M.J. Duveneck and J.R. Thompson Global Environmental Change 55 (2019) 115–129

128

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0370
http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.gov
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0390


Thompson, J.R., Canham, C.D., Morreale, L., Kittredge, D.B., Butler, B.J., Morrelle, L.,
Kittredge, D.B., Butler, B.J., Morreale, L., Kittredge, D.B., Butler, B.J., 2017a. Social
and biophysical variation in regional timber harvest regimes. Ecol. Appl. 27,
942–955.

Thompson, J.R., Plinskski, J., Olofsson, P., Holden, C.E., Duveneck, M.J., Plisinski, J.,
Olofson, P., Holden, C.E., Duveneck, M.J., 2017b. Forest loss in New England: a
projection of recent trends. PLoS One(12–12).

Wang, W.J., He, H.S., Thompson, F.R., Fraser, J.S., Dijak, W.D., 2017. Changes in forest
biomass and tree species distribution under climate change in the northeastern
United States. Landsc. Ecol. 1–15.

Watson, S.J., Luck, G.W., Spooner, P.G., Watson, D.M., 2014. Land-use change: in-
corporating the frequency, sequence, time span, and magnitude of changes into

ecological research. Front. Ecol. Environ. 12, 241–249.
Wear, D.N., Liu, R., Foreman, J.M., Shef, R.M., 1999. The Effects of Population Growth on

Timber Management and Inventories in Virginia. pp. 118.
Wickham, J.D., Stehman, S.V., Gass, L., Dewitz, J., Fry, J.A., Wade, T.G., 2013. Accuracy

assessment of NLCD 2006 land cover and impervious surface. Remote Sens. Environ.
130, 294–304.

Woodall, C.W., D’Amato, A.W., Bradford, J.B., Finley, A.O., 2011. Effects of stand and
inter-specific stocking on maximizing standing tree carbon stocks in the Eastern
United States. For. Sci. 57, 365–378.

Woodall, C.W., Walters, B.F., Coulston, J.W., D’Amato, A.W., Domke, G.M., Russell, M.B.,
Sowers, P.A., 2015. Monitoring network confirms land use change is a substantial
component of the forest carbon sink in the eastern United States. Sci. Rep. 5, 17028.

M.J. Duveneck and J.R. Thompson Global Environmental Change 55 (2019) 115–129

129

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-3780(18)31273-1/sbref0430

	Social and biophysical determinants of future forest conditions in New England: Effects of a modern land-use regime
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study area and analytical approach
	Simulating forest growth and succession
	Land uses
	Harvesting
	Forest conversion to development
	Linking land uses to forest change


	Results
	Spatial extent and configuration of the modern land use regime
	Climate and land-use effects on carbon stocks
	Variation in the land-use regime
	Land-use effects on species composition

	Discussion
	New England forests are likely to be a persistent carbon sink
	Ownership and geography
	Management implications
	Limitations and alternative scenarios

	Summary and implications
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A
	References




