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Should we sacrifice
nature to save climate?
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NO.




It will not work.

Also, it will kill us.
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Simple answer: We can’t! ‘oo
*All* of the 1.5°C report scenarios involve nature..

Breakdown of contributions to global net COz emissions in four illustrative model pathways
Fossil fuel and industry @ AFOLU BECCS
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« 4 million km? reduction to a 2.5 million km? increase of agricultural land
for food and feed crops

* 0.5-11 million km? reduction of pasture land
« 0-6 million km? increase of agricultural land for energy crops
« 2 million km? reduction to 9.5 million km? increase in forests

...”profound challenges for sustainable management of the various demands on land for human
settlements, food, livestock feed, fibre, bioenergy, carbon storage, biodiversity and other ES”...




Let’s talk about Carbon.... ree
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Organic carbon (Gt C)

The distribution and dynamics of ¢®@
C stocks vary in space and time
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Regional Climate Modelling

Model simulations of afforestation scenario: spring air T increase
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Blue areas indicate evergreen forest plantation
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«Europe should not rely
on forest management to
mitigate climate change.

The modest climate effects
from changes in forest
management imply, however,
that [] the forests could be
adapted to climate change
with neither positive nor
negative climate effects.”
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carbon sink
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~ Luyssaert et al Nature 2018
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2018 — a busy year for voluntary firefighters
93 721 hours; 6 841 persons

Total costs of 2.67 mill Euro

Fought wildfires *every day* in July

(Data from the Civil Defense)
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Increasing pressures, needs, risks;
we need multifunctional landscapes

Pesticide application high
Fertilization high

Socio-political context

>

Ecosystem services
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https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aecr.2015.09.001



https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aecr.2015.09.001
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Nature Is rather good at
what it’s doing...

...unfortunately, It isn’t
doing so great these
days




a Human appropriation of production of biomass c Wilderness area

Percent of potential NPP (Appropriated for human use in 2000) Remaining areas of wilderness in 2009

S [
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b Change in soil organic carbon (SOC) d Loss of species richness

Percent change in soc from original condition to 2010 Percent of sgecies lost from original condition to 2005
[
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IPBES Land Degradation report 2018



Climate i1s not to blame, yet... 690

Figure SPM 13 The most common drivers of biodiversity loss among some animal taxa.
Data includes 703 populations from the Living Planet Report (WWF, 2016).2°

Amphibians (25 populations)

Reptiles (63 populations)

Birds (265 populations)
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Length shows strength of connection Shades show level of confidence
. | The overall size of the coloured bars depict the relative
| potential for synergies and trade-offs between the sectoral
| mitigation options and the SDGs.

| The shades depict the level of confidence of the
| assessed potential for Trade-offs/Synergies.
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So, we need evidence-based
management of a complex,

multi-functional nature...?
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Synthesis, assessment for

specific needs and local context
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Evidence syntheses depend on

FAIR data, open science

open data open source

open educational DH open
resources | | methodology

iﬁg open access

open peer
review
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