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GHG Emissions
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How can ecosystem reductions contribute?
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
when you look at the BAU trajectory and the scope of potential reductions by sector you can see that much of the reductions come from sectors like transportation and electricity but not much has been done to quantify the size of the wedge that incorporates NWL
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Presentation Notes

Part of the reason that the land base or ecosystem management has been slow to be integrated is that there are controlling processes that make this challenge somewhat unique when it comes to climate change policy 	

High inter-annual climate variability leads to changes in carbon flux. Esp in semi-arid systems like Mediterranean regions. SO you don’t have a consistent signal with carbon flux year after year… as we go through drought and mortality goes up, and vegetation growth is suppressed, the land is a net source to the atmosphere, and the opposite is often true when climate is wetter and the growing season is longer. 
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Mention activities 


Sectoral comparison

Max of 17.4% of cumulative
reductions to meet the 2030
goal (147 MMTCO2e)
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Total Annual Implementation area (ac)

Limited: ~120,000

Moderate: ~215,000

Ambitious: ~300,000

2050 reduction comparison (2017-2050) PNAS MMTCO2e/yr Cumulative 
Minimum -6.0 -113 
Low -11.6 -220 
Med -19.0 -359 
High -26.0 -494 
Maximum -38.0 -722 


What about......
“Baseline” trends under plausible futures?
Climate effect on reduction potential?

Cost to achieve mitigation?




Land Use Carbon Scenario
Simulator (LUCAS)

Environmental Research Letters

LETTER ¢« OPEN ACCESS

Effects of contemporary land-use and land-cover change on
the carbon balance of terrestrial ecosystems in the United
States

Benjamin M Sleeter™8 (2}, Jinxun Liu? (2}, Colin Daniel®* (2}, Bronwyn Rayfield® (2}, Jason Sherba?

Todd J Hawbaker® (2}, Zhiliang Zhu® (2}, Paul C Selmants? (2} and Thomas R Loveland’
Published 29 March 2018 « © 2018 The Author(s). Published by IOP Publishing Ltd

Environmental Research Letters, Volume 13, Number 4
Focus on Carbon Monitoring Systems Research and Applications
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Initial Conditions Carbon Stocks

Living Biomass Standing Deadwood

Figure from Sleeter et al.
In prep., Figures are Draft

Down Deadwood Litter Soil




Carbon dynamics of California’s lands
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Grey is 95% CI for the future period , big uncertainty, but trending down 

Fire scenarios 
Insect mortality
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Changes to forest
management
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Spatial approach allows you to align with co-benefits 
Design land use policies that are custom to the drivers of carbon change in different regions. 


Reduced Wildfire Severity
310,000 ac thinning/yr
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No protected areas
Only ecoregions with large % conifer
Model works but carbon outcomes are negative until farther out in century 
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Analytical approaches exist at multlple levels of compIeX|ty |

Takmg a scenario- based approach to explore trade offs W|II
support more robust policies s BN -
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