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You are at Latitude ABC and Longitude XYZ, at 100 m
above sea level.

You must be a scientist. We asked you a simple
question, you gave us too complex information

and we're still lost.
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And you must be a policymaker.
We gave you an accurate answer, but you

don’t understand and blame us

Jon ' of science and policy “ih
_Plfb[ic Service, Canadian Centre for
agement Development, 2002
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LULUCEF in national inventories: GHG flux from managed lands

Approach to reconcile the gap: add the CO, sink considered ‘natural’ (estimated by Dynamic Global
Vegetation Models) to the anthropogenic forest flux by Bookkeeping models.

This way, Bookkeeping models’ results are adjusted to NGHGIs’ definition

Approx. numbers from Friedlingstein
et al 2023; Grassi et al. 2023
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Car dashboard:- Navigation system:
National GHG inventories Global models

70 Km \
left in the tank’ - Distance until selected
destination: 70 Miles

Car dashboard: Navigation system:
National GHG inventories Global models

Do you want to switch
from Miles to Km ?

"yes | [ no |

70 Km
left in the tank

“Translating” Global models’ results to make them more comparable with GHG
inventories is a pragmatic short-term fix to ensure a more accurate assessment of
the collective country climate progress under the Paris Agreement.

This has been done bot for the historical period and for future emission scenarios



Reconciliation of historical data

Harmonising the land-use flux estimates of global
models and national inventories for 2000—2020
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Now we understand
better each other!

LULUCF, Gt CO, yr
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before reconciliation

— Global bookkeping models
—— National inventories
6-7
2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
after reconciliation
- Global bookkeping models adjusted to NGHGI définition
—— National inventories




Blueprint for
comparing
anthropogenic
land-use fluxes at
various levels
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Where these results stands in the Global C budget?
(averages 2000-2020)

mmed

| e
unmanaged lands

Can this difference be explained by sinks in unmanaged area?
Addressing current incosistencies between Bookkeping models
and DGVMs will affect results

Globalland fluxes, GtCO, yr'
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(a) Direct (b) Natural (c) Net land flux (d) Adjusted BMs (e) NGHGIs, (f) Deng et al. (net
anthropogenic flux terrestrial sink (a+ b) results (a+ b managed land land flux from
BMs) (DGVMSs) , managed forest) inversion models)

T
Global Carbon Budget2022
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Reconciliation of future emission scenarios

https://doi.org/10.1038/541558-021-01033-6
M) Chock for updates

Critical adjustment of land mitigation pathways
for assessing countries’ climate progress

Giacomo Grassi ', Elke Stehfest®?, Joeri Rogelj*#, Detlef van Vuuren 2%, Alessandro Cescatti’,

Jo House®¢, Gert-Jan Nabuurs ®7, Si Rossi', Ramdane Alk @7, Raul Abad Vinas',
Katherine Calvin®®, Guido Ceccherini®', Sandro Federici ©°, Shinichiro Fujimori**®", Mykola Gusti ©*%,
Tomoko Hasegawa© "%, Petr Havlik ©4, Florian Humpenéder*, Anu K ', Lucia Perugini®™®,
Francesco N. Tubiello©™ and Al der Popp™*
Global models: Integrated Assessment Models Dynamic Global Vegetation Models
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Global carbon budget (models’ approach)
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Our adjustment does not change the original decarbonization pathways, but
reduces the original IAM emissions to allow a like-with like comparison.

However, it may change the perception of countries regarding the level of net
emissions they need to achieve, the urgency of action and the concept of net zero.
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Conclusions and possible next steps

The main reason of the LULUCF gap between countries and global models is understood
and can be largely reconciled.

A lot of work is still to be done:

» Countries > greater transparency on data/methods, greater completeness of
estimates, definitions/area of managed lands, more clarity of LULUCF within climate
targets

» Global models > better representation of land use areas and management,
consistency between anthropogenic and natural fluxes, results disaggregated to be
comparable to countries, etc..

Next steps: further increase comparability, operationalize the comparison, assess and
communicate the implications (remaining carbon budget, net zero)
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All roads to Paris pass through forests.
Attention not to get lost among the trees.
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Carbon Brief — simple descriptions of the issue

=) 2(018: https://www.carbonbrief.org/quest-post-credible-tracking-of-land-use-emissions-under-the-paris-agreement/

mmm) 2(021: https://www.carbonbrief.org/quest-post-a-rosetta-stone-for-bringing-land-mitigation-pathways-into-line

mmm) 2(023: https://www.carbonbrief.org/quest-post-why-resolving-how-land-emissions-are-counted-is-critical-for-tracking-climate-progress/
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