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CONTEXT
More food to feed future population conflicts with GHG emissions from agriculture and LUC
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Mitigation in agriculture: Opportunity or false solution ?

» For 20 USD / t: ||
-30% in agricultural activities (Smith et al., 2008)
-50% in forest anthropogenic emissions (Kindermann et al., 2008)

How can mitigation objectives
conflict with food security considerations?

The supply side of GLOBIOM... INTEGRATED ...with a flexible food demand system

Bottom-up grid-based land use optimization model
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(1) Reduction of deforestation, (2) Bioenergy deployment, (3) Less methane emissions from livestock
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WHY DIETS ACROSS REGIONS MATTER CONCL USIONS

Consumption per capita in the livestock mitigation scenario » Linkage between systems allows to better understand the impact of supply oriented policies on demand with the
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