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The global change research community has recognized that new

pathway and scenario concepts are needed to implement impact REPs

and vulnerability assessment that is logically consistent across C,imatelmde,s
local, regional and global scales (Moss et al. 2008, 2010). For l
global climate models, Representative Concentration Pathways C"“"‘J/““'ESTC" Modets

Global and

Regional RAPs

(RCPs) have been developed (Moss et al. 2008, 2010; van
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Vuuren et al. 2011); for impact and vulnerability assessment, new

|

socio-economic pathway and scenario concepts have also been
developed (Kriegler et al. 2012; van Vuuren et al. 2012), with
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leadership from the Integrated Assessment Modeling Consortium

l

(IAMC). “The new scenarios will provide quantitative and
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gualitative narrative descriptions of socioeconomic reference
conditions that underlie challenges to mitigation and adaptation,
and combine those with projections of future emissions and
climate change, and with mitigation and adaptation policies. They
will provide a framework for underpinning, creating, and
comparing sectoral and regional narratives.” (Carter et al. 2012)
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These Pathways and Scenarios are based on the integrated assessment framework developed by the Agricultural
Model Inter-comparison and Improvement Project. This framework shows that both bio-physical and socio-
economic drivers are essential components of agricultural pathways and logically precede the definition of
adaptation and mitigation scenarios that embody associated capabllities and challenges. This approach is based on
a trans-disciplinary process for designing pathways and then to translate pathways into scenarios for both bio-
physical and economic models that are components of agricultural integrated assessments of climate impact,
adaptation and mitigation. To implement this trans-disciplinary approach, we propose a step-wise process similar to
the “story and simulation” (SAS) approach to scenario design (Alcamo 2008) that brings together expertise from the
relevant disciplines to design pathways, and then use these pathways to design consistent scenarios (i.e., model-
specific parameters) for crop and livestock simulation models and economic impact assessment models .
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AgMIP Core Research Questions

. A multi-disciplinary team of scientists and other experts is established.
= Team members need to have knowledge of the agricultural systems and
regions to be covered
. The team reviews general goals and define the time period for analysis and
selected higher-level pathways (SSPs, Global RAPs) to follow the nested \
approach.
Main drivers from higher level pathways are identified (and quantified if
possible, e.g. outputs from global models)
Based on drivers and specific agricultural systems, a draft of a title and a short
narrative of a RAP is constructed
Based on the draft narrative, the team identifies key parameters that will
likely be affected by driving forces
The team draft storylines for each one of the parameters
. The team checks for consistency within the RAP components and with higher
level pathways and models’ outputs
Based on consistency check, agreement and confidence levels among team ‘ ?
participants, steps 4 -7 are repeated until an acceptable draft of consistent 5
storylines and levels of agreement and confidence are achieved. l
. The team identifies parameters that will need additional revision (expert " Crop, livestock, economic
opinion, modeled data, etc.) or that will likely be subject to sensitivity ‘ and other model inputs and
analysis. l. parameters b
10.The team elaborate full RAP narrative -
11.The RAP narrative is documented and distributed to other experts and
scientists for comments
12.The final RAPs are distributed to the modeling teams for parameters
guantification and scenario development
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