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Confidence levelKey for criteria used to define magnitude of impact of each integrated response option
Indicates confidence in the 
estimate of magnitude category.
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Cost range
See technical caption for cost 
ranges in US$ tCO2e-1 or US$ ha-1. 
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Response options based on land management
Increased food productivity

Agro-forestry

Improved cropland management

Improved livestock management

Agricultural diversification

Improved grazing land management

Integrated water management

Reduced grassland conversion to cropland

Forest management

Reduced deforestation and forest degradation

Increased soil organic carbon content

Reduced soil erosion

Reduced soil salinization

Reduced soil compaction

Fire management

Reduced landslides and natural hazards

Reduced pollution including acidification

Response options based on value chain management

Response options based on risk management

Restoration & reduced conversion of coastal wetlands

Restoration & reduced conversion of peatlands

Reduced post-harvest losses

Dietary change

Reduced food waste (consumer or retailer)

Sustainable sourcing

Improved food processing and retailing

Improved energy use in food systems

Livelihood diversification

Management of urban sprawl

Risk sharing instruments
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Desertification Food Security CostLand DegradationAdaptationMitigation
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Options shown are those for which data are available to assess global potential for three or more land challenges.
The magnitudes are assessed independently for each option and are not additive.

Panel A shows response options that can be implemented without or with limited competition for land, including some that have the 
potential to reduce the demand for land. Co-benefits and adverse side e�ects are shown quantitatively based on the high end of the 
range of potentials assessed. Magnitudes of contributions are categorised using thresholds for positive or negative impacts. Letters 
within the cells indicate confidence in the magnitude of the impact relative to the thresholds used (see legend). Confidence in the 
direction of change is generally higher.

Potential global contribution of response options to mitigation, adaptation, 
combating desertification and land degradation, and enhancing food security
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