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Fisheries

Communities rely on both Ag and

/ ‘

Assessments are often sectoral
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Scale issue

National scale assessments miss critical intra country variability in vulnerability
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Yet climate models are not suitable to downscaled analyses

Trade-off between model performance and usefulness
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Research questions

* “What are the potential impacts of projected changes to fisheries
catch potential and agriculture on coastal communities?”

* “How much will mitigation measures reduce these potential
impacts?” and

* “Are lower socioeconomic status coastal communities facing more
potential impacts from climate change than their wealthier
counterparts?



3 key findings:

1- potential losses to fisheries (catch potential) is much higher than losses to agriculture

1.2% +/- 1.5% (SE) mean agricultural gain 14.7% +/- 4.3% (SE) mean fisheries catch potential loss
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Double that which could be buffered by strategic conservation



Sensitivity test
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Key result #2:
>2/3 of locations will bear a double burden of potential

losses to both fisheries and agriculture simultaneously

Relative sector
dependency
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0.4
- 0.3
0.2
0.1
0.0

-0.1
-0.2

Q

—
o
1

(6]
1

o
1

|
(&)
1

Cumulative sector
dependency

—
o
1

Agriculture exposure
(% loss by mid—century)

—
)
o <
N
o

0 10 20 30 40

Fisheries exposure
(% loss by mid—century) 0.40

But... mitigation could reduce the proportion of places facing a double burden to 1/3



Key result #2:
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What about the 1/3 of sites with increased ag but decreased fish- is there substitutability?



Household scale engagement in both sectors

country Number of Agriculture Agriculture,
households and fisheries no fisheries agriculture
indonesia 1140 0.25 0.18 0.36

madagascar 339 0.42 0.33 0.16
papua new 318 0.77 0.03 0.18

guinea
philippines 973 0.11 0.18 0.37

238 0.69 0.04 0.26




Key result #3: | N |
Lower socioeconomic status communities are more likely to
experience potential impacts

Step 1: Calculate potential impacts Step 2: Calculate socioeconomic status
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Key result #3:

Lower socioeconomic status communities are more likely to
experience potential impacts

Step 3: Plot potential impacts vs MSL
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Thank you!

"We'd now like to open the floor to shorter spcctbcs disguised as questions.”

Joshua.Cinner@jcu.edu.au



Sensitivity test- does sensitivity change over
time?

a
0.14 o
.49\ é’(o
({'o ,@Q
0.12 RPN
N
@ &
Muluk Qo R ©

2 0.10 &° o o
= KN >
> v P K
S 0.08 - & &¥
3 N
o b\
2 0.06-
-}
Q
< 0.04-

0.02 - Ahus

0.00 - >3

000 002 004 006 008 010 012 0.14
Fisheries sensitivity



