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= | wish to support the following argument:

= Adaptation policy is not enough to
compensate climate risks or to take
advantage of opportunities
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Article history: Climate change is expected to intensify the existing risks, particularly in regions where water scarcity
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Screening options for adaptation and mitigation:
agricultural water management
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Full benefit of measures =

benefit of adaptation

adjustment to risks and opportunities (local): effort
or benefit of implementation (local), market
effects (regional, global)

+ benefits of mitigation

adjustment to policy targets (global): effort or
benefit of implementation (local), market effects
(regional, global), reduction of GHG (global)
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Reducing vulnerability: policy action
(Iglesias et al., 2010)
HadCM3/HIRHAM B2 scenario, 2071-2100, (% yield change)

Adap.Policy Adapt.Policy
Region Urban / Env Adap.Farm Econ /Rural Dev
(1) 2) (3)

Boreal

Alpine 10 to 20 2510 40

Med. South 0 to 20

(1) Emphasis on water resources protection and urban development
(2) Farm adaptation without policy support (private)
(3) Emphasis on agricultural production and rural development
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CAP effects for
mitigating climate risks
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Adaptive capacity: components
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Adaptation: Institutional

Public investment need?

EU Directive?

responsibilities

National Strategy?

100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
80,0% - 80,0% - 80,0% -
M Yes H Yes W Yes
60,0% - 2 No 60,0% - = No 60,0% - = No
40,0% - Wn.a. || 400% - mn.a. || 400% - ®n.a.
20,0% 20,0% - 20,0% -
,0% - ,0% - ,0%
Total MAD TAL GUA Total MAD TAL GUA Total MAD TAL GUA
Regional Strategy? Local Strategy? River District Strategy?
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
80,0% - 80,0% - 80,0%
M Yes M Yes M Yes
60,0% - E No 60,0% - E No 60,0% - = No
40,0% - ®na || 400% ®na. || 40.0% - ¥ na.
20,0% - 20,0% - 20,0% -
0% ,0% -+ ,0% -

Total MAD TAL GUA

Total MAD TAL GUA

Source: Iglesias et al., 2015

Total MAD TAL GUA




Adaptation: Sectoral responsibilities
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Garcia de Jalon et al (2014)
Behavioural barriers

Scepticism Lackof Fatalismand Externalising Blamingalack Reluctance Lack of
concern helplessness responsibility ofadequate tochange knowledge

policy to change
Barriers reflecting personal beliefs, Barriers reflecting limitations in knowledge,
more complicated to overcome less complicated to overcome

18



Thank you!

& SmartSOIL

ble farm M d at Reducing Threats to SOILs under climate change

>

e

SEVENTH FRAMEWORK
PROGRAMME

19



