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Un alighement sur les demandes de I’agriculture
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*Les 10 publications le plus cite dans la politique



@) Biodiversity-inclusive spatial planning, «near-0 loss»
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g Effectively restore 30% of degraded nature

CONSERY
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9 Effectively conserve 30% of lands and seas

e Halt human-induced extinctions @

AVOID

©) Sustainably manage and use wild species &

Q) Sustainable agrilaquaculture, fisheries, forestry\ |3
O Restore and enhance nature's goods, services (-3

SAFE-
GUARD .
Q Increase area, quality of urban green/blue spaces
@ Fair sharing of benefits from genetic resources &
ACT Four overarching goals
A.  Halt loss, restore nature

Reduce climate change impacts

B. Use lands & seas sustainably

C. Share bevefits and services

D. Wobilize wecessary resources
to be met by 2050
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Pesticides Novel Entities
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Whole grains
Rice, wheat, corn and other

Tubers or starchy vegetables
Potatoes and cassava

Vegetables
All vegetables

Fruits
All fruits

Dairy foods
Whole milk or equivalents

Protein sources

Beef, lamb and pork
Chicken and other poultry
Eggs

Fish

Legumes

Nuts

Added fats
Unsaturated oils
Saturated oils

Added sugars
All sugars

Macronutrient intake
grams per day
(possible range)

232

0-100 g day !

200 - 600 g day
100 - 300 g day !

0-500 g day !

0-200 g week !
0-420 g week !
0-175g week !
0-700 g week !
0-100gday !
0-75gday !

20-80 g day !
0-12gday !

0-31gday !
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a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study

Health effects of dietary risks in 195 countries, 1990-2017
2017

GBD 2017 Diet Collaborators™*

Mortality rate attributable to diet
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I { Diet low in seafood omega-3 fatty acids

Location
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CJ High SDI

1 Middle SDI

1 Low SDI
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Deaths rate (per 100000 population)

Diet high in sodium
Diet low in whole grains
Diet low in fruits
Diet low in nuts and seeds

Diet low in vegetables

Diet low in fibre
Diet low in polyunsaturated fatty acids
Diet low in lequmes
Diet high in trans fats
Diet low in calcium

Diet high in sugar-sweetened beverages

Diet high in processed meat
Diet low in milk

Diet high in red meat

Number of deaths at the global level attributable to diet

Cause

B Cardiovascular diseases
B Type 2 diabetes

[ Neoplasms

[ Other causes

T T
1000 2000 3000

Number of deaths (in thousands)
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The Functions of Biological Diversity
in an Age of Extinction

Shahid Naeem,* J. Emmett Duffy,? Erika Zavaleta’ www.sciencemag.org SCIENCE VOL 336 15 JUNE 2012
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DeClerck et al. 2021

Spare half, Share the rest....

Functional integrity

E W

0 100%
Intact land




Transgression de surplus d’azote Schulte-Uebbing etal. 2023
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Transgression de surplus pesticides

Pesticide risk score

No risk
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RESULTATS PRELIMINARES - NE PAS CITER
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diet shift
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Agricultural diversification promotes multiple ecosys-

tem services without compromising yield

GIOVANNI TAMBURINI

, CLAIRE KREMEN , MARCEL G. A. VAN DER HEIJDEN , MATT LIEBMAN

, THOMAS CHERICO WANGER

, RICCARDO BOMMARCO
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AND SARA HALLIN

A All diversification practices
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Tamburini et al., Sci. Adv. 2020; 6 : eaba1715 4 November 2020
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TEEBAgFood, 2015

HUMAN SYSTEMS

Habitat Soil erosion
encroachment
Loss of ecosystem _ Pollution
complexity (air, land & water)

Species reduction

BIODIVERSITY & ECOSYSTEMS

Bl oputs [ Outputs [l invisible negative flows




TEEBAgFood, 2015

HUMAN SYSTEMS
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AGRICULTURE & FOOD SYSTEMS

Fibers

(Agro)tourism

Moderation of

Pest control sehbins events

Erosion control

Habitat Soil erosion
encroachment
Loss of ecosystem _ Pollution
complexity (air, land & water)
Species reduction

BIODIVERSITY & ECOSYSTEMS

. . Freshwater
Soil formation provisioning

Pollination Climate regulation

Blioputs [ outputs [ invisible positive flows [ invisible negative flows



FSEC Global Launch — Berlin

Reduction in hidden costs compared to Current Trends
Trillion USD PPP 2020

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
0
Value du System Alimentaire:
US$ 15 billons -1
©
Cout Sante: g
US$ 11 billions 7
o -3
S
Cout Environnement = 4
US$ 3 hillons . Poverty
-5 The difference in poverty
hidden costs between
CTand FST is minimal and
-6 roughly constant
at 4 billion USD throughout
the period

® Greenhouse Gas Emissions @ Land Use Change

Nitrogen Pollution ® Dietary Intake ® Poverty

Food System Economics Commission
FSEC

www.foodsystemeconomics.org



Conclusions

* U’enjeux de “nourrir” de d’agriculture ont changer et comprends
maintenant soigner et protéger.

* Atteindre une securité nutritionnelle, climatique, et écologique est
Impossible sans la participation de 'agriculture

* Nous avons demande le seuil de “ou” et entrons dans une phase
de “et”

e Cecidemandes une réévaluation du role du secteur ... et ca
participation
 ycompris le r6le de la science
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