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ABSTRACT13

This supplementary file presents the detailed values used to produce Table 2 when the criteria of
comparison is the forest-level average above-ground carbon stock (Table S1) or the average annual
timber harvested (Table S2. The raw results from simulations used to construct the tables can be
found in the supplementary spreadsheet.
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Mono-specific Carbon stock Reference for comparison: land-sharing forest with different number of species harvested
stand planted* [tC.ha−1] 1 species 2 species 3 species 4 species 5 species 6 species 7 species 8 species Sparlines

Condition to meet: at least the performance of land-sharing with no collective constraints on harvesting
166 158 152 146 140 132 125 117

sp#1 34.23 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#2 15.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#3 149 0% 0% 0% 2% 6% 11% 16% 22%
sp#4 30.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#5 51.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#6 16.4 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#7 111 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#8 67 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Condition to meet: at least the performance of land-sharing with compulsary harvest of sp#4
177 169 161 152 143 135 127 117

sp#1 34.23 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#2 15.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#3 149 0% 0% 0% 2% 6% 11% 16% 22%
sp#4 30.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#5 51.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#6 16.4 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#7 111 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#8 67 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Condition to meet: at least the performance of land-sharing with compulsary harvest of sp#3
83 97 106 112 115 116 116 117

sp#1 34.23 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#2 15.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#3 149 44% 35% 29% 25% 23% 22% 22% 21%
sp#4 30.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#5 51.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#6 16.4 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#7 111 25% 13% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#8 67 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Condition to meet: at least the performance of land-sharing with forbidden harvest of sp#4
178 179 179 180 180 181 181 na

sp#1 34.23 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#2 15.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#3 149 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#4 30.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#5 51.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#6 16.4 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#7 111 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#8 67 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na

Condition to meet: at least the performance of land-sharing with forbidden harvesting of sp#3
165 155 147 140 140 133 125 117

sp#1 34.23 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#2 15.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#3 149 0% 0% 0% 1% 6% 11% 16% 21%
sp#4 30.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#5 51.7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#6 16.4 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#7 111 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#8 67 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Table S1. The percentage of land that can be spared for conservation varies depending on the
type of mono-specific carbon plantation (using species sp#1 to sp#8). This was estimated by
comparing the average above-ground forest level carbon stock over 100 years of simulations for
each mono-specific stand and for land-shared forests described in ??. *The values of functional
traits for species sp#1 to sp#8 are presented in ??. Simulation results and analysis to produce
the table can be found in the supplementary file 1. The original model used to produce the
results can be found in ?.
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Mono-specific Timber supply Reference for comparison: land-sharing forest with different number of species harvested
stand planted* [t.ha−1.y−1] 1 species 2 species 3 species 4 species 5 species 6 species 7 species 8 species Sparlines

Condition to meet: at least the performance of land-sharing with no collective constraints on harvesting
.49 1.51 2.46 2.46 3.69 4.01 4.95 5.6

sp#1 2.79 83% 46% 12% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#2 .48 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#3 6.25 92% 76% 61% 61% 41% 36% 21% 10%
sp#4 1.11 56% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#5 0.02 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#6 0.07 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#7 0.03 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#8 0.28 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Condition to meet: at least the performance of land-sharing with compulsary harvest of sp#4
.08 2.32 3.97 4.9 5.4 5.56 5.57 5.6

sp#1 2.79 100% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#2 .48 98% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#3 6.25 100% 62% 36% 22% 14% 11% 11% 10%
sp#4 1.11 99% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#5 0.02 67% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#6 0.07 89% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#7 0.03 74% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#8 0.28 97% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Condition to meet: at least the performance of land-sharing with compulsary harvest of sp#3
.54 1.27 1.99 2.71 3.43 4.14 4.86 5.6

sp#1 2.79 80% 55% 29% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#2 .48 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#3 6.25 91% 80% 68% 57% 45% 34% 22% 10%
sp#4 1.11 51% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#5 0.02 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#6 0.07 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#7 0.03 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
sp#8 0.28 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Condition to meet: at least the performance of land-sharing with forbidden harvest of sp#4
.56 .56 .57 .58 .59 .59 .59 na

sp#1 2.79 80% 80% 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% na
sp#2 .48 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#3 6.25 91% 91% 91% 91% 91% 91% 91% na
sp#4 1.11 50% 49% 48% 48% 47% 47% 46% na
sp#5 0.02 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#6 0.07 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#7 0.03 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#8 0.28 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na

Condition to meet: at least the performance of land-sharing with forbidden harvesting of sp#3
.48 .94 1.76 2.79 3.87 4.85 5.55 na

sp#1 2.79 83% 66% 37% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#2 .48 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#3 6.25 92% 85% 72% 55% 38% 22% 11% na
sp#4 1.11 57% 15% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#5 0.02 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#6 0.07 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#7 0.03 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na
sp#8 0.28 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% na

Table S2. The percentage of land that can be spared for conservation varies depending on the
type of mono-specific timber plantation (using species sp#1 to sp#8). This was estimated by
comparing the average performances in timber supply over 100 years of simulations for each
mono-specific stand and for land-shared forests described in ??. *The values of functional
traits for species sp#1 to sp#8 are presented in ??. Simulation results and analysis to produce
the table can be found in the supplementary file 1. The original model used to produce the
results can be found in ?.
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