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2/3 chance of 
keeping warming 
below 2 °C .

Source:  Smith et al. 2017.  Chapter 7 of UNEP emissions gap report

We need CDR options to achieve Net Zero emissions



Griscom et al. (2017)

Land-based GHG removal options -“Natural climate solutions”



Impacts of afforestation / 
reforestation on NCP and the 

UN SDGs

Smith et al. ARER (2019)

• Mostly positive impacts on most NCP, 
and most SDGs

• Variable impacts on NCP Food and Feed 
and SDG 2 “Zero hunger” – competes 
for land for food production; but can 
reduce land degradation so can 
improve yields

• Reduced deforestation could have 
some negative impacts (locally) on 
economic growth



Risks on nature-based CDR

• Double counting
• Lack of additionality
• Lack of permanence
• Sink saturation 
• Mitigation deterrence
• Potential for greenwash



Summary
• We need CDR to achieve Net Zero
• If implemented carefully, nature-based CDR options are good for biodiversity, 

good for people and good for both climate change adaptation and mitigation
• Double counting, lack of additionality, lack of permanence, saturation and

mitigation deterrence are real risks
• The land can’t do it all! There is not enough land to soak up emissions from 

other sectors, like transport, energy generation aviation etc. Immediate and 
aggressive action is needed across all sectors of the economy in we are to meet 
net zero targets.

• More research into co-benefits and trade-offs of CDR – the co-benefits could 
drive implementation of well-planned CDR
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