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What CDRoptions do we haveand
arethey ready?
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CQ removalis usedto compensateor
atmosphericovershootandresidualemissions
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While the recentdiscussionsiavemainly focussecon BECC8)e
spectrumof optionsislarge

NATURAL . COMBINED
FORESTRY / AGRICULTURE NATURAL + TECHNOLOGICAL

Bioenergy with

Carbon Capture and
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Thediscussioron CDRs not new, but hasdiversifiedovertime
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Most CDPRoptionsshowre

evantpotentials, but allhavelimits

A. Afforestation B. Bioenergy carbon

& reforestation capture & storage C. Biochar
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Important trade-offs betweentiming, costsandreversability
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l: Note: This figure includes the major strategies that have been discussed in the literature so far (Minx et al., 2017). ﬁ
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Technologicaransitionsoften take time! Urgencyin developing
CDPRportfolios

We need
more work
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