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Setting the scene

UNEP 2020 

Emissions Gap Report



Main take -aways

¶ Latest science (IPPC 6th Assessment report on climate, UNEP

2020 Emissions Gap Report) have confirmed that with the current

emissions scenarios under the Paris Agreement we are heading

towards a 3°C increase by the end of the century and that the levels

of ambition (NDCs) must be tripled for the 2°C pathway and

increased at least fivefold for the 1.5°C pathway.

¶ The size of the challenge is huge and time is pressing us. We need

to stop burning fossil fuels and reduce other GHG emissions such
as methane and nitrous dioxide from land use and agriculture.

¶ We need to decarbonise our economies as fast as possible. This

means reducing emissions at source in the first place by using all

the technologies which are already available: investing massively in

energy efficiency and energy savings, sustainable renewable
energy, circular economy.



What role for carbon removals? 

¶ Carbon removals (either through natural sinks or carbon capture technologies) can play an
important role as long certain conditions are met.

¶ Carbon removals certification schemes must be robust and transparent when it comes to

monitoring, verification and reporting (MRV) and avoid double counting.

¶ Emission reductions and removals must be treated separately from a regulatory perspective and

cannot be equaled. The Climate Law has set a limit to removals up until 2030: 225 million tons of

CO2 with an aim to reach 300. The 55% net GHG emissions reductions target means emissions

after removals have been deducted

¶ All options to reduce carbon emissions (mitigation measures) from the specific activity concerned

must be privileged. If not, we risk undermining our decarbonization commitment and delaying
the investments that are needed to decarbonize our economies.



Carbon removals technologies

They are expensive, energy-intensive and with a question mark on permanence/storage 
of carbon removals 

¶ CO2 capture technologies (CCS, CCU, including direct air capture known as DAC) are

extremely energy-intensive processes. If the energy used for the process does not come

exclusively from renewable energy, there will be indirect CO2 emissions due to energy use.

When it comes to renewable energies, we cannot afford to waste them. We need to

prioritise their use to decarbonize buildings and transport, and industries. Therefore,

carbon removals technologies are not cost-effective.

¶ DAC (Direct Air Capture), considered the most breakthrough technology, is very expensive,

with cost estimates ranging from between $100 and $600 to potentially as high as

$1000/ton of carbon removed. A carbon price in that range would be significantly higher

than the vast majority of carbon prices globally.



Carbon removals technologies

¶ CCU: it must be clear where the CO2 will “end”after being removed. It if is bundled in a

chemical product and released at the end of its life cycle, it means it has not been

permanently removed from the atmosphere.

¶ CCS: there are environmental and geographical constraints regarding where the CO2

can be stored. Current storage is under the sea floor.

¶ We need to phase out our reliance on fossil fuels.

¶ Carbon removals such as CCS must be limited to decarbonizing hard to abate process

emissions in industrial sectors such as steel or cement, where no other options are
currently available. In no way they should be used to decarbonizing oil and gas industries.



Carbon farming 

Å Carbon farming needs to be deployed in a way that addresses both the climate and biodiversity 
crises. 

Å Sustainable carbon cycles should drive a circular and restorative agricultural system which 
involves a deep transformation away from the current extractive and input-intensive system. 

ÅWe cannot incentivise solutions that reduce emissions or increase sequestration at the cost of other 

environmental dimensions. Ecosystem restoration (restoring peatlands, restoring forests) and 

agroecology, including agroforestry and high nature value farming need to be promoted.

ÅWe cannot treat natural removals and fossil emissions as like for like. 

ÅWe see a role for private financing of carbon farming, but it should not be done on the basis of 

carbon offsets. We are also not convinced that carbon credits are a viable way to support farmers 
and land managers



Conclusions

¶ Carbon emissions reductions and removals need to be kept separate

¶ Sound rules to address reversibility risks and liability questions; define permanence

and additionality; provide transparency; establish robust methodologies to measure

carbon sequestration based on a comprehensive assessment of GHG fluxes; prevent
double counting; and ensure genuine benefits for both climate and biodiversity.

¶ Sound incentives must be designed to support a genuine transition and leave no one

behind. This also must start by recognising that emissions and removals are not fungible
and must be managed separately.

¶ Avoid greenwashing: companies investing in carbon farming should not make climate

or carbon-neutrality claims, because emissions can never be equated with reversible
removals.
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