nature communications

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-41242-5

Accounting for the climate benefit of
temporary carbon storage in nature

Received: 12 January 2023

Accepted: 25 August 2023

Published online: 07 September 2023

M Check for updates

H. Damon Matthews ® ', Kirsten Zickfeld ® 2, Alexander Koch ®%>* & Amy Luers®

Nature-based climate solutions can contribute to climate mitigation, but the
vulnerability of land carbon to disturbances means that efforts to slow or
reverse land carbon loss could result in only temporary storage. The challenge
of accounting for temporary storage is a key barrier to the implementation of
nature-based climate mitigation strategies. Here we offer a solution to this
challenge using tonne-year accounting, which integrates the amount of carbon
over the time that it remains in storage. We show that tonne-years of carbon
storage are proportional to degree-years of avoided warming, and that a
physically based tonne-year accounting metric could effectively quantify and
track the climate benefit of temporary carbon storage. If the world can sustain
an increasing number of tonne-years alongside rapid fossil fuel CO, emissions
reductions, then the resulting carbon storage (even if only temporary) would
have considerable and lasting climate value by lowering the global tempera-

ture peak.

Nature-based climate solutions (NbCS) represent a suite of actions that
have the potential to contribute to climate mitigation goals by
enhancing the sequestration of carbon through protection, restora-
tion or improved management of natural lands'”. Examples of NbCS
strategies to slow or reverse the loss of carbon from land ecosystems
include avoided or delayed deforestation, reforestation, and enhanced
soil carbon sequestration. NbCS efforts have received criticism or
scepticism related to their ineffectiveness in increasing carbon
sequestration, their emphasis on measuring carbon flows rather than
carbon stocks, their limited consideration of non-carbon climate
effects such as those arising from land surface changes, or their sin-
gular focus on carbon at the expense of other environmental or social
values*™, However, if well implemented, many NbCS have the
potential to generate measurable carbon gains while also providing
other environmental and social benefits such as enhanced biodiversity,
air and water quality, livelihoods and culture**"2,

A key challenge of land-based NbCS relates to the longevity of
stored carbon in ecosystems that are vulnerable to both natural and
human-driven disturbances™". This is particularly relevant for strate-
gies such as avoided deforestation, reforestation and afforestation,
which aim to preserve or increase carbon storage in above-ground
biomass, though impermanence can also be of concern for strategies

that seek to increase soil carbon storage. Climate-driven increases in
wildfires, droughts and insect outbreaks have the potential to decrease
the turnover time of forest carbon stocks, leading to an increased
likelihood of carbon loss at many locations”. Furthermore, anthro-
pogenic activities could also lead to the loss of carbon that was pre-
viously sequestered®, for example if deforestation activities are only
delayed rather than being avoided in perpetuity or if previous land
management practices are reversed. Both sets of processes have the
potential to affect the permanence of land-based carbon storage,
leading to the possibility of only temporary carbon storage resulting
from any particular carbon sequestration effort.

At large spatial and temporal scales, only a small portion of land
carbon is lost as a result of natural disturbances, and this carbon loss is
generally balanced by regrowth from previously disturbed areas®.
From this perspective, any effort to preserve or increase land carbon
storage will have a positive climate effect regardless of whether the
carbon remains stored temporarily or permanently. However, from a
carbon accounting perspective, the longevity of individual units of
stored carbon is a critical uncertainty, especially in the context of
increasing frequency of natural disturbances”. Corporate and other
sub-national (e.g. municipal) carbon accounting activities often
include carbon storage in natural systems as part of their carbon

'Concordia University, Montreal, QC, Canada. 2Simon Fraser University, Vancouver, BC, Canada. 3Microsoft Corporation, Seattle, WA, USA. “Present address:

Trove Research, Harpenden, UK. - e-mail: damon.matthews@concordia.ca

Nature Communications | (2023)14:5485


http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3625-390X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3625-390X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3625-390X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3625-390X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3625-390X
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8866-6541
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8866-6541
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8866-6541
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8866-6541
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8866-6541
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4693-4453
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4693-4453
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4693-4453
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4693-4453
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4693-4453
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1038/s41467-023-41242-5&domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1038/s41467-023-41242-5&domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1038/s41467-023-41242-5&domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1038/s41467-023-41242-5&domain=pdf
mailto:damon.matthews@concordia.ca

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-41242-5

ledgers, and many corporations are explicitly looking to nature-based
carbon removal as a strategy to achieve their net-zero emissions
targets”. In this context, the impermanence of land-based carbon
storage can be highly problematic, especially if enhanced land-based
carbon storage is seen as a viable alternative to an equivalent amount
of avoided fossil fuel CO, emissions. Given that the climate effect of
fossil fuel CO, emissions is effectively indefinite’®2°, replacing a unit
reduction of CO, emissions with a unit increase of temporary land
carbon storage would lead to increased total emissions over time and
consequently more long-term warming” %,

The challenge of accounting for temporary carbon storage in
relation to fossil fuel emissions has led some researchers to propose
the idea of tonne-year accounting, where one tonne-year is defined as
one tonne of carbon that is stored in some carbon reservoir for one
year**?, Tonne-year accounting can be used to measure the time-
integrated amount of carbon that is stored in temporary land carbon
stocks by multiplying the amount of stored carbon by the amount of
time in remains stored*. Similarly, tonne-year accounting can be
used to estimate the atmospheric CO, response to an emission
by integrating the amount of carbon remaining in the atmosphere
over some chosen time horizon”?°. To quantify the value of tem-
porary carbon storage, tonne-year accounting is generally used to
calculate a cost-benefit ratio to compare the cost of an emission to
the benefit of delaying that emission for some period of time. These
analyses lead to proposed equivalency factors that aim to represent
how many tonne-years of temporary storage are required to have
equal value as one tonne of permanent storage®*~°. Such equivalency
factors range from about 30 to 130, and have been promoted as the
basis for carbon offsets, whereby a given number of temporary
tonne-years (for example from delayed deforestation of some area of
land) are presented as equivalent to a unit emission of fossil fuel
C0224726‘

This form of tonne-year accounting has been critiqued from sev-
eral angles, including its use of subjective economic discount rates and
arbitrary time-horizon choices to evaluate the cost of an emission and
the benefit of temporary storage leading to a delayed emission”*,
Tonne-year accounting also has weak grounding in the actual climate
response to emissions and removals of CO,. Previous analyses have
focussed only on the atmospheric CO, response to a pulse CO, emis-
sion, and have not quantified the temperature response to this atmo-
spheric CO, change, nor considered the difference between short- and
long-term climate responses®*%. Proponents of tonne-year accounting
have consequently proposed equivalency factors that have little
bearing on the climate consequence of temporary vs permanent
storage®°. As a result, tonne-years have not been widely embraced as
a metric to represent the climate effect of temporary carbon storage
resulting from NbCS efforts.

Here, we offer a solution to the challenge of accounting for tem-
porary carbon storage in nature as a contribution to national or global
climate mitigation goals, via a revised approach to tonne-year
accounting. We propose that tonne-years, if applied only as a physi-
cal metric of carbon storage over time rather than an economic metric
of equivalency, could be used effectively to estimate the climate
response to nature-based carbon storage. Using an intermediate-
complexity global climate model (see Methods), we show that tonne-
years of temporary carbon storage do have an important and quan-
tifiable climate effect that emerges from the well-understood climate
response to cumulative CO, emissions. On this basis, we argue that
tonne-year accounting could be reimagined, not as an offset metric,
but rather as an independent tracking and reporting metric for
nature-based carbon removals and avoided emissions that would not
require the permanence of carbon storage to be demonstrated a
priori. Such an approach to tonne-year accounting could mobilise
the potential of temporary carbon storage as an effective climate
mitigation action.

Results and discussion

Tonnes per year, tonnes, and tonne-years

The simulations presented here represent the effect of avoided land-
based CO, emission and/or removals as an annual decrease of pre-
scribed emissions relative to the land-use emissions of the baseline
scenario (see “Methods”). We decreased emissions beginning in the
year 2022 by 3 GtCO, per year, reflecting the global cost-effective
mitigation potential of actions such as avoided deforestation and
reforestation’. In the permanent carbon storage simulations, we
maintained the decrease in land-use emissions until either the year
2050 or throughout the simulation (Fig. 1a, solid lines). Temporary
storage simulations followed the same initial decrease in emissions
until either the year 2037 or 2050 (Fig. 1a, dashed lines). Rather than
returning to the baseline emission level (as in the 2050 permanent
storage case) emissions subsequently increased relative to the baseline
scenario such that all carbon that was previously stored was re-emitted
to the atmosphere over a period of either 15 or 50 years (Fig. 1a; dashed
lines). These temporary storage simulations could reflect scenarios
whereby deforestation activities are delayed rather than avoided per-
manently, or whereby sequestered carbon is subsequently lost as a
result of climate-driven increases in natural disturbances. When plot-
ted in terms of cumulative emissions, permanent storage resulted in
lower cumulative land-based CO, emissions throughout the simula-
tion, whereas temporary storage resulted in lower cumulative emis-
sions for the period with increased storage, followed by a return to the
baseline scenario level of cumulative emissions when all stored carbon
was re-emitted (Fig. 1b).

Here, we represent tonne-years of carbon storage as a running
total of the amount of stored carbon multiplied by the time over
which it remained stored, which we calculated as the time-integral of
the cumulative emissions difference from the baseline scenario
(shaded region in Fig. 1b). Regardless of whether carbon storage was
temporary or permanent, the total number of tonne-years initially
increased with time (Fig. 2a). During the period that land carbon
emissions were lower than the baseline simulation, tonne-years
accumulated at an increasing rate, since each additional removal or
avoided emission added to the quantity of carbon that was inte-
grated over the time it remained stored. For the permanent storage
scenarios, when emissions returned to the baseline scenario level,
the number of tonne-years continued to accumulate at a constant
rate as the total amount of stored carbon was added to the tonne-
year total for each additional year that it remained stored. For the
temporary storage scenarios, however, when the previously stored
carbon began to be re-emitted, the accumulation of tonne-years
slowed in proportion to the amount of stored carbon that was lost.
When all stored carbon had been re-emitted, tonne-years stopped
accumulating and subsequently remained constant for the remain-
der of the simulation (Fig. 2a).

Climate response to tonne-years of temporary carbon storage
In response to fossil fuel CO, emissions and other climate forcings
from the two most ambitious mitigation scenarios amongst the group
of SSP marker emission scenarios (SSP1-1.9 and SSP1-2.6), global tem-
peratures in the baseline land-use configuration peaked just below
1.5 °C for SSP1-1.9 and just above 1.7 °C for SSP1-2.6 (Fig. 2c). The timing
of this temperature peak depended on the timing of net zero fossil fuel
CO, emissions in these scenarios, whereby the slower transition to net
zero in SSP1-2.6 led to a temperature peak occurring about 30 years
later than in SSP1-1.9.

Decreased land CO, emissions in these scenarios relative to the
baseline land-use scenario lowered global temperatures in proportion
to the cumulative emissions difference over time. For the temporary
storage scenarios, the temperature decrease reached a maximum of
0.02 and 0.05 °C below the baseline temperatures, and then returned
to the baseline temperatures following re-emission of the stored
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Fig. 1| Prescribed land-use CO, emission scenarios. a Annual land-use CO,
emissions, representing the net land carbon flux for the baseline scenario (black
line), two permanent storage scenarios (solid red and blue lines) and two tem-
porary storage scenarios (dashed purple and red lines). Permanent storage simu-
lations were represented by decreased emissions from the baseline, sustained until
2050 (solid red line) or until the end of the simulation (solid blue line). These
permanent storage simulations represent cases where decreased net land-use
emissions lead to increased land carbon storage that remains sequestered
throughout the simulation. Temporary storage simulation followed the same initial
decrease until either 2037 (purple dashed line) or 2050 (dashed red line), after
which emissions were abruptly increased relative to the baseline to represent a
switch from carbon sequestration to re-emission of previously stored carbon.

b.

= Permanent (amount of stored carbon increased throught simulation)
= Permanent (increased until 2050, then maintained in storage)
= = Temporary (increased until 2050, then re-emitted)
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These temporary storage simulations represent a case where carbon is sequestered
until 2037 or 2050, and then gradually re-emitted to the atmosphere over a period
of either 15 years (dashed purple) or 50 years (dashed red). b Cumulative land-use
CO, emissions, plotted relative to the year 2015, where lower cumulative emissions
represent either avoided land-use emissions or land-based carbon removal relative
to the baseline land-use emission scenario. For the temporary storage simulations,
the cumulative land-use emissions returned to the baseline level after all stored
carbon was re-emitted, whereas permanent storage resulted in lower cumulative
land-use CO, emissions throughout the simulation. The shaded area in (b) illus-
trates the total number of tonne-years of storage achieved in the 2050 temporary
storage scenario. Note that in both panels, overlapping lines are offset slightly for
improved clarity. Source data are provided as a Source data file.

carbon (Fig. 2b, c). In the case of the earlier temperature peak of the
SSP1-1.9 scenario, both temporary storage scenarios led to a lower
peak temperature. In the later peak temperature scenario (SSP1-2.6),
peak temperature was only decreased in the case that some amount of
temporary storage was sustained until the second half of the century.
For the permanent storage simulations, the temperatures continued to
decrease relative to the baseline for as long as emissions remained
lower than the baseline emissions; when emissions returned to the
baseline level, the temperature difference was sustained for as long as
the carbon remained stored. The effect of our land carbon storage
scenarios did not depend on the background emission scenario, with
both SSP1-1.9 and SSP1-2.6 showing the same temperature difference
resulting from both temporary and permanent land storage (sce-
nario SSP1-1.9 is plotted in Fig. 2b).

From these simulations, we can identify a clear relationship
between tonne-years of land carbon storage (Fig. 2a) and the simulated
temperature difference (Fig. 2b). During the period of time that tonne-
years accumulated faster than linearly, global temperatures diverged
from the baseline temperatures. A constant rate of accumulation of
tonne-years resulted in a global temperature difference that remained
stable over time. However, a decreasing rate of tonne-year accumula-
tion resulted in a decreasing temperature difference, with tempera-
tures returning to the baseline at the time that total tonne-years
stopped accumulating.

These results suggest that tonne-year accounting could be used to
track the effect of stored land carbon over time, and to infer the
temperature benefit of that storage as a function of the rate of increase
of the total number of tonne-years in the system. A constant rate of
tonne-year accumulation would result in a sustained temperature
benefit. An increasing rate of tonne-year accumulation would result in
an increasing temperature benefit over time. A decreasing rate of
accumulation would result in the erosion of previously accrued tem-
perature benefit. Constant tonne-years over time would mean that all

previous temperature benefit has been lost and global temperature
will have returned to where it would have been in the absence of any
temporary carbon storage.

Importantly then, the potential for temporary land carbon sto-
rage to lower peak warming can also be tracked as a function of
the rate of accumulation of total tonne-years. If the total number
of tonne-years increases linearly or faster than linearly until
the time that fossil fuel CO, emissions reach net zero, then the
resulting temporary land carbon storage would lower the peak
temperature that is reached. However, if the rate of tonne-year
accumulation slows and decreases to zero before net-zero fossil fuel
CO, emissions are achieved, this temporary land carbon storage
would have no effect on peak warming (Fig. 2).

What is the climate equivalent of a tonne-year?

The proportionality of cumulative emissions to global temperature
change is well represented by the Transient Climate Response to
cumulative CO, Emissions (TCRE), where the TCRE is a constant value
that approximates the temperature increase caused by total CO,
emissions over time*?, This TCRE relationship can be applied to the
case of carbon removal and storage as follows:

AT(t)= TCRE(E(t)—R(t)) Q)

Here, AT(t) is the global temperature change over time, E(t)
represents the cumulative emissions and R(?) represents the cumula-
tive CO, removals achieved over time via land carbon storage. Simi-
larly, the temperature difference from the baseline scenario in our land
carbon storage simulations is proportional to the cumulative avoided
(removed) land CO, emissions:

ATy(t)=TCRE*R(?) )
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Fig. 2 | The climate effect of tonne-years of land carbon storage. a. Tonne-years
increased in all simulations, where permanent storage (solid red and blue lines) is
characterised by a constant or increasing rate of accumulation of tonne-years. In
contrast, temporary storage (dashed red and purple lines) resulted in an increasing
rate of accumulation during the time that the amount of stored carbon was
increasing, followed by a decreasing rate of accumulation when previously stored
carbon began to be re-emitted. When all stored carbon had been lost, the number
of tonne-years stopped increasing and remained constant over time. b. The global
temperature difference from the baseline was proportional to the rate of accu-
mulation of tonne years, such that a constant or increasing rate of tonne-year

accumulation resulted in a sustained or increasing temperature difference from the
baseline. A decreasing rate of tonne-year accumulation led to the erosion of the
temperature difference, followed by temperatures returning to the baseline when
tonne-years stopped increasing. c. In cases where a constant or increasing rate of
tonne-year accumulation was sustained past the point of peak temperature, this
resulted in a lower temperature peak. The four cases labelled in the figure highlight
representative periods of time along each tonne-year trajectory in which the rate of
accumulation of tonne-years increased (Case 1), remained constant (Case 2),
decreased (Case 3) or was equal to zero (Case 4). Source data are provided as a
Source Data file.
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By definition, the tonne-year metric (TY) represents the time-
integral of avoided cumulative emissions:

TY= / R(®) 3)

Combining Egs. (2) and (3), it is apparent that tonne-years are
proportional to the time integral of the temperature difference
between the temperature curves shown in Fig. 2. We define this time-
integrated temperature difference as the “degree-years” (DY) of avoi-
ded warming;:

DY(t)= TCRE*TY(¢) )

This relationship is illustrated in Fig. 3, which shows that the
degree-years in each model scenario are proportional to the number
of tonne-years, with the proportionality constant equal to the TCRE
of this model (-0.45 degree-years of avoided warming per 1000
tonne-years).

This degree-year concept is similar to the idea of cumulative
radiative forcing that has been identified by previous analyses as a
climate indicator for tonne-year accounting®. Importantly however,
the relationship between tonne-years and degree-years is grounded in
the well understood physical relationship between cumulative emis-
sions and temperature change, and can therefore be quantified linearly
using the value of the TCRE. Avoided degree-years are also relevant for
reducing climate impacts that have a strong inertial component to
them, such as sea-level rise and permafrost melt. However, impacts
that respond quickly to the amount of global temperature increase
would be affected by avoided degree-years only during the time that
degree-years continue to accumulate. And as with tonne-years, avoi-
ded degree years would only decrease peak warming if they continue
to accumulate beyond the point in time that temperatures peak and
begin to decline in response to successful fossil fuel CO, mitigation.

The equations presented above can also be used to understand
the relationship between the rate of increase of tonne-years and the

temperature benefit simulated by our climate model. The differentiated
version of Eq. (4) can be written as:

ATg(t)=TCRE*TY'(t) 5)
where TY'(¢) is the rate of increase of tonne-years over time. This
equation clearly explains the four cases shown in Fig. 2a, b: case 1
represents an increasing climate benefit over time resulting from an
increasing TY'(f); case 2 represents a sustained climate benefit
resulting from constant TY(®); case 3 represents a decreasing TY'(¢)
leading to the loss of previously accrued temperature benefit; and case
4 represents the loss of all previously accrued temperature benefit
which occurs at the time that TY’(¢) reaches zero.

It is worth noting that our simulations represent only the CO,
effect of land carbon storage, and not any associated biophysical
effects on surface albedo, evapotranspiration or cloud cover that
would also result from avoided deforestation or reforestation
efforts'*"*% Previous analyses have shown that the biophysical effects
of land-use change also scale proportionately with land-use cumulative
CO, emissions®; consequently we do not expect that these biophysical
effects would alter the overall proportionality of tonne-years and
degree-years that we have found here, nor the relationship between
temperature benefit and the rate of increase of tonne-years. However,
including potential biophysical effects would alter the slope of the
tonne-year : degree-year relationship. In this case, rather than the TCRE
itself, an “effective TCRE**” for land-use change CO, emissions that
reflects the net CO, + biophysical effect on climate could be used to
estimate the climate benefit of tonne-years of carbon storage. This
would be especially important to consider in the case of afforestation
projects in areas of seasonal snow cover, where the impact of surface
albedo change can be large enough to negate (or even supersede) the
climate benefit of enhanced carbon storage®*.

Equivalency of temporary to long-term storage?
The concept of tonne-year accounting has been in the literature
for several decades®*>°. However, proponents of tonne-years have

IN
1
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N
1

Degree-years of avoided warming (°C-yr)

X Permanent storage (sustained increase)
+ Permanent storage (increased until 2050)
O Temporary storage (re-emitted after 2050)

+ Temporary storage (re-emitted after 2037)

0 2500
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Tonne-years of carbon storage (GtCO,-yr)

Fig. 3 | Tonne-years of carbon storage are proportional to degree-years of
avoided warming. The relationship between total accumulated tonne-years and
avoided degree-years of warming is an extension of the proportionality of cumu-
lative CO, emissions and global temperature change, whereby the slope of the

tonne-year : degree-year relationship is equal to the transient climate response to
cumulative CO, emissions (TCRE). All four simulations presented in Figs 1 and 2
follow the same trajectory, as seen by the overlapping symbols in the lower left
section of the plot. Source data are provided as a Source data file.
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generally focused on the question of whether some amount of tem-
porary carbon storage can be considered to be equivalent to some
smaller amount of permanent carbon storage®. A range of equiv-
alency factors have been proposed in an attempt to quantify how
many tonne-years of temporary carbon storage would be needed to
achieve an equivalent climate outcome as 1 tonne of permanent
carbon storage’ . These equivalency factors are typically con-
structed using some form of economic cost-benefit analysis, such
that the cost of a unit emission of CO, is compared to the benefit of
delaying that emission by some amount of time. The cost is generally
quantified using an estimate of the atmospheric CO, response to an
emissions, and some analyses further assume an economic discount
rate which is used to decrease the present-day cost of a future
emission®®, The resulting equivalency factors range from about 30 to
130, and are claimed to represent the number of tonne-years of
temporary storage that would be appropriate to offset the effect of
one unit of CO, emissions.

Here we show that using an equivalency factor to infer the climate
benefit of temporary carbon storage produces a time series of pre-
sumed temperature benefit that bears almost no resemblance to the
actual avoided warming that results from temporary storage (Fig. 4).
Using the equivalency factors from refs. 25,26 (128 and 31 tonne-years
per tonne of permanent storage, respectively), we calculate the infer-
red temperature effect by first dividing the modelled tonne-years by an
equivalency factor to produce the equivalent number of tonnes of
permanent storage. Then, given that permanent storage (i.e., perma-
nently avoided emissions) is proportional to avoided temperature
change, we can use Eq. (2) to calculate the implied avoided warming
associated with this amount of permanent storage. As shown in Fig. 4,
the inferred avoided warming increases with the accumulation of
tonne-years, with a smaller equivalency factor®® producing a larger
implied temperature benefit. Compared with the actual avoided
warming over time (solid lines in Fig. 4, calculated here using Eq. (1)),
the implied avoided warming calculated using tonne-year equivalency
leads to an underestimate of near-term climate benefit, such that
actual avoided warming during the time that carbon is being stored is
larger than what is implied from the equivalency factor. Conversely,

after stored carbon has been re-released to the atmosphere, the
amount of avoided warming decreases to zero, whereas the tonne-year
equivalency factors incorrectly suggest an increasing and ultimately
sustained climate benefit.

Reimagining tonne-years as a complement to fossil fuel
emissions reductions

Our results show that tonne-years of temporary land carbon storage,
whether achieved via temporarily avoided emissions or via temporary
removal efforts, have a well-defined climate effect that emerges from
the proportionality of avoided cumulative emissions and avoided
temperature increase. The proportionality constant of this relation-
ship is the same as that which determines the climate response to
cumulative CO, emissions (the TCRE). Consequently, the climate
effect of tonne-years in a temporary carbon storage scenario can be
quantified using the TCRE as an equivalent number of avoided degree-
years. Furthermore, the amount of avoided warming over time can be
related to the rate of increase of tonne-years of temporary storage. As
long as the total number of tonne-years accumulate at a rate that is
constant or increasing, the temperature difference from the baseline
case will be sustained or will increase with time. However, as the rate of
increase of tonne-years decreases towards zero, the temperature dif-
ference will be eroded and will return to the baseline temperature at
the time that tonne-years stop accumulating. Consequently, for tem-
porary tonne-years to affect peak temperature, the rate of accumula-
tion of total tonnes years must be sustained until temperatures peak
and begin to decline in response to fossil fuel CO, emissions
decreasing to net zero.

Our results show also that the use of a single equivalency factor to
relate tonne-years of temporary storage to an equivalent amount of
permanent storage does not adequately capture the climate response
to a temporary carbon storage scenario. Consequently, if such an
equivalency factor is used to justify the offsetting of fossil fuel emis-
sions with tonne-years of temporary storage, the immediate climate
effect would be to slow near-term warming (during the time that car-
bon remains stored). However, if the stored carbon is subsequently
lost to the atmosphere, the combined effect of this re-emission with
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Fig. 4 | Climate benefit of temporary carbon storage. Climate benefit (avoided
warming) as implied by equivalency factors that equate tonne-years of temporary
storage to equivalent amounts of permanent storage (dashed and dotted lines),
compared to the actual climate benefit that occurs in response to temporary

carbon storage (solid lines). The use of equivalency factors to infer climate benefit
leads to an underestimate of the near-term value of temporary storage, and a
substantial overestimate of the long-term value of temporary storage. Source data
are provided as a Source data file.
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that of the previously offset (but emitted) fossil fuel CO, would lead to
increased long-term warming. This trade-off of near-term avoided
warming for additional long-term warming could create an impression
of near-term mitigation progress, at the cost of compromising our
ability to remain below long-term temperature targets.

In addition to this problematic trade-off associated with long-
term warming, tonne-year equivalency factors also underestimate the
near-term climate benefit of temporary storage. As a result, the use of
these equivalency factors misrepresents the real and quantifiable cli-
mate benefit of temporary carbon storage that has the potential to
make an important contribution to global climate mitigation efforts.
This is especially the case if the time duration of temporary storage
extends beyond the point of peak warming, in which case temporary
storage can decrease the magnitude of the temperature peak'. Our
results therefore suggest that temporary carbon storage has climate
value, but its value is different from and not interchangeable with that
of permanent storage or avoided fossil fuel CO, emissions.

Tonne-years accounting could therefore be used effectively to
track the total amount of carbon storage that is achieved over time,
and to correctly infer the resulting near-term climate benefit of that
storage. Furthermore, because our proposed tonne-year approach is
based on the instantaneous rate of change, quantifying the climate
benefit can be done without prior knowledge of the longevity of the
stored carbon. This removes the need to demonstrate in advance
that the carbon will remain stored for a particular amount of time,
which addresses a key barrier in establishing the climate value of a
particular nature-based carbon storage effort. We have shown this
for the specific case of land carbon storage achieved via avoided
deforestation or reforestation efforts. However, in principle, a tonne-
year accounting framework could be applied to track the climate
benefit of any nature-based climate solution that is aimed at
increasing carbon storage in non-permanent land or ocean reser-
voirs. If the goal was not to offset fossil fuel emissions, but rather to
achieve a sustained global increase in the total number of tonne-
years, this would result in a sustained climate benefit that is pro-
portional to the rate of increase of tonne-years. This would represent
an important contribution to global mitigation efforts that would
complement fossil fuel emissions reductions.

A tonne-year accounting framework would additionally provide
the flexibility to respond to losses of stored carbon that might occur
either due to eventual deforestation, or as a result of natural dis-
turbances. Given that the climate benefit results from the rate of
accumulation of tonne-years achieved at all locations, the loss of
stored carbon at one location could be compensated for by adding
additional stored carbon at a different location. As long as the total
number of tonne-years continues to increase at the same rate, the
resulting climate benefit would be sustained over time.

This same principle could be applied at the level of an individual
corporation or other institutional entity whose goal is to contribute to
national or global climate mitigation efforts. An investment in either
avoided emissions or carbon removal at a particular location would
result in an amount of tonne-years that would increase each year
according to the amount of carbon that remains stored. This would
represent a sustained temperature benefit, which could be increased
via the investment in an additional amount of stored carbon at a dif-
ferent location. If the carbon at one location is lost (via deforestation or
other disturbance), then the climate benefit could be maintained via
the investment in an equivalent additional amount of carbon storage at
a different location. As long as the total number of tonne-years con-
tinues to increase, the climate benefit of this carbon storage invest-
ment would be sustained at a level that is proportional to the rate of
tonne-year increase.

If reimagined in the way we have outlined here, tonne-year
accounting could provide a critical contribution to climate mitigation
efforts that would not depend explicitly on whether carbon remains

stored permanently or only for some short amount of time. As a
complement to (rather than as an offset for) fossil fuel emission
reductions, the accumulation of tonne-years of temporary carbon
storage would represent a real and quantifiable contribution to climate
mitigation efforts which would not require any subjective choice of
time-horizon nor guarantee of storage permanence. Regardless of the
duration of the temporary carbon storage, the accumulated degree-
years of avoided warming would contribute to reducing slow-
responding climate impacts such as sea-level rise and permafrost
melt. Furthermore, a sustained global increase in the number of tonne-
years would result in a sustained global temperature benefit. If main-
tained in parallel with efforts to achieve net zero fossil fuel emissions, a
global accumulation of tonne-years of carbon storage would have an
important effect on limiting the peak temperature change that would
occur if net zero emissions are achieved.

Methods

Earth system climate model

We used the University of Victoria Earth System Climate Model (UVic
ESCM), version 2.10”, an intermediate-complexity global climate
model that includes a dynamic representation of land and ocean car-
bon cycle processes®™*°. The model has a spatial resolution of 1.8°
latitude and 3.6° longitude, and includes a general circulation ocean
model, coupled to a single-layer energy-moisture balance atmospheric
model and dynamic-thermodynamic sea-ice model*. Land carbon and
dynamic vegetation processes are represented via five plant functional
types as well as permafrost carbon storage®®*?, and the ocean carbon
cycle includes both physical and biological carbon cycling, as well as
representation of the sedimentary carbon cycle”. This model has been
used and validated extensively over the past two decades to look at
research questions such as assessing the effect of historical land-use
change on climate, estimating the magnitude of climate-carbon cycle
feedbacks, and quantifying the role of terrestrial and oceanic carbon
cycle process in the context of both past and future climate
scenarios* ™.

Simulation design

We ran the UVic ESCM using prescribed CO, emissions from fossil fuels
and land-use change, in addition to other natural (solar and volcanic)
and anthropogenic (non-CO, greenhouse gases and aerosols) climate
drivers for the period from 1850 to 2150. Fossil fuel CO, emissions and
other forcings followed historical observations up to the year 2015,
and then followed the SSP1-1.9 or SSP1-2.6 mitigation scenarios that
lead to net-zero fossil fuel CO, emissions during the second half of this
century*®, Against these background scenarios, we prescribed land-use
emissions from the SSP3-7.0 scenario to represent the baseline
business-as-usual case for future land-use (i.e. ongoing deforestation
and consequent net positive land-use CO, emissions throughout the
twenty-first century). This combination of land-use CO, emissions
from SSP3-7.0 and other CO, emissions and non-CO, forcings from
SSP1-1.9 or SSP1-2.6 constitute the “baseline” scenarios as shown in
Figs. 1 and 2.

To represent the effect of increased land carbon storage that
could result from avoided deforestation, reforestation or afforesta-
tion, we decreased prescribed land-use CO, emissions relative to the
baseline scenario. The prescribed decrease of 3 GtCO, per year is
consistent with estimates of the cost-effective carbon storage poten-
tial of either reforestation or avoided deforestation’; we do not dif-
ferentiate between these two mechanisms of carbon sequestration,
since both would cause a decrease of net land-use emissions either by
slowing the loss of existing land carbon (avoided deforestation) or by
reversing the effect of past losses (reforestation). In the context of
current global land-use emissions of approximately 3.5 GtCO, per
year*’, avoided deforestation, reforestation and afforestation would all
have a similar effect on net land-use emissions.
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We used four representative land-use scenarios to simulate the
climate response to temporary and permanent land carbon storage. In
the two temporary carbon storage simulations, we decreased pre-
scribed land-use emissions relative to the baseline beginning at the
year 2022 and sustained until the year 2037 (15 years) or 2050 (28
years). After this period, the same amount of stored carbon was re-
emitted to the atmosphere by increasing prescribed emissions relative
to the baseline over a period of 15 or 50 years, respectively (dashed
purple and red lines in Fig. 1a). For the two permanent carbon storage
simulations, we decreased prescribed land-use emissions relative to
the baseline until the year 2050 (solid red line in Fig. 1a) or until the end
of the simulation (solid blue line in Fig. 1a); in the latter simulation, we
did not allow land-use emissions to become negative so as to represent
a scenario that could be achieved via either reforestation or avoided
deforestation. In these cases, the stored carbon was not re-emitted to
the atmosphere.

In all scenarios, the decreased or increased emissions relative to
the baseline land-use emission scenario are meant to represent the
aggregate global effect of all individual carbon storage efforts occur-
ring at different locations. For example, an individual delayed defor-
estation project would contribute a portion of one year’s decreased
emissions in one of the temporary storage scenarios, and when
deforestation eventually occurs at this location, this would similarly
contribute to a subsequent year’s emissions increase. In aggregate, all
individual projects would lead to the sustained annual decrease and/or
increase of emissions relative to the baseline scenario.

Tonne-year calculation

A tonne-year is defined as an amount of carbon stored in a particular
reservoir, such as on land or in the atmosphere, integrated over some
period of time* . Here, we calculated tonne-years from the per-
spective of the land carbon reservoir, so as to quantify the amount of
carbon that is stored in the land carbon pool over time, relative to the
baseline case where that carbon is instead emitted to the atmosphere.
This approach leads to a number of tonne-years that is equal to the
time-integrated difference in cumulative emissions between each land-
use scenario and the baseline scenario (Fig. 1b). Rather than using
tonne-years to represent the atmospheric consequence of an
emission”?, we instead use tonne-years to quantify the cumulative
stored land carbon over time. This land-based approach allows us to
relate tonne-years of stored carbon to temperature change using the
TCRE metric (the Transient Climate Response to Cumulative CO,
Emissions) which represents the linear proportionality between
cumulative emissions and global temperature change” . Similarly, we
can derive a relationship between tonne-years of storage and avoided
degree-years of temperature increase, where the slope of this rela-
tionship (shown in Fig. 3) is equal to the TCRE value of the UVic ESCM
(approximately 0.45 °C per 1000 Gt CO,)*.

To calculate the temperature effect that would be implied using
tonne-year equivalency factors (Fig. 4) we also made use of the TCRE
relationship. We first calculated the implied equivalent amount of
permanent storage by dividing our simulated tonne-years of tem-
porary storage by equivalency factors of 31*° or 128%. We then mul-
tiplied this implied permanent storage by the TCRE value (0.45 °C per
1000 GtCO, of storage) to estimate the climate effect that would
occur from this amount of permanent storage. This can be then
compared with the actual climate effect of temporary storage, which
we show in Fig. 4 as the cumulative emissions difference (Fig. 1b)
multiplied by the TCRE.

Data availability

Raw data plotted in the manuscript figures (which includes the input
model data used for this study) are included as a supplementary
Source data file. Source data are provided with this paper.

Code availability
The model code for version 2.10 of the UVic ESCM is available on the
official UVic ESCM webpage at http://terra.seos.uvic.ca/model/2.10.

References

1. Griscom, B. W. et al. Natural climate solutions. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci.
USA 114, 11645-11650 (2017).

2. Drever, C. R. et al. Natural climate solutions for Canada. Sci. Adv. 7,
eabd6034 (2021).

3. Cook-Patton, S. C. et al. Protect, manage and then restore lands for
climate mitigation. Nat. Clim. Chang. 11, 1027-1034 (2021).

4. Seddon, N. Harnessing the potential of nature-based solutions for
mitigating and adapting to climate change. Science 376,
1410-1416 (2022).

5. Reed, G. etal. Toward Indigenous visions of nature-based solutions:
an exploration into Canadian federal climate policy. Clim. Policy 22,
514-533 (2022).

6. Townsend, J., Moola, F. & Craig, M.-K. Indigenous peoples are cri-
tical to the success of nature-based solutions to climate change.
Facets 5, 551-556 (2020).

7. Bathiany, S., Claussen, M., Brovkin, V., Raddatz, T. & Gayler, V.
Combined biogeophysical and biogeochemical effects of large-
scale forest cover changes in the MPI earth system model. Bio-
geosciences 7, 1383-1399 (2010).

8. Betts, R. A. Offset of the potential carbon sink from boreal fores-
tation by decreases in surface albedo. Nature 408, 187-190
(2000).

9. Keith, H. et al. Evaluating nature-based solutions for climate miti-
gation and conservation requires comprehensive carbon account-
ing. Sci. Total Environ. 769, 144341 (2021).

10. Ajani, J. I., Keith, H., Blakers, M., Mackey, B. G. & King, H. P. Com-
prehensive carbon stock and flow accounting: a national frame-
work to support climate change mitigation policy. Ecol. Econ. 89,
61-72 (2013).

1. Seddon, N. et al. Getting the message right on nature-based solu-
tions to climate change. Glob. Chang. Biol. 27, 1518-1546 (2021).

12. Seddon, N., Turner, B., Berry, P., Chausson, A. & Girardin, C. A. J.
Grounding nature-based climate solutions in sound biodiversity
science. Nat. Clim. Chang. 9, 84-87 (2019).

13. Anderegg, W. R. L. et al. Climate-driven risks to the climate miti-
gation potential of forests. Science 368, eaaz7005 (2020).

14. Matthews, H. D. et al. Temporary nature-based carbon removal can
lower peak warming in a well-below 2 °C scenario. Commun. Earth
Environ. 3, 65 (2022).

15. Harper, A. B. et al. Land-use emissions play a critical role in land-
based mitigation for Paris climate targets. Nat. Commun. 9,

2938 (2018).

16. Pugh, T. A. M., Arneth, A., Kautz, M., Poulter, B. & Smith, B. Important
role of forest disturbances in the global biomass turnover and
carbon sinks. Nat. Geosci. 12, 730-735 (2019).

17. Lang, J. etal. Net Zero Tracker. Energy and climate intelligence unit,
data-driven EnviroLab, NewClimate Institute, Oxford Net Zero.
https://zerotracker.net (2023).

18. Matthews, H. D. & Caldeira, K. Stabilizing climate requires near-zero
emissions. Geophys. Res. Lett. 35, LO4705 (2008).

19. Eby, M. et al. Lifetime of anthropogenic climate change: millennial
time scales of potential CO, and surface temperature perturba-
tions. J. Clim. 22, 2501-2511 (2009).

20. Solomon, S., Plattner, G. K., Knutti, R. & Friedlingstein, P. Irreversible
climate change due to carbon dioxide emissions. Proc. Natl Acad.
Sci. USA 106, 1704-1709 (2009).

21. Matthews, H. D., Gillett, N. P., Stott, P. A. & Zickfeld, K. The pro-
portionality of global warming to cumulative carbon emissions.
Nature 459, 829-832 (2009).

Nature Communications | (2023)14:5485


http://terra.seos.uvic.ca/model/2.10
https://zerotracker.net

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-41242-5

22. Gillett, N. P., Arora, V. K., Matthews, D. & Allen, M. R. Constraining
the ratio of global warming to cumulative CO, emissions using
CMIP5 simulations. J. Clim. 26, 6844-6858 (2013).

23. Canadell, J. G. et al. Global carbon and other biogeochemical
cycles and feedbacks. in Climate Change 2021: The Physical Sci-
ence Basis. Contribution of Working Group | to the Sixth Assessment
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 177
(Cambridge University Press, 2021).

24. Costa, P. M. & Wilson, C. An equivalence factor between CO,
avoided emissions and sequestration - description and
applications in forestry. Mitig. Adapt. Strat. Glob. Chang 5,
51-60 (2000).

25. Fearnside, P. M., Lashof, D. A. & Moura-Costa, P. Accounting for time
in mitigating global warming through land-use change and forestry.
Mitig. Adapt. Strat. Glob. Chang. 5, 239-270 (2000).

26. Parisa, Z., Marland, E., Sohngen, B., Marland, G. & Jenkins, J. The
time value of carbon storage. Policy Econ. 144, 102840 (2022).

27. Levasseur, A. et al. Valuing temporary carbon storage. Nat. Clim.
Chang. 2, 6-8 (2012).

28. Chay, F. et al. Unpacking ton-year accounting - CarbonPlan. https://
carbonplan.org/research/ton-year-explainer (2022).

29. Korhonen, R., Pingoud, K., Savolainen, I. & Matthews, R. The role of
carbon sequestration and the tonne-year approach in fulfilling the
objective of climate convention. Environ. Sci. Policy 5,

429-441 (2002).

30. Kirschbaum, M. U. F. Temporary carbon sequestration cannot pre-
vent climate change. Mitig. Adapt. Strat. Glob. Chang. 11,
1151-1164 (2006).

31. Duveliller, G. et al. Revealing the widespread potential of
forests to increase low level cloud cover. Nat. Commun. 12,
4337 (2021).

32. Cerasoli, S., Yin, J. & Porporato, A. Cloud cooling effects of affor-
estation and reforestation at midlatitudes. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA
118, 2026241118 (2021).

33. Simmons, C. T. & Matthews, H. D. Assessing the implications of
human land-use change for the transient climate response to
cumulative carbon emissions. Environ. Res. Lett. 11, 035001
(2016).

34. Matthews, H. D. et al. Opportunities and challenges in using
remaining carbon budgets to guide climate policy. Nat. Geosci. 13,
769-779 (2020).

35. Bernier, P. Y. et al. Boreal lichen woodlands: a possible negative
feedback to climate change in eastern North America. Agric.
Meteorol. 151, 521-528 (2011).

36. Herzog, H., Caldeira, K. & Reilly, J. An issue of permanence: asses-
sing the effectiveness of temporary carbon storage. Clim. Chang.
59, 293-310 (2003).

37. Mengis, N. et al. Evaluation of the University of Victoria Earth System
Climate Model version 2.10 (UVic ESCM 2.10). Geosci. Model. Dev.
13, 4183-4204 (2020).

38. Meissner, K. J., Weaver, A. J., Matthews, H. D. & Cox, P. M. The role of
land surface dynamics in glacial inception: a study with the UVic
Earth System Model. Clim. Dyn. 21, 515-537 (2003).

39. Schmittner, A., Oschlies, A., Matthews, H. D. & Galbraith, E. D.
Future changes in climate, ocean circulation, ecosystems, and
biogeochemical cycling simulated for a business-as-usual CO,
emission scenario until year 4000 AD. Glob. Biogeochem. Cycles
https://doi.org/10.1029/2007gb002953 (2008).

40. Matthews, H. D., Weaver, A. J. & Meissner, K. J. Terrestrial carbon
cycle dynamics under recent and future climate change. J. Clim. 18,
1609-1628 (2005).

41. Weaver, A. J. et al. The UVic earth system climate model: model
description, climatology, and applications to past, present and
future climates. Atmos. Ocean 39, 361-428 (2001).

42. MacDougall, A. H., Avis, C. A. & Weaver, A. J. Significant contribu-
tion to climate warming from the permafrost carbon feedback. Nat.
Geosci. 5, 719-721 (2012).

43. Matthews, H. D., Weaver, A. J., Meissner, K. J., Gillett, N. P. & Eby, M.
Natural and anthropogenic climate change: incorporating historical
land cover change, vegetation dynamics and the global carbon
cycle. Clim. Dyn. 22, 461-479 (2004).

44. Matthews, H. D., Eby, M., Weaver, A. J. & Hawkins, B. J. Primary
productivity control of simulated carbon cycle-climate feedbacks.
Geophys. Res. Lett. https://doi.org/10.1029/2005GL022941 (2005).

45. Zickfeld, K., Eby, M., Matthews, H. D., Schmittner, A. & Weaver, A. J.
Nonlinearity of carbon cycle feedbacks. J. Clim. 24,

4255-4275 (201).

46. Eby, M. et al. Historical and idealized climate model experiments: an
intercomparison of Earth system models of intermediate com-
plexity. Clim. Past 9, 1111-1140 (2013).

47. Zickfeld, K. et al. Long-term climate change commitment and
reversibility: an EMIC intercomparison. J. Clim. 26,

5782-5809 (2013).

48. Riahi, K. et al. The shared socioeconomic pathways and their
energy, land use, and greenhouse gas emissions implications: an
overview. Glob. Environ. Chang. 42, 153-168 (2017).

49. Friedlingstein, P. et al. Global carbon budget 2021. Earth Syst. Sci.
Data 14, 1917-2005 (2022).

Acknowledgements

H.D.M and K.Z. acknowledge funding that supported this research from
Microsoft and from the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research
Council of Canada.

Author contributions

H.D.M., K.Z., A.K. and A.L. participated in discussions that led to the
conceptualisation and design of this study. A.K. carried out the model
simulations and produced figure panels. H.D.M. led the writing of the
manuscript and prepared the final figure versions. K.Z., A,K. and A.L.
contributed to the writing, editing and review of the final manuscript.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information

Supplementary information The online version contains
supplementary material available at
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-41242-5.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
H. Damon Matthews.

Peer review information Nature Communications thanks Annie
Levasseur, Heather Keith and the other, anonymous, reviewer(s) for
their contribution to the peer review of this work. A peer review file is
available.

Reprints and permissions information is available at
http://www.nature.com/reprints

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jur-
isdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Nature Communications | (2023)14:5485


https://carbonplan.org/research/ton-year-explainer
https://carbonplan.org/research/ton-year-explainer
https://doi.org/10.1029/2007gb002953
https://doi.org/10.1029/2005GL022941
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-41242-5
http://www.nature.com/reprints

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-41242-5

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as
long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if
changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2023

Nature Communications | (2023)14:5485

10


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Accounting for the climate benefit of temporary carbon storage in nature
	Results and discussion
	Tonnes per year, tonnes, and tonne-years
	Climate response to tonne-years of temporary carbon storage
	Reimagining tonne-years as a complement to fossil fuel emissions�reductions

	Methods
	Earth system climate model
	Simulation design
	Tonne-year calculation

	Data availability
	Code availability
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Additional information




