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Executive Summary 

The CDR landscape is uncertain 

Companies seeking to achieve net zero face a number of choices about how they should engage with 
carbon dioxide removal (CDR). While CDR will play an essential role in treating residual emissions, 
many aspects of CDR technology, market, and governance development remain uncertain. 

The multiplicity of options gives rise to the idea of CDR ‘integrity’. Integrity recognises that there are 
many options or futures for climate action, each arising from different choices and trade-offs, but 
that some of these futures are preferable to others. Integrity is therefore about making decisions 
that support better outcomes. As CDR engagement increases internationally, Carbon Removal Centre 
recognises a need to develop an immersive and participatory process, by convening and challenging 
different perspectives, to better realise this integrity within CDR’s development, and thereby 
achieving more successful outcomes for the climate. This report seeks to contribute to high integrity 
CDR by reflecting multiple perspectives – different companies, CDR suppliers, communities and civil 
society – to anticipate and shape the development of corporate strategy. 

 

Tech sector: a key forum for CDR development 

As an integral part of our globalising society, the Tech sector is increasingly having to reckon with its 
own climate impact. Many Tech companies are therefore exploring possible roles for CDR in their 
climate strategies. Several large Tech businesses have become prominent voices in the development 
of CDR, either directly, through project development, or indirectly, by developing the platforms that 
mobilise cash flows into the CDR market. This includes the likes of Microsoft, Shopify and Stripe – all 
first movers of corporate CDR engagement. The reputational and commercial opportunities of CDR 
have the potential to be significant and are a clear appeal to Tech companies. Whilst there are many 
financial, regulatory and social drivers for Tech companies to engage in CDR (explored in Table 2), 
there is little guidance on best practice for businesses. 

 

CDR for the Tech sector is not one size fits all 

The Tech sector encompasses a broad spectrum of actors. Transnational organisations often have 
large historic emissions and complicated annual Scope emissions but greater resources to undertake 
accounting and planning. Emerging start-ups typically have smaller sustainability and climate teams, 
but their relative youth makes the process of creating a comprehensive inventory of GHG emissions 
simpler to achieve. The businesses in this sector also span a range of purposes and services, from 
digital banking to food delivery. As such, Tech businesses have widely varying assets, capabilities and 
expertise as they relate to CDR. Understanding the internal resources that a company can direct 
towards CDR will ensure the chosen pathway is feasible, viable and desirable for the specific 
company, thereby developed with integrity. 

This challenge is coupled with the fact that companies of different sizes will require varying scales of 
removal in their climate strategy. Ensuring that businesses in this sector prioritise their abatement 
opportunities as they develop a CDR strategy is important but challenging to monitor. The scale of 
removal committed by a company needs to be commensurate with its emissions profile. Differences 
in profiles makes generating a CDR strategy complex, as it will not be uniform across the sector. 
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These emergent company-specific challenges are further complicated by a lack of transparency 
around corporate climate commitments in the Tech sector. Climate strategy, and further CDR 
strategy, are delivered from the bottom-up (from the company to the sector), with no sector-wide 
commitments or standards to deliver to. As such, there are no requirements to quantify or report 
activities transparently. This makes it difficult for peers to learn what others are doing, requiring 
greater initial internal knowledge to engage, which ultimately slows CDR scale-up. In the Tech sector, 
differences in internal resources and driving values, as well as a lack of transparency as to what peers 
are doing, leads to varying strategies and makes identifying best practice difficult. 

 

Tech businesses will need to carefully define net zero 

Defining the criteria for how a company can claim to be net zero is complex. The SBTi Net Zero 
Standard indicates ‘A company cannot claim to have reached net zero until the long-term science-
based target is achieved’. However, benchmarking adequate abatement is difficult as it is company-
specific. Tech sector companies are wrestling with large Scope 3 emissions, owing to complex value 
chains and international industry. Compared to Scope 1 and 2, the sector finds Scope 3 emissions 
more challenging to abate, and existing frameworks like the SBTi lack guidance for companies on how 
best to manage these emissions in the near term. As the sector continues to grow so too will its 
footprint. CDR’s role within the ambiguity over net zero is yet to be understood. These elements of 
net zero will shape how companies think about abatement, and thus CDR.  

 

Different pathways are possible 

Defining the criteria for how a company can claim to be net zero is complex. The SBTi Net Zero 
Standard indicates ‘A company cannot claim to have reached net zero until the long-term science-
based target is achieved’. However, benchmarking adequate abatement is difficult as it is company-
specific. Tech companies are wrestling with large Scope 3 emissions, owing to complex value chains 
and international industry. Compared to Scope 1 and 2, the sector finds Scope 3 emissions more 
challenging to abate and existing frameworks like the SBTi lack guidance for companies on how best 
to manage these emissions in the near term. As the sector continues to grow, so will its footprint. 
CDR’s role within the ambiguity over net zero is yet to be understood. These elements of net zero 
will shape how companies think about abatement, and thus CDR. 

 

Best practice is unclear as many questions remain 

Companies face numerous questions when making decisions about CDR. These questions start with 
understanding a company’s abatement potential – how much CDR is needed by this actor? – then 
aim to understand what available resources they can direct to CDR. Then there are the wider 
landscape questions, understanding what values will inform a company’s specific engagement and 
the priorities that will be embedded. This report lays out these questions and the rough order in 
which they will be faced in Figure 6. Some companies will be able to answer these independently, 
but some are more complex societal questions, which have not yet been clarified and should be 
approached with caution. The Carbon Removal Centre specifically creates and facilitates dialogue 
between companies and civil society, thereby providing a forum for these complex questions to be 
unpacked.  
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The Carbon Removal Centre 

Carbon Removal Centre (CRC) supports the creation of a high integrity CDR sector that plays an 
effective and timely role in delivering climate action, and that manages risks based on shared 
understanding and dialogue between companies, civil society, and policy makers. 

About this report 

This report has been written in consultation with the Tech sector and a wider community of 
interested parties, including civil society groups. It forms part of CRC’s collaborative activities which 
it is piloting to help organisations navigate CDR, and to inform public policy. These activities engage 
stakeholders to (i) explore CDR and understand critical issues, (ii) envision to identify the questions, 
gaps, and needs facing organisations, and (iii) engage constructively with interested parties, both 
public and private. 

The process builds on CRC’s Carbon Removal Corporate Engagement Guide, released in June 2021, 
which engaged 40 companies over a six-month project, to explore how CDR was being adopted by a 
range of businesses, reveal what questions businesses were asking, and consider the risks and 
benefits of different strategies. The approach to CDR engagement extends the recommendations of 
the team’s report on Bringing the Publics and Communities into GGR, published in September 2020. 

In late 2021 and early 2022, the corporate team at CRC conducted the Explore, Envision, Engage 
process with organisations from the Tech sector, including key partner Tech Zero. This included 
Explore and Envision interviews with five Tech companies, followed by an Engage workshop 
conducted on 21st February 2022 with 11 stakeholders.  

Why read this report 

This report seeks to provide Tech sector actors with an informed analysis of the available 
opportunities for companies to consider as they develop a CDR strategy. It does not reveal a best 
option but rather elicits strengths and considerations for different approaches – credit procurement, 
forward purchasing and financing CDR. Tech companies can read this report to understand where 
their internal capacity and values align with these three engagement options and use it to inform 
their next steps in developing a CDR engagement strategy. 

This report presents the questions that Tech companies will face as they engage with CDR. These 
questions provide the anticipatory constructs from which sector bodies and relevant policymakers 
can develop supporting tools to facilitate high integrity carbon removal in the Tech sector. 

Legal Disclaimer 

This report was created by the Carbon Removal Centre Limited (CRC), a not-for-profit company 
limited by guarantee, as part of its research into corporate sector engagement in the carbon dioxide 
removal (CDR) space. Information presented in this report does not constitute recommendations for 
the Tech sector and should not be relied upon as such, rather it explores opportunities and risks 
associated with the CDR landscape. CRC accepts no liability whatsoever arising from or connected 
with the contents of this presentation. 

https://foresighttransitions.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Carbon-Removal-Corporate-Engagement-Guide_amended.pdf
https://foresighttransitions.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Foresight-Transitions-CaSE-Putting-People-into-GGR-Full-Report_130820_FINAL.pdf
https://techzero.technation.io/
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1 Understanding carbon dioxide removal 

1.1 The role of CDR 

Net zero has become a North Star for corporate climate action. Achieving net zero means delivering 
deep cuts in emissions (abatement) and employing some form of carbon dioxide removal (CDR) to 
treat any that remain, so-called residual emissions. While there is increasing understanding of what 
good practice on abatement looks like, with Science-Based Targets now common, questions about 
how businesses should think about CDR remain. 

1.2 CDR options 

A range of methods for CDR are either available now or in development. These methods differ in 
many ways – they are often simplistically classified as ‘nature-based’ and ‘engineered’, but the reality 
is significantly more complex.1 A portfolio of methods will need to be deployed at large scale to meet 
climate goals.  

CDR is an emergent technology and market area, meaning many aspects of this development remain 
unclear or uncertain. To navigate this, companies need to make decisions about which CDR methods 
to choose; how to engage financially with these methods (for example, investing in research for early-
stage projects or buying credits from more mature ones); how much they need; which standards to 
adopt; and what claims they make about their actions. These decisions are mapped out in Figure 6, 
later in this report.  

This multiplicity of options gives rise to the idea of CDR ‘integrity’. Integrity recognises that there are 
many options or futures for climate action, each arising from different choices and trade-offs, but 
that some of these futures are preferable to others. Integrity is therefore about making decisions 
that support better outcomes.  

1.3 What is high integrity carbon removal? 

Best practice is hard to define given the many unknowns and uncertainties – it is difficult to prescribe 
how companies should act today, without knowing what new evidence will emerge tomorrow.  

At CRC, we conceptualise ‘high integrity’ not as a fixed set of criteria, but as a process of negotiation, 
which balances the three tenets of human-centred design: technical feasibility, financial viability, 
and social and environmental desirability. 

Society currently lacks the guidance, policy, and best practice to achieve high integrity carbon 
removal. This leads to uncertainty about what a future CDR sector will look like; divergence between 
groups as to what is needed; and risks both to players looking to enter the space, and to stakeholders 
impacted by the space.  

 

 

1 See for example: Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering (2018), Greenhouse gas removal. 
https://royalsociety.org/-/media/policy/projects/greenhouse-gas-removal/royal-society-greenhouse-gas-removal-
report-2018.pdf_ 

https://royalsociety.org/-/media/policy/projects/greenhouse-gas-removal/royal-society-greenhouse-gas-removal-report-2018.pdf_
https://royalsociety.org/-/media/policy/projects/greenhouse-gas-removal/royal-society-greenhouse-gas-removal-report-2018.pdf_
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Figure 1 Carbon Removal Centre’s approach to high integrity CDR 

1.4 Why is high integrity carbon removal important for businesses to 
consider? 

The corporate sector will be crucial to making large-scale CDR a reality. As key emitters, which are 
mobilising large flows of finance towards climate solutions, there is clear motive and momentum for 
companies to start thinking about CDR. This is particularly true for companies that have large residual 
emissions but extends also to companies that do not, as there is a range of benefits to be captured 
through engaging with CDR.  

CDR is however a complex space. There are many uncertainties surrounding technology, market, and 
regulatory development, as well as social perspectives on what is legitimate, and therefore best 
practice is difficult to establish. This means that businesses may take on reputational risk, investment 
risk, and other risks such as regulatory and legal, when they engage with CDR decision-making.  

Observing a high integrity approach could allow companies to shape CDR strategies that have 
longevity, anticipate the questions corporates face to better mitigate future risk, bring real brand 
value and corporate purpose, and have an effective role in tackling climate change. This open-ended 
‘guide’ helps businesses in the Chemicals sector navigate the key issues surrounding CDR, allowing 
risks to be proactively managed and opportunities to be captured.  
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2 The Tech sector and CDR 

2.1 Tech sector has a high profile in climate action 

The Tech sector provides goods and services that use software or technology in their operations. 
Tech is a rapidly growing economic sector, one that will continue to grow as society modernises, 
digitalises, and electrifies. Tech, in some form, now intersects with most other global sectors and 
value chains.   

Technology, in its efforts to improve efficiency, is playing a key role in transforming markets, in many 
cases to the benefit of climate action. This does not mean the Tech sector leaves no footprint on the 
planet. The Tech sector will need to transition, just as the wider economy will have to, to be part of 
a net zero future.  

2.2 Interest in CDR across the Tech sector 

Tech companies face a number of challenges associated with their emissions management that will 

shape their climate planning. These are explored in Figure 2.  

 

Figure 2 Challenges facing the Tech sector in developing a climate strategy 

 

Given these challenges, many Tech companies are exploring possible roles for CDR in their climate 
plans. The CDR landscape is emergent, with technology, markets, and governance broadly immature. 
Several large Tech businesses have become prominent voices in the development of CDR, either 
directly, through project development, or indirectly, by developing the platforms that mobilise cash 
flows into the CDR market. The reputational and commercial opportunities of CDR engagement are 
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clearly appealing to the Tech sector. Of the known sales of CDR to date, 92% of tonnes have been 
sold to Tech sector buyers.2  

Table 1 Selection of corporate CDR commitments across the Tech sector 

Company CDR activity Claim Climate target 

Stripe Stripe commits to an annual 
spend to buy tonnes of 
carbon removal at any price. 
Purchases are made against 
target criteria, including 
ensuring they have a path to 
large scale and reduced cost. 

‘we are committing to pay, at any 
available price, for the direct removal of 
carbon dioxide from the atmosphere and 
its sequestration in secure, long-term 
storage’3 

Unclear 

Shopify Shopify commits to an 
annual investment across 10 
industries with the potential 
to permanently remove, or 
temporarily remove or 
reduce, carbon emissions.  

‘Shopify’s Sustainability Fund invests to 
remove carbon dioxide from the 
atmosphere. By placing bets on emerging 
technology, we are kickstarting the 
carbon removal market.’4 

Unclear 

Microsoft Microsoft commits to a 
yearly carbon removal 
purchase following criteria 
including scalability and 
verifiability, combined with 
an Innovation Fund to invest 
in CDR development.  

‘We will take responsibility for all our 
emissions, so by 2030 we can cut them by 
more than half and remove more carbon 
than we emit each year…We will deploy 
$1 billion of our own capital in a new 
Climate Innovation Fund to accelerate 
the development of carbon reduction and 
removal technologies’5 

Carbon 
negative by 
2030, historical 
emissions 
removed by 
2050 

Klarna & 
Milkywire 

Klarna commits to a yearly 
investment in carbon 
removal options via 
donations platform 
Milkywire’s Climate 
Transformation Fund 

‘Klarna invests the funds from the 
internal carbon tax into projects selected 
from the climate transformation portfolio 
(CTP)… The funds are invested in high 
impact projects, including permanent 
carbon removal, reforestation and forest 
protection, and decarbonization projects 
among others.’6 

50% emissions 
reduction by 
2030 and net 
zero by 2040 

 

Interest in CDR in the Tech sector may be attributable to a number of push factors that make CDR 
necessary, as well as pull factors that make it attractive as a corporate initiative. 

 

2 Höglund, R. (2022), List of known CDR purchases’ 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1BH_B_Df_7e2l6AH8_8a0aK70nlAJXfCTwfyCgxkL5C8/edit?usp=sharing 
3 Stripe (2019), Decrement carbon: Stripe's negative emissions commitment  
https://stripe.com/blog/negative-emissions-commitment 
4 Shopify (2021), Shopify’s Sustainability Fund 
https://www.shopify.co.uk/about/environment/sustainability-fund 
5 Microsoft (2020), Microsoft will be carbon negative by 2030 
https://blogs.microsoft.com/blog/2020/01/16/microsoft-will-be-carbon-negative-by-2030/ 
6 Klarna (2021), Climate report 2020/2021. 
https://www.klarna.com/assets/sites/15/2021/10/20070835/Climate-report-2020_2021-Final.pdf 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1BH_B_Df_7e2l6AH8_8a0aK70nlAJXfCTwfyCgxkL5C8/edit?usp=sharing
https://stripe.com/blog/negative-emissions-commitment
https://www.shopify.co.uk/about/environment/sustainability-fund
https://blogs.microsoft.com/blog/2020/01/16/microsoft-will-be-carbon-negative-by-2030/
https://www.klarna.com/assets/sites/15/2021/10/20070835/Climate-report-2020_2021-Final.pdf
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Table 2 Push and pull factors for CDR in the Tech sector 

 

2.3 Examining activity to date 

There is little guidance on CDR best practice for businesses, making initial engagement a challenge. 
In the Tech sector, differences in internal resources and drivers, as well as a lack of transparency as 
to what peers are doing, lead to varying strategies and make best practice identification difficult.  

As a sector with perhaps one of the most well-developed agendas around CDR, there is more 
evidence to examine the actual impacts and implications of corporate CDR strategies. Some of the 
activities being explored are assessed in Table 3. 

  

Push Factors Pull Factors 

• Preparation for future legislation: Emission 
reduction targets, although there currently are 
no CDR markets or expectations, are purely 
voluntary for market differentiation (assuming 
the cost of CDR and non-abatement are 
outweighed by the increase in revenue or 
market share). 

• Public perception: A desire to deliver best 
practice climate strategy is increasingly seen as 
involving removals to treat residuals. 

• Existing standards: An increase in active and 
developing standards around CDR are pushing 
businesses to engage to prove compliance or 
awareness. 

• Public profile: Opportunity to launch high 
profile climate strategies around pioneering 
targets like ‘carbon negative’.  

• Brand alignment: Developing new climate 
technologies supports an innovation narrative. 
Increasingly important for attracting new 
customers and recruiting talent.   

• Market opportunity: Tech can provide tools to 
facilitate the CDR market, from trading 
platforms to tools for measurement, reporting, 
and verification (MRV).  

• Impact: Supporting CDR has been posited as a 
more impactful way to spend Tech company 
climate budgets compared with abatement, 
given that the sector will experience relatively 
less difficulty than others abating its Scope 1 
and 2 emissions. 

• Financial support: There are regional financial 
support mechanisms, like tax breaks and 
incentives, that will attract Tech engagement. 
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Table 3 Consideration of some impacts and concerns around Tech sector CDR activities to date. 

Activity Potential impact Potential concerns 

Investing in early-
stage CDR 

• Overcoming the CDR 
deployment gap 

• Taking on the risks associated 
with CDR to provide 
opportunities for the wider 
landscape 

• Tech companies are ‘picking 
winners’ rather than a policy 
process (e.g. CDR projects or 
companies that have had 
publicised success) 

Building and 
disseminating 
knowledge about 
CDR technology 
and governance7 

• Learning by doing can inform 
corporate best practice, as well 
as future policy and governance 

• Increase profile and 
policymakers’ awareness of CDR 
needs  

• By taking an early position in 
CDR, companies are influencing 
how the sector develops and 
defining the standards and 
‘rules’  

Focusing on 
achieving net zero 
in a growing sector 

• Tech value chains not typically 
seen as hard to abate, 
companies may be better placed 
to go ‘beyond compliance’ to 
deliver further impact   

• Analysis suggests that Scope 3 
emissions are consistently 
under-reported by the Tech 
sector8– failing to fully account 
for climate footprint could lead 
to distrust 

 

Some Tech sector stakeholders suggest that this sector is delivering Scope 4 (or avoided) emissions, 
as the services they provide are displacing more polluting options and should therefore be credited 
for the savings. While not recognised by most reporting initiatives, it is becoming a contested area. 
This creates complex arguments about emissions accounting (including the use of life cycle 
assessments), attribution, and responsibility for emissions, as well as how best to financially 
incentivise and reward good emission reductions. 

 

 

7 For example, a paper published in Nature by the team behind Microsoft’s CDR Strategy, or the Playbook published by 
Shopify.  

8 Klaaßen & Stoll 2021 study at the Technical University of Munich found that 56 major Tech companies underreported 
their Scope 3. “At approximately 390 megatons carbon dioxide equivalents, the omitted emissions are in the same 
ballpark as the carbon footprint of Australia”.  

‘We all know scope 3 is challenging. We all know that the guidance is there, but still a little 
bit nebulous. So there's a lot of questions around the responsibility of a particular 

company… You can do a better or worse job of trying to estimate both your current 
footprint and your historic footprint… But at the end of the day, if you want to make a net 

zero claim you need to be very careful how you do it.’ 

- Head of Climate, CDR Advisory Company 

 

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-021-02606-3
https://cdn.shopify.com/static/sustainability/How-to-Kick-Start-the-Carbon-Removal-Market_Shopifys-Playbook.pdf
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41467-021-26349-x
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The Tech sector has grown rapidly, leading to significant physical infrastructure and electricity 
demand. Some developments, such as cryptocurrency and blockchain, have attracted criticism for 
their energy demand. This contrasts with the claims of credits that deliver Scope 4 emissions and 
highlights the need for a broader discussion about how to govern emissions in this growing global 
sector. 

 

  

Box 1 Questions for businesses engaging in CDR: Abatement and Internal Capacity Questions 

Questions for Businesses:  

1. Have you created a climate target? 
a. Does this change over time? 

2. Have you comprehensively estimated your organisation’s emissions (Scope 1-3)? 
a. Is this publicly transparent? 

3. Do you know your abatement potential? And what residual emissions remain? 
a. Do you know how much CDR you need and in what timeframe?  
b. Are you aware of your sector’s CDR ambition? 

4. What is your internal capacity to develop CDR? 
a. What funding, physical resources and expertise do you have in-house? 

5. Will you need to engage a third-party to develop or support a CDR strategy? 
6. Do you know the external bodies or resources that can help inform this or who can provide 

credibility? 
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3 Navigating CDR as a business 

3.1 Understanding net zero: reductions versus removals 

• Net zero involves a combination of deep emissions reductions (abatement) and CDR to 
manage residual emissions.  

• Carbon removal is distinct from some forms of traditional offsetting, where companies 
purchase credits to enable a third party to reduce their emissions. The goals of the Paris 
Agreement are likely to require all emitters to cut their emissions, effectively eliminating the 
option for others to cut their emissions on your behalf. Carbon removal physically removes 
previously emitted carbon from the atmosphere and sequesters it securely. 

• Carbon neutral, though commonly conflated with net zero, has traditionally involved a 
significant share of offsetting to balance annual emissions, typically using avoided emissions 
offsets. This is increasingly regarded as inadequate unless substantial abatement has been 
achieved, and there is a growing focus on the use of carbon removal offsets.  

• Defining the criteria for how a company can claim to be net zero is complex. The SBTi Net 
Zero Standard9 indicates ‘A company cannot claim to have reached net zero until the long-
term science-based target is achieved’. However, benchmarking adequate abatement is 
difficult as this is company specific.  

• Current guidance and standards on best practice for net zero are proving unsatisfactory. 
Questions remain about how much to abate, when to bring in CDR, and what types of CDR 
to use. Developing a ‘best’ strategy is challenging. Smaller companies often lack the 
resource to comply with onerous standards and protocols (like SBTi, GHG Protocol, and 
CDP).  

3.2 Navigating CDR 

• CDR is a broad and emerging sector, which means that it is fraught with uncertainty and 
complexity. Different groups have different perspectives on what is needed, making 
decision-making complex and often risky. 

• Navigating this complexity requires building internal capability and resources.  

• External knowledge hubs, such as CRC and Tech Zero, will be vital to help navigate using 
CDR, particularly for smaller companies that will struggle to develop internal capacity. 

3.3 No ‘one size fits all’ pathway for Tech sector 

• The Tech sector has a diverse range of value chains, making it hard to generalise their 
emissions profile. A substantial proportion is in Scope 3 and therefore not directly managed 
by the Tech company. This makes it difficult to create a sector-wide benchmark for 
abatement effort.  

• The Tech sector comprises companies of many sizes. Larger companies are more likely to 
have internal capacity (both financial and human resource) on sustainability and ESG, or 
other expertise, that can be directed towards CDR projects. Smaller companies will likely 

 

9 SBTi (2021), SBTi Corporate Net Zero Standard: Version 1.0 October 2021 
https://sciencebasedtargets.org/resources/files/Net-Zero-Standard.pdf 

https://sciencebasedtargets.org/resources/files/Net-Zero-Standard.pdf
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require external guidance on how to engage, and may seek to minimise internal decision-
making, especially where research is required. 

3.4 Key considerations for companies navigating CDR 

 

Figure 3 The key considerations for companies to manage in the early stages of their CDR engagement 

  

Questions for Businesses:  

1. What are the key areas of concern for your company, as it relates to CDR? 
a. Do you care about permanence, co-benefits, additionality, certification & standards, location of 

CDR projects or a combination of these variables? 
b. Do you want your CDR strategy to align with your corporate values?  

2. Are there criteria that apply to different CDR projects and do the suppliers you are exploring use 
these criteria? 
a. Do you need to achieve your climate targets now, or can you support newer, more innovative CDR 

that have less established supporting criteria? 

Box 2 Questions for businesses engaging in CDR: Landscape Questions 
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4 Sector pathways 

4.1  Range of approaches available 

To engage with CDR, companies have various options. They can choose to ‘support the market’, by 
procuring verified CDR credits, or to ‘build the market’, by financing earlier-stage CDR or even by 
developing CDR within their own value chain (insetting). While there is limited scope for insetting 
CDR projects in the Tech sector (as explored in the CDR Engagement Guide for the Chemical Sector), 
some companies develop tools to facilitate the market, such as credit-trading platforms. Somewhere 
between these lies the forward-purchasing of CDR tonnes, which is increasingly common and may 
capture benefits of both ends of the engagement spectrum. These approaches have been visualised 
in Figure 4.  

Figure 4 Corporate CDR engagement strategies seen across the Tech sector. For definitions and 
characteristics see the Annex 

Carbon removal engagement will vary across organisations. Choices will depend on a company’s 
internal resources and capabilities, but other factors like corporate values, regulatory expectations, 
and peer approaches may also be important. The ability to recruit talent and attract customers is 
increasingly shaping the development of climate strategy and could influence CDR engagement. 

The three engagement approaches – credit procurement, forward-purchasing, and financing – have 
been analysed for their opportunity to Tech sector companies, seen in Figure 5. The strengths and 
considerations for each approach are explored below. 
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Figure 5 Three CDR engagement approaches accessible to Tech sector companies and their respective 
strengths and considerations that will need to be managed when developed 
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4.2 Credit procurement approach 

This approach sees companies buy verified credits for carbon removals that have already taken 
place. The strengths and considerations for credit procurement are detailed below. More 
information about this approach is provided in Annex 1. 

Strengths: 

• Comparatively straightforward – Seen as the “quickest win” for companies as it involves clear 
steps, with which organisations may be familiar through experiences with traditional offsetting.  

• Liability – Lower exposure for the buyer business if projects fail (e.g. if they do not deliver as 
expected, lead to adverse impacts, or are no longer considered best practice). Buyers are not 
locked in – they can buy elsewhere.  

• Timeframe – Removals are already generated or will be generated within a short timeframe, 
limiting uncertainties around delivery of removals. (Described as ‘the only way to confidently 
offset past emissions’.)  

• Clear communications – Easy to make claims about the number of verified tonnes purchased.  

• Confidence – Removal volumes are typically verified by the project owner or a third party, with 
standards becoming available for a range of CDR project types, building trust for stakeholders.  

Weaknesses: 

• Comparing credits – As a buyer, it is difficult to compare purchasing criteria. There are matters 
of the timescale of the credit, permanence, and co-benefits – and the potential reputational 
risks of each. 

• Market uncertainty – CDR market is currently supply-constrained, and prices may change 
unpredictably into the future as demand continues to grow. 

• Fairness – Currently unclear what a fair share is for each buyer. Some companies are over-
buying credits in anticipation of future need or as an insurance cover – this may be seen as 
unfair.   

• Lack of choice – Only a limited array of options currently available as credits, so there is a sense 
of companies having to “take what is there”. More permanent options are currently very 
limited in supply, and thus expensive, requiring investment to bring costs down.  

 

 

  

‘Your engagement strategy with the supply side needs to be much more sophisticated than 
simply walking through the shop door and going “right I’m ready to purchase now”, 

because you're going to find very few credits and they're really expensive at the moment.’ 
- Head of Carbon, CDR Supplier 
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4.3 Forward purchasing (offtake) approach 

This approach sees companies pre-pay for carbon removal tonnes that have not yet been generated. 
More information about this approach is provided in Annex 1. 

Strengths: 

• Avoids market uncertainty – Reduces reliance on supply-constrained market, where prices may 
be volatile into the future. May also be seen as ‘fairer’, by not limiting the options available to 
other market participants (particularly smaller less well-resourced companies).  

• Choice – Buyers not forced to ‘take what is there’ but can choose options that align with 
corporate values and expertise areas. This also ‘keeps the topic on the board’s radar’. 

Weaknesses: 

• ‘Carbon delivery risk’ – Unclear if or when usable carbon credits will be available.   

• Betting on CDR options – Investment risk if chosen CDR no longer seen as best practice later. 

• Not accessible to smaller companies – Credits for the most nascent technologies, though an 
important source of funding, are prohibitively expensive for smaller companies. 

• Standardisation – The act of forward-purchasing is really another form of investment – the 
buyer is not getting a standardised product. Difficult to develop standards to assess removals 
that have not yet been delivered.  

 

4.4 Financing approach  

This approach sees companies invest in developing early-stage solutions, either by financing external 
projects or developing their own. More information about this approach is provided in Annex 1. 

Strengths: 

• Avoids market uncertainty – Reduces reliance on supply-constrained market, where prices may 
be volatile into the future. May also be seen as ‘fairer’, by not limiting the options available to 
other market participants (particularly smaller less well-resourced companies).  

• Choice – Buyers not forced to ‘take what is there’, but can choose options that align with 
corporate values and expertise areas. This also ‘keeps the topic on the board’s radar’. 

• Potential for financial return – Financing approach is not just a tax, as with credit purchasing, 
and may lead to other benefits. Companies may generate a return from investments, or invest 
in the expectation of priority access to a supply of credits in the future. This may incentivise 
larger companies, with larger budgets, to choose this approach. 

Weaknesses: 

• ‘Carbon delivery risk’ – Unclear if or when usable carbon credits will be available.   

• Liability for impacts – Ownership of projects may expose investors to wider risks, including 
environmental and social risks.  

• Standardisation – The financing approach does not provide a standardised product (e.g. in the 
form of a verified tonne of removal), making it difficult to benchmark different companies’ 
approaches and their progress against their targets. 

• Betting on CDR options – Investment risk if chosen CDR no longer seen as best practice later. 

• Not accessible to smaller companies – Requires larger financial and human resource to deliver 
investments compared with credit purchasing.  
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• Not a core business area – Activities like assessing and investing in new technology may be 
unfamiliar compared with offset purchasing and ISO compliance. This will increase challenges in 
internal communications, and potentially require oversight by other areas of the business. 

4.5 Comparing approaches 

A forward purchasing approach clearly satisfies elements of both ‘supporting’ and ‘building’ the CDR 
market. It allows companies to direct funding towards innovative options, and expand the current 
offering, while also providing some comparability across companies, as buyers can communicate the 
number of tonnes purchased as a necessary, but not sufficient, indicator of progress. Crucially 
though, forward purchasing carries substantial carbon delivery risk both for companies and for the 
climate, and is also challenging to rigorously standardise. Due diligence in each purchasing decision 
will fall on buyers, consultants, and market platforms, making it difficult to build public trust.  

Investment in new technologies is likely to continue to be led by companies that have the necessary 
capacity and resourcing. To have the greatest impact, investments will need to focus not solely on 
the development of new technologies, but also on the supporting infrastructure that makes them 
effective – in particular, MRV protocols or standards that allow them to be credited and traded.  

Meanwhile, credit procurement focuses on minimising the risks for the buyer company, thus not 
generating the catalytic impact of the other approaches. However, this risk balance recognises the 
real responsibility of companies on both ongoing and historic emissions, which ought to be managed 
with technical rigour. Nonetheless, the market itself is uncertain, and buyers will need to incorporate 
price and availability uncertainties in future planning. 

4.6 Thinking beyond these options 

For the Tech sector there is no best option between these approaches. Rather, organisations will 
have to internally balance the strengths and considerations of each with their own capabilities.  

These approaches are mostly prohibitively expensive or research-intensive for small Tech companies, 
perhaps with the exception of credit procurement focused on mature nature-based projects, which 
may not deliver the high-impact, values-aligned CDR strategies some companies envisage. A protocol 
to comprehensively assess the residual emissions and thus CDR demand for this sector, and a 
platform to pool funding to leverage emerging solutions, could help manage this gap. 

 

There is a clear desire amongst Tech companies to leverage their distinct cultural philosophy and way 
of doing things to support the delivery of CDR. By continuing to explore options that might see tech 
used to promote trust, transparency, investability, and liquidity across the CDR sector, without 

‘It’s almost a scale thing, right? If you can combine forces with a community group and then all 
come together, then you can get to the same scale as one large company.’ 

- Head of Sustainability, medium-sized Tech company 
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necessarily generating CDR tonnes, the sector may be able to make its mark. This type of thinking 
maybe coming over the horizon sooner than expected.10   

Transparency and adaptability in decision-making will provide the underpinnings of a credible CDR 
strategy going forward. Large corporates orchestrating the future CDR sector with unclear intentions 
could undermine any reputational value generated. A medium-term aim should therefore be the 
establishment of a governance framework in conversation with civil society and government that 
would allow corporate capital to be better leveraged towards societal goals.  

 

 

   

 

10 Höglund, R. and Mitchell-Larson, E. (2022), What lies beyond offsetting? 
https://www.greenbiz.com/article/what-lies-beyond-offsetting 

‘There’s a shift into web three environments where you’re seeing a much more innovative 
certification dynamic coming along, where people are looking for alternative environments to 

certify, verify, and trade credits outside of this very traditional offsetting market, which is 
developed quite correctly around the need for robust verification and MRV approaches…It's 
something that tech companies could be right at the heart at if that's an area of evolution 

that they wanted to get involved in.’ 
- Head of Carbon, CDR Supplier 

Questions for Businesses:  

1. Do you want or need immediate removal credits, or can you wait a few years to start accounting for 
removals within your climate strategy? 

2. Have you done your due diligence?  
a. Have the environmental and social impacts of the CDR project been assess by the developer? 
b. Are there other risks that you need to monitor and manage? 
c. Is there insurance available for these identified risks? 

3. Are there policy incentives that you can take advantage of to support your CDR development? 
4. How have you progressed on your abatement journey? 

a. Are you being appropriately rewarded for your CDR activity internally and externally? 
5. Are you disclosing your activity and your CDR progress publicly? 

Box 3 Questions for businesses engaging in CDR: Corporate CDR Strategy Questions 

 

https://www.greenbiz.com/article/what-lies-beyond-offsetting
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5 The way forward 

5.1 Clear opportunities for the Tech and CDR sectors  

Players from across the Tech sector, small and large, have the potential to make an outsized impact 
on the CDR landscape, financially, culturally, and discursively. In seeking to provide the tools needed 
in a changing economy, and appealing to a generation of climate-conscious consumers and staff, 
there is a commercial and reputational appeal to exploring new strategies in CDR.  

This report has revealed the abatement challenges facing this sector, the undefined nature of net 
zero and what this means for Tech companies’ CDR strategy, as well as the engagement opportunities 
accessible for Tech companies. While there is no best approach, and CDR will likely begin to take 
shape through a portfolio of different engagement strategies and methods across this sector, there 
is an overarching series of questions that will need to be faced by Tech companies to begin to 
generate sector level high integrity CDR. 

5.2 Questions to shape corporate CDR engagement 

Evidently, different CDR pathways are possible, and best practice is difficult to establish, as there is 
no ‘one size fits all approach’ – the needs of the CDR sector, and the needs of companies, are too 
wide-ranging. Nonetheless, some common questions and considerations are clear. These are 
detailed in Figure 6. These questions will all need to be addressed at some stage within a company’s 
CDR engagement, and companies’ responses to them are likely to be scrutinised and internally re-
evaluated over time. 

As can be seen from Figure 6, many of these questions cascade down from how the organisation has 
interrogated its own abatement. A process that sees organisations examine the issues, assess the 
options, and then allow this to feed back and inform how it views abatement, is likely to lead to more 
responsible CDR engagement. 

The diagram identifies which questions organisations will be able to answer independently, which 
will require research and data inputs, which have been addressed externally, and which have not yet 
been clarified and should be approached with caution. Governance interventions are likely to be 
required to come to conclusions on the as-yet unclarified questions. These questions are explained 
further in Annex 2.  

Some of these questions can be answered in the near term, while others are more complex and 
require more evidence and exploration, bringing in multiple perspectives. Facing these questions will 
better anticipate the needs of the evolving CDR landscape for the Tech sector.  

Activities at the Carbon Removal Centre are aimed at unpacking some of these questions. By 
exploring the challenges facing the Tech sector as it engages in CDR, through participatory processes 
that emanate from the company level in a bottom-up approach, decision-making in this complex 
space can be de-risked, thereby informing high integrity carbon removal and delivering more 
effective climate action. See Section 6 for more information on how Carbon Removal Centre aims to 
continue to unpack and inform this anticipatory narrative.
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6 How to address the gaps: CRC approach  

Carbon Removal Centre (CRC) runs a programme of collaborative activities that bring together 
participants from across society around the creation and governance of a high integrity carbon 
removal sector. CRC’s bottom-up approach facilitates anticipatory research. It allows interested 
parties to identify and address issues, and provides clarity as to where government intervention is 
required to ensure just outcomes. These activities will be relevant to addressing questions that face 
Tech companies in the coming years. 

 

6.1 Value chain engagement: Positively Negative 

For businesses interested in exploring CDR 
value chains to understand key opportunities 
and entry points, as well as risk areas, a good 
place to start is with a map. Positively 
Negative is a programme of participatory 
mapping workshops that bring together 
multiple stakeholder perspectives to co-
create digital maps that generate: 

• Value chain systems maps – showing 
resource and capital flows covering the physical processes of major CDR methods. 

• An interactive directory of known actors – enabling engaged parties to identify relevant 
stakeholders and assess concentrations of activity within specific value pools 

• Dynamic graphs for surfacing key issues – to continuously highlight the questions we must 
work with to develop high integrity CDR. 

In alignment with the CO2RE programme of UK demonstrator projects we have completed a first 
round of engagements with these CDR value chains BECCS, Biochar, Enhanced Weathering, DAC, 
Afforestation, Peatland Restoration. We have convened 38 participants including Researchers, 
Demonstrator project specialists, NGOs, Businesses, CDR developers and Policymakers. 

For future engagements these maps will be utilised to facilitate deeper dives for both individual 
businesses and groups at the sector level to understand the complexities and how they can best 
develop these CDR value chains. The maps also invite input from CSO perspectives to help ensure 
engagement is practised with integrity, de-risking and future proofing these emerging economies.  

Relevant questions to explore through Positively Negative could include: 

• What are the potential societal and environmental impacts of new removal options?  

• What are the key risks assumed by companies when engaging with different options? 

‘I think there is no one giving that guidance today on CDR. Literally no one, at least not 
publicly. So that's why companies have to hire their own staff and put in hundreds of hours of 

really betting different types of projects to get answers of what you should buy, what you 
should support.’ 

- Independent CDR advisor 

https://carbonremovalcentre.com/positively-negative/
https://carbonremovalcentre.com/positively-negative/
https://kumu.io/CRC-maps/beccs-value-map
https://kumu.io/CRC-maps/biochar-value-map
https://kumu.io/CRC-maps/enhanced-weathering-value-map
https://kumu.io/CRC-maps/dac-value-map
https://kumu.io/CRC-maps/afforestation-value-map
https://kumu.io/CRC-maps/peatland-restoration-value-map


 

 24 

6.2 Corporate and civil society engagement 

CRC will continue to bring together companies and civil society groups, providing a forum for dialogue 
about best practices, identification of the key risks, and collaborative exploration of possible futures 
for high-integrity CDR. Relevant questions to explore with civil society could include: 

• How can companies demonstrate their climate strategy has integrity? 

• How should abatement expectations for different sectors be defined? 

• How should national and international CDR activities be treated? 

• How should companies disclose their climate strategies and approach to CDR? 

• How should innovation in CDR be recognised and supported? 

• How should permanence of removal be recognised in the market? How will co-benefits be 

recognised and valued compared to permanence? 

6.3 Policy engagement 

Many of the findings from these multistakeholder dialogues will be crucial for informing policy and 
governance development. CRC will continue to engage with Tech companies, the wider corporate 
sector, and the range of relevant stakeholders, to understand organisations’ needs, priorities, 
challenges, and the guidance gaps faced, to provide a pipeline of information that will continue to 
shape the emergent CDR policy landscape over the coming years.  
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Glossary 

Abatement: Measures that companies take to prevent, reduce, or eliminate sources of GHG 
emissions within their value chain. 

Additionality: A criterion for assessing whether a project has resulted in GHG emissions reductions 
or removals in addition to what would have occurred in its absence. This is an important criterion 
when the goal of the project is to offset emissions elsewhere.11 

Avoided emissions: Emission reductions that occur outside of a product’s life cycle or value chain, 
but as a result of the use of that product.11 

Carbon removal / carbon dioxide removal (CDR): Carbon dioxide removal is the process of 
capturing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere and storing it securely, in a manner intended to be 
permanent. In this report it is used interchangeably with ‘carbon removal’. 

Explore-Envision-Engage: Carbon Removal Centre’s process for building organisations’ capacity on 
CDR from the bottom-up. See our website for more information or to get involved.  

High integrity carbon removal: A term increasingly used to recognise that carbon removal can be 
done both well and badly. At Carbon Removal Centre, we conceptualise integrity not as a set of 
criteria but as a process of negotiation, whereby different societal values are balanced towards 
achieving an agreeable outcome. This means negotiating between: 

i. Desirability – Meeting the needs and expectations of civil society, integrating benefits 
wherever possible, such as for communities and biodiversity.  

ii. Feasibility – Delivering intended outcomes for the climate without adverse effects on other 
systems, meeting the scale and urgency of the challenge. 

iii. Viability – CDR is enabled by practices and business models that deliver removals within the 
timeframe available. 

Insetting: Insetting is used to describe projects that are wholly contained within a Scope 3 supply 
chain boundary of a company, a project partially within their Scope 3 supply chain boundary 
(spanning their supply chain and other companies’ supply chains) and a project adjacent to a supply 
chain boundary.12 

Measurement, reporting and verification (MRV): In this report, MRV refers to activities taken to 
assess the GHG effects (and possibly also sustainable development (non-GHG) effects) of CDR 
projects, as well as to monitor their implementation. This type of MRV focuses on estimating the 
change in GHG emissions or other non-GHG variables.13 

Net zero emissions: At an organisational level, this refers to an end state whereby an organisation 
has achieved deep and ambitious cuts to its emissions, balanced with the use of removals to treat 
any residual emissions. The primary voluntary Standard for corporate net zero is provided by the 
Science Based Targets Initiative, who describe ‘(1) achieving a scale of value chain emissions 
reductions consistent with the depth of abatement at the point of reaching global net zero in 1.5 ̊C 

 

11 WBCSD & WRI (2015), The GHG Protocol: A Corporate Accounting and Reporting Standard, Revised Edition 2015 
https://ghgprotocol.org/sites/default/files/standards/ghg-protocol-revised.pdf  
12 SBTi (2021), SBTi Corporate Net Zero Standard: Version 1.0 October 2021 
https://sciencebasedtargets.org/resources/files/Net-Zero-Standard.pdf 
13 Definition adapted from World Resources Institute (2016), MRV 101: Understanding Measurement, Reporting, and 
Verification of Climate Change Mitigation https://transparency-partnership.net/sites/default/files/mrv_101_0.pdf 

https://carbonremovalcentre.com/my-journey/
https://ghgprotocol.org/sites/default/files/standards/ghg-protocol-revised.pdf
https://sciencebasedtargets.org/resources/files/Net-Zero-Standard.pdf
https://transparency-partnership.net/sites/default/files/mrv_101_0.pdf
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pathways and (2) neutralizing the impact of any residual emissions by permanently removing an 
equivalent volume of CO2’.12  

Offtake: Sourcing CDR credits that have not yet been generated. Includes forward purchasing. 

Permanence: The ability of a carbon removal method to store carbon for a sufficient length of time 
to be climate-relevant – ideally centuries to millennia. 

Residual emissions: GHG emissions that remain unabated in scenarios that limit warming to 1.5  ̊C 
with low/no overshoot. According to the SBTi Net Zero Standard, these must be counterbalanced 
through the permanent removal and storage of carbon from the atmosphere.12  

Scope 1, 2 & 3 emissions: The GHG Protocol classifies corporate GHG emissions into three ‘scopes’. 
Scope 1 emissions are direct emissions from owned or managed sources. Scope 2 emissions are 
indirect emissions from the generation of purchased energy. Scope 3 emissions are all indirect 
emissions (not included in scope 2) in the value chain of the company.12 

Scope 4: A term that was previously considered by the GHG Protocol and refers to avoided 
emissions (see above). 

Traditional offsetting: This refers to the primary form of voluntary offsetting to date, which has 
traditionally involved the use of carbon credits representing avoided emissions, rather than carbon 
removals, to compensate for emissions. This has a different impact on the atmosphere, as emitters 
pay for emissions to be prevented elsewhere, rather than paying to remove them altogether. In 
addition, offsetting use has not traditionally been limited, meaning emitters could procure a large 
number of credits in lieu of abating their own emissions. There is a growing move towards carbon 
removal offsetting, as recommended by the Oxford Principles,14 as well as a recognition that offsets 
should only be used in limited quantity to treat residual emissions.   

Value chain: Upstream and downstream activities associated with the development and delivery of 
a product or service.   

 

14 Allen, M., et al. (2020), The Oxford Principles for Net Zero Aligned Carbon Offsetting 
https://www.smithschool.ox.ac.uk/publications/reports/Oxford-Offsetting-Principles-2020.pdf 

https://www.smithschool.ox.ac.uk/publications/reports/Oxford-Offsetting-Principles-2020.pdf
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Annex 1: CDR Engagement Strategies 

Carbon removal methods span a range of technologies – more information about which can be found 
on the Carbon Removal Centre website. Different methods will become increasingly accessible as 
solutions and supporting standards develop. In the near term, businesses will need to consider not 
just the possible methods, but also the possible engagement strategies. The key approaches being 
adopted that were analysed in this Guide are detailed in Table A1. Given the lack of best practice 
guidance, a divergence across these approaches is increasingly evident in the strategies of high-
profile Tech companies. Each approach brings different risks and opportunities that should align to a 
company’s values and priorities.    

Table A1 Characteristics of different CDR engagement approaches accessible to Tech companies  
 

Credit procurement Forward purchasing Financing 

Summary This approach sees 
companies buy verified 
credits for carbon removals 
that have already taken 
place.  

This approach sees 
companies pre-pay for 
carbon removals tonnes 
that have not yet been 
generated.  

This approach sees 
companies invest in 
developing early-stage 
solutions, either by 
financing external projects 
or developing their own. 

Tech 
examples 
developing 
this approach 

Expensify 

Google 

Microsoft 

Shopify 

Stripe 

Klarna 

Shopify 

Sourceful 

Money 
exchanged for 

Verified carbon credit Promise of future tonnes Equity 

Technologies 
relevant for 

Mature methods  

E.g. biochar, forestation, 
peatland restoration, soil 
carbon sequestration 

Early-stage to mature  

E.g. forestation, biochar, 
bio-oil, direct air capture, 
enhanced weathering 

Early stage  

E.g. bio-oil, direct air 
capture, enhanced 
weathering 

Impact Fund project operation Fund project development Fund project development 

Standards Protocols available to 
measure, report, and verify 
removal projects 

n/a n/a 

Internal 
capability 
needed 

Knowledge of CDR 
methods, standards, and 
projects  

Knowledge of CDR 
methods, standards, and 
projects Due diligence 

Knowledge of CDR 
methods, standards, and 
projects Due diligence 

Comparable By verified tonnes 
purchased 

By unverified tonnes 
purchased 

Difficult 

Net zero 
claims 

By tonnes Focused on the future Difficult 

Marketing Progress towards net zero 
(using methods available) 

Progress towards net zero 
(using methods chosen by 
company) 

Future climate impact 

https://carbonremovalcentre.com/carbon-removal-techniques/
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Justice and 
equity 

Limits availability for other 
buyers 

Does not limit availability 
for other buyers 

Does not limit availability 
for other buyers 

Risks assumed Reputational risk - of 
method choices, standard 
choices 

Reputational risk - of 
method choices 

Investment risk - that 
projects fail  

Reputational risk - of 
method choices 

Other benefits 
 

Potential for priority access 
to future CDR supply 

Potential for priority access 
to future CDR supply 

Other risks/ 
considerations 

 
How soon is the credit 
likely to become available? 
(Varies project to project) 
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Annex 2: CDR Engagement Questions 

Some of the questions highlighted in Figure 6 of this report require careful navigation by corporates. 
Some more detail is provided in this Annex to better understand why these questions are being asked 
of corporates.  

What level of ambition is expected for my sector? 

The SBTi provides average decarbonisation trajectories for different sectors, however some 
organisations may be able to exceed this. Moreover, other sector trajectories may be available – 
perhaps from industry bodies or from policy. Determining which is most appropriate, and then 
assessing how organisations progress against the chosen trajectory, should be a primary factor 
shaping how organisations think about CDR. 

How have I calculated the target year? 

Net zero by 2050 is commonly chosen as a climate target as this is in line with the global pathway to 
achieve the Paris Agreement. Some organisations may choose to target an earlier year to be seen to 
be going a step further. Often these decisions are not informed by a clear plan about what abatement 
can be achieved and when, but by these fairly arbitrary conditions. An earlier target year for 
abatement potentially relies on larger CDR deployments and so risk not being seen as legitimate.  

Permanence 

Discussions about how to define an appropriate level of permanence for CDR projects are ongoing. 
The primary issue is the trade-off between nature-based methods, which have environmental co-
benefits but often low permanence or high reversibility risk, and engineered methods, which are 
more effective for keeping carbon out of the atmosphere for climatically impactful periods, but do 
not mobilise funds towards addressing important ecological issues. The Oxford Principles suggest 
that nature-based methods should be funded 'in their own right', rather than for CDR purposes, and 
that corporates should focus on more permanent solutions when offsetting their emissions. 

Location 

Where CDR projects take place will strongly shape the impacts they generate. CDR projects delivered 
within national boundaries are often seen as less risky, both for justice reasons (avoiding placing a 
burden on the Global South to deliver removals to address climate change caused largely by the 
Global North) and to avoid double-counting (by companies and nations), which would undermine 
their climate impact. 

Corporate values alignment 

Given the range of CDR options available to companies, particularly in terms of methods (nature-
based versus engineered, mature versus early-stage) and engagement approaches (financing versus 
credit procurement versus forward purchasing and so on), there may be some scope to choose 
options that best align with organisational values. Organisations may favour methods with certain 
co-benefits, may be focused on making clear and quantifiable claims, or perhaps on catalysing novel 
climate solutions. 

How have I defined the balance between abatement and removals over time? 

The SBTi defines net zero based on a sector-average abatement trajectory aligned with 1.5 °C, and a 
ramping up of the use of removals over time, until they are commensurate with the level of emissions 
remaining when the abatement trajectory is achieved. Removal requirements are thus defined by 
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the volume of yearly residual emissions once the trajectory achieved. However, this definition is not 
used universally, with some organisations defining net zero as a year-to-year compensation between 
emissions and removals (starting today), not including a temporal component or recognising the role 
of abatement. There is also a question of whether exceeding expectations (e.g. the sector average) 
on abatement would generate credit that could then be deducted from an organisation's removals 
need. 

Does my CDR need relate to my business model?  

Some companies will seek to capture new market opportunities through their CDR engagement, for 
example companies like Stripe and Sourceful establishing purchasing platforms to allow their 
customers to buy CDR. Questions may arise as to what claims the company that facilitates that 
purchase may have towards the associated climate impact.   

Are any policy incentives available to support CDR development? 

The policy landscape for CDR is likely to change significantly. It is unclear how policy might seek to 
incentivise (or indeed regulate) corporate CDR activities.  

Is insurance available for any of the specific risks identified?  

There are a number of risks potentially associated with corporate CDR activities, encompassing risks 
associated with establishing and operating the project, to risks associated with corporate removals 
claims (i.e. in the event that removals are somehow reversed). The insurance landscape 
surrounding these activities is not yet well developed. Companies may have to make decisions 
about how much liability they can assume in the absence of insurance.   

Are there any risks to the availability and use of these credits over time? 

Companies looking at the CDR market today may find an adequate supply of the types of removals 
they seek. But buyers should also consider how that availability might change over time, as demand 
from corporate buyers grows while CDR scale-up is uncertain. This will of course be shaped by how 
much the company is seeking to buy each year (will this ramp up, in line with SBTi 
recommendations?). There may be other considerations too, for example the perceived fairness of 
the company’s demand. Should this company be using so much? How does this impact other 
buyers? And how does it relate to their abatement efforts? 

How do I communicate with the public about my plan? What claims should I make? 

As has been explored in this report, claims are a critical area for caution by corporates. Claims 
provide the public with an indication of how the company is managing its emissions. With many 
companies pursuing different strategies towards net zero, there are likely to be credible, high-
integrity approaches towards this target as well as less credible, lower-integrity ones, but this 
difference might be masked by the same claim. For example, net zero by 2050 could be achieved 
through deep abatement and limited use of robustly assessed removals, or limited abatement and 
heavy use of less credible removals. With more nuanced strategies around CDR emerging (e.g. 
forward purchasing and financing), companies will have to be careful with how they communicate 
the impact of these to the public. Any suspicion arising from certain companies’ poor strategies 
could undermine public trust in even the best ones.  
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