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What CDR options do we have and
are they ready?
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CO, removal is used to compensate for
atmospheric overshoot and residual emissions
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While the recent discussions have mainly focussed on BECCS, the
spectrum of options is large
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The discussion on CDR is not new, but has diversified over time
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Most CDR options show relevant potentials, but all have limits
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Important trade-offs between timing, costs and reversability
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Technological transitions often take time! Urgency in developing
CDR portfolios
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The need for acceleration in innovation and diffusion of CDR
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MCC was founded jointly by Stiftung Mercator and
the Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research
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