
Recycling the Biosphere

Item Type event;event

Authors Young, Daniel;Larson, Ronal G;Knight, Erich

Download date 2026-07-10 10:21:14

Link to Item https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.14394/3677

https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.14394/3677


The Perception of Biochar 

Within the 

Geoengineering Community

 A talk by Ron Larson 
at “Biochar2013” 

 Amherst,  Massachusetts

 October 14, 2013



Why this top ic?
 
  1.  “Geo” is talking to policy makers.

  2.   Biochar is not well known in the “geo” 
community.

  3.   A pathway to carbon credits for biochar,   
     (cont’d)
  



Why this top ic?      (c ont’d )
 
  4.  I was invited into “Geo” by Peter Read.

  5.  Background since 2006 with “Biochar-
policy.”

  6.   Very few others with biochar interest on 
the Geo” list.

  



What is G eoengineering?      
 
  1.  Has to relate to climate.

  2.  Intentional large effect

  3.  SRM = 
Solar Radiation 
Management,       
         or
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Typ es of SRM?         
1.  Mirrors in space  (Dead) 
 2.  Sulfate Aerosols  
3.  Cloud Brightening
 4.  Albedo enhancement  (Arctic)



Typ es of CDR?         
1.  Biologic vs chemical
  2.  Placement:  Soil, deep underground,
 oceans  
3.  Energy issues  (Biochar, BECCS)
  4.  Out-year benefits?   Biochar



The Expert “jury” for the Royal Academy study





 Table 2.4  Four criteria for biochar

Effectiveness,   Affordabiity,  Timeliness,  Safety 

http://royalsociety.org/uploadedFiles/Royal_Society_Content/policy/publications/2009/8693.pdf


     At this point I decided to change the presentation and 
concentrate on the recent IPCC new (late September) 
mention of geoengineering and biochar.

   The next two slides explain where I was heading in 
terms of the original abstract.  Read at your leisure - I 
can send this to anyone.

    Then I start a new Ppt - just on the IPCC material.  The 
reason for switching is currency and importance.



Short Dialog to accompany this PPt on The Perception of Biochar Within the Geoengineering Community

This talk was originally proposed to make the biochar community better aware of dialog going on in 
the community called “Geoengineering” - in general and especially about biochar.  There is an active Google 
list called “geoegienering”  (shorter form  “Geo”).  The next (last) slide is my original abstract.  No changes 
necessary in the fi rst paragraph on SRM, with the early slides giving more detail on it.  As this conference 
was beginning, a Geographer said about SRM in announcing a new book:  Undesirable, ungovernable, and 
unreliable.  I tend to agree with all, but would refrain from saying so on the Geo list.  Much of the list 
discussion on these three “un-” words is on the last two.  The desirable part is that SRM is cheap (annual $ 
billions, not trillions)
 
    My second paragraph on CDR remains relatively unchanged.  One new name has appeared to 
ensure consideration of greenhouse gases in addition to CO2.  That is GGR = Greenhouse Gas Removal.  
Biochar probably moves up a good bit if this name catches on, since none of its SRM competitors have this 
virtue.  I showed in the slides several rankings that have appeared recently. I don’t believe biochar was 
treated appropriately, missing all its attributes

   My third paragraph was on geo list opinions on biochar.  On the list, I sense no consensus on a 
“winner”, but biochar does fairly well.  The main argument against biochar is land availability.  My main 
complaint is that the comparisons tend to only compare on one attribute: removal of CO2, whereas biochar 
has relatively equal value from the standpoints of energy and soil improvement  (as well as many others of a 
societal nature without dollar values).

   What is most new since writing the abstract is the release of the fi fth IPCC climate report.  A tiny 
amount was on biochar.  Nothing new here that has not appeared often on the Geo list.  My main new 
conclusion is that biochar proponents need to engage in the IPCC process.  As in most other studies, the 
IPCC report seems to refl ect the views of experts on SRM, rarely CDR, and almost never on biochar.  
Biochar proponents also need to ensure that the criteria for comparisons include all that biochar can offer - 
not just the atmosphere side. 



 Original Abstract:

The Perception of Biochar Within the "Geoengineering" Community

   Geoengineering is defined differently by different groups but to all it implies large-scale 
modification of the environment for climate reasons.  One sometimes sees this called “Climate 
engineering”.  Geoengineering has (or should have) two distinct parts.  The first and most 
controversial is Solar Radiation Management (SRM)  - also beginning to be called  “solar 
geoengineering”.  Biochar is often inaccurately and unfortunately placed in this category, even though 
SRM specifically refers only to changing the earth's albedo (a measure of light reflection).  Only a 
few approaches are usually mentioned – injecting sulfur compounds and “whitening” clouds.  Both 
are highly controversial and biochar suffers a lot because the term “geoengineering” is used when 
“CDR” should be – in many papers.  The biochar community needs to better engage when this error is 
being made.
    The second Geoengineering category is called Carbon Dioxide Removal (CDR) – and recently one 
sees “Negative Emissions Technology” (NET).  Biochar certainly fits here, although most biochar 
enthusiasts are most interested in soil improvement, albeit recognizing biochar's potential CDR/NET 
benefits.  Biochar has 5-6 major competitors in this category – the most serious being “BECCS 
“(Biomass Energy with Carbon Capture and Storage [or Sequestration]).   The advantages and 
disadvantages of these competitors will be described.
     But mainly the talk will focus on how the members of the Google group called “Geoengineering” 
are reacting to the concept of biochar.  Some emphasis will be placed on what seems to drive opinions 
of this expert group – topics such as size of the supporting organizations (IBI, etc), funding, active 
countries, ethical issues, arctic ice disappearance, etc.
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