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THE CONTEXT
In the face of an undeniably changing climate,
the fossil fuel industry and other high-emissions
industries, as well as the banks, financiers and
other actors who prop them up, have had to
invent new tactics. They have shifted from
ignoring climate change and its impacts, to now
presenting themselves as the saviours, claiming
to provide the world with magical fixes to a crisis
they have caused. Climate denialism was the
trend of the last few decades, today is all about
pushing false solutions.
The fossil fuel industry is desperate to continue
profiting from its business of extracting, burning
and producing fossil fuels. To justify doing so, it
has come up with a trick: pretend that carbon
markets, offsetting, and other unreliable and
unproven methods can balance things out. But
the reality is that these false solutions allow
polluters to continue polluting, and further
entrench existing systems of oppression.

Net zero, carbon markets,
offsets, removals – anything
but real emissions cuts
We must keep global average temperature rise
below 1.5°C to avoid climate catastrophe. To do
so, emissions need to be drastically cut within
this decade, in line with countries’ fair shares of
reductions based on their historical responsibility1.
However, far from kickstarting the just and
equitable transition we need, governments and
the fossil industry are planning for even more
emissions within new ‘net zero’ pledges. But ‘net
zero’ is not zero2. These plans rely on the illusion of
carbon markets, technologies that are neither real
nor proven, and harmful land grabs, to achieve ‘net
zero’ target without reducing emissions at source.

So how does this work?
Net zero is the flawed idea that carbon emissions
can be balanced out by removals of carbon
from the atmosphere. This idea takes advantage
of the vague wording in Article 4.1 of the
Paris Agreement3.
Removal originally designates a naturally occurring
process, such as land and marine plants
absorbing carbon from the atmosphere. However
the term is becoming increasingly problematic.
The International Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) Working Group III (Mitigation) report in
20224 strengthened the push for removals.
The climate models it presents heavily rely on
assumptions around ‘rebalancing’ to ‘net zero’
with removals once temperature targets have
been overshot. These removals include both
dubious processes like ‘Nature Based Solutions’5
(NBS – trees, oceans, soils absorbing carbon);
and highly risky techno-fixes like Bioenergy with
Carbon Capture and Storage (BECCS)6 and Direct
Air Carbon Capture and Storage (DACCS). When
removals are combined with offsets they become
a supercharged false solution.
Carbon markets and carbon credits are the tools
making ‘net zero’ plans possible. High-emitting
industry actors continue to produce greenhouses
gases whilst paying for some action deemed to
balance out these emissions somewhere else –
known as carbon offsets. Offsets generate carbon
credits, which are traded on carbon markets. These
carbon offsets are generated from projects
that supposedly avoid or reduce emissions; or
removal offsets from projects intended to remove
CO2 from the atmosphere. In practice, carbon
offsets and removals are often conflated. They
both include ‘natural’ approaches (NBS) and

1 https://www.equityreview.org/report2021/
2 https://www.foei.org/publication/not-zero-climate-inaction-briefing/
3 A rticle 4.1 of the Paris Agreement states “In order to achieve the long-term temperature goal set out in Article 2, Parties aim to reach global
peaking of greenhouse gas emissions as soon as possible, recognising that peaking will take longer for developing country Parties, and to
undertake rapid reductions thereafter in accordance with best available science, so as to achieve a balance between anthropogenic emissions
by sources and removals by sinks of greenhouse gases in the second half of this century, on the basis of equity, and in the context of
sustainable development and efforts to eradicate poverty.”
4 https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg3/
5 https://www.foei.org/publication/nature-based-solutions-a-wolf-in-sheeps-clothing/
6 https://www.foei.org/publication/bioenergy-carbon-capture-storage-beccs-report/
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The – failed – example
of REDD/+

A man stands with a machine
used to clear forest for a
plantation in Uganda

engineering-based ones – i.e. geoengineering,
which includes BECCS and DACCS.
Offsets don’t make sense because they don’t
actually contribute to cutting emissions. For
example, a project to install a renewable energy
facility or to avoid deforestation won’t remove
carbon from the atmosphere. Removal offsets,
on the other hand, are simply unrealistic. There
wouldn’t be enough land or oceans to develop
them at a scale that could balance out even a
fraction of the current emissions from burning
fossil fuels, nor permanently and safely store
carbon away from the atmosphere. Critically,
turning removals – ie. naturally occurring
phenomena like trees absorbing carbon – into
removal offsets – activities or projects that can be
bought or sold on a carbon market – allows more
fossil fuel emissions to happen7.
Carbon offsets are a dangerous distraction from
the urgent and drastic actual emission cuts that
are required if we are to keep global average
temperature rise under 1.5°C. Many studies
have revealed how carbon offset projects are
based on false assumptions and/or exaggerate
their emission savings because of how they are
calculated8. They also bear disastrous social and

REDD (Reducing Emissions from Deforestation
and forest Degradation) and REDD+ (with
the “+” representing “forest conservation and
enhancing forest carbon stocks”) is a UNFCCC
programme. It was set up at COP19 in Warsaw
and incorporated in the Paris Agreement
Article 5. The idea of REDD/+ is to reduce
emissions via result-based payments to avoid
deforestation and forest degradation. REDD/+
would make trees worth more standing than
cut down, and so provide a rapid and cheap
way of avoiding greenhouse gas emissions.
In the years since its establishment, the
programme has fallen short of its objective
to reduce and/or avoid deforestation.
Furthermore, it has created conflict and
increased corporate control over Indigenous
land and land cultivated by forest peoples and
peasant communities.
Activities pioneered for the past 15 years
under the discredited REDD/+ approach
have recently been rebranded as ‘nature
based solutions’. For example, the REDD+
Environmental Excellence Standard (ARTTREES), is developing proposals to repackage
and expand the use of REDD+ credits. LEAF
(Lowering Emissions by Accelerating Forest
finance, a coalition including fossil corporations
and high-emitting countries) is a central part
of this rebranding. The upcoming UN climate
conference in Egypt in November 2022 will
decide whether REDD/+ (emission avoidance)
offset credits are allowed to be traded under
Paris Agreement carbon markets.
environmental impacts, especially for Global
South and Indigenous communities.
Because carbon offsets enable high-emitting
industries and countries that are historically
responsible for the climate crisis to hide climate

7 https://www.foei.org/publication/fossil-futures-built-on-a-house-of-cards/
8 Grayson Badgley, Jeremy Freeman, Joseph Hamman, Barbara Haya, Anna Trugman, William R L Anderegg, and Danny Cullenward, “Systematic
over-crediting of forest offsets” CarbonPlan, April 29, 2021, https://carbonplan.org/research/forest-offsets-explainer.
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inaction, or harmful action, they are the ones
who have consistently pushed for the expansion
of carbon markets9. Within the UNFCCC, Article
6 of the Paris Agreement sets the frame for
carbon markets. It was at the centre of heated
debates for many years, even before adoption
of the Agreement in 2015. Last year at COP26
in Glasgow, countries agreed on Article 6 rules,
opening the floodgates for the deployment and
expansion of global carbon markets that will
further undermine already inadequate climate
action and harm communities greatly.

‘Nature Based Solutions’ –
big land grabbing in disguise
An often-overlooked threat associated with
carbon markets and offsets is the vast amounts
of agricultural land, forests and other ecosystems
that would be needed to fulfil the demand for
offset credits in all the corporate and government
net zero targets.
So-called ‘nature based solutions’ (NBS) are
the idea of promoting large-scale projects and
initiatives which supposedly contribute to the
protection and preservation of ecosystems
as carbon offsets. NBS can include anything
from planting trees, monoculture plantations,
agroforestry, to restoring and protecting
coastal mangroves (‘blue carbon’), wetlands
and peatlands, to increasing carbon storage in
agricultural soils (‘carbon farming’) and closing off
forests as above-ground carbon stores, as well as
REDD+ projects.
In reality, the positive sounding name of ‘nature
based solutions’ provides cover for corporations’
and governments’ continued high levels of
emissions. These projects open the door to
mass land grabbing, affecting first and foremost
Global South and Indigenous and other rural
communities. NBS is rooted in carbon neocolonialism, corporate greenwashing, and the
financialisation of nature as a ‘solution’.

Soil carbon farming
– a new opportunity
for offsets
Across the world soil has been left depleted
by decades of extractive industrial farming,
with CO2 emissions soaring as a result10.
For the industry, this offers the opportunity
to make more profits by presenting ‘soil
carbon farming’ as a “natural carbon removal”
offset option. Many countries especially in
the Global North are already developing
legislation for carbon markets to include
soil carbon credits. New soil carbon offset
initiatives, so-called ‘carbon farming’,
are flourishing.
We are also seeing more and more soil
carbon farming programmes linked to digital
soil data platforms, with big agribusiness and
technology corporations working hand-inhand. These digital platforms provide data to
agribusinesses who then use the information
to monitor soil carbon changes and dictate
how farmers use their land – using it to
promote their patented seeds
and pesticides11.
In addition to the shortcomings and threats
of carbon offsets in general, carbon soil
farming offers large agribusinesses another
opportunity to intensify fossil fuel-based
industrial agriculture, further solidify their
market dominance, and profit from soil
carbon market schemes.

10 C
 arbon Brief (2017) World’s soils have lost 133bn tonnes of
carbon since the dawn of agriculture. https://www.carbonbrief.
org/worlds-soils-have-lost-133bn-tonnes-of-carbon-since-thedawn-of-agriculture/
11 h
 ttps://grain.org/en/article/6804-from-land-grab-to-soil-grabthe-new-business-of-carbon-farming

9 A
 s shown for example by the set up of the Taskforce on Scaling Voluntary Carbon Markets in the run up to COP26, whose mission was to
“significantly scale up voluntary carbon markets” in order to meet the rising demand for carbon credits created by the increasing number
of ‘net zero’ pledges.
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Fiona from Uganda
lost her land to a
plantation in 2011

NBS poses a threat to what is really needed
in the face of worsening climate impacts: food
sovereignty. The scale of land needed to meet
the increasing demand for carbon offsets leads
to more land grabs from small-scale food
producers. Instead, we must protect and restore
land and ecosystems for their intrinsic values,
not as carbon commodities. We need policies
which support small-scale food producers who
feed the world12.

Techno/engineering-based
false solutions – the
industry’s wildest dreams
The second category of removal type carbon
offsets is techno-fixes – i.e. geoengineering.
The term refers to large-scale and deliberate
manipulations or interventions into the earth’s
climate systems, usually with the aim of removing
and storing carbon from the atmosphere or
reducing the effects of climate change. Just like
NBS, these techno-fixes are an attempt from
high-emitting industry and governments to
distract us from the urgent and drastic emission
cuts needed. But these projects are also risky,
unproven, costly, and dangerous.

Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) and CCUS
(Carbon Capture, Utilisation and Storage) are
the – unproven – idea that CO2 emissions can
somehow be stored underground or reused in
other means of production once they’ve been
removed from the atmosphere. When coupled
with the idea of burning biomass to produce
energy, CCS becomes BECCS (Bioenergy and
Carbon Capture and Storage): biomass would
be burnt, producing energy, whilst the CO2
released from the process would somehow be
captured and stored underground. Not only is
the viability of BECCS unproven, it is a distraction
from real emission cuts. It also poses significant
threat to human and indigenous rights and food
sovereignty, for the vast amount of land would be
required to develop it at scale13.
CCS is also sometimes coupled up with the idea
of sucking the CO2 directly out of the atmosphere:
Direct Air Capture (DAC, which becomes DACCS
when coupled with CCS). DAC approaches
use chemical reactions to scrub CO2 from the
atmosphere, using substances which act as a
selective CO2 filter14.
Many other geoengineering techniques are being
proposed by the industry – from solar radiation
management (SRM) to ocean fertilisation and
more15. The common denominator of these
techniques is that they are not proven to ever
work at scale; costly; and most often disregard
considerations of human rights, Indigenous rights,
and land safeguarding. Despite this, the industry
is consistently pushing them as the solution, to
carry on with business as usual.
Big polluters have lobbied for attempts to
incorporate geoengineering techniques as
solutions mostly under Article 6.4 of the
Paris Agreement.

12 Research by ETC Group has shown the ‘Peasant Food Web’ feeds 70% of the world, including the most hungry and marginalised people.
See: ETC Group (2017) Who will feed us? https://etcgroup.org/content/who-will-feed-us-industrial-food-chain-vs-peasant-food-web
13 https://www.foei.org/publication/bioenergy-carbon-capture-storage-beccs-report/
14 https://www.geoengineeringmonitor.org/2021/02/direct-air-capture-technology-briefing/
15 https://www.geoengineeringmonitor.org/technologies/
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WHAT HAPPENED IN
THE LAST 12 MONTHS?
COP26 – Glasgow
opens the floodgates
to carbon markets16
After years of negotiations, and despite strong
pressure from climate justice organisations
against offsetting, countries finally reached
agreement on carbon market rules under the
Paris Agreement last November in Glasgow17.
The Article 6 agreement, also known as “Article 6
Rulebook”, significantly undermines any chance of
staying below 1.5°C and gives the green light for
high-emitting industries to keep on burning fossil
fuels with no accountability. Any carbon market is
harmful to our communities and climate. If we are
to meet the 1.5°C goal there is simply no space
left for offsetting, only rapid emission cuts in an
equitable manner.
What was agreed in Glasgow:
■ New rules towards the establishment of a new

global carbon market. Whilst many details
are still to be worked out, the rules legitimise
the use of offsetting to meet national goals
(nationally determined contributions, NDCs).
They give a further green light to governments
to incorporate internationally-traded offsets
in their NDCs, including those sourced from
the voluntary market. Carbon credits from
previous carbon markets – including the clean
development mechanism (CDM) from the Kyoto
Protocol – have been allowed into the new
mechanism (possibly amounting to 300 millions
tons CO2), inflating the market and making
actual emission reductions even less likely.
■ Although countries agreed to not allow double-

■ ‘Nature based solutions’ that enhance

carbon sinks can be accounted for to offset
emissions (more on this further), opening
the doors to land grabbing and causing
tremendous harm to communities. Global
South and Indigenous communities will be
first and foremost impacted.
■ Following a constant push from developing

countries, it was agreed that 5% of credits
under the article 6.4 Mechanism will be
monetised and put in the Adaptation Fund.
Note that the obligation doesn’t extend to
article 6.2.
■ No substantial safeguarding measures were

agreed for negative social, environmental
impacts and violation of human, Indigenous
Peoples’ and other crucial rights. Governments
are only required to report their views on
respecting these rights in their implementation
of Article 6 provisions.
Article 6 has not yet been operationalised,
and a final set of decisions is yet to be made
at the upcoming UN climate summit in Egypt.
These include decisions regarding the technical
details of the A6 infrastructure and procedures,
methodologies and the types of activities
falling under Article 6.4 Mechanism, and more
(see further).
Once/if these A6 decisions are adopted in
November, the next year will likely see Southern
governments begin passing legislations
and regulations to establish domestic carbon
markets to tap into international trading (if not
already begun).

counting18, it remains very unclear how this will
be guaranteed. It would not apply to voluntary
carbon trading schemes that countries may
decide to implement.
16 M
 ore details on the outcome of COP26 including on Article 6 in FoEi COP26 Policy Summary: https://docs.google.com/document/d/1w6K8bs5ay
YduatA1yhgYZ3LkXKVxznZQd8O-abF8Wd0/edit
17 See array of decisions taken regarding Article 6 at COP26: https://unfccc.int/process/the-paris-agreement/cooperative-implementation
18 A situation in which a given offset or removal offset is claimed by two different parties and therefore accounted for twice.
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Latest developments on
Nature Based Solutions
The Standing Committee on Finance (SCF) was
tasked to organise a Forum on Finance for Nature
Based Solutions. The first part of the Forum was
convened in October 202119 and intended to set
the scene for discussions and negotiations related
to NBS and financing. The report from the first
part of the Forum shows an intention to promote
NBS as a solution to the climate crisis. Notably, it
suggests to “increase private sector finance flows
for nature” to contribute to the global goal for
mitigation of 10 billion tons CO2 per year by 2030
currently negotiated in the draft post-2020 Global
Biodiversity Framework (to be adopted at the
COP15 of the Convention on Biological Diversity
this coming December). Part II of the Forum was
convened in September 2022, it produced a
report20 making recommendations for a decision
to be taken at COP27 (see further).
In Glasgow last year, several developing countries
opposed the inclusion of the term ‘Nature based
solutions’ on the basis of a lack of an agreed
definition under the UNFCCC. A vague language
referring to protecting nature was introduced
nonetheless in the mitigation section of the
Glasgow Climate Pact21. The European Union
sponsored a resolution on NBS, subsequently
adopted at the UN Environment Assembly in
March 2022 (UNEA5)22. The resolution not only
offers a loose and broad definition of NBS, it can
potentially undermine the existing UN definition of
ecosystem approaches under the Convention on
Biological Diversity. Under the UNFCCC, ecosystemapproaches have played an important role in the
context of adaptation. This resolution signals a
shift in focus toward mitigation and to enabling
offsetting in carbon markets under the Paris
Agreement. Although it recognises that NBS can’t
“replace the need for rapid, deep and sustained
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

reductions in greenhouse gas emissions”, the
overall resolution contributes to the positive image
that NBS benefits from, despite its major flaws.

What’s happening with
techno fixes?
Efforts outside the UNFCCC to pilot dangerous
geoengineering experiments, and efforts to
normalise them as a precursor to adoption as part
of international efforts towards addressing the
climate crisis, continue to gather pace. The IPCC 6th
Assessment Report WGIII also lays the ground for
the potential advance of risky removals technofixes
as a mitigation approach. Draft recommendations
around methodologies for measuring removals
for Article 6.4 at COP27 will be presented, with
an overview of future developments for removals
that refers to a myriad of removals technologies
(as outlined at the section below). This is highly
concerning, as it means that geoengineering could
be enshrined in global carbon markets.

The push for net zero and
carbon markets outside the
UNFCCC
The push for markets and offsets has continued
in the years since the adoption of the Paris
Agreement, despite agreement on Article 6 not
being reached until 2021. Efforts like the Taskforce
on Scaling Voluntary Carbon Markets23 – which
reported on its work in 2021 – and initiatives like
the International Emissions Trading Association’s
(IETA) Markets for Natural Climate Solutions24
– launched at COP25 by the likes of Shell, BP
and Chevron – continue to build corporate
pressure for a global carbon market25. In addition,
corporate ‘net zero’ plans relying almost wholly
on offsets have also contributed to piecemeal
voluntary carbon markets taking shape before
Article 6 has even begun to be implemented26.

See report: https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2021_10a04_cma2021_07a04E.pdf
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/Forum%20synthesis%20report.pdf
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2021_10_add1_adv.pdf
h
 ttps://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/39864/NATURE-BASED%20SOLUTIONS%20FOR%20SUPPORTING%20
SUSTAINABLE%20DEVELOPMENT.%20English.pdf
https://www.iif.com/tsvcm
https://ncs.ieta.org/
https://www.foei.org/publication/fossil-futures-built-on-a-house-of-cards/
https://www.foei.org/publication/net-zero-big-con-climate-report/

COP27: WHAT’S AT STAKE REGARDING FALSE SOLUTIONS?

7

COP27 – WHAT’S COMING UP?
On mitigation
Mitigation Gap
Countries are meant to submit their next round
of NDCs by the end of 2025 and some of them
already have27. COP27 will see the publication of
the 2022 NDC update report, as well as a new
report on the UNFCCC Long Term Low Emission
Development Strategies (LT-LEDS). These reports
will feed into the following new Mitigation
Work Programme. We can expect these will be
significantly used as an opportunity to promote
net zero plans, carbon offsets, and shifting
mitigation responsibilities to the Global South.

(ITMOs) and methodologies to calculate Article
6.4 credits. These will be the final agreements to
enable the transfer of one country’s greenhouse
gas emissions reductions to another country
seeking to use those reductions to achieve their
NDCs (Nationally Determined Contributions) if
agreed this year in Egypt.
COP27 should also see further discussions on the
question of whether emission avoidance activities
(including REDD/+) can be allowed as offset
credits under Article 6, to be decided in Egypt.

On emission removals

Mitigation Work Programme
A new work programme under the Paris
Agreement, decided in the Glasgow Climate
Pact, will this year set the scope and contents
of this programme, and begin work from next
year onwards if agreed in Egypt. During an
intersessional meeting in Bonn in July, several
developed countries stated that their national
targets are ‘1.5-compatible’ and meet the IPCC’s
figures of halving emissions by 2030 and net zero
by 2050. They further stated that they had no
intention to further raise their targets, calling for
other countries to do the same, without equity or
any acknowledgment of historical responsibilities.
The topics suggested for the work programme
to examine and possibly decide upon include
national net zero strategies, methane, unabated
coal power, fossil subsidies, just transition, forest
conservation, as well as an array of false solutions
such as NBS, CCS, hydrogen, Article 6 and
domestic carbon markets (sectoral approaches).

The Supervisory Body for Article 6.4 met in
September this year and made a recommendation
on removal offsets, to be submitted for adoption
in Egypt. The recommendation28 and associated
information note29 contain rules and procedures
for an array of carbon removal activities and
projects, including:

On emission avoidance

The recommendation will cover the above
activities in the form of removal offsets, and will
likely not be limited to the activities listed under
Paris Agreement Article 6.4. Any decision that

We expect developments regarding technical
guidance to track and report on A6 credits –
internationally transferred mitigation outcomes

■ Land-based removals: afforestation,

reforestation, forest restoration, revegetation,
improved forest management, wetland
restoration, agroforestry, urban forestry, soil
carbon sequestration in croplands, and soil
carbon sequestration in grasslands.
■ Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) and Carbon

Capture, Utilisation and Storage (CCUS)
■ An overview and roadmap for future removal

offsets including geoengineering: bioenergy
CCS (BECCS), direct air capture (DAC), enhanced
rock weathering, ocean alkalinization and ocean
fertilisation.

27 S
 ee EU from September 30th (https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/SubmissionsStaging/Documents/202210010917---CZ-2022-09-30%20EU%20
submission%20MWP.docx) and US from October 5th (https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/SubmissionsStaging/Documents/202210041831--Mitigation%20Work%20Programme%20Submission%20by%20United%20States.pdf)
28 h
 ttps://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/a64-sb002-aa-a05-22092022.pdf and https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/a64-sb002aa-a05.pdf
29 https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/a64-sb002-aa-a06.pdf
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defines and enables these activities would solidify
the net zero narrative and more delays for real
action. It would open the door to larger-scale
land grabbing and carbon colonisation, and also
introduce potentially irreversible changes to the
planetary environment.
The recommendation also contains provisions
regarding negative environmental and social
impacts, including the need to preserve Indigenous
rights and food security (these safeguards
would only apply to Article 6.4 to be set in 2023,
as safeguarding under Article 6.2 is left to the
discretion of governments). However the language
stays vague on these provisions with no process
or mechanism as to how negative impacts would
be assessed or regarding accountability.

On nature based solutions
The SCF (Standing Committee on Finance) Forum
submitted a report30 that will be considered
at COP27. Similarly to its report on Part I of the
Forum, the text overly frames NBS as a key
component in climate action and in countries’
ability to reach their NDCs. It also stresses the
need to scale up finance for NBS from private
actors, through carbon markets but also other
means such as insurance for nature – pushing
further the narrative of the commodification of
nature31. Notably, the report highlights time and
again the potential of encouraging the use of NBS
through facilitating financial flows and enhancing
private investment. Such a narrative is worrying
in that it clearly puts the priority on “mak[ing] the
business case for nature”32 rather than on the
adequacy of such ‘solutions’ in addressing the
climate crisis.

On non-market approaches
Non-market approaches (NMA) are referred
to in Article 6.8 of the Paris Agreement as

30
31
32
33
34
35
36

“People power now!” flag
waving at the march to
demand climate justice
during COP22 in Marrakech

mechanisms set out with the intention to “assist
in the implementation of [countries’] nationally
determined contributions”33. These can include a
variety of initiatives, for example fiscal measures,
like putting a price on carbon or applying taxes to
discourage emissions34.
At COP26 in Glasgow, Parties set up the Glasgow
Committee on Non-market Approaches with an
initial work programme. This was then revised in
Bonn in June 202235. This work programme will
constitute the basis for discussions on the topic
in Egypt and aims to enable stronger cooperation
between countries on mitigation and adaptation.
Negotiations will likely crystalise around the
idea of a web-based platform of NMAs as set
out in the work plan. The platform and these
NMAs could potentially offer a space for stronger
cooperation on real solutions, as Parties
agreed in Glasgow36 the initial focus areas of
the work programme activities, including: “(a)
Adaptation, resilience and sustainability; (b)
Mitigation measures to address climate change
and contribute to sustainable development; (c)
Development of clean energy sources.”

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/Forum%20synthesis%20report.pdf
See point 11 of the Executive Summary of the report.
See point 14 of the Executive Summary of the report.
Article 6.8 Paris Agreement
https://unfccc.int/topics/what-are-market-and-non-market-mechanisms
See informal note from the meeting: https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/IN.SBSTA56.i14.3.pdf
See paragraph 3 of decision –/CMA3: https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma3_auv_12c_PA_6.8.pdf
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REAL
SOLUTIONS
In the face of worsening climate impacts
and of the consistent inadequacy of action by
world leaders, we need to push back against
false solutions and voice our demands for
real, adequate, fair, and just solutions to the
climate crisis.
Our demands for real zero / system change:
■ Governments must urgently begin to

cooperate on a coordinated phase-out of fossil
fuel production and consumption, with equity
at the core.

Agroecological farming in Malaysia

■ We must accelerate the transformation towards

a climate-just world by transforming our energy
system, based on principles such as energy
sufficiency for all, energy sovereignty, energy
democracy, energy as a common good, 100%
renewable energy for all, community-owned,
low-impact renewable energy.
■ We demand that the inherent rights and

sovereignty of Indigenous Peoples, and human
rights of peasants and local communities
are granted and implemented, so that the
traditional knowledge and practices of
Community Forest Management (CFM) can be
fully implemented to help halt climate change
and biodiversity loss, and forests should be
kept out of carbon markets, offsets and other
such schemes.
■ We demand support for peasant agroecology,

artisanal fishing, and the small-scale farmers
who still feed 70-80% of the people on our
planet. We must move away from a neoliberal,
corporate-controlled industrial food system,
towards a system based on the principles of
food sovereignty, food as a human right, and
peoples’ control over seeds, land, water and
other commons.
■ We demand a new economics for people

and planet, which values the care system
and the reproduction of life, recognises our
interdependence as human beings, and re-
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organises care and domestic work to be
shared between men, women and the
State. This transformation is essential to
building our resilience against health and
environmental crises.
■ We must reclaim the public sphere and political

arena from the perspective of economic, social
and gender justice, and ensure peoples’ rights.
Public services can be used to guarantee
peoples’ access to water, health, energy,
education, communication, transport and food.
To pay for these public services we need fair,
transparent and redistributive tax systems.
■ We demand binding rules on big business,

allowing us to reign back the power of
transnational corporations and provide
victims with access to justice, compensation
and restoring of their livelihoods wherever
corporate crimes occur.
■ Governments must build a just recovery from

the Covid-19 crises, based on environmental,
social, gender, racial, economic and peoplecentred justice.
■ We demand a climate-just world that is

free from patriarchy, white supremacy,
and all systems of oppression, domination
and inequality.

COP27: WHAT’S AT STAKE REGARDING FALSE SOLUTIONS?

RESOURCES ON
FALSE SOLUTIONS
Reports:

Briefing papers:

Double Jeopardy: The rising threat to
food sovereignty and agroecology from
false climate solutions, Friends of the Earth
International, November 2022

Net Zero and COP26, Friends of the Earth
International, October 2021

 he Deadly Climate Gamble – Dirty Energy
T
bets on unproven ‘carbon removals’ to
keep fossil fuels flowing, Corporate Europe
Observatory, October 2022
Fossil Futures Built on a House of Cards,
Friends of the Earth International, June 2022
Nature Based Solutions: A wolf in sheep’s
clothing, Friends of the Earth International,
October 2021
The Big Con: How Big Polluters are advancing
a “net zero” climate agenda to delay, deceive,
and deny, Friends of the Earth International,
Global Forest Coalition, Corporate Europe
Observatory, June 2021
Chasing Carbon Unicorns: The deception of
carbon markets and “net zero”, Friends of the
Earth International, April 2021
A Leap in the Dark: The
Dangers of Bioenergy
with Carbon Capture and
Storage (BECCS), Friends
of the Earth International,
April 2021

Carbon Markets at the UNFCCC – COP26 and
Article 6, Friends of the Earth International,
October 2021
Geoengineering and Net Zero at COP26, ETC
Group, October 2021
Real Solutions, Real Zero: How Article 6.8 of
the Paris Agreement Can Help Pave the Way to
1.5, Corporate Accountability, 2019
Briefings and factsheets, Geoengineering Monitor

Other resources:
Scandalous outcome to COP26 as 1.5° hangs
by a thread, Friends of the Earth International,
November 2021
“Nature-based Solutions” and the Biodiversity
and Climate Crises, Doreen Stabinsky and Third
World Network, 2021
Carbon Pricing toolkits, Indigenous Environmental
Network and Climate Justice Alliance, 2017

Last-ditch climate
option or wishful
thinking? Bioenergy
with carbon capture
and storage, Biofuel
Watch, November 2015

“Climate justice for Africa,
climate justice for all!” banner
at the climate march during
COP22 in Marrakech
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Not Zero: How ‘net zero’
targets disguise climate
inaction, Global Campaign
to Demand Climate Justice,
October 2020
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