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When large surface areas of the Earth are altered, radiative forcing due to changes in surface
reflectance can drive climate change. Yet to achieve the necessary scale to remove the substantial
amounts of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere relevant for ameliorating climate change, enhanced
rock weathering (ERW) will need to be applied to very large land areas. Likewise, marine carbon
dioxide removal (mCDR) must alter a large fraction of the ocean surface waters to have a significant
impact upon climate. We show that surface albedo modification (SAM) associated with ERW
or mCDR can easily overwhelm the radiative forcing from the decrease of atmospheric CO2 over
years or even decades. A change in albedo as small as parts per thousand has a radiative impact
comparable to the removal of 10 tons of carbon per hectare. SAM via ERW can be either cooling
or warming. We identify some of the many questions raised by radiative forcing due to these forms
of CDR.

I. INTRODUCTION

There are two principal approaches to climate intervention, the deliberate manipulation of the Earth’s
climate system to ameliorate global warming that is also known as geoengineering. The first type of in-
tervention is to remove long-lived greenhouse gases presently in the atmosphere. Carbon dioxide removal
(CDR) has received the most attention, but consideration has also been given to reducing other gases such
as methane. The other intervention is known as solar radiation management (SRM). Here the goal is to
reduce the amount of solar radiation absorbed by the oceans, land, ice, and/or atmosphere. Both CDR and
SRM are controversial (SRM particularly so). Recently, the American Geophysical Union released ethical
guidelines for both types of climate intervention [1]. Typically, CDR and SRM are considered separately.
Here we argue that some forms of CDR are inextricably linked to a form of SRM known as surface albedo
modification (SAM).
To achieve the scale necessary to remove gigatons of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere relevant for

ameliorating climate change, the CDR strategy known as enhanced rock weathering (ERW) will need to
be applied to very large land areas. Likewise marine carbon dioxide removal (mCDR) must alter a large
fraction of the ocean surface to have a significant effect. When large surface areas are modified, significant
changes in radiative forcing due to changes in albedo, the fraction of reflected sunlight, must be considered.
Unappreciated until now, we demonstrate the potential that surface albedo modification (SAM) can over-
whelm the reduction in radiative forcing from the decrease of atmospheric CO2 due to ERW over timescales
of decades. Thus, it is essential to consider radiative impacts of these forms of CDR [2]. Importantly, the
sign of SAM via ERW applications can be either positive or negative depending on the choice of materials
added to the soil and other factors. For instance, depending on the albedo of the untreated soil, mafic or
ultramafic minerals could decrease soil albedo and thus contribute to warming. Conversely, whitish minerals
such as wollastonite have high albedo and are expected to increase the reflectance of sunlight and cool the
Earth. A few previous studies have considered the radiative forcing due to carbon dioxide removal (CDR)
but via reforestation [3–5] not ERW or mCDR. This previous work argues that a decrease in albedo due to
reforestation can cancel out a substantial portion of the benefits from CO2 removal by trees.
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There are multiple potential benefits to the combination of CDR with (cooling) SAM: (1) Immediate
cooling by increased surface reflectance (albedo) would be followed by (2) the slow removal of atmospheric
CO2 thereby addressing the root cause of climate change. Furthermore, ERW (3) offers co-benefits to
agriculture via soil amendments [e.g. [6]] from crushed rock potentially making deployment over large areas
attractive to farmers. Finally, (4) ERW and mCDR have already been deployed in field experiments around
the world with little or no controversy in contrast with other approaches to solar radiation management
(SRM) [7–10].

We argue below that the radiative forcing due to SAM could greatly exceed that from CDR by ERW
and possibly mCDR as well. A campaign of field measurements at existing ERW and mCDR sites could
systematically measure SAM due to these forms of CDR. Research questions that we identify, when addressed,
will answer a number of open questions about the radiative impacts of ERW and mCDR and the possibility
of jointly deploying and optimizing ERW or mCDR and SAM at scale to maximize global cooling.

II. CARBON DIOXIDE REMOVAL AND SURFACE ALBEDO MODIFICATION

Radiative forcing, ∆F , is the change in the downward minus upward radiative flux. It is the base driver
of climate change. Changes in both short-wave (visible light) and long-wave (infrared) radiation must be
considered. Any type of ERW or mCDR scaled to the magnitude needed to remove substantial amounts
of atmospheric carbon dioxide would at the same time alter large land or ocean surface areas, potentially
leading to significant radiative forcing. These forms of CDR have been classified as “once-through” because
large amounts of material such as ground rock are used once in contrast to “cyclic” CDR processes such as
direct air capture [2] that reuse carbon capture materials and consequently are energy intensive but affect
smaller land areas. Here we briefly review ERW and then discuss several types of marine CDR before turning
to SAM.

A. Enhanced Rock Weathering (ERW)

ERW seeks to capture atmospheric CO2 using minerals that are out of equilibrium at Earth’s surface
to generate alkalinity via surficial weathering reactions [6, 11, 12]. Practically speaking, this can be done
by mining, crushing, and grinding rock containing reactive minerals and spreading them over large areas
in agricultural or managed land settings with the possibility of repeat applications on a designated (likely
seasonal) timescale [6]. There, the rock dust reacts with atmospheric and soil CO2, the latter of which is
derived from root and microbial respiration, to form relatively stable carbonates or (in most cases) carbonate
species, in the form of bicarbonate in most settings, in solution that is delivered to the ocean via rivers and
thus enhances ocean alkalinity [13, 14]. Such soil amendments may, in certain settings, also enhance soil
organic carbon stocks [15]. ERW attempts to speed up these natural weathering processes by overcoming
the kinetic and physical limitations via enhanced surface area in finely ground rock applied to the top of
soils in order to capture significant quantities of atmospheric CO2 over years to decades [6, 11, 16–18].

Various specific rocks and minerals have been proposed for enhanced surficial weathering. Wollastonite
reacts with carbon dioxide exothermically as summarized by the following reaction [19]:

CaSiO3 + 2CO2 +H2O → Ca2+ + 2HCO−
3 + SiO2

→ CaCO3 + SiO2 +CO2 +H2O (1)

Based on Equation 1, the theoretical carbon removal efficiency of wollastonite is 0.76 T CO2 per ton of
wollastonite applied. In actual experiments the rate of CO2 sequestration has been shown to vary between
87 and 255 T CO2 per KT of wollastonite for each year of soil amendments [20, 21].

Dark mafic and ultramafic rocks such as basalt or peridotite may decrease soil albedo whereas whitish
minerals such as wollastonite should increase the reflectance (Figure 1). Amendment of soils with biochar
is another way to sequester carbon [22]. Biochar is typically dark in color, may reduce soil albedo and, if
deployed over large areas, increase global temperatures along the lines described below in Section III.
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B. Marine Carbon Dioxide Removal (mCDR)

Because the ocean contains about 50 times as much carbon as the atmosphere and absorbs about half
of anthropogenic emissions of CO2, it is natural to consider how changes in the oceans could enable the
absorption of additional carbon from the atmosphere. Proposals to modify ocean chemistry to transform
atmospheric CO2 into carbonate ions dissolved in surface waters (ocean alkalinity enhancement) range from
the addition of alkaline materials to surface waters to electrochemistry [16, 23, 24]. The residence times
of added minerals in surface waters, and possible induced changes in biology, need to be considered. How
such changes in surface waters might alter the albedo is unclear. Seawater has low albedo as it absorbs
most light; thus, even the addition of ultramafic minerals could brighten the sea surface. In contrast to soil
amendments, materials added to oceans reflect light even at considerable depths below the surface.
Another approach seeks to fertilize surface waters with nutrients such as iron to stimulate the biological

carbon cycle in the hope that some of the carbon absorbed from the atmosphere will make its way to deep
waters [23, 25]. Surface blooms of diatoms or algae would increase the albedo resulting in cooling SAM.
Possible increases in ocean albedo due to the release from marine organisms of dimethyl sulfide that can
form cloud condensation nuclei should also be studied.
The effects of a mCDR treatment on the surface ocean are expected to dissipate faster than the effects

of ERW on land as materials and alkaline-rich waters will be ventilated to depths below the ocean mixed
layer. Given the uncertainties in the radiative impacts of mCDR, we focus on ERW for the remainder of
this Perspective.

C. Surface Albedo Modification (SAM)

Most SRM schemes to cool Earth have focused on reflecting sunlight by stratospheric aerosol injection or
by brightening marine clouds. More speculatively the thinning of cirrus clouds to enhance long-wave emission
has also been considered. These schemes are controversial [7–10]. Surface albedo modification (SAM, also
known as land radiative management or LRM [26]) has by contrast received relatively little attention [27–29]
despite the fact that the built environment (asphalt, buildings, parks, etc.) already alters microclimates in
easily noticeable and measurable ways (e.g., the urban heat island effect) [30]. For this reason, SAM (in
conjunction with ERW or mCDR) could be less controversial than other forms of SRM.
The standard criticism of SAM implementations is that modification of enormous surface areas is required

to have a significant impact on the global climate [27]. However, as we show below ERW will have potentially
strong SAM effects (see Figure 1) that have thus far been overlooked in studies. As large areas are required
for gigaton scale carbon removal, a judicious choice of minerals may realize cooling SAM in conjunction with
ERW. As a point of reference, an increase of the albedo by 0.1 on the 4.8 gigahectares of land used worldwide
for agriculture would result in Earth cooling by roughly 1◦C assuming a transient climate sensitivity of 0.7◦C
/ (W/m2). For ERW, how much rock dust remains on the soil surface is of crucial importance. Whitish
alkaline minerals could be deliberately left on the top of soils to maximize cooling SAM. Even a perfectly
mixed tilling of a typical deployment of 50 T / ha of crushed rock into the top 15 cm of soil will result in
a volume fraction of about 2% rock (assuming the soil and rock dust have equal densities of 1.5 gm/cm3).
Thus an increase in albedo of order 1% may be expected from the addition of whitish rock to fully tilled
soils.

III. A ZERO-DIMENSIONAL MODEL OF COMBINED CDR AND SAM

The radiative forcing due to the modification of land or ocean surfaces can dwarf that due to CO2 uptake
for years after treatment. As a concrete illustration consider ERW the absorbs CO2 at the rather optimistic
rate [17] of 10T CO2/ha/year, and for the purpose of illustration consider the land area required to remove 1
GT CO2/year, namely 106 km2. (Lower rates of CDR only increase the relative importance of SAM.) Note
that the relative importance of SAM versus ERW does not depend on the size of the treated area as both
scale linearly with the area of the treated surface.
Long-wave radiative forcing due to CDR is spread out over the globe because CO2 is a well-mixed gas,

whereas the intense short-wave forcing due to SAM is localized over the treated areas. In the following,
we assume that Earth’s energy budget and atmospheric circulation mix this forcing globally. Much more
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FIG. 1. Left: View from space on July 12, 2022 of the 45 km2 Ice Springs basalt lava flow in Utah, part of the “Cinders”
volcanic complex. The dark, low albedo, mafic basalt flow contrasts with some of the center pivot irrigation areas
that are likely planted with winter wheat or lying fallow. The albedo of the flow increases as it weathers (lighter
region near top that is separated from the younger basalt by a diagonal fault line). (Photo credit: NASA Earth
Observatory.) Right: Crushed wollastonite being spread by a tractor shows an increase in reflectance and hence
surface albedo (SAM). (Photo credit: Canadian Wollastonite.)

sophisticated climate model simulations of SAM’s regional and global impact on surface temperatures and
the water cycle are needed [31, 32]. Nonetheless, a zero-dimensional energy balance model suffices for rough
estimates of global effects. Field measurements can be used to calibrate more sophisticated climate models.
The assumed treated area of ∆A = 106 km2 is a fraction ∆A/A = 0.2% of Earth’s total surface area

of A = 5.1 × 108 km2. The average solar irradiance G is 1/4 of the solar constant. At the top of the
atmosphere therefore G = 340 W/m2. Ignoring for the sake of simplicity latitude and scattering of light by
the atmosphere and clouds (which reduces this number [33] to an average of 185 W/m2), a change in albedo
∆a alters the radiative forcing ∆FSAM , averaged over the Earth’s surface, by

∆FSAM = −∆a G
∆A

A
= −(0.7 W/m

2
)×∆a . (2)

This value can be compared to the radiative forcing ∆FCDR due to the removal of ∆C = −1GT of CO2.
There are about C = 3, 500 GT CO2 presently in the atmosphere, and upon making a linear approximation
to the actual logarithmic dependence [34, 35] on CO2 concentration, the change in the radiative forcing due
to the reduction in atmospheric CO2 by 1 GT is approximately

∆FCDR = (5.35 W/m
2
)× ∆C

C
= −1.5× 10−3 W/m

2
. (3)

Thus, comparing Equation 2 to Equation 3 it is evident that even a tiny brightening of the albedo from, say,
0.300 to 0.302, or ∆a = 2×10−3, would change the SAM radiative forcing by an amount comparable to that
due to the CO2 removed by ERW in one year. (A simple model for the removed CO2 is ∆C = −k t ∆A
where t is time and k is a reaction rate, e.g. k = 10 T/ha/year, though the actual time dependence will
undoubtedly be more complex.) Note however that the removed CO2 has a long-term continuing effect
whereas how the albedo of the treated soils would change over time is unknown (and is one of the questions
we identify below that must be addressed). Repeat application of ground rock, currently proposed and
implemented in recent field experiments [6], would presumably also alter the albedo in a roughly additive
manner to a limit or saturation, or at a minimum would alter albedo in a sustaining manner.
A spreadsheet model of ERW and SAM [36] permits parameters to be easily adjusted. The default values

correspond to the case discussed above. More realistically we expect typical changes in the albedo of order
1% to 10% leading to SAM radiative forcing that dominates over ERW for years or decades after treatment
until sufficient CO2 has been absorbed as shown in Figure 2 (left panel). The right panel of the Figure also
shows that SAM is dominant in the short term, and can be either cooling or warming depending on the sign
of the albedo change.
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FIG. 2. (Left) Time evolution of the radiative forcing from treatment of one hectare of land. The enhanced rock
weathering (ERW) assumes annual applications of 50 tons of crushed minerals that absorb atmospheric CO2 at
an efficiency of either 5% or 10% the mineral mass. The surface albedo modification (SAM) is from an assumed
constant-in-time increase in albedo due to the soil amendments by 0.1. Note that ERW only catches up to SAM
after multiple decades. (Right) Global mean radiative forcing after 1 year from ERW and SAM on 106 km2 of land
versus albedo change for three application rates assuming a 5% efficiency. As the albedo response to ERW depends
on many factors, lines here represent possible values ranging from positive changes (cooling) to negative (warming).

IV. SCIENTIFIC QUESTIONS

We are unaware of any prior work done to measure albedo changes due to soil amendments with crushed
silicate rock. Given the lack of knowledge of possible albedo changes, laboratory and field measurements
are a first priority. Measurements of surface reflectance can be performed with portable albedometers built
from pairs of calibrated pyranometers, with one directed to the ground below and another aimed at the sky
above, to measure the ratio of the outgoing to incoming visible radiation.

Multiple albedo measurements will need to be made in each plot to understand statistical variations in
albedo, similar to tracking carbon dioxide consumption [37–39], and therefore reduce uncertainty in the
measurement of the mean albedo. Once large enough areas of land or sea are employed for CDR, albedo
changes could be monitored from air or even from space. The initial focus should be on answering some
basic questions:

• How does the albedo depend on time of day (angle of the sun), time of year, soil moisture, depth of
soil tilling, soil biogeochemistry, and crop cover?

• Can albedo be modeled as a weighted average of the separate soil and mineral albedos? Is the weighting
factor the fractional mass density, fractional volume, fractional area, or something else? What is the
dependence on the mineral grain size?

• Do iron and other heavier elements always reduce albedo? Can mixtures be chosen to simultaneously
optimize high ERW rates, high albedo, and mineral availability while at the same time minimizing
heavy elements such as chromium and nickel that can contaminate soil?

• Does tilling mix the rock dust uniformly in the soil or does a significant portion remain on the top?

• How does the albedo evolve with repeated soil amendments and tilling? How does it change as the
crushed rock weathers?

• Over what time scale does ERW catch up to SAM in its radiative impact on Earth’s climate?

Some questions related to mCDR are mentioned in Sec. II B.
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V. CONCLUSION

Radiative forcing from albedo changes must be considered for any type of CDR that alters large surface
land or ocean surface areas. ERW and mCDR are tightly linked to SRM. A program of laboratory and field
albedo measurements is needed to quantify SAM. We have identified some of the many open questions that
require addressing in the near term before large-scale deployments proceed. Climate modeling of different
spatial and temporal patterns of planned global-scale SAM is also needed to better quantify climate change
due to radiative forcing beyond mean global temperature, such as possible changes in precipitation patterns
[31], localized heating [32] and cloud feedback from SAM.
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