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The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fifth 
Assessment Report highlighted the inevitability that addi-
tional emissions of greenhouse gases would lead to further 

warming of the Earth’s climate1. The projected temperature changes 
display high regional variability, but generally greater warming over 
continental surfaces1, in particular for hot temperature extremes2. 
Given the slow progress in reductions of greenhouse gas emissions 
(despite their now-recognized urgency at the international level3), 
climate engineering — also known as geoengineering —has been 
proposed as a potential means to counteract part of global warming 
or at least slow the rates of warming while other mitigation strate-
gies are implemented4–6.

Climate engineering is a highly contentious issue7–11. Among the 
various relevant technologies, global solar radiation management 
(SRMglob) — for instance, through sulfate aerosol injection (SAI) 
into the stratosphere — has been one of the suggested options4,7,12. 
However, SAI raises important scientific, ethical and societal con-
cerns4,8,11,13 (Box 1) — as does SRMglob more generally. A main issue 
in the proposed implementation of global-scale climate engineering 
is the disparate regional effect of commonly proposed options. At 
present, however, none of the commonly suggested climate engi-
neering schemes would allow much regional flexibility14 (Box 1), 
especially in terms of climate extremes and impacts on continents 
(for example on human health or agricultural production).

Regional land radiative management
We examine here the intentional modification of radiative proper-
ties of the land surface, hereafter referred to as regional land radia-
tive management (LRMreg), as an approach to climate engineering 
and adaptation. LRMreg may avoid several of the issues associated 

with SRMglob (Box 1) and could offer opportunities, especially 
for counteracting the warming of regional temperature extremes. 
Among its main benefits, LRMreg is regional by design and can 
build upon tested urban and land management approaches15–19. As 
highlighted in Table 1, several approaches can target increases in 
surface albedo, or may result in such increases as a by-product of 
other land modifications.

Albedo modifications in agricultural regions could potentially 
be performed over larger areas. These regions are thus of particular 
interest for LRMreg approaches. Albedo increases in agricultural 
regions could result from varied implementations (Table 1). First, 
no-till farming may lead to surface albedo increases after harvest, 
owing to the retention of crop residues, which have a higher albedo 
than bare ground. The net effects may reach an albedo increase 
of about 0.05 up to 0.2 in the case of crops with high reflectivity 
residues, such as wheat15,20,21, but would be smaller for other crops. 
It should be noted that the albedo effect would mostly occur after 
harvest; it would thus be limited in time21 and would occur at dif-
ferent dates in different locations22. Interestingly, the most substan-
tial impact on albedo could be coincident with frequent heatwaves, 
for instance in August for winter wheat in Europe15. In the case 
of summer crops, no-till management could substantially modify 
surface albedo in fall, and potentially through spring22, but less so 
in the hot summer months when they would be actively growing. 
Nonetheless, some less densely planted crops such as maize could 
still have a notable albedo change during the growing season due to 
the higher fraction of bare soil exposed.

Second, modifications of crop phenology — the timing of 
the plants’ life cycles — could be relevant, although the litera-
ture is more limited on this topic (Table 1). The phenology could  
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potentially be timed to have a maximal albedo in time periods 
with higher temperatures, or the overall time period with higher 
albedo could be expanded, for example, with the implementation 
of double cropping23.

Third, modification of crop albedo with natural24, selected or 
genetically modified reflective varieties (biogeoengineering) has 
been proposed to provide moderate regional climate cooling17,18 
(Table 1). Albedo variations through crop selection and modifi-
cations could reach +​0.02 to +​0.15 (crop-dependent variations in 
glaucousness, trichomes or canopy morphology17,18,25). Finally, the 
use of greenhouses may also increase surface albedo by about +​0.05 
in winter to +​0.15 in summer26 (Table 1).

Beside changes in agricultural regions, surface albedo may 
also be substantially modified in urban areas18,19,27,28 (for instance 
through the use of white roofs, or more reflective pavements, with 
albedo changes ranging up to +​0.1 or +​0.15; see Table 1). Although 
the overall surface area covered by cities is less than for agricultural 
areas, most of the world population lives in urban areas (54% in 
2014)29, and thus the reduction of heat extremes in cities is particu-
larly relevant for human health30. The additional warming through 
the urban heat island effect is a further reason why temperature 
cooling in heat-exposed cities should be an adaptation priority 
under global warming30,31. When combined with changes in albedo 
in rural areas close to cities, the overall albedo anomaly relevant to 
a city — local effects and close surroundings — could substantially 
be increased (and thus decrease the temperature).

Whereas some studies consider global-scale surface albedo man-
agement as an overall scheme aimed at increasing albedo over both 
land and oceans (or at least over a wide range of land surface areas, 
including deserts18), we consider LRMreg to encompass more spe-
cifically approaches that can modify regional-scale surface albedo 
over land and that can target the counteracting of climate change 

impacts in densely populated and agricultural regions. We there-
fore focus on geographically collocated changes in albedo and the 
resulting climate amelioration. LRMreg can be considered as a sub-
category of SRM, but with a distinctive regional dimension. Other 
non-radiative biophysical impacts associated with land use such as 
irrigation could have large effects on regional climate25,32,33, but we 
do not consider these aspects here.

There is substantial literature on how land surface reflectivity 
affects global and regional climate, especially as a consequence of 
changes in land cover and land use15,34–39. Although the climate engi-
neering literature generally focuses on SRMglob (either through 
SAI or hypothetical ‘sunshade albedo geoengineering’40,41), modifi-
cations of land surface albedo are also occasionally discussed in the 
context of climate change adaptation or climate engineering7,18,31,42–45. 
Nonetheless, LRMreg approaches targeted at inhabited or agricul-
tural areas are generally not treated in much detail in authoritative 
climate engineering reports7,12. The main reasons are the inherent 
limits in achievable changes in crop albedo15,17,42 and the small frac-
tion of urban area31, which would offer only limited effects on global 
mean temperature compared with those considered achievable with 
SRMglob45. However, the recent emphasis on moderate SRMglob46 
rather than schemes aiming at a full offsetting of global mean tem-
perature changes reduces the relevance of this consideration.

Balance of concerns for LRMreg versus SRMglob
LRMreg schemes present several advantages over SRMglob in the 
context of climate engineering and climate adaptation (Table 2).  
First, land surface properties can be controlled and managed at a 
country (or even sub-country) level, and previous investigations 
have suggested that their impacts on climate have a strong local 
component15,17,47. It follows, therefore, that LRMreg could be imple-
mented to better target a counteracting of regional-scale climate  

Box 1 | SRMglob and associated concerns

SRMglob, based for instance on sulfate aerosol injection (SAI), is 
a highly debated issue. Here we list the main concerns raised in 
the literature with respect to SRMglob and SAI. First, although 
modelling studies suggest that large-scale SRMglob deployment 
could offset global mean temperature change, it would not restore 
earlier, regional climate conditions1 and would instead lead to 
heterogeneous regional changes. These include new climate con-
ditions, for example the cooling and warming of extremes84, as 
well as substantial changes in hydrology10,77 (such as weakening 
of monsoons79), compared with the reference conditions. Hence, 
although a full deployment of SRMglob might reduce global mean 
temperature, it would redistribute the risks and thus create ‘win-
ners’ and ‘losers’81, which has prompted the discussion of partial 
(or moderate) SRMglob in the recent literature46. Other con-
cerns that have been voiced include the unabated (or possibly in-
creased83) ocean acidification1,55, potential termination effects (see 
Table 2)52–54, negative (non-climate) side impacts13,80, and a lack of 
testing of the proposed schemes9,82. Finally, there is the ‘moral haz-
ard’ that the discussion of SRMglob (but also other proposed cli-
mate engineering schemes) might reduce the political and public 
support for mitigation and adaptation, despite the associated risks 
and uncertainties7.

The voiced concerns are genuine. But in the face of continued 
warming1, the short window of opportunity for effective greenhouse 
gas reductions85 and the considerable associated consequences2,86 
(particularly in inhabited regions87), it is sensible to assess 
whether alternative approaches to commonly considered climate-
engineering schemes might address some of these concerns. This 

is particularly relevant in the context of climate adaptation; that is, 
when considering climate engineering as an option to limit impacts 
while reductions in greenhouse gases are being implemented, for 
instance in the context of a (short) temperature overshooting phase88 
prior to stabilization at 1.5 °C global warming.

As highlighted, a main issue in the proposed implementation 
of global-scale climate engineering is the disparate regional effect 
of commonly proposed options. Furthermore, many vulnerable 
human and natural systems respond differently to changes in 
regional extremes than to changes in the mean climate89,90. Some 
authors have highlighted the need for a reduction of the regional 
trade-offs of climate engineering, suggesting this issue as an 
‘optimization’ problem14,78. It has been argued that a few approaches 
could provide some degree of regional targeting, for instance 
through SAI being released preferentially in one hemisphere or 
at higher latitudes in one hemisphere77,91, or through regionally 
variable application of marine cloud brightening78. At present, 
however, none of the commonly suggested climate engineering 
schemes would allow much regional flexibility14, particularly in 
terms of climate extremes and impacts on continents (for example 
on human health or agricultural production). This is important 
to emphasize, as support for climate engineering schemes  
often stems from concern over potential future emergencies 
associated with extreme climate impacts11,92. As we describe 
in this article, LRMreg addresses some of the highlighted 
concerns associated with SRMglob and SAI, in particular with  
respect to regional targeting and the reduced impact of some 
climate extremes.
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Table 1 | Approaches relevant to LRMreg in agricultural and urban areas

No-till farming (albedo changes from 
retaining crop residues)

Crop phenology and 
timing of practices 
(for example, double 
cropping

Biogeoengineering 
(cropping with 
natural, selected, or 
genetically modified 
reflective varieties)

Greenhouses Urban albedo (white 
roofs, higher reflectivity 
of paving)

Impact on land 
albedo

Approx. +​0.05 to +​0.20 in the 
case of crops with high reflectivity 
residues (for example, wheat)15,20,21; 
less efficient for other crops.

Not quantified, 
probably similar 
to no-till farming 
in regions with 
tillage; depends on 
crop albedo, and 
background bare soil 
albedo, may also vary 
during crop growth24.

Approx. +​0.02 to +​
0.15 (including crop 
dependent variations 
in glaucousness, 
trichomes, canopy 
morphology)17,18,42,66.

Approx. +​0.05 
(winter) to +​0.15 
(summer)26.

Approx. +​0.1 to +​0.15 
as average increase over 
the urban areas16,18,19 
(locally: approx. +​0.15 
over roofs and +​0.25 over 
pavement19).

Potential areas of 
implementation

Agricultural areas, mostly in 
Europe and Asia (already largely 
implemented in North and South 
America)15,67,68.

Agricultural areas. Agricultural areas. Agricultural 
areas.

Urban areas/densely 
populated areas.

Temporal extent Mostly after harvest (late summer for 
winter crops)15,20. Occasional tillage 
in some locations (for example in the 
United States) but permanent no-till 
conditions in others (for example in 
South America)67.

Extension of growing 
season (early and 
late season), double 
cropping23,73.

Mostly during 
growing season.

Year-round; 
potentially 
permanent.

Year-round; multi-year to 
permanent.

Further climate 
impacts

Less bare-soil evaporation and more 
surface soil moisture retention15,21,69, 
owing to enhanced surface resistance 
of residue cover15 and decreased 
radiation and temperature21. Fuel 
saved through elimination of tillage 
operations70. Reported increase in 
carbon storage, mostly in surface 
layer, but magnitude unclear and 
possibly small net effect on carbon 
balance70–72. Possible effect on N2O 
and CH4 emissions but sign unclear72.

Possible enhanced 
drying and resulting 
warming in the 
intercropping period 
in the case of double 
cropping73.

Possible increase in 
water use efficiency 
for dry-land crops; 
less transpiration.

Largely unknown; 
other impacts 
include: 
suppression of 
evaporation; 
longwave 
radiation 
changes; changes 
in carbon storage.

Cooler interior 
temperatures in summer, 
implying reduced need 
for air conditioning, and 
thus reduced energy use 
(potentially associated 
with less fossil fuel 
consumption).

Non-climatic 
shortcomings

May require more herbicides or extra 
labour for weed control70. Delayed 
planting may occur in wet climates 
owing to slower soil drying70. Risk 
of waterlogging in wet climates69. 
Effects on yield unclear, can be 
negative74.

Higher vulnerability 
of second crop to 
freezing owing to 
later planting in 
the case of double 
cropping75.

Increased reflectivity 
in the range of the 
photosynthetically 
active radiation 
may reduce crop 
productivity48.

Requires 
important 
infrastructures 
with environ-
mental impacts.

No major shortcomings.

Non-climatic 
advantages

Better rainfall infiltration and water 
retention70. Decreased risk of 
erosion69,70. Generally beneficial for 
soil quality but net effect dependent 
on location69. Time saved through 
elimination of tillage operations70. 
Effects on yield unclear, can be 
positive74.

Increased yield in 
the case of double 
cropping73,75.

Crop type change not 
necessary; minimal 
disruption of food 
production. May 
reduce leaf heating 
and increase yields 
for dry-land crops.

Provide more 
controlled 
environment for 
crop growth.

Higher-reflectivity roofs 
cheaper to implement 
and easier to install than 
green roofs76. Reflective 
measures superior to 
enhanced vegetation 
cover for cooling28.

Tested (0, no; +​
, in part; +​+​, to 
large extent; +​+​+​, 
fully evaluated)

+​+​ Already widespread in North and 
South America67,68; not specifically 
investigated with respect to LRMreg 
effects on larger scale, with exception 
of regional-scale study for Europe15.

+​ Existing agricultural 
practices, but not 
specifically assessed 
for their impacts on 
albedo.

+​ Field-scale 
experiments with 
focus on crop yield 
and transpiration.

+​ Continuous 
26,000 ha in 
Almeria, Spain26.

+​+​ White roofs common 
in Mediterranean area. 
Higher-reflectivity 
roofs implemented for 
cooling purposes in some 
cities19,27,28,76. Higher-
reflectivity paving less 
widespread but there is 
on-going research and 
application at  
small scale19.
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responses (despite the presence of smaller non-local effects as well; 
see below). Second, unlike conventionally proposed SRMglob 
schemes, measures leading to modifications of land surface albedo 
are for the most part already tested, and their local side effects on 
the environment can generally be assessed. For instance, substan-
tial changes in land radiative properties can be yielded from simple 
modifications in agricultural practices (such as no-till manage-
ment15,43 or the choice of planted crop varieties17,44,48), and these 
practices can be adapted from year to year42. Similarly, as previously 
discussed, the surface albedo of cities can be modified through 
various measures18,19,27, some of which are already being tested at 
small scales28 (Table 1). By combining these various approaches, 
regional albedo changes ranging between 0.05 and 0.1 would be 
achievable — with even higher increases at the local scale — both 
over cropland and urban areas (see Table 1 and Methods for a sum-
mary). Third, investment in LRMreg could be focused on areas 
associated with the strongest impacts of greenhouse gas forcing on 
human society, that is with collocated implementation and effects42. 
Densely populated and crop-producing regions would presumably 
be of most relevance, and — as highlighted above — are also the 
specific regions where land albedo can most easily be modified. 
Finally, recent model evidence suggests that land albedo changes 
could be more efficient at mitigating extreme hot temperatures than 
at mitigating mean temperatures, owing to interactions with back-
ground climate and feedbacks with soil moisture dynamics15,21,25. 
These results highlight the potential ability of LRMreg to target the 
mitigation of extreme hot (and dry21) events rather than mean tem-

perature. Indeed, changes in extremes, and not changes in the mean 
climate, generally have the largest impacts on human health and 
crop production49–51.

These various points suggest that, overall, LRMreg would 
address several of the concerns voiced on SRMglob (Table 2). 
Another point to be mentioned is that termination effects (the 
impacts of sudden suspension of geoengineering)52–54 would be 
less likely with LRMreg than SRMglob because the implementation 
would not be centralized, and the effects on global albedo would be 
limited (similar to an extremely moderate46 SRMglob scheme, or 
with lower impact). In addition, the ‘moral hazard’7 that the consid-
eration of (hypothetical) climate engineering schemes might lead 
to a hazardous delay in mitigation action is less critical for LRMreg 
than SRMglob, again because of its more regional characteristics 
and more limited global impacts. On the other hand, it should be 
mentioned that in the cases of both LRMreg and SRMglob, non-
radiative effects of enhanced CO2 concentrations, in particular 
ocean acidification1,55, would not be addressed. Hence, although 
LRMreg would not be a panacea and would have concerns of its 
own, in particular with respect to competition with other demands 
for land use56, it might alleviate several of the concerns commonly 
expressed about SRMglob.

LRMreg model experiments
To illustrate and investigate the impacts of modified global-scale 
and continental/regional-scale land surface albedo in the context 
of climate engineering and climate adaptation, we use a climate 

Table 2 | Comparison of LRMreg and SRMglob with respect to common concerns over climate engineering

Concern SRMglob LRMreg

Regional climate 
trade-offs

Substantial regional climate trade-offs8,77,78. Reduction 
of monsoon precipitation79 and major regional 
overshooting in temperature extremes and precipitation 
(Supplementary Fig. 3) if aiming at cancelling global 
temperature response.

Signal mostly regional in scope as long as LRMreg is applied over 
single regions (Figs. 1 and 2). Application not as effective in all 
regions, and possible negative effects (weakening of monsoon) if 
applied in Southeast Asia (Fig. 1).

Environmental side 
effects

Possible ozone depletion from sulfate aerosol 
injections13,80.

In the case of agriculture-based LRMreg, implementation needs 
to be weighed against other demands for land use56 No reported 
side environmental effects of increased reflectivity of buildings or 
pavement19.

Risk for cross-
boundary conflicts

Large, because of creation of ‘winners’ and ‘losers’81 and 
possibility for single country to affect climate in other 
countries.

Limited because of mostly regional impact, provided deployment is 
kept regional in scope (Fig. 1).

Testing Not tested9,82; prior volcanic eruptions proposed as 
analogies4,81.

Approaches (see Table 1) are generally related to existing agricultural 
or urban implementations. Testing of relevant techniques available 
at local to subregional scale (in particular for modified urban 
albedo19,76), but no large-scale testing and assessment with specific 
focus on LRMreg questions. Monitoring on larger scale in the case 
of partial deployment would be possible without major investments 
(existing measurement networks and satellite retrievals).

Reversal Deployment could be stopped quickly, but 
environmental effects could be long-lived (ozone 
depletion). Rapid increase in surface temperature if 
stratospheric sulfate injections were stopped abruptly, 
possibly leading to even larger impacts (‘termination 
effect’)52–54.

Over agricultural areas, crops are renewed every year. Reversal 
possible. No expectation of an abrupt response because of required 
timescales of implementation on the ground.

Continued 
detrimental effects of 
CO2 concentrations 
on environment 
(for example ocean 
acidification1,55)

Not addressed (unabated, or possibly increased83). Not addressed.

Moral hazard7 Exists for arguments in favour of strong deployment to 
reduce global mean temperature.

Less critical because of smaller/negligible global impact.
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model57,58 to investigate the extent to which the climate response to 
enhanced CO2 forcing is offset through increases in land surface 
albedo. We modified albedo over agricultural and densely populated 
regions, either globally or over single large regions (see Methods, 
and Fig. 1, top left panel). We refer to the respective grid points as 
HAA (‘human-affected and -affecting’) regions. We note that pre-
vious studies also investigated global-scale changes in albedo over 
agricultural areas21,25,45, but to our knowledge, no global experi-
ments modifying albedo over isolated large regions have previously 
been performed. This experimental design allows us to distinguish 
the effects of regional- versus global-scale modifications of albedo 
in HAA regions.

We conduct four experiments, in which the albedo is increased 
by 0.1 over the following: all of the HAA grid points (experiment 
ALL0p1), or only the HAA grid points that lie within the conti-
nental United States/Canada (NAM0p1), Europe (EUR0p1) or 
India–China–Southeast Asia (SEA0p1). In addition, responses of 
sensitivity experiments conducted with albedo changes of 0.02, 
0.04, 0.08 and 0.16 over all HAA grid points are documented in the 
Supplementary Information (Supplementary Fig. 2). This provides 
a scaling over various land albedo perturbations, although modi-
fications of land albedo of 0.1 represent a likely upper bound that 
can be achieved over larger land regions (see Methods and Table 
1). The masks corresponding to the regional-scale experiments are 
displayed in Fig. 1 (left column). A summary of the design of our 
experiments is provided in the Methods.

We focus hereafter on the regional impacts of the imposed 
changes on mean temperature (Tmean), annual maximum daytime 

temperature (TXx) and precipitation (Figs. 1 and 2). We note that 
the global-scale temperature response is moderate for the appli-
cation over the whole HAA regions (about 0.7 °C in the context 
of a 3.7 °C warming for the 4 ×​ CO2 scenario) and negligible 
when only applied over single regions (Fig. 2). This latter result 
is to be expected given that the surface albedo modification is 
performed over a limited area and that the overall albedo change 
is small at the planetary scale. However, as previously high-
lighted, the main interest of LRMreg is in the possible implied 
regional effects.

Our experiments reveal contrasting regional responses in the 
simulations and, in particular, a strong variation of the geographi-
cal footprint for the imposed modifications. Although the ALL0p1 
experiment confirms that the response to imposed albedo modifi-
cations leads to a stronger local than non-local response15,17,47, the 
latter is non-negligible, with significant changes in several regions 
without modifications of land albedo (Fig. 1). Overall, the impacts 
are substantial in the ALL0p1 experiment, regionally up to 2 °C for 
Tmean and up to 4 °C for TXx (Fig. 2). The presence of non-local effects 
implies, however, that this scenario would have similar caveats to 
SRMglob approaches (see also impacts on precipitation). In addi-
tion, it would be difficult to modify land surface albedo over such 
a large area.

Regionally confined LRMreg experiments
We now consider the results of the regional-scale experiments 
(NAM0p1, EUR0p1 and SEA0p1). These reveal that limiting 
the land surface albedo forcing to specific regions allows a better  

Domain Tmean TXx Precipitation

ALL0p1

NAM0p1

EUR0p1

SEA0p1

–6 –4 –2 2 4 6–0.5 0.5 –6 –4 –2 2 4 6–0.5 0.5 –1.4 –1 –0.6 0.6 1 1.4–0.2 0.2

Fig. 1 | Impacts of regionally variable modifications of land surface albedo in agricultural and densely populated areas. Left column: Masks used 
to modify land albedo in the experiments ALL0p1, NAM0p1, EUR0p1 and SEA0p1. The considered grid points include densely populated regions and 
agricultural areas (HAA grid points). Second to fourth columns: Simulated effects of LRM on mean temperature Tmean (K), annual maximum temperature 
TXx (K) and annual mean precipitation (mm day−1) with respect to the abrupt 4×​CO2 experiment (difference), within experiments ALL0p1, NAM0p1, 
EUR0p1 and SEA0p1 (computed for the last 10 years of each simulation). See Methods for details. Shaded areas indicate significant changes.

© 2018 Macmillan Publishers Limited, part of Springer Nature. All rights reserved.

Nature Geoscience | VOL 11 | FEBRUARY 2018 | 88–96 | www.nature.com/naturegeoscience92

http://www.nature.com/naturegeoscience


PerspectiveNATuRE GEOsCiEnCE

regional restriction of the resulting temperature signal to the regions 
where the respective measures are applied (Fig. 1), although some 
non-local effects are seen, particularly in the SEA0p1 experiment. 
The total temperature impact is smaller than in the ALL0p1 experi-
ment, but is still of the order of 1 °C for Tmean, and 2–3 °C for TXx in 
the regions with modified land surface albedo (Fig. 2). This would 
correspond to a large fraction of the additional warming projected 
for extremes in many land regions compared with changes in global 
mean temperature2. In the case of the abrupt 4 ×​ CO2 scenario, we 
note that the imposed albedo modification is counteracting about 
20–40% of the climate response in temperature extremes (Fig. 2), 
an effect that would be larger for lower CO2 concentrations (for 
example as projected for lower levels of global temperature warm-
ing such as 1.5 or 2 °C). For precipitation, the effects are negligible 
for NAM0p1 and EUR0p1, but there is a substantial reduction in 
Southeast Asia in the SEA simulation (leading to slight overshoot: 
see Supplementary Fig. 3). The identified overshoot for precipita-
tion in the SEA region is likely to be due to effects on monsoon 
dynamics, which suggests that LRMreg measures would be more 
suitable in Europe and North America than in monsoon-prone 
tropical regions. Nonetheless, the overall effects on precipitation 
and respective overshoot in the SEA experiment are still of much 
smaller magnitude than those of a typical SRMglob experiment 
(Supplementary Fig. 3).

The robustness of the results is supported by the fact that previ-
ous experiments with other (regional and global) climate models 
did indeed show a stronger response of temperature extremes than 
temperature means to imposed albedo changes15,21,25. This can be 
physically explained through two mechanisms: first, the albedo 
modifications are more efficient at cooling in hot and clear days, 
in which the incoming shortwave radiation is higher15, and sec-
ond, in some regions the cooler temperatures and reduced radia-
tion lead to less evapotranspiration and thus less soil moisture 
decrease21, which is known to mitigate heatwaves in transitional 
climate regimes59,60. As further supporting evidence, the qualita-
tive response of the applied model to large-scale and regional-scale 
albedo changes is broadly consistent with that of another well-
established global climate model (see Supplementary Fig. 1). A new 
feature of our experiments is the investigation of imposed surface 
albedo changes in single regions. As highlighted in the Methods, 
the experiments remain highly idealized, but they illustrate the 
potential relevance of changes in regional land albedo for climate 
adaptation and mitigation. Comprehensive follow-up experiments 
using a multi-model set-up would be useful to fully evaluate the 
impacts of approaches that could be targeted to increase land sur-
face albedo. A first step towards such experiments has been pro-
posed61, and the final set-up of that experiment will build upon the 
results of the current study.
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Fig. 2 | Analysed effects by regions for Tmean and TXx. a,c, Changes in temperature mean (a) and annual maximum temperature (TXx) (c) in the 
experiments abrupt 4×​CO2 (4 ×​ CO2), ALL0p1, NAM0p1, EUR0p1 and SEA0p1 compared with the pre-industrial control (piControl experiment), averaged 
over the whole globe (GLOB), over the global land (LAND), all HAA grid points (ALL HAA), and the NAM, EUR and SEA regions (see Fig. 1 for definitions 
of the ALL HAA, NAM, EUR and SEA domains). b,d, Reversal ratio (RevRexp(X)PI,4×CO2, see Methods) for experiments ALL0p1, NAM0p1, EUR0p1 and 
SEA0p1 experiments expressed as the ratio of the change between the experiments and the abrupt 4×​CO2 experiment and the difference between the 
abrupt 4×​CO2 and PiControl experiments for Tmean (b) and TXx (d); note that this ratio would be much higher for lower emissions scenarios, for example, 
RCP2.6 versus PiC.
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LRMreg as part of the solution
At best, any climate-engineering scheme can only be one part of a 
possible climate solution, given the implementation challenges. In 
this context, if solar radiation management is indeed to be consid-
ered in mitigation and adaptation scenarios, priority should proba-
bly be given to pragmatic low-regrets measures that: (1) have limited 
negative side effects; (2) are tested and founded in observations; (3) 
are reversible; (4) have some degree of regional optimization; and 
(5) have the lowest risks of generating cross-boundary conflicts. 
Within the range of possible climate-engineering schemes, LRMreg, 
via land albedo modification, has received little attention so far, 
although it has the potential to fulfil several of these criteria (see 
comparison with SRMglob in Table 2). These considerations imply 
that LRMreg may have a higher public acceptability than SRMglob, 
which could make implementation more feasible. But this question 
has not been evaluated, and an assessment of the public acceptability 
of implementations of LRMreg versus SRMglob and classical miti-
gation measures would be desirable. Although LRMreg would not 
be suitable for modifications of global temperature, our review and 
results suggest that regional increases in surface albedo of ~0.05–0.1 
are worth examining in order to counteract the impacts of global 
mean warming on key vulnerable regions, including major cities 
and agricultural areas. We emphasize that this examination needs to 
be conducted with specific consideration of the associated attenu-
ation of hot extremes, for which LRMreg seems to be particularly 
effective. We also note that LRMreg should be assessed in the wider 
context of the optimization of ecosystem services, considering the 
existing competing demands for land use56.

From this angle, cooling resulting from brighter surfaces could 
be one ecosystem service to weigh along with, for example, food 
production, biodiversity, CO2 uptake and recreational uses. Because 
of the need to balance these various demands, in particular that of 
food security, increased albedo in crop areas may not be the sole 
priority, but instead could be integrated as a co-benefit of other 
agricultural practices (such as conservation agriculture15). We also 
note that there could be co-benefits of LRMreg with CO2 mitigation 
measures, for instance from enhanced carbon storage and reduced 
fuel use associated with no-till farming, or the reduced need for air 
conditioning in cities (Table 1). Taking into account these various 
aspects, the vulnerability of cities and crops to extreme tempera-
tures implies that even if LRMreg only partially counteracts changes 
in these extremes, its effects could be valuable given the thresholds 
on human health62,63, labour productivity64, infrastructure65 and 
crop yields51 associated with extreme temperatures and heat waves. 
In the case of cities, we note that the benefits could be particularly 
high given the increasing urbanization trends.

In summary, we have shown that various approaches to 
increase the surface albedo over agricultural and densely popu-
lated regions could reduce temperature on local to regional scales. 
Simulations indicate that LRMreg could potentially counteract the 
warming of hot extremes by up to 2–3 °C over densely populated 
and crop-producing regions. These values are an upper bound, 
as in reality the changes in albedo are unlikely to be applied over 
the whole cultivated or inhabited area, even at the regional scale; 
in addition, albedo modifications in cropland would be limited 
in time (with, for example, strongest effects after harvest for no-
till farming). But these results show that the net effect, even for 
lower-level albedo modifications, is non-negligible and worth 
considering. With the exception of changes in India–China–
Southeast Asia where the simulations show a decrease in pre-
cipitation compared with pre-industrial conditions, our results 
suggest that the impacts of LRMreg would generally not lead to 
detrimental climate effects or overshooting (although some non-
local effect could remain for higher levels of albedo forcing). This 
stands in contrast to the impacts of more commonly examined 
SRMglob schemes.

As for other climate engineering schemes, several issues would 
need to be weighed before considering LRMreg in decision-making 
(Table 2), most importantly the competition with other ecosys-
tem services and, in particular, food security in the case of albedo 
changes in agricultural regions (but not in urban areas). Despite 
these limitations, it may be suitable for some level of regional opti-
mization, and directly offset some climate change impacts in the 
applied areas (such as potentially increasing crop resistance dur-
ing heatwaves). This approach should thus be more thoroughly 
considered in future adaptation and mitigation scenarios, particu-
larly in the context of the reduction of changes in hot temperature 
extremes. Potentially, the resulting differences could help to keep 
some regional impacts closer to those associated with a global 
warming of 1.5 °C even under a global warming nearer to 2 °C, or 
partly counteract the impacts of CO2 concentrations overshooting 
on the way towards temperature stabilization.

Methods
Methods, including statements of data availability and any associ-
ated accession codes and references, are available in the https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41561-017-0057-5.

Received: 5 June 2017; Accepted: 18 December 2017;  
Published online: 29 January 2018

References
	1.	 IPCC Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis  

(eds Stocker, T. F. et al.) (Cambridge University Press, 2013).
	2.	 Seneviratne, S. I., Donat, M. G., Pitman, A. J., Knutti, R. & Wilby, R. L. 

Allowable CO2 emissions based on regional and impact-related climate 
targets. Nature 529, 477–4832 (2016).

	3.	 Adoption of the Paris Agreement FCCC/CP/2015/L.9/Rev. 1 (UNFCCC, 2015); 
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/cop21/eng/l09r01.pdf

	4.	 Crutzen, P. J. Albedo enhancement by stratospheric sulfur injections: a 
contribution to resolve a policy dilemma? Clim. Chang. 77, 211–219 (2006).

	5.	 Kravitz, B. et al. The Geoengineering Model Intercomparison Project 
(GeoMIP). Atmos. Sci. Lett. 12, 162–167 (2011).

	6.	 MacMartin, D. G., Caldeira, K. & Keith, D. W. Solar geoengineering to limit 
the rate of temperature change.Philos. Trans. A 372, 0134 (2014).

	7.	 Geoengineering the Climate: Science, Governance and Uncertainty (The Royal 
Society, 2009); https://royalsociety.org/policy/publications/2009/
geoengineering-climate/

	8.	 Ricke, K. L., Morgan, M. G. & Allen, M. R. Regional climate response to solar 
radiation management. Nat. Geosci. 3, 537–541 (2010).

	9.	 Schäfer, S. et al. Field tests of solar climate engineering. Nat. Clim. Chang. 3, 
766 (2013).

	10.	Barrett, S. et al. Climate engineering reconsidered. Nat. Clim. Chang. 4, 
527–529 (2014).

	11.	Sillmann, J. et al. Climate emergencies do not justify geoengineering the 
climate. Nat. Clim. Chang. 5, 290–292 (2015).

	12.	IPCC Expert Meeting on Geoengineering (eds Edenhofer, O. et al.)  
(IPCC, 2012).

	13.	Robock, A., Marquardt, A., Kravitz, B. & Stenchikov, G. Benefits, risks, and 
costs of stratospheric geoengineering. Geophys. Res. Lett. 36, L19703 (2009).

	14.	Ban-Weiss, G. A. & Caldeira, K. Geoengineering as an optimization problem. 
Environ. Res. Lett. 5, 034009 (2010).

	15.	Davin, E. L., Seneviratne, S. I., Ciais, P., Olioso, A. & Wang, T. Preferential 
cooling of hot extremes from cropland albedo management. Proc. Natl. Acad. 
Sci. USA 111, 9757–9761 (2014).

	16.	Hamwey, R. Active amplification of the terrestrial albedo to mitigate climate 
change: an exploratory study. Mitig. Adapt. Strategies Glob. Change 12, 
419–439 (2007).

	17.	Singarayer, J. S. & Davies-Barnard, T. Regional climate change mitigation with 
crops: context and assessment. Philos. Trans. A 370, 4301–4316 (2012).

	18.	Irvine, P. J., Ridgwell, A. & Lunt, D. J. Climatic effects of surface albedo 
geoengineering. J. Geophys. Res. 116, D24112 (2011).

	19.	Akbari, H., Menon, S. & Rosenfeld, A. Global cooling: increasing world-wide 
urban albedos to offset CO2. Clim. Change 94, 275–286 (2009).

	20.	Andales, A. A., Batchelor, W. D., Anderson, C. E., Farnham, D. E. & 
Whigham, D. K. Incorporating tillage effects into a soybean model. Agric. 
Syst. 66, 69–98 (2000).

	21.	Wilhelm, M., Davin, E. L. & Seneviratne, S. I. Climate engineering of 
vegetated land for hot extremes mitigation: an ESM sensitivity study.  
J. Geophys. Res. 120, 2612–2623 (2015).

© 2018 Macmillan Publishers Limited, part of Springer Nature. All rights reserved.

Nature Geoscience | VOL 11 | FEBRUARY 2018 | 88–96 | www.nature.com/naturegeoscience94

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-017-0057-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-017-0057-5
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/cop21/eng/l09r01.pdf
https://royalsociety.org/policy/publications/2009/geoengineering-climate/
https://royalsociety.org/policy/publications/2009/geoengineering-climate/
http://www.nature.com/naturegeoscience


PerspectiveNATuRE GEOsCiEnCE

	22.	Sacks, W. J., Deryng, D., Foley, J. A. & Ramankutty, N. A. Crop planting 
dates: an analysis of global patterns. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 19, 607–620 (2010).

	23.	Cook, R. J. Toward cropping system that enhance productivity and 
sustainability. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 103, 18389–18394 (2006).

	24.	Breuer, L., Eckhardt, K. & Frede, H.-G. Plant parameter values for models in 
temperate climates. Ecol. Model. 169, 237–293 (2003).

	25.	Hirsch A. L., Wilhelm, M., Davin, E. D., Thiery, W. & Seneviratne, S. I. Can 
climate-effective land management reduce regional warming? J. Geophys. Res. 
D026125 (2017).

	26.	Campra, P., Garcia, M., Canton, Y. & Palacios-Orueta, A. Surface temperature 
cooling trends and negative radiative forcing due to land use change toward 
greenhouse farming in southeastern Spain. J. Geophys. Res. 113,  
D18109 (2008).

	27.	Gaffin, S. R. et al. Bright is the new black—multi-year performance of 
high-albedo roofs in a urban climate. Environ. Res. Lett. 7, 014029 (2012).

	28.	Mackey, C. W., Lee, X. & Smith, R. B. Remotely sensing the cooling effects of 
city scale efforts to reduce urban heat island. Build. Environ. 49,  
348–358 (2012).

	29.	World Urbanization Prospects: The 2014 Revision ST/ESA/SER.A/366 (UN 
Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2015); https://esa.un.org/unpd/
wup/Publications/Files/WUP2014-Report.pdf

	30.	Matthews, T.K.R, Wilby, R. L. & Murphy, C. Communicating the deadly 
consequences of global warming for human heat stress. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. 
USA 114, 3861–3866 (2017).

	31.	Oleson, K. W., Bonan, G. B. & Feddema, J. Effects of white roofs on urban 
temperature in a global climate model. Geophys. Res. Lett. 37, L03701 (2010).

	32.	Mueller, N. D. et al. Global relationships between cropland intensification and 
summer temperature extremes over the last 50 years. J. Clim. 30,  
7505–7528 (2017).

	33.	Thiery, W. et al. Present-day irrigation mitigates heat extremes. J. Geophys. 
Res. Atmos. 122, 1403–1422 (2017).

	34.	Lawrence, D. M. et al. The Land Use Model Intercomparison Project 
(LUMIP) contribution to CMIP6: rationale and experimental design. Geosci. 
Model. Dev. 9, 2973–2998 (2016).

	35.	Sagan, C., Toon, O. B. & Pollack, J. B. Anthropogenic albedo changes and the 
Earth’s climate. Science 206, 1363–1368 (1979).

	36.	Boisier, J.-P. et al. Attributing the impacts of land-cover changes in temperate 
regions on surface temperature and heat fluxes to specific causes: Results 
from the first LUCID set of simulations. J. Geophys. Res. 117, D12116 (2012).

	37.	Pielke, R. A. Sr et al. Land use/land cover changes and climate: modeling 
analysis and observational evidence. WIREs Clim. Chang. 2, 828–850 (2011).

	38.	Brovkin, V. et al. Effect of anthropogenic land-use and land-cover changes on 
climate and carbon storage in CMIP5 projections for the twenty-first century. 
J. Clim. 26, 6859–6881 (2013).

	39.	Davin, E. L. & de Noblet-Ducoudré, N. Climatic impact of global-scale 
deforestation: radiative versus non-radiative processes. J. Clim. 23,  
97–112 (2010).

	40.	Kravitz, B. et al. An overview of the Geoengineering Model Intercomparison 
Project (GeoMIP). J. Geophys. Res. Atmos. 118, 8320–8332 (2013).

	41.	Lenton, T. M. & Vaughan, N. E. The radiative forcing potential of different 
climate geoengineering options. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 9, 5539–5561 (2009).

	42.	Singarayer, J. S., Ridgwell, A. & Irvine, P. Assessing the benefits of crop 
albedo bio-geoengineering. Environ. Res. Lett. 4, 045110 (2009).

	43.	Lobell, D., Bala, G. & Duffy, P. Biogeophysical impacts of cropland 
management changes on climate. Geophys. Res. Lett. 33, L06708 (2006).

	44.	Ridgwell, A., Singarayer, J. S., Hetherington, A. M. & Valdes, P. J. Tackling 
regional climate change by leaf albedo bio-geoengineering. Curr. Biol. 19, 
146–150 (2009).

	45.	Crook, J. A., Jackson, L. S., Osprey, S. M. & Forster, P. M. A comparison of 
temperature and precipitation responses to different Earth radiation 
management geoengineering schemes. J. Geophys. Res. Atmos. 120,  
9352–9373 (2015).

	46.	Keith, D. W. & MacMartin, D. G. A temporary, moderate and responsive 
scenario for solar geoengineering. Nat. Clim. Chang. 5, 201–206 (2015).

	47.	Pitman, A. J. et al. Uncertainties in climate responses to past land cover 
change: first results from the LUCID intercomparison study. Geophys. Res. 
Lett. 36, L14814 (2009).

	48.	Morton, O. Crops that cool. Nature (15 January 2009); https://doi.
org/10.1038/news.2009.33

	49.	Smith, K. R. et al. in Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Adaptation, and 
Vulnerability (eds Field, C. B. et al.) 709–754 (IPCC, Cambridge Univ.  
Press, 2014).

	50.	Lobell, D. B. et al. The critical role of extreme heat for maize production in 
the United States. Nat. Clim. Chang. 3, 497–501 (2013).

	51.	Lobell, D. B. et al. Greater sensitivity to drought accompanies maize yield 
increase in the U.S. Midwest. Science 344, 516–519 (2014).

	52.	Jones, A. et al. The impact of abrupt suspension of solar radiation 
management (termination effect) in experiment G2 of the Geoengineering 

Model Intercomparison Project (GeoMIP). J. Geophys. Res. Atmos. 118, 
9743–9752 (2013).

	53.	Caldeira, K. & Myhrvold, N. P. Projections of the pace of warming following 
an abrupt increase in atmospheric carbon dioxide concentrations. Environ. 
Res. Lett. 8, 034039 (2013).

	54.	Trisos, C. H., Amatulli, G., Gurevitch, J., Robock, A. & Zambri, B. Potentially 
dangerous consequences for biodiversity of solar geoengineering 
implementation and termination. Nat. Ecol. Evol. (in press).

	55.	Field, C. et al. Technical Summary. Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Adaptation 
and Vulnerability (eds Field, C. et al.) 35–94 (IPCC, Cambridge University 
Press, 2014).

	56.	Foley, J. A. et al. Solutions for a cultivated planet. Nature 478,  
337–342 (2011).

	57.	Phipps, S. J. et al. The CSIRO Mk3L climate system model version 1.0. Part 1: 
Description and evaluation. Geosci. Model. Dev. 4, 483–509 (2011).

	58.	Phipps, S. J. et al. The CSIRO Mk3L climate system model version 1.0. Part 2: 
Response to external forcings. Geosci. Model. Dev. 5, 649–682 (2012).

	59.	Seneviratne, S. I. et al. Investigating soil moisture–climate interactions in a 
changing climate: a review. Earth Sci. Rev. 99, 125–161 (2010).

	60.	Vogel, M. M. et al. Regional amplification of projected changes in extreme 
temperatures strongly controlled by soil moisture–temperature feedbacks. 
Geophys. Res. Lett. 44, 1511–1519 (2017).

	61.	Kravitz, B. et al. The Geoengineering Model Intercomparison Project Phase 6 
(GeoMIP6): simulation design and preliminary results. Geosci. Model. Dev. 8, 
3379–3392 (2015).

	62.	Anderson, G. B. & Bell, M. L. Heat waves in the United States: mortality risk 
during heat waves and effect modification by heat wave characteristics in 43 
U.S. communities. Environ. Health Persp. 119, 210–218 (2011).

	63.	Sherwood, S. C. & Huber, M. An adaptability limit to climate change due to 
heat stress. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 107, 9552–9555 (2010).

	64.	Zander, K. K., Botzen, W. J. W., Oppermann, E., Kjellstrom, T. & Garnett, S. 
T. Heat stress causes substantial labour productivity loss in Australia. Nat. 
Clim. Chang. 5, 647–651 (2015).

	65.	Impacts and Adaptation Response of Infrastructure and Communities to 
Heatwaves: The Southern Australian Experience of 2009 (National Climate 
Change Adaption Research Facility, Queensland Univ. Technology, 2010).

	66.	Doughty, C. E., Field, C. B. & McMillan, A. M. S. Can crop albedo be 
increased through the modification of leaf trichomes and could this cool 
regional climate? Clim. Chang. 104, 379–387 (2011).

	67.	Derpsch, R., Friedrich, T., Kassam, A. & Hongwen, L. Current status of 
adoption of no-till farming in the world and some of its main benefits. Int. J. 
Agric. Biol. Eng. 3, 1–25 (2010).

	68.	Friedrich, T., Derpsch, R. & Kassam, A. Overview of the global spread of 
conservation agriculture. Field Actions Sci. Rep. http://factsreports.revues.
org/1941 (2012).

	69.	Turmel, M.-S., Speratti, A., Baudron, F., Verhulst, N. & Govaerts, B. G. Crop 
residue management and soil health: a systems analysis. Agric. Syst. 134,  
6–16 (2015).

	70.	Powlson, D. S. et al. Limited potential of no-till agriculture for climate change 
mitigation. Nat. Clim. Chang. 4, 678–683 (2014).

	71.	Neufeldt, H., Kissinger, G. & Alcamo, J. No-till agriculture and climate 
change mitigation. Nat. Clim. Chang. 5, 488–489 (2015).

	72.	Abdalla, M. et al. Conservation tillage systems: a review of its consequences 
for greenhouse gas emissions. Soil. Use Manag. 29, 199–209 (2013).

	73.	Jeong, S. J. et al. Effects of double cropping on summer climate of the North 
China Plain and neighbouring regions. Nat. Clim. Chang. 4, 615–619 (2014).

	74.	Pittelkow, C. M. et al. Productivity limits and potential of the principles of 
conservation agriculture. Nature 517, 365–368 (2015).

	75.	Seifert, C. A. & Lobell, D. B. Response of double cropping suitability to 
climate change in the United States. Environ. Res. Lett. 10, 024002 (2015).

	76.	Li, D., Bou-Zeid, E. & Oppenheimer, M. The effectiveness of cool and green 
roofs as urban heat island mitigation strategies. Environ. Res. Lett. 9,  
1–16 (2014).

	77.	Robock, A., Oman, L. & G. L. Stenchikov, G. Regional climate responses to 
geoengineering with tropical and Arctic SO2 injections. J. Geophys. Res. 113, 
D16101 (2008).

	78.	MacMartin, D. G., Keith, D. W., Kravitz, B. & Caldeira, K. Management of 
trade-offs in geoengineering through optimal choice of non-uniform radiative 
forcing. Nat. Clim. Chang. 3, 365–368 (2012).

	79.	Tilmes, S. et al. The hydrologic impact of geoengineering in the 
Geoengineering Model Intercomparison Project (GeoMIP). J. Geophys. Res. 
Atmos. https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrd.50868 (2013).

	80.	Boyd, P. W. Ranking geoengineering schemes. Nat. Clim. Chang. 1,  
722–724 (2008).

	81.	Hegerl, G. C. & Solomon, S. Risks of climate engineering. Science 325,  
955 (2009).

	82.	Parson, E. A. & Keith, D. W. End the deadlock on governance of 
geoengineering research. Science 339, 1278–1279 (2013).

© 2018 Macmillan Publishers Limited, part of Springer Nature. All rights reserved.

Nature Geoscience | VOL 11 | FEBRUARY 2018 | 88–96 | www.nature.com/naturegeoscience 95

https://esa.un.org/unpd/wup/Publications/Files/WUP2014-Report.pdf
https://esa.un.org/unpd/wup/Publications/Files/WUP2014-Report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/news.2009.33
https://doi.org/10.1038/news.2009.33
http://factsreports.revues.org/1941
http://factsreports.revues.org/1941
https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrd.50868
http://www.nature.com/naturegeoscience


Perspective NATuRE GEOsCiEnCE

	83.	Tjiputra, J. F., Grini, A. & Lee, H. Impact of idealized future stratospheric 
aerosol injection on the large-scale ocean and land carbon cycles. J. Geophys. 
Res. Biogeosci. 121, 2–27 (2016).

	84.	Curry, C. L. et al. A multimodel examination of climate extremes in  
an idealized geoengineering experiment. J. Geophys. Res. 119,  
3900–3923 (2014).

	85.	Rogelj, J., McCollum, D. L., O’Neill, B. C. & Riahi, K. 2020 emissions levels 
required to limit warming to below 2 °C. Nat. Clim. Chang. 3,  
405–412 (2013).

	86.	IPCC Summary for policymakers in Climate Change 2014: Impacts, 
Adaptation, and Vulnerability (eds Field, C. B. et al.) 1–32 (IPCC, Cambridge 
University Press, 2014).

	87.	Lehner, F. & Stocker, T. F. From local perception to global perspective. Nat. 
Clim. Chang. 5, 731–735 (2015).

	88.	Schleussner, C. F. et al. Science and policy characteristics of the Paris 
Agreement temperature goal. Nat. Clim. Chang. 6, 827–835 (2016).

	89.	IPCC Managing the Risks of Extreme Events and Disasters to Advance Climate 
Change Adaptation (eds Field, C. B. et al.) (IPCC, Cambridge University 
Press, 2012).

	90.	Reichstein, M. et al. Climate extremes and the carbon cycle. Nature 500, 
287–295 (2013).

	91.	Haywood, J. M., Jones, A., Bellouin, N. & Stephenson, D. Asymmetric forcing 
from stratospheric aerosols impacts Sahelian rainfall. Nat. Clim. Chang. 3, 
660–665 (2013).

	92.	Edenhofer, O. et al. Technical Summary. In Climate Change 2014: Mitigation 
of Climate Change (eds Edenhofer, O. et al.) 33–107 (IPCC, Cambridge Univ. 
Press, 2014).

Acknowledgements
The study was initiated during a sabbatical by S.I.S at the ARC Centre of Excellence for 
Climate System Science and developed in the context of the European Research Council 
(ERC) ‘DROUGHT-HEAT’ project funded by the European Community’s Seventh 
Framework Programme (grant agreement FP7-IDEAS-ERC-617518). S.J.P. acknowledges 
support from the Australian Research Council’s Special Research Initiative for the Antarctic 
Gateway Partnership (Project ID SR140300001). We acknowledge comments from P. Irvine.

Author contributions
S.I.S. designed the study together with S.J.P. and A.J.P. S.J.P. performed the climate model 
experiments with inputs from S.I.S. A.L.H. conducted complementary simulations. S.J.P., 
M.G.D., S.I.S. and M.H. performed the analyses. S.I.S., E.D. and M.W. compiled Table 1. S.I.S 
and A.J.P. wrote the first version of the manuscript. All authors commented on the manuscript.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing financial interests.

Additional information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-
017-0057-5.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to S.I.S.

Publisher’s note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations.

© 2018 Macmillan Publishers Limited, part of Springer Nature. All rights reserved.

Nature Geoscience | VOL 11 | FEBRUARY 2018 | 88–96 | www.nature.com/naturegeoscience96

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-017-0057-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-017-0057-5
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://www.nature.com/naturegeoscience


PerspectiveNATuRE GEOsCiEnCE

Methods
Model simulations and analyses. The model simulations analysed in Figs. 1 
and 2 are performed with the CSIRO Mk3L model57,58. CSIRO Mk3L is a fully 
coupled general circulation model, incorporating components which describe the 
atmosphere, land surface, sea ice and ocean. The horizontal resolution is 5.6° ×​ 
3.2° in the atmosphere and 2.8° ×​ 1.6° in the ocean, with 18 and 21 vertical levels, 
respectively. We note that although CSIRO Mk3L has a coarse resolution, it was 
not found to be an outlier among the models participating in the Geoengineering 
Model Intercomparison Project (GeoMIP) experiments. In addition, its sensitivity 
to large-scale perturbations in crop albedo (ALL0p1 experiment) is qualitatively 
consistent with that identified with more complex and/or higher-resolution global 
climate models18,21,25. Furthermore, experiments with the Community Earth System 
Model using a comparable (but not identical) set-up to that presented here (that is, 
including regional changes in land albedo but for transient climate projections) do 
indeed reveal an overall consistent response compared to that of the Mk3L model, 
both in terms of the response of temperature extremes versus means, and the more 
regional response of the NAM0p1 and EUR0p1 experiments (but not SEA0p1, as 
for Mk3L) compared with the ALL0p1 experiment (see Supplementary Fig. 1).

The Mk3L simulations use as reference the CMIP5 abrupt 4×​CO2 experiment93, 
which consists of an instantaneous quadrupling of the atmospheric CO2 
concentration relative to the piControl experiment. The conducted LRMreg 
simulations resemble the GeoMIP experiment G1 (ref. 40), except that climate 
engineering is applied regionally through changes in land surface properties, 
rather than being applied globally through a reduction in solar irradiance, and that 
the total forcing is not chosen to restore the pre-industrial value but is limited to 
achievable changes in albedo in the considered regions (see also hereafter).

With the exception of the piControl simulations, all of the experiments are 
run as three-member ensembles. Each ensemble member is initialized from a 
different year of the piControl experiment but is otherwise identical. The analyses 
of mean differences use average values for the last 10 years of the three members of 
each respective ensemble experiments in case of the LRMreg, abrupt 4×​CO2 and 
G1 experiments, and for a representative 1,000-year time slice in the case of the 
piControl experiment. In Fig. 1, significant differences at the grid scale are based 
on a t-test. Using a Wilcoxon rank sum test or adjustment of the p-values due to 
multiple testing was not found to lead to substantially different results (not shown). 
Differences are declared significant at the grid-cell scale if the p-value is below the 
critical value (p <​ 0.05).

We note some limitations of the experiments. First, large-scale and long-term 
land surface albedo modifications of 0.1, as applied in the conducted climate 
simulations, represent an upper bound (Table 1). In particular, the albedo changes 
are applied in the simulations over the whole year and in the whole grid cells, 
whereas changes in albedo in agricultural regions would — if implemented — 
probably be limited in time21 and in a fraction of the crop area and surrounding 
land. Another limitation is that we consider here only effects of changes in surface 
albedo, whereas most of the approaches leading to changes in albedo would also 
affect other surface properties and resulting climate (for example soil evaporation 
for no-till farming, plant transpiration and CO2 uptake when changing crop 
varieties; see Table 1 for an overview). The albedo effects on temperature are due 
to the decreased net radiation at the surface, but can also include interactions with 
other variables, for example cooler temperatures leading to less evapotranspiration 
and affecting soil moisture–temperature feedbacks21; hence these further 
modifications could also affect the response to the albedo changes.

Finally, we note that large changes in albedo in desert areas, which have 
received more attention in the literature, could lead to much stronger global 
cooling than the achievable albedo changes in agricultural and inhabited areas 
(Table 1). However, they would have substantial detrimental effects on the 
hydrological cycle18,45 and are thus not considered here.

Maps of population density and agricultural areas. We combine maps of 
population density and agricultural areas to determine the mask for the HAA 
regions. The population density map is based on 1° data for 2000 (adjusted to 
match UN totals) provided by the Socioeconomic Data and Application Center94. 
Here we consider highly populated regions to be regions in which the population 
density is larger than 30 km–2 for the HAA mask. The cropland map is derived 
from a standard dataset95 for present-day conditions (using data for the year 1992). 
Grid cells where the cropland area is equal to 10% or larger are considered within 
the HAA mask. Both datasets (population density, cropland areas) were remapped 
onto the horizontal grid of the CSIRO Mk3L atmosphere model, prior to deriving 
the masks.

Quantifying signal reversal and overshooting from climate engineering. 
Figure 2 and Supplementary Fig. 3 analyse the reversal ratio (RevRexp(X)PI,4×CO2) 
of the LRMreg experiments ALL0p1, NAM0p1, EUR0p1, SEA0p1 (Fig. 2 
and Supplementary Fig. 3), and of the SRMglob GEOMIP G1 simulation40 
(Supplementary Fig. 3), as the ratio of the difference between the respective 
experiments and the abrupt 4×​CO2 experiment divided by the difference between 
piControl and abrupt 4×​CO2 (using average statistics for the last 10 years of each 
experiment), where ‘exp’ and ‘X’ stand for the considered experiment and variable:

=
−

−×
×

×
X

X X
X X

RevR ( ) (1)exp PI,4 CO2
exp abrupt 4 CO2

piControl abrupt 4 CO2

As can be seen from equation (1), the value of RevRexp(X)PI,4×CO2 at each location 
indicates the ratio of the abrupt 4×​CO2 response that can be counteracted with a 
given climate engineering scheme. Negative values indicate changes that lead to a 
further departure from the piControl climate. Values of RevRexp(X)PI,4×CO2 that are 
larger than 1 indicate regional overshoot, that is, an excessive response leading to a 
change beyond the reference piControl climate (for example excessive cooling, in 
the case of temperature). The reversal ratio is expected to change depending on the 
level of forcing25. The net effect would be much larger in percentage terms for low-
emissions scenarios compared with responses under 4 ×​ CO2 concentrations.
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