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Improved estimates of carbon dioxide emissions
from drained peatlands support a reduction in
emission factor
Hongxing He 1✉ & Nigel T. Roulet 1

Under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, Annex 1 countries

must report annual carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from peatlands drained for extraction.

However, the Tier 1 emission factor (EF) provided in the IPCC 2014 Wetland Supplement is

based mainly on warm season data from a limited number of sites. Here we evaluate the

current IPCC EF and revise it with newly published data. The updated EF is 2.46 ± 0.25 t C

ha−1 yr−1, a 12% reduction and a threefold decrease in the confidence interval compared to

the current IPCC (2014) EF. We generate a Tier 3 EF, 1.4 ± 0.25 t C ha−1 yr−1 for a typical

extraction site in eastern Canada using numerical CoupModel that explicitly considers sea-

sonality and interannual climatic variability, and suggest how to account for seasonality for

the previously published EFs. This reduction has implications for comparing alternatives to

peat-based growing substrates, the assessment of offsets, and possible punitive carbon taxes

or cap-and-trade schemes.
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Worldwide, ~14 million metric tons of peat is used for
horticulture annually1–3 and there is currently a
debate about alternative growing media to replace

peat, mainly due to the nonrenewable nature of peat and the large
greenhouse gas emissions during extractions1,4. Approximately
12% of the global peatland area (381–463M ha) has been
degraded due to drainage and land-use change, including for peat
extraction5–10. Owing to the increased microbial oxidation of
stored carbon (C) and elimination of vegetation, peatlands
managed for extraction emit carbon dioxide (CO2) for decades to
centuries if not restored11–14. However, quantification of these
CO2 emissions is still uncertain7,15. While estimates of global peat
extraction areas are converging (1 to 2M ha)7,15, the emission
factors (EFs, t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1) used to estimate the total
emissions from the field (excludes the decomposition of extracted
peat and particulate emission during the extraction) differ sub-
stantially. Currently, the EFs used in the national reporting
required for Annex 1 countries of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), vary from 0 to 3800
t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 with an average between 5 to 8.2 t CO2-C
ha−1 yr−1 (change over reported years, see Methods), which
differs significantly from the 2.8 (95%CI, 1.1-4.2) t CO2-C ha−1

yr−1 from the most recent IPCC EF13.
Measured data represent the main resource for estimating the

EFs and these data have been assembled to form the basis of the
IPCC Tier 1 (default) methodology for emission reporting16. As
more data become available, the IPCC EF for peat extraction has
been updated. In the initial 1996 IPCC guideline for national
greenhouse gas emission reporting, two EFs based on peatland
nutrient status were suggested: nutrient-poor organic soil with an
EF of 0.2 (0–0.63) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (IPCC EF database ID
513525) and nutrient-rich organic soil with an EF of 1.1
(0.03–2.9) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (IPCC EF database ID 513526)17.
Only four studies, all from Finland or Sweden, were used to
generate these EFs, and all sites were assumed a relatively shallow
water table and not necessarily under peat extraction. In the 2006
guidelines, no update of the CO2 EF for peat extraction was made
(see Table 7.4 Chapter 7)16. Updates for peatland managed for
peat extraction were made in the 2013 supplement to the 2006
IPCC guidelines (see Chapter 2). In this Supplement, the updated
Tier 1 EF for the boreal and temperate zones, 2.8 (1.1–4.2) t CO2-
C ha−1 yr−1, is much higher compared to the previous EFs, and is
based on 10 study sites from Finland, Sweden and Canada, but is
not further disaggregated by climate/vegetation region, nutrient
level or drainage/management conditions13. Wilson, et al. 11 have
critically reviewed the IPCC 2014 Tier 1 EF and compiled new
data from Ireland and the UK. They proposed a Tier 2 Ireland-
UK EF for peat extractions that is 40% lower than the IPCC
(2014) Tier 1 EF. No updates were made in the most recent 2019
refinement to the 2006 IPCC guidelines (see Chapter 7)18 despite
many extra data having been published. He, et al.19 used a
process-based simulation model, CoupModel, to estimate the
CO2 emissions due to drainage and climate for an ongoing peat
extraction site in eastern Canada. The model reproduces the
measured emission data well and thus can be used to address
IPCC Tier 3 EF (i.e. process-based modeling). All Tiers are
intended to provide unbiased estimates, however, uncertainties
are expected to decrease from Tier 1 to Tier 313.

To reduce current large uncertainties in the EF we first com-
piled a database of the available published emission data from
peat extraction sites (see Methods). The new database contains
22 studies, doubling the number of studies included in the current
IPCC 2013 Wetland Supplement, and includes regions such as
Russia, the UK, Ireland, and middle/southern Europe that were
previously not represented. The new database can be used to
revise the current IPCC Tier 1 EF, and the larger number of

emission measurements and environmental variables enables
further disaggregation into specific EFs for climate/vegetation
region, nutrient level, or drainage/management conditions. Sec-
ond, we analyzed the dataset and highlight some of the short-
comings in directly using literature data to generate EFs and
suggest these EFs have a bias towards summer measurements. We
then present a method that combines a process-based model and
field data to explicitly consider seasonality and climate variability
in EF estimation. Finally, a simple approach of using the cumu-
lative probability density distribution function of air temperature
to correct seasonality is presented for future EF generation when
measured data does not cover an entire year. Our results show
current reporting largely overestimated CO2 emissions from peat
extraction.

Results
Revising IPCC (2014) emission factors. Using the new database,
expanding the one in the IPCC 2013 Wetland Supplement, results
in a default CO2-C EF for northern peatlands managed for peat
extraction of 2.46 ± 0.25 (95%CI 1.96–2.97) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1

(n= 56), a 12% reduction and a threefold decrease in the Con-
fidence Interval compared to the current IPCC (2014) EF,
2.80 ± 0.76, (95%CI 1.17–4.43) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 20) (see
Methods and Supplementary Table 1). Grouping the emission
data by the mean of water table depth over the measured period
into deep (≥0.3 m below surface) and shallow (<0.3 m) drainage
(see Methods) leads to significantly different (p= 0.009) EFs of
2.85 ± 0.43 (1.96–3.74) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 29) and
1.37 ± 0.40 (0.38-2.35) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 7), respectively.
The published seasonal emission rates increase linearly with
increasing water table depth (p > 0.05) and future revisions of the
IPCC Tier 1 EF should include separation by drainage conditions.
No significant statistical differences in EFs were found between
ongoing versus abandoned/non-restored extraction sites, and for
climate/vegetation zone, nutrient level, (historical) extraction
method, and width of the field (see Methods and Supplementary
Table 1). There was some evidence that seasonal emission rates
increase with lower peat von post (VP) index (R2= 0.17,
p= 0.06) and lower soil C/N ratio (p > 0.05). The number of years
since site abandonment does not influence the emissions, and the
long-term climate variables (air temperature and precipitation)
show poor correlations with the emission sizes across sites.

Overall, the new database provides information for revising the
current IPCC Tier 1 EF, but more importantly, it highlights the
following shortcomings of directly using literature data to generate
EFs. First, only five (out of 22) studies have reported year around
data. A majority of the literature data was measured in the summer
or growing season, which focuses on the peak emissions. Only one
study used the eddy covariance method for continuous measure-
ments but did not cover winter. All the other studies had a
measurement frequency of monthly (majority) or weekly intervals
(Supplementary Table 1). Second, a majority of the literature data
was from only a single year, with six studies reporting two years,
three for three years, and only two studies reporting four years
(Supplementary Table 1). However, the long-term records on CO2

net ecosystem exchange from undisturbed northern peatlands show
considerable year-to-year variability20–25. Therefore, the EF gener-
ated by averaging available literature data could be biased by
ignoring the seasonality and climate variability of CO2

emissions11,26,27.

Model-based EF to include the effect of seasonality and inter-
annual climate variability. We argue only using the peak emis-
sion data measured in the warm season for generating EFs
substantially overestimates the annual field emission. We use a
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process-based model combined with field flux data and local
long-term climate data to generate improved EFs for an eastern
Canadian peat extraction site that explicitly considers seasonality
and climate variability and thus represents an IPCC Tier 3 EF.
The site was originally a forested continental peat bog with an
average peat depth of ~4 m28 that was vacuum harvested for 15
years, with a ~1 m depth and 30 m apart parallel drainage ditches
(with more detailed information in the Methods section and He,
et al.19).

The first approach is the average of our measurements from
June to September over three years14, which results in 0.73 g C
m−2 d−1 (Fig. 1) corresponding to an EF of 2.66 t CO2-C ha−1

yr−1, close to that of the 2014 IPCC Tier 1 EF (Fig. 2). The
corresponding simulated average is 0.72 g C m−2 d−1 (Fig. 1).

A second approach is an average of simulated emissions using 27
years of local climate data to explicitly incorporate the influence
of climate variabilities (see Methods)14,19. The simulated annual
average CO2 emission was 0.38 g C m−2 d−1 (Fig. 1), correspond-
ing to 1.4 ± 0.25 t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (Fig. 2), and ranging from
0.80 to 1.90 t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1, highlighting the influence of
annual climate variation. The simulated annual average is 52%
lower than the annual mean calculated from our measurements
from June to September at the same extraction peatland (Fig. 2).
This means that a typical horticulture peat extraction site in
operation for 15 years with a continental climate in eastern
Canada, would in average emit ~1.4 t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1. Our
model-based EF is 50 % lower than the current IPCC Tier 1 and
55% lower than the domestic Tier 2 EF (3.1 t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1)
that Canada is currently using for national greenhouse gas
reporting (Fig. 2)29. The difference can be explained by our
model-based EF additionally considers seasonality and climate
variability (Fig. 1).

Discussion
Our results show the current EFs used for CO2 emission
reporting for peat extraction are overestimated by ~50% for
eastern Canadian sites owing to not considering seasonality, and
climate can additionally contribute to ~20% of annual emission
variation. The difference between the EFs can be largely attrib-
uted to the fact that the data used to estimate the Tier 1 and 2 EFs
are measured in the warm season and linearly extrapolated into
annual numbers, which overestimates emissions from the cold
season. Since most of the empirical data in the IPCC analysis lack
seasonality and interannual variability, the results from eastern
Canada are not likely due to significantly different peatlands, and
therefore our results have broader applicability.

Data in the literature show the contribution of nongrowing
season to annual CO2 emission varies from 11% in Quebec,
Canada29, 6.5 to 17% in Finland26 and 19% in Germany30. Our
simulated non-growing season (Nov 1st to April 30th, 6 months)
flux averaged over 27 years accounted for 19% of the annual
emission, similar to the range reported in the literature.

An EF based on empirical observations is subject to the
environmental conditions and the time of year the measurements
were made, and transferring these into an annual EF that can be
used for national reporting needs careful attention. It is unclear
how the seasonality of each site included in the IPCC was han-
dled. Our re-compilation of the literature data (of the 10 sites)
suggests no seasonal correction was made as the averages of the
seasonal data agree with the Tier 1 EF (see Supplementary
Table 1). This suggests a revisit of the current EF by the IPCC is
needed, together with additional data and possible disaggregation
of EF into subgroups. Directly transferring the ratio of growing
season emissions to annual emissions from one site to another is
not possible, since the influence of seasonality and interannual
variability is geographically dependent. Ideally, if the data were
available, a suite of regional runs for extraction peatlands could be
done to include seasonality and interannual variability. However,
given that CO2 emission is highly correlated with air
temperature11,19, we developed a simple bookkeeping model by
using the cumulative probability density distribution function
(CDF) of annual mean air temperature to account for the sea-
sonality of the measured data if it covers an incomplete year (see
Methods). As an example, we applied the CDF method to data
measured in the eastern Canada site and the 10 sites of the IPCC
(2014). The results show depending on the measured period, a
correction factor from 0.5 to 0.7 is needed to convert the mea-
sured seasonal emissions into annual averages (Fig. 3). This ratio,
(i.e. correction factors) differs for each geographical region.

Fig. 1 Measured and simulated CO2 emission rate. Measured seasonal
CO2 emission rate14 for a peatland managed for extraction in eastern
Canada, Rivière-du-Loup site and simulated data as mean of a 27-year
CoupModel run using nearby (<1 km) climate data (station Rivière-du-Loup,
ID 7056616) from 1994 to 2020. CoupModel was earlier evaluated against
a detailed dataset from 2018 to 202119 (see Methods). Error bar indicates
the standard deviation of the replicate measurements.

Fig. 2 CO2 emission factors (EFs). EFs generated with different approaches
for peatlands managed for extraction: Canada Tier 2 EF is for the drained
areas29, revised IPCC Tier 1 is from the dataset compiled in this study,
mean of seasonal data measured in14 and CoupModel Tier 3 EF using data
from the Rivière-du-Loup site. Error bar of IPCC Tier 1 EFs indicates the
standard deviation from compiled multi sites while error bar of CoupModel
Tier 3 indicates the standard deviation over the simulated 27 years.
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While the EU and UK are phasing out peat use30, Canada
remains a major producer and exporter of horticultural peat.
Currently, the total area of peatland under extraction and
unrestored area in Canada is estimated to be ~26,000 ha29.
Assuming the same EF for active and non-restored former
extraction sites as our literature data analysis suggests, the total
onsite (not including emissions from peat after use) CO2 emis-
sions, using our Tier 3 EF, would be ~36,400 t CO2-C yr−1 (or
0.13 Mt CO2 yr−1) corresponding to a ~55% lower than current
estimates in national reporting. The C taxation and cap and trade
policy in Canada would influence the peat extraction sector
considerably. Given the current C price set by the Canadian
government of ~65 CA$ per t of CO2 emitted (expected to
increase to ~170 CA$ per t in 2030)31,32, depending on how the
emission accounting will be done using our model-based EF or
the domestic Tier 2 EF, this would result in an annual taxation
difference of ~11 million CA$ (28 million CA$ in 2030) for the
horticultural peat extraction industry. In addition, some of the
peat harvested would further return to the atmosphere after use
for horticulture within a few years. Over 2019–2021, 1.55M t peat
was produced annually in Canada which is roughly equivalent to
0.39M t C29. Currently, it is assumed 5% of the peat will be lost
after one year of horticultural use33, this gives an additional
emission of ~1.1 M t CO2 yr−1 in 2021, calculated by the
extracted volumes since 1990 and assuming that all losses take
place in Canada. If including these emissions from peat after use
into the total emission accounting, the peat extraction sector in
Canada would emit 1.23 M t CO2 yr−1, and the total C tax,
including emissions from the field, use and after use, would be
~80M CA$ (209M CA$ in 2030). A small amount of the
emissions are offset when best practices of ecological restoration
strategies are used after peat extraction12, but to reach net-zero
emissions, to offset the large amount of emissions during and,
more importantly, after the extraction phase, large C uptake from
other sources will be additionally needed. Taxation creates

incentives for contemporary emission reductions but does not
reduce the historical loading of atmospheric CO2 by the peat
industry. Therefore, our improved accounting of emissions has
important implications for the C taxation of the peat extraction
industry and the assessment of the alternative substrate of
growing media for horticulture.

Methods
Data collection and processing. We first compiled the CO2

emission data and the corresponding environmental/climate
factors, site/peat properties, measurement period/method, and
drainage/site/management parameters from the literature that
were used to derive the Tier 1 default emission factor provided in
the IPCC 2013 Wetland Supplement (Supplementary Table 1).
We compiled new data (until March 2023) that have been pub-
lished since the publication of the IPCC Wetland Supplement
(2014) and data previously not included, following the general
2006 IPCC Guidelines for emission data inclusion16. Overall, this
leads to 12 new studies (Supplementary Table 1). For the total
number of observations (n), we adopt the same approach by
counting (sub-) sites per measured season as used in the IPCC
(2014)13, and n= 56 in the new dataset compared to n= 20 in
the IPCC (2014)13. Details of the dataset can be found in the
Supplementary Table 1. Data on EF and total extracted areas of
peat extraction used for national reporting were collected from
the most recent national inventory report of the Annex 1 coun-
tries to UNFCCC (https://unfccc.int/ghg-inventories-annex-i-
parties/2021).

Emission group categorization and classification. We grouped
the data into different categories based on environmental con-
ditions, management, peat properties etc., and conducted the
statistical analysis to test if the selected variable showed regula-
rities of the CO2 emissions. The grouping criteria mostly followed

Fig. 3 Bookkeeping model results for the sites in IPCC (2014). Cumulative probability density distribution (CDF) of long-term mean air temperature
(a, Ta), mean Ta and measured season (b) for the 10 peat extraction sites used in deriving the IPCC (2014) Tier 1 EF (Country code CA–Canada, FI–Finland,
SE–Sweden). The integrated area ratio of the CDF over the measured period (i.e. grey areas in a) represents the proportion of a year the measured data
covers and can be used to correct the EFs.
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the IPCC guidelines16. For instance, we grouped the emission
data by drainage classes (deep vs shallow drained) defined
according to the IPCC (2006) guidelines as the mean annual
water table averaged over measured seasons less than 30 cm
below the surface as the shallow drained, of 30 cm and deeper as
deep drained. When the difference between the groups is statis-
tically significant (T-Test with one tail, p < 0.05), then it shows the
importance of the respective variable for emission values and the
EF should consider these differences to increase the accuracy of
emission accounting. Key results are reported in the results sec-
tion (detailed data see Supplementary Table 1), other grouping
results are shown below:

● Differentiating by climate/vegetation zone (defined by
Table 4.1, Chapter 4, Volume 4 of the 2006 IPCC
Guidelines), an EFBoreal, 2.71 ± 0.37 (1.92–3.50) t CO2-C
ha−1 yr−1 (n= 19) and an EFTemperate, 2.34 ± 0.33
(1.66–3.01) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 37), without signifi-
cant differences (p= 0.23) were obtained.

● Differentiating between ongoing extraction sites and
postextraction, nonrestored sites, an EFOngoing is
2.41 ± 0.27 (1.84–2.97) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 21) and
an EFNonrestored is 2.81 ± 0.54 (1.68–3.94) t CO2-C ha−1

yr−1 (n= 23), without significant differences (p= 0.26)
were obtained.

● Differentiating by nutrient level (with ombrogenic peat being
considered as nutrient-poor andminerogenic peat as nutrient-
rich) leads to an EFNutrient-rich of 2.22 ± 0.50 (1.12–3.32) t CO2-
C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 13) and an EFNutrient-poor of 2.38 ± 0.33
(1.70-3.07) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 36), without significant
differences (p= 0.40).

● Differentiating by (historical) extraction method (block and
milled peat extraction) gives an EFBlock cut of 3.53 ± 2.10
(−2.29–9.36) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 5) and an EFMilling of
2.36 ± 0.20 (1.96–2.76) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 51),
without significant differences (p= 0.30).

● Differentiating by the width of the field (30 m vs 20 m
wide) leads to an EF30 m strips of 3.11 ± 0.63 (1.76–4.46) t
CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 17) and an EF20 m strips of
2.04 ± 0.34 (1.33–2.75) t CO2-C ha−1 yr−1 (n= 21),
without significant differences (p= 0.08).

Simulation by process-based CoupModel. CoupModel (www.
coupmodel.com) and its parameterization were documented in
He, et al.19. The model was used to simulate the soil CO2 emis-
sions (Fig. 1) and its associated hydrology due to drainage and
climate for a typical ongoing peat extraction site, Rivière-du-Loup
in eastern Canada. The dataset including 2018–2021 CO2 flux
data, water table depth, soil temperature, and moisture profiles
were used to validate the model19. Here we ran the CoupModel
with the 27-year long-term (1994-2020) climate data with a daily
resolution, from the nearby Rivière-du-Loup climate station
(climate ID 7056616, Environment Canada) located <1 km from
the Rivière-du-Loup site, to simulate the interannual variability
(Fig. 1).

A simple bookkeeping model to count for the seasonality. We
developed a simple bookkeeping model by using the cumulative
probability density distribution function (CDF) of annual mean
air temperature (long-term average of ~30 years) to correct for
the seasonality of the measured CO2 data if they do not cover a
complete year. This is based on the fact that CO2 emission is
highly correlated with air temperature at one individual site11,19.
Therefore, for each available CO2 data set, the air temperature
during the measurement is identified over the CDF of long-term

air temperatures. The integrated area ratio of the CDF over the
measured period, the grey areas in Fig. 3, over the entire CDF
represents the proportion of a year the measured data covers.
This ratio then can be used as a correction factor to convert the
incomplete seasonal dataset into an annual mean.

Data availability
The compiled dataset generated for the published raw data has been uploaded in the
supplementary to this paper and are publicly archived on Zenodo and can be accessed at
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10069468.

Code availability
The version of the CoupModel used to run the model simulations, including the source
code is hosted on Zenodo (https://zenodo.org/record/3547628) and the executed
CoupModel is available at www.coupmodel.com.

Received: 20 June 2023; Accepted: 8 November 2023;

References
1. Barrett, G. E., Alexander, P. D., Robinson, J. S. & Bragg, N. C. Achieving

environmentally sustainable growing media for soilless plant cultivation
systems – A review. Sci. Horticult. 212, 220–234 (2016).

2. Schmilewski, G. The role of peat in assuring the quality of growing media.
Mires Peat 3, 1–8 (2008).

3. Brioche, A. S. U. S. Geological Survey Minerals Yearbook-2018: Peat pp 1–7
(Reston, Virgina, 2021).

4. Blok, C., Eveleens, B. & van Winkel, A. Growing media for food and quality of
life in the period 2020-2050. Acta Horticulturae 1305, 341–356 (2021).

5. IPCC. Climate Change 2013: The physical science basis. Contribution of
working group 1 to the fifth assessment report of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change pp 1535 (United Kingdom and New York, 2013).

6. Leifeld, J. & Menichetti, L. The underappreciated potential of peatlands in
global climate change mitigation strategies. Nat. Commun. 9, 1071 (2018).

7. Joosten, H. The global peatland CO2 picture: Peatland status and drainage
related emissions in all countries of the world. pp 36 (Wetland International,
2010).

8. Xu, J., Morris, P. J., Liu, J. & Holden, J. PEATMAP: Refining estimates of
global peatland distribution based on a meta-analysis. Catena 160, 134–140
(2018).

9. United Nations Environment Programme. Global peatland assessment - The
state of the world’s peatlands: evidence for action toward the conservation,
restoration, and sustainable management of peatlands. pp 425 (Global
Peatland Initiative, Nairobi, 2022).

10. Fluet-Chouinard, E. et al. Extensive global wetland loss over the past three
centuries. Nature 614, 281–286 (2023).

11. Wilson, D. et al. Derivation of greenhouse gas emission factors for peatlands
managed for extraction in the Republic of Ireland and the United Kingdom.
Biogeosciences 12, 5291–5308 (2015).

12. Nugent, K. A. et al. Prompt active restoration of peatlands substantially
reduces climate impact. Environ. Res. Lett. 14, https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-
9326/ab56e6 (2019).

13. IPCC. 2013 Supplement to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National
Greenhouse Inventories: Wetlands. pp 354 (Switzerland, 2014).

14. Clark, L. M. et al. Duration of extraction determines CO2 and CH4 emissions
from an actively extracted peatland in eastern Quebec, Canada. Biogeosciences
20, 737–751 (2023).

15. Parish, F. et al. Assessment on Peatlands, Biodiversity and Climate Change:
main report. pp 206 (Global Environment Centre, Wagningen, 2008).

16. IPCC. 2006 IPCC guidelines for national greenhouse gas inventories, prepared
by the national greenhouse gas inventories programme. (IGES, Janpan, 2006).

17. IPCC. Revised 1996 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Guidelines
for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories. (OECD, Paris, 1997).

18. IPCC. 2019 Refinement to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse
Gas Inventories. (IPCC, Switzerland, 2019).

19. He, H. et al. Simulating soil atmosphere exchanges and CO2 fluxes for an
ongoing peat extraction site. Ecosystems 26, 1335–1348 (2023).

20. He, H., Moore, T., Humphreys, E. R., Lafleur, P. M. & Roulet, N. T. Water
level variation at a beaver pond significantly impacts net CO2 uptake of a
continental bog. Hydrology and Earth System Sciences 27, 213–227 (2023).

COMMUNICATIONS EARTH & ENVIRONMENT | https://doi.org/10.1038/s43247-023-01091-y ARTICLE

COMMUNICATIONS EARTH & ENVIRONMENT |           (2023) 4:436 | https://doi.org/10.1038/s43247-023-01091-y | www.nature.com/commsenv 5

http://www.coupmodel.com
http://www.coupmodel.com
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10069468
https://zenodo.org/record/3547628
http://www.coupmodel.com
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab56e6
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab56e6
www.nature.com/commsenv
www.nature.com/commsenv


21. Helfter, C. et al. Drivers of long-term variability in CO2 net ecosystem
exchange in a temperate peatland. Biogeosciences 12, 1799–1811 (2015).

22. Lund, M. et al. Low impact of dry conditions on the CO2 exchange of a
Northern-Norwegian blanket bog. Environmental Research Letters 10, https://
doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/10/2/025004 (2015).

23. McVeigh, P., Sottocornola, M., Foley, N., Leahy, P. & Kiely, G. Meteorological
and functional response partitioning to explain interannual variability of CO2

exchange at an Irish Atlantic blanket bog. Agri. Forest Meteorol.194, 8–19
(2014).

24. Peichl, M. et al. A 12-year record reveals pre-growing season temperature and
water table level threshold effects on the net carbon dioxide exchange in a
boreal fen. Environ. Res. Lett. 9, 11 (2014).

25. Koehler, A.-K., Sottocornola, M. & Kiely, G. How strong is the current carbon
sequestration of an Atlantic blanket bog? Global Chan. Biol. 17, 309–319
(2011).

26. Shurpali, N. J. et al. Bare soil and reed canary grass ecosystem respiration in
peat extraction sites in Eastern Finland. Tellus B 60, 200–209 (2008).

27. Järveoja, J. et al. Mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions from an abandoned
Baltic peat extraction area by growing reed canary grass: life-cycle assessment.
Reg. Environ. Chan. 13, 781–795 (2012).

28. Anrep, A. V. Investigation of the peat bog and peat industry of Canada 1911-
12. Report No. 266, 118 (1914).

29. ECCC. Environment and Climate Change Canada, National Inventory Report
1990−2019: Greenhouse gas sources and sinks in Canada. (Ottawa, Canada,
2021).

30. Peters, J. & von Unger, M. Peatlands in the EU Regulatory Environment.
(Federal Agency for Nature Conservation, Bonn, Germany, 2017).

31. Mascher, S. Striving for equivalency across the Alberta, British Columbia,
Ontario and Québec carbon pricing systems: the Pan-Canadian carbon pricing
benchmark. Clim. Policy 18, 1012–1027 (2018).

32. Parry, I. W. H. & Mylonas, V. Canada’s Carbon Price Floor. Natl. Tax J 70,
879–900 (2017).

33. Cleary, J., Roulet, N. T. & Moore, T. R. Greenhouse Gas Emissions from
Canadian Peat Extraction, 1990–2000: A Life-cycle Analysis. AMBIO: A J.
Human Environ. 34, 456–461 (2005).

Acknowledgements
This work was supported by a Canadian Natural Sciences and Engineering Research
Council Collaborative Research and Development and Discovery grants to NR. HH is
also supported by a Trottier Institute for Science and Public Policy Fellowship to NR. We
thank Laura Clark, Ian Strachan and Maria Strack for the use of CO2 flux data in
reference19, and Tim Moore for comments on an earlier version of the manuscript.

Author contributions
H.H. and N.R. led the work and conceptualization. H.H. did the data collection and
analysis, and model simulations with help from N.R. N.R acquired funding. H.H. drafted
the original draft and both authors reviewed and edited the paper.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary information The online version contains supplementary material
available at https://doi.org/10.1038/s43247-023-01091-y.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to Hongxing He.

Peer review information Communications Earth and Environment thanks Hans Joosten,
Hanxiang Liu and the other, anonymous, reviewer(s) for their contribution to the peer
review of this work. Primary Handling Editors: Huai Chen and Clare Davis. A peer
review file is available.

Reprints and permission information is available at http://www.nature.com/reprints

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

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,

adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the
article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2023

ARTICLE COMMUNICATIONS EARTH & ENVIRONMENT | https://doi.org/10.1038/s43247-023-01091-y

6 COMMUNICATIONS EARTH & ENVIRONMENT |           (2023) 4:436 | https://doi.org/10.1038/s43247-023-01091-y | www.nature.com/commsenv

https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/10/2/025004
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/10/2/025004
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43247-023-01091-y
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
www.nature.com/commsenv

	Improved estimates of carbon dioxide emissions from drained peatlands support a reduction in emission�factor
	Results
	Revising IPCC (2014) emission factors
	Model-based EF to include the effect of seasonality and interannual climate variability

	Discussion
	Methods
	Data collection and processing
	Emission group categorization and classification
	Simulation by process-based CoupModel
	A simple bookkeeping model to count for the seasonality

	Data availability
	References
	Code availability
	References
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Additional information




