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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 The introduction of carbon farming to the rangelands in NSW 
The mitigation of carbon via the Emissions Reduction Fund (ERF) is one of three ways the Federal 

Government is addressing action on climate change.  The ERF currently has 36 approved 

methodologies for the production of carbon credits, in the marketplace known as Australian Carbon 

Credit Units (ACCUs). Many of these methodologies were originally created under the Carbon Farming 

Initiative (CFI), which operated under Australia’s previous carbon pricing scheme from 2011 to 2014.  

11 of these methodologies are particularly related to protecting or ‘growing’ carbon in vegetation and 

can be voluntarily adopted by private landholders and public land managers. 

In the rangelands of NSW (see Figure 1), carbon farming agreements were first entered into by 

landholders from 2011 (via the Carbon Farming Initiative, CFI) and from 2015 (via the Emissions 

Reduction Fund).  These carbon farming projects are based largely on two methodologies, Avoided 

Deforestation (AD) and Human Induced Regeneration (HIR).  AD projects specifically refer to keeping 

existing vegetation while HIR refers to active encouragement of vegetation recruitment and growth. 

 

Figure 1: Location of the rangelands in Australia. Source: Bastin & Chewings (2014) 

 

Projects using either the AD or HIR methodologies involve contract periods of either 100 years or 25 

years, the former more commonly associated with AD projects and the latter commonly associated 

with HIR projects.  These projects are predominantly located in the rangelands of NSW and 

Queensland due to the volume of existing vegetation and the potential volume of regeneration (Butler 
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et al., 2014) (see Figure 2).  Furthermore, this is a region where woody weeds or Invasive Native Scrub 

(INS) are a common incursion into pastures and grasslands. Their removal has long been best practice 

for improving biodiversity in the rangelands, and so Property Vegetation Plans (PVPs) commonly 

permit the legal removal of INS.  AD refers to retaining this vegetation that would otherwise be 

cleared, hence additionality is achieved when this carbon store is maintained.  In contrast, HIR requires 

the active regeneration of woody native vegetation in order to ‘grow’ the carbon store.    

 

Figure 2: Concentration of ERF project sites in NW NSW. Source: 

http://www.cleanenergyregulator.gov.au/maps/Pages/erf-projects/index.html 22 March 2019 

(Baumber et al., 2019) 

 

A further consideration that has made the rangelands attractive for carbon farming is land size.  While 

potential sequestration per unit of land is relatively low, the extent of the rangelands has led some to 

suggest that even modest changes to these environments could change the global carbon cycle (Pitten 

et al., 2012).  Aggregators are carbon market brokers who negotiate, monitor and trade carbon on 

behalf of landholders (although landholders can also be aggregators).  Aggregators also ‘aggregate’ 

projects together into bundles to increase attractiveness of win/win packages to bargain with.  Large 

farm sizes and aggregation into bundles means that aggregators have access to large tracts of woody 

vegetation with fewer landholders involved, thereby reducing complications and transaction costs.  In 

comparison with regions further east, the rangelands offered the ‘low-hanging fruit’ and so has been 

the main target for the establishment of projects.      

As farmer interest and buy-in into projects underpins the success of the ERF scheme, there is a need 

to understand how carbon farming is perceived by the farming sub-culture in the rangelands (George 

et al., 2012; Dumbrell et al., 2016; Torabi et al., 2016a; Kragt et al., 2017; Jassim, 2018).  With 199 

vegetation projects in NSW registered as of November 2019, and only 3 projects awarded contracts 

during the 2019 July ERF auction (CER, 2019), there is much scope for increased adoption.  

Understanding the motivations and barriers that enable or disable decision-making for successful 

adoption of carbon farming is of high importance.  Furthermore, understanding perceived co-benefits 
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and dis-benefits, as well as levels of awareness and information-seeking behaviours, is integral to 

improving the scheme and encouraging uptake for win/win results.  Without considering community 

perceptions and local resistance, policies reliant on voluntary uptake may result in limited impact and 

on-ground conflict (Jassim, 2018).   

The aims and objectives of this stakeholder analysis based in the NSW rangelands were to: 

1. Identify motivations and constraints to adoption of carbon farming 

2. Identify co-benefits and dis-benefits of carbon farming 

3. Understand information sources and needs 

 

1.2 Reported benefits of carbon farming 
Benefits and co-benefits of carbon farming have been reported in a number of studies. The main 

benefit of carbon farming is reportedly the economic benefit and financial flexibility offered through 

this land-use type (Crossman et al., 2011; Evans et al., 2015; Salas Castelo, 2017; Jassim, 2018, Cowie 

et al., 2019).  Cowie et al. (2019) surveyed 68 stakeholders in the NSW rangelands and found that 

diversification of farm income and enterprise was the main benefit resulting from carbon farming.  

Jackson et al. (2017) found that carbon farming payments were aiding local communities with natural 

resource management and community development, particularly Indigenous communities in rural 

and remote Australia.  Jassim (2018) interviewed 15 stakeholders in South-West Queensland and 

found that the perceived financial outcomes and benefits afforded to individual enterprises 

outweighed the perceived benefit of carbon mitigation.  Salas Castelo (2017) surveyed 214 

landholders in Central and Northern Queensland and found that economic benefits and 

environmental health were equally rated as motivators for carbon farming.  However, Fleming et al. 

(2019) argued that other co-benefits of carbon farming have been overshadowed by the heavy focus 

on the financial benefits it delivers.  They argue that framing carbon farming in this way limits the 

perceived potential of carbon farming as a boon for productivity, conservation and rangeland renewal.       

Reported ecological benefits of carbon farming include increased biodiversity, increased habitat 

provision, reduced soil loss, improved soil health, structure and water holding capacity, management 

of erosion and salinity and improved water quality (van Oosterzee et al., 2012; Lin et al., 2013; Evans 

et al., 2015; Sinnett et al., 2016; Tang et al., 2016; Torabi et al., 2016a; Torabi et al., 2016b; Kragt et 

al., 2017; Salas Castelo, 2017; Cowie et al., 2019; Fleming et al., 2019).  Dumbrell et al.’s (2016) survey 

of 43 landholders in the northern wheatbelt of Western Australia, found that improving soil quality 

was the main co-benefit motivating adoption of carbon farming and ranked higher than ‘being given 

the opportunity to generate carbon credits’.  Similarly, Torabi et al. (2016b) found that program 

attractiveness and value of co-benefits for biodiversity conservation were more influential motivators 

for adoption over financial incentives.  Habitat restoration and promoting biodiversity conservation 

were found to be the key motivators for adoption in other studies as well (Schirmer & Bull, 2014; Evans 

et al., 2015; Dumbrell et al., 2016; Sinnett et al., 2016; Salas Castelo, 2017). Co-benefits directly 

associated with productivity increases include perceptions of increased yield, reduced use of inputs, 

pollination, and the provision of shelter belts and wind breaks (Lin et al., 2013; Kragt et al., 2017; 

Fleming et al., 2019; Summers et al., 2019).   

Social benefits of carbon farming, beyond increased income, include improved mental health and 

community resilience (Cowie et al., 2019), innovative community initiatives and networks, and new 

markets for carbon-farm products (Fleming et al., 2019).  Torabi et al. (2016a) conducted 17 interviews 

with landholders in Victoria and found that existing trust and communication networks amongst peers 

can increase uptake of carbon farming projects.  14 of their 17 respondents explained that they had 
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pursued carbon farming due to recommendations through their social networks.  Furthermore, they 

found that trust in the person introducing the scheme had a deep impact on local perception, and 

differed between, for example, a known and trusted early adopter or a corporate partner representing 

an aggregator. Others have reported that farmers are also motivated by a moral will to ‘do their part’ 

for climate change (Kragt et al., 2017).  Regenerating vegetation could also have a positive impact on 

landscape aesthetics which also has wider community benefits beyond the individual farm (Kragt et 

al., 2016).     

Cowie et al. (2019) concluded that carbon farming is one of a few key tools being used by landholders 

to increase their socio-ecological resilience in the rangelands of NSW. 

 

1.3 Issues around carbon farming 
There are a number of environmental, social, cultural and economic issues that have been associated 

with vegetation-related carbon farming projects across Australia.    

Vegetation projects in the rangelands are especially reliant on the retainment or active 

encouragement of woody weeds or Invasive Native Scrub (INS).  INS invades farming land, especially 

where poor farming practices in the past – for example widespread clearing and over-stocking – have 

severely altered the landscape (Cowie et al., 2019).  INS supresses pasture growth, reduces ground 

cover, has ramifications for livestock husbandry and can be uneconomic to manage (Harrington et al., 

1984 cited in Cowie et al., 2019). Retaining woody weeds for carbon farming has the potential to 

create a range of disbenefits such as increased fuel loads for fire, altered hydrology and decreased 

biodiversity (Lin et al., 2013; Butler et al., 2014).   

Due to the perceived negative impacts of INS, a major focus of natural resource management (NRM) 

in the rangelands for the last sixty years has been the removal of INS (Hodginson & Harrington, 1985).  

This focus on removing INS and viewing INS as an undesirable feature in the landscape is a social norm 

in the rangelands farming community. Jassim (2018) found that active management of INS via removal 

was ingrained in community perceptions of responsible land management, and that carbon farming 

methods were actively challenging this community norm.   

While Jassim (2018) found that perceptions linking INS to an unhealthy landscape was a barrier to 

adoption, Cowie et al. (2019) proposed that income generated via carbon farming can result in better 

management of INS, and previous studies have suggested that positive impacts of INS and relative 

advantages associated with retaining INS (including income from carbon farming) may be changing 

local perceptions of INS (Eldridge & Soliveres, 2015; Berry et al., 2018).  Evans (2018) supports a 

renewed focus on HIR as a methodology which can overcome perceptions that link INS to carbon 

farming.  They argued that HIR has better potential for increasing biodiversity and contributing to 

improved landscape-scale function as it is less about ‘locking up monocultures’ and, if valued 

appropriately with co-benefits, can focus more on regenerating desirable native species.  As Kragt et 

al. (2016: 130) state “using native species for carbon farming does not necessarily equate to creation 

of biodiverse habitat”. For co-benefits such as biodiversity conservation to be achieved, they must be 

explicitly considered in the design and management of carbon farming projects.  

Uncertainty and risk are key concepts that framed most barriers to carbon farming uptake in previous 

studies.  Political uncertainty, policy and policy design, characteristics and contexts were found to be 

major impediments (Mitchell et al., 2012; Evans et al., 2015; Page & Bellotti, 2015; Dumbrell, 2016; 

Kragt et al., 2017; Salas Castelo, 2017; Evans, 2018; Jassim, 2018; Jellinek et al., 2019).  For example, 

for locking in a project for the 100 year commitment period, overwhelming paperwork and high 
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transaction costs, especially for the auditing process, were all reported to be barriers for landholders 

(Baumber et al., 2011; van Oosterzee et al., 2014; Torabi et al., 2016b; Kragt et al., 2017; Salas Castelo, 

2017; Evans, 2018). Kragt et al.’s (2017:119) survey of 125 landholders in the Western Australia 

wheatbelt, found that almost three quarters of their respondents reported ‘uncertainty about the 

possible carbon farming practices and their impacts on the farm business’ as the major barrier to 

adoption. Uncertainty with carbon markets and carbon pricing specifically, were also cited as barriers 

(Evans et al., 2015; Kragt et al., 2017; Salas Castelo, 2017). Management uncertainty and increasing 

risk of fire and pest invasion were also concerns mentioned by landholders (Torabi et al., 2016a).      

Linked to this uncertainty, a lack of clear and transparent information and communication of policy 

are also noted to be key factors impeding adoption (Page & Bellotti, 2015; Kragt et al., 2017; Salas 

Castelo, 2017; Jassim, 2018). The complexity of carbon farming policy and a dearth of locally available 

government advice compounded this issue.  Jassim’s (2018) study furthermore found that the lack of 

an on-the-ground ‘honest broker’ led to increased feelings of community mistrust. Community values, 

beliefs and mistrust were key aspects shaping negative perceptions of carbon farming in Jassim’s 

(2018) study. They found that lack of clear communication led to word-of-mouth communication 

which was problematic when feelings of envy or scepticism were intertwined into these knowledge 

transfers, generating resentment, mistrust and non-acceptance (Jassim, 2018). Likewise, Kragt et al. 

(2017) found local perceptions of carbon farmers as poor land managers who were now being 

rewarded for not effectively managing their INS. This conflict was expressed as government rewarding 

some while overlooking voluntary sustainable practice change and adaptations made outside of the 

ERF that reduce carbon emissions (Kragt et al., 2017). Similarly, Cowie et al. (2019) found that the 

perceptions of difference between the haves and have nots was prevalent on the ground, with cut off 

dates for PVPs embedded in policy generating this community division.          

In terms of carbon farming’s compatibility with existing production, concerns around ‘locking up the 

land’, perceptions of competition between carbon farming and grazing land, the trade-offs associated 

with retiring agricultural land, perceptions of ‘losing control over management’ decisions and 

flexibility were also barriers identified in the literature (Polglase et al., 2011; Polglase et al., 2013; 

Schirmer & Bull, 2014; Cowie et al. 2019; Jellinek et al., 2019).  Perceived incompatibility with existing 

farm practice, not having technology or skills needed, and potential issues with reselling the property 

were also raised as barriers by Kragt et al., (2017).  Kragt et al., (2012) and Kragt et al., (2016) also 

point to potential overall economic losses, even if carbon credits are sold, due to loss of income from 

farming.          

The perceived link between carbon farming and absenteeism has also been highlighted in a number 

of studies.  Jassim (2018) and Cowie et al. (2019) found that the lack of active management seemingly 

required for some projects was leading to local perceptions around rural decline and fears for the 

future of the rangelands.  With the rangelands already suffering long-term trends in decline of 

population and services (Western LLS, 2017), this perception feeds into a sentiment that shapes 

carbon farming as just one more stress on socio-cultural fragmentation.      

 

1.4 Defining stakeholders 
To conduct a stakeholder analysis, there needed to be some refinement in the breakdown of 

stakeholder groups.  An initial project workshop raised a number of different ways to breakdown 

stakeholder categories.  Landholders could be broken down into private or public, followed by 

whether or not they had a carbon project, followed by what type of project.  In February 2019, there 

were 59 AD projects and 137 HIR projects across NSW (Baumber et al., 2019) with the large majority 
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of these concentrated in the Western Division (Figure 2). With approximately 2000 landholders in the 

Western Division of NSW (Western LLS, 2017), and only 196 projects (it is unknown how many projects 

involve multiple landholders or how many landholders have multiple projects), there are clear 

differentiations between landholders as stakeholders.  Landholders without carbon farming projects, 

with AD projects and with HIR projects will have differing perceptions of the scheme. In the Central 

West there are a limited number of projects, roughly 10-15, with those that employ AD or HIR 

methodology (approximately 10) situated closest to the western division.  Other projects in this region 

are based on environmental plantings.     

Aggregators or carbon service providers could also be categorised in a number of ways, indicating the 

heterogeneity of this stakeholder group.  The following is an example of this breakdown that 

originated during an initial stakeholder workshop held in Sydney in November 2018: 

• Aggregators defined by which methodologies they engage with 

• Aggregators defined by which services they offer 

• Aggregators defined by the level of risk they share with landholders 

The following breakdown is defined by the CER (2019):  

• Aggregator owns or controls multiple sites 

• Aggregator is a project developer 

• Aggregator engages multiple project developers on multiple sites 

• Aggregator is an energy retailer 

• Aggregator is the landholder and undertakes all aspects of the project 

Service providers are also community stakeholders and can be active in providing advice, services and 

infrastructure for carbon farming.  Service providers include rural advisers, financial advisers, farm 

planners, agronomists, fencing contractors, rural supply services etc.  Service providers can also 

include carbon service providers, however in the study area this service is currently fulfilled by 

aggregators. 

Other stakeholders also include government staff at all scales, including Local Land Services, 

Department of Primary Industries NSW, Office of Environment and Heritage NSW and Department of 

Energy and Environment including ERF and CER.  Academics and other researchers (including 

government researchers) are also stakeholders with information who can contribute to understanding 

adoption of carbon farming.   

Through refinement, the team decided on the final stakeholder breakdown: 

• Landholders with a C project 

• Landholders without a C project 

• Public land managers 

• Aggregators 

• Service providers 

• Government  

• Government researchers 

• Researchers 
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2. Methods 
Stakeholder needs analysis 

A mixed-methods, multi-staged approach was employed to conduct this stakeholder needs analysis.  

A mixture of qualitative and quantitative data was generated from stakeholders from the Central West 

and Western Division of NSW.  This was a multi-staged approach, beginning with a stakeholder focus 

group held in Sydney, followed by the deployment of a digital online survey coupled with follow-up 

interviews and a final focus group held with a different group of stakeholders in Bourke.   

The research aimed to develop a ‘rich picture’ or a ‘thick description’ of the situation in order to better 

understand the complexity and define problems with a diverse group of stakeholders (Holloway, 1997; 

Grant et al., 2019). Due to limitations outlined at the end of this section, the data obtained was not 

suitable for statistical analysis of trends or perceptions across NSW rangeland communities. Instead, 

the combination of focus groups, survey and interviews helped define a ‘rich picture’ of the real and 

potential impacts of carbon farming on the environment, economics, the socio-cultural fabric, 

personal impacts and production/management. The issues identified through the initial stakeholder 

focus group informed the design of the subsequent survey, interviews and second focus group.  The 

results of a prior survey in the same region with a similar breakdown of stakeholders (see Cowie et al., 

2019) were also utilised to inform the development of each aspect of this research.       

Site selection/sampling 

The target area for this research was the rangelands of NSW, where the majority of carbon farming 

projects are located in NSW.  Therefore, the geographic focus was limited to the Western LLS and 

Central West LLS regions (see Figure 3).  Within these regions, stakeholders were sampled purposively 

for focus groups and interviews by key government staff and researchers with extensive experience 

with carbon farming in the region.  The survey used opportunistic sampling with stakeholders needing 

to opt in to respond.  In both cases all efforts were made to attract a diversity of participants and 

therefore, respondents.  Some participants in focus groups also completed the survey, while most 

interviewees also completed the survey.  Table 1 shows the overlap amongst participants in each stage 

of research.         

 

Figure 3: Local Land Services regions in NSW with Western LLS and Central West LLS highlighted.  

Source: NSW DPI, 2013 
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Table 1: Participant overlap between focus groups, surveys and interviews 

Research method Focus Group 1 Survey Interview Focus group 2 

Focus group 1 14 3 1 2 

Survey 3 40 7 6 

Interview 3 7 10 0 

Focus group 2 2 6 0 16 

 

Survey 

An online survey was developed to capture and quantify stakeholders’ perspectives on motivations 

for and barriers to accessing carbon markets, real and perceived benefits and disbenefits of carbon 

farming, managing risk, information access and needs as well as stakeholder influence over decision-

making.  The survey was designed to capture quantitative data with closed questions, using multiple 

choice, sliding scales and Likert scales, as well as sporadic open-ended questions to generate 

qualitative insights.   The survey was developed via Qualtrics and was deployed in digital form in order 

for stakeholder specific knowledge to be generated.  To achieve this, different survey pathways were 

created based on stakeholder type, resulting in a total of 197 questions in the first survey deployed.  

25 respondents answered this survey, but the feedback indicated the survey was too long.  After 

consultation with the project team, the survey was reduced to 118 questions, question logic was used 

to determine the final set of questions viewed by respondents based on stakeholder type, with 

landholders with a carbon project being asked the most questions (64 questions). A further 15 

respondents answered the shortened survey.  

The survey was deployed via WLLS, CWLLS, DPI and through local Landcare networks in the WD and 

CW and was open online for approximately four months from 25th March 2019 – 31st July 2019.  The 

survey was also posted on special interest and community social media sites and could be answered 

on a desktop or smart-phone.  We offered an incentive to participate in the offer of five $50 gift 

vouchers. The survey was also sent out to specific landholders known to the project team.  While using 

a digital survey may have inhibited stakeholder participation from those who do not use 

computers/smart-phones or have good internet access, some of these individuals participated in focus 

groups and interviews. 

The survey generated 40 responses in total, a lower response rate than expected.  Of these 40 surveys, 

38 generated useful data for analysis.  Questions only asked in the longer version of the survey were 

discarded from analysis. This data was analysed for general trends across the aforementioned themes 

using excel.  Due to this small dataset, the results were analysed for overall trends, and stakeholder 

views were not compared.  Instead these are more evident in the qualitative insights generated during 

surveys, interviews and focus groups.  

Interviews 

To generate in-depth understanding of the issues and opportunities associated with carbon farming, 

a set of 10 in-depth interviews were conducted to complement survey data. This sample size is 

appropriate for a phenomenological research approach, whereby participants are selected on the 

basis of their shared experience of the phenomenon being studied (the expansion of carbon farming 

in western NSW) and their varying individual characteristics and experiences (Moser and Korstjens, 

2018). The interviews were conducted in person and over the phone and covered the same themes 

as the survey, but provided much more rich contextual information.  Ten interviews were conducted 

with a total of seven landholders/managers in the Western Division, two landholders in the Central 



Project Brief 4 Final Report
  

10 
 

West region, three LLS officers in the Western Division, one LLS officer in the Central West and one 

OEH/NPWS representative.  These interview transcripts were transcribed and mined for secondary 

data to provide insight into major themes that emerged from survey data.    

Focus groups 

A focus group was held with key stakeholders before and after the deployment of the survey.  The 

first focus group was part of a workshop with key experts to help inform the focus of the research and 

was held at the University of Technology Sydney, NSW in November 2018.    The second focus group 

was held with participants in Bourke, NSW in May, 2019.  A breakdown of participants is provided 

below in Table 2.  This focus group elicited much discussion on issues and opportunities with carbon 

markets and identified co-benefits associated with carbon farming. 

Table 2: Focus group participants 

Stakeholder type Focus group 1 Focus group 2 

Farmer with a carbon project 2 3 

Farmers without a carbon project 0 6 

Aggregator 3 2 

Department of Primary Industries, NSW 3 1 

Department of Environment and Energy 1  

Service provider 0 1 

Department of Science, Information Technology and 
Innovation, QLD 

2 1 

Local Land Services 3 2 

Total participants 14 16 

 

Throughout this report, quotes from the surveys, interviews and focus groups will be integrated into 

the results/discussion.  These are coded using S (survey), I (interview) or FG (focus group), followed 

by the participant number, followed by their stakeholder group.  While there was some overlap in 

participation amongst the research methodologies, during analysis qualitative data from these few 

respondents was grouped together.     

Limitations 

The number of surveys we aimed to generate was 150, however we only generated 38 useful and 

complete surveys.  During the survey time, landholders were under considerable stress due to the 

drought affecting the region, which may have limited the responses.  A carbon farming survey on 

attitudes and behaviours was distributed in early 2019 by the DPI, so there may have been some level 

of survey fatigue.  Our survey was also quite long due to the complexities involved in land management 

and carbon farming which may have precluded quantity of responses.  Not all respondents answered 

every question and where this is evident in the data presented, a number of respondents count is 

included.      

 

3. Results 
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3.1 Stakeholder characteristics 
This section pertains to the characteristics of stakeholders who responded to the survey.  In total, 38 

responses were used in the analysis.  The largest stakeholder group was private landholders who 

numbered 20, followed by government staff, aggregators and government researchers, and service 

providers (see Figure 4). Public land managers and researchers (academic) were two stakeholder 

groups who were not captured through participation in this survey.    

 

Figure 4: Breakdown of survey respondents 

Of the landholders who responded, five listed their residence as the Central West, while 14 resided in 

the Western Division. On average landholders owned 2 properties and had been managing their 

property for approximately 33 years (the range being from 70 years to 2 years).  Average property size 

was 25,423ha which is above the average of 10,500ha for the western division (Western LLS, 2017).  

Half identified their motivations for managing the farm as purely productive while the other half 

reported a mix of production and conservation motivations, although approximately 90% of all 

properties were used for production purposes.  On average landholders had 2.7 enterprises with the 

majority (18/20) used for livestock grazing (both cattle and sheep). Nine landholders had mixed farms, 

with only two of these being pure croppers.  On average landholders spent 50-80% of their time on 

the farm.  Nine landholders had carbon farming projects as part of their enterprise mix and it was 

contributing an average of 40-60% to the income of these properties.  When asked about their future 

plans, no farmers indicated that they were looking to retire, sell the farm or shut the business down.  

Most respondents were keen to expand land, herd size and enterprises.       
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Figure 5: Future plans for the farm 

The four aggregators who responded to this survey were project developers who offered nearly all 

services to landholders – from advice to project design, management, monitoring, auditing and 

reporting.  The three companies who responded are the main aggregators in the Western Division and 

Central West, including Green Collar, Climate Friendly (who broker 12m ha of carbon farming projects 

in NSW) and Carbon Farmers Australia (who broker 150,000ha in NSW).  All three aggregators had 

similar practices, in that they all take carbon credits in lieu of payment for services, aggregator 

payments are taken when ACCUs are generated, and landholders get paid after sale of ACCUs yearly.   

The three service providers who responded included a fencing business, a rural financial advisor and 

an agronomist.  Seven government staff responded, most of whom were from Western LLS.  Four 

government researchers from NSW DPI also responded.  Of these 11 government-related 

respondents, only two provided advice on carbon farming sometimes.   

Carbon farming projects 

Of the 11 landholders who did not have carbon farming projects, four had considered a carbon farming 

project in the past and four were currently considering a project (see Figure 6).   Of the nine with 

carbon farming projects, six of these were AD projects and four were HIR with no landholders 

responding to the survey with environmental plantings projects.  Four of these were self-managed, 

three were joint managed with aggregators/carbon service providers and two listed 

aggregators/carbon service providers as sole managers.  
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Figure 6: Landholder participation in the CFI-ERF 

 

3.2 Motivations and barriers to adopting carbon farming 
 

Motivations 

Key motivations, ranked by all stakeholders, for landholders getting involved in carbon farming were 

related to the financial incentive and the opportunity to diversify income and increase income.  

Increasing business resilience, diversifying the enterprise and increasing certainty/decreasing risk 

were also ranked highly (see Figure 7).   

 

Figure 7: Accumulative scores for top three motivations for doing carbon farming by all 

stakeholders  
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Motivations related to getting into carbon farming were varied, and the economic returns were 

perceived as motivations in multiple ways.  For landholders with a carbon farming project, the stability 

offered by carbon farming via “consistent cash flow” (S19, Landholder with a C project) was a 

motivation to have a project.  For others, production benefits and compatibility with production goals 

were key motivators for involvement; 

 ά/ƘŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀ ǘƛƳŜ-controlled system will have a production 
benefit and add drought resilience to our farmΧPlanting trees for shelter will also have 
production benefits by providing an improved environment for animals along with benefits to 
ƭƻŎŀƭ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦέ (S6, Landholder with C project) 

ά²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŦŀǊming and looking to capitalise on all available advantages and 
ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǎǘǊŜŀƳǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƻŦŦŜǊǎΦέ (S21, Landholder with C project) 

For some, developing trust and a relationship with an aggregator motivated them to take the leap and 

sign up to a project; 

άWas difficult to understand at first, is this a pyramid scheme? A Charlatan Act? [Aggregator] 
ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ƻƴ ŎǊƻǿƴ ƭŀƴŘ ŀǘ ŦƛǊǎǘΣ ōǳǘ Ǝƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ώǇƻƭƛŎȅϐ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǘƻ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƛǎ 

something the landholders own.  Torrens Title lease here, but no sunset.  This was a headache 
to deal withΧώǘƘŜ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƻǊϐ ƘŀŘ ƴƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƴƻ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻf the Western lands . Took 
8 months to figure it out and do the deed. We did the legwork which made it easier for other 
ƭŀƴŘƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ŀ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ ¢ƘƻǳƎƘǘ ώŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƻǊǎϐ ǿŜǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ {ȅŘƴŜȅǎƛŘŜǊǎΣ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǘǊǳǎǘ 

them, but [they] were great to deal with, they actively built trust with us and are really wearing 
ŀ ōƛƎ Ǌƛǎƪέ (I2, Landholder with a C project). 

Having aggregators share the risk in carbon farming contracts was also mentioned by landholders in 

both focus groups as a key motivator; 

άYƴƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ǇŀƛŘ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŎǊŜŘƛǘǎ ƘŜƭǇǎ ƳŜ ǎƭŜŜǇ ŀǘ ƴƛƎƘǘέ 
(FG1, Landholder with a C project) 

ά¢ƘŜ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƻǊ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƎŜǘ ǇŀƛŘ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƘƻƭŘŜǊ ŘƻŜǎΣ ǎƻ ȅƻǳ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƴŜŜŘ ŀƴ 

ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƻǊέ (FG2, Landholder with a C project) 

For others, their existing networks and trust in early adopters led to them considering, and ultimately 

signing up to, a carbon project;  

άCƻǳƴŘ ƻǳǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘ ŀǘ [ŀƴŘŎŀǊŜΣ ƘŀŘ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ώŜŀǊƭȅ ŀŘƻǇǘŜǊϐ ŀƴŘ ƘŜ Ǝƻǘ ƛƴǘƻ ƛǘ ǎƻ L ƎŀǾŜ 

ώŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƻǊϐ ŀ Ŏŀƭƭέ (I4, Landholder with a C project) 

Barriers 

While production benefits and compatibility with production goals were cited as motivators, in 

contrast, the key barrier according to all stakeholders, was a perceived incompatibility with production 

goals and to a lesser extent long-term plans.  The following stakeholders explained that carbon farming 

reduced production flexibility in dry times; 

άDǊŀƴŘŀŘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǎŀƛŘ ΨŘƻƴΩǘ Ŏǳǘ ȅƻǳǊ ƳǳƭƎŀΣ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǎŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ƛƴ ŀ ŘǊƻǳƎƘǘΩ.  In dry times you 
cut a bit of mulga and mix with grass for digestion.  Some people are not in carbon farming 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ Ŏǳǘ ƳǳƭƎŀ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŦŜŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎέ (I6, Government) 

ά[ƻŎƪƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ƛǘ ǳǇ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŘǊȅ ǘƛƳŜǎΣ ǿŜ ǳǎŜ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŦƻŘŘŜǊΣ ǿŜ ǇǳǎƘ ǘƘŜ ōǊŀƴŎƘŜǎ 

Řƻǿƴέ (FG2, Landholder without a C project) 
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Ranking highly, lack of eligibility and lack of suitable land to engage in the program acted as immovable 

barriers to involvement.  As respondents explained; 

άL ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘŜŘ ŀƴ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ Ƴȅ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΣ ƻƴƭȅ ŎŀǇable of storing 75000 
ǘƻƴƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴƻǘ ōƛƎ ŜƴƻǳƎƘέ (S22, Landholder without C project) 

 άLŦ L ǿŀǎ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜέ (S8, Landholders without a C project)  

άLΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ōƛƎ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ƭƻŎƪ ŀǿŀȅ ŦƻǊ ŎŀǊōƻƴέ (I9, 

Landholder without a C project) 

ά²ƛǘƘ ŀ t±tΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƘŀŘ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ мл҈ ǎƭƻǇŜΣ ȅƻǳ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŀƴȅǿŀȅ ǎƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ 

ŀǊŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎέ (I5, Government) 

Complexity of the scheme was also a major barrier as was lack of information.  Interestingly, political 

uncertainty and trust in government ranked lower, while market uncertainty, scientific uncertainty, 

and a perceived negative impact on the farming community hardly rated (see Figure 8).         

 

Figure 8: Accumulative scores for top three barriers to adopting carbon farming by all stakeholders 

Lack of enough financial incentive to offset trade-offs with production was cited as a key reason by 

landholders without a carbon farming project; 

άLǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ Řƻǿƴ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ǎŀŎǊƛŦƛŎŜΧǿŜ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻƴǎ 

ƻǳǘǿŜƛƎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǎΧǘƘŀǘ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ƳǳŎƘ ǎǳƳǎ ƛǘ ǳǇέ (FG2, Landholder without C project)  

ά! ǇǊƛŎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ŜΦƎΦ р-с҈ ƻƴ ƭŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜΦέ (S5, 

Landholder without a C project) 

While a farmer with a carbon project expressed this as more of an issue with HIR projects; 
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άwǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŘ ƳŜŀǘ ǇǊƛŎŜΦ  ILw ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǎ ƳǳŎƘ ǇŀǎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ 

locked ώƛƴϐΧthe balance is not so good per ha, $100 vs $300 at the moment, but this is 
dependent on the red meat priceέ (I2, Landholder with a carbon project) 

The following landholders explained that lack of information on financial aspects of the scheme was 

also an issue; 

άaƻǊŜ ŦǳƴŘǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘ Ǉƭǳǎ ŎƭŜŀǊŜǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ 

information regarding tax breaks/incentives for carbon farmƛƴƎΦέ (S1, Landholder without a C 

project)”  

ά²Ŝ ƘŀŘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴǘǎ όŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƻǊǎύ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ ǇƭŀŎŜΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ϷмнлΣллл 

another $110,000 and another $370,000.  How do we make a decision with no information? 
aƛƴŘōƻƎƎƭƛƴƎέ (FG2, Landholder without a C project) 

άaƛǎƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƎǊŜȅ ŀǊŜŀ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ŜƴǘŜǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎέ 

(FG2, Landholder with a C project) 

The high up-front costs related to establishing a project was described as a barrier to adoption by the 

following respondents; 

άtƭŀƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŀ ȅŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ 

are up front. There is also no opportunity cost for establishing a plantation project, unlike a 
HIR project. Plantations prƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ǘǿƻ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǎǘǊŜŀƳǎ όŎŀǊōƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƛƳōŜǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘύέ 

(S11, Aggregator) 

άaŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ŀǎ ǎƻƻƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ōǳǘ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ǘŀƪŜǎ муƳƻƴǘƘǎ 

ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŜŘέ (FG2, Farmer without a C project) 

Confidence in government policy to reduce risk in on-farm decision-making was also a concern for the 

following landholder; 

ά/ƭŜŀǊ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀŘ ōƛǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ 

ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜΦέ (S5, Landholder without a C project) 

Although it did not rank highly in the survey, some perceived that carbon farming would have a 

negative regional impact in the long-term and that choosing to opt out of carbon farming was socially 

responsible; 

ά[Carbon farming will] leave a negative legacy across ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƭŀƴŘƘƻƭŘŜǊǎέ (S20, Landholder 

without C project) 

Some farmers responded that they were waiting for a methodology that better suited their property, 

specifically soil carbon gains under perennial pastures.  When asked, what would motivate you to 

consider carbon farming? The following responses were given;  

άaƻƴŜȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƛƭ ŎŀǊōƻƴέ (S12, Landholder without a C project) 

ά¢ƻ ōŜ ǊŜǿŀǊŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƎƻƻŘ ƭŀƴŘ ǎǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇΣ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƎƻƻŘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ŎƻǾŜǊΣ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ 

ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ǇŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎέ (S17, Landholder without a C project) 

ά{ƻƛƭ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƛǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǿƛƭƭ ŀǊƛǎŜΦ  wŜƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ 

ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦέ (S21, Landholder without a C project) 
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The following landholder insinuated that locking carbon in soil was a more valid way to address carbon 

sequestration and argued that 100 year contracts were ‘unacceptable’;   

ά.ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƭƻŎƪǳǇΣ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƻƛƭ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎ-term unacceptable 
commitments for the landholders i.e. paid for the 10 years, commƛǘ ŦƻǊ млл ȅŜŀǊǎέ (S20, 

Landholder without C project) 

This landholder with a carbon project also explained he was awaiting a way to measure and be paid 

for soil carbon, highlighting the regional and state-wide benefits this would yield; 

ά!ƴ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊement for soil carbon, we are waiting for this.  If the measuring of it is 
quick and cheap.  Carbon can go up and down in these systems, but with good management, 
it only takes a small step back each time but ultimately builds. The benefits of this beside a 
payment to the country are increased production.  At the state level, this would mean a 
ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ Řǳǎǘ ǎǘƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƻƴΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ {ȅŘƴŜȅέ (I4, 

Landholder with a C project). 

 

3.3 Benefits of carbon farming 
Only three survey respondents indicated that they thought Carbon farming produced more 

disbenefits than co-benefits in the short-term with four indicating the same for the long-term.  On a 

sliding scale from -100 to +100, this resulted in an average of +46 in the short-term and +37 in the 

long-term, indicating that people perceived the benefits from carbon farming to wane with time but 

were overall positive.    

Economic benefits 

In terms of carbon farming producing financial benefits, most agreed with this in the short-term, but 

were inclined to neither agree nor disagree with this in the long-term.  This is because carbon farming 

is highly lucrative during the 10-year crediting period.  The economic benefits to individuals and 

community were both expressed in responses;       

“It has given large income to people on poor country where trees were going to grow 
regardless.” (S12, Landholder without a C project) 

“We are producing more than we contracted for so are 2 years ahead in our contract and we 
got in early with a great price” (S19, Landholder with a C project) 

ά/ŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΦ  ²ƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊ ǘƘŜǊŜΧǿŜ ǿŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŀǘ Ϸно ǇŜǊ 

ǘƻƴƴŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜΦέ (I2, Landholder with a C project)   

άbƻ ǊŜŀƭ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛn the land since the 50s, there was a little spike in the 80s, but carbon 
ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀƴ ƛƴƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎΦέ (I3, Landholder with a C project) 

άL ƘŜŀǊ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴŀƛǊŜǎ ƻǳǘ ǿŜǎǘέ (I10, Landholder without a C project) 

ά/ŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ Ƙŀǎ ōƻƻǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜέ (I2, Landholder with a C 

project) 

Increased economic resilience via diversification of enterprises was expressed by the following 

landholder; 
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ά²Ŝ Ŏŀƴ ǘŀƪŜ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ƴƻǿ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƎǳŀǊŀƴteed yearly 
ƛƴŎƻƳŜέ (I3, Landholder with a C project) 

Economic benefits also enabled immediate investment in long-term on-farm infrastructure, for 

example fencing or land-forming, for increased property resilience;   

άώLǘ ƎŀǾŜ ǳǎ ǘƘŜϐ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŜŘ ǳǇ ǘhe development & improvement of our property without 
ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎέ (S27, Landholder with C project) 

άώ¢ƘŜ ƛƴŎƻƳŜϐ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ fast-track what we would have done anyway, moved ahead much 
ǉǳƛŎƪŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƘŀōƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦέ (I2, Landholder with a 

carbon project)   

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŜǊƻǎƛƻƴ ƎǳƭƭƛŜǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ŦƛǊŜōǊŜŀƪǎΣ ǘǊŀŎƪ ŜǊƻǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳŀǎǎƛǾŜΦ  bŜǿ ǘǊŀŎƪǎ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾe 
ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ƴƻǿ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ Ǉǳǘ ƳƻƴŜȅ ōŀŎƪ ƛƴǘƻ ŦƛȄƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜέ 

(I6, Government) 

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǘƻǊȅ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘΧ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎƘ ƛƴƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǘǎ ǳǎ ŜȄǇŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ 

ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴέ (FG2, Landholder with a C project) 

The ability to hire on-farm labour and to reinvest money locally were also reportedly economic 

benefits.    

Environmental benefits 

The environmental benefits of carbon farming include the wider farm benefits associated with 

increased infrastructure, for example Total Grazing Pressure (TGP) fencing to keep pests out, fencing 

to enable holistic management via rotational grazing, water-spreading to rehydrate landscapes and 

reduce run-off and soil erosion, investment in more bores, and installation of a solar powered and 

remotely controlled trough watering system.  Carbon farmers who were interviewed explained that 

they wanted to transition to regenerative agricultural practices via the income provided by carbon 

farming.   

The immediate environmental benefits resulting directly from AD or HIR include habitat provision and 

less soil loss due to wind erosion due to retained or increased vegetation.  In the survey responses to 

the question “will carbon farming reduce wind erosion?”, the average response for the short-term 

impact was 60/100 on a scale of -100 to +100, while the long-term impact was 67/100, both indicating 

‘somewhat agree’.  The following respondent explained that carbon farming could help address land 

degradation;    

ά[I am] constantly promoting the opportunities to graziers and industry bodies about how 
ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŀ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƭŀƴŘ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴέ (S21, Landholder without a C project) 

While this respondent explained that the management and size of land under a carbon project 

determined the extent of environmental benefit; 

ά¢ƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŘŜǇŜƴŘ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ϧ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ (S27, Landholder with a C project) 

Production benefits were also reported by the following landholders who mentioned using less 

chemical to get rid of woody weed and the benefit of regeneration for stock respectively;  

άCŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭȅ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΣ ŎǳǘǘƛƴƎ Řƻǿƴ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛȊŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇǊŀȅ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭǎ 

[to] increŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƛƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ (S14, Landholder with a C project) 
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άRegenerating vegetation is reducing soil loss and provides a good environment for our 
ǎǘƻŎƪέ (S23, Landholder with a C project). 

Social benefits 

The social benefits of carbon farming were mainly related to a renewed sense of a future in the 

rangelands.  Respondents reported community benefits related to retaining people in the landscape 

due to increase in viability of income.  Some interviewees discussed the fact that they had been able 

to bring their kids back to the farm with a salary.  This had benefits for the whole farm with increased 

productivity and expansion now feasible goals due to the increased social capital.    

ά/ŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ Ƙŀǎ Ŝƴŀōƭed us to have the next generation continue to work, manage and 
ǎǳŎŎŜŜŘ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦέ (S32, Landholder with a C project) 

ά²Ŝ ǿŜǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ Ƨƻōǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴŜǎ.έ 
(I2, Landholder with a C project) 

ά!ƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŀ ŦǳǘǳǊŜέ (FG2, Landholder with a C project) 

The ability to not only hire family, but to put in place a succession plan, was also a benefit, especially 

in the rangelands where succession was viewed as an issue by some participants. The ability to achieve 

goals and move the farm in a desirable direction also added to a sense of responsible stewardship and 

rural renewal.  

Further social benefits tie back into increased investment on-farm and therefore use of local traders, 

suppliers and contractors.  As one respondent explained; 

άLǘ ƛǎ ŀ ōƻƻƳ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƻƴ-farm and off-ŦŀǊƳΧǿƘƛƭŜ ƛǘ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ōŜŜƴ ƭƻƴƎ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ 
evidence of this in the town, not like when you go to cotton towns, it is starting to trickle 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘέ (I8, Government)  

ά¢ƘŜ ŎŀǎƘ Ŏŀƴ ƘŜƭǇ ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ώŦƻǊ ŀ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘϐέ (FG2, 

Landholder with a C project) 

 

3.4 Issues with carbon farming 
While respondents on average viewed carbon farming as providing more benefits than disbenefits, 

they were vocal about some of the negative issues they perceived around with carbon farming.  Most 

respondents identified more than one issue related to having and maintaining a project.  For example, 

the following government respondent argued that carbon farming would result in negative economic, 

environmental and social outcomes all round; 

ά!5 ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊǎ 

as there is no change in the trajectory of the landscape in terms of productivity, structure and 
composition. In the guise of HIR projects, significant change in the landscape can be 
anticipated. These include negative biodiversity outcomes but this is somewhat dependent on 
the species regenerated. The long-term socio-economic outcomes of these projects is likely to 
ōŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƭŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŜƎƛƳŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΦέ 

(S13, Government)    

 

Economic issues 
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The main economic issue associated with having a carbon farming project was a lack of understanding 

and information about taxation requirements.  Some landholders did not realise that carbon was 

taxed as off-farm income and was not considered primary production;  

“²Ƙȅ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƛǘ tǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΚ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǳǎ ƛŦ ǿŜ ƘŀŘ ŀ tVP (Property 
Vegetation Plan), We have to maintain firebreaks and help monitor the project and it is only 
ƻƴ ƻǳǊ tǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΚέ  (I5, Landholder with a C project) 

άDƻǘ оΦрȅǊǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ȅŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǎǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǘƻ ǘŀȄΦ  ²Ŝ ǿƻǳƭŘΩǾŜ ǇŀƛŘ ƛǘ 

out, ōǳǘ ƴƻǿ ǿŜΩǾŜ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΣ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ōŀŎƪŘŀǘŜŘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ !5Σ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǿŜƴǘ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǘŀȄ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜΦέ (I2, Landholder with a 

carbon project) 

ά.ȅ ȅŜŀǊ н ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎŀȅΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǉŀȅ ǳǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŀȄ ǿƛƭƭ ƪƛƭƭ ǳǎέ (FGD2, Aggregator) 

The following landholder explained the financial ramifications of potentially no longer being 

considered a primary producer via the tax department;  

ά/ŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎƭŀǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΚ CƛǊǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭΣ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ to fifth 
ȅŜŀǊ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ǘƘŜƴ нлмр ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΧLǘ ƛǎ ŀ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǘ 

ōǳǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǘƻŎƪΧƻƴŜ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǿ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀƴǘΦ  

¢Ƙƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ǊŀƳƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǇǊƻǾŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇǊoduction, needs to be 55% of 
ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊΧŎŀƴΩǘ 

Ǉǳǘ ŦǳƴŘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ŦŀǊƳ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘέ (FG2, Landholder with a C project) 

Other landholders explained the lack of available and informed professional financial advice around 

managing carbon farming income, with one landholder paying their accountant a fee to spend time 

studying the requirements;     

άtƻƻǊ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜΧL ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜŘ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ 

CŜƴǘǊŜƭƛƴƪΧƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ƛǘ ōŀŎƪ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ǇŀƛŘ ŦƻǊ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎέ (FG2, Landholder with C 

project)  

άWe had two weeks to fix our tax situation so that we did not loose the bulk of the payment 
ǘƻ ǘŀȄΧƳƻǎǘ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ƭƛŦŜΧǿŜ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ŦƻǊ ƻǳǊ accountant to become versed in 
ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǘŀȄ ǊǳƭŜǎέ (I2, Landholder with a C project) 

Having an enterprise that generates income for a 10 year period, but has a permanence of 100 years 

was viewed as a potential negative resulting from adoption of carbon farming.  Many landholders and 

other stakeholders raised this issue during the two focus groups.   

“¢ƘŜ ¢ŀȄ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƴŜǿ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀƴǘΩǎ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ǘǊǳǎǘΣ ǇŀȅƛƴƎ ȅŜŀǊƭȅ ǘŀȄ ƻƴ 

ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭƻŎƪǎ ƻǳǊ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǳǇ ŦƻǊ млл ȅŜŀǊǎΚέ (S32, Landholder with C project) 

Participants reasoned that once the crediting period is almost over or finished, properties with carbon 

farming projects will be less attractive to buyers due to having a portion of the land that comes with 

restrictions and generates little to no income.  The saleability of properties was the key concern 

stakeholders held for the long-term (see Figure 9).  In contrast, one aggregator mentioned that they 

had heard that some buyers were currently actively looking for carbon farmed properties to purchase, 

presumably to generate income from carbon projects; 

ά{ƻƳŜ ōŀƴƪǎ ǎŀȅ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǎŀƭŜΣ ōǳǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜΦ  

{ƻƳŜ ōǳȅŜǊǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ƭŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 
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pǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀŘŘǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƭŀȅŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƛǘ ŀƭƭέ 

(FG2, Aggregator) 

While most respondents focused on the complexity and lack of information around carbon farming 

rules, some also cited negative economic outcomes that could be classed as disbenefits of carbon 

farming. These include potential loss of income and loss of investment in grazing (see Figure 9).     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Accumulative scores for potential negative financial impact from carbon farming by all 

stakeholders 

While the survey question on whether financial institutions view carbon farming as a liability or an 

asset only elicited six responses, more were prone to agree that it was viewed as a liability.  The few 

banks that are more engaged with valuing natural capital were mentioned as pro-carbon farming 

during focus group discussions.   

Many questioned whether ongoing management of carbon farmed areas would happen after the 

crediting period had ended if there was no further income and therefore no incentive to invest in 

management; 

ά[ƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻ ŎƻƴŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛŦ млл year 
ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘέ (S13, Government) 

Environmental issues 

The main environmental issues associated with carbon farming revolved around the retention and 

encouragement of INS.  The majority of survey respondents agreed that INS was likely to increase in 

the rangelands due to carbon farming (see Figure 10).    
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Figure 10: Accumulative scores for the impact of carbon farming on INS by all stakeholders 

For many stakeholders in the rangelands, INS is associated with poor management and land 

degradation.   For some landholders without a carbon farming project and government staff, this 

contradiction was a major issue in the validity of AD and HIR methodologies;  

άL ŀƳ ƻƴ ŀ [farming organisation] committee and have a strong interest in carbon because of 
the ERF & the $$100's of millions waste[d] on stupid projects based on not clearing land in 
ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ b{²Φέ (S22, Landholder without a C project)  

 

ά²ŜΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǊƛŘ ƻŦ Lb{ ƻƴ ƻǳǊ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǎƛƴŎŜ ŦƻǊŜǾŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘ ς would have 
ǘƻ ōǳǊƴ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƻŦ ŀ прŘŜƎǊŜŜ Řŀȅ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƘŜŀǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊŜΧŀƴŘ ƴƻǿ ƛǘΩǎ 

ǿƻǊǘƘ ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴǎΚέ (FG2, Landholder without a C project)  

 

“²ƻƻŘȅ ǿŜŜŘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŘŜǎǘǊƻȅŜŘ ƎƻƻŘ ƭŀƴŘΣ ǿƘȅ ƴƻǿ ŀǊŜ ǿŜ ǿŀƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ƛǘΚ LΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ 

ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ Lb{ ŦƻǊ нлȅǊǎΧL ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǿ ƎǊŀǎǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŎǊǳōέ (FG2, Landholder without a C project) 

 

“I am concerned with the long-term growth of shrubs in the area, as this is/was primarily a 
grassland landscape. Obviously, there are issues already existing due to the past 50 -100 years 
land management and INS encroachment. However encouraging INS growth in my opinion will 
be detrimental to the long-term state oŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΦέ (S9, Government) 

 
ά/ŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƎƻƻŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΧǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎƛƴƎ ǿƻƻŘȅ ǿŜŜŘǎΣ 

ǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ōŀŎƪ ƻǇŜƴ ƎǊŀǎǎȅ ǿƻƻŘƭŀƴŘǎΧǿƻƻŘȅ ǘƘƛŎƪŜƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŘŜƎǊŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘέ 

(I5, Government) 

However, as evidenced in the survey, the threat of INS is decreased depending on how biodiverse vs 

monocultural the vegetation is.  Stakeholders ‘somewhat’ agreed that INS is a threat as a monoculture 

while they neither agreed nor disagreed that biodiverse INS was a threat.  As the following government 

representative stated, INS is complicated and, in some cases, can have positive environmental 

benefits; 
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άbŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŜŀǎŜ ƻǳǘ Lb{Σ Lb{ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ 

with that statŜƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴŦƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜΧȅŜǎ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ Lb{ ōǳǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƻǊ 
ƴƻǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ōŀŘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ȅŜǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴΧǎƻƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƎƻƻŘΣ ǎƻƳŜ ōŀŘέ (FG1, Government) 

 

Stakeholders perceived environmental issues related to carbon farming to varying degrees, but largely 

environmental threats were perceived to be somewhat benign in the survey.  Fire was viewed as 

‘somewhat’ of a threat to carbon farming in the long term, however respondents neither agreed nor 

disagreed with ‘pests are harder to manage’, ‘weeds are harder to manage’ and ‘carbon farming will 

increase water erosion’ in either the short or long term.  

While fire was perceived to be a rare occurrence in the rangelands, the risk of fire with a 100year 

contract was discussed by some stakeholders, however it was viewed as a manageable risk; 

ά.ƛƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ƛǎ ŦƛǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŦǳŜƭ ƭƻŀŘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƭŘ 

ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ώǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎϐ ƛΦŜΦ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŦƛǊŜ ōǊŜŀƪǎΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ǘƻ ƪƴƻŎƪ ƻǾŜǊ ŦǳŜƭΦέ (I2, Landholder 

with a C project)    

ά²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŦƛǊŜ ōǊŜŀƪǎΣ ǎƻ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ŀ ŦƛǊŜ ǿŜƴǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘΣ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƭƻǎŜ р҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀέ (I3 

Landholder) 

άCƛǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ Ǌƛǎƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ-ǘŜǊƳ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎέ (I1, Government) 

Pest management was also mentioned as an ongoing issue with carbon farmed areas; 

 άThe issues with [carbon farming] are pest control and infrastructure management, feral goat 
control and fencing maintenance.έ (S10, Landholder with a C project) 

For one respondent, an increase in land clearing due to carbon farming was viewed as an ironic and 

bad outcome for the environment; 

ά{ƻƳŜ ǿƛǘƘ Ϸ ŦǊƻƳ !5 ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǿ ŜƴŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŎƭŜŀǊƛƴƎΣ Ƙŀǎ ŜƴŀōƭŜŘ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ŎƭŜŀǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

ƭŀƴŘ ŦŀǎǘŜǊέ (I6, Government) 

When survey respondents were asked if they viewed carbon farming as another form of ‘locking up 

the land’, the responses ranged from strongly agree to strongly disagree (see Figure 11). 
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   Figure 11: Perceptions of carbon farming as a form of locking up the land 

When asked whether carbon farming complements or competes with grazing, an average response of 

‘somewhat agree’ was generated.  While most respondents knew that some grazing was permitted 

under the rules, when asked ‘would carbon farming be more attractive if more grazing was permitted’, 

on average, stakeholders agreed with this statement.  Most stakeholders agreed that grazing was an 

important feature, especially for regeneration and soil carbon;   

ά!ƴƛƳŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴ ŀ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΦ DǊŀȊƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜǘǊƛŎǎ 

included to ensure it's having a positive effecǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ŜƎΦ ƎǊƻǳƴŘŎƻǾŜǊΣ {h/Φέ (S23, 

Government) 

ά{ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘ ǎŜŀǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƎǊƻǳƴŘŎƻǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀƴǘ 

ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǎǘŀƎŜǎέ (S37, Government) 

άL ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ 

complimentary to agricultural production, particularly grazing management whereby 
production can potentially be increased while simultaneously sequestering carbon in 
grasslanŘǎΦέ (S6, Landholder without a C project)  

άILw ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀ ǇŜǊƳƛǘ ς it is up to farmers to manage total grazing pressure or 
ǘƘƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǊōƻƴέ (I6, Government) 

 

An underlying environmental issue associated with carbon farming was the lack of connectivity 

between the goals of carbon farming and environmental management in the rangelands.  The 

following stakeholders argue that carbon farming is rigid and needs to take a more holistic approach 

to land management; 

άL ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀŎȅ ƻŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŀōŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀǾƻƛŘŜŘ ŘŜŦƻǊŜǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

regrowth projects. I also feel it creates a very narrow view on the very big complex system that 
is land management and carbon/GHG management. This should be considered holistically. 
There are viable options for land management that provide mutual benefits in carbon 
sequestration, increased productivity and increased engagement with the country. Why not 
invest the time and resources into ōŜƛƴƎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǘƘƻǎŜΚέ (S23, 

Government) 

  ά9ŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘέ (I5, Government)  

ά!ƭƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ natural capital not just carbon. important to remember with 
natural capital: DonΩǘ ƭŜǘ ǇŜǊŦŜŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŜƳȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎƻƻŘέ (S22, Landholder without a C 

project) 

ά! ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳΣ ƛŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǘƛŜ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƎǊŜŀǘέ 

(I3, Landholder with a C project)   

Some explained that there was a lack of best management practice for managing carbon farmed areas 

for other environmental outcomes other than carbon storage.  The following government 

representatives explained that there was no incentive to produce biodiversity outcomes as part of 

carbon projects; 

άhƴ !5 ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ƛǘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ǿƛǎŜέ (I6, Government) 
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ά9ŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘƘƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ Lb{ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇŀƛŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ƛŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƛǎ 

ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ǊŜŀƭ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜέ (I8, Government) 

Whereas another government representative viewed this as a capacity issue rather than an incentive 

issue; 

ά/ŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŦŜƴŎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪΣ ǎƘŜŜǇ Ŏŀƴ ƪƴƻŎƪ Lb{ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ Ǝƻŀǘǎ 

ŀŦŦŜŎǘ Lb{ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǎǘǳǊŜΧǎƻ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ Řƻǿƴ ǘƻ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜέ (FG1, Government) 

Social issues 

Social issues related to carbon farming include perceptions of carbon farming as a threat to the rural 

social fabric.  When asked whether they though carbon farming was a threat to a traditional way of 

life, responses ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree (see Figure `12). 

 

Figure 12: Perceptions of carbon farming as a threat to the ‘traditional’ way of life 

Some respondents explained that their agreement with this statement was due to the perceived lack 

of compatibility between carbon farming and agricultural production; 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ [an] impact on primary productionΧCarbon Farming in my 
area is seen as an ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǎǘǊŜŀƳ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜέ (S15, Service provider) 

Carbon farming was also perceived as a threat due to the perceived link between increased 

absenteeism and carbon projects, with the majority of respondents answering ‘yes’ to ‘does carbon 

farming increase absenteeism?’ (see Figure 13).   
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  Figure 13: Perceptions of the link between carbon farming and absenteeism 

This issue was also raised during interviews and focus groups; 

ά!ōǎŜƴǘŜŜƛǎƳ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŀǊŜŀ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎŀǊōƻƴ farming; I hear it is a bigger issue 
ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƴƻǊǘƘ όŀǊƻǳƴŘ .ƻǳǊƪŜύέ (I3, Landholder with a C project) 

ά²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƛƴǘƻ !5Σ ǘƘŜƴ ƭƻŎƪƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǳǇ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎΦ  

Some even bought property elsewhere to start the farm up againέ (FG2, Landholder without 

a C project) 

ά/ŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŘǊƛǾƛƴƎ Řƻǿƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƻƻέ (FG2, 

Landholder without a C project) 

While the following respondent attributes carbon farming to absenteeism, he also attributes it to 

other changes in the rangelands like the Multi-tenure Act (which allowed multiple and varied land-use 

in the NSW rangelands); 

ά{ƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎŀȅ ΨǿƘȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ȅƻǳ ǎƘǳǘ ƛǘ ǳǇ ŀƴŘ ƭƛǾŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŀǎǘΚΩ Increased absenteeism is 
true to a certain extent, the Multi-tenure Act has caused absenteeism.  [Absentees] are into 
deer and pigs, something to shoot. The shooters block has carbon on itΧdogs are a major issue 
ƻƴ ŀōǎŜƴǘŜŜ ōƭƻŎƪǎέ (I4, Landholder with a C project) 

Absenteeism was linked with a perceived lack of active management of properties which was in turn 

linked with perceived rural decline with άƭŜǎǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜέ (I8, Landholder without 

a C project).  Lack of active management of carbon farmed areas was recognised by a few respondents;    

ά/ƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜǎ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎŀǎƘ ƛƴ ŀǊŜ ōǳȅƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƴƻǘ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳΧŀƴŘ ŦŜǊŀƭ 

ŘƻƎǎ ŀǊŜ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƻƴ ŀōǎŜƴǘŜŜ ƭŀƴŘ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ŀǊŜŀέ (FG2, Landholder without a C project)  

άDecreases active land management, [the scheme] needs to make sure that Carbon Farming 
ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘǎ ƭŀƴŘ ƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ōŜǘǘŜǊέ (S20, Landholder without a C project) 

When asked ‘should carbon farming contracts require active management of a property to inhibit 

absenteeism’, the majority of respondents ranged from somewhat agree to strongly agree (see Figure 

14).   
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Figure 14: Perceptions of the need for an active management feature in carbon project contracts 

Another social issue arising from carbon farming was local community conflict due to the divide 

between the haves and the have nots; those with carbon farming and increased income and those 

without.  There was also an understanding that while only some were άƎǊŀōōƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ŀƴŘ 

ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎέ (I9, Landholder without a C project), most were reinvesting in their property.  Due to this, a 

sense of economic inequity was evident in some discussions and interviews;   

άLǘ ƛǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǎŜƭŦέ (FG1, Government) 

ά¢ƘŜ ŘƻƭƭŀǊǎ ƛƴ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ȅŜǘ ƴƻ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘƻǿƴΣ ǿƘŜƴ Ŏƻǘǘƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƘŜǊŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΦ  

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ōƻƻƳƛƴƎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎΣ ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƴƻǘ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜέ (FG2, Service provider) 

άDŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ, more money [is] in the community but not everyone is getting it, [there are] stock 
ŀƎŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀȊƛŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜέ (S19, Landholder with a C project) 

 ά{ƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ōƛǘǘŜǊ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ back paidΧ{ƻme got PVPs in 2011 and 
ǎǘƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ Lb{Σ ōǳǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǇŀƛŘ Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƛǘέ (I6, Government) 

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ŎŀǊǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀƭǘƘ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜέ (I2, Landholder with a C 

project) 

άώaȅ ǿƛŦŜΩǎϐ family are jealous, they are the have notsέ (I4, Landholder with a C project) 

Two landholders in the second focus group had suggestions for a more egalitarian approach to paying 

farmers for carbon; 

ά²Ƙȅ ƎƛǾŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ōǳŎƪŜǘƭƻŀŘǎΚ  ²Ƙȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƎƛǾŜ ŀ ōƛǘ ǘƻ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘΚέ (FG2, Landholder without a C project) 

άLŦ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŘƻƛƴƎ ƛǘΣ ǿƘȅ ƴƻǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ǘƻ ŀƭƭΚ ²Ƙȅ ŘƻŜǎ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘΣ ǿƘȅ ŎŀƴΩǘ 5tL Ƨǳǎǘ ƎƛǾŜ ǳǎ ƳƻƴŜȅΚέ (Landholder without a C project) 

A couple of respondents expressed this conflict in terms of perceived ‘double dipping’ from 

government coffers; 
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ά{ƻƳŜ ώŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎϐ Ǝƻǘ ƳƻƴŜȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦŜƴŎƛƴƎ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜct, 
ǿŜƭƭ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŘƻǳōƭŜ ŘƛǇǇƛƴƎ” (I6, Government staff) 

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛŘŜŀ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ΨƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƳƻƴŜȅ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀ ƳȅǘƘΦ  But at Landcare 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀǎƪΣ ΨǿƘȅ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƘŜǊŜΣ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ [ŀƴŘŎŀǊŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ 

ourselves, are we ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ǘƻ ŦǊŜŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΚ L ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ǘƻ [ŀƴŘŎŀǊŜ ŀƴȅƳƻǊŜ ƴƻǿΣ L ŦŜƭǘ 
ōǊŀƴŘŜŘέ (I2, Landholder with a C project)     

The impact this conflict has had on carbon farmers has been local social division and accusatory 

comments.  The following landholder explains that he was called a hypocrite for retaining INS;  

άώLϐ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ Lb{ ǇƭŀƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ώƘŀǾƛƴƎϐ ŀƴ !5 ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ L ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŀ 

ƘȅǇƻŎǊƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ΨǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛŎŜ ƻŦ ƘȅǇƻŎǊƛǎȅΚΩ” (I4, Landholder with a C 

project) 

While this landholder explains the loss of friendships resulting from having a carbon project; 

άtŜƻǇƭŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘŀƭƪ ǘƻ ǳǎ ŀƴȅƳƻǊŜΧŦǊƛŜƴŘǎƘƛǇǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƭƻǎǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǊƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǘƻ 

ŀǎƪ ŀ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜ ǊŜǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƛǘΧέ (I2, Landholder with 

a C project) 

In contrast others saw carbon farmers as a άǎŜŎǊŜǘ Ŏƭǳōέ (I4, Landholder with a C project) who kept 

their success to themselves; 

άtŜƻǇƭŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǘƛƎƘǘ-ƭƛǇǇŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŦŜǿ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ !5ΧǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŦƛƴŜ ƭƛƴŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 
ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀŎƪ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ (FG2, Landholder without a C 

project) 

During interviews it was mentioned twice that during the charity Haydrive, carbon farmers were told 

they were not invited to partake and that it was for the less fortunate in the community.  Likewise, a 

rural financial counsellor explained that she was advised by management to turn carbon farmers 

away;  

άL Řƻƴϥǘ ƎŜǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ōǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ LϥƳ ǎŜŜƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳŜ Ǿƛŀ 

income and not enough income. [With] carbon farming not being Primary Production these 
ŎƭƛŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ L ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜΣ ōǳǘ ώǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜϐ ƛƴ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅΦέ 

(S15, Service provider) 

Feeling a sense of exclusion from parts of the community and feeling judged by others was expressed 

by some carbon farmers.  This was often linked to the public register of projects available on the CER 

website (2019), where details of the project including number of ACCUs generated were visible.  This 

meant neighbours could look up a project and estimate the income levels of carbon farmers.  A handful 

of stakeholders mentioned this during discussions and interviews; 

άIf I had millions in property ownership, no one would know, but because it is carbon, everyone 
Ŏŀƴ ŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǘέ (I3, Landholder with a C project) 

ά9ǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ƘŜǊŜ ƪƴƻǿǎ Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ƛǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ŎŀǊōƻƴΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ !5 ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎέ 

(I5, Government) 
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3.5 Co-benefits 
While there are a number of benefits associated with carbon farming, as previously evidenced, 

environmental co-benefits have the potential to be paid for via ecosystem services schemes.  When 

survey respondents were asked if co-benefit payments would incentivise greater uptake of carbon 

farming, the vast majority (32 of 33 respondents) agreed that it would (see Figure 15); 

ά/ƻ-ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǘƛǇ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎέ (FG1, Aggregator)   

 

 

Figure 15: Responses to the question, would co-benefit payments incentivise uptake of carbon 

farming? (n=33) 

Survey participants were asked to rate different features that could attract a co-benefit payment.  The 

most popular were payments for soil retention, biodiversity and water quality, while co-benefit 

payments for scenic beauty/landscape aesthetics were deemed to be less attractive (see Table 3).  This 

could be due to the production benefit associated with improved environmental outcomes.  

Table 3: Average ratings for attractiveness of co-benefit payments 

Co-benefit Payment attractiveness rated out of 100 

Reduced soil loss 79/100 

Biodiversity 79/100 

Improved water quality 76/100 

Scenic beauty/Landscape aesthetics 58/100 

 

Co-benefit payments were viewed as crucial by some respondents who argued that without these 

payments, carbon farming would lead to land degradation in the landscape;  

άLŦ Ŏƻ-ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ǘƻ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾƛǎŜ ƎƻƻŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƛƴ ŀ ŦŜǿ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǘƛƳŜ 
ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜέ (I6, Government) 

άILw Ƙŀǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǇƻƻǊ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ outcomes. It should have more specific parameters 
according to the landscape in which it is being applied, so that landholders are rewarded for 
regenerating species with co-ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΦέ (S13, Government) 
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The following government researcher explained that without co-benefit payments, there was no 

incentive to manage these areas effectively beyond the contracting period;  

ά!ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǊŜŘƛǘǎ ŦƻǊ Ŏƻ-benefits would ensure management post-contract period.  Should 
landholders be paid for biodiversity in addition to carbon?  This could make opportunities for 
growing more carbon because the CER do not know what to do with the 100 ȅŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦέ 
(FG2, Government researcher) 

While the following government representative explained that there was a lack of information 

available on environmental co-benefits;  

ά¢ƘŜ Ŏƻ-benefits from carbon farming are less documented and highlighted.  The information 
that is available promotes carbon farming projects as a good opportunity for carbon 
sequestration and receive payments for it.  The co-benefits should also be highlighted so that 
in the long-term there are also ecological outcomes from e.g. natural regeneration and re-
ǇƭŀƴǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ /ŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎΣ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘΦέ 

(S26, Government) 

Beyond co-benefits, some stakeholders explained that they though a carbon payment scheme needed 

to be much broader and more holistic in approach; 

ά[We need] a whole farm planning method that takes into account all carbon stored across 
the landscape i.e soil, forest, stock etc and measured as a change over time from multiple 
ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦέ (S11, Aggregator) 

άWe need to understand carbon as part of the whole farm system and generate carbon 
ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŦŀǊƳǎΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ƻŦŦǎŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎέ (FG2, 

Landholder without a carbon project) 

 

3.6 Uncertainty and risk 
Of the nine landholders who responded to the survey and who had a carbon farmed project, four 

indicated that they had experienced no complications so far.  Of the other five, two mentioned 

increased risk and increased uncertainty, while one mentioned increased stress related to increased 

uncertainty.  The risk of going into carbon farming over other enterprises was ranked by only a handful 

of survey respondents (n=5) as these questions were directed towards landholders with carbon 

farming projects and aggregators and were deleted during the question cut back process mid-project.  

On average these few respondents ranked 25year contracts as ‘less risky’ and 100year contracts as 

‘somewhat risky’. As the proceeding respondent identified; 

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ нл҈ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ between a 25 yr project and a 100 yr project, and 
yet the risk factor is markedly differentέ (I7, Government) 

When survey respondents were asked how worried they were about their financial liability at the end 

of a project if carbon was not sequestered, as well as their responsibility if there was a short-fall in 

carbon, responses ranged from ‘slightly worried’ to ‘not worried at all’.   

The unknowns and complexities inherent in the scheme and the associated potential risks were 

discussed by respondents as key themes in all research methods.  Signing a legally binding contract 

for at least a 25year period in light of this uncertainty was a key barrier, concern and issue for all 
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stakeholders.  For some, the complexity of carbon farming made decision-making using unknown 

variables a challenge; 

ά[Carbon farming] is tƻƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΣ ǘƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛŦǎ ŀƴŘ ōǳǘǎέ (I2, Landholder with a C project)  

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƻƴŜ ǊǳƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΣ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǎƛǘŜΣ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ (FG2, Aggregator) 

Feelings of uncertainty were directly related to a lack of confidence in government policy, and the 

ERF’s framework and methodology; 

ά¦ƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛƴŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭΦέ (S31, Government) 

άCŜŘŜǊŀƭ government policy uncertainty (election coming up), drought, technical restrictions, 
/9w ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅέ (S11, Aggregator) 

 ά.ŜƛƴƎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ /ŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻǿƴŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ L 
have found that there is a lot of uncertainty in the future direction of carbon farming 
(Government policy). The framework that projects are based on is a bit sketchy but you don't 
look a gift horse in the mouthΣ ŀƭƭ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ ƛǎ ǘǊȅ ōŜǎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǎƪǎΦέ (S19, Landholder 

with a C project) 

ά²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘŀǇǇȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ƎŜǘ ǘƻŘŀȅ ŀǎ ǘƻƳƻǊǊƻǿ ƛǘ Ƴŀȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΧneed to accept 
long-term uncertaintyέ (FG2, Landholder with C project) 

As the last two quotes conclude, accepting uncertainty and mitigating risks are aspects of carbon 

farming that carbon farmers have had to accept.  Likewise, aggregators also explained that they have 

to operate in a similar fashion; 

ά¢ƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛǊƻƴŜŘ ƻǳǘ ŀǎ ǿŜ Ǝƻ ŀƭƻƴƎέ (FG2, Aggregator) 

For aggregators in particular, the methods available and applicability of methodologies in the 

landscape were key weaknesses of the program; 

άtƻƻǊ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΦέ (S18, Aggregator)  

ά[ƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǾƛŀōƭŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΣ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǎŎƻǇŜ ŎǊŜŜǇ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ 

requirements increasing costs and ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎέ (S7, Aggregator) 

άwŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΦέ (S18, Aggregator) 

άaŜǘƘƻŘǎ ŦŀǾƻǳǊ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎ Ǝǳȅǎ ƻǳǘ ǿŜǎǘΧǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9wC ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΧǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ 

at, can we sequester carbon on 120ha? We could be accessing carbon storage more than we 
ƘŀǾŜ ŘƻƴŜΧ.ƭƻŎƪ ŎƘŀƛƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΧ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ 

where there is not much carbon in the system and the landholder is constrained by 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅΧƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƻƭƭŀǊǎ ώŦƻǊ ǎƻƛƭ ŎŀǊbon] there would be more buy in 
ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ Ǝǳȅǎέ (FG1, Aggregator) 

ά9wC ƭƛŦŜǎǇŀƴΣ ŘǊƻǳƎƘǘΣ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΣ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎέ ό{ммΣ 

Aggregator) 

Uncertainty related to drought and worsening conditions in the rangelands also shaped risk 

perceptions; 

 άIIw ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘǎΧƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƻŘȅ ǿŜŜŘ ŘƛŜǎΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ƴŜȄǘΚέ (FG2, 

Landholder with a C project) 
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άLb{ ƛǎ ŘȅƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŘǊƻǳƎƘǘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ƛŦ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ōƻǳƴŎŜ ōŀŎƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ŀǊŜ 

farmers financiŀƭƭȅ ƭƛŀōƭŜΚέ (FG2, Government)  

Uncertainty and a lack of understanding carbon pricing and carbon markets, as well as the 

ramifications of a potential global market, were also cited as issues; 

άtǊƛŎŜ ƻŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ǘƘǊŜŀǘΣ ǿŜ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ŦƛȄŜŘ ǇǊƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊst project, but the second project is 
ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ǎǇƻǘ ǇǊƛŎŜέ (I3, Landholder with a C project) 

άώLΩƳϐ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎέ (S19, Landholder with a C 

project) 

Uncertainty and risk around meeting contract obligations was a key topic of discussion.  Most 

stakeholders had questions regarding requirements of contracts and the long-term viability of 

contracts; 

ά²Ƙŀǘ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎΣ ƴƻ ƻƴŜ ƪƴƻǿǎΗ !ƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƘƻƭŘŜǊΩǎ 

obligation if the ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘΚέ (I5, Government) 

ά²Ƙŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ crediting period on a 100 year contract, how are the next 90 years 
ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜŘΚέ (I6, Government) 

ά²Ƙŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ƛŦ L ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōǊŜŀƪ Ƴȅ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘΚ ²Ƙŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ƛŦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ƻƴ Ƴȅ 

contracted obligation? (FG2, Landholder without a C project) 

In response to this, one landholder in the second focus group discussion brought up a case in 

Queensland where landholders had been taken to court, had their contract revoked, and had to pay 

back a percentage of the revenue.   

During the second focus group, this last question was discussed with a government representation 

stating άȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ƻǇǘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ млл ȅŜŀǊ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛǘ ǘƻ нр years if you forsake 20% carbon 
ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜέΣ however an aggregator responded άƴƻ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅƳƻǊŜέ.  This exchange, 

and discussion around changes to taxation during the CFI-ERF period, led to some respondents 

claiming άƘƻǿ Ŏŀƴ ǿŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ Ǉƻǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘƭȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ǎƘƛŦǘŜŘΚέ (FG2, Landholder 

with a C project).   

Uncertainty related to the behaviours of financial institutions in response to carbon farming now and 

in the future also added to a sense of confusion; 

άDǊŜȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƻǾŜǊ land ǘƛǘƭŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ōŀƴƪǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜΧƘƻǿ Řƻ ǿŜ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ and manage 
ǊƛǎƪΚέ (I4, Landholder with a C project) 

While the following landholder explained that the benefits and risks were still unknowns due to the 

relative infancy of the program, although some red flags were emerging; 

ά¢ƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƻǳǘŜŘ ōy project providers along with government agencies that think 
that carbon farming [has] unrivalled benefits and no risk going forward should be held to 
account in the immediate term. As the benefits/risks have not been properly appraised as the 
data both environmentally, socially and financially will not be in for some years to come. Some 
red flags are starting to emerge that may only be realised once the creation period & (income 
producing years) are fulfilled in the form of "good tenure"' and saleable post creation period. 
Along with this is a much greater risk of the availability of finance from bank and other 
financial institutions to present & future property's that have a carbon abatement contract on 
it for a considerable amount of time post the income years from a CER contract. It is a fact that 
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the bank lending to property's with carbon abatement contract already installed upon them 
will only lend for the period that a CER contract is in place. Post this period the owner will be 
required to submit morŜ Ŝǉǳƛǘȅ ƻǊ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŀƴ ǇŀƛŘ Řƻǿƴ ōȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƛƳŜΦέ (S34, Landholder 

with C project) 

 

Aggregators in this landscape were largely trusted and respected by other stakeholders.  The survey 

revealed that all landholders with carbon farming projects and aggregators were sharing risk and 

indicated that risk sharing was ranked ‘very important’ to their business.   Aggregators were noted for 

their personal approach, hiring local people, listening to landholders and conducting intense on-the-

ground monitoring of carbon projects;  

άώ!ƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƻǊϐ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǇŜƴŘ ƳƻƴŜȅ ƻƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

and school days and are always at the show.  They tick the trendy box, they employ on values 
and have employed local people.  When they come out to conduct vegetation surveys they 
ŎŀƳǇ ŦƻǊ т Řŀȅǎ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴ плŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƘŜŀǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǇ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅέ (I6, 

Government) 

As previously mentioned, a key factor in this landscape that mitigated uncertainty and motivated 

adoption was the shared risk and partnership between landholders and aggregators.   

 

3.7 Information quality and quantity 
All stakeholders (minus aggregators due to their assumed knowledge) were asked to rate their 

knowledge of carbon farming.  Out of 100 points, the average score was 57, indicating that the need 

for information is average amongst these respondents – some were very familiar while others rated 

their knowledge very poorly.  On average, service providers (n=3) rated their knowledge 30/100; 

government officers (n=9) rated their knowledge 49/100; government researchers (n=2) rated their 

knowledge 92/100; and landholders without a C project1 (n=11) rated their knowledge 52/100.   For 

better uptake there is much room for improving information and knowledge of carbon farming across 

the landscape.   

Of those with carbon projects, most found out about carbon via a direct approach from aggregators 

(5) or aggregator promotion (2); others found out via neighbours (3) and other land managers (1); 

rural service providers also informed landholders (2), with only one landholder citing government 

(LLS/DPI/OEH/DoEE) as the instigator for carbon farming.  Another landholder stated they had learnt 

about carbon farming first through a private regenerative agriculture consultancy, Resource 

Consulting Services (RCS).  For all stakeholders, the survey found that rural financial advisers were the 

main source of information, followed by aggregators/carbon service providers and ‘other’ (which was 

usually espoused to be a form of self-research on the internet) (see Figure 16).   

 
1 Due to an oversight in the skip logic of the survey, Landholders with a C project were not asked this question. 
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Figure 16: Sources of information on carbon farming  

We also asked respondents to rank information from each of these sources on a scale of 0-100 in 

terms of both quantity and quality of information provided (see Table 4).  Central West LLS followed 

by CER followed by Western LLS were ranked as having the best quality information in comparison to 

the other sources, while Western LLS, DPI and Central West LLS were ranked as providing the most 
information in comparison to other sources.     

Table 4: Sources of information ranked by quantity and quality provision 

Information source Quality (ranked out of 100) Quantity (ranked out of 
100) 

Central West LLS 66 65 

Clean Energy Regulator 56 49 

Western LLS 55 68 

Department of Primary Industries, 
NSW 

53 67 

Aggregators/Carbon service providers 52 55 

Department of Environment and 
Energy 

51 55 

Private landholders 51 52 

Rural advisers 35 33 

Office of Environment and Heritage, 
NSW 

25 32 

 

Overall, the highest rankings for quality and quantity of information were 66/100 and 68/100 

respectively.  Therefore, Table 4 depicts a huge gap in quantity and quality of information, with no 

excellent, independent sources listed by participants.  This lack of information was expressed by the 

following respondent;    
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ά!ƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ōǳŎƪΣ ǘƘŜ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ bwa 

government have no capacity, NRM bodies (in QLD) are conflicted, the State Government has 
only recently become engaged.έ (FG1, Government) 

Most interestingly, comparing Figure 16 with Table 4 uncovers a high discrepancy in information; while 

rural advisers were the most consulted source regarding carbon farming information, they were also 

ranked second to the bottom in terms of quantity (33/100) and quality of information (35/100) on 

offer.  This points to landholders seeking advice from accessible advisers in the landscape only to find 

a dearth of advice on carbon farming.  This point was raised during the first focus group;   

“²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΧǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

trusted advisor level” (FG1, Aggregator) 

One service provider also noted this in the survey responses; 

άL ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ as my clients are investing into the projects. 
¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛǎ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ L ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦέ (S15, Service 

provider) 

This is a key stakeholder group which could be targeted for information dissemination.  Rural advisers 

are in need of carbon farming literacy so that they can provide planning and management advice that 

integrates carbon farming.  This would be of great benefit to landholders and potentially increase 

uptake of carbon farming.   

CWLLS was rated the best in terms of quality and quantity about carbon farming, however this source 

was used and ranked by only two landholders who did not have carbon farming projects.  While the 

majority of landholders in this study resided in the Western Division, only 2 of the 15 landholders living 

there sought information on carbon farming from the Western LLS.  In terms of the type of information 

provided, Western LLS provided; 

ά!ǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎΤ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎΤ ŦƛŜƭŘ Řŀȅǎ ŀƴŘ 

ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎέ (S38, Government researcher) 

ά9ǾŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎέ (S13, Government) 

ά¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ƪƴƻwledge in the Western Division is there, but there are social problems with 
ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ƭŀƴŘƘƻƭŘŜǊǎέ (FG1, Government)  

Other government staff explained their lack of capacity for advising on certain aspects of carbon 

farming; 

ά!ǎ ŀ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ officer, I don't have first-hand financial knowledge of the 
implications of carbon farming. This information is difficult for non-ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎέ (S13, 

Government) 

ά²Ŝ ƘŀŘ ǎƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ƭŀƴŘƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǳǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎΣ Ƴany 
of which remain uncertain to this day.  There was a dearth of impartial knowledge in the 
ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜέ (I8, Government)  

άLƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ 

carbon methodologies and contract requiremŜƴǘǎέ (I7, Government) 
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άtǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŜƴǉǳƛǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǎƻ L ǿƛƭƭ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ 

concepts and provide further resources and contacts if they wish to explore further. Similarly, 
ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎǘŀŦŦΦέ (S23, Government) 

This lack of capacity in government to provide required knowledge was explained by some as a lack of 

άǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ Ǌƻƭƭ-ƻǳǘ ƻƴ ōŜƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘέ (FG2, Government).  Another government 

representative explained, άL ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ŘƛŜŘ ǿƘŜƴ L ŦƻǳƴŘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ 

ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΧL ƻƴƭȅ ƪƴŜǿ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎǎέ (FG2, Government).  This was similarly reflected in 

responses from landholders;     

ά²ƘŜǊŜ Řƻ ȅƻǳ Ǝƻ ǘƻ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŦƻΚ CŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǘǊǳǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ 

who knock on their door, maybe even gullible.  There was no one to go, only two LLS staff had 
ŀƴȅ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎέ (I2, Landholder with a C project).   

Most rated aggregator information quantity and quality very high, while a few low scores dragged the 

averages down – those who tended to rate them highly tended to be landholders with carbon projects.  

Reasons for these high scores are provided below;  

άThey are up to date with current government regulations and inform me on most changes to 
ǘƘŜ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎέ (S19, Landholder with a C project) 

ά[We provide information on] eligibility criteria, project requirements and restrictions, 
ongoing management of a carbon project, access to markets, revenue forecasts, project 
ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9wCΣ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ (S11, 

Aggregator) 

Although, a lack of financial advice, as mentioned previously, was still an issue for some who sought 

answers from aggregators; 

άώ!ƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƻǊϐ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƎƛǾŜ ǳǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŀŘǾƛŎŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ƻƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΗέ 

(I2, Landholder with a C project)   

 

In the survey respondents were asked where they would go for more information if a new method 

became available.  Aggregators listed DoEE, CER, and specialists whereas landholders listed 

aggregators/Carbon service providers, LLS, DPI, Carbon Link and the National Farmers Federation 

(NFF).  However, one landholder suggested that Landcare should be used as a conduit for such 

information;    

ά²ƻǳƭŘ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ [ŀƴŘŎŀǊŜύ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻƴ-political and not for profit as this 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴǎǘƛƭ ƳƻǊŜ ǘǊǳǎǘΦέ (S1, Landholder without a C project) 

Topics that landholders wanted more information on varied greatly, but these revolved mostly around 

financial advice and understanding contractual arrangements and options; 

ά[ƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ƎƻǾ ǇƻƭƛŎȅέ (S5, 

Landholder without a C project) 

ά/ƻǎǘΣ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǎΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴŦƻΣ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŘǊƻǳƎƘǘΣ 

criteria, land suitability, time line, risks, measurements, sequestration rates in region and cost 
of measurements, management requirŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅέ (S20, 

Landholder without a C project)  
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άLŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘŀȄ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ŎƻǎǘǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŜƭǇ 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǎƪ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴŎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ǳǎέ (FG2, Aggregator) 

ά{ǇŀǘƛŀƭƭȅΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǊōƻƴΚ ²Ƙŀǘ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƳƻƴŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ƛǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƻƻƪ 

ƭƛƪŜΚέ (FG2, Landholder without a C project) 

The following landholder suggested that the whole program needed careful explanation to build 

confidence in the whole program; 

άLƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƭŜƎŀƭ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΦ  bŜŜŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘΧ 

Aggregators, CER, methodologies, Frameworks, ERF, basic understanding of carbon and why 
a tree can hold it and why it equals dollars.  Need to be shown it is a bonafide system.  Need 
information on the pros and cons of having an aggregator manage your project vs doing it 
ȅƻǳǊǎŜƭŦέ (I4, Landholder with a C project)    

Understanding management requirements was also explicitly mentioned by some stakeholders; 

άaore understanding of what is allowable under a carbon farming project and how to actively 
manage the carbon estimation areas to ensure transition into forest cover. Clarity from the 
Clean Energy Regulator on their stance on carbon leakage and what is allowable in exclusion 
ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ƭŀƴŘƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƎǊŜŀǘƭȅΦέ (S11, Aggregator) 

άLŦ ǿŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ǎǘƻŎƪ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎΣ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƻ 

ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳ ōȅ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŎǊŜŘƛǘǎΦέ (S12, Landholder without C project) 

ά²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ōŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƭƻƻƪ ƭƛƪŜ ƻƴ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳŜŘ ƭŀƴŘΚέ (FG2, Landholder 

without a C project) 

However, the following landholder insinuated that clarity in information at the local scale was needed; 

ά!ǘ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ but when you try to look into more detail around 
cost, methods, measurement and potential economic benefit the detail becomes clunky and 
ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛǾŜƭȅΦέ (S6, Landholder without a C project) 

Stakeholders also wanted more information on soil carbon methodology and co-benefits;  

άaƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƛƭ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΣ ŀǾƻƛŘŜŘ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭ 

carbon and co-ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƻƛƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘέ (S38, Government researcher) 

άΩ{ƻƛƭ /ŀǊōƻƴ ŀǘ ŀ DƭŀƴŎŜΩ - 1 page at a glance info sheet to give enough information to 
ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻέ (S15, Service provider) 

 

3.8 Validity of carbon farming as a tool to address climate change 
In closing comments in all research methods, some respondents offered thoughts on the validity of 

carbon farming as a means of addressing climate change.  The following stakeholders questioned the 

motive behind carbon offsetting in general;   

 άLǎ ƛǘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ōŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ƭŀƴŘƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΚ hǊ ǘƘŜ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘΚέ (I6, 

Government) 

άLǎ ƛǘ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǇƭŀƴŜǘΚέ (S2, Service provider) 
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άL ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇŀƛŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛǘ όŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳύ ǘƻ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ ŀ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊέ (FG2, Landholder 

without a C project) 

While the proceeding respondents viewed the scheme as beneficial at both a national and regional 

scale; 

ά/ŀƴƴƻǘ ǊŜŀŎƘ ŀƴȅ tŀǊƛǎ !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ¢ŀǊƎŜǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛǘΦέ (S18, Aggregator) 

ά/ŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊƻƭƭŜŘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΦέ 

(S10, Landholder with a C project) 

 

4. Discussion: creating an enabling environment for carbon 

farming 

4.1 Social cultural acceptance and local perceptions 
Understanding how carbon farming has been received in the rangelands landscape of NSW presents 

a complex, layered and nuanced narrative.  The impacts and issues are multifaceted and wide ranging, 

covering the economic, environmental and social dimensions of rural land-use change.  Opinions 

about the role of carbon farming in the rangelands were divided on almost every issue.  However, the 

immediate and dramatic impact it has had on people, landscapes and livelihoods since the CFI started 

in 2011 is undeniable.    

Economically, carbon farming has ‘upped the ante’ and provided huge reward for those who were 

willing to take the gamble.  Many referred to this as a much-needed injection of cash into the local 

economy.  Individually, landholders have diversified enterprises and incomes, spreading risk and 

increasing farm-level resilience.  Reinvestment in grazing infrastructure and environmental works on 

properties has been fast-tracked, and some farmers are using income to buffer and realise a transition 

towards a regenerative agricultural system.  Being able to afford labour, contractors, machinery, and 

property expansion were enabling improvements to the farmscape.  While there may need to be more 

time before there is evidence of a regional economic benefit – at this stage these benefits are largely 

visible on farm (hiring family members) and to a much lesser extent, in community (buying materials 

to improve infrastructure from local traders).  Whether carbon incomes were being felt in the wider 

community was contested, with some saying the trickle-down effect had not yet really been felt.  

However, the on-farm sense of security and renewal provided through this income was bringing 

children back to working on the farm and inspiring long-term goal-setting and succession planning.       

However, the huge economic returns also created a perceived division in the community between 

those who were eligible for a project and those who weren’t.  The contrast between those with 

lucrative incomes and those struggling to survive in the landscape had created local unrest and 

resentment.  Due to this carbon farmers reported being formally and informally excluded from 

community events like the Haydrive in Cobar and made to feel like they didn’t deserve other pockets 

of government funding, such as those provided through Landcare and LLS.   

While economic returns offered a huge positive, the downside of this was the complex taxation rules 

attached to carbon farming, general lack of awareness about these rules and the lack of professional 

financial advice about carbon farming available in the community.  In the case of AD, 100 years’ worth 

of income was being paid up front over 10 years, however this income was being taxed as yearly 

income.  There are questions here for the Australian government who are effectively gleaning back 

much of the income in huge tax returns.  Furthermore, carbon farming income was not considered to 
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be ‘on-farm’ income or primary production.  With landholders having to prove at least 55% of yearly 

income being generated from on-farm income in order to be considered a primary producer, the huge 

yearly lump sum payments were nullifying primary producer status.  This then had ramifications for 

carbon farmers when trying to prove productive value of capital assets to financial institutions, 

implications for insurance eligibility, and excluded these farmers from accessing farm-offset accounts 

and rural financial hardship counselling.  

The lure of economic returns from carbon farming had also sparked another perceived local 

phenomenon, increased absenteeism.  Reports of corporates, ‘George St’ farmers, and other 

opportunists buying up properties to lock into carbon or putting existing properties entirely under 

carbon farming, were anecdotal but rife.  This was linked to perceptions of social, environmental and 

productivity decline due to a perceived lack of active management required for carbon farming on 

absentee-owned lands (Jassim, 2018).  The actual impact of carbon farming on absenteeism would 

need to be closely interrogated to cancel out other contextual reasons for absenteeism.   

While other studies (Dumbrell et al., 2016; Torabi et al., 2016b; Fleming et al., 2019) found economic 

incentives to be secondary motivators to get into carbon farming, behind environmental and 

production benefits, in this study economic incentive dominated motivations, with secondary 

motivations related more to perceived compatibility with existing enterprises and long-term goals.  

Whereas environmental and production benefits of carbon farming were recognised, the economic 

benefits enabled progress towards environmental and production goals across the whole farmscape.    

Similarly, while political and policy uncertainty was found to be the key barrier to entering carbon 

farming in other studies (Dumbrell et al., 2016; Kragt et al., 2017; Salas Castelo, 2017), this study 

identified that eligibility and perceived incompatibility with existing enterprises were cited by 

landholders without a project as the key barriers to adoption.  Pannell et al. (2006) has stressed how 

perceived incompatibility with existing farm operations, along with other perceptions of trialability, 

act as universal barriers to adoption of new innovations.  Beyond these barriers, a lack of information 

and therefore understanding of the scheme and its variations and complexities has also inhibited 

widespread adoption.  Program attractiveness (characteristics and design) was low due to this lack of 

clarity and transparency, both factors that are crucial when trying to assess compatibility (Torabi et 

al., 2016a; Liu et al., 2018).   

In this landscape a key feature in the uptake of carbon farming was the strong presence of a handful 

of aggregators.  In contrast to Jassim’s (2018) finding that landholders in QLD lacked an ‘honest 

broker’, it was found in NSW that the aggregators that were present built trust, reputation and 

integrity within the community.  The effort of aggregators to generate networks based on trust, their 

presence in the landscape, their extensive monitoring of sites, their ethical business values and their 

risk-sharing practices were all integral to them becoming the key instigator of adoption.  Further to 

this, aggregators targeted early adopters who then helped others adopt.  These findings confirm 

Torabi et al.’s (2016a) assertion that local networks and trust are key structural aspects that can enable 

or disable uptake of carbon farming.  However, while aggregators were one of the most common 

sources of information on carbon farming, they were perceived as providing a lower quality and 

quantity of information than Local Land Services (LLS) and the Department of Primary Industries (DPI), 

indicating that there is still work to be done by aggregators in building trust with communities affected 

by carbon farming. 

Other than the community divisions caused by uneven changes in income, another key issue which 

instigated division in perceptions of carbon farming was related to mixed understandings of INS as 

either good or bad for the rangelands.  Perceptions around bad management now being rewarded 
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generated bewilderment and resentment in the community.  Understandably, for many landholders 

carbon farming represented an about-turn in policy.  Instead of incentivising the removal of INS (which 

continues to happen via LLS), suddenly it was worth millions, but only if you had filled out the 

paperwork before July 2010.  This policy flip coupled with restrictions on eligibility maddened 

community members who personally felt the inequities inherent in the roll-out of the program.  A lack 

of focus on soil carbon and rewarding practices which had a positive impact on soil carbon 

compounded this feeling for some.  While AD and HIR were viewed as encouraging INS, soil carbon 

was viewed as encouraging native pastures and was perceived to have better win/win results for 

production and environment.     

This lack of universal eligibility, coupled with a lack of available and accessible information led to 

miscommunications and mistrust within the community.  This then results in negative community 

narratives circulating around adoption of carbon farming, inhibiting local acceptance amongst non-

adopters and strengthening the divide with adopters (Torabi et al., 2016b; Jassim, 2018).  A lack of 

impartial information can exacerbate the long-lasting impact of these narratives (Liu et al., 2018).   

Further to this, local acceptance of a carbon offsetting scheme should also align with the overarching 

logic behind the scheme.  Dumbrell et al., (2016) found that landholders who had some experience 

with the Carbon Farming Initiative (CFI) (the predecessor of the ERF), and who had experienced the 

negative effects of climate change, were more likely to adopt carbon farming practices.  Dumbrell et 

al., (2016) also found that only 35% of respondents in their survey agreed that carbon farming was an 

appropriate way to address climate change.  While this was not explored in this study, some 

respondents did mention that reliance on offsetting as a way to combat climate change was not an 

appropriate or timely response.  Beyond this, basic belief in climate change and therefore climate 

change mitigation was viewed as a barrier to local acceptance;   

 ά9ƭƛƎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŀ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊΣ ōǳǘ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǊŜ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎΧǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƴǘƛέ (FG1, Government researcher) 

While this study did not explore climate change ‘beliefs’, Berry et al., (2018) found that, in the NSW 

rangelands, a ‘belief’ in climate change is not necessarily a pre-requisite for instigating local actions 

that aid with adaptation, increase socio-ecological resilience, and provide a range of other local 

benefits and co-benefits. 

 

4.2 Incentivising and securing long-term gains via co-benefit payments 
Social acceptance and increased uptake of carbon farming could be instigated through promoting 

payments for co-benefits.  Co-benefits such as increased biodiversity, increased ground cover, soil 

health and water quality have high potential to be delivered alongside carbon mitigation on carbon 

farmed sites (Lin et al., 2013; Evans, 2018; Baumber et al., 2019).  Some research states that promoting 

the environmental co-benefits of practices or framing carbon farming outside of financial incentives 

will help increase adoption (Dumbrell et al., 2016; Kragt et al., 2017; Fleming et al., 2019).  While we 

agree that this may be the case, we take the position of Torabi et al. (2016b) who state that payments 

for these co-benefits as ecosystem services on top of existing carbon payments will actually incentivise 

carbon and biodiversity outcomes and potentially create an enabling environment for rapid uptake.  

Rather than just promoting co-benefits, they need quantifying, valuing and payment for long-term, 

ongoing management and success.  Torabi et al. (2016b) found that the most attractive arrangement 

for landholders would be a scenario under which contract participation was not for a specific 

timeframe and through which carbon and biodiversity credits were stacked (as opposed to bundled).      
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Co-benefit payments are especially important for overcoming perceived barriers to adoption and 

disbenefits of carbon farming.  These payments would ensure that carbon farmed areas are actively 

managed in a way that maintains and improves ecosystem processes and stock and flow of services.  

This would counter the perception that carbon farmed areas can be locked up and left to become 

degraded blights on the landscape.  Co-benefit payments could also consider the whole farming 

system and could reward good land management across the landscape.  With current methodologies 

for soil carbon estimation in the rangelands regarded as impractical, co-benefit payments could value 

practices that improve soil health including carbon storage.  This would improve social acceptance via 

increased eligibility for payment and therefore greater spread of economic benefit resulting in a more 

egalitarian program.   

Most crucially for AD and HIR projects, co-benefit payments would guarantee the continuation of 

carbon farmed areas beyond the crediting period (when income and aggregator risk sharing ends) and 

these parts of the landscape would remain assets long into the future.  In this way properties would 

be more valuable and asset-rich, giving incentives to buyers and financial institutions to positively 

value carbon farming.  While it is hopeful, ongoing payments for co-benefits could potential retain 

carbon sinks beyond the life of ERF contracts, contributing to emissions reduction into perpetuity.        

 

4.3 Information needs  
Stakeholders expressed a strong need for impartial information, advice and knowledge of carbon 

farming.  This study clearly shows that the quality and quantity of available information is severely 

lacking in the rangelands.  While there is more support and advice available now than there was in 

2011, aggregators reported that even people with carbon farming projects still had many unanswered 

questions.  Provisioning this information gap should be a key priority of the government going forward.  

The following is a list of information needs as expressed by participants.  This list could be used to help 

develop a decision-making tool for landholders: 

• Financial information – for example, ATO tax requirements, accountants with experience with 

carbon farming 

• Information on revoking contracts and range of consequences for not meeting carbon 

contract obligations 

• Information on aggregator types, different contract types and different schemes 

• Time frame models and step-by-step procedures on what to do to instigate and register a 

carbon farming project  

• Prioritisation maps at a landscape level – what levels of carbon storage are possible where? 

What areas should we prioritise for both carbon and co-benefits? Which co-benefits? 

• Calculator to see potential return on carbon based on very rough estimates 

• Scenario modelling to help identify risks and actions to mitigate risks 

• Aids for decision-making processes 

• Carbon footprint calculator to calculate carbon emitted vs sequestered on the farm – (this 

could be used as a marketing tool or for management decisions) 

• Market updates and information on entering other carbon markets 

• Markets for co-benefits 

• Best management practice for different methodologies in different contexts – also for 

targeting specific co-benefits  

• A grazing pressure calculator to optimise management of HIR areas 

• More information on markets for carbon neutral products, for example beef 
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• Whole farm system case studies – how and why was carbon pursued, what did the journey to 

registering a project look like, management plans for carbon areas, where and how was 

money reinvested into the property, how were diverse enterprises managed, what challenges 

arose and how they were overcome 

• Energy calculator to determine adaptation and mitigation on the farm 

• Regular updates on important functions and new methods 

• A dedicated discussion forum for posting and answering questions, sharing information 

5. Conclusion and recommendations 
This study aimed to understand motivations and barriers for adoption of carbon farming, to identify 

benefits and disbenefits and to identify information needs.  It was found that a combination of 

environmental, economic and social perks and pitfalls shaped the realisation of carbon farming in the 

NSW rangelands.  Differing perceptions, different values, perceived conflicts, regional renewal, rural 

decline, confusion, complexity, uncertainty, risk and a dearth of information shaped the views of 

respondents.  In order to facilitate improved access to carbon markets, there are a number of 

recommended actions that could be taken by the government: 

• A demystification campaign is required to provide clarity and reduce confusion and 

miscommunications around carbon farming.  This could be in the form of a Q&A with a panel 

made up of a range of key stakeholders including a representative from a financial institution.  

This could be filmed and uploaded to Landcare websites and distributed widely via social 

media.  A blog series based on answering key questions that emerged through this research 

would also be beneficial.  

• Actively working to improve the carbon-farming literacy and capacity of rural advisors and 

financial advisors as a key information source that could help to demystify carbon farming. 

• A myth-busting campaign that addresses negative narratives and brings together the ‘haves’ 

and ‘have nots’ could help mend local divisions.   

• Clear information about generating ACCUs from soil carbon and the practical limitations of 

this methodology in the rangelands. 

• Development and promotion of best management practice for co-benefits – this could be 

promoted through provision of short training courses and also promoted via Landcare. 

• Promote co-benefit payments in terms of incentivising best management practice and 

ensuring ongoing value and income generation from carbon project sites. 

• Develop a set of social indicators to measure social benefits – this could include assessing 

labour hours, measuring the extent and benefit of new infrastructure on the farm, the 

formulation of a succession plan or long-term goals, the impact of carbon farming on the 

community - Jassim (2018) suggests that Social Impact Assessments should be used to 

determine impact on and benefits for the community.   

• Development of a tool for improving carbon market access should include interactive 

functions for landholders. 

• Explore the potential for clusters/collective areas to engage in cross-property projects to 

increase returns on carbon and co-benefits and reduce transaction costs.   

• Explore community suggestions for policy improvement, improved program design, and 

improved roll-out strategies. 
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