
 

SCIG submission – Review of the Soil Organic Carbon method 2021 

Page 1 of 19 

Soil Carbon Industry Group Submission to the 
2025 periodic review of the 2021 Soil Organic 
Carbon Method 
Duncan Farquhar - CEO Soil Carbon Industry Group - 11 April 2025 

Executive Summary 
SCIG welcome this review as an opportunity in orderly continuous improvement of the internationally 

highly regarded Soil Organic Carbon Method under the ACCU scheme. Our members include 

companies supporting all soil carbon ACCU’s so far issued. The Method continues to meet the offset 

integrity standards to a very high level.  Method stability and continuity are in the best interest of long-

term investment in abatement.  SCIG support changes that have a strong scientific basis, are well 

drafted, modelled and tested. SCIG note the Method is due to sunset on 1 April 2032.  This date sets a 

timeline for consolidation of these continuous improvement discussions into a successor Method. 

SCIG requests that the ERAC rule out suspending the Method and quickly reassure markets that this 

will not occur. 

Introductory comments 
The 2021 Soil Carbon Method is regarded as world leading (Chay & Cullenward, 2021; Dupla et al., 

2024; Pudasaini et al., 2024).  The direct measurement of soil carbon stock is foundational to this high 

regard; as too is having a stable, government regulated system.  ACCU’s delivered under the 2021 

Method also have strong nature repair co-benefits and strong productivity benefits.  

Globally the 2021 Method is precious public policy.  In concert with the Australian government, Soil 

Carbon Industry Group members are making the 2021 Soil Carbon Method work. Farmers across 

Australia are motivated to innovate through understanding managing carbon in their production 

systems. As well as generating high integrity abatement the Method is a tool for farmer, system and 

global learning. 

SCIG seeks to avoid any Method uncertainty (sovereign risk) from the operation of the 2021 Soil 

Carbon Method. The first ACCU’s have just been issued under the Method. Proponents are proving 

that they have measured correctly and are able to successfully submit offset reports.  Earlier 

measurement will enable more proponents to prove their capabilities and increase industry competition.  

Significant investments in schedule 2 hybrid approaches are progressing. In farmers minds a process 

of transformative change has begun. 

Through this Review there is the opportunity to plan an orderly approach to Method improvement. Such 

an approach can underline scheme integrity and stability. It is premature to contemplate significant 

revisions: 
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• The 2021 Soil Carbon Method has been operational for just over three years. 

• There have not been any significant advances in science in this period for ERAC to make major 

changes to the detailed determinations which established the 2021 Method. 

• Reverting to recently overturned positions such as, the temporary withheld discount and regression 

approach, would undermine the credibility of the Method and the ACCU Scheme more broadly.  

There is ongoing scientific debate on important issues such as the influence of rainfall v management 

on soil carbon uplift. SCIG have engaged with scientists and seek a more integrated view. Water is 

required but not sufficient to secure gains in soil carbon. As new projects credit, farmers are learning 

about managing water within their integrated activities.  The first issuance temporary discounts are on 

top of other conservativeness discounts and features of the Method.  This discount provides an 

incentive for farmers to maintain and secure the initial soil carbon gained.  The genuine abatement 

measured in crediting projects has followed the Method, including physical soil sampling, and been 

audited to the satisfaction of the Clean Energy Regulator.  SCIG consider scientific debate to be a 

matter for orderly consideration and continuous improvement. The Method continues to satisfy the 

integrity standards to a very high level. 

Any significant changes to the Method should be further researched and piloted in parallel to the 

operation of the current Method. The planned sunset of the Method in 2032 provides a timeline for 

concluding these investigations.  This includes changes related to the Integrated Farm and Land 

Management Method or new scientific questions.  The rigour of 10 years of scientific review and 

commercial testing that led to the 2021 Soil Carbon Method is a large weight of carefully considered 

judgement.  The momentum of learning and success counsels against damage to the ACCU scheme in 

terms of investment and uptake (from the perception of Method risk from any dramatic changes). The 

method contains strong internal incentives for innovation and learning.  Additional system change 

should seek to enhance the reputation of the current Method without disrupting its momentum in any 

way. 

SCIG’s current position is to only support consideration of the Integrated Farm and Land Management 

Method under the ACCU scheme if it refers to the existing soil carbon Method. Referring to one Method 

would increase farmer, market and investor clarity.  Divergent Methods would cause confusion. 

SCIG assumes that the 2021 Soil Organic Carbon Method will not be suspended as method changes 

are considered.  There is no case for such action and it would harm the credibility of the ACCU 

Scheme.  The 2021 Method continues to meet the offset integrity standards to a very high level. 

Any method changes that are considered necessary or desirable should be tested as new projects 

come through crediting.  This will enable investment continuity and continuous improvement based on 

real-world projects.  Suspension of the Method to await new Method development would mean the new 

Method would be drafted in a vacuum.  Such a new Method would then face a many-year lead time for 

commercial investment, testing and traction. SCESCI, the Soil Carbon Effective Sustainability Culture 

Index (Farquhar et al., 2025) is an indicator of the momentum and cultural asset built around the 

Method.  At the end of 2024 this stood at 103.5 years of managing successfully crediting projects.  With 

strong policy settings SCIG expect this asset to grow exponentially. 
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Review discussions have noted that Soil Carbon ACCU’s represent significant nature repair. While 

outside the scope of the review SCIG do recommend that soil carbon ACCU’s are also issued with a 

nature repair certificate.  These certificates will enable purchasers to progress toward nature positive as 

well as net zero. These credits will also give Australia some early in-market experience with nature 

repair credits.  This experience will otherwise be some years away. 

There is considerable allowance under the existing Method schedule 2 to develop hybrid 

Measure:Model:Measure approaches to carbon stock estimation. Many proposed changes may already 

be able to be accommodated under the existing Method. 

SCIG ask that ERAC consider modifying the Soil Carbon Method to allow modules for Nitrogen, 

Irrigation, Biochar, above ground woody biomass, rangeland management and other integrated land 

management carbon pools.  This consideration should include testing any changes with real projects. 

Stable and consistent policy is essential for building and maintaining confidence in the soil carbon 

method. Frequent changes or unclear regulatory direction create uncertainty, discouraging landholder 

participation and investor support. 

The 2018 Method development involved deep scientific and commercial discussion over 5 years 

chaired by CER (Clean Energy Regulator) including CSIRO and other leading scientists.  It built on 

experience with the 2014 Method.  Similarly, the 2021 Method was developed based on experience 

using the 2018 Method and some new evidence. SCIG members who have been involved remember a 

proactive discussion between scientists and practical commerciality. 

Long-term projects like soil carbon require trust in the rules staying broadly consistent over time. 

Instability undermines this trust and risks stalling the growth of a credible, scalable climate solution. 
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A preferred approach 
1. As soon as possible make strong statement as to the likely continuity of the 2021 Soil Carbon 

Method until at least 1 April 2032.  Declare that any changes will be complementary 

improvements and streamlining of the existing highly regarded Method. 

2. Anticipate a new Method to be developed and tested over the next 6 years that  

a. While noting the strong evidence for Eligible Activities derived from the UN Protocol 

(FAO, 2020), incorporates a more integrated carbon management approach to 

changing the ‘ordinary course of events’.  This may mean increased emphasis on 

measurement and decreased emphasis on eligible activities. 

b. includes a capacity for modules (if innovations cannot be accommodated through 

schedule modifications, additional eligible activities or within existing processes) 

i. Addition of Microbial Inputs to Soil Organic Carbon Sequestration method, 

EOI2024-32 

ii. Stable Soil Carbon Sequestration via Mineral-Associated Organic Carbon 

(MAOC), EOI2024-34 

iii. Using nitrification inhibitors to avoid nitrous-oxide emissions from fertiliser, 

EOI2024-36 

iv. Soil Carbon Model Accuracy Assessment Using Eddy Covariance 

Measurement Techniques, EOI2024-40 

v. Rangelands Soil Carbon Methodology, EOI2024-41 

vi. New Irrigation /landscape water function Module 

vii. Biochar Method 

viii. Above ground woody biomass = IFLM 

Timeline for developing modules could be independent of the method modification. 

c. Consideration of ‘reasonable bounds’ based on Gross Primary Production to be further 

investigated (with 2a above) over the next 6 years to 2032 and considered in a 

successor Method to the 2021 Soil Carbon Method. This will avoid perception of ‘flip 

flopping’ on issues that have been considered in detail as the 2021 Method was made 

and changed from the 2018 Method.  This will also allow time for more T2 measures to 

inform these considerations. Any testing should not impose additional costs on projects 

registered under the 2021 Method. 

3. Without forming a clear recommendation, SCIG discussed a ‘sandpit’ approach to speed 

proponent led Method development.  Some elements of this discussion were; Make a 

declaration that the CER can consider issuing ACCU’s for projects involving any of the above 

proposed modules if proponents first notify the CER that they are piloting such an approach.  

These ACCU’s are to be issued on ERAC satisfaction that the projects meet the offset integrity 

standards and that the Method/module that is piloting is in fact ‘made’ by the minister. Such an 

approach builds trust where innovators can be rewarded. 
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Does the 2021 Soil Carbon Method continue to meet the 

Offset Integrity Standards 

 

Additionality 

Additionality ≠ unlikely to occur in the ordinary course of events 

Some SCIG members asked that the breadth of “unlikely to occur in the ordinary course of events” not 

be simply equated with additionality.  This wording is deliberate, and ‘additionality’ should be assessed 

at the portfolio level rather than the project level.  This is an effect of section 27 of the CFI Act.  The 

S133 1 (a) integrity standard aims to change the ‘ordinary course of events’. There must be project 

uptake in order for there to be a change in the ordinary course of events. 

Whilst mentioning S27, ‘project commencement’ sometimes involves detailed timing of management 

operations to suit project registration.  This may mean interruption of the flow of farming operations 

(delaying investment) if registration is delayed for any reason. For example, missing out on a special 

pricing for fencing materials if the actual purchase is delayed until declaration.  There may be some 

practical solutions if this aspect of the Method is reviewed.  For example, investment could be allowed 

when there is a high chance that a project will be subsequently declared. Investment in soil carbon 

Offsets Integrity 
Standards 

Statutory 
reference 

Description 

Additionality 133(1)(a) Projects covered by the determination should result in abatement that 

is unlikely to occur in the ordinary course of events (i.e. unlikely to 

occur in the absence of the incentive provided by the scheme).   

Measurement and 

verification 

133(1)(b) Removals, reductions and emissions covered by the determination are 

measurable and capable of being verified. 

Eligible carbon 

abatement 

133(1)(c) Abatement accredited under the determination is ‘eligible carbon 

abatement’ (abatement due to the project that can be used to meet 

Australia’s international mitigation obligations). 

Evidence 133(1)(d) The method is supported by clear and convincing evidence. 

Project emissions 

and leakage 

133(1)(e) The method provides for deductions of material emissions that occur 

as a direct result of the conduct of projects. 

Conservativism 133(1)(g) All estimates, projections or assumptions in the determination are 

conservative. 

Legislative rules 133(1)(h) The determination satisfies any applicable legislative rules. 



 

SCIG submission – Review of the Soil Organic Carbon method 2021 

Page 8 of 19 

project implementation is often iterative and not a single large capital outlay.  A recognition of the 

project lifetime implementation investments may be a practical solution for defining when a project has 

materially ‘commenced’. 

SCIG is interested to consider the balance between  

1. measurement of change in carbon stock as an output measure of CO2 abatement and  

2. considering the effects of individual eligible activities.   

Whilst not recommending a change at this point, SCIG consider actual project implementation is more 

integrated than registration with a single eligible activity would suggest.  An example is the LawrieCo 6 

steps (LawrieCo, 2025). Projects may be registered with a single eligible activity being ‘new or 

materially different’ application of nutrients to address a deficiency. Actual implementation involves an 

integrated management regime.  Actual implementation could be a subtle change in grazing 

management to favour deep rooted species or other efforts integrated through the socioeconomics of a 

farming system.  In these cases, piecing apart the individual effect of a listed eligible activity would 

likely not capture the ‘whole of enterprise’ management changes due to the project. Direct 

measurement of SOC is perhaps the best indication of the intent of the Act to encourage additional 

abatement. 

SCIG recognise that soil carbon can be a source of additional abatement.  A widely adopted Method 

that rewards farmers for building SOC is likely to provide additional abatement. 

Whether current approaches to estimating sequestration adequately 

distinguishes sequestration driven by climate variability rather than project 

activities. (Question 1) 

SCIG considers current measures are adequately distinguishing project related sequestration. 

Conservativeness approaches in the Method were considered in the making of the 2021 Soil Carbon 

Method as it transitioned from the 2018 Soil Carbon Method.  The balancing of conservativeness and 

commerciality at this time was considered appropriate at the 25% level of first crediting to be held until 

T2 sampling period.  Any reconsideration of this level now will be seen as ‘flip flopping’ and a major risk 

for investors in the whole ACCU scheme.  SCIG recommends that any proposed changes be tested in 

parallel to the existing Method, but changes not be made until transition arrangements considering the 

2021 Method sunsetting in 2032. 

The 2021 Soil Carbon Method treatment of climate variability with a one-off first crediting discount is a 

simple approach able to be applied across the country.  Any opportunistic gains (from timing climate 

variability) in early years are likely to be one-off gains and insignificant in the context of overall project 

and scheme abatement over 25-100 years.   

The 2021 Method is an enabler of innovation.  SCIG expects an exponential expansion of capability in 

understanding how to build and manage soil carbon as more farmers move to crediting.  A simple 

approach relying more on measurement for proving additionality than on specific eligible activities is 

preferred.  We are finding that the integrated implementation of project activities is more likely to be 
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effective.  While a particular ‘eligible activity’ is used to satisfy registration requirements for newness, in 

reality, carbon building could be a subtle change in management emphasis driving changes in species 

abundance and below ground activity.  These changes may not easily be distinguished from large 

regional scale greening associated with rainfall events. 

Climate variability varies by region across Australia.  The complexity of applying a regionally specific 

reasonable bounds limit on ACCU issuance should be tested first.  The Method is currently successfully 

having farmers sign on.  A change in commerciality or complexity could extinguish all possibility of a 

transformative change for Australian Agriculture.  2032 is not that far away.  Letting the Method run 

unchanged until 1 April 2032 would allow the current acceleration of project development to be 

maintained.  It is unlikely that all of Australia’s farmers will be signed on by 2032.  The on-farm and 

system learning curve should be allowed to proceed un-checked.  If an adjustment is necessary, this 

will be apparent by 2032.  Farmers adopting a successor Method will be subject to these new 

arrangements. 

SCIG anticipates developing refinements through modules and by testing alternate approaches until 

2032.  The successor Method at this time is likely to have been tested and to be clearly superior to the 

existing 2021 SOC Method, and we will have time to secure wide industry and scientific consensus for 

the appropriateness of such a replacement Method.  Transition arrangements at this time will likely 

mean projects registered under the 2021 Method will transition to such a new Method.  This would 

mean that the duration of any ‘bonus’ from timing climate variability would need to be credited by 2031 

or thereabouts.  The scheme wide risk of over-crediting in this context is dwarfed by the risk to 

investment from a scheme seen as unstable and subject to unpredictable change based on sovereign 

risk.  The current acceleration of project development should not be compromised at all.  This 

momentum is the first shoot of a transformative change for Australian agriculture driven by the ACCU 

scheme.  It is also lighting a beacon of effective national sustainability culture for the world. 

Whether new requirements such as paired control sites, minimum time 

periods between sampling events, or the reinstatement of a regression 

approach to estimating net carbon abatement, should be considered. 

(Question 2) 

SCIG do not support reinstatement of a regression approach at this early stage.  A regression approach 

was considered in detail in the change from 2018 to 2021 Method. 

SCIG do not support re-writing the Method to include paired control sites.  This would add significant 

project costs and complexity. 

SCIG does not support further restrictions on time between sampling events than are already in the 

Method.  Sampling intervals are a commercial decision involving significant costs.  The collateral benefit 

of understanding soil carbon changes may lead project proponents to sample at the shortest allowable 

intervals.  New project proponents wishing to confirm systems are effective may sample and submit 

offset reports in the shortest possible time.  The benefits of information and system learning do not 

support further restrictions in minimum times between sampling events. 
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How might project costs and uptake be affected if new requirements such as 

those listed above were adopted? (Question 3). 

Any increases in project costs, complexity or reductions in the present value of all project ACCU’s 

issued (e.g. less or later ACCU’s) will reduce project uptake.  Project uptake is often a marginal 

proposition where small changes may make a large difference in uptake. 

SCIG includes members who are new to ACCU scheme project development.  Confidence in uptake of 

the Method is increased as projects are credited, and individual project developers can prove their 

competence through to offset reporting.  The process of completing baseline measurement, assembling 

information for auditors and submitting an offset report takes considerable skill and organisational 

capability.  SCIG members who are yet to receive this confirmation may take an opportunity to 

complete an offset report at an early stage.  Longer periods between sampling events would mean 

longer time to prove this competence. 

Measurement and verification 
The 2021 SOC Method is a learning tool as well as a regulatory measurement tool for verification of 

ACCU issuance.  Farming systems have socioeconomic features that can be informed by measures.  

From this point of view, the more measurement the better as it will help make management and 

business decisions.  Measurement does cost money.  The current settings in the Method allow for 

annual measurement.  Where this can be financially justified it should be allowed.  Project developers 

are able to make fair business decisions including likelihood of reversal under the existing 

arrangements.  This is likely to include less frequent measurement in the rangelands.  If there are 

subsequent reversals, farmers will have information about the SOC they are managing to secure.  

Securing this SOC is likely to involve multifactorial decisions about grazing pressure.  The more farmers 

have measured increases to secure, the bigger the selection ratio for learning how to secure the 

increases. 

To set regionally specific sampling intervals and reasonable bounds adds unneccesary complexity to 

the Method. 

The current system has strong systems for measurement of SOC stocks.  The third-party audit is 

sufficient verification to satisfy that measures have been conducted according to the Method. 

 

The method’s provisions for measuring and verifying abatement estimates 

are fit for purpose. (Question 4). 

The Method’s provisions for measuring and verifying abatement are fit for purpose. 
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There are new technologies or measurement approaches, which should be 

considered in potential amendments to the SOC Method 2021 (Question 5). 

Schedule 2 of the Method provides for a hybrid approach to estimation of Carbon stock with not less 

than a 10-year physical sampling interval. New technologies can be accommodated within the existing 

Method. 

Where schedule 2 does not appropriately consider the new technology SCIG recommends piloting 

alternative approaches to estimation alongside existing soil carbon approaches with an industry 

partner.  These additional approaches and reporting will require additional funding. 

Eligible carbon abatement 
Issued Soil Carbon ACCU’s are eligible abatement. SCIG see no reason why they would not be. 

Whether changes to the method should be made regarding eligible carbon 

abatement that can be counted in Australia’s National Greenhouse Accounts 

(Question 6). 

Soil Carbon ACCU’s are high quality and high integrity contributions for counting in Australia’s National 

Greenhouse Accounts. 

 

Evidence 
The 2021 SOC Method was developed with evidence from implementation of the 2014 and 2018 

Methods.  The eligible activities (s11) were included after review of evidence that these activities could 

in fact lead to increases in SOC(FAO, 2020).  As mentioned above implementation is often more 

integrated than a single eligible activity would suggest.  Integrating what the season brings with eligible 

activities and other interventions in the context of succeeding family businesses in most cases makes it 

hard to separate a single factor.  Measurement under the Method provides strong evidence and 

feedback into a learning system. 

Evidence from crediting projects is just now emerging with rates of 5.8 ACCU’s per hectare per year 

from crediting projects.  This new emerging evidence base is an exciting window on the possibilities for 

soil carbon as a climate solution that challenges previous research.  SCIG and our members are 

looking to understand and secure these gains and further innovate to secure more rapid gains.  The 

Method provides a scientifically sound framework for this innovation system. 
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Whether there is new or different evidence on the emissions reduction from 

sequestrating soil organic carbon on agricultural lands, which should be 

considered in this review (Question 7). 

The SOC method 2021 continues to be supported by clear and convincing evidence. 

Successful projects are practicing integrated management of their overall farming system.  Further 

consideration of the dynamics of crediting projects (new evidence) is likely to be insightful. 

Project emissions and leakage 
Soil carbon projects are generally considered to involve increasing agricultural production with 

increasing soil carbon.  This increased productivity could be considered a negative leakage easing the 

generalised agricultural pressures to clear land for food production. 

To manage any risk of leakage some discussions have suggested addressing this in a whole of 

property land management strategy. SCIG have not considered this in detail for reasons including the 

above. 

Whether the method sufficiently accounts for material greenhouse gas 

emissions directly resulting from carrying out the project (Question 8). 

The method sufficiently accounts for farm greenhouse gasses emitted as a direct consequence of 

carrying out the project. 

There could be opportunity to consider nitrous oxide emissions in more detail.  This was a subject of 

one EOI.  The general idea being that reductions in nitrous oxide emissions could be credited. 

Conservativism 
Provisions for conservativism were considered in the 2021 Method as it was made. These were 

considered appropriate at this recent time.  Projects are just beginning to be issued first credits and 

begin 25-year crediting periods.  Learning is likely to occur at the portfolio level for implementation at 

the project level. SCIG expects that as more is learnt about integrated management of soil carbon that 

the overall provisions for conservativeness will be more than adequate.  The case for the first issuance 

temporary deduction should be considered in the context of it being in addition to other 

conservativeness discounts. 

Whether the existing measures, such as permanence discounts, and the 

temporary withholding of ACCUs at the first measurement period, are 

sufficiently conservative for estimating abatement (Question 9). 

SCIG considers the temporary withholding of ACCU’s at the first offset report to provide sufficient 

conservativeness for estimating abatement.  
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SCIG recommends piloting alternative approaches to estimation alongside existing soil carbon 

approaches in collaboration with industry partners.  These additional approaches and reporting the pilot 

will require additional funding. 

The sufficiency of discounts was considered in detail in the transition from the 2018 to the 2021 

Method.  The case for the first issuance temporary deduction should be considered in the context of it 

being in addition to other conservativeness discounts. 

 

Whether the SOC method 2021 should be varied to include additional 

measures such as, further discounts, caps on the rate of conversion of plant 

biomass to soil carbon or reasonable upper limits on the rate of increase in 

soil carbon to ensure conservativeness? (Question 10). 

SCIG do not support further discounts or caps at this early stage in issuance of credits under the 2021 

Method. Conservativeness was considered in detail in the transition from the 2018 to the 2021 Method. 

The case for each deduction should be considered in the context of being in addition to other 

conservativeness discounts. 

Additional Considerations 

Any other suggestions to improve the SOC method 2021. (Question 11) 

A learning system repairing landscape function. 

As well as a system for issuing high integrity ACCU’s, the SOC method 2021 is a learning and 

innovation engine.  This includes on-farm learning and ACCU scheme learning.  There is some 

momentum in the industry from newly crediting projects.  These early shoots of progress have the 

potential to transform Australian agricultural production.  Any changes to the Method should be 

considered alongside this growing momentum.  SCIG requests that the ERAC rule out suspending the 

method and quickly reassure markets that this will not occur. This will amplify learnings from this 

review. Soil carbon is important as part of the ACCU scheme, for global abatement and landscape 

function. Soil carbon is also important for agricultural productivity and food security in Australia and 

beyond. 

As a living system soil carbon is dynamic.  Credits issued, with an area weighted average of 5.8 tonnes 

of CO2e (ACCU’s) per hectare per year (Farquhar et al., 2025), are proving that gains can be made.  

This number, this possibility, this benchmark is a light for all farmers.  There will be gains and losses for 

crediting projects. It is not easy, but sometimes it is easy.  Not everyone has done it.  The next thing to 

learn and prove is how to secure increasing gains.  The industry needs good farmers, the best.  

Benchmarking to find these best farmers is inherent in the Method as a learning engine.  The faster 

projects are measured and offset reports submitted the faster the system can learn. 
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Soil carbon is a vital part of landscape function with 99% of the worlds biomass (Blakemore, 2024) and 

99% of biodiversity (Blakemore, 2025). Regenerating lost soil carbon is an act of nature repair.  Water 

holding capacity, nutrient cycling and biomass are building blocks for biodiversity regenerated when soil 

carbon projects generate ACCU’s.  These in turn support more leaf area, energy inputs and 

temperature moderation (cooling in the heat, frost protection in the cold) of primary production systems. 

The landscape in turn can produce more food and often human amenity. SCIG requests that ERAC 

initiate a discussion with the Nature Repair Committee around the issuance of nature repair certificates 

with each soil carbon ACCU.  These certificates will help in communicating this value to communities, 

NRM regions and other learning system stakeholders. 

Legislative rules 

SCIG considers that the SOC method 2021 continues to meet the offset integrity standards to a very 

high level.  Alternative approaches for confirming additionality, measurement, managing 

conservativeness, emissions and leakage should be piloted alongside existing crediting soil carbon 

projects in collaboration with an industry research partner. The evidence underpinning the method is 

increasing as projects move to issuing credits.  This new body of evidence is input for continuous 

improvement at the farm and at the scheme level.  For these reasons SCIG see no reason for the 

ERAC to make an order, by legislative instrument, under s27A(1) of the Act, to suspend the processing 

of applications for project declarations under the method for up to 12 months.  SCIG request that the 

ERAC make a clear statement that such a suspension is unlikely before the method sunsets in 2031, at 

the earliest convenience.  If possible due consideration of this point and an announcement could pre-

date formal release of the review report. 

Transaction costs associated with its use 

In considering the balance of integrity and simplicity SCIG consider the detailed calculations and 

processes of the Method and scheme are necessary. 

SCIG considers any proposals to reduce transaction costs be trialled with live projects before 

implementation.  If such proposals would involve Method changes that these be saved up until the 

current Method sunsets in 2032 or a replacement Method is prepared in an orderly, consultative and 

evidence-based manner. 

Schedule 2 provides proponents with a process for developing hybrid ‘measure, model, measure’ 

approaches.  At the early stage of an innovation curve these approaches may provide cost reductions 

in time.  Hybrid approaches are also aiming at increasing certainty of measured stock.  No projects 

have yet been credited using schedule 2. 

Its effectiveness in measuring and rewarding genuine abatement  

SCIG consider the 2021 Method is effective in measuring genuine abatement. 

Ease of administration and enforcement 

SCIG recognise the balance between complexity and integrity.  Soil carbon is a complex mix of biology 

and non-living material distributed unevenly at depth across the landscape.  CER have learnt how to 
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administer the current Method.  The checks and balances of audit through crediting are streamlining 

with experience in offset reporting.  There is an appropriate level of transparency with due 

consideration for landholder privacy.  Additional assurances for landholders around the handling of 

project data could provide background comfort to enhance project uptake. 

Current and likely future project uptake 

Barriers to participation have recently been surveyed (Pudasaini, Bhattarai, et al., 2024) 

The most common barriers identified were: 

➢ The lack of information on carbon farming practices (all interviews) 

➢ Large upfront costs (all interviews) 

➢ Long term contract obligations (all interviews) 

➢ Farmers’ lack of technical knowledge (all interviews) 

➢ Lack of research to identify suitable land management practices to build soil carbon levels and 

farm business cases (nine out of 10 interviews) 

➢ Program details and language is hard to understand (nine out of 10 interviews). 

The most common issues recommended for improvement were: 

➢ Produce more science-based evidence on carbon farming practices and their carbon 

sequestration potential (all interviews) 

➢ Reduce length of the permanence timeframe (all interviews) 

➢ Enhance the capacities and skillsets of farmers (nine out of 10 interviews) 

➢ Simplify method/program for farmers and service providers (eight out of 10 interviews) 

➢ Develop region specific system-based carbon agronomy and carbon farming models (six out of 

10 interviews) 

➢ Increase Government funding support and incentives to farmers 

➢ Develop farm-level cost–benefit scenario/model for carbon farming practices (six out of 10 

interviews) 

SCIG members have novel business models designed to overcome these barriers and make 

improvements.  SCIG recommend that any interventions to address these barriers and opportunities for 

improvement complement SCIG member investments. Some government efforts have sidelined the 

industry, crowded industry investments out and (taking a perspective of critical disinterest) amplified the 

risks involved.  Farmers should be encouraged to develop their own commitments and approaches on 

farm.  There are strong reasons for farmers to engage specialist professional project management 

expertise to deal with Method complexities and provide advice.  The crediting projects are the relevant 

experience base for providing advice to inform uptake. 

ACCU price will also be a driver of Method uptake.  This will be driven by market confidence and other 

drivers of demand.  Price support would a simple mechanism (and policy signal) for government 

intervention to enhance uptake.  Market interventions to reduce ACCU price will delay uptake, ACCU 

supply and transformational co-benefits.  There are significant delays in the generation of soil carbon 

ACCU’s.  Such price support could be considered urgent in the overall market dynamics. 
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Consistency with other ACCU Scheme methods 

SCIG do not want to have multiple methods under the ACCU scheme for soil carbon.  The options for 

the relationship between the IFLM and the Soil Carbon Method should be presented with advantages 

and disadvantages for consideration.  Without this due consideration SCIG request that the IFLM be 

drafted to refer to the current Soil Carbon Method and not rewritten into a parallel Method. If there are 

to be duplicate methods, they must be identical provisions so there is no confusion for landholders and 

the market. 

Positive and negative broader environmental, social and economic impacts of 

projects. 

Soil Carbon is a ‘multisolver’. Previous degeneration of SOC has driven multifaceted damage.  Building 

soil carbon is an act of ‘nature repair’.  Soil carbon builds water and nutrient holding capacity at the ped 

level, paddock level and landscape/catchment level.  This underpins landscape function to capture 

water, nutrients, photosynthetic energy, supporting biodiversity while providing food and amenity for 

human populations.  Soil carbon projects are kick-starting this virtuous multisolving process.  These 

broader positive impacts are not routinely measured in the process of ACCU generation.  Studies on 

crediting projects would reveal the extent of current gains.  Such studies could also reveal opportunities 

in system innovation to secure and accelerate these gains. 

SCIG recommend that the government consider issuing nature repair certificates for each soil carbon 

ACCU to recognise the broader positive impacts of increasing SOC. 

Soil Carbon Research and Development 

The soil carbon industry would like to develop a productive and iterative relationship with the research 

community.  This includes scientific research.  As such SCIG have developed research priorities for 

wide consideration and occasional review. A more integrated soil carbon management approach is 

strengthening as research is applied. 

SCIG have met with the authors of the Mitchell paper to understand their data and motivations behind 

their recommendations.  CarbonLink in particular have expressed willingness to collaborate and 

address issues with the paper, including errors in the calculations.  Other SCIG Members especially 

LoamBio have expressed a willingness to share data with the authors showing SOC gains from trial 

work designed to eliminate rainfall effects.  These collaborations are yet to come together. 

SCIG members have data associated with soil carbon projects and are ideal collaboration partners for 

researchers.  Soil Carbon Projects are long term trials with spatial measurements.  The Method allows 

for restratification at each sampling round.  Experimental treatments could be measured as a routine 

part of project management and a small marginal cost.  A strong relationship with the research 

community could underpin the coming transformative change for Australian agriculture.  The Method is 

a strong enabler of industry innovation.  Science can be a source of useful information to underpin 

innovation too. 

https://www.scig.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/250305-Soil-Carbon-Research-Priorities.pdf
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A more integrated approach to the science and socioeconomics of soil carbon accumulation is 

emerging.  This will include implementation of eligible management activities. It will include making the 

best of environmental conditions. It will also include management of biology and biological processes.  

Primary production processes of photosynthesis and water use efficiency are important (Walker et al., 

2021). Plant respiration to deal with growth, leaf metabolism, light toxicities, biotic and abiotic stresses 

is the first of two dynamic respiratory losses. Four input pathways are root growth processes, root 

exudates, leaf litter deposition and conversion of woody material to long term, dynamic soil carbon 

gains.  Dynamics of soil carbon biological conversions influence soil structure, plant fertility and water 

relations.  Soil associated respiration is the second source of carbon loss.  The Method integrates a 

socioeconomic system (not shown in the image below) with these four inputs and two losses. Gross 

Primary Production (rather than NPP) is a starting boundary to increase before considering managing 

the inputs and reducing respiratory losses. 

SCIG members are strongly science-based businesses actively researching many of these dynamics.  

They do so with a commercial focus and engage in wide ranging collaborations with Australian 

scientists and beyond.  These businesses, through the Method, can add a positive socioeconomic 

driver and learning engine to the terrestrial carbon cycle illustrated below.  For this reason, the 2021 

Soil Organic Carbon Method is precious public policy in a global context. 

This submission is not a comprehensive review of the science underpinning the Method.  There is 

emerging evidence from crediting projects. This can be integrated with new information from 

commercial and other research programs.  The Mitchel paper (Mitchell et al., 2024) which highlights 

rainfall, is also input to integrate.  SCIG is optimistic that ERAC attention in this review will be a vital and 

positive stepping stone in this integration process. 

 

Figure 1 C cycle. New Phytologist, Volume: 229, Issue: 5, Pages: 2413-2445. 
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Concluding remarks 

The Soil Carbon Industry has invested over $150M in research, project development and registration to 

date.  The industry now employs over 100 Full time equivalent staff.  ACCU’s issued are a direct 

injection to Australia’s GDP.  This is public policy leveraging private capital for public good.  The 

industry, working with farmers, is on a cusp of unlocking transformative change for Australian 

Agriculture. 

Crediting soil carbon projects bring new high integrity data for ACCU scheme system learning.  These 

projects and ACCU’s issued to them continue to satisfy the offset integrity standards to a very high 

level.  This and other benefits of soil carbon make soil carbon ACCU’s very high-quality offsets.   SCIG 

is confident in management practice, enterprise and system innovation to secure increasing levels of 

soil organic carbon.  This confidence relies on a secure, consistent, ongoing investment environment. 
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