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The Australian government is currently in the process of enacting legislation to introduce a 

greenhouse emissions trading scheme for Australia. The scheme, named the Carbon Pollution 

Reduction Scheme (CPRS) will have big implications for farmers; in fact much bigger 

implications than climate change itself over the next few decades. 

 

The CPRS is shrouded in a language all of its own which makes it difficult to understand and for 

that reason many farmers have not really considered what its impact might be. The government 

has also stated that agriculture won‟t be included in the scheme until 2015 at the earliest, which 

has also probably led to some complacency in the agriculture sector. Such complacency is 

misguided, both because the impacts of the CPRS will flow through to farm businesses almost 

immediately, but also because the government is already making decisions about what will 

happen after 2015 and the agriculture sector needs to be involved in those decisions. 

 

Australia’s international commitment. 
Australia has ratified the Kyoto Protocol, an international agreement under which developed 

countries that ratify the Protocol agree to be legally bound to limit annual net national 

greenhouse emissions to a specific target, over the commitment period of the Protocol which 

extends from 2008 to 2012. The commitment to limit emissions only applies to developed 

nations, and not to developing nations such as China, India and Brazil. 

 

Australia agreed to limit net national emissions to 592 million tonnes of carbon dioxide 

equivalents per annum. Based on the most recent national emissions inventory that has been 

released (for the 2008 year) net emissions were only 8 million tonnes or 1% below that level. If 

Australian emissions exceed the target level, the government is required to pay for sufficient 

international credits (generated by projects in developing countries that are recognised as 

reducing greenhouse emissions) to ensure the national emission target is met. 

 

An important part of the Kyoto Protocol is a set of standard greenhouse accounting rules, that 

prescribe in great detail how each nation should calculate their annual net emissions from 

different sources. These rules have both a scientific and a political basis, defining how specific 

emissions should be calculated but also limiting how much a nation can rely on specific 

sequestration activities or international credits to reduce net national emissions. Net emissions 

are calculated by estimating the mass of man-made emissions released, and deducting from that 

estimates of the mass of greenhouse gases removed from the atmosphere by specific activities 

such as the deliberate planting of trees, or purchasing international emission credits from 

developing nations.
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These accounting rules are important, because very little direct measurement of greenhouse 

emissions actually occurs. For the most part, the amount of greenhouse emissions created by a 

particular industry or business are estimated by recording the level of specific activities (such as 

burning a tonne of coal) that are known to result in emissions, and multiplying that by agreed 

standard emission factors. 

 

Australia‟s ratification of the Kyoto Protocol is important for three reasons. Firstly, it means the 

government is committed to limit net emissions to a certain level, or if they exceed that level to 

spend money buying international emission credits to offset the excess emissions. Secondly, it 

means Australia is committed to calculate its emissions and sequestration using internationally 

agreed calculation methods, and that only emissions or sequestration calculated according to 

these rules can be included in calculating net national emissions. Thirdly, it means the nation has 

a commitment to take action to limit national greenhouse emissions, and to reduce them over the 

longer term. 

 

The Government has decided that the main way that a reduction in net annual greenhouse 

emissions will be achieved is through the implementation of an emissions trading scheme, the 

CPRS. 

How will the CPRS work? 
The aim of the CPRS is to impose a gradually increasing extra cost on activities that result in the 

release of greenhouse gases. This means those activities will either be discouraged, or the 

operators of those businesses will have to find ways to reduce the amount of greenhouse gases 

they produce.  

 

There are several important parts of the operation of the CPRS. The first is a requirement for 

certain businesses that use large amounts of energy or create significant greenhouse emissions to 

prepare an annual greenhouse emission statement based on standard greenhouse accounting 

methods, and submit that to the government. Legislation to implement this (The National 

Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act) was passed by the Australian Parliament in September 

2007. 

 

The second important element of the CPRS is the legislation that is currently being debated by 

the Australian Parliament. Once enacted, it will make it illegal for businesses in certain sectors of 

the economy and that emit more than 25,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide each year to continue to 

release those emissions, unless they hand back to the government a number of emission permits 

equal to the tonnes of emissions they release each year.  

 

The third important element of the CPRS is the creation of a certain number of emission permits 

(called Australian Emission Units or AEUs) by the government, and the sale of these to those 

businesses that will need them. These emission permits are effectively a new „currency‟ that will 

be needed by businesses that are required to be involved in the CPRS.  

 

In the same way that businesses are currently required to periodically submit a Business Activity 

Statement (BAS) and hand over to the government an amount of money equal to the calculated 

tax owing, so the businesses required to participate in the CPRS will be required to submit an 

annual greenhouse emission statement, and hand over to the government a number of AEUs 
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equal to the tonnage of greenhouse emissions calculated on the statement. Each AEU will be 

equivalent to one tonne of greenhouse emissions. 

The government will decide how many AEUs will be made available for sale each year, and 

conduct auctions at regular intervals. For example, if national emissions are 600 million tonnes, 

and the government‟s aim is to reduce emissions by 5% in a particular year, then only 570 

million AEUs would be made available for sale in that year. Anyone will be able to purchase 

AEUs, as they will be tradable and have the same legal protection as shares in a company or the 

ownership of property. There will also be options and forward markets develop, and the carbon 

price (the price of an AEU) will be regularly quoted just as share prices are at present. 

 

As a concession to businesses that are exposed to international competition, the government has 

announced that businesses that meet “emissions intensive and trade exposed” (EITE) criteria will 

initially receive up to 95% of their required AEUs free of charge. This is to prevent what is 

referred to as „carbon leakage‟ which would occur if these businesses reduced or stopped 

production in Australia, and moved production to an international location that did not have the 

same greenhouse emission policies. The net result of this change would be a loss of economic 

activity in Australia, but no net reduction in global emissions. The number of free emission 

permits received by these businesses will decline by a set amount each year. 

 

The supply of AEUs will be controlled by the government, and less and less will be released 

each year. The demand for AEUs (and hence their price) will be determined by the number that 

each company that is required to participate in the CPRS believes they will need by the end of 

each reporting year. For example, if an electricity company decides to increase the amount of 

electricity it generates, it will need to purchase extra AEUs to cover the additional emissions 

created. Conversely, if the electricity company finds it needs to generate less electricity due to 

mild weather and it emissions are therefore reduced, then it may well have extra AEUs that it can 

sell. 

Growing trees to reduce net emissions. 
For the forestry sector, participation in the CPRS will be voluntary, with forest owners able to 

decide whether or not they wish to participate. If the trees are being grown for commercial 

harvest, it seems likely that the owners of these plantations will opt not to participate in the 

CPRS. However, if the intention is that the trees will be retained in perpetuity, then there will be 

advantages in being a CPRS participant. 

 

This is because growing trees removes (sequesters) greenhouse gas from the atmosphere, which 

becomes fixed in plant matter such as wood. The owner of a forestry business (a forest is defined 

as an area of more than 0.2 hectares that has been deliberately sown to trees capable of growing 

more than 2 metres in height and which has crown cover of more than 20% of the area) can elect 

to participate in the CPRS. To do so, the owner will first need an accredited assessor to inspect 

the area that is to be planted to ensure that it was not a forest area on 1 January, 1990 (the 

baseline date established within the Kyoto Protocol). The assessor will need to calculate the 

volume of timber present and/or the likely rate of growth of trees once they have been planted. 

This assessment process will need to be repeated at least every five years, and each time the 

owner will need to complete and submit a greenhouse emission return to the government.  
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However, instead of calculating emissions for which AEUs are needed, forestry businesses will 

be calculating the amount of sequestration of greenhouse gases that has occurred, and will be 

given AEUs by the government equal in number to the net amount of greenhouse gases that it is 

calculated the trees have locked up. These AEUs are like share certificates, in that they will be 

able to be sold, or retained in the expectation that their value will increase.  

 

Once a forestry business is registered as a CPRS participant, the owner of that business will need 

to continue to regularly submit a greenhouse statement to the government (at least every five 

years). As long as the trees keep growing and locking up more carbon in timber, the owner will 

receive more AEUs. Once the trees reach maturity, however, the requirement to submit an 

annual return will remain (for up to 70 years after the trees have stopped growing any bigger).  

 

If the trees are cut down and harvested, the next greenhouse return submitted will identify the 

loss of those trees and therefore the assumed „emission‟ of the carbon locked up in them (under 

Kyoto Protocol accounting rules the carbon in timber is assumed to be released back to the 

atmosphere the minute the tree is cut down). This would mean the greenhouse return would 

identify net emissions, and the owner of that business would then need to surrender an 

appropriate number of AEUs back to the government. If the price of AEUs had increased in the 

interim period, the value of AEUs the forest owner may need to surrender could be greater than 

the total value of AEUs generated. 

 

There is some suggestion that if the trees were removed or damaged by fire or disease, the owner 

would not need to surrender AEUs back to the government, as long as trees were replanted on 

the area. Of course the forestry business would not start generating more AEUs until the trees 

were assessed to be bigger than the ones that were removed. Meanwhile, the owner would still 

need to pay rates, and to manage pests and weeds, even though the forest was not generating any 

income (in the form of AEUs that will be able to be sold). 

What will be the effect of the CPRS on the economy? 
The government estimates that approximately 1,000 businesses will initially be required to 

directly participate in the CPRS. These are mainly electricity generators and major industrial 

companies, but may also include meat and dairy processors who burn large amounts of coal to 

generate steam or electricity in their facilities. Also included will be the major fuel companies, 

who are being made responsible for the emissions created when the fuel they sell is used in 

vehicles. These businesses will need to buy AEUs, and therefore their cost of production will 

increase. These additional costs will be passed on to consumers, or in the case of exporters who 

will lose markets if they increase prices, will be passed-back to producers in lower prices for 

products such as beef and milk. 

 

The government has said it will adjust petrol tax and the off-road diesel rebate to neutralize the 

effect of the CPRS on fuel prices for the first three years, and will adjust the price of on-road 

diesel for the first year. Apart from these measures, however, the general impact of the CPRS 

will be that products or services in the economy that involve the use of energy (electricity, 

transport, freight, chemicals, meat and dairy processing) will increase in cost, and these costs 

will be passed on to users of those services. As the supply of AEUs is restricted by the 

government in the future, their price will increase even more and therefore the flow-on costs 

through the economy will also increase. This will make low-emission sources of energy and 
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production systems more economic over the longer term, but will drive up conventional energy 

costs in the short term. 

CPRS impacts on agriculture. 
The government has stated that agriculture will not be a „CPRS-covered‟ sector until at least 

2015. This means that for the initial years of the CPRS, no farm businesses will be required to 

calculate their annual emissions or pay for AEUs. There will, however, be two initial impacts on 

farm businesses.  

 

The first will be as a result of higher input costs for products that have embedded energy, or 

require energy to deliver. These include farm inputs such as freight, fuel, electricity, some 

fertilisers, chemicals and travel. There are a number of estimates that have been made of the 

likely scale of these impacts. Modelling by the Australian Farm Institute suggests an increase in 

farm input costs of between 1 and 3% by 2015, while modelling by ABARE indicates increases 

of between 0.8 and 1.3%.  These estimates are largely in agreement and include the transitional 

arrangements for fuel, although the recent government announcement that the price of AEUs will 

be capped at $10 for the first year of the scheme (2011) probably means the impact may be 

slightly less. However, even an increase in farm costs of this amount translates to a reduction in 

farm cash margins of 3 – 5%, because farms will be unable to pass on these additional costs. The 

most impacted farm businesses will be crop specialists (who use relatively more energy) and 

smaller scale farms that generally achieve lower gross margins per unit of output and therefore 

have less potential to absorb higher input costs. 

 

Over the longer term the increase in farm input costs as a result of the CPRS will accelerate, 

although it is difficult to estimate the likely impact as farmers will adjust their businesses, where 

possible, to avoid the higher costs. It is important to realise that farmers in developing countries 

will not experience these changes in input costs (because these nations will not have greenhouse 

reduction policies for the foreseeable future) and therefore Australian farm businesses will 

become progressively less internationally competitive over time, as a result of the CPRS. 

 

The second immediate impact on farm businesses will arise from the „pass-back‟ of additional 

costs by processors. Some meat and dairy processors (but not all) exceed the 25,000 tonnes of 

emissions threshold, and will be required to participate in the CPRS from day one. It is 

understood that these businesses will not be eligible for free AEUs under the EITE criteria, and 

will therefore have to bear the full cost of purchasing their required AEUs. Initial indications are 

that these costs might amount to $8 per cow processed, or between $5,000 and $10,000 per dairy 

farmer. How much of these extra costs will be passed back to farmers in lower cattle and dairy 

prices is uncertain, although ABARE estimates that a 100% pass-back would reduce the farm 

margins by around 5%, with the biggest impacts being in the beef and dairy industries. 

 

Taken together, these two sets of impacts of the CPRS could result in a reduction in the net value 

of farm output by between 10 and 13% by 2015, relative to what would have otherwise be the 

case. If realised, this would be a very significant impact, which would also have flow on impacts 

in regional economies. 
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Agriculture as a CPRS-covered sector. 
The third impact of the CPRS on farm businesses will arise if the agriculture sector is required to 

pay for farm emissions. As noted earlier, the government has announced that farm businesses 

will not be required to be direct participants in the CPRS until 2015 at the earliest, with a final 

decision to be made in 2013. The government has said, however, that in the event that agriculture 

does not become a “CPRS-covered” sector after 2015, it will look to impose regulations or 

measures on the sector which have an equivalent cost per tonne of emissions. 

 

One reason that the government has expressed a desire to have farm businesses included in the 

scheme is that emissions from agriculture are quite significant in the national emissions 

inventory, make up 16% of total national emissions. Australian agricultural emissions are much 

more significant than agricultural emissions in the USA (6.5%), Canada (8.6%) or the UK 

(6.7%). The government argues that to leave agricultural emissions out of the national emission 

reduction effort would make it much more expensive for the rest of the economy to achieve a 

specific emission reduction target. 

 

Agricultural emissions are significant for a number of reasons. The first is that the greenhouse 

gases arising from agricultural production, methane and nitrous oxide, are quite potent 

greenhouse gases, being 21 and 310 times as powerful as carbon dioxide. Removing one tonne of 

methane emissions from the atmosphere is regarded as equivalent to removing twenty one tonnes 

of carbon dioxide. A second reason that agricultural emissions appear quite prominent is because 

of the specific greenhouse accounting rules that apply to agriculture. As a result of these rules, 

the greenhouse emission count for agriculture is essentially a gross rather than a net count of 

emissions. 

 

To understand the implications that this might have, it is useful to have an indication of the 

amount of greenhouse emissions a typical farm business would be estimated to produce. As a 

rough rule of thumb, each adult cow or steer generates approximately 2 tonnes of carbon dioxide 

equivalent emissions per year, each adult sheep approximately 0.2 tonnes per year, and each 

hectare of dryland crop is estimate to result in approximately 0.5 tonnes per year, based on the 

standard international accounting methodologies. This means a farm which involves 10,000 dry 

sheep equivalents (10,000 sheep or approximately 1,000 cattle) would be estimated to produce 

around 2,000 tonnes of emissions per year.  

 

If a farm business was required to purchase AEUs equal in number to these emissions at a cost of 

$20 per AEU (a generally accepted likely initial value of AEUs) it would add $40,000 to annual 

farm costs. Farm activities such as beef and sheep production meet the EITE criteria mentioned 

earlier, and might therefore only be required to purchase AEUs equivalent to 5% of farm 

emissions initially which would greatly reduce this cost, but even this amount would be a 

significant additional farm cost not faced by international competitors. This cost would also be 

expected to increase quickly as the proportion of free AEUs is reduced, and the value of AEUs 

increases. ABARE has estimated that, even considering the EITE concessions, if farm businesses 

had to pay for AEUs from 2015, it would reduce average net farm profits by a further 5%, with 

the reduction increasing over time.  
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In combination, these three impacts of the CPRS were estimated to be likely to reduce farm cash 

income by between 9 and 22% in 2015, assuming all additional processor costs were passed on 

to farmers in lower commodity prices. 

 

While there is much discussion about these farm emissions being „offset‟ by the carbon dioxide 

that is removed from the atmosphere by growing pasture and/or through increases in the amount 

of carbon in the soil, this emission sequestration is not included in Australia‟s national 

greenhouse emission calculations, and would therefore not be counted as part of net farm 

greenhouse emissions.  

 

This is because, due to the particular Kyoto Protocol accounting rules for these items, there is no 

potential to separate man-made and natural changes that occur to soil and pasture carbon due to 

seasonal effects, or natural events such as bushfires. Under the international accounting rules, a 

major drought would result in a very large increase in calculated emissions, and impose a 

potentially very large cost on a farm business that was participating in the CPRS, or on Australia 

as a nation in the event that it meant the national emission target was exceeded.  

 

As a result, Australia opted not to count emissions or sequestrations associated with these items 

in the national greenhouse accounts for the duration of the first commitment period of the Kyoto 

Protocol (which ends in 2012). Whether these items will be included after that date will depend 

on whether international agreement can be reached to change the accounting rules. These are the 

subject of discussions as part of the Copenhagen climate change negotiations that will occur in 

early December, 2009. 

 

Agricultural engagement with the CPRS 
The government has stated that, one way or another, it wishes to have agriculture involved in the 

CPRS after 2015 and part of national efforts to reduce emissions. How this could occur is the 

subject of a lot of discussion at present, with a number of alternative „models of engagement‟ 

being discussed. A brief description of these follows, although it should be noted that neither 

government nor industry organisations have expressed a preference for any one of these relative 

to the others. 

Direct participation 

Under a direct participation model, owners of individual farm businesses might be required to 

collate data on specific farm activities, and either provide this to a consultant or to enter it into an 

on-line emission calculator. This data would need to include information about livestock 

numbers and movements, fertiliser use, crop production, areas of post-1990 trees and their 

growth rates, and the timing of some activities. This would enable the generation of a 

Greenhouse Activity Statement – for want of a better title – that would define the amount of 

emissions generated, and from which sources. Farm business owners would probably need to do 

this exercise for the year before agricultural coverage under the CPRS commenced. This „dry 

run‟ would allow a calculation to occur of how many free AEUs the farm business would be 

eligible for, based on emissions from EITE activities such as beef cattle, sheep and dairy 

production.  
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Once agricultural coverage commenced, the government would allocate any free permits to farm 

businesses at the start of a reporting period based on previous year activities. Those farm 

businesses would then need to complete an annual greenhouse return at the end of the year, and 

would be required to surrender a number of AEUs to the government equal to the total calculated 

farm emissions. The free permits they had been allocated would meet part of that obligation, 

with the rest either needing to be purchased, or generated from areas of carbon sink forestry.  

 

The annual cycle would continue, with free AEUs gradually reducing in number, and each farm 

required to purchase or generate more and more AEUs each year to match the tonnes of 

emissions estimated for the farm. 

 

The administrative costs associated with implementing a system such as this for 150,000 farm 

businesses would be relatively large, as would any compliance or enforcement measures a 

government would need to implement to ensure the system had some integrity. A system such as 

this could, however, provide some flexibility to enable individual farmers to make commercial 

decisions about different enterprises, rather than farmers being forced to operate under increased 

regulatory measures. 

 

Upstream-downstream 

Under this model, farm businesses would not be required to account directly to the government 

for the number of emissions their farm business generated each year. Instead, businesses 

involved in the pre and post-farm sector would be made responsible for the estimated emissions 

that would be generated on-farm, and these businesses would obviously pass the impact on to 

farm businesses in the form of higher input costs, or lower prices for farm produce. 

 

This is the approach that is already proposed for emissions arising from combusting fuel. Instead 

of individual owners of vehicles being made responsible for their own emissions, the major fuel 

distribution companies will be made responsible, meaning that they will have to purchase AEUs 

not only for the emissions arising from their oil refineries, but also for the emissions estimated to 

be created when their fuel is used in vehicles. The cost of these AEUs will obviously be passed 

down to fuel users in the form of higher fuel costs. 

 

Under this model, for example, fertiliser and chemical distributors would be made responsible 

for the emissions that their products are estimated to generate when used on-farm. These 

companies would need to purchase AEUs to cover these estimated emissions, and would pass on 

the cost of this in higher chemical and fertiliser prices for farmers. For farm products post-farm, 

meat, dairy and grain processors would be made responsible for the on-farm emissions estimated 

to be created while the products were being grown. These processors would need to buy AEUs to 

cover these estimated on-farm emissions, and would pass the cost back to their farmer-suppliers 

in the form of lower prices. For example, a dairy processor may be required to assume that every 

litre of milk processed has involved the on-farm generation of 300 grams of carbon dioxide 

equivalent emissions. The dairy processor would therefore be required to calculate the total on-

farm emissions associated with the volume of milk processed through the factory, and to 

purchase AEUs to cover these emissions. The dairy processor would be expected to pass the 

costs of the AEUs back to its farmer suppliers. 
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A model such as this would be administratively attractive to governments, in that it would mean 

several hundred processors and farm input suppliers having to participate in the CPRS, rather 

than hundreds of thousands of individual farm businesses. The downside of this model would be 

that meat and dairy processors would be unlikely to be able to separate low-emission and high-

emission farm businesses, and would therefore have to treat all farmer-suppliers the same when 

it came to imposing an emission cost. As a result there would be no incentive available for farms 

to find ways to reduce emissions. 

Hybrid model. 

This model would be a combination of the above two. By default, responsibility for agricultural 

emissions would rest with the processors or fertiliser suppliers, and these would be required to 

either deduct an emission levy from farm proceeds, or add an emission levy to farm input costs. 

 

Farm businesses would have the choice of either accepting the default levy, or opting to become 

a direct participant in the CPRS. If the farm business became a CPRS direct participant, some 

form of registration number would be created which, when communicated to the processor or 

fertiliser distributor, would exempt that farm business from having a levy deducted from 

proceeds or added to farm input costs. 

 

This model would combine the administrative advantages of the Upstream/Downstream model 

with the individual business flexibility available within the direct participation model. 

Complications would arise from the fact that most farms in Australia are multi-enterprise 

businesses, interacting with a range of different off-farm businesses each year. Finding ways to 

ensure a model such as this remained robust would be a particular challenge. 

 

Baseline and credit. 

The agriculture sectors of nations such as the USA and Canada are proposing that their 

interaction with a national emissions trading scheme would be via a „Baseline and credit‟-type 

scheme. Under such a scheme, a baseline intensity for greenhouse emissions would be 

established for a range of different activities. For example, the baseline emissions intensity for 

dairy production might be 300 grams of emissions per litre of milk. Dairy farmers would not be 

liable to pay for on-farm emissions, but if they voluntarily undertook actions that reduced 

emissions below the baseline level, would receive AEUs equivalent to the reduction in emissions 

achieved. 

 

Such a scheme would require that a wide range of different actions that reduce or sequester 

greenhouse emissions would need to be researched in order to determine the extent to which the 

adoption of those actions reduced emission output below the baseline standard. It would 

probably also require that whole farm best emission management strategies be developed, to 

avoid the risk that adopting specific practices for one particular enterprise might result in an 

increase in emissions for another. 

 

From a farm-business perspective, the attraction of this approach is that, apart from the indirect 

impact of the CPRS on farm input costs and the impact of processor pass-back costs, there would 

be no direct cost imposed on farm greenhouse emissions. At the same time, however, farmers 

and researchers would have an incentive to find ways to minimise or reduce farm emissions. 
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The government has indicated that it does not support this model, arguing that it provides no 

certainty that agricultural emissions will decline over time which is what will be required as part 

of meeting national obligations, and also that the cost and effort associated with establishing 

such a scheme could be wasted if there was subsequently a decision made that farm businesses 

would become participants in the CPRS (either directly or indirectly) after 2015. 

 

Conclusions 
As the previous information and discussion highlights, there are no simple answers in trying to 

identify appropriate policy to underpin the future engagement of agriculture in an emissions 

trading scheme. This is perhaps not surprising, as agriculture relies on biological processes that 

have evolved over millions of years, and there are no easy ways to suddenly change these 

processes. The difficulty associated with developing appropriate emissions policies for 

agriculture is probably exacerbated by the fact that there are no international models – given that 

only Australia and New Zealand are contemplating making their agricultural sectors pay for the 

cost of estimated emissions from the sector, and that emissions from the sector are almost 

impossible to measure with any degree of accuracy. 

 

Adding to the policy challenge is that fact that, increasingly, competition in international markets 

is arising from developing nation‟s agricultural exports. Developing nations are not bound by the 

Kyoto Protocol to reduce emissions, and nor is it contemplated that a future international 

emissions agreement would impose a binding emissions limit on developing nations. Any CPRS 

costs imposed on Australian agricultural products will therefore reduce the competitiveness of 

Australian agriculture, and divert production to developing nations that do not have the same 

level of efficiency as Australian production, and will therefore almost certainly result in an 

increase in net global emissions. 

 

A further complication arises due to the almost unique agricultural emissions profile of 

Australian and New Zealand. Both nations have developed very efficient and highly productive 

ruminant livestock production systems, which account for the majority of estimated agricultural 

emissions. While other developed nations have significant livestock industries, most rely on 

more intensive feeding systems and are less dependent on extensive grazing systems. It will 

therefore fall heavily on Australian and New Zealand researchers to find solutions for these 

emissions, but unfortunately agricultural research and development investment is being reduced 

in both countries, rather than increased in response to this challenge. 

 

In conclusion, as noted earlier it seems that the challenges posed by the CPRS and related policy 

will be a bigger challenge than climate change itself over the next few decades for Australian 

agriculture. 

 

* * * * * 


