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Delivering on the promise of stewardship

A strong national stewardship scheme could see more than 65 million hectares
managed for conservation by 2020 — giving wildlife and landholders a fighting
chance in a changing climate, the Australian Conservation Foundation said today.

This is a key finding of Delivering on the Promise of Stewardship, a new report prepared
by senior CSIRO researchers for ACF. The report explores the role payments could
play in reversing the decline of bushland and wildlife on private land.

ACF Rural Landscapes Campaigner, Corey Watts, said Australia needed to lift its
game when it came to working with farmers and Indigenous communities because
without more action on private land the country faces a wave of extinctions.

“Scientists and communities around the country say we're living with the costly
legacy of 200 years’ worth of mistakes and short-sightedness,” Mr Watts said.

“Existing stewardship schemes, while welcome, are hamstrung by woefully small
budgets; less than one-fifth of one per cent of federal funds is invested in wildlife
conservation and land repair.”

The report says government could resource a strong stewardship scheme, starting
now, including by:

° Investing a small fraction, around 5 per cent, of the revenue raised by
auctioning pollution permits in the new Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme;

] Ensuring carbon offsets pass an environmental benefits test; and

. Re-tailoring drought assistance to enable farmers to better manage climate
change and retire land that is economically marginal but ecologically valuable.

Between them, farmers, pastoralists and Indigenous communities manage nearly 80
per cent of the continent, making them crucial to Australia’s environmental future.

For more info and for CSIRO, conservation and farming contacts please call:
Corey Watts, ACF Rural Landscapes Campaigner, 0438 547 786

www.acfonline.org.au



) AUSTRALIAN
CONSERVATION
FOUNDATION

MEDIA BRIEF

3 December 2008

Delivering on the promise of stewardship

What is Delivering on the Promise of Stewardship about?

Delivering on the Promise of Stewardship is a new paper prepared by senior CSIRO researchers that
explores the role stewardship payments could play in Australia’s conservation efforts. It looks at
good design principles for stewardship schemes and the potential to ratchet up investment in
stewardship through smart drought policy reform and emissions trading.

What are stewardship payments?

Stewardship payments (sometimes called payments for ecosystem services) reward active
management of private land for nature conservation. Payments are usually made by government
on behalf of taxpayers for environmental work in the public interest, such as restoring a wetland
or protecting threatened species. Stewardship payments are an important addition to Australia’s
conservation policy toolkit.

Why do we need stewardship schemes?

Science and the experience of communities around the country tell us we are living with the costly
environmental legacy of past mistakes and short-sightedness. In two centuries Australians have
over-cleared a lot of country, over-grazed a lot of the rest, introduced exotic weeds and pests,
polluted waterways and soil, and generally run much of the land down.

. A 2002 government report showed the condition of Australia’s living natural heritage is dire
and, in some cases, deteriorating rapidly.! Almost 3,000 of the country’s land ecosystems are
threatened. Dozens of our unique animal and plant species have already been lost, with the
future of around 1,500 more under threat.

. The same report warned that without strong, thoughtful and timely conservation
management across all lands — public and private — Australians will see their ecosystems fall
into an even worse state of disrepair and more wildlife disappear, forever.

. Earlier this year, the Environmental Performance Index produced by Yale and Columbia
Universities, ranked Australia 46 overall - even lower in terms of the vitality of our
ecosystems and the effectiveness of our policy? This puts us well behind some of the world’s
poorest countries, including Brazil, Cuba and Albania; countries that face far greater social
and economic challenges.

We need to be much smarter about actively engaging people in conservation because the science
is saying we face another wave of extinctions if we don't lift our game. Farmers, pastoralists,
Indigenous communities and other landholders — who between them manage more than 70 per

1Sattler, P. & C. Creighton (2002) Australian Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment 2002, National Land & Water Resources Audit [Online]

URL: https://www.anra.gov.au
2 Environmental Performance Index 2008, A collaboration between Yale and Columbia Universities. [online] http:/epi.yale.edu/Home



cent of the continent — have a crucial role to play in the national conservation effort.

What are the benefits of strong stewardship schemes?

Designed and delivered properly, stewardship schemes can make a big difference, to landholders

and the land:

) For Australia’s landholders, they would mean greater access to a new, secure, long-term
income stream where tax dollars deliver measurable improvements in the care and
condition of environmental assets. They could also help lift agriculture’s green credentials,
open up new opportunities for Indigenous Australians and help to keep rural communities
going through tough times.

. For Australia’s efforts to cut carbon pollution, they would see a steady build-up of carbon
stored in permanently restored and well-managed bushland and soils. Stewardship schemes
could enable landholders to retire marginal grazing land; reducing methane emissions from
livestock.

e For Australian wildlife, they would offer a fighting chance in a rapidly changing climate, as
habitat corridors are re-established across the landscape, parks and reserves are buffered,
native bush on farms is professionally managed, pests and weeds are controlled, and
pressures like over-grazing and fertiliser use are brought within sustainable limits.

Why should taxpayers pay landholders for environmental services?

Healthy rivers, wetlands and bushland actually support our agriculture and way of life with
natural services like good water quality, healthy soil, shelter for livestock and natural pest control.
Landholders cannot be expected to bear the full cost of undoing the mistakes of the past. And
because all Australians benefit from healthy landscapes, the costs need to be shared. At the same
time we want to make sure taxpayers are not paying for something that should be done anyway
and that the best science is being used to target environmental action where it’s most needed.

How do existing stewardship schemes stack up?

Federal and State governments have established small stewardship schemes. Examples include
BushTender in Victoria and the federal Environmental Stewardship program. These are welcome
first steps and show many of the hallmarks of good design, but they’re often still delivered
directly by government and hampered by small budgets.

Do stewardship payments replace regulation, national parks and other approaches?
Stewardship schemes work best when used as part of a bigger strategy for conservation that
includes national parks, Indigenous Protected Areas, Landcare, education and legal safeguards
such as land clearing controls.

What are the risks with stewardship schemes?

Some politicians may see stewardship payments as a replacement for regulation and national
parks. Stewardship payments should be carefully designed so as not to undermine the emerging
‘landcare ethic’, i.e. landholders should not feel they were entitled to payment. Education as well
as careful design should help to minimise these risks.

Are stewardship payments used anywhere else?
Stewardship schemes operate in Europe, North America and elsewhere, particularly to help poor
farmers support conservation.



Who is best placed to deliver stewardship schemes?

Schemes that engage private landholders are often best delivered by non-government
organisations. This means devolving funds to conservation groups like Victoria’s Trust for
Nature, Indigenous organisations like the North Australian Indigenous Land & Sea Management
Alliance, Catchment Management Authorities - any group that has the experience, expertise and
engagement with the community to put taxpayers’ money to good use.

Where should we focus stewardship schemes?

Stewardship schemes will need to be tailored to different circumstances and conservation needs
in different parts of the country. To begin with, schemes should target nationally important areas,
such as threatened ecological communities. As they mature and are better resourced they can be
applied more widely. Governments will need to take care not to spread limited funds too thinly.

What sorts of activities should we pay for?

Stewardship contracts should enhance and restore native wildlife habitat, i.e. they should focus on
what environmental outcomes should be delivered and not always how they are delivered. Active
conservation can include: re-planting native bush in critical parts of the landscape, such as around
parks and reserves, between isolated patches on farms, and in wetlands and floodplains; setting
up nest boxes for threatened birds, possums or bats; controlling weeds and pests; and/or
managing fire, grazing and water to conserve wildlife.

How can we afford to pay for stewardship?

The CSIRO paper suggests three ways of securing the funds needed for an effective national

stewardship scheme.

1 By investing a small fraction, just 5 per cent, of the revenue raised by auctioning pollution permits in
the new Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme. If all permits are auctoned, this would raise
nearly $1 billion per annum by 2020, doubling the area of land under active conservation
and providing a solid base for an enduring national stewardship program.

2 Ensuring carbon offsets pass an environmental benefits test. Finance for carbon sequestration
could become an important tool in community efforts to restore bushland and degraded
soils.

3 Re-tailoring some drought-related business concessions and subsidies to deliver better conservation.
With drought conditions set to become more frequent across a wider area, it is essential we
look to ways to help rural communities to manage climate risks and adjust. Enabling people
to retire marginal land and professionally manage important areas for ecological recovery is
one way of helping them to take ownership of their future.

The Australian Government recently pledged to expand the area under active conservation by1
million hectares by 2013 - a welcome initiative, but falling far short of Australia’s potential. The
CSIRO paper, by contrast, suggests we could see 65 million more hectares actively managed for
conservation and carbon sequestration by 2020. A bolder investment in stewardship will deliver
economies-of-scale; improving the results and raising the environmental returns per dollar.

Funding for stewardship could be a key plank in a stimulus package for a new greener economy.
How can we leverage private finance for conservation?

Australia needs a package of incentives to encourage large-scale private investment in new
commercial land-uses with real environmental benefits. Stewardship schemes should engage



with land managers and investors who are willing establish new enterprises (e.g. agroforestry,
sustainable bioenergy production, etc) to deliver conservation results that are beyond the capacity
of existing farm businesses.

How much do we spend on conservation and land management now?

While federal environmental investments were held reasonably steady through the change of
Government last year, the new Caring for Our Country program still amounts to less than one-fifth
of one per cent of federal spending. By contrast, leading conservation scientists say a massive
increase in investment is needed to sustain the health of Australian landscapes.®

Who wrote Delivering on the Promise of Stewardship?

Dr Steve Hatfield-Dodds led CSIRO's Integrated Science and Public Policy Unit from 2002 to 2008.
Steve has also worked for the Australian Treasury, the Canadian Department of Finance and the
Allen Consulting Group and has volunteered his time for the Wentworth Group of Concerned
Scientists. He recently took up a senior position with the Australian Government Department of
Climate Change. Dr Wendy Proctor is Acting Stream Leader and Director of CSIRO’s Policy &
Economic Research Unit (PERU). Wendy is an internationally accomplished researcher in the field
of economic incentives for conservation. She has held senior teaching and research positions at
the Australian National University, was a Senior Economist with the Australian Bureau of
Agricultural & Resource Economics (ABARE), and recently worked on a project, sponsored by the
United Nations and the World Conservation Union, exploring the role of stewardship payments
worldwide.

For more information:
Corey Watts, ACF Rural Landscapes Campaigner, 0438 547 786

For additional media comment:

Dr Wendy Proctor, Co-author and Acting Stream Leader & Director, Policy & Economic Research
Unit, CSIRO, Canberra, 0413 459 934

Rob Richardson, Beef producer, farm forester and participant, Regent Honeyeater Project, Benalla,
Victoria 03 5762 4214

Mike Gooey, Director, Trust for Nature Victoria, 0439 382 242

Keith Bradby, Director, Gondwana Link, Albany, Western Australia, 0427 085 008.

Bryce Woods, Farmer, Moree, NSW, 0429 441 976

3 Possingham, H., Ryan, S. Baxter, J. & Morton, 5. 2002, Setting Biodiversity Priorities. A paper prepared as part of the activities of the
working group producing the report Sustaining our Natural Systems and Biodiversity for the Prime Minister’s Science, Engineering
and Innovation Council. DEST, Canberra, ACT.
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Delivering on the promise of stewardship

Executive summary

Over seventy per cent of the Australian continent is managed by farmers, graziers,
Indigenous communities, and other private land managers. Recent years have seen a
growing interest in the potential to use stewardship payments to encourage conservation
activities on private land. Australian governments have supported a variety of pilot
programs and studies, including through the joint Market Based Instrument pilots. In May
2007 the previous federal government announced a new Environmental Stewardship
Program. The current government has built on this foundation through the Caring for our
Country initiative, which brings together the Environmental Stewardship Program, the
National Heritage Trust, the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality and a
number of other programs.

The Australian Conservation Foundation commissioned this discussion paper to identify the
role and potential contribution of stewardship payments in promoting biodiversity
conservation and sustainable natural resource management; to outline key design principles
and implementation issues; and to explore possible tensions and synergies with other policy
areas — particularly interactions with future policies addressing climate variability and
drought, and the introduction of emissions trading.

The key findings of this research include:

(A) Stewardship payments represent an important addition to the Australian sustainability
policy toolkit, and can play an essential and distinctive role in promoting
environmental conservation and sustainable resource use.

(B) There is scope for a significant increase in the size of the stewardship program over
time. This would provide economies of scale and scope, increasing the outcomes
achieved and the environmental returns per dollar.

(C) Payments are best delivered through flexible outcomes-based mechanisms. We
consider devolved arrangements and trust funds are likely to perform better over time
than programs managed directly by government.

(D) Asimplementation matures, increased priority should be given to:
= supporting innovative approaches to delivering environmental outcomes;

= exploring farm-level and regional approaches for enhancing conservation
outcomes and improving management of climate risks and variability; and

*  engaging with land managers and investors who are willing to establish new
enterprises to deliver environmental benefits that are difficult to achieve through
changes within existing businesses.

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page2
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The paper is structured around a set of principles and short propositions summarising the
key issues in unlocking the full potential of environmental stewardship payments in
Australia:

The case for stewardship payments

1. Stewardship payments have an important role as motivators of behavioural change to
promote environmental conservation, sustainable natural resource use, and healthy
rural industries and communities.

2. Consistent with the catchment care principle, which argues that individual resource
managers have an obligation to avoid practices that harm the environment,
stewardship payments and other public funds should only be provided for
conservation actions over and above what is required to prevent damage to the long
term health and productivity of the natural resource base.

3. Stewardship payments will achieve the best long term results when implemented as a
part of a mutually supporting set of policy tools — including extension, capacity
building, resource assessment, smart regulation, and support for innovation.

4. Overseas and Australian research suggests that increasing the size of the stewardship
program would be expected to help achieve economies of scale and scope, thereby
increasing both the outcomes achieved and the environmental returns per dollar.

Implementation issues

5. Commonwealth funded environmental stewardship payments should be targeted to
national environmental priorities in the initial phase, with a view to expanding the
program to encompass nationally significant outcomes across a wider range of issues
as implementation matures and more funds become available.

6. Stewardship payments are best delivered through flexible outcomes-based
mechanisms that can engage private actors, promote innovation, and focus resources
on activities providing the highest environmental returns per dollar. Devolved
arrangements and trust funds are likely to perform better in terms of encouraging
innovation and streamlining administration than programs managed directly by
government, and should play an important part in new stewardship arrangements.

7. Stewardship payments should be available to any individual or group able to provide
the conservation activity or outcome sought on a value for money basis, who is willing
and able to comply with the accountability and transparency conditions associated
with funding, and who can build and maintain the community trust and relationships
required.

8. Stewardship payments should be allocated and delivered in ways that support the
range of motivations for undertaking conservation actions (including that they do not
undermine social motives or existing stewardship ethics).

9. Stewardship payment programs should build on the local knowledge base for effective
natural resource management with decision processes and implementation being
carried out in ways that engage key actors, promote mutual appreciation of different
values and viewpoints, and address key knowledge gaps.

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page3
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10.

Stewardship payments should be based on coherent regional plans that bring together
the best available science and local knowledge to provide a platform for identifying
investment priorities and regulating resource use.

Policy synergies

11.

12.

13.

14.

The introduction of stewardship payments provides an opportunity to foster
innovative approaches to simultaneously enhancing conservation and improving the
management of climate risks and variability, at both farm and regional levels.

Emissions trading is likely to provide synergies with stewardship payments, especially
through providing significant financial support for reafforestation, but may also create
tensions in some circumstances.

As arrangements for stewardship payments mature, increased priority should be given
to engaging with land managers and investors who are willing to establish new
enterprises to deliver environmental benefits that are difficult to achieve though
changes to management practices within existing businesses.

A balanced ‘stewardship payments portfolio’ will include a component focused on
supporting innovative approaches to the delivery of desired environmental outcomes,
including the evaluation and demonstration of business models with the potential to
provide public environmental benefits and attractive private financial returns.

We consider these principles and propositions provide a set of practical benchmarks for
assessing the progress of stewardship payments over the next few years. Some are already
met. Others are more relevant to the evolution of the program as it matures. We hope that
this discussion paper will help interested individual and groups refine their thinking, engage
more productively in discussion and action on stewardship, and contribute to the evolution
of stewardship policy design and practice in Australia.

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page 4
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Introduction

The need for sustainable resource management

Australian agriculture is amongst the most productive and efficient in the world, earning
Australia valuable export revenues and feeding millions of people at home and abroad. It is
becoming increasingly apparent, however, that past farming practices have left a legacy of
environmental damage. The full consequences of inappropriate resource management ~ such
as broad scale land clearing - can take many years, decades, or even centuries to fully
emerge. Understanding of impacts is complicated by the fact that practices that are
appropriate and sustainable in one situation may result in resource degradation in another.

The warning signs are clear. The clearing, fragmentation and degradation of native
vegetation for cropping and grazing has resulted in significant threats to — and losses of —
native biodiversity, altered surface and ground water flows, and disrupted carbon and
nutrient cycles. Vegetation clearing is a continuing threat to the conservation of many native
species (NLWRA 2001c, NLWRA 2002). Dryland salinity impacts around five percent of
Australian farmland; and is expected to adversely effect 15 to 20 percent of cultivated land
over the next 50 years — with implications for soil erosion, reduced river health, weeds and
pests, and native vegetation loss (COAG 2000, NLWRA 2001b). Even in ‘normal’ rainfall
years, more than a quarter of Australia’s water management areas (accounting for more than
half of our surface water use) are approaching or beyond sustainable levels of water use
(NLWRA 20012, see Khan 2006). These resource management challenges are more extensive
and severe than those faced by any other developed country (Pannell and Ewing 2004,
Tilman et al 1994). Non- degrading commercially-viable management options have not been
identified for many of our important agricultural regions (Walker et al 1999). Climate change
will exacerbate many of these pressures (Preston and Jones 2006, Hennessy et al 2008).

We need to learn, as a nation, how to live and make a living in harmony with our landscapes
and natural heritage (Wentworth Group 2002, 2002, 2006).

Interest in stewardship based approaches

Enhancing environmental conservation on private land is a key component of this transition,
as over seventy per cent of Australia’s land area is managed by farmers, graziers, Indigenous
communities, and other private land managers.

Consistent with this, recent years have seen growing interest around the world in the design
and use of voluntary incentive based programs for fostering environmental stewardship on
private land (FAO, 2007). A number of stewardship based approaches have been in piloted
by state and federal governments over the last five to ten years. This led the previous
government to announce a new Environmental Stewardship Programme (ESP) in the 2007-08
Federal Budget, along with a Working on Country program tailored specifically for
Indigenous communities, with combined funding of around $100 million over four years
(McGauran and Turnbull 2007, Turnbull 2007). The new programs are focused on matters of
national environmental significance and were intended to complement the third phase of the
Commonwealth’s Natural Heritage Trust.

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page 6
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The stewardship program is intended to ensure protection and enhancement of
environmental assets on private freehold and leasehold land. Itis to be delivered under
contract by organisations such as regional catchment groups, industry bodies, NGOs, or
suitably qualified companies. The program will aim to use a diversity of market-based
mechanisms to select participants, including tenders for contracts (up to 15 years) with
farmers and other landholders who can provide services on a cost-effective basis.
Facilitators will be employed by on-ground delivery agents to assist land managers to
understand program arrangements. At the time of writing the intention was to establish the
first contracts before the end of the 2007-08 financial year.

The current government has built on this foundation through the Caring for our Country
initiative, which brings together the Environmental Stewardship Program, the National
Heritage Trust, the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality and a number of
other programs. The initiative is overseen jointly by the Ministers for the Environment and
Agriculture. Its key goals are “a healthier environment, which is better protected, well
managed, and more resilient against the challenges of climate change” (Garrett and Burke
2008). Priorities for the initiative include protecting biodiversity and natural icons and
promoting sustainable farm practices.

The purpose and structure of this paper

This paper was commissioned by the Australian Conservation Foundation to assist it and
other conservation groups to engage with and make a constructive contribution to the
development and implementation of Australian stewardship policy. The primary aim of the
paper is to identify key issues and provide guidance on realising the full potential of
stewardship payments, so that they work for our natural ecosystems, farmers and industries,
and regional communities.

The original project discussions raised a wide variety of questions and issues:

= To what extent should management agreements focus on ecological outcomes rather
than management inputs?

=  Should stewardship payments be used to reward past voluntary conservation efforts,
or must recipients undertake some new action?

»  Should stewardship payments cover payments for labour and other inputs?

»  What can be done to prevent community conservation efforts and a stewardship ethic
from being eroded? Can stewardship payments help to build the voluntary effort?

= Who should be involved in deciding the priorities to be addressed through
stewardship payments? What are the roles of different groups — such as national
government, catchment management agencies, farmers, and local communities?

»  How can science and scientists best be involved?

= Can the allocation of payments be managed effectively ata national level, or is it better
to devolve most or all of the funds to the regional level? Who should be responsible
for assessing and allocating payments to specific providers?

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page7
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To deal with these questions in a coherent way the paper is organised in three main sections:

Section One: The case for stewardship payments

o Are stewardship payments a good idea? (p11)
o What should stewardship payments be used for? (p12)
o Where do stewardship payments fit? (p13)
@ What is the right scale for stewardship programs in Australia? (p15)

Section Two: Issues in implementing stewardship payments

o How should funding priorities be determined? (p18)
o What are the best delivery mechanisms? (p20)
s Who should be eligible for payments? (p22)
@ Could payments undermine existing stewardship motives? (p23)
o How can implementation build long-term performance? (p25)

Section Three: Synergies between stewardship payments and other natural resource
management policies

o How will climate change impact on farmers and landholders? (p27)

o What synergies might be achieved between stewardship

and managing the impacts of climate variability? (p28)
o What are the main synergies and tensions between stewardship

and reducing carbon pollution? (p29)
= Encouraging sustainable resource management (p31)

Our intent in writing this paper is to help interested individuals and groups explore the
range of issues involved in effectively implementing stewardship payments at a worthwhile
scale in Australia. We hope this will encourage and empower people to engage more
productively in policy discussion and on ground action, and contribute to the evolution of
world-leading stewardship policy design and practice. To this end we present a series of
concise propositions throughout the discussion to summarise the key implications of the
different issues canvassed.

We hope that these propositions will provide a useful set of practical benchmarks for
guiding and assessing the progress of stewardship payments over the next few years.

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page 8
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Section One: The case for stewardship payments

Are stewardship payments a good idea?

Australian agriculture has a proud history of contributing to our development as a nation,
our sense of national identity, and our prosperity. It is now recognised, however, that our
farming practices have not always been well suited to our landscapes. Practices that are
profitable and sustainable in one place or in one period may result in substantial
environmental damage in another. These costs and negative impacts are often felt well
beyond the farm gate; imposing costs across the landscape and over time. These
environmental costs are rarely reflected in the price of agricultural commodities.

Importantly, the immediate adoption of current best-practice management would reduce but
not prevent further degradation in significant parts of the country (Walker, Gilfedder &
Williams, 1999). This implies that many landholders do not have management options
available that are both environmentally sustainable and commercially attractive (Williams,
2001). In some cases there are also strong lifestyle, social and cultural pressures to maintain
current practices (Vanclay, 2004).

- Box 1: What are Stewardship Payments?

Stewardship payments - also referred to as payments for ‘ecosystem services’ - are a way of
creating positive economic incentives for natural resource managers to manage their fand and
activities in ways that improve or maintain ecosystem health. These might include restoring habitat
for endangered species, improving water quality and availability through catchment protection, or
sequestering carbon in biomass or soils.

One method favoured by governments and non-governmental organisations is to provide direct
payments to farmers and other landowners in order to encourage ‘conservation-oriented’ land-use
and/or management practices. Mark Rey, Under Secretary in the US Department of Agriculture,
summarises the benefits of using market-based approaches:

Market based conservation is an innovative way to ... preserve productivity and enhance landowner
livelihoods while producing numerous environmental benefits. Market based solutions can provide
flexibility to undertake actions that have the lowest cost and result in more cost-effective
achievement of natural resource conservation and environmental goals compared to traditional
command and control approaches. ... I look forward to the day when credits for clean water, lower
levels of greenhouse gases, and protected wetlands can be traded as freely as corn or soybeans
are today (Rey, 2007).

These mechanisms are being used or at least trialled in North America, Europe, and Australasia, as
well as parts of Africa, Asia, and Central and South America. Other mechanisms for providing
incentives for ecosystem services include the purchase or leasing of land, eco-labelling and
certification schemes, and the creation of tradable entitiements, or other new markets (such as
tradable carbon rights or habitat offsets).

Sources: Rey (2007), see Ecosystem Marketplace (2004); Abel et al (2003) for more information.
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For the following reasons, it is not feasible for the farming sector to bear the whole cost of
the transition to sustainable natural resource use:

e  Most of Australia’s agricultural output is produced for export, making it difficult to
pass on any costs that might be associated with achieving higher environmental
standards to the consumers of those products (Hatfield-Dodds, Binning & Yvanovich,
2006);

e While there are good reasons for asking farmers and other resource managers to bear
the costs of preventing future damage to the natural resource base — which is their core
business asset — these reasons often do not apply to the repair of damage resulting from
past actions (which may also be beyond their financial capacity) (Wentworth Group,
2003a, Wentworth Group, 2003b);

e  Achieving improved biodiversity outcomes will generally not provide immediate net
production benefits to farmers, and so it is reasonable to expect the wider community
to contribute to the cost of achieving these outcomes (Hatfield Dodds, 2006).

Stewardship payments differ from traditional approaches in that they do not impose new
duties or obligations on land managers through public regulation, but instead offer payment
as motivator of behavioural change. This essentially voluntary approach is appropriate for
encouraging actions that are considered desirable, but are not widely considered to be a legal
or moral duty.

Stewardship payments are a prospective way of providing support and resources for
conservation actions, and the transition to ecologically sustainable natural resource
management, along with other ‘market-based instruments’ such as carbon credits or
biodiversity offsets for urban development. Importantly, however, stewardship payments
should not be viewed as a ‘magic bullet’. Rather, they are one part of a set of policy tools,
with a distinctive role and contribution.

What should stewardship payments be used for?

It is widely agreed that stewardship payments, as with other categories of public funding,
should not be provided for actions that are legally required or normally thought to constitute
landholders’ ‘duty of care’ (McGauran, quoted in Barden, 2007). In practice, however,
developing mechanisms for implementing this principle has proven difficult.

To begin with, the problem is often framed as a contest between ‘private’ and ‘public
benefits; the assumption being that achieving public environmental benefits involves net
costs to private actors. In many cases, however, farmers as a group would benefit from
improved natural resource management (NRM) - as many of the ‘off farm benefits’ of action
occur on other farms. This insight prompted the Wentworth Group to suggest a new
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approach to duty of care (Wentworth Group, 2003a), which they described as the catchment
care principle:

“The catchment care principle is that individual resource users have an obligation to avoid
natural resource management practices that harm the long-term interests of resource users
as a whole. This is taken to imply that resource management practices should not damage
ecosystem integrity or essential landscape function”

The principle seeks to ensure the maintenance of ‘healthy working landscapes’. In contrast
to the “polluter pays’ and ‘beneficiaries pays’ principles, the catchment care principle
recognises the environment as a source of both amenity and livelihood, and argues that the
responsibilities of natural resource managers should be linked to an agreed ecological
benchmark rather than simply reflecting current social preferences. This approach may also
be contrasted with existing arrangements which allow short-term benefits to be achieved at
the cost of long-term damage to ecosystem health; usually as a result of costs being shifted
onto other farms and future natural resource users. This undermines the long-term
productivity of the resource base, and thus undermines real resource security. While
assessing the extent of this problem is difficult, existing information suggests that
inappropriate management of relatively small areas can impose significant net costs on
others over time.

It follows that public investment should focus on facilitating improvements in natural
resource condition, including by remedying past damage where this is worthwhile, while
resource managers should be responsible for avoiding actions that would result in additional
resource degradation or environmental damage.

Where do stewardship payments fit?

We can think of the transition to sustainable agriculture and natural resource management in
terms of five interlocking policy challenges:

(2) Encouraging investment in existing commerdially attractive and environmentally
sustainable land-use options;

(b) Making those sustainable management practices that are likely to remain unprofitable in
commercial terms more attractive to landholders than unsustainable practices;

(c) Advancing the development of profitable new industries with significant environmental
benefits and minimal ill-effects;

(d) Effectively discouraging or prohibiting natural resource and agricultural management
practices where these impose net social costs; and
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(e) Advancing the science, technology and understanding required to underpin good NRM
policy and practice.

Stewardship payments have the potential to play a more or less profound role in each of
these areas, particularly in providing a transparent and accountable mechanism for funding
private conservation actions that are otherwise non-commercial (see point (b) above). As
confidence and experience with stewardship payments grows, payments may displace some
activities currently supported through grants (which are generally limited to not-for-profit

groups).

Alone, however, payments are highly unlikely to be effective in tackling any of these
problems. Rather, the best results will arise via a flexible and pluralistic approach, sometimes
called ‘smart regulation’ (Gunningham & Grabosky, 1998), involving a mix of
complementary policy tools tailored to a given set of circumstances and environmental goals.

Achieving improved policy outcomes will also require capacity building and refinements to
governance arrangements, including improving the targeting and oversight of investments,
and to ensuring that different policy components work together effectively.

It is also worth underscoring that rising to these challenges will require a sustained increase
in public funding commensurate with the scale of our continental environmental challenges.
The use of some of those funds to mobilise large-scale private sector investment —
particularly for tasks (b) and (c) — is less often recognised but also a priority. Of course, any
public subsidies ought to be transparent, and wound back as once novel environmental
industries reach self-sufficiency.
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Box 2: What practical experience is there with stewardship payments?

There is growing attention to the potential for stewardship payments and market-based
instruments around the world, beginning with the active inclusion of conservation objectives into
US farm support payments in 1985 (Helms, 2003). The US farm bill now provides over A$3.5
billion a year for conservation activities through nine major programmes (USDA, 2005), and EU
agricultural support is also being transformed to support conservation (European Commission,
2003). While decoupiing these programmes from the original motivation of providing subsidies
and income support has proven difficult, there now appears to be is growing commitment to
genuine market-based conservation (USDA, 2007).

In Australia, the first round of the NAP/NHT Market-based Instruments Pilot Programme (2003-
2006) provided $5 miliion for ten projects exploring effective implementation of innovative
conservation policy tools, mainly incentive payments and conservation auctions (National MBI
Working Group, 2005; Whitten, van Bueren & Collins, 2004). These projects have provided
useful insights and helped to develop practical experience in the design and implementation of
stewardship payment programmes and related policy approaches. The review of the first round
of projects found that these approaches can help to improve natural resource management, and
have an important role in the delivery of future conservation programmes. Further funding of
$5 million has been announced for a second round of projects (NAPSWQ, 2007), in addition to
the Environmental Stewardship Programme announced in the May 2007 Budget (Joint Media

What is the right scale for stewardship programs in Australia?

The ideal scale for implementing stewardship payment programs in Australia will be
influenced by a range of factors, such as:

 the scope for achieving improved conservation outcomes;

= the effectiveness of a stewardship-based payment approach in achieving these
outcomes, both in absolute terms and relative to other policy approaches;

*  the synergies between a stewardship-based approach and other policy tools;

»  the value or relative priority that Australian’s place on these outcomes (which
determine whether this expenditure provides ‘value for money’ to Australian
taxpayers); and

»  the resources available through government budgets and other sources.

The discussion above suggests that stewardship payments and similar voluntary market-
based mechanisms are likely to provide a cost-effective way of achieving conservation
outcomes. Further, stewardship payments allow access to conservation opportunities that
would be difficult to achieve through other policy approaches.

Outlays by Australian governments on private conservation have historically been quite
modest compared to the US and Europe, where existing farm support payments have been
redirected towards environmental objectives. As a result of this reform of farm support, the
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US Farm Bill now provides over A$3.5 billion a year for conservation activities through nine
major programs under the farm bill, and EU agricultural support is being progressively
transformed to support conservation (see Hatfield-Dodds et al 2007). These substantial
outlays contrast with the Federal Government commitment of around $100 million over four
years for the ESP and Working on Country programs. (The former aims to protect and
enhance the environmental values of endangered yellow box-gum woodland habitat in
Victoria, NSW and Queensland.)

Estimates of the potential scale for using stewardship payments in Australia are rare.
Analysis undertaken last year for the Australian Agricultural Alliance on Climate Change
(Hatfield-Dodds et al 2007) found that implementing stewardship payments across 8% of
Australia’s total land area would require annual stewardship payments between $0.7 to $1.6
billion per year. This would more than double the effective area with “active conservation” of
native vegetation and ecosystems from 6% to 14% of the continent. The analysis was based
on implementation of cost-effective voluntary agreements to secure at least 10% of each
ecosystem and habitat type across Australia (including grasslands, savannah, forest, and arid
zones), implemented to provide cost-effective conservation outcomes in light of differences
in land values and opportunity costs. Details are provided in Table 1.

Taken together, this suggests that there is considerable scope to expand the scale of
stewardship payments in Australia, both through new funding and the redirection of
existing funding within state and Commonwealth environment portfolios. Note that this
would also be likely to generate improved conservation outcomes more broadly, as
stewardship payments encourage private land management in greater sympathy with the
management needs of Australia’s national reserves system.

In the short term, the main constraint on scale of stewardship is likely to be the need to
establish and test oversight and administration arrangements. Over the longer term, the
limiting constraint is likely to be perceived value for money — both technically (reflected in
program assessments, and the confidence of Ministers and central agencies in the outcomes
achieved), and in the hearts and minds of the general public.

We consider that a well designed and implemented stewardship program, backed by sound
priority setting and reporting mechanisms, could deliver quality conservation outcomes and
long-term value for money. With careful but ambitious management such a program could
grow to invest in the order of $600-1000 million a year over five to seven years, especially if
designed to contribute to wider goals (such as assisting farmers manage climate variability).
While difficult to judge precisely, it is very likely that the program is currently below optimal
scale, and that expanding the program would improve both overall outcomes and outcomes
per dollar spent.
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Table 1: Potential scale of a national environmental stewardship scheme — estimated area

and annual payments

NSW (d) 76,680 10% 15% 180 397
NT 111,492 8% 12% 2 5
Queensland 156,138 9% 12% 236 519
SA 72,616 7% 18% 97 212
Tasmania 13,350 20% 41% 78 171
Victoria 18,486 8% 20% 45 98
WA 199,491 8% 13% 102 223
Australia (a) 648,252 8% 14% 739 1,627

Notes: (a) Total includes $55-121 m in estimated payments for stewardship on indigenous lands;
Source: Hatfield-Dodds et al 2007 Table 6 p.32
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Section Two: Issues in implementing stewardship payments

The success, or otherwise, of transforming stewardship payments from ‘a good idea’ to an
effective policy on the ground will depend on the detail of how policy is designed and
implemented. From a review of the literature and discussions with a variety of people
involved in natural resource policy and practice, we identify a number of key policy and
institutional design issues:

» How should funding priorities be determined?

»  Could payments undermine existing stewardship motives?

*  What are the best delivery mechanisms?

*  Who should be eligible for payments?

» How can implementation build long-term performance?
These questions are discussed below.

How should funding priorities be determined?

How funding is allocated across different potential priorities is one of the most important
design and implementation issues in the introduction of the new national stewardship
program.

One option would be to focus on ‘national priorities’, interpreted as issues for which the
Commonwealth has primary legal responsibility, such as meeting international treaty
obligations, like the protection of Ramsar wetlands. This suggests linking payments to
outcomes pertaining to relevant matters of ‘national environmental significance’ (NES)
under the Commonwealth Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (the
EPBC Act 1999) (Australian Government, 2007), namely:

= Listed threatened species and ecological communities;

= Migratory species protected under international agreements;
»  Ramsar wetlands of international importance;

»  The Commonwealth marine environment;

*  World Heritage properties; and

» National Heritage places.

Another option would be allow stewardship payments to address broader objectives, such as
the Caring for our Country priorities of (protecting) ‘biodiversity and natural icons’ and
promoting ‘sustainable farm practices and landcare’, particularly where the issues addressed
are of national importance.

There are a number of arguments in favour of adopting a tighter environmental focus in
determining funding priorities for stewardship payments. The first is that biodiversity
conservation is much less likely to provide net benefits to primary producers, as a group,
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than outlays on other natural resource management issues, such as dryland salinity, weed
control, or soil conservation. This implies both that there is a much stronger case for full
public funding to achieve desired biodiversity outcomes, and that there is less scope for
biodiversity-focused funding to be diverted to inappropriate projects, including projects
with lower environmental benefits but higher non-environmental public benefits. The
second reason is that adopting a wider set of objectives would necessarily require more
discretion and judgement in resource allocation, including decisions about the relative
importance of different objectives or of expenditures and outcomes across different regions.
It is not clear that existing regional governance mechanisms have the capacity to deal with
significant injections of new funds, and to ensure that these funds are invested to best effect.

Against this, stewardship payments have the potential to deliver conservation outcomes
across a wide range of objectives, not just federally legislated NES matters. Fully realising
this potential would require genuine regional engagement in allocating funds to achieve
national conservation priorities (see ‘How can implementation build long-term
performance?’ below). Allocation decisions could be informed by recent advances in
environmental information systems, such as the decision support and conservation planning
tools developed by the University of Queensland and CSIRO (Hajkowicz in press, Marinoni
et al in press, Klein et al 2007, Carwardine et al 2006).

More generally, allocation of funds should take account of the social and economic capacity
of landholders and regions, the attitudes of key stakeholders towards stewardship payments,
and synergies or tensions between specific payments - such as scale effects in revegetation, or
undesirable consequences of some actions - and their relationship to other policy tools.

One way to resolve this dilemma would be to focus stewardship payments on
Commonwealth priorities in the initial phase of program design and implementation (as
favoured in the establishment of the environmental stewardship program in 2007), with a
view to expanding the scope of these payments once effective mechanisms have been
demonstrated, and regional planning and delivery capacity has had a chance to mature.

What are the best delivery mechanisms?

The success or failure of the new ESP and similar programs rests in large part on how they
are delivered.

One option would be for the Commonwealth to administer payments directly, drawing on
the systems and experience of the NHT and National Salinity Action Plan (NAP) grant
processes. This would enable close engagement and accountability, with federal officials
directly involved in selecting and administering stewardship projects.
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Box 3: Innovative approaches to conservation

Trust funds have a strong track record of achieving conservation outcomes through
innovative approaches and partnerships, but are not yet widely known in Australia. Recent
years have seen an increase in private conservation efforts, such as those led by Victoria’s
Trust for Nature and Bush Heritage Australia, who purchase and manage land for
environmental benefits or sell it on to sympathetic buyers subject to a permanent
conservation covenant. The potential additional traction of this approach is illustrated by a
number of initiatives of The Nature Conservancy (TNC), including their ‘grass bank’, debt-for-
nature swaps and a new EcoEnterprises Fund. Under the grass bank initiative, the TNC
secures a property in an area subject to environmental stress and allows nearby graziers
periodic access for their stock; thereby helping to relieve grazing pressures on their own
properties and assists in the restoration of native grasses across the district. The
EcoEnterprises Fund is a joint initiative with the Inter-American Development Bank which is
using venture capital principles to protect environmentally sensitive areas in Latin America
and the Caribbean while developing and demonstrating economic livelihoods strategies for
local people.

However, a reliance on direct grant-style processes immediately heightens a number of risks:

= Government grant processes tend to focus on process and accountability rather than
expected outcomes. In so doing, they work against the development of trust and often
impose excessive transaction costs on smaller grants and thus act as a disincentive for
people to take part in such programs;

» This procedural focus tends to prevent innovation and the evolution of more cost-
effective approaches to achieving the outcomes sought;

=  Administrative culture has a strong emphasis on the purchase of internally-defined
benefits on a ‘take it or leave it’ basis, and rarely seeks or even understands the notion
of partnering with others to achieve shared goals; and

=  Governments find it difficult to contract for periods of more than four years, making it
difficult to successfully devise the kind of long-term projects that are needed given the
slow response of many degraded environments to treatment.

As a result, many highly capable and otherwise willing environmental practitioners —
including many landholders and business people - are not interested in government grants;
an attitude that would be likely to reduce the reach and effectiveness of stewardship
payments if they were administered in the same way.

There are a number of options for delivering stewardship payments which would avoid
these potential pitfalls:

Streamlined application processes, such as conservation tenders supported by site assessments
and simple contracts. These can go some way towards ensuring desirable actions are
undertaken and reducing transaction costs for both bidders and government (Stoneham,
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Chaudhri, Ha & Strappazzon, 2003; Comerford, 2007). These are most relevant to
situations where governments know both the outcomes sought and the best mechanisms
for achieving these. Such processes require transparent and easy-to-use benefit indices,
such as the Victorian BushBenefits assessment tool (DSE/DPI Victoria, 2005). Indeed,
access to a simple and repeatable evaluation tool appears more important than the
specific approach to selecting conservation bids (Connor, Ward & Bryan, 2007). Itis also
important to note that it is legitimate for stewardship programs to include payments
that reflect the effort or opportunity cost of landholders, rather than only covering out-
of-pocket expenses (as is often the case under grant funding rules).

Devolved grants, where a head grant is provided to a trustworthy organisation — such as an
NGO, catchment authority, or local farm management consultancy — that then
negotiates conservation actions and funding with individual landholders. From the
landholders’ perspective, procedures tend to be rapid and relatively informal, with the
head grant organisation taking responsibility for the bulk of the reporting,
accountability and paperwork (Proctor, Comerford, Hatfield-Dodds, Stauffacher &
Wilkinson, 2007). A recent study found that activities undertaken through devolved
grants have resulted in significant long-term conservation outcomes, reflecting the trust
and goodwill of those involved, and questioning the cost benefit ratio or requiring
strict or enforceable accountability mechanisms (Natural Heritage Trust, undated).

Trust funds, established with capital or long-term funding, are given considerable autonomy
in how they work. The trustees of the fund have strict legal obligations to serve the
objectives of the fund, akin to the responsibilities of company directors to serve the
interests of their shareholders (Australian Greenhouse Office, 2005). Particular
advantages of trust funds include that they can receive funds from government which
may be retained as capital, and are able to implement long-term contracts with
landholders (such as for periods of 15-20 years) where this is appropriate (Allen
Consulting Group, 2005). Trusts are also able to be much more entrepreneurial in their
approach, where the trustees consider this best serves the objectives of the fund.

Investment leverage, where public and private funds are jointly invested in activities or
projects that yield both public benefits and private returns — most likely with the public
funds provided through a dedicated trust fund. This has particular advantages where
larger-scale changes in land-use are desired (which may require establishing new
enterprises, rather than contracting with existing enterprises), or where there would be
benefits from demonstrating the commercial and environmental benefits of new land
management practices. Investment leverage is best suited to situations where desired
outcomes are known but supply options are not well understood, or where it is
considered that innovative approaches — once demonstrated — are likely to require
lower levels of continuing public funding. The Greening Australia pilot Land
Innovation Fund found that there was significant potential for investment leverage that
would provide large-scale environmental benefits and be likely to fully repay the
public cost of borrowing (Hatfield-Dodds, Binning & Yvanovich, 2006).

The real world limitations of government grant administration, and the availability of other
options able to meet the transparency and governance requirements of government, suggest
that stewardship payments should at least be delivered through streamlined approvals and
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contracting processes, and that the overall effectiveness of the program would be enhanced
by ensuring that at least a substantial share of payments through devolved grants or trust
funds.

Implementation should also recognise that developing skills and understanding takes time,
and invest more heavily in education, support and capacity building in the initial phases of

any program.

Who should be eligible for payments?

Most of the public discussion of stewardship payments is with reference to the farming and
pastoral communities. In the past, government grants have usually been provided to non-
profit groups, while businesses and other for-profit bodies were often ineligible. Payments
have often been calculated to cover out-of-pocket costs, such as fencing materials, but have
usually required recipients to donate their labour and other in-kind assistance.

There would be advantages to allowing stewardship payments to be made to organisations
that are not primary producers. This would allow NGOs, catchment authorities, and
businesses with relevant expertise to manage funds and broker arrangements for
Jandholders; simplifying engagement and broadening the appeal of participation (see the
discussion of devolved grants and trust funds above). In some cases, these arrangements
might also provide access to additional funds, such as by providing conservation offsets to
private companies or philanthropic donors. Note, however, that many conservationists
regard such offsets with suspicion.

Could payments undermine existing stewardship motives?

Most policy makers and economists assume that offering stewardship payments will
enhance the motivation of landholders to undertake desired conservation actions. Monetary
rewards are only one form of incentive, however, and offering payments can reduce
motivation to undertake activities that are currently undertaken primarily for non-financial
reasons.
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Box 4: Multiple motivations and 'multiple currencies of action’

It is important for incentive-based policy to recognise that there are different types of
motivation, involving different ‘currencies of action’.

Many people like entertaining friends. Having people around for a barbeque or dinner party is
motivated by a complex set of social factors, which are likely to vary between individuals. You
may enjoy going to friends for a party or a meal, and wish that you went to more. Offering your
friends $10 to invite you to their next party would add a cash payment to their existing
motivations, but would be unlikely to result in more invitations. Rather, introducing the offer of
a cash payment may actually depress the sense of enjoyment, mutuality and celebration that
motivate your friends, and may indeed offend them by implying that you do not understand their
motives, or suggesting that you can buy their hospitality. In any case, as $10 is insufficient
payment for an evening’s work, an offer of this kind would probably reduce the total number of
invitations you receive. Offering $100 may be enough to secure a stream of invitations, but the
fundamental nature of the event would be changed; people would now be providing a meal in
return for payment, rather than as an act of friendship. Money can be used in more thoughtfully
appropriate ways, however, such as by buying flowers or chocolates, or by taking your friend to
the movies as a thankyou for a dinner. Such gifts acknowledge your friends’ efforts and may
increase their enjoyment and reinforce their existing motivations (Frey, 2001).

Many childcare centres, for example, rely on a sense of duty or responsibility to motivate
parents to collect their children on time. If these motivations are not sufficient to prevent
excessive late collections, a centre may consider introducing a monetary incentive to
encourage parents to be on time. The introduction of a modest fine has been found to have
the opposite effect, however, resulting in more parents being late to collect their children.
What appears to be happening is that some parents interpret the fine as a fee-for-service
price that ‘gives permission’ to be late as long as the payment is made. Where this is the case
the new payment erodes or ‘crowds out’ existing motivations, reducing the embarrassment
or stigma associated with late collections, and so increases the behaviour the fine was
intended to reduce (Gneezy & Rustichini, 2000). This suggests that any new charge should
be large enough to be seen as a ‘penalty’ rather than a ‘purchase’ (consistent with social
norms for fines and penalties), and clearly described and implemented as a fine or penalty
(such as through requiring separate payment arrangements).

There are a number of reasons why the introduction of stewardship payments might
undermine existing motives for conservation. Farmers and pastoralists may consider it
unfair that some landholders are paid to undertake actions while others are not, or that the
social motives for conservation-friendly management practices — such as pride in doing your
bit or a shared duty to contribute to the local community — may be eroded by introducing
cash payments, or a view that payments are not compatible with a genuine stewardship
ethic. Australian studies indicate that many farmers are motivated by a strong sense of moral
or social obligation operating alongside financial motivations (Vanclay 2004). For many
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farmers, their roles as producers of food and fibre and “stewards of the land” are central to
their identity, with farming seen as a way of life more than a way of making a living.

Given that significant numbers of landholders currently undertake conservation-friendly
practices on a voluntary basis, even a small reduction in stewardship motivation would be
likely to outweigh the increase in payment-motivated activities (see Frey, 2001; Reeson,
2006). Furthermore, the literature on these issues suggests that current motivations would be
difficult to recover if driven out by poor policy, as the previous norms and behaviour are
unlikely to restabilising once the inappropriate policy is discontinued.

This suggests that considerable care should be taken in the design and communication of
stewardship-type programs to ensure that they are seen to complement and support a
genuine ‘productive stewardship’ or ‘landcare’ ethic, rather than displace these motives. A
key goal of any stewardship payment scheme should be to augment the ability of
landholders to provide conservation services that would otherwise not be financially viable
or attractive, and to raise overall participation in the national conservation effort. In order to
avoid undermining motives for existing conservation activities there should be a general
presumption against paying for conservation covenants, which in the vast majority of cases
are not currently undertaken for financial motives.

How can implementation build long-term performance?

Ensuring that stewardship resources are applied to best advantage will require a coherent
information and knowledge platform, as well as clear priority setting. The regional
governance model outlined by the Wentworth Group (2003a) sets out a practical way of
developing light-handed knowledge-based management plans for catchments, individual
properties, and sub-catchments or groups of properties. Implementation of this approach
would involve the development of map-based catchment plans covering the management of
water, native vegetation and other natural resources. The regional plans would then form
the basis for simple farm plans that provide management flexibility and investment security.

An approach of this sort would provide the knowledge base required to set priorities and
assess specific options or applications for funding. It would also help ensure that funding is
only provided for actions that are over and above what is required to prevent damage to the
long-term productivity and health of the natural resource base. To be fully effective, these
plans should bring together local knowledge and the best available science, and be reviewed
and renewed every five to ten years. In this way, the regional plans provide a vehicle for
coordinating planning, regulation, and investment — “the three arms of regional governance’
— and for building the knowledge base required to ensure resource management avoids
damaging the integrity and productivity of the natural resource base.
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This suggests that strengthened science-based regional planning could provide a practical
mechanism for identifying the real world implications of farmers’ duty of care, and coherent
basis for identifying regional investment priorities for stewardship payments.

Such an approach to regional knowledge-building would complement the use of devolved
grants or arms length trusts for the delivery of some or all stewardship payments. If these
approaches were used together it would be important to promote coordination while
retaining transparency and a separation of planning and investment decisions. This would
imply - for example — that it may not be appropriate for a catchment management agency to
have responsibility for both planning and the allocation of stewardship payments, although
it might manage contracts and reporting arrangements once another body had awarded
these.
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Section Three: Synergies between stewardship payments and
other natural resource management policies

Climate change and increased climate variability raises enormous new challenges for
Australian rural industries, and for those concerned with protecting the health of our native
plants, animals, and natural ecosystems.

Stewardship payments have the potential to enhance the resilience and adaptability of
Australia’s rural industries and communities — by providing a new source of income — and of
our environmental communities and ecosystems, such as through supporting enhanced
conservation activity on private land where climate change poses particular risks to our
native flora and fauna.

This section explores a number of potential synergies between stewardship payments and
other arms of natural resource management policy, particularly:

»  drought policy and the management of climate variability;
= the introduction of emissions trading to reduce carbon pollution; and
»  promoting sustainable natural resource management and agricultural industries;

How will climate change impact on farmers and other landholders?

Over coming decades climate change will result in rising temperatures, higher evaporation,
reductions in rainfall and surface water flows across much of Australia, changes in the length
and timing of growing seasons, increases in the frequency and severity of storms and other
extreme events, and changes in the spread and behaviour of weeds and pests (Preston and
Jones 2006, Khan 2006). These trends are expected to be accompanied by significant increases
in climate variability, increasing in the intensity and frequency of extreme weather events. A
recent CSIRO and Bureau of Meteorology analysis of future drought patterns, for example,
found that years with exceptionally low rainfall are likely to occur more than twice as often
in coming decades than at present, and more than three times as often in Victoria and
Tasmania and South West WA. The frequency of exceptionally hot temperatures is projected
to increase from less than one year in twenty to around one year two across most of the
continent (Hennessy et al 2008).

In addition to the direct impact of climate change, some policy responses to climate change
will also present challenges and opportunities for farmers and rural landholders. The buying
power of some agricultural export markets could, for instance, be degraded; particularly
those in the developing countries where societal adaptive capacity may be relatively low.
Emissions trading may also encourage shifts from current land uses into biofuels (displacing
fossil fuels, and reducing emissions), for example, or conversion of pasture to forest or
biodiversity plantings (taking up, or sequestering, carbon from the atmosphere).
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Coming on top of existing pressures, such as the long run declines in agricultural production
margins and distorted international markets, key agricultural leaders have observed that
“climate change may be the greatest threat confronting Australian farmers and their
productive capacity now and in the future” (NFF 2006, 2007).

The nature and extent of these challenges has already triggered a sea change in the way rural
industries, communities, and policy-makers think about the future. Climate change means
that the past is no longer a reliable guide to the future, and that old ways of doing things are
unlikely to live up to the challenges ahead.

What synergies might be achieved between stewardship and managing the
impacts of climate variability

There is now widespread recognition that there is room to improve the operation of drought
policy so that it better achieves its goals of reducing the adverse impacts of extreme climate
variability on rural households and the natural resource base, without reducing the
efficiency and dynamism of agricultural industries (see Nelson et al in press).

We have identified three main potential synergies between the objectives of stewardship
programs and the ability of the farming sector to manage climate variability.

First, widespread implementation of stewardship payments would provide a new additional
income stream for farming households and enterprises, and — in principle — might support
additional on-farm employment (or returns to labour) related to active conservation
measures (such as weed control, or earthworks to establish or protect a wetland area). This
income stream would be highly predictable from year to year, and in most circumstances
would not be correlated with variations in other sources of income, such as grain or livestock
prices. The independent source of income provided by stewardship payments would thus
help moderate year to year variations in farm income from other sources, and may provide
scope for countercyclical employment, such as where conservation works are able to be
undertaken in dry years.

Second, the conservation management agreements used in stewardship payments could
include specific agreed ‘drought clauses’ to encourage self-management of the risks of
climate change, for example. An agreement might set out, for example, that specified parts of
an on-farm conservation area could be moderately grazed on a long rotation - such as at 40%
of the normal stocking rate once every nine years — where this was compatible with the
environmental outcomes sought. Such provisions might mimic the impacts of natural climate
variation. Provisions of this kind would provide improved on-farm management of climate
risk (such as by providing additional fodder), making the conservation agreement more
attractive to landholders. This would be expected to reduce the price asked by landholders,
allowing a given budget for stewardship payments to cover a larger area and achieve greater
benefits. Whether inclusion of a drought clause is worthwhile, from a public perspective
(and assuming that it can be administered), will depend on whether the reduction in
payments sought by landholders outweighs any negative impact of the provisions on
expected environmental outcomes.
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Third, there may be scope to introduce cross-compliance or cross-program funding
arrangements. Future drought policy may, for example, place more weight on preventative
measures and pre-accreditation of drought management plans. Under such plans a group of
landholders may agree to establish a grazing reserve that provides both a forage buffer in
dry times, and long-term conservation benefits — modelled on the successful prairie “grass
bank” developed by The Nature Conservancy’s (Veseth n.d., Robbins 2006, RLC 2008). In
return these farmers would receive improved access to support provided through drought
policy mechanisms. The same concepts could be applied to collectively held water
entitlements used for both irrigation and environmental flows over different points of the
climate cycle, or to the establishment of wildlife corridors to assist with salinity or pest
management. In this case, appropriate design of the policy to encourage incentives for
collective action should be considered.

What are the main synergies and tensions between stewardship and reducing
carbon pollution?

Government action to reduce carbon pollution through the introduction of emission trading
will have a variety of implications for farmers and other rural landholders. These include
creating incentives to establish carbon sinks, expanding the demand for wind power (sited
largely on farms), and the development of biofuels over time. Previous CSIRO analysis
suggests that these opportunities could generate $815-1,310 million in net new income for
Australian rural communities by 2025 (assuming carbon prices of $50-65 t/COZ2, see Hatfield-
Dodds et al 2007).

The inclusion of direct agricultural emissions in emissions trading from 2015, as discussed in
the recent Green Paper on reducing carbon pollution (DCC 2008), has the potential to
substantially alter the relative returns to different farming activities. The nature of these
impacts will depend crucially on the details of how specific activities and types of entity are
treated, particularly given that many agricultural activities may qualify as emissions
intensive trade exposed sectors and that the direct emissions of most farm businesses are
below the proposed reporting threshold.

The most important immediate interaction between reducing carbon pollution and
stewardship arrangements is that emissions trading will give tangible mainstream economic
value to reafforestation activities.

This will provides an opportunity for private actors and non-profit bodies to enhance
biodiversity outcomes from reafforestation by combining stewardship payments — if granted
_ with income from the sale of emissions permits and potential philanthropic support. Where
this strategy is successful, stewardship payments will leverage greater biodiversity outcomes
through the use of carbon revenues.
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Against this, in some instances emissions trading may work against the objectives of
stewardship, by encouraging plantations of monospecies for wood harvesting objectives that
provide lower biodiversity benefits than existing land uses, or that increase competition for
water. Managing these pressures may require changes to governance arrangements for
forestry, surface water, or natural resource management arrangements more generally
(Wentworth Group 2006, 2003). It will also require adequate scheme design and effective
administration and monitoring procedures.

As the scale of the carbon market will dwarf the funds available for stewardship, it is
expected that market conditions will be determined by the sequestration rate of commercial
forest species in favourable rainfall zones. If, as proposed in the recent Green Paper (DCC
2008), the emission trading system does not constrain access to permits (recognising all
reafforestation, on a voluntary basis), achieving biodiversity outcomes will require
stewardship payments to cover most or all of the sequestration differentials associated with
any shortfall in carbon uptake by biodiverse plantings, as well as differences in carbon
uptake due to growing conditions (such as rainfall, soils and other factors).

An alternative would be for the emissions trading system to provide some additional
incentive for reafforestation that provides biodiversity benefits. This might be considered
worthwhile if there was evidence that total plantings were constrained by non-market
factors, and so all or most reafforestation activity would receive super normal returns (akin
to quasi-monopoly rents on intramarginal investments). In this circumstance, diversion of
some reafforestation activity from plantation forestry to biodiversity plantings would
involve little or no net economic loss. In practice, however, unless it is decided to limit access
to reafforestation credits for some non-biodiversity reason, it would be simpler and more
transparent to argue that some portion of the revenues from auctioning emission permits
should be used to increase the funds available for stewardship payments that simultaneously
help landholders better manage climate risk and augment ecosystem resilience.

Over the longer term, emissions trading may provide new opportunities for the
development of sustainable rural industries. The inclusion of direct livestock emissions, for
example, could provide an economic incentive to expand kangaroo meat exports as a unique
low emissions source of protein. Kangaroos do not produce methane and, with right drivers
and regulation, the industry could yield significant conservation benefits in Australia’s
rangelands (Ampt & Baumber 2006). Emissions trading may also improve returns to non-
timber tree-based products, such as native sandalwood, wattle seed, and oils, charcoal and
bioenergy from mallee crops in the low rainfall zone. A range of other new industries are
possiblel.

1 See, for example, Allen Consulting Group (2001) and Martin (2007).
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Encouraging sustainable resource management

The scale and nature of the challenges involved in achieving sustainable resource
management in Australia are not always widely recognised. Itis now clear, however, that
many Australian farming practices are not always well suited to our landscapes. As
discussed in Section One, farming practices that are profitable and sustainable in one place
often impose significant costs and degradation in another, and immediate adoption of best
practice resource management would not prevent further resource degradation in significant
areas of Australia (see Walker, Gilfedder & Williams, 1999, Wentworth Group 2002).

This implies an urgent need to develop innovative resource management practices that are
both commercially attractive and environmentally sustainable. Public support for innovation
is required because incentives for private investment are diluted by two interacting market
failures: innovation failures (where private investors are not able to capture the full benefits
of successful innovations due to unavoidable — and often desirable — spillovers and
demonstration effects) and public good issues (where a significant share of the benefits are
non-excludable and intrinsically difficult to capture).

These issues were explored in though an MBI Pilot that trialled a ‘leverage fund’ that used a
combination of public and private capital to identify and develop innovative investment
proposals providing a mix of public environmental benefits and private financial returns (see
Hatfield-Dodds et al 2006). This involved the pilot acting as a business incubator, seed
venture capital broker, and public good environmental trust.

The major findings of the pilot were that investment leverage approaches:

»  are able to access environmental benefits that are unlikely to be achieved through
competitive tenders and devolved grants, and are particularly well suited to
supporting innovation and exploring options where desired outcomes are known to
governments but the most appropriate or cost effective resource management actions
are difficult to identify;

»  have significant advantages in supporting landscape level change, including where
desired resource management practices are not easily introduced within existing
enterprise structures, or involve the demonstration and diffusion of new niche
industries; and

= are likely to be more cost-effective than grant based approaches where innovation and
implementation risks are significant.

This suggests that it would be valuable for the environmental stewardship program to
consider using some portion of its budget to support delivery options that facilitate
innovation in land use practices, and encourage or allow for the implementation of new
enterprises or reorganisation of existing landscape management activities. This contrasts
with tender-based approaches that are only able to engage with existing enterprises (in
contrast, for example, with an approach that allowed proponents to merge a number of
farms and re-parcel them into a sustainable grazing enterprise and a mixed forestry-
biodiversity plantation business serving a number of markets). Many of our existing
agricultural landscapes (for example irrigated agriculture and forestry) were indeed
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encouraged by publicly funded subsidy schemes in the initial stages thus providing a
precursor for solutions to amend the effects of such schemes.
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Conclusions

Recent years have seen the first steps towards developing a genuinely national program of
environmental stewardship payments; representing a new and important tool for promoting
biodiversity conservation and sustainable resource management.

This paper has sought to distil the literature on environmental governance and incentive
based instruments into practical principles and guidelines for the development of
stewardship programs across Australia over the next five years. To this end the paper
outlines fourteen propositions that together provide a set of practical benchmarks for
assessing the progress of stewardship payments. Many of these have already been met.
Others will only be relevant as the program evolves and matures.

These propositions form the basis for the following key findings:

1. Stewardship payments represent an important addition to the Australian sustainability
policy toolkit, and can play an essential and distinctive role in promoting
environmental conservation and sustainable resource use.

2. There is scope for a significant increase in the size of the stewardship program over
time. This would provide economies of scale and scope, increasing the outcomes
achieved and the environmental returns per dollar.

3. Payments are best delivered through flexible outcomes-based mechanisms. We
consider devolved arrangements and trust funds are likely to perform better over time
than programs managed directly by government.

4. Asimplementation matures, increased priority should be given to:
= supporting innovative approaches to delivering environmental outcomes;

= exploring farm-level and regional approaches for enhancing conservation
outcomes and improving management of climate risks and variability; and

*  engaging with land managers and investors who are willing to establish new
enterprises to deliver environmental benefits that are difficult to achieve through
changes within existing businesses.

We consider stewardship payments are an essential part of the next generation of
environmental governance arrangements, supported by enhanced planning and regulation,
better national decision support, and more widespread use of market based resource
management policies. It is time to invent the future.

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page 30
& CSIRO, Hattield-Dodds and Proctor 2008



References

Abel, N. O.]., S.]. Cork, R.]J. Gorddard, J. L. Langridge, A. C. Langston, R. Plant, W. Proctor,
P. Ryan, D. Shelton, B. H. Walker, and M. M. Yialeloglou, Eds. (2003). Natural Values:
Exploring Options for Enhancing Ecosystem Services in the Goulbourn Broken Catchment.
CSIRO Sustainable Ecosystems, Canberra.

Allen Consulting Group (ACG) (2005). Financing long tem conservation action: Options for
outsourcing asset management and disbursement. Report to the Commonwealth Department
of Environment and Heritage. ACG, Canberra.
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/publications/financing-
conservation/pubs/financing-conservation.pdf

Allen Consulting Group (ACG) (2001) Repairing the Country — Leveraging Private
Investment, Report to the Business Leaders’ Roundtable.

Ampt, P. & A. Baumber (2006) “Building connections between kangaroos, commerce and
conservation in the rangelands”, Australian Zoologist 33(3): 398-409.

Australian Government (2007). EPBC Act — Information for farmers
http://www.environment.gov.au/epbc/information/farmers.html

Australian Greenhouse Office (AGO) (2005). Planning Forest Sink Projects: A guide to carbon
pooling and investment structures. Based on a report prepared by the Allen Consulting
Group. AGO, Canberra.

Bishop, J. (2005). Payments for ecosystem services: An example of sustainable globalisation?,
IUCN Regional Office for Europe Newsletter, Volume 7. International Union for the
Conservation of Nature, Cambridge UK.

Carwardine, J., K. Wilson, M. Watts, A. Etter, L. Tremblay-Boyer, S. Hajkowicz and H.P.
Possingham, 2006, Where do we act to get the biggest conservation bang for our buck? A
systematic spatial prioritisation approach for Australia. University of Queensland, Brisbane.

Comerford, E. (2007). Influences of bid prices in the (Queensland) Vegetation Incentives
Programme, AARES Conference Paper, Queenstown NZ
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/10421/1/cp07co04.pdf

Connor, C., Ward, J. and Bryan, B. (2007). Exploring the Cost Effectiveness for Land Conservation
Auctions and Payment Policies. Selected paper for the American Agricultural Economics
Association Annual Meeting, Oregon, 29 July — 1 August 2007.

Department of Climate Change (2008) Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme: Green Paper, July
2008, Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra

DSE / DPI Victoria (2005). EcoTender Pilot: Assessment of bids. Information Sheet No.5,
Government of Victoria, Melbourne
http://www.dpi.vic.gov.au/DPl/nrensr.nsf/93a98744f6ec41bd4a256c8e00013aa%/7eb425631
clab269ca2572d10009bda6/$FILE/InfoSheet5.pdf

Ecosystem Marketplace (2004). ‘Conservation Backgrounder’, Ecosystem Marketplace, The
Katoomba Group
http://www.ecosystemmarketplace.com/pages/static/about.conservation_backgrounder.php

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page 31
@ CSIRQ, Hatfield-Dodds and Proctor 2008



European Commission (2003). Agriculture and the Environment. Fact sheet, European
Commission Director-General for Agriculture, Brussels
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/publi/fact/envir/2003_en.pdf

FAO (2007). The State of Food and Agriculture 2007: Paying Farmers for Environmental Services.
UN Food & Agriculture Organization, Rome.

Frey, B.S. (2001). Inspiring economics: Human motivation in political economy. Edward Elgar,
Cheltenham.

Garrett, P., and Burke, T. (Minister for the Environment, Heritage and the Arts and Minister
for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry). (2008) Caring for our Country — better land
management, less red tape. Joint Media Release, 14 March 2008
http://www.maff.gov.au/media/media_re]eases/march_2008/caring_for_our_country_—
_better_land_management,_less_red_tape

Gneezy, U. and Rustichini, A. (2000). A Fine is a Price. Journal of Legal Studies 29(1) pp.1-17.

Gunningham, N. & Grabosky, P. (1998) Smart Regulation: Designing Environmental Policy,
Clarendon Press, Oxford, UK.

Hajkowicz SA. (in press). The Evolution of Australia's Natural Resource Management
Programs: Towards improved targeting and evaluation of investments. Land Use Policy.
Accepted 20 June 2008

Hatfield Dodds, S. (2006). The Catchment Care Principle: A new equity principle for
environmental policy, with advantages for efficiency and adaptive governance. Ecological
Economics 56 (3), 373-385.

Hatfield-Dodds, S., Binning, C. and Yvanovich, B. (2006). Farming Finance: Final Evaluation
Volume 1 — Policy Findings, Market Based Instrument Pilot ID46, Greening
Australia/CSIRO, http://www.napswq.gov.au/publications/books/mbi/pubs/round1-
project46.pdf

Hatfield-Dodds, S., J. Carwardine, M. Dunlop, P. Graham, and C. Klein. (2007). Rural
Australia Providing Solutions for Australia. A discussion paper prepared for the Australian
Agribusiness Alliance on Climate Change, CSIRO Sustainable Ecosystems / The Climate
Institute, Canberra

Helms, ].D. (2003) Performance based conservation: The journey towards green payments,
Natural Resources Conservation Service Historical Insights Number 3, USDA, Washington D.C.
http://www.nrcs.usda. gov/about/history/articles/perfbasedconservation.pdf

Hennessy, K., R. Fawecett, D. Kirono, F. Mpelasoka, D. Jones, J. Bathols, P. Whetton, M.
Stafford Smith, M. Howden, C. Mitchell and N. Plummer. (2008) An assessment of the
impact of climate change on the nature and frequency of exceptional climatic events. Report by
CSIRO and the Bureau of Meteorology to the Australian Government. Commonwealth of
Australia, Canberra.
http://www.daff.gov.au/agriculture-
food/drought/national_review_of_drought_policy/climatic_assessment

Khan S. (2006). Managing Climate Risks in the Driest Continent: Options for Water Policy and
Irrigation Management. Keynote paper presented at the Triennial Maize Conference at
Griffith NSW, 21-23 February 2006.

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page 32
& CSIRQ, Hatfield-Dodds and Proctor 2008



Klein, C., K. Wilson, M. Watts, J. Stein, S. Berry, J. Carwardine, M. Stafford Smith, B. Mackey,
H. Possingham, 2007, Incorporating Ecological and Evolutionary Processes into Continental
Scale Conservation Planning. University of Queensland, Brisbane.

Marinoni O, Higgins A, Hajkowicz S, Collins K. (in press). The Multiple Criteria Analysis
Tool (MCAT): A new software tool to support environmental investment decision
making. Environmental Modelling and Software. Accepted 21 June 2008.

Martin, P. (2007) Concepts for private sector funded conservation using tax-effective instruments,
Land & Water Australia, Canberra.

McGauran, P. (Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forests). quoted in J. Bardon (2007).
‘Direct payment planned for farm stewardship’ ABC Rural news Online, 17 January 2007

McGauran, P. and Turnbull, M. (Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry and
Minister for Environment and Water Resources). (2007). ‘$50 million for Environmental
Stewardship’ Joint Media Release ENV08, 8 May 2007

NAPSWQ (2007). MBI Pilot Programme website http://www.napswq.gov.au/mbi/index.html

National Land and Water Resources Audit (NLWRA), 2001a, Australian Water Resources
Assessment 2000. NLWRA, Canberra.

National Land and Water Resources Audit (NLWRA), 2001b, Australian Dryland Salinity
Assessment 2000. NLWRA, Canberra.

National Land and Water Resources Audit (NLWRA), 2001c, Australia’s Native Vegetation: A
summary of the National Land & Water Resources Audit’s Australian Native Vegetation
Assessment 2001. NLWRA, Canberra.

National Land and Water Resources Audit (NLWRA), 2002, Australian Terrestrial Biodiversity
Assessment 2002. NLWRA, Canberra.

National MBI Working Group (2005). National Market Based Instruments Pilot Programme:
Round One Interim Report, December 2005. National Action Plan on Salinity and Water
http://www .napswq.gov.au/publications/books/mbi/pubs/round1-interim-report.pdf

Natural Heritage Trust (undated) ACT: Case Study Bushcare Projects — Vegetation Investment
Programme http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/publications/case-
studies/pubs/vegetation.pdf

Nelson, R., Howden, S.M. & Stafford Smith, M., in press. Using adaptive governance to
rethink the way science supports Australian drought policy. Environmental Science &
Policy.

NFF Media Release (2006). Farming community echoes climate change call to action (6 December
2006) http://www.nff.org.au/policy/nrm.html

NEFF Media Release (2007). Climate change threat must be tackled ‘head on’ (5 February 2007)
http://www.nff.org.au/read/2433921808.html

Pannell, D.J. and M.A. Ewing, 2004, Managing secondary dryland salinity: Options and challenges
http://www.general.uwa.edu.au/u/dpannell/dp0403.htm

Preston, B.L., and R.N. Jones, 2006. Climate Change Impacts on Australia and the Benefits of Early
Action to Reduce Global Greenhouse Emissions. Consultancy Report for the Australian

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page 33
© CSIRQ, Hatfield-Dodds and Proctor 2008



Business Roundtable on Climate Change. CSIRO Marine and Atmospheric Research,
Melbourne.

Proctor, W., Comerford, E., Hatfield-Dodds, S., Stauffacher, M. and Wilkinson, S. (2007).
Motivating Change in the Catchment: A guide to revegetation design and incentives for catchment
management bodies. A handbook prepared for the Department of Environment and
Heritage, CSIRO Land and Water, Canberra.

Reeson, A. (2006). Institutions, Motivations and Crowding Out: Theory, evidence and policy
implications. CSIRO Sustainable Ecosystems Discussion Paper, August 2006.

Rey, M. (2007). Establishing Environmental Markets: USDA’s proposal for market-based
conservation, Ecosystem Marketplace, The Katoomba Group
http://ecosystemmarketplace.com/ pages/article.opinion.php?component_id=4926&compo
nent_version_id=7245&language_id=12

RLC (Red Lodge Clearinghouse). (2008) Matador Ranch Grass Bank, webpage -
http://rich.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=223&Itemid=36

Robbins, J. (2006) Where the Cattle Herds Roam, Ideally in Harmony With Their Neighbours,
The New York Times, 11 July 2006
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/07/11/science/11grass.html?_r=1&n=Top/N ews/Science/To
pics/Livestock&pagewanted=printé&oref=slogin

Stoneham, G., Chaudhri, V., Ha, A., Strappazzon, L. (2003). Auctions for conservation

contracts: an empirical examination of Victoria's BushTender trial, Australian Journal of
Agricultural and Resource Economics 47(4): 477-500.

Tilman, D., May, R.M., Lehman, C.L. & Nowak, M.A. (1994). Habitat destruction and the
extinction debt, Nature, vol. 371(6492), pp. 65-66.

Turnbull, M. (Minister for the Environment and Water Resources). (2007). ‘A better future for
indigenous Australians - $47.6 million for new indigenous environmental jobs’ Media
Release ENV09, 8 May 2007

USDA News Release (2005). Johanns Lauds Voluntary Conservation on Private Lands.
Release No. 0115.05 4 April 2005 http://www .nrcs.usda.gov/news/press_release.html

USDA News Release (2007). USDA Proposes Market-Based Conservation
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/news/press_release.html

Vanclay, F. (2004) ‘Social principles for agricultural extension to assist in the promotion of
natural resource management’, Australian Journal of Experimental Agriculture (2004) 44: 213-
222

Veseth, D. (n.d.) The Missing Link in Conservation, powerpoint presentation
http://www.grassbank.nett/AdminNGN/FileCab/Upload_Folder/V esethMatadorGrassban
k_nophoto.ppt#1

Walker, G.R., Gilfedder M. and Williams J. (1999). Effectiveness of Current Farming Systems in
the Control of Dryland Salinity. Report prepared for the Murray Darling Basin Commission
by CSIRO Land and Water, Canberra.

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page 34
& CSIRO, Hattield-Dodds and Proctor 2008



Wentworth Group (2002) Blueprint for a living continent: A way forward from the Wentworth
Group of Concerned Scientists, Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists, November 2002,
Sydney http://www.wentworthgroup.org/ docs/blueprint_for_a_living_contintent.pdf

Wentworth Group (2003) A new model for landscape conservation in New South Wales: The
Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists report to Premier Carr, Wentworth Group of
Concerned Scientists, February 2003, Sydney
http://www.wentworthgroup.org/ docs/new_model_report_to_carr.pdf

Wentworth Group (2003a). A New Model for Landscape Conservation in NSW: The Wentworth
Group of Concerned Scientists report to Premier Carr, published by World Wide Fund for
Nature.

Wentworth Group (2003b). Blueprint for a National Water Plan: The Wentworth Group of
Concerned Scientists report, published by World Wide Fund for Nature.

Wentworth Group (2006) Australia’s climate is changing Australia: The state of Australia’s water,
Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists, November 2006, Sydney
http://www.wentworthgroup.org/docs/Australias_Climate_is_Changing_Australia1.pdf

Whitten, S., van Bueren, M. and Collins, D. (2004). An overview of market-based instruments
and environmental policy in Australia in S. Whitten, M. Carter and G. Stoneham (2004)
Market-based tools for environmental management: Proceedings of the 6" annual AARES
national symposium. A report for Joint Venture Agroforestry Programme. RIRDC
Publication No. 04/142
http://www.ecosystemservicesproject.org/htm1/publicaﬁons/docs/MBIs_overview.pdf

Williams, J. (2001). Farming Without Harming — Can We Do It? Agricultural Science 14(1&2).

Delivering Environmental Stewardship page 35
© CSIRQ, Hatfield-Dodds and Proctor 2008



