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1. Quantifying and reporting GHG and nature positive insetting 

1.1. Background   

Insetting is a relatively new concept in environmental accounting.  It is related to offsetting, a common and 

well-recognised approach which involves businesses purchasing credits from a third party to neutralise or 

compensate (‘offset’) for the environmental impact of their business activities.  Familiar examples include 

carbon or biodiversity offsetting, whereby the greenhouse gas emissions or environmental degradation 

resulting from a business are offset by carbon credits (e.g. activities that sequester carbon such as tree 

planting) or environmental gains, respectively (Hyams & Fawcett 2013, Ives & Bekessy 2015).  A fundamental 

characteristic of most offsetting activities is that the environmental benefit (offset) occurs in a different location 

to the impact (Noor et al. 2017, Ebersold et al. 2023).  This is the key point of difference between offsetting 

and insetting.  In insetting, the beneficial actions – the ‘insets’ (cf. offsets) – are undertaken within the realm of 

influence of the business creating the impact, such that mutual benefits are derived (Tipper et al. 2009).  For 

example, insetting interventions such as agroforestry or regenerative agriculture are undertaken on farms or in 

local communities within the supply chain occupied by the business producing the impact (Figure 1. Diagram 

illustrating the concept of insetting.  Taken from the International Platform for Insetting; International Platform 

for Insetting).  

 

While it can be more expensive than offsetting (International Platform for Insetting), insetting provides a 

number of advantages beyond being a critical avenue to achieving global climate change commitments, and 

environmental benefits.  Co-benefits of insetting include an increased resilience of the entire supply chain, 

improvements in the quality of raw materials, and supply chain efficiencies that can provide competitive 

advantages or customer loyalty (Tipper et al. 2019, International Platform for Insetting).  These co-benefits 

mean there may be scope for implementing actions that produce superior environmental outcomes than would 

be possible under conventional offsetting arrangements (Tipper et al. 2009).  Insetting is seen as a practical 

way to control impacts, especially Scope 3 emissions1 – which are on average around 11 times higher than 

direct emissions (Plan A) –, and so may be a more effective way to achieve reduced impacts in the first 

instance (3degrees).  For this reason, insetting is seen to be particularly advantageous for agricultural supply 

chains where Scope 3 emissions often make a large contribution to the carbon footprint of companies higher 

on the supply chain (3degrees).  A further benefit is that because insets occur within the supply chain and 

allow for pro-active reduction of Scope 3 emissions (cf. offsetting, where Scope 1, 2 and 3 emissions are 

reported separately), insetting is considered a more defensible approach to ‘carbon neural’ claims (3degrees) 

and contributes to the decarbonisation of supply chains (International Panel on Insetting). 

 

The International Platform for Insetting defines the scope of insetting as relating to interventions developed 

within the Scope 3 of supply chains, not within Scopes 1 and 2.  Insetting also provides critically important 

opportunities to halt nature loss (International Panel on Insetting).  Interventions commonly recognised as 

representing opportunities for insetting are diverse and include regenerative agriculture (including agroforestry 

and reforestation: International Platform for Insetting, World Economic Forum, 3degrees), the adoption of 

renewable energy (for carbon insetting: World Economic Forum) or energy efficient measures (for carbon 

insetting: Ebersold et al. 2023), and a range of other revegetation, rewilding or restoration programs and 

economic, community or societal values (International Platform for Insetting).  A key point is that these 

interventions are undertaken at the farm-scale, or within the landscapes and communities where the 

associated supply chain operates.  Companies are already starting to embrace and employ insetting 

approaches.  Examples include Nespresso’s AAA Sustainable Quality Program which provides 93% of 

Nespresso coffee from coffee farms that employ regenerative practices such as composting (to improve soil 

 
1 Scope 1 includes direct emissions from sources owned or controlled by the reporting company (e.g. from company vehicles); Scope 2 

includes indirect emissions resulting from a company’s use of purchased electricity; Scope 3 includes all indirect emissions (exc. those 
in Scope 2) resulting from a company’s activities, both ‘upstream’ (e.g. from transport, travel, purchased goods) and ‘downstream’ (e.g. 
use and waste of sold products). 

https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Insetting-Manifesto-2021.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Insetting-Manifesto-2021.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/IPI-Insetting-Guide.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Insetting-Manifesto-2021.pdf
https://plana.earth/glossary/scope-3-emissions
https://3degreesinc.com/resources/a-beginners-guide-to-carbon-insetting-fostering-sustainability-in-your-supply-chain/
https://3degreesinc.com/resources/a-beginners-guide-to-carbon-insetting-fostering-sustainability-in-your-supply-chain/
https://3degreesinc.com/resources/a-beginners-guide-to-carbon-insetting-fostering-sustainability-in-your-supply-chain/
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/IPI-Insetting-Guide.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/INSETTING_PROGRAM_STANDARD_IPS_V2.0_Final.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/IPI-Insetting-Guide.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/insetting-explained/#1598877186617-12748f4e-6b4a
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2022/03/carbon-insetting-vs-offsetting-an-explainer/
https://3degreesinc.com/resources/a-beginners-guide-to-carbon-insetting-fostering-sustainability-in-your-supply-chain/
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2022/03/carbon-insetting-vs-offsetting-an-explainer/
file:///C:/Users/ahaslem/OneDrive%20-%20LA%20TROBE%20UNIVERSITY/workingfromhome_week220320/AWI%20Woolmark+/Milestone%202c%20insetting/INSETTING_PROGRAM_STANDARD_IPS_V2.0_Final.pdf
https://www.sustainability.nespresso.com/communities/aaa-sustainable-quality-program
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health) and maintain native vegetation cover on their farms (for biodiversity outcomes).  PepsiCo includes 

‘carbon insetting at scale’ and ‘Regen and precision ag at scale’ in its Climate Action Strategy, which aims to 

reduce emissions in its indirect value chain (Scope 3) by 40% by 2030. 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Diagram illustrating the concept of insetting.  Taken from the International Platform for Insetting 

 

The lack of agreed frameworks to govern many aspects of insetting is hindering its uptake (Abatable and the 

International Platform for Insetting 2023).  Much work is contributing to filling these gaps, however most of this 

attention is focussed on considerations most pertinent to companies engaging with insetting.  There is less 

focus on considerations that are relevant to those undertaking the insetting interventions, such as farmers.  

We address two objectives in this report: 

1. Describe measures with the potential to contribute to quantifying greenhouse gas (GHG) and nature 

positive insetting in Australian agricultural supply chains. 

2. Summarise key considerations associated with the governance, measurement and reporting of 

insetting. 
 

1.2. Quantifying GHG and nature positive insetting  

Insetting is often proposed as an approach by which supply chains can reduce their carbon footprint 

(especially Scope 3 emissions) via interventions such as regenerative agriculture or the adoption of clean 

energy alternatives (World Economic Forum).  However, the International Platform for Insetting recommends 

that organisations evaluate and mitigate their carbon impacts separately from their impacts on other 

environmental and social values (see the Insetting Program Standard v 2.0).  These are accounted for by 

evaluating a company’s ‘GHG Footprint’ and ‘Global Footprint’, respectively, where the latter comprises the 

“…forest, water, soil and air, resources, wastes, biodiversity, economic, social (revenues, livelihood) and 

societal footprint of the company”.  As such, regenerative agriculture and nature positive outcomes are most 

strongly, but not exclusively, aligned with Global Footprints.  The Insetting Program Standard recommends a 

process by which companies can incorporate insetting into the evaluation and mitigation of their GHG 

https://www.pepsico.com/docs/default-source/sustainability-and-esg-topics/pepsico%27s-climate-action-strategy.pdf
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2022/03/carbon-insetting-vs-offsetting-an-explainer/
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/INSETTING_PROGRAM_STANDARD_IPS_V2.0_Final.pdf
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Footprint and Global Footprint. This process is illustrated in Figure 10 (see the Insetting Program Standard for 

more detail).   

 

 

 

Figure 2. Illustration of the process recommended by the International Platform for Insetting by which companies can 
reduce their overall GHG (shown in blue) and Global (shown in green) Footprints through the use of insets and offsets. 

 

Fundamental to companies being able to undertake the process shown in Figure 2 is a capacity to estimate 

their GHG and Global Footprints using measures that can be verified.  The lack of agreed methods for this is 

currently hindering the capacity of insetting to contribute to the mitigation of Global Footprints (Insetting 

Program Standard v 2.0). This represents a critical area for future work.  Importantly, because insetting 

focusses on farm or landscape-scale actions this means that associated metrics must provide quantitative 

information on GHG, nature positive and regenerative outcomes at these scales.   

 

The 28 metrics developed by Farming for the Future may be suitable for quantifying insetting outcomes.  

These metrics provide a comprehensive and scientifically-based approach to measuring on-farm natural 

capital, environmental performance and biodiversity (see Farming for the Future report: Assessing the 

interoperability of metrics across key industry certifications and reporting schemes the interoperability of 

metrics across key industry certifications and reporting schemes).  All are outcome-based metrics which are 

amenable to verification protocols.  Many are based on remotely-sensed data, which is seen as an important 

opportunity for cost-reduction for monitoring insetting (International Panel on Insetting). These metrics are 

summarised in Table 1, and their potential for evaluating GHG and Global Footprints, and measuring 

associated mitigation interventions is shown in Figure 3.   

 

An important caveat is that uncertainty around the definition and/or measurement of regenerative and nature 

positive outcomes (see Farming for the Future report Towards a Nature Positive Farming definition and 

demonstration) hampers the quantification of insetting activities on the basis of these concepts (Insetting 

Program Standard v 2.0).  Further work is required to: 

https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/INSETTING_PROGRAM_STANDARD_IPS_V2.0_Final.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/INSETTING_PROGRAM_STANDARD_IPS_V2.0_Final.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/IPI-Insetting-Guide.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/INSETTING_PROGRAM_STANDARD_IPS_V2.0_Final.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/INSETTING_PROGRAM_STANDARD_IPS_V2.0_Final.pdf
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1. Develop an agreed definitions of ‘nature positive’ and ‘regenerative’ that are applicable to Australian 

agricultural supply chains. The AWI Nature Positive Farming specification is a welcome step in this 

direction. 

2. Develop and identify metrics that are suitable for quantifying farm-scale nature positive and 

regenerative outcomes (see Farming for the Future report Towards a Nature Positive Farming 

definition and demonstration). There are a number of considerations related to measuring nature 

positive and regenerative outcomes that are relevant to insetting. These are also discussed in 

Farming for the Future report Towards a Nature Positive Farming definition and demonstration. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Diagram illustrating the alignment of Farming for the Future metrics with the measurement of GHG (shown in 
blue) and Global (shown in green) Footprints. 
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Table 1. Description of Farming for the Future metrics that have potential to contribute to quantifying GHG and nature positive 
insetting. 

Metric Description Concept measured 

by metric * 

Soil condition Ground-cover (living vegetation, litter/stubble) is used as a proxy 

for soil condition 

NP, RA 

Ecological condition The degree to which a farm has been modified from its original 

(pre-development) condition 

NP, RA 

Aggregation The degree to which wooded vegetation on a farm is contained 

in contiguous patches 

NP, RA 

Extent of woody vegetation The overall extent of tree cover on a farm NP, RA 

Aquatic condition The proportion of tree cover in riparian areas (proxy for aquatic 

condition) on a farm 

NP, RA 

Forage condition Pasture condition based on categories of palatability, 

productivity and perenniality 

RA 

Proximity The distance of production areas to wooded vegetation RA 

Shade Shade provided by trees to production areas (livestock, forage, 

crops) 

RA 

Shelter Shelter from wind provided by trees to production areas RA 

GHG emissions: Scope 1 Emissions generated directly from on-farm operations (e.g. 

livestock emissions, fuel/input use) 

GHG, RA 

GHG emissions: Scope 2 Electricity from the grid consumed on farm GHG, RA 

GHG emissions: select Scope 3 Emissions generated by off-farm suppliers in producing and 

transporting select inputsa used on farm 

GHG, RA 

GHG emissions: total all Scopes Total GHG emissions (all sources) emitted from a farm GHG, RA 

Carbon sequestration Modelled tonnes of carbon sequestered in woody vegetation on 

farmb 

GHG, RA 

Net GHG emission: farm GHG emissions generated within the farm boundary (exc. select 

Scope 3), minus carbon sequestration 

GHG, RA 

Net GHG emissions: all Total GHG emissions (all sources) emitted from a farm, minus 

carbon sequestration 

GHG, RA 

GHG emissions intensity Total GHG emissions (all sources) associated with a product 

(/kg product) 

GHG, RA 

Nitrogen use efficiency The amount of nitrogen used to produce a product (/kg product) RA 

Lime use efficiency The amount of lime used to produce a product (/kg product) RA 

Phosphorus use efficiency The amount of phosphorus used to produce a product (/kg 

product) 

RA 

Rainfall use efficiency The amount of production given the amount of rainfall (/kg 

product) 

RA 

Water use (efficiency) The amount of water used in production (/kg product) RA 

Normalised stress weighted water 

consumption 

The amount of water used in production, adjusted to reflect farm-

specific rainfall: appropriate for comparison across 

regions/countries (/kg product) 

RA 

Water pollution generated The amount of nitrogen from fertiliser and manure leeching into 

waterways and storages (/kg product) 

RA 

Fossil aquifers Non-biodegradable packaging waste from farm inputs (/kg 

product) 

RA 

Finite resources used as inputs Total farm inputs derived from non-renewable sources (mined 

and/or fossil-fuel based) (/kg product) 

RA 

Plastic packaging waste 

generated 

Water use derived from non-refillable fossil aquifers (/kg product) RA 

Biodiversity management index The degree to which a farm is managed in a biodiversity positive 

way 

NP, RA 

* NP = nature positive; RA = regenerative agriculture; GHG = greenhouse gases (carbon): see Section B 
a Inputs included are: livestock, synthetic fertiliser, superphosphate, urea, feed (grain, hay/silage, lucerne). Also included are 

off-farm emissions from electricity use (e.g., transmission losses) and upstream fuel consumption (e.g., extraction of fossil 

fuels). 
b Relates to changes in carbon stocks (in woody vegetation) between 2018-2022; modelled using FLINTpro™ using the 

National Forest and Sparse Woody Vegetation dataset as the primary input. 
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1.3. Considerations associated with GHG and nature positive insetting 

Table 2 summarises the considerations that apply to the governance, measurement and reporting of GHG and nature positive insetting in Australian 

agriculture supply chains.   

Table 2. Summary of key considerations associated with the governance, measurement and reporting GHG and nature positive insetting. 

Consideration Rationale Implication 

1. Governance protocols to 

guide insetting at the supply 

chain level will be helpful 

Insetting is a new approach and may require substantial 

shifts in the strategic and financial perspectives of 

companies  

The International Platform for Insetting recommend that insetting 

governance takes a two-tier approach: the overall ‘Insetting Program’ 

provides the framework of insetting interventions and Projects, while 

‘Insetting Project/s’ generate specific outcomes in the supply chain.  The 

following considerations relate primarily to ‘Insetting Program’ at the supply 

chain level: 

a. what interventions are included? 

b. what are the geographic boundaries of insetting interventions (e.g. farm, 

landscape, national)? 

c. over what time-frame will insetting interventions be undertaken? 

d. what level of traceability is required (e.g. farm-level, supply shed (i.e. all 

farms contributing to the supply chain))? 

e. is certification required? 

f. how will insetting be financed? 

g. how will accounting frameworks capture insetting benefits (e.g. via 

supply chain decarbonisation, compensation towards climate neutrality)? 

(see International Panel on Insetting; Abatable and the International 

Platform for Insetting 2023)  

2. Accounting frameworks are 

required to govern inset 

accounting 

There are a number of complexities related to inset 

accounting that may result in inadequate environmental 

outcomes.  Work in this area has commenced (see Gold 

Standard) and is ongoing.  

 

Clear guidance on the allocation and reporting of insets is needed to avoid: 

a. Double counting.  Double counting occurs when insetting activities are 

reported at both the farm and supply chain level (Tipper et al. 2009).  This 

concept also applies to farms that contribute to multiple supply chains (e.g. 

wool, meat). Insets should only be tallied once per intervention. 

b. Additionality.  Additionality occurs when interventions that were already 

planned to occur are reported as insets (World Economic Forum) 

https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/IPI-Insetting-Guide.pdf
https://goldstandard.cdn.prismic.io/goldstandard/value_change_scope3_guidance-v.1.1.pdf
https://goldstandard.cdn.prismic.io/goldstandard/value_change_scope3_guidance-v.1.1.pdf
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2022/03/carbon-insetting-vs-offsetting-an-explainer/
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Consideration Rationale Implication 

c. Leakage. Leakage can occur when unforeseen impacts occur due to 

changes over time in inset projects (Smart Freight Centre and DPDHL 

Group 2020). 

d. Interventions contributing to inset and offset accounts.  Any given 

intervention should only contribute to one of these accounting approaches. 

And adequately quantify: 

e. Co-benefits.  Insetting provides many co-benefits that, if quantified and 

included in financial systems, may enhance support of insetting (Smart 

Freight Centre and DPDHL Group 2020) 

3. Insetting must lead to 

credible outcomes that are 

verified 

There is no requirement for insetting interventions to be 

certified or verified against a global standard (International 

Platform for Insetting). This contrasts with offsetting 

requirements which must be independently verified by a 

third party (see Climate Active). 

Agreed frameworks should be established to verify that insetting 

interventions: 

a) are undertaken in a way that avoids accounting-related issues outlined 

above, and 

b) result in measurable improvements in GHG or nature position.   

This is essential to avoid greenwashing and promote trust in insetting. 

4. Insetting outcomes for 

biodiversity may not benefit 

the taxa that is impacted by 

the company’s activities 

Due to the specific requirements of plant and animal 

species and communities, inset interventions may not 

actually mitigate the impact on the affected 

species/community. 

Due to insetting being undertaken within the same supply chain/landscape 

as the impact, there is a greater chance that inset interventions more 

directly mitigate the actual impact on affected components of biodiversity, 

compared with offsetting where impacts and benefits are less 

geographically connected.  

5. Insetting interventions 

must be quantified using 

outcome-based measures 

that are verifiable and robust  

For greatest uptake and credibility, insetting must result in 

measurable outcomes for climate and nature loss 

mitigation. 

For insetting to be credible and robust, and to avoid greenwashing, 

measures must be quantitative, outcome-based and verifiable.   

Payments should be linked to outcomes (cf. practices) (International Panel 

on Insetting) 

6. Agreed methods for 

measuring regenerative and 

nature positive outcomes are 

required 

Nature positive in particular is a concept that lacks clear 

guidance around the quantification of outcomes.  This 

complicates the process of numerically balancing nature 

positive insets against environmental impacts.  

The capacity to evaluate and mitigate a company’s Global Footprint is 

currently hindered by a lack of methods to do so (Insetting Program 

Standard v 2.0).  Some considerations include: 

a) more than one metric will be required to adequately represent a 

company’s impact on biodiversity (or other values included under Global 

Footprints) 

https://www.insettingplatform.com/insetting-explained/#1598877186617-12748f4e-6b4a
https://www.insettingplatform.com/insetting-explained/#1598877186617-12748f4e-6b4a
https://www.climateactive.org.au/
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/IPI-Insetting-Guide.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/IPI-Insetting-Guide.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/INSETTING_PROGRAM_STANDARD_IPS_V2.0_Final.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/INSETTING_PROGRAM_STANDARD_IPS_V2.0_Final.pdf
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Consideration Rationale Implication 

b) measures must be suitable for representing a company’s baseline 

Global Footprint as well as their reduction and compensation insetting 

activities 

7. Guidance on identifying 

opportunities for insetting 

will likely be required 

Insetting interventions take a range of forms, and are likely 

to exist across multiple stakeholders within the same 

supply chain. Guidance will help companies select the 

most appropriate alternative for them.  

Selection of insetting interventions involves considerations such as: 

a. identifying the opportunities for insetting that exist across a company’s 

supply chain 

b. prioritising interventions to ensure that selected alternatives provide 

greatest alignment with company goals 

c. a consideration for insetters (i.e. farmers) contributing to multiple supply 

chains is how to determine which supply chain to inset in relation to (or how 

to apportion fractional inset benefits across multiple supply chains) 

(see International Panel on Insetting) 

8. Greater understanding of 

the cost of insetting is 

required 

Historic data on insetting costs and outcomes is lacking Further work is required to ensure insetting interventions and audits thereof 

are appropriately costed in financial structures (Abatable and the 

International Platform for Insetting 2023) 

9. Time is required to realise 

the full range of outcomes 

associated with insetting 

interventions 

Unlike offsetting projects which are often already-

developed projects when purchased, insetting interventions 

will often take time to yield the full range of environmental 

benefits. 

a. Businesses and their financial processes should recognise the longer-

term benefits (or disbenefits/trade-offs) of insetting interventions 

(International Platform for Insetting) 

b. Long-term insetting agreements are likely to be required (Abatable and 

the International Platform for Insetting 2023) 

10. Guidance on quantifying 

avoided or mitigated impact 

by insetting 

Insetting interventions may reduce GHG or Global impact 

of business activities throughout the supply chain.  

Further work is required on quantifying the avoided impact of insetting 

interventions (Abatable and the International Platform for Insetting 2023).  

 

https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/IPI-Insetting-Guide.pdf
https://www.insettingplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/IPI-Insetting-Guide.pdf
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Conclusions 

The concept of insetting is new and evolving quickly. It has the potential to bring much needed resources to 

address climate and biodiversity crises. However, at this early stage more questions remain than answers.  

There is likely to be increased demand from supply chains for insetting opportunities, but further work is 

required to develop frameworks for the implementation, payment and verification of the impact of insetting 

activities. There is broad acceptance that verification requires scientifically credible, cost effective, outcome-

based metrics to measure the impact of insetting activities. This is essential to avoid greenwashing.  The 

Farming for the Future metrics may provide these metrics, but further work on definitions and frameworks are 

needed to address the issues raised in this paper.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 

Classification of the Farming for the Future metrics (n=28) on the basis of the Australian Agricultural Sustainability Framework (see Roberts et al. 2022).  Principles 

represent the desired outcome or ideal state; criteria outline the conditions to be met to comply with a Principle. 

Metric Theme Categories Principles Criteria  

Soil Condition  Environmental Stewardship Soil & landscapes P3. Soil health and functionality are protected and enhanced 

 

P4. Landscape degradation is avoided or minimised 

C6. Soils are managed to provide ecosystem services, including 

sustainable agricultural production 

C7. Land under productive agricultural management delivers beneficial 

environmental services 

Ecological Condition  Environmental Stewardship Biodiversity P5. Biodiverse ecological communities are protected and enhanced C9. Farms support a diverse range of beneficial flora and fauna species 

C10. Farm-related ecosystems are functioning and thriving 

Aggregation  Environmental Stewardship Biodiversity P5. Biodiverse ecological communities are protected and enhanced C9. Farms support a diverse range of beneficial flora and fauna species 

Extent of Woody 

Vegetation 

Environmental Stewardship Soil & landscapes  

Biodiversity 

P4. Landscape degradation is avoided or minimised  

 

P5. Biodiverse ecological communities are protected and enhanced 

C7. Land under productive agricultural management delivers beneficial 

environmental services 

C9. Farms support a diverse range of beneficial flora and fauna species  
Greenhouse gases & air P1. Net anthropogenic GHG emissions are limited to minimise 

climate change 

C2. Carbon emissions are sequestered throughout lifecycle 

Aquatic Condition  Environmental Stewardship Soil & landscapes  

Water 

P4. Landscape degradation is avoided or minimised  

P6. Water resources are used responsibly and equitably 

C8. Natural waterways are preserved and improved 

C12. Adverse impacts to surface water and groundwater quality are 

prevented   
Biodiversity P5. Biodiverse ecological communities are protected and enhanced C9. Farms support a diverse range of beneficial flora and fauna species 

Forage Condition  People, Animals & 

Community 

Animal wellbeing P12. Farmed animals are given the best care for whole of life C26. Best practice on-farm husbandry is demonstrated 

 
Environmental Stewardship Soil & landscapes P4. Landscape degradation is avoided or minimised C7. Land under productive agricultural management delivers beneficial 

environmental services 

Proximity People, Animals & 

Community 

Animal wellbeing P12. Farmed animals are given the best care for whole of life C26. Best practice on-farm husbandry is demonstrated 

 
Environmental Stewardship Soil & landscapes P4. Landscape degradation is avoided or minimised C7. Land under productive agricultural management delivers beneficial 

environmental services 

Shade People, Animals & 

Community 

Animal wellbeing P12. Farmed animals are given the best care for whole of life C26. Best practice on-farm husbandry is demonstrated 

 
Environmental Stewardship Soil & landscapes P4. Landscape degradation is avoided or minimised C7. Land under productive agricultural management delivers beneficial 

environmental services 

Shelter People, Animals & 

Community 

Animal wellbeing P12. Farmed animals are given the best care for whole of life C26. Best practice on-farm husbandry is demonstrated 

 
Environmental Stewardship Soil & landscapes P4. Landscape degradation is avoided or minimised C7. Land under productive agricultural management delivers beneficial 

environmental services 
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Metric Theme Categories Principles Criteria  

GHG emissions: Scope 1 Environmental Stewardship Greenhouse gases & air P1. Net anthropogenic GHG emissions are limited to minimise 

climate change 

C1. GHG emissions are reduced throughout lifecycle 

GHG emissions: Scope 2 Environmental Stewardship Greenhouse gases & air P1. Net anthropogenic GHG emissions are limited to minimise 

climate change 

C1. GHG emissions are reduced throughout lifecycle 

GHG emissions: select 

Scope 3 

Environmental Stewardship Greenhouse gases & air P1. Net anthropogenic GHG emissions are limited to minimise 

climate change 

C1. GHG emissions are reduced throughout lifecycle 

GHG emissions: total all 

Scopes 

Environmental Stewardship Greenhouse gases & air P1. Net anthropogenic GHG emissions are limited to minimise 

climate change 

C1. GHG emissions are reduced throughout lifecycle 

Carbon sequestration Environmental Stewardship Greenhouse gases & air P1. Net anthropogenic GHG emissions are limited to minimise 

climate change 

C2. Carbon emissions are sequestered throughout lifecycle 

Net GHG emission: farm Environmental Stewardship Greenhouse gases & air P1. Net anthropogenic GHG emissions are limited to minimise 

climate change 

C1. GHG emissions are reduced throughout lifecycle 

    
C2. Carbon emissions are sequestered throughout lifecycle 

Net GHG emissions: all Environmental Stewardship Greenhouse gases & air P1. Net anthropogenic GHG emissions are limited to minimise 

climate change 

C1. GHG emissions are reduced throughout lifecycle 

    
C2. Carbon emissions are sequestered throughout lifecycle 

GHG emissions intensity Environmental Stewardship Greenhouse gases & air P1. Net anthropogenic GHG emissions are limited to minimise 

climate change 

C1. GHG emissions are reduced throughout lifecycle 

Nitrogen use efficiency Environmental Stewardship Water  

 

Materials & resources 

P6. Water resources are used responsibly and equitably 

 

P7. Finite resources are safeguarded in circular economic systems 

C12. Adverse impacts to surface water and groundwater quality are 

prevented 

C13. The use of inputs and resources that cannot be reused or recycled is 

minimised 

Lime use efficiency Environmental Stewardship Materials & resources P7. Finite resources are safeguarded in circular economic systems C13. The use of inputs and resources that cannot be reused or recycled is 

minimised 

Phosphorus use 

efficiency 

Environmental Stewardship Water  

 

Materials & resources 

P6. Water resources are used responsibly and equitably 

 

P7. Finite resources are safeguarded in circular economic systems 

C12. Adverse impacts to surface water and groundwater quality are 

prevented  

C13. The use of inputs and resources that cannot be reused or recycled is 

minimised 

Rainfall use efficiency Environmental Stewardship Water P6. Water resources are used responsibly and equitably C11. Water is used efficiently in agricultural systems 

Water use (efficiency) Environmental Stewardship Water P6. Water resources are used responsibly and equitably C11. Water is used efficiently in agricultural systems 

Normalised stress 

weighted water 

consumption  

Environmental Stewardship Water P6. Water resources are used responsibly and equitably C11. Water is used efficiently in agricultural systems 

Water Pollution 

Generated 

Environmental Stewardship Water P6. Water resources are used responsibly and equitably C12. Adverse impacts to surface water and groundwater quality are 

prevented 

Fossil aquifers Environmental Stewardship Water P6. Water resources are used responsibly and equitably C11. Water is used efficiently in agricultural systems  
 Materials & resources P7. Finite resources are safeguarded in circular economic systems C14. Renewable sources of inputs are prioritised 

Finite resources used as 

inputs 

Environmental Stewardship Materials & resources P7. Finite resources are safeguarded in circular economic systems C14. Renewable sources of inputs are prioritised 

Plastic packaging waste 

generated 

Environmental Stewardship Materials & resources P7. Finite resources are safeguarded in circular economic systems C13. The use of inputs and resources that cannot be reused or recycled is 

minimised     
C15. Residues and waste are reused or recycled 
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Metric Theme Categories Principles Criteria  

Biodiversity management 

index  

Environmental Stewardship  Biodiversity P5. Biodiverse ecological communities are protected and enhanced C9. Farms support a diverse range of beneficial flora and fauna species 

      C10. Farm-related ecosystems are functioning and thriving 
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