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Preamble 
 

Teagasc welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the public consultation on key 
principals for developing carbon farming in Ireland, with specific reference to the 
associated consultation document.  

 

Teagasc have reviewed the consultation document with great interest and through this 
submission, would like to offer further considerations to inform the development of a 
national carbon farming framework. Due to the restricted timeline available for this public 
consultation, it was not possible to conduct detailed quantitative analyses of each of the 
principles.  

 

Henceforth, the views presented here are qualitative in nature and draw on Teagasc’s 
many years of experience in greenhouse gas research related to agriculture and land use, 
as well as ongoing engagement with a wide range of stakeholders.  

 

The submission provides input to some of the questions that were asked in the 
Consultation on Principles for Carbon Farming Framework October 2025 document.  

 

This submission has been prepared by Teagasc Climate Centre, which brings together 
expertise from across Teagasc’s research, education and knowledge transfer 
programmes. 

 

  

https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of-agriculture-food-and-the-marine/consultations/principles-for-developing-carbon-farming-in-ireland/
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Executive Summary  
Teagasc welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the public consultation on Ireland’s 
Carbon Farming Framework. Ireland is well placed to become a European leader in 
carbon farming, supported by strong national datasets, farm advisory capacity, and 
scientific expertise. As the framework evolves, it should also incorporate livestock 
methane mitigation which is an important element of the Teagasc MACC. 

A successful framework must be simple, farmer-friendly, environmentally sustainable 
and cost-effective. Engagement from farmers, land managers, foresters, and private 
investors will depend on clarity, low administrative burden, and meaningful incentives. 
Transaction costs must be minimised, with funding directed primarily towards climate 
actions. Significant investment is required in the area of verification. Integrated digital 
systems and models, combined with existing datasets (e.g., LPIS, National Fertiliser 
Database) will be essential, when linked through the AgNav digital platform, to ensure a 
positive environmental impact. 

Robust Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV) must be aligned with the EU 
CRCF but must not be burdensome or impractical. Both action-based and results-based 
approaches have roles. Crucially, the framework should reward the protection and 
maintenance of existing carbon stocks in addition to increasing carbon stocks, ensuring 
that early adopters or high-carbon farms are not penalised. 

On longevity and liability, activity periods should follow CRCF guidance. Reversal liability 
should distinguish between management changes and force-majeure events, with 
mechanisms for transferring obligations during land leasing or farm succession. 
Sustainability requires that carbon-farming actions align with biodiversity, water and soil 
objectives. Whole-farm accounting will require significant data integration, with AgNav 
acting as the national platform for emissions accounting and monitoring, reporting and 
verification (MRV). 

For validation and verification, Ireland should build on existing certification systems, 
leverage administrative datasets, and employ targeted audits focused on observable, 
durable actions.  Integration with existing initiatives such as Ireland’s strong agricultural 
advisory and education system, the Teagasc Climate Centre, and the Signpost 
Programme, is essential for scaling carbon farming. Demonstration farms serve as 
critical “living labs” to build confidence and refine MRV and payment systems. 

The strongest opportunities for Irish farmers lie in the implementation of technologies 
with proven science (Teagasc MACC) and MRV capacity. Key barriers include unclear 
communication, low carbon payments, market uncertainty, administrative complexity, 
liability concerns, and limited advisory capacity. Addressing these through clear 
guidance, proportionate MRV and data governance will be essential. 
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Question 2: Robust quantification of emission 
reductions, removals and recognition of co-benefits 
Robust quantification is fundamental to the credibility of carbon farming framework. The 
key challenge is deciding whether to focus on an actions or on results-based approach. 

• Action Approach: Actions implemented (e.g., planting cover crops, straw 
incorporation, incorporation of clover into swards, forestry/agroforestry 
establishment, forest management approaches, forest reconstitution (including 
after damage from wind/disease etc). 

• Results approach: Based on the final result in terms of carbon removals and CO2 
or N2O emission reductions 

This decision determines the complexity, cost and scalability of MRV processes and 
systems, and their resulting impact. Taking a results-based approach can offer high 
accuracy, but requires more measurement, modelling and data collection. This could 
create delays, drive up costs and administrative burden, especially in the context of a 
measure-remeasure approach. Conversely, an action-based approach would apply 
conservative estimates of impact from best available science and incorporate a ‘risk 
buffer’ based on an uncertainty analysis that would be tailored for each action. This 
would reduce transaction costs, whilst maintaining scheme integrity and facilitating 
upscaling of carbon farming schemes. Both approaches have benefits, and the 
framework should give guidance on where they are appropriate. 

A clear starting point is essential. Baselines can be: 

• Activity-specific reflecting current management practices at the field, farm, 
forest or project level over the reference period (e.g., 3-5 years recommended for 
agricultural soils). 

• Standardised based on average or common practices for a given system, 
catchment, region, etc. 

Baseline methods should be aligned with EU CRCF approaches and apply consistent 
quantification approaches. “Static" baselines can be determined at the beginning of the 
project, while "dynamic" baselines can be re-calculated during or at the end of the project 
or activity period. Both options should be considered to encourage implementation of 
beneficial practices. It would be helpful to provide some worked examples to aid 
understanding such as: 

• Activity-specific baseline: Conservation tillage and planting cover crops – An 
arable farmer introducing minimum tillage in conjunction with cover cropping 
could use 3-5 years of field information to establish its baseline. Quantification 
may apply country specific emission factors to estimate greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emission reductions. 

• Standardised baseline: A regional approach might be useful to illustrate the 
concept with aggregated land use information under common management to 
represent typical emissions or removals for that area.   
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Remote sensing can reliably detect and verify actions such as cover crops and tree 
planting and growth, but it cannot reliably measure changes in soil carbon stock. 
Nevertheless, data from remote sensing methods, such as satellite or drone observation, 
can support modelling of carbon sequestration either via quantification of woody 
biomass (trees, hedgerows, etc.) or quantification of crop/sward primary production. The 
accuracy of these model predictions depends on the quality of the underlying soils and 
management data, which directly affects the reliability of the MRV process. Data quality 
should be assessed as part of MRV and linked to the methodological tier employed. For 
stakeholders unfamiliar with these Tier methodologies, they could be briefly explained as 
a progressive scale of accuracy: Tier 1 uses default emission factors (lowest cost, 
normally least accurate), Tier 2 applies country-specific data and Tier 3 involves direct 
measurement and/or advanced modelling (highest cost, highest accuracy).  There are 
numerous barriers to the adoption of Tier 3 models in Ireland relating to the lack of Tier 3 
models for CO2, N2O and CH4. In addition, there is a lack of data required to adequately 
drive Tier 3 models (such as detailed soil maps/soil data).  

In line with draft CRCF methodology, carbon stock changes could be quantified at parcel 
level where the activity occurs, while N2O can be estimated at farm level using Tier 1 or 
Tier 2 emissions data. This distinction reflects practicality – fertiliser use is regularly 
monitored at farm scale, whereas soil carbon changes and Tier 3 N2O emissions are site 
specific. Quantifying carbon stock changes at farm scale for parcels under the same land 
use in a supply chain programme is an option, albeit this is challenging to implement and 
not a mandatory requirement. The benefit of a tier 3 approach to emissions estimates is 
not always clear and therefore should always be based on an overall net benefit 
approach.    

While the draft principles refer to monitoring through measurement, remote sensing and 
modelling, the monitoring point only refers to measuring. This needs clarification as 
practical MRV generally requires hybrid approaches. Certain actions, such as improving 
fertiliser use efficiency, are challenging to quantify under a results-based approach. 
Capturing when, how much and what type of fertiliser is applied requires precise 
management, soils and climatic information. Without this type of data verification of the 
results of these measures becomes difficult. 

For agricultural peatlands, it is recommended to use an action-based approach with 
conservative estimates of benefits from best available science. This reduces costs and 
avoids impractical data requirements for peatland restoration. These estimates might 
underplay benefits, but this will likely be a requirement to reassure potential investors. 
For forestry, coupling remote sensing with ground truthing and adopting lessons from the 
UK Woodland Carbon Code - such as periodic verification (e.g., year 5 and year 10) and 
use of Pending Issuance units can help ensure robust yet cost effective monitoring of 
biomass and carbon growth. 
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Question 3: Additionality  
Additionality is determined by comparing the outcomes of a carbon farming activity 
against a baseline or starting point. For instance, under the EU CRCF methodology, if a 
farmer or landowner implements an activity that sequesters 2 t CO2/ha over the project 
period and the baseline sequestration rate equals 1 t CO2/ha, the credited carbon 
removal equals 1 t CO2/ha. This approach is intended to ensure credits represent 
additional climate change mitigation efforts. However, inter-annual variation in 
uncontrollable factors such as weather conditions can affect sequestration rates, 
introducing uncertainty when verification relies upon “before and after” measurements, 
particularly if measurement intervals are too short. Clear guidance on managing this 
variability would maintain confidence under this principle. 

Additionality is considered dynamic under the draft EU CRCF methods. At the start of 
each new activity period, the previous performance becomes the new baseline, creating 
a moving target for farmers, landowners, foresters. Although this encourages regular 
improvement, it also raises challenges for farms that are already performing well. Early 
adopters or front runner farms with historically high soil organic carbon (SOC) stocks or 
substantial biomass carbon stocks face a disadvantage as continued carbon 
sequestration becomes increasing difficult as soil carbon reaches a saturation or 
equilibrium point. 

The framework should consider flexible baseline-setting methods that reward 
incremental increases in carbon stocks as well as the maintenance of high levels of soil 
carbon and biomass carbon relative to a standardised baseline. Solutions could include 
the maintenance of credits or payments for sustaining high SOC and above ground 
carbon stocks, recognition of historical improvements beyond standard practice, and 
incentives for incremental gains without penalising those already doing well. While 
results-based approaches for incremental carbon gains provide precision, they can be 
difficult and expensive to implement, requiring data over an extended period (circa 10 
years). An action-based approach provides a practical alternative where direct 
measurement or advanced modelling is challenging, although direct measurements at a 
potentially reduced rate will still be required.  

Implementation of carbon farming activities that are additional must also avoid perverse 
outcomes. The framework needs to consider all carbon removals on the farm, not only 
additional removals, within a whole farm approach. For example, planting hedgerows 
under a carbon contract in one part of the farm while removing hedgerows in another part 
in compliance with landscape features rules undermines credibility of the framework. 
This reinforces the need for coherent agri-environmental policies and for whole farm 
assessments supported by integrated monitoring, potentially through a centralised “LPIS 
for Carbon” service. Remote sensing combined with periodic ground truthing can verify 
discrete actions like forest establishment, forestry growth, hedgerow planting or 
peatland rewetting. A national high resolution LIDAR survey every 5 years (in line with the 
carbon farming commitment period), could support monitoring, reporting and 
verification (MRV) of land use change and confirm co-benefits and compliance with “do 
not significant harm” principles. 
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Clear guidance around additionality for biodiversity would be helpful as well. These 
should also be straightforward to MRV, have similar action-based carbon measures and 
align with wider environmental objective under the Common Agriculture Policy (CAP) and 
national biodiversity strategies. 

 

Question 4: Liability/Longevity  
From a farm-planning perspective, long-term certainty is essential. Past experience with 
agri-environment schemes—particularly the gap following the end of REPS—shows that 
short or unpredictable scheme durations create instability and can lead to the reversal of 
environmental gains. A Carbon Removals / Carbon Farming (CRCF) framework must 
therefore signal a multi-year commitment well beyond the traditional five-year cycle to 
give farmers and forest owners confidence to invest in carbon farming practices. 

The draft correctly notes that temporary removals must be verifiable for at least five 
years, but it does not specify the required activity period. It should be noted that this risks 
misalignment with the EU CRCF methodologies, which set clear minimum activity 
periods (e.g., 10 years for SOC stock improvement and emission-reduction practices, 30 
years for forestry/agroforestry). Without defined activity periods, both environmental 
integrity and future eligibility for EU-level certification or voluntary market participation 
may be weakened. Soil organic carbon changes occur slowly and require sustained 
management, so a short timeframe is inappropriate and ineffective and would undermine 
credibility. 

Minimum activity periods should be explicitly included in the national framework. This 
would ensure consistency with EU standards while providing clarity to farmers, 
landowners, forest owners and investors. 

Liability and permanence frameworks must also reflect the varying risks of intentional or 
unintentional reversal. Where risk is high, operators should maintain an appropriate 
“buffer” of unsold credits, as recognised in the draft. In practice, cost-effective MRV is 
most feasible for action-based measures with lower reversal risk.  

In addition, the framework should clearly distinguish between farmer-caused reversals 
(e.g., management changes such as ploughing or drainage) and reversals caused by 
force-majeure events (such as storms, droughts, disease, flooding, fire and policy 
change). With increasing climate variability, the risk of unintentional reversal is rising. 
Reversal liability should therefore be shared through pooled buffer systems or insurance-
type mechanisms, rather than falling solely on individual farmers. This will strengthen 
scheme integrity while maintaining fairness. Frameworks such as Label Bas Carbone in 
France incorporate methodologies for reconstitution of forests subject to damage from 
storms and disease which could be considered from an Irish context. 

Long-term activity periods also raise practical issues regarding land tenure and farm 
succession. The majority of Irish farms are owner-occupied but a substantial proportion 
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of productive land is leased on terms considerably shorter than 10–30 years, and farm 
succession or family transfer is routine. These dynamics mean that long-term CRCF 
obligations may extend beyond the tenure or management period of the participating 
farmer and forest owner. The framework should therefore provide clear mechanisms for 
transferring obligations and associated benefits to successors or, where relevant, to new 
tenants or owners. This will ensure continuity of climate benefits while avoiding 
disproportionate legal or financial liabilities for farmers during normal land-transfer or 
inheritance processes. 

Finally, while emission reductions from rewetting peat soils are considered permanent, 
the framework should clarify the MRV implications of classifying activities as temporary 
versus permanent, including any differing obligations for monitoring, liability, and buffer 
requirements. Clear differentiation between permanent carbon removals and avoided 
emissions (such as those from peatland rewetting) will be necessary to ensure 
transparency, correct crediting, and alignment with the EU CRCF. MRV for fertiliser-
efficiency measures is more challenging and resource-intensive, and this should be 
acknowledged in scheme design. 

 

Question 5: Sustainability 
Under this principle, a whole-farm balance-sheet approach is recommended to prevent 
carbon leakage—where gains from one action are offset by losses from another.  The 
AgNav platform supports the robust quantification of GHG emissions, removals, and 
verified mitigation actions from commercial farming systems in Ireland. It enables the 
calculation of baseline emissions, supports planning and tracking of emissions 
reductions.  While a whole farm approach is sound in theory, there are several practical 
challenges that make it difficult to implement effectively for carbon farming purposes.  A 
whole farm approach or farm balance is only feasible if all removals are counted, which 
adds complexity and requires careful incorporation through systems like AgNav. 

To satisfy CRCF requirements significant levels of additional administration data will be 
required for MRV in AgNav. The integration of existing datasets such LPIS and national 
fertiliser database with AgNav will be essential to reduce administrative burden and avoid 
duplication of effort and cost of MRV. Without this level of integration, a whole-farm 
balance-sheet approach will likely be expensive and burdensome to conduct. The 
current CRCF requirement suggest applying Tier 3 methodologies for calculating C 
removal and GHG mitigation of carbon farming activities.  

While AgNav currently uses a Tier 1 methodology for calculating C removals/emissions 
from land use, Teagasc research is currently developing  Tier 2 and 3 methodologies 
which will ultimately be incorporated into AgNav. The combination of data integration and 
research has the potential to enable AgNav to provide the desired whole farm balance 
approach and be integrated with certification schemes to underpin credible MRV.  
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In addition to carbon balances, the sustainability principle also requires that carbon-
farming actions do not undermine biodiversity, water quality, soil health, or animal 
welfare. A whole-farm approach must therefore incorporate safeguards to ensure that 
mitigation in one area does not create negative environmental trade-offs elsewhere. 
Practices that deliver multiple co-benefits—such as hedgerows, forestry/agroforestry, 
reduced fertiliser use, and peatland rewetting—should be prioritised within the national 
framework. 

There is also a risk of “perverse incentives” if actions that improve carbon balance 
inadvertently drive intensification or displacement elsewhere on the farm. The framework 
should therefore include measures to prevent leakage, ensure that carbon gains are not 
offset by losses in other parts of the system, and maintain alignment with wider 
environmental objectives under CAP, the Water Framework Directive, and national 
biodiversity commitments. 

Economic sustainability and proportionality must also be considered. A whole-farm, Tier 
3 MRV system could become prohibitively complex and costly for many farms, 
particularly smaller family farms. Proportionate MRV approaches, such as hybrid or 
action-based verification maybe sufficient until higher-tier methods are fully developed. 
This will be essential to ensure broad participation, equity, and avoid excluding certain 
farm types from carbon-farming opportunities. 

Long-term sustainability will depend on strong data governance and farmer and forest 
owner trust. Clear rules on data ownership, consent, and use will be essential to ensure 
uptake and maintain confidence. This does not imply open sharing of farmer data; 
engagement depends on trust and clear consent rules. 

With continued investment in data integration, scientific methodology, advisory 
capability and proportionate MRV processes, AgNav has the potential to act as the 
central national platform underpinning transparent, efficient, and scientifically sound 
certification of carbon-farming activities in Ireland. 

 

Question 6: Robust Independent Third-Party Validation 
and Verification 
A consistent, transparent system of third-party validation and verification will be 
essential to ensure credibility and alignment with CRCF requirements. Useful templates 
and approaches already exist within the Irish context—particularly the Bord Bia quality 
assurance and the Organic Farming Scheme certification process—which provides a 
practical models for how independent verification can be conducted efficiently and with 
minimal farmer burden. The carbon-farming framework should draw on these 
established processes, including clear audit protocols, standardised documentation, 
and accredited certifying bodies. 
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To keep MRV proportionate and cost-effective, the system should maximise the use of 
existing administrative datasets and technology-based evidence. Integration with the 
National Fertiliser Database, LPIS, ICBF records, Soil Information System,  
landcover/land-use maps and other relevant administrative sources could significantly 
reduce the need for additional paperwork or manual data submissions by farmers. 
AgNav, as the national platform for emissions accounting and mitigation planning, is 
envisaged to be central here. Ensuring that the modules within AgNav can interoperate 
with these datasets and serve as a primary source of verified farm-level information will 
reduce duplication and streamline the verification process. Remote sensing, geospatial 
imagery, and Geographical Information System (GIS) digital mapping tools offer further 
opportunities to verify many land-based actions without the need for frequent on-farm 
inspections. 

While independent audits will be required, these should be targeted and aligned with 
MRV criteria so that farm, forest or peatland visits focus on actions that are observable, 
durable, and straightforward to verify. Discrete or once-off measures, such as hedgerow 
establishment, forestry/agroforestry planting, rewetting interventions, re-afforestation, 
or documented land-use change—are well suited for periodic third-party audits over 
multi-year periods (5 years or more). These actions provide clear, physical evidence and 
lend themselves to remote sensing verification. In addition, some soil measures, such as 
cover cropping and straw incorporation on arable land, as well as shifts in fertiliser type 
and usage have relatively low uncertainty thresholds and are also easily incorporated into 
national inventories. 

By contrast, verifying fertiliser-use efficiency or other management-intensive measures 
is considerably more challenging and administratively demanding. For such actions, 
verification should rely primarily on digital data sources (e.g., fertiliser register data, 
nutrient management plans, and farm-level emissions modelling via AgNav) rather than 
intensive physical audits. This approach keeps verification proportionate, reduces 
administrative costs, and ensures that the system remains accessible to all farm types. 

Ireland should also draw on the substantial work underway at EU level to harmonise 
carbon-farming verification. EU-funded projects such as MARVIC are actively developing 
common data standards, digital tools, and MRV methodologies and frameworks to 
support robust, interoperable third-party validation across Member States whilst 
minimising costs to landowners. Ensuring that Ireland’s verification framework—and 
AgNav in particular—is compatible with these emerging European approaches will help 
future-proof the system and allow Irish farmers to access EU-level certification without 
duplication of effort. 

Experience from the UK further highlights the importance of standardisation. With a large 
number of different carbon-farming and soil carbon tools already on the market, 
countries like the UK are now facing significant methodological fragmentation and 
inconsistency. Industrial and retail buyers of Irish agri-food products may also require 
use of specific models and tools. Ireland should avoid this proliferation by ensuring that 
verification tools and methodologies are CRCF-aligned from the outset, that AgNav acts 
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as the trusted national platform, and that all third-party auditors and tools adhere to 
consistent national standards. This will safeguard credibility while reducing 
administrative burdens on farmers and auditors. 

Third-party validation and verification should build on existing certification experience, 
leverage administrative datasets and technology as primary evidence sources, integrate 
effectively with AgNav, and apply targeted audits only where necessary. This will ensure 
a credible, efficient, and farmer-friendly verification framework aligned with CRCF 
expectations. 

 

Question 9. Integration of Existing Initiatives 
A number of existing national initiatives, datasets, and support structures should be 
integrated into the development and operation of a carbon farming framework. The 
following initiatives could be added as potential elements to be integrated: the Teagasc 
Climate Centre, the Teagasc MACC, the National Fertiliser Database, national landcover 
map and relevant CAP scheme databases such as the Straw Incorporation Measure (SIM) 
and the Cover Crops Measure (Water EIP). These datasets and programmes already 
contain high-quality, validated information that can significantly reduce administrative 
burden, support MRV processes potentially through AgNav, and strengthen the 
robustness of carbon-farming activities. 

However, the consultation document does not clearly explain how measures will be 
integrated or what “integration” specifically entails. Integration should involve: 

• Clear data inter-operability and shared standards across platforms; 
• Consistent methodologies to avoid duplication and ensure compatibility with 

CRCF requirements; 
• Coordinated advisory and implementation supports to ensure that farmers 

receive coherent, practical guidance; and 
• Alignment of new carbon-farming actions with existing environmental and 

climate schemes to avoid conflicts or double counting. 

Perhaps the most significant integration required is with Ireland’s existing Agricultural 
Knowledge and Innovation System (AKIS), particularly the established advisory 
networks—both public (Teagasc) and private (Agricultural Consultants Association). 
Ireland has a strong and integrated AKIS with a well-developed support infrastructure, 
including an AKIS Coordination Group. Advisory support is critical to the overall success 
of carbon farming; farmers and forest owners will need substantial guidance to 
implement new practices, adopt the required technologies, and understand their MRV 
obligations. 

The rollout and scaling of carbon farming depend on two key advisory elements: 
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1. Advice on farming and forestry-based approaches to enhance soil carbon 
sequestration, increase carbon stored in above-ground biomass, and adopt 
technologies that reduce emissions from agricultural soils; and 

2. Advice on participating in the carbon farming initiative itself, including the 
implications of commitment periods, MRV requirements, crediting, and potential 
financial returns. 

Advisors act as the critical link between science, policy, and on-farm and land-based 
implementation. Acting as knowledge brokers, they translate carbon farming into the 
language of farm and forest performance, efficiency, and long-term viability. They can 
help assess whether participation makes financial sense and underpins long-term 
sustainability, ensuring farmers make informed, fair, and transparent choices. Their 
feedback can also inform policy design, ensuring that future carbon schemes remain 
practical, fair, effective and evidence-based. 

Farm advisors will be the trusted navigators of the carbon farming transition. They bridge 
the gap between ambition and action, helping farmers measure, manage, and monetise 
carbon while ensuring that environmental progress goes hand-in-hand with farm 
profitability and resilience. Their role is not just technical—it is educational, strategic, 
and relational—making them central to building a credible carbon-farming future. 

  

 

Question 10: Learning By Doing 
Demonstration farms and forests, particularly when linked to tools such as AgNav or soil 
carbon monitoring frameworks, play a critical role in showing how robust MRV systems 
operate in practice. Signpost Demonstration Farms, supported by the Signpost Advisors, 
are ideally positioned to test and demonstrate carbon-farming technologies and actions. 
Multiple years of detailed farm data have already been collected, including soil carbon 
baseline measurements and LiDAR-derived above-ground biomass assessments. This 
existing evidence base provides a unique opportunity to build trust in carbon accounting 
methodologies and ensures transparency for both farmers and policy makers. 

These demonstration farms provide a hands-on learning environment, clearly illustrating 
how carbon-farming practices can align with productive and profitable farming systems. 
Farmer-to-farmer learning on these sites helps demystify carbon markets, encourages 
wider participation, and fosters confidence in the practical feasibility of the required 
actions. They can also serve as pilot sites for testing payment schemes, reward 
mechanisms, and advisory supports—helping to identify what truly motivates farmer 
engagement, including the price points at which participation in carbon markets 
becomes attractive. 

Demonstration farms and forests form the foundation of a trustworthy, science-based 
carbon-farming system by combining measurement, demonstration, and 
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communication. They make carbon farming real, measurable, and scalable. Finally, 
these farms could function as “living labs” to co-develop business models, verification 
methods, and farmer-friendly tools that will be essential for large-scale rollout. 

However, learning by doing can have implications for both productivity and the economic 
viability of participating farming systems, and these potential impacts are closely linked 
to the issue of liability. To manage these risks and ensure that insights generated are 
representative and useful for policy development, it is recommended to establish 
dedicated teams, comprising farmers, advisors, and researchers, focused on specific 
carbon-farming practices. Such collaborative groups would enable structured, 
constructive discussion, grounded in both research and real-world experience, and 
would support the effective communication and adoption of carbon-farming practices 
across the sector. 

 

Question 12:  Where do you see the biggest opportunity 
for carbon farming to fit in with your agricultural 
activities? 
Teagasc sees the strongest and most immediate opportunities for carbon farming in 
areas where robust science, proven mitigation potential, and practical on-farm 
applicability already exist. These opportunities align closely with the Teagasc Marginal 
Abatement Cost Curve (MACC) and current carbon-farming and soil health related 
research. 

1. Peatland rewetting and management of drained organic soils: While relevant to a 
smaller area of the farming sector, peatland water table management, peatland 
restoration and the management of drained organic soils offer some of the 
highest per-hectare climate benefits. Teagasc research and national 
collaborations provide a clear scientific basis for quantifying GHG reductions and 
preserving long-term carbon storage from water table management measures. 

2. Forestry/Agroforestry, hedgerows, and woody features: The MACC identifies 
significant abatement potential from expanding forestry and agroforestry, 
increasing hedgerow planting, and improving hedgerow management. These 
actions are easily measurable, deliver long-term carbon storage in biomass and 
soils, and also provide biodiversity, water-quality, and landscape benefits. The 
availability of LiDAR datasets and emerging biomass models further strengthens 
MRV feasibility. 

3. Nutrient-use efficiency and fertiliser-related abatement: The MACC shows that 
improvements in nutrient management—particularly reduced fertiliser nitrogen 
use, transitioning from CAN and straight urea to protected urea, and optimised 
slurry management—deliver large, low-cost abatement of non-CO2 emissions. 
Although these measures reduce emissions rather than generate long-term 
removals, they are central to a whole-farm carbon farming approach and are 
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imperative to negating perverse outcomes. Integration with the National Fertiliser 
Database and digital nutrient planning tools will underpin credible MRV. 

4. Grassland soil carbon sequestration and improved soil management: Practices 
such as improved grazing management, optimised reseeding strategies, multi-
species swards, and maintaining high soil fertility support increases in soil 
organic carbon storage. Teagasc’s National Agricultural Soil Carbon Observatory 
(NASCO) is providing the measurement infrastructure to support high-integrity 
soil carbon initiatives. The ongoing development of Tier 3 soil carbon 
sequestration models will provide increased, cost-efficient MRV.  

5. Reduction in enteric and manure methane: Although currently outside the scope 
of the CRCF, the Teagasc MACC includes a number of measures to reduce 
methane emissions that will need to be incentivised. Enteric methane, comprises 
circa 70% of Irish agriculture and land-use emissions and reductions via feed 
additives, including 3-NOP, seaweed-based compounds, nitrates, and future 
novel additives and supplements are vital to reducing sectoral emissions. 
Teagasc is actively testing the feasibility, efficacy, and economic implications of 
these technologies within Irish pasture-based systems.  Manure-based methane 
reductions through improved slurry storage, acidification, anaerobic digestion, 
and covered stores—all of which have quantifiable mitigation pathways and are 
included within the Teagasc MACC. 

6. Use of AgNav as the national platform for carbon planning and MRV: AgNav 
provides the core data infrastructure for whole-farm emissions accounting. It 
enables farmers to identify the most effective carbon-farming practices based on 
their system and supports efficient verification by linking to national datasets. As 
Teagasc develops higher-tier models for soil carbon and biomass, AgNav will 
become increasingly central to credible carbon-farming participation. 

7. Demonstration and adoption through Signpost Farms and the AKIS: The Signpost 
Programme and the wider Irish Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation System 
(AKIS) provide the advisory and demonstration backbone needed to scale carbon 
farming. Signpost Farms already have multi-year datasets, soil carbon baselines, 
and biomass measurements, making them ideal platforms for testing, 
demonstrating, and validating carbon-farming actions before national rollout. 
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Question 13:  What do you see as the main barriers to 
the successful development of carbon farming in 
Ireland? 
One of the most significant barriers is the current lack of policy, transparency, clear 
communication, and consistent national messaging. When discussing carbon farming 
with farmers, the same concerns repeatedly arise: “Who owns the carbon?”, “Is this 
double counting?”, “ which sectors or indeed state emissions are being offsetted?” and 
“Is this just a way for other sectors to meet their targets at agriculture’s expense?” In the 
absence of clear guidance, misinformation fills the gap, leading to distrust and ill-
informed opinions that risk becoming entrenched barriers. Providing clear worked 
examples that outline case studies for specific farms developed from the rewetting EIPs 
and the Life Carbon project will reduce uncertainty for farmers. Farmers and forest 
owners need to clearly see what the potential economic return from carbon farming is for 
their holdings. There is also uncertainty about the future of voluntary carbon markets and 
how credits will interact with national inventories and organisational carbon footprint 
reports, which creates hesitation among farmers and corporates. 

A second major barrier is the complexity and administrative burden implied by the 
combination of manual MRV processes and CRCF requirements. For many farms, the 
level of documentation, measurement, and verification currently foreseen would make 
participation unrealistic. Without integrated digital systems and proportionate MRV, 
farmer uptake will be low. 

Beyond these issues, several additional barriers need to be addressed: 

• Market uncertainty: unclear medium to long-term pricing, eligibility rules, and 
long-term demand make farmers hesitant to commit to long-duration actions. 

• Liability and permanence concerns: fears around long-term obligations, reversal 
penalties, and how commitments interact with farm succession or leasing. 

• Advisory and technical capacity: carbon farming requires specialised knowledge, 
and current advisory resources will need significant scaling. 

• Data and MRV readiness: full integration of AgNav with LPIS, the National 
Fertiliser Database, national landcover/land-use map, soil maps and other 
datasets is essential to reduce costs and avoid duplication.  

• Interaction with existing schemes: uncertainty about how carbon-farming 
commitments align with CAP and environmental obligations can create 
confusion. 
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Question 15: Are there any additional issues or topics 
you would like to be addressed? 

While the draft emphasis integration of existing initiatives, it does not address the 
integration of national datasets, which is key for robust, cost effective MRV and reducing 
duplication. This should include, but not be limited to, the land parcel information system 
(LPIS), Integrated Forestry Information System (IFORIS), land cover information, soils 
datasets, Bord Bia sustainability programmes and agri-environmental schemes. 
However, general soil maps (e.g., Irish Soils Information System) are not suitable for field-
level assessments or certification. Higher resolution soil carbon data will be required to 
establish accurate baselines and monitor change over time. This will likely require 
additional public funding of soil sampling, spectral methods and sensing technologies to 
complement existing resources. Connecting these datasets and improving 
interoperability will improve capacity, reduce manual data handling and support 
implementation of CRCF regulation. 

The principles could benefit from specifying what resources will be available to 
implement the framework. Delivering robust MRV and data integration will require 
dedicated funding, technical capacity, and governance structures, but broader 
resourcing is also essential. This includes investment in advisory and education services, 
farmer and forest owner engagement, digital infrastructure, and training to upscale 
carbon farming activities. Additionally, certification systems and trust will need to be 
developed and resourced to meet transparency and EU requirements. Describing how 
these resources will be mobilised through public and/or private funding would indicate 
how the framework could work effectively at scale. The principles should emphasise the 
need for strong data governance, farmer consent and farmer engagement for successful 
implementation and participation in carbon farming.  

Provide clear worked examples for different sectors that outline case studies for specific 
farms developed from initiatives such as the rewetting EIPs, the Beef Carbon Life project 
or pilot schemes such as the signpost farms to reduce uncertainty for farmers. Farmers 
need to clearly see what the potential economic return from carbon farming is for their 
farms. 

Demand side considerations need to be addressed alongside the production of carbon 
farming “products”. Certification and labelling are part of this however understanding 
consumer and other value chain stakeholders’ perspectives on the activities and results 
involved in carbon farming is also important for successful implementation. EU level 
research indicates for example that consumers have low levels of awareness of carbon 
farming (EIT Food 2021). However, once it was explained to them, they generally had 
positive perceptions, while also identifying concerns and risks.  Concerns relate to the 
cost of transitioning to carbon farming and the ongoing costs to maintain it. They also had 
concerns about the ability of smaller farmers in particular to incur such investment, 
raising questions with regards to equity and justice. In addition, they had doubts as to 
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whether larger farmers would compromise profits to engage in activities to enhance 
carbon sequestration. This highlights the need for effective communication with all 
stakeholders to build acceptance of carbon farming, including the farm level practices 
and measurable results of carbon sequestration. It also indicates that supportive policies 
will be essential, -  not only to enable farmers to participate but also to ensure that carbon 
farming is perceived as fair and accessible by consumers of Irish agrifood products. 
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