
1 | P a g e  
 

 

 
The 600 

environmental 
organisations 



2 | P a g e  
 

  

A 2017 Treasury consultation paper is proposing changes  
to the administration of all environmental Tax Deductible Gift Recipients. 

It may result in environmental groups being forced to expend  
25% of their donated funds to remediation efforts. 

 such as planting trees.  
 
 
 
 
 

By pre-empting the changes and combining forces more than  
600 environmental organisations in Australia could create a movement to  

capture the hearts of Australians and INCREASE community support for  
environmental groups while enabling direct climate action 

Clearly this is an attack on environmental groups, 
 but can it be a case of putting out the fire with gasoline? 
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The government is considering the introduction of legislation 
forcing environmental groups to spend 25% or more of their income 
on remediation in order to maintain their tax deductable status.  
News which has been met, understandably, with dismay. 
But it is an opportunity that, ironically, has the potential to increase 
broad community support for environmental groups in Australia?  

Many Australians have invisible black clouds of misery hanging over 
their heads. They live in a system that locks them into a way of life 
that erodes their future.  They live with the tension of knowing how 
much needs to be done, and yet they can do very little. They use 
their keep cup, compost kitchen scraps, and recycle aluminium cans, 
but they know it’s not enough.  

It’s a long, long way from enough.  

While the black clouds aren’t made of carbon they are an energy 
source to fuel solutions.  But few know how to convert them into 
useful action.   

Our current government has shown itself to be unwilling to 
address climate change, and is keen to invest and support carbon 
intensive industries. Investing hope in them is a vote for 
extinction. It leaves no option but for Australians to deal with it 
ourselves.   

Once Australians come to that conclusion and stop hammering on 
the government's door thinking all the solutions are behind it - 
the game changes.  The playing field has fewer potholes and the 
goal posts - they’ve moved - a little closer. 

Direct action could also be seen as an opportunity. Although they do 
come at an initial cost, these are far outweighed by the benefits of 
implementing them. And ultimately they are dramatically cheaper 
than taking none at all.  

Paul Hawken’s recent book Drawdown researched the cost of 100 
solutions and the economic rationalisation for addressing climate 
change is clear.  A summary of the economic costs/savings and 
reduction in C02 in the areas of regenerative agriculture is included 
at the end of this proposal. 

With a combined approach it’s possible to create a ground swell of 
support for direct action with farmers as our climate super heroes. 
They have the ability to store carbon in the soil through 
Regenerative Agriculture,  practices such as organic, no-till, cover 
crops, biochar and natural pasture management which will also 
support a robust agricultural sector that is insulated against the 
impact of droughts, floods, heat waves and peak oil while 
sequestering vast amounts of carbon.   

http://www.edonsw.org.au/should_all_environmental_charities_have_to_plant_trees
http://www.edonsw.org.au/should_all_environmental_charities_have_to_plant_trees
http://www.drawdown.org/
http://sites.unice.fr/coquillard/UE36/Science%20-%20R%20Lal%202004.pdf
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Adopting regenerative agriculture enables farmers to 
reduce or eliminate herbicides, pesticides, fertilisers all of 
which are costly and carbon intensive. At the same time 
regenerative agriculture increases productivity and 
financial viability while creating greater food security for 
the country. All of which is super hero status stuff. 
Although they can do much to address climate change 
they can’t leap tall buildings – especially not one with an 
elevator the size of this pitch. 

Integral to any initiative is the imperative to showcase 
farmers who are implementing changes, telling their 
stories, what and why they farm, what they’re trying to 
achieve and the barriers they face. The public can follow 
farmer’s progress through online updates and videos, 
having before and after images of their pasture, soils, 
crops, animals.  Measuring the increase in soil carbon, 
estimating how much has been sequestered as a result of 
changes they’ve made, and what it means in human terms 
so supporters are taken on a journey.  And always 
celebrating the good stuff! 

Tree planting  

Tree planting is something we can all be involved in, from 
individuals, families and retirees growing seedlings in their 
backyard to large scale community planting events.  
Celebration the achieved with local events and festivals. 

Tree planting has additional environmental 
outcomes to just sucking up carbon. In the right 
numbers they attract rainfall, reduce heatwave 
intensity, filter water, reduce leaching, nutrient 
run off and erosion while creating habitat for 
native animals. 

Seaweed,  
Research by Tim Flannery from the Climate 

Council shows seaweed has the potential to 
reverse climate change.  It grows at five to 60 

times the rate of terrestrial plants and can suck 
carbon out of a sea burdened with 

anthropogenic inputs. The algal crops can be 
used as highly nutritious animal and human food,  

it means farming nutrient run off and selling it 
back to land based farmers.  

Seaweed's ability to suck up carbon at such 
prodigious rates decreases ocean acidification, 

promotes healthier waterways and provides 
nurseries for oceanic life. Seaweed can also 

rehabilitate waters degraded through 
aquaculture, agricultural runoff and human 

sewage through pollution farming.  

And then it can be used for a close to carbon 
neutral biofuel. According to the  

https://projects.ncsu.edu/project/treesofstrength/benefits.htm
https://projects.ncsu.edu/project/treesofstrength/benefits.htm
https://projects.ncsu.edu/project/treesofstrength/benefits.htm
https://projects.ncsu.edu/project/treesofstrength/benefits.htm
https://www.climatecouncil.org.au/seaweed-climate-change
https://www.ecowatch.com/underwater-vertical-seaweed-farm-restores-our-oceans-while-providing-f-1882118488.html
https://www.ecowatch.com/underwater-vertical-seaweed-farm-restores-our-oceans-while-providing-f-1882118488.html
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US Department of energy Seaweed farming an area half the size of 
Maine -11 million acres  would be sufficient to fuel the US. 

The Australian population is 7.5% of America’s and we use just over 
50% of their per capita fuel use.  Which translates to needing 

400,000 acres of seaweed to supply the total Australian 
requirements.  This would make us fuel independent,  

increase employment and support the ocean. 
 

To give it proportion the Australian land mass is 37 billion acres.  
 Which would mean farming seaweed on the equivalent of 0.001% 

of our land area.  Which is around 2.3% of Tasmania  
or 40 X 40 square kilometres. 

  
The focus on climate change is mostly on renewable energy - wind, 

solar, hydro. But this is not sufficient to offset climate change. 

 Not only do we need to reduce our use, but to suck up what we’ve 
already burnt if we have a chance to maintain a viable ecosystem.  

Solutions that have multiple benefits to the ecosystem and 
economy are intrinsic to success. 

 If the right groups become involved early on, profits can be 
generated that remain in the pockets of individuals, communities 

and cooperatives rather than just corporations.  

Our current food production system is running on finite resources. 
It’s estimated we have only 60 harvests left given our current land 
use and resource practices. Various estimates on food production’s 

https://www.greenwave.org/articles/
https://www.thenation.com/article/this-former-fisherman-is-now-farming-the-most-sustainable-food-on-earth-underwater/
http://www.globalpetrolprices.com/articles/52/
http://www.globalpetrolprices.com/articles/52/
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/only-60-years-of-farming-left-if-soil-degradation-continues/
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contribution to emissions are mostly around 30%.  Drawdown 
estimates say that food production including livestock is the single 
largest contributor. 

A high percentage of emissions can be traced back to lost soil 
carbon through tillage and artificial fertiliser use.  Each kilogram of 
nitrogen takes 3.6 kg of carbon dioxide to produce and once applied 
it may trigger additional soil losses of up to or over 5kg of CO2. 
That’s a significant source of carbon pollution.  And the loss of 
carbon in the soil means it cannot retain nutrients requiring more 
applications in a cycle that pollutes land and sea while further 
reducing soil carbon in a feedback loop.  

Let’s put it back. 

Australian farmers get few subsidies, close to the lowest globally. 
Their average age is 53 and they aren’t being replaced by a new 
crop of young farmers. The number of farmers under the age of 35 
has fallen by 75% since 1976. It’s not surprising as many farmers are 
consistently running at a loss with an average weekly disposable 
income in 2010 of just $568.  

It is a powerful way to address climate change by supporting 
farmers to adopt new, low-cost, low-tech practices that reduce the 
need for herbicides, pesticides and fertilisers while building soil 
carbon. Farmers own 61% of Australia’s landmass.  

Farmers for Climate Action recently released survey results that 
showed 9 out of 10 farmers were concerned about damage to the 
climate. 

https://www.nature.com/news/one-third-of-our-greenhouse-gas-emissions-come-from-agriculture-1.11708
http://yara.com/doc/29413_yara_carbon_life_cycle.pdf
http://www.abc.net.au/news/factcheck/2014-02-14/malcolm-turnbull-correct-on-farmers-subsidies/5252596
http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/4102.0Main+Features10Dec+2012
https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/downloads/14-003
https://rirdc.infoservices.com.au/downloads/14-003
http://www.agrifood.info/Agrifood/connections/2009/Lagura_Ronan.html
http://www.agrifood.info/Agrifood/connections/2009/Lagura_Ronan.html
http://www.agrifood.info/Agrifood/connections/2009/Lagura_Ronan.html
http://www.nff.org.au/farm-facts.html
http://www.farmersforclimateaction.org.au/survey
http://www.farmersforclimateaction.org.au/survey
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The barriers to change are:  lack of knowledge, lack of resources, 
lack of support and the initial cost of conversion. For some that’s 
additional electric fencing for natural pasture management, for 
others it’s a no till drill that creates a slot in the soil, plants seed 
and injects a small amount of precision fertiliser (organic or 
conventional).  
Other tools are roller crimpers that enable farmers to lay 
down a cover crop into a weed suppressing mulch mat  
and then plant directly into it, all in one pass, further  
reducing the need for fuel inputs.  
 
You may have heard that California has set a goal to be carbon 
neutral by 2045 in what they term a WWII style mobilisation  
to combat climate change. They have a population of  
40 million. They’re doing it without federal government  
support, but have stepped out from under their black clouds  
and are taking it on. 
Why don’t we? 
 
There are approximately 600 environmental groups in Australia, 
the majority of who do their best to protect the endangered but 
who, if these changes comes to pass, will be endangered 
themselves. This proposal is to ask those 600 to come together, 
combine forces and tackle climate change head on. 
  
With combined input a regenerative farming movement could be 
established that taps into not just those with black clouds, who 
already have a higher probability of donating to or volunteering 
with environmental organisations, but also appeal to a broader 
demographic. What we currently have is a narrative based 

on fear, most reject it; but a narrative based on direct  
action with positive outcomes has the  potential to  

attract new advocates.  People who would  
enjoy reading about or watching different farming 

 families and community Initiatives and could choose to  
donate to a particular farmer, or split their donation 

 amongst a number of farmers, regions or projects.  
They’d be able, as with World Vision, to  

track what their contribution is doing. Right down  
to an estimated C02 reduction/sequestration. 

  
Towns could nominate themselves as a participating  

township where a series of strategies such as,  
but not limited to, tree planting - could see them erecting   

signs on the outskirts of their town proclaiming that in  
2018 this town sequestered (?) tons of carbon. 

 
Imagine a growing population who, having  

once closed their eyes while stepping over the elephant, 
 instead lift the carpet high and talk to it, maybe  

even compost its poo. 
  

Scientists recently warned that we have only three years  
to turn this sinking ship around. We can’t do it alone.  

Why not combine forces so a greater financial  
contribution is made, and which enables current  

environment groups to continue their good  
work unabated,  but also supporting the  

sequestration of carbon? 
If it’s done well it may be a movement that 

 galvanises Australians like never before.  

http://hitechag.com.au/no-till-roller-crimper/
https://www.commondreams.org/news/2017/06/22/embracing-need-wwii-style-mobilization-california-set-go-big-climate
https://www.aegn.org.au/environmental-organisations/engos/
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/jun/28/world-has-three-years-left-to-stop-dangerous-climate-change-warn-experts
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Where to from here? 
What’s being proposing is bold. 
Perhaps this is something your organisation has already spoken of 
doing, perhaps not. Considering the government’s move to stifle the 
work of environmental organisations in Australia, perhaps it’s 
something to raise and discuss.  

If a group of environmental organisations pre-empted the 
government’s plan it may well derail it.  With the kind of publicity 
such an initiative would raise, new potential contributors  
may jump on board, increasing participating environmental 
organisations annual income to the point they could continue their 
core activities unabated while contributing 25% of their income and 
be reimbursed for their services to the project. 

 

Creative accounting might be required, such as supplying or hiring 
out resources or factored in as in-kind support with legal issues, 
research, accounting, marketing and more.  
 

I have often thought that at the end of the day, we would 
have saved more wildlife if we had spent all World Wildlife 
Fund’s money on buying condoms. 
Sir Peter Scott, Founder of WWF 
 

This isn’t to suggest anyone rush out and buy condoms in bulk, 
but to consider that the best strategies are not necessarily to 
just fight on the most obvious front, but to duck behind the 
lines and diffuse the bomb. 
 
The potential for Australians to lead the way is still very much there. 

 
 

 

 
 

 
Would your organisation like to discuss this further 

 with other environmental organisations? 
If so, what method to you prefer?  

Teleconference – Video Conference – Facebook – Email – Other suggestions? 

email lintrezza@bigpond.com 

 

 

 

mailto:lintrezza@bigpond.com?subject=600%20Environmental%20Organisations
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Drawdown 
Paul Hawken’s recently released book plots out the economic rationalisation of addressing climate change and provides and ranks the top 100 
strategies to do so. The reduction in CO2, costs and savings are calculated over a 30 year period and pertain to a global outlook rather than 
Australian.  
Ranking/Solution Reduced CO2 Net Cost Net Savings 
#23 Farmland Restoration 14.08 gigatons  $72.2 billion  $1.34 trillion 
#3 Reduced Food Waste 70.53 gigatons Global cost and savings data too variable to be determined 
#9 Silvopasture 31.19 gigatons $41.6 billion $699.4 billion 
#11 Regenerative Agriculture 23.15 gigatons $57.2 billion $1.93 trillion 
#65 Nutrient Management 1.81 gigatons Data too variable  $102.3 billion 
#16 Conservation Agriculture 17.35 gigatons $37.5 billion $2.12 trillion 
#72 Biochar .81 gigatons Global cost and savings data too variable to be determined 
#14 Tropical Staple Trees 20.19 gigatons $120.1 billion $627 billion 
#5 Tropical Forests 61.23 gigatons Global cost and savings data too variable to be determined 
#19 Managed Grazing 16.34 gigatons $50.5 billion $735.3 billion 
#17 Tree Intercropping 17.2 gigatons $146.99 billion $22.1 billion 
#38 Forest Protection 6.2 gigatons reduced 

896.29 gigatons protected 
Global cost and savings data too variable to be determined 

#51 Perennial Biomass 3.33 gigatons $77.9 billion $541.9 billion 
#12 Temperate Forests 22.61 gigatons Global Cost and savings data too variable to be determined 
#15 Afforestation 18.06 gigatons $29.4 billion $392.3 billion 
Pasture Cropping None Provided 
Marine Permaculture  None Provided 
Ocean Farming None Provided 
Microbial Farming None Provided 
Industrlal Hemp None Provided 
Multistrata Agroforestry None Provided  
Perennial Crops None Provided 

http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/farmland-restoration
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/reduced-food-waste
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/silvopasture
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/regenerative-agriculture
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/nutrient-management
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/conservation-agriculture
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/biochar
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/tropical-staple-trees
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/land-use/tropical-forests
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/managed-grazing
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/tree-intercropping
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/land-use/forest-protection
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/land-use/perennial-biomass
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/land-use/temperate-forests
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/land-use/afforestation
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/coming-attractions/pasture-cropping
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/coming-attractions/marine-permaculture
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/coming-attractions/ocean-farming
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/coming-attractions/microbial-farming
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/coming-attractions/industrial-hemp
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/food/multistrata-agroforestry
http://www.drawdown.org/solutions/coming-attractions/perennial-crops
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Linda Cockburn is the author of Living the Good Life – How One 
Family Changed Their World from Their Own Backyard – Hardie 
Grant 2006 and freelance writer for ABC Organic Gardener 
Magazine.  

Linda’s background is in community development, graphic design 
and marketing.  In the past 4 years Linda founded and established 
the Huon Producers’ Network in Tasmania. An initiative to support 
new farmers to move into organic food production using 
regenerative agriculture techniques.  

Along with her partner Trevor Wittmer they run Poppysmic 
Produce, an organic market garden, and have recently moved into 
seed production with Seed Freaks in order to earn an income while 
maintaining seed diversity of around 750 rare varieties.  

lintrezza@bigpond.com   0437 185 912 

http://www.hardiegrant.com/au/publishing/bookfinder/book/living-the-good-life-by-linda-cockburn/9781740663120
http://www.seedfreaks.com.au/
mailto:lintrezza@bigpond.com

