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Introduction

Climate Change

Since the Earth was formed, its climate has varied drastically (Ghil 2002). Periods of
warming and cooling have occurred as slow processes over millions of years, but within the last
150 years anthropogenic activity has resulted in a much faster warming than ever measured before
(USGCRP 2017). Due to our reliance on fossil fuels and other carbon-intensive activities, Earth
now has a “carbon budget” (Le Quere et al 2018) defined as the remaining amount of carbon
dioxide our collective society can emit before a tipping point of 1.5°C warming. The lifespan of
this budget is not long in comparison to the rate at which we are transitioning towards carbon
neutrality, and any action we can take to extend the budget is critical to avoiding the worst effects
of global climate change. Soil sequestration of organic carbon is one solution to drawing down
levels of atmospheric carbon dioxide (Lal 2004) that has the potential to be greatly increased.



Soil Sequestration and the Carbon Cycle

While some industrial sectors are focused on creating mechanical methods of capturing
carbon from the air, a natural method already exists: plants. The global carbon cycle is repeated
every year as plants start to grow in the spring and throughout the summer and then become
dormant or die in the fall and winter (Post et al 1990). In order to grow, plants perform
photosynthesis to store sugars and produce energy. One of the main inputs in this process is carbon
dioxide, which the plants gather from the air. As most plants grow, the carbon that was stored as
sugar is used to produce biomass, making up a majority of the plant’s structures. Part of the
biomass of the plant will be located under the soil in the form of stems or roots (Sokol et al 2018).
When the plant eventually dies, the biomass in the soil is decomposed and turned into soil organic
carbon (SOC). If the soil is not disturbed, this carbon will remain in the ground for hundreds of
years before re-entering the atmospheric pool.

The study of soil sequestration to mitigate climate change is based on this concept. In the
United States alone, over 897 million acres (about twice the area of Alaska) of land are farmed
annually (USDA-NASS 2020), but only about 140 million of these acres are enrolled in federal
farm conservation programs (USDA-NASS 2017). Regenerative agricultural practices such as no-
till, cover crops, crop rotation, and limited application of chemical fertilizer are often a requirement
of these programs and have the result of increasing soil carbon sequestration rates. While 140
million acre is a large area (about the size of New York and California combined) there still exists
potential to store more carbon in our soils.

Increasing Soil Carbon Sequestration with Economic Incentives

Besides carbon sequestration, there are many benefits to practicing regenerative
agriculture, such as increased biodiversity, reduced runoff, minimized soil erosion, and improved
ecosystem resilience (White 2020). There might also be costs, including potential initial costs such
as the purchase of new equipment or greater time spent working (Manley et al 2005). A farmer’s
job includes risk assessment; they must use data and prior knowledge to make decisions for what
and how much to plant, how much fertilizer to apply, how much to irrigate, etc. (Selvaraju 2012).
For this reason, most farmers tend to prefer to use methods of farming that are familiar and reliable
and are hesitant to switch to something new. Poor implementation of a new practice could result
in a loss of income that the farmer and his or her family is counting on. Therefore, regenerative
agricultural practices are often incentivized by the government to encourage farmers to adopt them.
The results of these practices are a net benefit to society, so the government justifies the taxpayer
expense.

Incentives do not always come from governments, however. Producers can be enticed to
farm using carbon sequestering methods if they can accurately quantify and then sell the amount
of carbon dioxide that has been sequestered as a carbon offset credit. In this way, the free market
works to internalize a negative externality (carbon dioxide emissions) by making the externality a



commodity that has value (Varadarajan 2020). Demand also must exist for the market to sustain
itself. If there is great demand from consumers and businesses to offset carbon intensive activities
such as flying in a plane, the price paid to farmers per ton of carbon dioxide sequestered will be
higher and more producers will be likely to use sequestration techniques. Conversely, if demand
is not high, prices will be low and a small number of farmers will put in the time and effort required
to sequester carbon (Gale 1955).

If private enterprise can so easily provide a solution to the problem, why hasn’t it? Carbon
markets have existed and failed in the past, and some are still operating today. The United States’
main carbon market, the Chicago Climate Exchange, failed in 2011 after collapsed demand
(Sabbaghi and Sabbaghi, 2016) and other factors that will be discussed later. More recently, several
private firms have begun to contract with farmers to sequester an agreed upon amount of carbon
dioxide, then sell those carbon credits by the ton to consumers.

For a modern agricultural carbon market to work, we need to understand why past markets
have failed and the dynamics of supply and demand for soil-sequestered carbon. This report and
literature review will provide information on how current and future agricultural carbon markets
can succeed and the tools necessary for fair, accurate, and effective transactions to take place in
the market.

Guiding Research Questions

The work for this research began with a single question: How can an agricultural carbon
market work? After doing preliminary research on the subject, five additional questions were
proposed to supplement the main question. Each of the sections in this literature review will be
centered around answering one of the five supplementary questions.

How can an agricultural carbon market work?

e Why have past agricultural carbon markets failed?

e What challenges do agricultural carbon markets face?

e How can an agricultural carbon market be sustained in the long term?
e Are agricultural carbon markets effective at sequestering carbon?

e Are agricultural carbon markets equitable?

Goals of this Report

Climate change is a pressing issue that requires immediate action, and a carbon market
predicated on regenerative agriculture is a potentially important solution. Information related to
the factors of supply, demand, verification, and measurement of an agricultural carbon market is
critical to the successful and long-term function of the market. The purpose of this report is to
answer the research questions outlined in greater detail below. The findings of this report will be



made public and aim to serve those who want to participate in or aid the market including farmers,
agricultural commodity boards, government officials, and carbon offset consumers.

What are agricultural carbon offset payment programs?

Many people have heard the term “goods” before, likely in reference to products or services
in the marketplace. Not as many are familiar with the concept of an economic “bad”- the opposite
of an economic good. While goods provide the consumer with utility in the form of greater
satisfaction, economic bads detract from our utility and cause less satisfaction (Turvey 2000). As
is well established by climate science, the release of carbon dioxide from anthropogenic activities
is an economic bad (Li et al 2019). Additional carbon dioxide (a greenhouse gas) in our atmosphere
causes more heat to be trapped on Earth, resulting in a myriad of negative effects for the global
population (Tol 2009). Therefore, consumers who desire to lessen the effects of climate change
value less atmospheric greenhouse gases. While consumers will pay to have a greater amount of
goods, they will also pay to have a lesser amount of bads- think paying for a trash disposal service.
The actions of a single individual are relatively insignificant, but the collective action resulting
from a carbon market can potentially be enough to make a dent in the amount of carbon dioxide
in our atmosphere. This concept is fundamental to the operation of carbon offset payment
programs.

In a carbon market, consumers exchange money for the rights to claim a carbon offset,
which is an agreed upon amount of carbon dioxide that is either not emitted where it otherwise
would be or sequestered directly from the air into a non-atmospheric form (Lovell and Liverman
2010). A carbon offset is an example of a credence good, which is a good that gives the consumer
satisfaction due to its qualities, even though the consumer cannot experience them. While the
consumer’s life is not directly made better by the transaction, they recognize the severity of the
climate crisis and gain utility from the knowledge that they are decreasing the amount of carbon
dioxide emitted. The consumer’s money is transferred to a marketplace institution that facilitates
transactions of carbon offsets between buyers and sellers, then passed on to the seller of the carbon
offset. Many of the sellers in the carbon offset market are farmers who are actively sequestering
carbon dioxide in their ground through regenerative farming practices (Giller et al 2021), and the
payment they receive helps cover any costs associated with the change of farming method.

The institution that facilitates carbon offset transactions is important for two reasons. First,
carbon dioxide offsets are dissimilar to the purchase of other products. The consumer does not
receive a physical product as they would if they went to the store and bought something, and they
also do not receive a service. Instead, they receive confirmation that a measured amount of carbon
dioxide has been sequestered on their behalf (Liu et al 2015). For the confirmation to be legitimate,
it must be verified. This requires accurate methods of measuring soil organic carbon (SOC), which
will be discussed later in the literature review. A carbon market institution can standardize the



verification and measurement methods, ensuring every carbon offset is equally valuable (Haya et
al 2020).

Second, the market is more efficient when there is an entity that handles the transactions
between buyers and sellers. It would be inefficient for every buyer to individually contact a seller
that they were interested in purchasing carbon credits from and arrange for their own measurement
and verification costs (Bessy and Chauvin 2013). Some larger farming operations might have
thousands of metric tons to sell and arranging sales that might be a few tons at a time would be
both time consuming and expensive for the farm operation. Conversely, the consumer might desire
to purchase more metric tons at once than any one producer could provide. For example, Microsoft
has purchased 1.3 million metric tons of carbon dioxide emissions offsets in 2021 through the
company TruTerra (Watson 2021). As there is not an agricultural operation producing anywhere
near this amount, Microsoft would have had to expend time and money procuring smaller amounts
of offsets. Without the intermediary, the volume of carbon offset transactions would decrease as
the transaction cost would be higher, reducing quantity demanded.

Even though the product may be unlike those in a traditional market, carbon markets are
still governed by the same economic principles of supply and demand. Given consumer demand
exists for offsets and agricultural producers are willing to invest in producing them, as well as an
entity to facilitate transactions, the result should be a net negative amount of atmospheric carbon.
But how effective are agricultural carbon offset programs?

Are agricultural carbon markets effective?

When tackling an issue as large as climate change, no one solution will solve the problem.
Rather, a combination of solutions involving decreasing the amount of carbon emissions now and
sequestering atmospheric carbon to extend the carbon budget will be used. Frequently touted as a
cost-effective solution (Osborne 2015), the commodification of carbon dioxide has potential to
offset a substantial portion of global climate emissions. However, critics say that the market simply
moves money around without keeping carbon dioxide out of the air (Gilbertson 2017). This section
will explore the variables that determine how much carbon dioxide agricultural carbon markets
sequester.

Voluntary vs Regulatory

Debate among economists and scientists about the way a carbon market should (or should
not) be regulated has existed since their genesis. A regulatory carbon market arises when a
governing body either imposes a tax on carbon emissions or imposes limits on carbon dioxide
emissions (Schillie n.d.). If the regulations allow pollution permits to be tradable, polluters who
face high pollution reduction costs will buy permits from polluters who face low pollution
reduction costs. Prices for the permits are established based on the buyer’s willingness to pay and
the seller’s pollution abatement costs. Like how cryptocurrencies derive their value based on a



finite amount of the currency being available, each emissions credit has value because it gives its
holder the ability to emit carbon dioxide when only a set amount can be emitted (Fang et al 2017).

The opposite of a regulatory approach to market governance is a voluntary one. In a
voluntary carbon market, there is no emissions cap ((Schillie n.d.), so for the buyers each credit’s
value comes from consumer demand and the utility it can provide. Buyers in a voluntary carbon
market might be motivated by wanting to claim low-carbon or carbon-free status. The market is
also largely unregulated, resulting in a possible difference in standards. This type of market can
cover multiple sectors of the economy since no regulation is involved targeting specific sectors.
Any carbon offset or sequestration credit (both offset and credit refer to the same thing and can be
used interchangeably) can be priced and sold in the carbon marketplace, no matter the industry it
came from. One benefit of this type of market structure is that there is no cap to the amount of
carbon dioxide that can be sequestered (Corbera et al 2009). If supply and demand push the
equilibrium quantity above where the cap would be if the market were government regulated, the
voluntary market is more successful than the regulated one at sequestering carbon.

Another advantage the voluntary market has is that it fosters innovation (Guigon 2010). In
response to the questionable results of the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM), standards in the North American voluntary market were developed to determine how
much carbon was being sequestered beyond normal rates- a concept known as additionality
(Michaelowa et al 2019). Also, because there is less regulation and compliance guidelines, more
entities are free to enter and exit the market. Regulated markets can sometimes have the unintended
effect of keeping some producers out because they lack technical or financial capital (Guigon
2010). In a voluntary agricultural carbon market, any producer is free to participate if their carbon
offsets meet the standard put forth by the market for a particular offset. This effect helps keep
smaller producers on the same footing as the larger corporations.

In considering the potential effectiveness of a particular offset market, it is imperative that
the perspective of the farmer-suppliers be considered as well as that of the buyers. An
overwhelming majority of farmers prefer a voluntary approach to carbon markets over a regulatory
one (Kitchens 2020; Center for Climate and Energy Solutions 2021; Schattenberg 2021). Reasons
for this include a general dislike of government constraints that limit their ability to do what they
think is best for their crop. In a voluntary market, farmers choose to participate in the marketplace
and make changes in the way they farm, whereas regulatory market conditions might force them
to make changes they don’t want to. Carbon sequestration credit producers are also concerned
about the increasing amount of market power wielded by agricultural product buyers and the
possibility of losing market share to large companies. Voluntary markets allow small producers to
participate in the same market as the corporations, whereas if a compliance market were to be put
in place they might not be able to participate due to possible economies of scale in meeting
regulatory requirements.

Overall, the existing literature shows that the benefits of regulatory and voluntary carbon
markets are mixed. Voluntary markets may have a credibility problem. The lesser standards for
offsets produce credits that won’t last as long, and the variability in verification services reduces
the amount of standardization. However, there is a downside to regulatory markets as well. Basic



supply and demand show the same thing: when a tax or restriction is placed on the market, price
increases and quantity demanded decreases, resulting in a deadweight loss and a less efficient
market (Hausman 1981). There is not enough evidence to definitively say whether one type of
market structure is better than the other, so the effectiveness of a carbon market will depend heavily
on other factors.

Regional vs Global

The scope of agricultural carbon markets is another determinant of their efficacy. Regional
markets have the potential to be specialized and better serve producers locally, but global markets
give access to remote producers and people in places where a regional carbon market does not
exist (Michaelowa 2011). Due to the scale at which global markets operate, they are less likely to
be regulated as well. Perhaps the most well-known global carbon market is the Kyoto Protocol’s
Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) that allowed the trading of carbon credits internationally
and aimed to promote sustainable development in rural communities. Unfortunately, the CDM
failed to deliver on most of its promises (Subbarao and Lloyd 2011) and the legitimacy of its
credits was called into question.

In a 2017 research paper, NYU Professor of Environmental Studies Jessica F. Green argues
that linking regional carbon markets into a larger conglomerate ultimately makes them less
effective. Green’s reasoning is that the more governments there are trying to regulate a carbon
market, the more volatile prices can be within the market (Green 2017). She notes that if it were
possible to create one central, global carbon bank the stability of the market would likely be enough
to promote trade and expansion, but the difference in standards and currencies simply make the
idea unattainable. Contrarily, in a 2010 research paper Fankhauser and Hepburn argue that the
linking of carbon markets provides flexibility in the market, which helps to reduce compliance
costs producers face. They also note that in a more traditional product market, the higher the
number of buyers and sellers the greater the stability of the market (Fankhauser and Hepburn 2010)
(Lanzi et al 2012). While the combining of regional markets for other products often produces
favorable results, carbon credits are not like other products. As it stands right now, the existing
literature is not clear on which geographic approach produces the most effective results for carbon
sequestration.

Effectiveness of Agricultural Carbon Markets

When reviewing the existing literature surrounding meaningful carbon dioxide
sequestration because of carbon market policies, scientists make cases for and against the practice.
It is widely recognized as a cost-effective solution to the climate crisis (Boyce 2018) due to classic
economic reasoning. When faced with a negative externality, consumers choose the cheapest way
to internalize the externality, enabling society to efficiently allocate resources to the problem (Yin
and Lawphongpanich 2006). This leads to “picking the low-hanging fruit” first and quickly
decreasing atmospheric carbon dioxide in the most efficient way. In this section, the effectiveness



of a carbon market depends on the market’s ability to sequester the maximum amount of carbon
dioxide, disregarding cost.

As discussed before, implementation of a carbon market often leads to an increase in
innovation in response. The United States’ cap and trade system for sulfur dioxide emissions is a
fitting example of this phenomenon. According to a research paper from 2000, this program caused
rapid technological innovation to occur within the first 10 years of its use (Burtraw 2000), enabling
power plants to cut back on sulfur dioxide emissions even  more.
Data from the European Union’s Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) supports this concept further.
The ETS is a compliance carbon offset market resulting from emissions caps on carbon dioxide.
It involves members of the European Union in a cap-and-trade system, and many of its carbon
credits come from agriculture. After the commodification of carbon dioxide in the EU, patents
regarding “low carbon technologies” increased (Calel and Dechezlepretre 2016). We could expect
a similar jumpstart to U.S. funding and research if American carbon markets grew to a place of
prominence in our agricultural and resource economies.

Carbon markets have another advantage over other types of emissions reduction policies.
Anyone is welcome to participate in a carbon market, resulting in greater equity (Stavins 2008).
Carbon taxes usually regulate large industrial centers and power plants, excluding individuals to
some extent (although the tax might get passed on in some capacity to the consumer). However,
in a carbon market any individual is free to offset his or her personal emissions directly through
the purchase of carbon credits.

Most of the critical literature on voluntary carbon markets focuses on the fact that when
implemented alone, they will not sequester enough atmospheric carbon to keep Earth’s warming
below a tipping point of 1.5°C (Kuhns and Shaw 2018). This is true, and the fact is climate change
is a global problem with many necessary solutions. An agricultural carbon market will be most
effective when used in conjunction with other forms of carbon dioxide emission reduction and
sequestration. Carbon taxes and cap and trade are two other useful tools which will be discussed
in the next section.

Other Methods of Reducing Emissions

Carbon Tax

A tax on carbon is one government way of dealing with carbon emissions directly. The
economic reasoning supporting a carbon tax is that carbon dioxide is a pollutant that creates a
decrease in social welfare, so raising the cost of emitting a metric ton of carbon should decrease
the quantity that is emitted (Metcalf 2019). If a government is considering implementing a carbon
tax, they commission research to find the optimal price of the tax so that an effective amount of
carbon dioxide will not be emitted when it otherwise would be. Supporters of a carbon tax argue
that the tax keeps fossil fuels in the ground, which is one of the most effective ways to minimize
the release of carbon in the first place (Van der Ploeg and Withagen 2014). They also say it is the
most cost effective at bringing down emissions levels (Lin and Li n.d.). Proposed ideas for the
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revenue generated from a carbon tax include reinvesting the funds into renewable energy research,
a rebate to the American taxpayer, or a combination of both.

Any solution comes with drawbacks, however. One of the main criticisms of carbon taxes
is that they unfairly distribute the tax burden over income levels (Williams III et al 2015). It is
considered a regressive tax because low-income persons would pay a larger fraction of their
income in the tax than would higher income persons. This decreases the tax burden for an
individual the higher their income level is, and some economists claim that a carbon tax would
have this effect. It may also be politically difficult to implement, depending on the public’s
perception of what will be done with the tax revenue (Gevrek and Uyduranoglu 2015). Still, these
issues are ones that can be overcome for a carbon tax to be implemented and work alongside
agricultural carbon markets synergistically.

Cap and Trade

Cap and trade is frequently mentioned in conjunction with carbon markets. The term is
used to refer to when a government sets a limit on the amount of a pollutant that can be released
over a set time period (the “cap”) and then distributes emissions permits to firms in the affected
industries (Stavins 2008). Each firm can then decide to either reduce their own emissions and sell
their excess permits (if any) or continue to emit at the same level and buy permits from other firms
to comply with the policy. This results in efficient use of resources by industry as the cheapest
methods of reducing emissions are employed first (Chen et al 2020). Proponents of a cap and trade
system argue it is beneficial for this reason as well as its ability to put a hard cap on the amount of
annual emissions, providing a degree of certainty (Kaufman 2016).

Critics of cap and trade claim energy producers and other carbon intensive industries are
too hard hit by the policy (Curtis 2014) and the technology for low carbon operations does not
exist yet. However, this first criticism seems to be directed at the EPA’s Nitrous NOx Budget
Trading Program and not at any carbon cap and trade program. As shown by the effect of the U.S.
government putting a cap on sulfur dioxide emissions, innovation flourishes in response to efforts
to curb pollution. Others argue that there exists a “rebound effect” that limits the gains in emissions
cuts received by increasing efficiency due to consumer behavior (Jarke-Neuert and Perino 2020).
While there may be some drawbacks economically, multiple governments have employed cap and
trade programs with success (Wood 2018), and again is a tool in the overall need to lower carbon
emissions.

Summary

As discussed in the introduction, global climate change is too large a problem to require
just one solution. Evidence from both voluntary and regulatory carbon market performance shows
that they are effective at sequestering (in the case of agriculture) and keeping carbon dioxide from
being released (in the form of offsets), while the polices of a carbon tax and cap and trade help by
setting emissions caps and regulating heavy carbon industries. The degree to which each is
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employed around the world will vary by region, but all three are valid solutions to help stop
anthropogenic climate change. A report by the World Resources Institute finds that as long as these
policies are well designed, most critics’ claims are no longer supported by evidence (Kaufman
2016). Several voluntary carbon markets have existed in the past or still exist today, and the next
section will focus on the successes and failures of each.

History of Programs That Provide Carbon Offset Payments
to Farmers

The concept of a carbon market that trades offsets generated by agriculture is not a novel
one. Earlier markets, such as the Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX), linked large and small scale
producers and consumers to trade 680 million metric ton credits throughout the course of its
operation (CCX 2010). Even before the CCX was the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development
Mechanism, which aimed to encourage investment from “developed” countries into emissions
offset projects in “developing” ones. Later, the European Emissions Trading System was founded
and still trades credits today. What were the successes and failures that led these markets to where
they are now?

The Chicago Climate Exchange

The most prominent American carbon market, the Chicago Climate Exchange, began
trading in 2003 as a voluntary market for six different greenhouse gases (Clark 2005). CCX sought
large businesses and governing entities as consumers and garnered carbon offsets from agricultural
producers, mainly the forestry sector (Streck et al 2009). Members could then purchase CCX
offsets to comply with the commitments they had made to CCX, described below.

There were two initial phases to the CCX. In phase I, members of the Chicago Climate
Exchange made a legally binding commitment to decrease their emissions by 1% every year
between 2003 and 2006 (Clark 2005). Each member’s baseline emissions were calculated by
taking the average of the respective entity’s emissions between 1998 and 2001, and the changes in
emissions levels were found by comparing current emissions output (minus credits) against the
baseline emissions number. Phase II occurred from 2006 through 2010 and required members to
achieve emissions levels 6% below their baseline value by 2010. Members had the option of either
reducing their own physical emissions (by decreasing production or upgrading to lower carbon
technologies) or purchasing carbon offsets through the exchange. Carbon offsets could only be
used to fulfill up to 50% of each member’s reduction obligation, however. Participation in Phase
I was not required to participate in Phase II, although the emissions reductions requirements
remained unchanged at 6% below baseline for all Phase II members.
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Offsets purchased by members were verified by an approved third-party service to maintain
the integrity of the system and give the offsets their value. Objective verification is a necessary
component of carbon markets; without it the market would have less price stability and fail to
sequester the reported amount of pollutant (Moura Costa et al 1999). To sell offsets on the Chicago
Climate Exchange, each offset producer was required to hire their own verification service from a
selection of CCX approved firms for an annual verification inspection (De Pinto et al 2010). The
offset market was wide in scope. As of 2007, 82 million tons of offsets were generated in just the
three years prior from 9,000 farmers on 16 million acres (about the area of South Carolina) of land.
Most of these projects were within the United States, but about a quarter were internationally
located. To participate in the Chicago Climate Exchange, each offset producer had to prove their
method of generating offsets met the requirements for additionality. Their method could not
already be required by law and was required to be an “uncommon” practice within their industrial
sector. Applications from offset producers were reviewed by an offsets committee within CCX to
ensure their project would provide quality emissions offsets, and if approved the measured and
verified amount of offsets would be sold on the CCX market.

Companies and municipalities that participated in the CCX did so voluntarily, which is
partly what caused the market to eventually fail. While the commitments to reducing emissions
were legally binding, supply simply outstripped demand. Up to 50% of CCX offsets could be used
to satisfy the emissions reduction targets, but as of 2007 only 15% of reductions achieved under
the CCX program came from offsets. Members joined for the opportunity to advertise their “green”
stewardship to consumers or out of a sense of social responsibility, but no laws existed requiring
heavy polluters to account for their carbon emissions. It appears that when the fiscal crisis of 2008
hit, companies simply lost interest in their own carbon footprint and instead redirected their efforts
towards keeping their stock price from plummeting. After Phase II ended in 2010, the Chicago
Climate Exchange was no longer trading emissions credits (Spaargaren and Mol 2013) due to lack
of demand.

The Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development Mechanism

Created as a piece of the Kyoto Protocol in 1997, the Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM) was an offset tool that could be used to meet the carbon emission limits set on each
participating country (Barrett 1998). Pioneering the field of carbon offset markets, the CDM faced
many challenges over the course of its operation. Its main component involved the funding of
emissions reductions projects in lower-income countries by higher-income countries so that the
higher income-countries could claim the carbon offsets produced by the project. The market was
advertised as a solution to climate change as well as economic stimulus for lower-income countries
and thus attracted many supporters (Gillenwater and Seres 2011). A key feature was the flexibility
of the mechanism- it allowed countries time to develop and implement low-carbon technologies
while funding carbon emissions reductions in lower cost regions of the world (Grubb et al 2010).

Additionality was a major challenge for the Clean Development Mechanism. The scientists
behind the CDM worked at creating an extensive set of guidelines and rules to determine if
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proposed projects would have occurred without the influence of the CDM (Greiner and
Michaelowa 2003), and thus they knew that to be effective the mechanism had to be reliable and
trustworthy. An Executive Board issued the final decision after discussion about a project, and
once approved the offset could be sold in the marketplace. Verification costs also proved to be
greater than expected, leading to high transaction costs in the market (Joshi 2012).

The CDM hits its peak in 2008 after being linked with the EU’s Emissions Trading System
which created a broader marketplace and encouraged participation (Michaelowa et al 2019).
However, this occurred at the same time as the global fiscal crisis, leading to the same outcome as
the Chicago Climate Exchange. By linking the CDM and ETS, there was simply an oversupply of
credits at a time when demand was dropping. The price of a credit subsequently decreased as well
(Green 2017) to the point where the market was not a worthwhile endeavor for producers. Today,
the CDM still maintains active sequestration projects but does not have anywhere near the level of
activity it contained thirteen years ago.

The European Union’s Emissions Trading System

In response to new commitments set by the European Union on the amount of carbon
dioxide emitted annually, the Emissions Trading System (ETS) was developed (European
Commission 2021). Instead of relying on individuals’ voluntary inclinations to purchase carbon
offsets like the Chicago Climate Exchange, the system set a cap on the amount of emissions to
ensure its targets were met. The cap was to be decreased every year, eventually drawing emissions
down to a more sustainable number. This cap and trade method is touted as economically efficient
because it will result in the least-costly emissions reductions happening first (Mandell 2008). It
also allows for flexibility in the industry for polluters who may not be able to immediately reduce
their carbon footprint. If the technology is not readily available but could be developed within a
feasible amount of time, firms can choose to buy allowances from the ETS market until they can
reduce their own carbon emissions.

Along with the CCX and CDM, the ETS was dramatically affected by the 2008 financial
crisis. From 2008-2012, a backlog of credits piled up as extremely limited demand left prices low.
However, the European Union commission overseeing the function of the ETS market produced a
solution that enabled the system to survive. They introduced a measure that postponed the
auctioning off of 900 million carbon credits until 2019 (European Commission 2017). Supply was
artificially reduced as a result, which coincided with slowly increasing demand as the world’s
economies recovered. Prices began to return to pre-recession levels, and the commission was
careful to maintain a sustainable balance of credits in the market so as to not force the price to be
too high or too low. This solution, called the Market Stability Reserve, serves as an important
lesson for carbon markets. The supply of credits in a marketplace can be reduced by temporarily
banking credits to ensure prices remain high enough to incentivize production of credits by future
projects (Kreibich and Hermwille 2021). Otherwise, trading will come to a halt and the market
will have a tough time recovering.

14



Summary

The three historical carbon markets listed above offer a wealth of information for us to
learn from. A multitude of literature has been written discussing aspects of each market, and the
modern markets are remarkably similar in some ways. The ETS is notably the only market out of
these three that is still trading a high volume of credits today, due to their Market Stability Reserve
action. While a similar policy could not be enacted in a voluntary market due to the absence of a
single governing body, the individual private marketplaces could adopt policies that restrict the
number of new credits if supply within that marketplace gets too high. This would help to ensure
that voluntary carbon markets of the present are sustainable in the long term.

Status of Current Programs and Proposals for Carbon
Offset Payments to Farmers

Nori

Founded in the fall of 2017, Nori began as a business plan entry in the “ConsenSys
Blockchain for Social Impact Hackathon” (Nori 2021). After winning the competition, the
business plan was turned into a real company and has been growing quickly. Nori’s goal is to enlist
agricultural producers to supply carbon offsets through change of practices, then sell those offsets
on their own voluntary carbon market (Thompson et al 2021). One crucial aspect of running a
successful carbon offset market is having well defined methodology: policies and specific
verification methods that are standardized across all suppliers so that each carbon offset credit has
equal value. Nori provides this information with their “Croplands Methodology” document, which
explains the eligibility of crop types, additionality, length of the project, and the lifecycle of one
of their offset credits.

Nori’s carbon offsets are called “Nori Removal Tonnes” (NRT) and are equivalent to one
metric ton of carbon removed from the atmosphere. Currently, Nori bases their offsets on the
standard of how likely the carbon is to stay in the ground for at least 10 years (Nori 2020). When
an NRT is sold, Nori assigns it a score reflecting the likelihood of the carbon meeting this longevity
standard. The supplier of the NRT is then paid accordingly. By using a scoring system for
longevity, the marketplace innately encourages suppliers to use quality carbon sequestration
practices and continue carbon storage into the future.

Similar to the cryptocurrency market, Nori uses blockchain technology to keep track of
and verify transactions made in their marketplace (Donnelly 2020). Each NRT produced by one
of their suppliers is turned into a token which enables it to be tracked via blockchain (Chen 2018).
Consumers of Nori’s credits can instantly and securely purchase and receive NRTs, removing
costly and time-consuming human-based security actions (Woo et al 2020). Currently each NRT
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is sold for $15 plus a 15% transaction fee for Nori’s marketplace services, and the supplier of the
NRT receives the full $15 purchase price. Once an NRT token is sold, it is immediately retired
from the marketplace and cannot be sold further (Nori 2020). These combined practices ensure
proper carbon accounting for credits sold by Nori and bar any double counting of offsets.

Indigo Ag

Indigo Ag is a more recent participant in the carbon offsets industry. They began seeking
out farmers in early 2021 to provide carbon sequestration credits by practicing regenerative
agriculture (Spratt et al 2021). The company’s approach is centered around the farmer. Indigo
works with farmers to determine the amount of land enrolled in the program, then it is up to the
farmer to make changes in the way they farm and send that data to Indigo. The farmer continues
to collect and send data to Indigo over the course of the year, and Indigo takes a physical soil
sample from selected acres (Indigo 2021). After receiving a farmer’s annual data and the results
of the soil samples, Indigo calculates the amount of carbon dioxide that has been sequestered and
sends the number to Verra, an independent verification firm. They verify the amount of carbon
sequestered with their Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) (Verra 2021), and Indigo is then free to
market and sell the carbon credits. Once the credits sell, the producer receives payment for their
sequestration efforts.

For agricultural producers who register acres with Indigo right now, a potential credit price
of $15 per ton is advertised. Indigo notes that as the market expands, this price is subject to change
in response to supply and demand. Several large companies have signed contracts with Indigo
already, promising to purchase carbon offsets at a price of $20 per ton (Indigo 2021). The
difference between the consumer purchase price and the payment the producer receives goes
towards verification of the credits and the upkeep of the marketplace. By aggregating carbon
credits to be sold to consumers on the voluntary market, transaction costs between parties are
minimized (Wang et al 2021) and theoretically more credits should be exchanged as a result.

The Indigo Carbon market program was created after the company’s 2019 Terraton
Initiative (Keenor et al 2021), a challenge to sequester one trillion tons of carbon dioxide in the
world’s soils and improve soil and atmospheric health as a result. Indigo encouraged individuals
and teams to innovate and improve on existing technology for sequestration and verification of
soil organic carbon, with rewards for the best ideas (UBC 2019). This is just one example of how
the need for voluntary carbon markets sparks technological advancement and can result in more
carbon dioxide sequestered.

Truterra

A third prominent U.S. voluntary carbon market is Truterra’s TruCarbon program. Truterra
is farmer-owned and operates Land O’Lakes’ sustainability program, currently making TruCarbon
the only farmer owned voluntary carbon market available (Boland et al 2020). Its process of
generating carbon credits is very similar to those of Nori and Indigo Ag. First, the farmer registers
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acres with the TruCarbon program and implements one or more change of practices. Throughout
the growing and harvesting season, data is collected and sent to Truterra and stratified soil samples
are taken and tested after harvest. The stratified soil testing process divides soils into zones that
are likely to have similar changes in SOC, and Truterra employs this method to save costs. Using
the aggregated data and results from the soil sample tests, Truterra determines additionality and
verifies the appropriate amount of carbon sequestered. After verification, the carbon credits go
through certification against market standards then can be sold to buyers in the marketplace. Even
after the credits are sold, the farmer must continue to provide information on how they are keeping
up practices that retain the carbon in the soil (Truterra 2021).

A notable aspect of the TruCarbon program is the willingness to accept carbon
sequestration that occurred up to five years ago (Thompson et al 2021). This “look back” policy is
different from other modern voluntary carbon markets. Most programs require the registration of
acres first, then implementation of the change of practice that satisfies additionality, but Trucarbon
is unique in this way. However, as the carbon offset market continues to develop, the focus on
higher quality credits that have proven additionality will likely be increased.

As a company that already conducts agricultural business outside of the voluntary carbon
markets, Truterra has a valuable resource at its disposal. Data sharing and management are
considered to be critical to the success of voluntary carbon markets (Amelung et al 2020). When
producers can efficiently organize and send management data to the market aggregator, the quality
and therefore marketability of the credits will be higher. Truterra has developed an “insights
engine” to streamline the process of reporting additionality and continued stewardship practices.
Some commercial bulk purchasers of carbon credits will find value in this additional layer of data
when they can market their offsets as being maintained in the soil and have the data to support this
claim (Cerri et al 2021).

Challenges Facing Modern Voluntary Carbon Markets

Supply and Demand

One of the main reasons the Chicago Climate Exchange failed is the lack of demand
and overabundant supply. The fiscal crisis of 2008 shifted the world’s focus from fixing the future
to fixing the present, and demand ultimately dried up when companies were forced into survival
mode. On the opposite end of the spectrum, between the Clean Development Mechanism, the
Emissions Trading System, and the Chicago Climate Exchange there were simply too many
sequestration projects verified and producing credits. This led to a large supply of credits with
limited buyers (DiPerna 2018).

To maintain a balanced supply of carbon credits that meets demand, firms that are trying
to create a carbon market should carefully research the economics of the industry and only register
a predetermined number of acres. This will ensure that the price of their carbon offset certificates
remains high enough to incentivize the production of more credits and provide producers with fair
compensation. Legislation, such as the Growing Climate Solutions Act, focuses on issues
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surrounding a fair price for farmers to receive for credits and was passed in June of 2021 (US
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 2021).

As far as demand goes, much has happened in the eleven years since the end of the CCX.
Climate education is now a fundamental part of the scientific curriculum in many school districts
around the country (Schreiner et al 2008). Youth movements have begun to affect mainstream
politics (O’Brien et al 2018), and the business world is finally seeing the problem for what it is
and the opportunities that come with it (Bristow 2021). While still very divided on the issue of
climate change politically, the majority of American society is concerned and desires immediate
action. The purchase of millions of tons of offsets by Microsoft earlier this year speaks to how
desirable the credits are, and other major US companies will soon be looking for similarly large-
scale markets to purchase from. Individual consumers who are concerned about climate change
will also bolster demand for credits as it has already become somewhat mainstream to offset
emissions from flights and other carbon intensive activities.

Verification

Accurate verification of sequestered carbon gives the credits their value and ensures double
counting does not occur. Unlike projects like REDD+, which deal with conservation of tropical
ecosystems, a majority of carbon sequestration projects in the United States are agriculturally and
agroforestry based. Verification standards are necessary to ensure quality offsets (Streck 2020).
However, verification processes are time consuming and expensive.

Innovation is lowering the cost of verification through adaptation of technologies like
blockchain and will help make verified credits more attainable (Hua et al 2020). Blockchain also
improves security in the carbon market as it precisely records every transaction associated with a
specific credit, preventing credits being resold and the offset being claimed multiple times.
Verification services such as the Greenhouse Gas Protocol and the Verra Verified Climate
Standard offer the service to markets resulting from the need for standardized verification (Gifford
2020). To pay for verification, some markets (such as Nori) charge a service fee for every credit
purchased. Nori’s fee is only 10%, and since it is charged on top of the credit price the producer
still receives full compensation for any extra costs. This type of policy incentivizes farmers to
produce credits for a marketplace that covers verification costs and standardizes the credits sold in
the marketplace.

Data Utilization

Each marketplace is different when it comes to data privacy. As there is no tangible
physical product being exchanged during carbon sequestration, data sharing is key to creating and
verifying the carbon credits (Amelung et al 2020). Market firms need to know how long the carbon
has been in the soil, the density of carbon in the soil before and after the change of practice, and
current management practices on the acres involved. Markets will have different requirements
about data sharing regarding the type, frequency, and availability of the data, so farmers who are
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considering participating in the market should examine all aspects of the agreement made with the
marketplace about data ownership (Brooks 2021).

Longevity of Offsets

To be effective in reducing carbon dioxide levels and preventing the worst effects of
climate change, some degree of permanence must be established for the carbon sequestration
credits in a marketplace. Agricultural carbon sequestration is unique in that the carbon that has
been sequestered can be released again due to improper management. For example, a farmer could
change from conventional till to no till and sell carbon credits for his or her land. However, if the
land is then sold, or a lease expires, and a new operator manages that ground now they might not
continue the same sequestration practices. Re-tilling of the ground would release most of the
carbon from the previously sequestered offsets (McLauchlan 2006) and result in invalidation of
the credits that had already been sold. For operators of family farms and land that has been held
for generations, this will not pose much of an issue but 54% of cropland is rented land in the United
States (USDA-ERS and USDA-NASS 2014). If a farmer who rents wants to participate in a carbon
market, an agreement will have to be reached with the landlord about the longevity of the offsets.
This might entail prevention of certain tillage practices on the land for a specified length of time.

Review of Literature Describing and Evaluating Voluntary
Agricultural Carbon Markets

When researching the subject of voluntary agricultural carbon markets, extensive popular
and scientific literature is available. However, there are major differences between the relevancy
and helpfulness of the information in each category. The existing scientific literature covers most
of the aspects of historical carbon markets (the Clean Development Mechanism, Chicago Climate
Exchange, and Emissions Trading System) but contains very little information on modern markets.
Nori, Indigo Ag, Truterra, and other newer markets have started their programs all within the last
year or two (with some yet to begin) so there has not been a lot of time for research on these
markets to occur. Additionally, it will be several years before data regarding price and volume of
credits traded has built up and can be studied empirically for trends. However, the research that
has been done on the CDM, CCX, and ETS is extensive and useful for studying how voluntary
carbon markets can succeed. Scientists have studied and written about the factors that caused each
market to succeed and fail, and these publications are of immense value to anyone looking to learn
from the mistakes and triumphs of these past markets.

On the other side, popular literature has become increasingly engrossed with the subject of
agricultural carbon credits since the beginning of 2021. The change of Presidential administration
spurred this interest as the Biden administration is determined to find economical solutions to
climate change. They have tasked the US Department of Agriculture with implementing a way for
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farmers to achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions from agricultural operations, and USDA is
reported to be looking into the idea of a carbon bank to assist farmers and the voluntary markets.
However, many of the popular articles about the rise of voluntary markets and how American
agriculture can play a part are written with considerable skepticism towards the idea. The shutdown
of the Chicago Climate Exchange in 2010 is still fresh in the agriculture industry’s mind, and they
understandably do not want to waste effort on a repeat market that might end the same way. The
industry is also resistant to government intervention, so the idea of a federally run carbon bank is
unappealing to some.

These perceptions are important to understanding agricultural carbon sequestration as
popular articles written by agricultural publications are one of the main sources of information for
ag producers. Public university extension services have also been providing information online
about signing carbon credit production contracts with market firms, which is a vital source in the
absence of scientific literature.

Popular Literature

Common Themes

Questions about measurement and verification are plentiful in popular articles written
about ag carbon markets. Early adopters of carbon credit production have used a variety of methods
to verify the amount sequestered, including drying soil samples in a battery powered oven before
being sent to a lab (Wilcox 2021), the Verra Verified Carbon Standard (Maixner and Brasher
2020), and modeling the management practices of an operation (Schattenberg 2021). Ultimately,
farmers want to know if the burden of verification is on them or the marketplace firm. If it is up to
individual producers to provide verification, carbon sequestration looks a lot less appealing. Nori
offers the choice of three different third-party verification services to farmers to avoid a conflict
of interest (Nori 2021), whereas other market firms state they will use an independent verifier but
do not specify who pays for the service.

Additionally, popular literature discusses how data will be used in modern carbon markets
and what the data privacy rights of farmers are. The process of generating valid carbon credits
hinges on producers submitting records on their planting schedule, management practices, and
field boundaries to the market they are working with. Some firms have created proprietary software
to enable farmers to efficiently report this information, but there are concerns about the accuracy
of such tools undermining the credibility of carbon credits (Giles 2021). Most discussions focus
on how integral data sharing is to the process, however. Because in-person verification services
are expensive, the more data that can be sent over the internet the more profit there is for the farmer
(Vogt 2021). To make it easier for farmers, Nori has partnered with Truterra to utilize data that
has already been entered into Truterra’s Insights Engine. If a producer already uses the insight
engine software for farm management, Nori will look at the Truterra data at the farmer’s request
and provide an estimate as to how much the farmer could expect to earn from carbon sequestration
(Successful Farming 2020). As the average age of American farmers is 57.5 (USDA-NASS 2017)
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the technology use and data imputation present a potential hurdle to overcome, so firms have a
vested interest in making their reporting software as user-friendly as possible.

Another concern represented in many popular articles is the issue of voluntary versus
compliance markets. As of August 2021, there is no compliance or non-voluntary market in the
United States. Nori, IndigoAg, Truterra, CIBO, etcetera are all optional, voluntary, and privately
run carbon markets. This issue is particularly important to the target producer demographic,
American farmers (Colman et al 2021). Even the notion of regulatory markets is enough to turn
off some potential carbon credit producers, so USDA and private firms working on carbon
marketplaces have been careful to emphasize that the markets are completely voluntary (Morgan
2020). The agricultural industry generally favors a non-regulatory approach (Kitchens 2020), and
the Biden administration appears to agree, so it does not look like the voluntary aspect of carbon
offset markets will be changing anytime soon.

Because the concept of voluntary carbon markets is being utilized on a larger scale and the
industry is growing rapidly, the market system can be overwhelming and complex to those who
are unfamiliar with it (Rushforth et al 2021). Especially as the age of American farmers is older
and many have been farming the same way for decades, rapid change to a new practice will not
come easy. There are two things that can make this transition easier: accurate, easily digestible
information from public university extension services and better reporting and measurement
technology. University agricultural extension services can bridge the gap of information for
farmers regarding voluntary carbon markets, especially regarding the concept of additionality
which can be difficult to determine (Giles 2021). These services might already be familiar to
farmers in their state and can act as a trusted source of reliable information. Technological
innovation will also help with the problem. New measurement technologies offer faster, more
effective testing than older methods, and streamlined reporting software makes reporting data take
the minimal amount of time from a farmer’s week (Maixner and Brasher 2020).

Topic Portrayal

Skepticism about the viability of voluntary carbon markets is prevalent throughout popular
literature. The novelty of the concept and the eventual shutdown of the Chicago Climate Exchange
have both contributed to farmers feeling hesitant to implement a change of practice and sell credits
on a market. However, the key to convincing producers this is a worthwhile endeavor will be
education and using data from the minority of farmers who have already begun selling carbon
credits.

Scientific Literature

Answered Questions

Over a decade has passed since the Chicago Climate Exchange ceased carbon credit trading
operations. In this time researchers have dug into the benefit to consumers (Gans and Hintermann
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2013; Boulatoff et al 2013), the relationship between agricultural ecosystem services and
marketability (Ribaudo et al 2010), the efficiency of informational exchange and data sharing
(Sabbaghi and Sabbaghi 2016), and additionality requirements (Kollmuss et al 2008). The CCX,
along with the European Union’s Emissions Trading System and the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean
Development Mechanism have been covered extensively in the scientific literature. The
information that is available is valuable to not only those who desire to run a voluntary carbon
market but also potential producers in the market, consumers, banks, investors, and agricultural
economists. While the Chicago Climate Exchange successfully traded hundreds of millions of
credits over the course of its operation, it ultimately came to an end. More than a decade later, with
the advantage of hindsight, multiple lessons (identified in the Supply and Demand section) can be
learned from it that will provide for better markets in the future.

There also exists plenty of literature on the differences between voluntary carbon markets
and other decarbonization mechanisms. An insightful paper by Jonathan D. Rubin explains how
market forces automatically act to make the least cost emissions reductions first, leading to market
efficiency (Rubin 1996). Scientists have also studied the relationship between cap and trade
legislation and prices for carbon markets (Mizrach 2012) and the effectiveness of voluntary
sequestration efforts with no government regulation (Yang 2006; Farleigh 2003). The existing
literature covers the aspects of voluntary markets, cap and trade, and carbon taxes and is continuing
to evolve as technology improves and policies are implemented.

Measurement of soil organic carbon (SOC) is vital to the functioning of any carbon
sequestration activities, and the scientific literature that discusses accurate methods of measuring
changes in SOC content is extensive. Scientists have written about the ability to measure SOC
content directly (Yan et al 2011) and on a regional scale (Stevens et al 2010), and both will be used
in modern carbon market systems. An article by Rattan Lal provides an in-depth look into the
multiple factors that affect soil carbon content, including changes of management practices (Lal
2018). Uncertainty also exists in some methods of soil organic carbon content estimation (Ogle et
al 2010), but the uncertainty can sometimes be accounted for in order to produce viable carbon
credits anyway (Stockmann et al 2013). While measurement technologies and methods are
continuously improving, soil carbon measurement is a subject that is pertinent to multiple fields,
not just the voluntary carbon market. The literature will continue to evolve as well.

Gaps in the Literature

Few scientific articles have been published about the re-emergence of carbon markets
within the past few years. Because these firms are so new, there has not been much literature
written about them. Significant gaps exist around the levels of supply and demand for carbon offset
credits in the present, which is pertinent information to the success of voluntary markets.
Additionally, there is an aspect of competition that has not been present in historical carbon
markets. Both producers and consumers of carbon offset credits have many choices on which
market firm they want to sell to/buy from, which creates economic competition that has not been
researched.
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Modern data reporting technology is an area that is also lacking scientific literature. Most
firms use similar but proprietary reporting technology, and it is of value to know how farmers use
the software. Differences in ability to report information on the software are problems that would
need to be addressed for the market to expand and provide all producers equal opportunity, but the
potential differences cannot be dealt with if they are unknown. Also, the amount of data producers
are required to report for different market firms is not public knowledge. If there were to be
scientific or informative literature comparing the data requirements for each program producers
would benefit from the additional information.

The final commonly overlooked issue regarding voluntary carbon markets is the equity
associated with this strategy of decarbonization. In the world of carbon offsets, the term “equity”
refers to ensuring groups who have been and will continue to be the most affected by climate
change are supplied with resources that increase their resilience. A well-researched article titled
Carbon Pricing: Effectiveness and Equity examines how the social cost of carbon relates to the
price of carbon credits in modern markets (Boyce 2018), but other than this paper there is not much
else. Equity is an important aspect of climate justice as the climate crisis affects everyone, and
everyone deserves a chance to be part of the solution. Additional research on how the voluntary
markets can be accessible to everyone would benefit policy makers and the firms running the
trading platform by helping them make informed decisions on how best to ensure equity.

Conclusion

Voluntary carbon markets are one of many important tools we have to help reverse the
consequences of the climate crisis. It is encouraging to see a resurgence of interest in the industry,
although both consumers and producers require more information than is available to fully
understand the benefits and potential drawbacks. Education can come from a variety of sources:
popular articles, scientific literature, university extension services, etc. Every method of carbon
sequestration and emissions reduction has pros and cons, and it is important to remember that these
solutions can be used in concert with one another to meet emissions reductions goals. Regional
differences, political atmospheres, and market systems will contribute to which methods are
suitable for a specific area. But the baseline is this: consumers desire carbon dioxide sequestration
credits, and agricultural producers have a way to potentially monetize their effort into producing
the credits. The two groups just need to be connected.

References

Amelung, W., Bossio, D., de Vries, W., Kdgel-Knabner, 1., Lehmann, J., Amundson, R., Bol, R.,
Collins, C., Lal, R., Leifeld, J., Minasny, B., Pan, G., Paustian, K., Rumpel, C., Sanderman, J.,

23



van Groenigen, J. W., Mooney, S., van Wesemael, B., Wander, M., & Chabbi, A. (2020).
Towards a global-scale soil climate mitigation strategy. Nature Communications, 11(1).
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-18887-7

Andrade de S4, S., & Daubanes, J. (2016). Limit pricing and the (in)effectiveness of the carbon
tax. Journal of Public Economics, 139, 28-39. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2016.04.006

Barrett, S. (1998). Political economy of the Kyoto Protocol. Oxford Review of Economic Policy,
14(4), 20-39. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/14.4.20

Bessy, C., & Chauvin, P.M. (2013). The power of Market Intermediaries: From information to
Valuation Processes. Valuation Studies, 1(1), 83—117. https://doi.org/10.3384/vs.2001-
5992.131183

Boland, M. A., Briggeman, B. C., Jacobs, K., Kenkel, P., McKee, G., & Park, J. L. (2020).
Research priorities for agricultural cooperatives and their farmer-members. Applied Economic
Perspectives and Policy, 43(2), 573-585. https://doi.org/10.1002/aepp.13068

Boulatoff, C., Boyer, C., & Ciccone, S. J. (2013). Voluntary environmental regulation and firm
performance: The Chicago climate exchange. The Journal of Alternative Investments, 15(3),
114-122. https://doi.org/10.3905/jai.2012.15.3.114

Boyce, J. K. (2018). Carbon pricing: Effectiveness and equity. Ecological Economics, 150, 52—
61. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2018.03.030

Bristow, S. (2021). Business and climate Change: Rising public Awareness creates significant
opportunity. United Nations. https://www.un.org/en/chronicle/article/business-and-climate-
change-rising-public-awareness-creates-significant-opportunity

Brooks, R. (2021, February 26). New carbon Market Initiative announced BY Corteva | AgWeb.
AgWeb. https://www.agweb.com/news/business/conservation/new-carbon-market-initiative-
announced-corteva.

24



Burtraw, D. (2000). Innovation Under the Tradable Sulfur Dioxide Emission Permits Program in
the U.S. Electricity Sector. https://ageconsearch.umn.edu/record/10599/.

Calel, R., & Dechezleprétre, A. (2016). Environmental policy and Directed Technological
Change: Evidence from the European carbon market. Review of Economics and Statistics, 98(1),
173-191. https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a 00470

CCX. (2010). Program-Wide Baseline and Compliance Reports. Chicago Climate Exchange.
https://web.archive.org/web/20100424202311/http://www.chicagoclimatex.com/content.jsf?id=2
50.

Center for Climate and Energy Solutions. (2021). Comments of the Center for Climate and
Energy Solutions. Retrieved June 15, 2021, from https://www.c2es.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/04/c2es-comments-USDA-climate-smart-agriculture-forestry-strategy.pdf.

Cerri, C. E., Rezende de Vita, C. L., Zylbersztajn, D., Karantininis, K., Fujihara, M. A., &
Giordano, S. R. (2021). Overview of Policies and Institutional Frameworks on GHG Emissions
in EU, China, Africa, with Special Reference to the Role of Agriculture. Cadernos Da
Universidade Do Caf¢, 11. https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Samuel-Giordano-

_F E Vol 11/links/6091abfba6fdccacbd091{7{/C-A-D-E-R-N-OS-DA-U-N-I-V-E-R-S-I-DA-
D-E-D-O-C-A-F-E-Vol-11.pdf#page=99.

Chen, D. (2018). Utility of the blockchain for climate mitigation. The Journal of the British
Blockchain Association, 1(1), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.31585/jbba-1-1-(6)2018

Chen, Y.-hua, Wang, C., Nie, P.-yan, & Chen, Z.-rui. (2020). A clean innovation comparison
between carbon tax and cap-and-trade system. Energy Strategy Reviews, 29, 100483.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esr.2020.100483

Clark, N. (2005, December). Chicago Climate Exchange Inc.
https://unfccc.int/files/meetings/cop _11/climate talk series/application/pdf/copl1 kiosk clark.p
df.

25



Climate Justice Alliance. (2017). Carbon Pricing: A Critical Perspective for Community
Resistance, 1. http://www.ienearth.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Carbon-Pricing-A-Critical-
Perspective-for-Community-Resistance-Online-Version.pdf.

Colman, Z., Crampton, L., & Evich, H. B. (2021, March 29). Biden mulls giving farmers billions
to fight climate change. Even farmers are unsure about the plan. Politico.
https://www.politico.com/news/2021/03/29/biden-carbon-bank-proposal-478224.

Corbera, E., Estrada, M., & Brown, K. (2009). How do regulated and voluntary carbon-offset
schemes compare? Journal of Integrative Environmental Sciences, 6(1), 25-50.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15693430802703958

Curtis, E. M. (2014). Who loses under power plant cap-and-trade programs? National Bureau of
Economic Research. https://doi.org/10.3386/w20808

De Pinto, A., Magalhaes, M., & Ringler, C. (2010). The potential of carbon markets for small
farmers: A literature review.
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.455.234&amp;rep=rep 1 &type=pdf.

DiPerna, P. (2018). Pricing carbon: Integrating promise, practice and lessons learned from the
Chicago climate exchange. Designing a Sustainable Financial System, 115-148.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-66387-6 5

Donnelly. (2020, September 11). Enhancing investment in soil health and carbon storage:
Frontiers for linking finance and carbon accounting.
https://www.slideshare.net/cgiarclimate/enhancing-investment-in-soil-health-and-carbon-
storage-frontiers-for-linking-finance-and-carbon-accounting.

European Commission. (2017, February 16). Market stability Reserve. Climate Action -
European Commission. https://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets/reform_en.

Fang, X., Du, Y., & Qiu, Y. (2017). Reducing carbon emissions in a Closed-loop production
routing problem with simultaneous pickups and deliveries Under carbon Cap-and-Trade.
Sustainability, 9(12), 2198. https://doi.org/10.3390/su9122198

26



Fankhauser, S., & Hepburn, C. (2010). Designing carbon markets, part ii: Carbon markets in
space. Energy Policy, 38(8), 4381—4387. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2010.03.066

Farleigh, A. (2003). The Chicago Climate Exchange: Can Greenhouse Gases be Reduced Absent
Government Mandates? Sustainable Development Law & Policy, 3(1).
https://digitalcommons.wcl.american.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://scholar.google.com
/&amp;httpsredir=1&article=1396&amp;context=sdlp.

Gale, D. (1955). The Law of Supply and Demand. Mathematica Scandinavica, 3(1), 155-169.
https://login.libproxy.unl.edu/login?qurl=https://www.jstor.org/stable/24490348.

Gans, W., & Hintermann, B. (2013). Market effects of voluntary Climate action BY Firms:
Evidence from the Chicago Climate exchange. Environmental and Resource Economics, 55(2),
291-308. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10640-012-9626-7

Gevrek, Z. E., & Uyduranoglu, A. (2015). Public preferences for carbon tax attributes.
Ecological Economics, 118, 186—197. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.07.020

Ghil, M. (2002). Natural Climate Variability. Encyclopedia of Global Environmental Change, 1,
544-549. https://www.academia.edu/download/31093484/MGEGEC.pdf

Gifford, L. (2020). “You can’t value what you can’t measure™: A critical look at forest carbon
accounting. Climatic Change, 161(2), 291-306. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-020-02653-1

Gilbertson, T. (2017). Carbon Pricing: A critical perspective for community resistance. CJA and
EIN, 1. Retrieved June 17, 2021, from http://www.ienearth.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/11/Carbon-Pricing-A-Critical-Perspective-for-Community-Resistance-
Online-Version.pdf.

Giles, J. (2021, February 26). Digging into the complex, confusing and contentious world of soil
carbon offsets. Greenbiz. https://www.greenbiz.com/article/digging-complex-confusing-and-
contentious-world-soil-carbon-offsets.

27



Gillenwater, M., & Seres, S. (2011). The Clean Development Mechanism: A Review of the First
International Offset Program. Center for Climate and Energy Solutions.
https://www.c2es.org/document/the-clean-development-mechanism-a-review-of-the-first-
international-offset-program/.

Giller, K. E., Hijbeek, R., Andersson, J. A., & Sumberg, J. (2021). Regenerative agriculture: An
agronomic perspective. Outlook on Agriculture, 50(1), 13-25.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0030727021998063

Green, J. F. (2017). Don't link carbon markets. Nature, 543(7646), 484—486.
https://doi.org/10.1038/543484a

Greiner, S., & Michaelowa, A. (2003). Defining investment additionality for CDM projects—
practical approaches. Energy Policy, 31(10), 1007-1015. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0301-
4215(02)00142-8

Grubb, M., Laing, T., Counsell, T., & Willan, C. (2010). Global carbon mechanisms: Lessons
and implications. Climatic Change, 104(3-4), 539-573. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-009-
9791-z

Guigon, P. (2010). Voluntary Carbon Markets : How Can They Serve Climate Change Policies.
OECD Environmental Working Paper No. 19, 2010, OECD publishing, © OECD. doi:
10.1787/5km975th0z6h-en

Hausman, J. A. (1981). Exact Consumer's Surplus and Deadweight Loss. The American
Economic Review, 71(4), 662—676.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/18061887casa_token=FGtLAyWHcD4AAAAA%3AmNbmPF4VLr
1sDddF3bXqQRdsmNyXgM7ExPiBV4wV6CKlroeQ6vU3F3ej1biAKhqjOCrgYB2dETYeEo0j
DBGOWpOvCHnbclTc6cxd87bS-N9e8kVDpG4&amp;seq=1#metadata_info tab contents.

Haya, B., Cullenward, D., Strong, A. L., Grubert, E., Heilmayr, R., Sivas, D. A., & Wara, M.
(2020). Managing uncertainty in carbon offsets: Insights from California’s standardized
approach. Climate Policy, 20(9), 1112—1126. https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2020.1781035

28



Hua, W., Jiang, J., Sun, H., & Wu, J. (2020). A blockchain based peer-to-peer trading framework
integrating energy and carbon markets. Applied Energy, 279, 115539.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2020.115539

Indigo. (2021). Enrich Your Soil, Improve Your Profit Potential with Carbon by Indigo.
https://www.indigoag.com/carbon/for-farmers.

Indigo. (2021). First Companies Commit to Purchasing Verified Agricultural Carbon Credits
through Indigo Carbon, a Critical Step in the Transition to Beneficial Agriculture.
https://www.indigoag.com/pages/news/first-companies-commit-to-purchasing-verified-
agricultural-carbon-credits.

Jarke-Neuert, J., & Perino, G. (2020). Energy efficiency promotion backfires under cap-and-
trade. Resource and Energy Economics, 62, 101189.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.reseneeco.2020.101189

Joshi, G. R. (2012). Clean Development Mechanism in the Context of Climate Change
Mitigation. In Climate change and UNFCCC Negotiation Process (pp. 51-60). essay.

Kaufman, N. (2016). Carbon Tax vs. Cap-and-Trade: What’s a Better Policy to Cut Emissions?
World Resources Institute. https://www.wri.org/insights/carbon-tax-vs-cap-and-trade-whats-
better-policy-cut-emissions.

Keenor, S. G., Rodrigues, A. F., Mao, L., Latawiec, A. E., Harwood, A. R., & Reid, B. J. (2021).
Capturing a soil carbon economy. Royal Society Open Society, 8(4).
https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/full/10.1098/rs0s.202305.

Kitchens, C. (2020). Carbon Markets in Agriculture: A Market-Based Conservation Solution. R
Street Shorts, 96. https://www.rstreet.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/Final-No-96-Carbon-
Markets.pdf.

Kollmuss, A., Zink, H., &amp; Polycarp, C. (2008). Making Sense of the Voluntary Carbon
Market A Comparison of Carbon Offset Standards. WWF.

29



https://www.globalcarbonproject.org/global/pdf/WWF_ 2008 A%?20comparison%200f%20C%?2
Ooffset%20Standards.pdf.

Kreibich, N., & Hermwille, L. (2021). Caught in Between: Credibility and feasibility of the
voluntary carbon market post-2020. Climate Policy, 21(7), 939-957.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2021.1948384

Kuhns, R. J., & Shaw, G. H. (2018). The carbon dioxide problem and solution. Navigating the
Energy Maze, 99—115. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-22783-2 12

Lal, R. (2004). Soil carbon sequestration to mitigate climate change. Geoderma, 123(1-2), 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2004.01.032

Lal, R. (2018). Digging deeper: A holistic perspective of factors affecting soil organic carbon
sequestration in agroecosystems. Global Change Biology, 24(8), 3285-3301.
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14054

Lanzi, E., Chateau, J., & Dellink, R. (2012). Alternative approaches for levelling carbon prices in
a world with fragmented carbon markets. Energy Economics, 34(2), S240-S250.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0140988312001867.

Le Quere, C., Andrew, R. M., Friedlingstein, P., Sitch, S., Pongratz, J., et al. (2018). Global
Carbon Budget 2017. Earth Systyem Science Data, 10(1), 405—448.
https://essd.copernicus.org/articles/10/405/2018/.

Li, W., Yang, G., & Li, X. (2019). Modeling the evolutionary nexus between carbon dioxide
emissions and economic growth. Journal of Cleaner Production, 215, 1191-1202.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.01.100

Lin, B., & Li, X. (n.d.). The effect of carbon tax on per capita CO2 emissions. Energy Policy,
39(9), 5137-5146. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301421511004502.

30



Liu, L., Chen, R., & He, F. (2015). How to promote purchase of carbon offset products: Labeling
vs. calculation? Journal of Business Research, 68(5), 942—948.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.09.021

Lovell, H., & Liverman, D. (2010). Understanding carbon offset technologies. New Political
Economy, 15(2), 255-273. https://doi.org/10.1080/13563460903548699

Maixner, E., & Brasher, P. (2020, November 23). Carbon markets lure farmers, but will benefits
be enough to hook them? AgriPulse Communications Inc RSS. https://www.agri-
pulse.com/articles/14880-carbon-markets-lure-farmers-but-are-benefits-enough-to-hook-them.

Mandell, S. (2008). Optimal mix of emissions taxes and cap-and-trade. Journal of Environmental
Economics and Management, 56(2), 131-140. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2007.12.004

Manley, J., van Kooten, G. C., Moeltner, K., & Johnson, D. W. (2005). Creating carbon offsets
in agriculture through no-till cultivation: A meta-analysis of costs and carbon benefits. Climatic
Change, 68(1-2), 41-65. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-005-6010-4

McLauchlan, K. (2006). The nature and longevity of agricultural impacts on soil carbon and
nutrients: A review. Ecosystems, 9(8), 1364—1382. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-005-0135-1

Metcalf, G. E. (2019). On the Economics of a Carbon Tax for the United States. Brookings
Papers on Economic Activity, 405-484.
https://muse.jhu.edu/article/740191/summary?casa_token=EkoRw25wZpYAAAAA: Fm574ZEl
GpPQd7WO9AzMnkEdntO7RTI12tTdqu3 A-hJWsGg8bfyghSD6Cwa9DhCuC2cQPmwNjA.

Meybeck, A., Lankoski, J., Refern, S., Azzu, N., & Gitz, V. (2021). Building Resilience for
Adaptation to Climate Change in the Fisheries and Aquaculture Sector. ResearchGate.
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Dw_Brown/publication/281616682 Building resilience fo
r_adaptation to_climate change in_the fisheries and aquaculture sector/links/55eff9cc08ael9
9d47c03946/Building-resilience-for-adaptation-to-climate-change-in-the-fisheries-and-
aquaculture-sector.pdf#page=78.

31



Michaelowa, A. (2011). Failures of global carbon markets and cdm? Climate Policy, 11(1), 839—
841. https://doi.org/10.3763/cpol.2010.0688

Michaelowa, A., Shishlov, I., & Brescia, D. (2019). Evolution of international carbon markets:
Lessons for the Paris Agreement. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change, 10(6).
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.613

Mizrach, B. (2012). Integration of the global carbon markets. Energy Economics, 34(1), 335—
349. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2011.10.011

Morgan, T. (2020, December 14). Future of farming: Chase to capture carbon as another revenue
stream. AgWeb. https://www.agweb.com/news/business/conservation/future-farming-chase-
capture-carbon-another-revenue-stream.

Moura Costa, P., Salmi, J., Simula, M., & Wilson, C. (1999). Financial Mechanisms for
Sustainable Forestry. UNDP Programme on Forests.
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/48031381.pdf.

Nori. (2020, November 2). Croplands Methodology. https://storage.googleapis.com/nori-prod-
cms-uploads/croplands_methodology fd89c6144d/croplands methodology fd89c6144d.pdf.

Nori. (2021). How the Nori Marketplace Works: Generating NRTs. https://nori.com/generate-
nrts.

Nori. (2021). Nori is Reversing Climate Change. https://nori.com/about.

O'Brien, K., Selboe, E., & Hayward, B. M. (2018). Exploring youth activism on climate change:
Dutiful, disruptive, and dangerous dissent. Ecology and Society, 23(3).
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-10287-230342

Ogle, S. M., Breidt, J., Easter, M., Williams, S., Killian, K., & Paustian, K. (2010). Scale and
uncertainty in modeled soil organic carbon stock changes for US croplands using a process-
based model. Global Change Biology, 16(2), 810—822.

32



https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2009.01951.x?casa_token=h31uybowRhOAAAAA%3Art2cmmGp6-
gLz1MMiPjo7ngXgqd8B_MSvKriuMxnDgsnDrBhlJVm-Dgtx-XOI0x18rZqlbpovWMuQg.

Osborne, T. (2015). Tradeoffs in carbon commodification: A political ecology of common
property forest governance. Geoforum, 67, 64—77.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.10.007

Post, W. M., Peng, T.-H., Emanuel, W. R., King, A. W., Dale, V. H., & DeAngelis, D. L. (1990).
The Global Carbon Cycle. American Scientist, 78.
http://www.as.wvu.edu/biology/bio463/globalcarbon.pdf.

Ribaudo, M., Greene, C., Hansen, L. R., & Hellerstein, D. (2010). Ecosystem services from
agriculture: Steps for expanding markets. Ecological Economics, 69(11), 2085-2092.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.02.004

Rubin, J. D. (1996). A model of intertemporal emission trading, banking, and borrowing. Journal
of Environmental Economics and Management, 31(3), 269-286.
https://doi.org/10.1006/jeem.1996.0044

Rushforth, J., Berman, J., & VanLaningham, P. (2021, June 16). Voluntary carbon credits: What
they are, why they matter. Voluntary Carbon Credits: what they are, why they matter | S&P
Global Platts. https://www.spglobal.com/platts/en/market-insights/podcasts/platts-future-
energy/061621-voluntary-carbon-credits-co2-offset-energy-transition-emissions.

Sabbaghi, O., & Sabbaghi, N. (2016). The Chicago Climate exchange and Market Efficiency: An
empirical analysis. Environmental Economics and Policy Studies, 19(4), 711-734.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10018-016-0171-4

Schattenberg, P. (2021, May 27). Is carbon farming the 'crop' of the future? AgriLife Today.
https://agrilifetoday.tamu.edu/2021/05/27/is-carbon-the-crop-of-the-future/.

33



Schillie, T. (n.d.). Carbon Markets. Valuing Ecosystem Services.
https://www.fs.fed.us/sustainableoperations/documents/susops-summit07-
carbon_markets_treyschillie.pdf.

Schreiner, C., Henriksen, E. K., & Kirkeby Hansen, P. J. (2008, March 28). Climate education:
Empowering today's youth to meet tomorrow's challenges. Studies in Science Education, 41(1),
3-49. https://doi.org/10.1080/03057260508560213

Selvaraju, R. (2012). Climate risk assessment and management in agriculture. In Building
resilience for adaptation to climate change in the fisheries and aquaculture sector (pp. 71-89).
essay, OECD. Retrieved June 5, 2021, from
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Dw_Brown/publication/281616682 Building_resilience fo
r_adaptation to_climate change in the fisheries and aquaculture sector/links/55eff9cc08ael9
9d47c03946/Building-resilience-for-adaptation-to-climate-change-in-the-fisheries-and-
aquaculture-sector.pdf#page=78.

Sokol, N. W., Kuebbing, S. E., Karlsen-Ayala, E., & Bradford, M. A. (2018). Evidence for the
primacy of living root inputs, not root or shoot litter, in forming soil organic carbon. New
Phytologist, 221(1), 233-246. https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.15361

Spaargaren, G., & Mol, A. P. J. (2013). Carbon flows, carbon markets, and low-carbon lifestyles:
reflecting on the role of markets in climate governance. Environmental Politics, 22(1), 174—-193.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2013.755840

Spratt, E., Jordan, J., Winsten, J., Huff, P., van Schaik, C., Jewett, J. G., Filbert, M., Luhman, J.,
Meier, E., & Paine, L. (2021). Accelerating regenerative grazing to tackle farm, environmental,
and societal challenges in the upper Midwest. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation, 76(1).
https://doi.org/10.2489/jswc.2021.1209a

Stavins, R. N. (2008). Addressing climate change with a Comprehensive US cap-and-trade
system. The Economics and Politics of Climate Change, 24(2), 298-321.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprot:0sobl/9780199573288.003.0010

Stavins, R. N. (2008). Cap-and-Trade or a Carbon Tax? The Environmental.
https://oconnell.fas.harvard.edu/files/stavins/files/column_22.pdf.

34



Stevens, A., Udelhoven, T., Denis, A., Tychon, B., Lioy, R., Hoffmann, L., & van Wesemael, B.
(2010). Measuring soil organic carbon in croplands at regional scale using airborne imaging
spectroscopy. Geoderma, 158(1-2), 32—45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2009.11.032

Stockmann, U., Adams, M. A., Crawford, J. W., Field, D. J., & Henakaarchchi, N. (2013). The
knowns, known unknowns and unknowns of sequestration of soil organic carbon. Agriculture,
Ecosystems & Environment, 164, 80-99.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0167880912003635.

Streck, C. (2020). Who owns Redd+? Carbon markets, carbon rights and entitlements to Redd+
finance. Forests, 11(9), 959. https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202007.0288.v1

Streck, C., Tuerk, A., & Schlamadinger, B. (2009). Foresty offsets in emissions trading systems:
A link between systems? Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies for Global Change, 14(5), 455—
463. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027-009-9175-8

Subbarao, S., & Lloyd, B. (2011). Can the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) deliver?
Energy Policy, 39(3), 1600—1611. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2010.12.036

Successful Farming. (2020, October 8). Truterra and Nori Launch carbon market partnership.
Successful Farming. https://www.agriculture.com/news/business/truterra-nd-nori-launch-carbon-
market-partnership.

Thompson, N. M., Hughes, M. N., Nuworsu, E. K. M., Reeling, C. J., Armstrong, S. D., Mintert,
J. R., Langemeier, M. R., Delay, N. D., & Foster, K. A. (2021, June). Opportunities and
challenges associated with “carbon farming" for U.S. row-crop producers.
https://ag.purdue.edu/commercialag/home/resource/2021/06/opportunities-and-challenges-
associated-with-carbon-farming-for-u-s-row-crop-producers/.

Tol, R. S. J. (2009). The Economic Effects of Climate Change. Journal of Economic
Perspectives, 23(2), 29-51. https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/jep.23.2.29.

35



Truterra. (2021). The Process of Transforming On-Farm Stewardship into Farm-Generated
Carbon Credits. https://www.truterraag.com/getmedia/2f784735-b827-4a65-8e41-
8bfdbd5c3924/Truterra-carbon-credit-v1.pdf.

Turvey, R. (2000). Goods and Bads. World Economics.
https://ideas.repec.org/a/wej/wldecn/34.html.

UBC. (2019). The Terraton Challenge by Indigo Ag. http://ires.ubc.ca/the-terraton-challenge-by-
indigo-ag/.

United States Summary and State Data. (2019). Geographic Area Series, 1(51).
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/Full_Report/Volume 1, Chapter 1 US
/usvl.pdf.

US Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. (2021, June 24). Growing climate
solutions act Passes U.S. senate: The United States Senate Committee on Agriculture, nutrition
& Forestry. Majority News | Newsroom | The United States Senate Committee On Agriculture,
Nutrition &amp; Forestry.
https://www.agriculture.senate.gov/newsroom/dem/press/release/growing-climate-solutions-act-
passes-us-senate.

USDA-ERS and USDA-NASS. (2014). Farmland ownership and tenure. USDA ERS - Farmland
Ownership and Tenure. https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/farm-economy/land-use-land-value-
tenure/farmland-ownership-and-tenure/.

USDA-NASS. (2017). United States Summary and State Data. Geographic Area Series, 1(51).
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/Full_Report/Volume 1, Chapter 1 US
/usv1.pdf.

USDA-NASS. (2019, April). Farm Producers.
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/Highlights/2019/2017Census_Farm_Producers.pdf.

USDA-NASS. (2020). Farms and Land in Farms 2019 Summary. Census of Agriculture.
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/Todays_Reports/reports/fnlo0220.pdf.

36



USGCRP. (2017). Fourth National Climate Assessment: Summary Findings. In Climate science
special report: Fourth National Climate Assessment. essay, U.S. Global Change Research
Program. Retrieved June 21, 2021.

Van Der Ploeg, F., & Withagen, C. (2014). Growth, renewables, and the Optimal carbon tax.
International Economic Review, 55(1), 283-311. https://doi.org/10.1111/iere.12049

Varadarajan, R. (2020). Market exchanges, negative externalities and sustainability. Journal of
Macromarketing, 40(3), 309-318. https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146720926525

Verra. (2021). About Verra. https://verra.org/about-verra/who-we-are/.

Vogt, W. (2021, May 17). Bringing agronomics to carbon conversations. Farm Progress.
https://www.farmprogress.com/carbon/bringing-agronomics-carbon-conversations.

Wang, M., McCarl, B., Wei, H., & Shiva, L. (2021). Unintended consequences of agricultural
participation in voluntary carbon markets: Their nature and avoidance. Complexity, 2021, 1-17.
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/9518135

Watson, F. (2021, January 29). Microsoft buys 1.3 million carbon offsets in 2021 portfolio. S&P
Global Platts. https://www.spglobal.com/platts/en/market-insights/latest-news/coal/012921-
microsoft-buys-13-million-carbon-offsets-in-202 1 -portfolio.

White, C. (2020). Why regenerative agriculture? American Journal of Economics and Sociology,
79(3), 799—812. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajes.12334

Wilcox, M. (2021, February 9). Large food companies are looking to lock carbon in soil as a way
to meet ambitious emissions goals. Ensia. https://ensia.com/features/regenerative-agriculture-
carbon-sequester-soil-emissions-farm-food-dairy/.

37



Williams 111, R. C., Gordon, H. G., Burtraw, D., Carbone, J. C., & Morgenstern, R. D. (2015).
The initial incidence of a carbon tax across income groups. SSRN Electronic Journal, 68(1),
195-214. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2537839

Woo, J., Asutosh, A. T., Li, J., Ryor, W. D., Kibert, C. J., & Shojaei, A. (2020). Blockchain: A
theoretical framework for better application of carbon credit acquisition to the building sector.
Construction Research Congress 2020. https://doi.org/10.1061/9780784482858.095

Wood, J. (2018). The Pros and Cons of Carbon Taxes and Cap-and-Trade Systems. The School
of Public Policy Publications, 11(30).
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract 1id=3289810.

Yan, X., Cai, Z., Wang, S., & Smith, P. (2011). Direct measurement of soil organic carbon
content change in the croplands of China. Global Change Biology, 17(3), 1487—-1496.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02286.x

Yang, G., Sun, T., Wang, J., & Li, X. (2019). Modeling the nexus between carbon dioxide
emissions and economic growth. Journal of Cleaner Production, 215, 1191-1202.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2015.06.031

Yang, T. (2006). The Problem of Maintaining Emission "Caps" in Carbon Trading Programs
Without Federal Government Involvement: A Brief Examination of the Chicago Climate
Exchange and the Northeast Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative. Fordham Environmental Law
Review, 17(2), 271-286.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/44174885?seq=1#metadata_info tab contents.

Yin, Y., & Lawphongpanich, S. (2006). Internalizing emission externality on road networks.
Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 11(4), 292-301.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2006.05.003

38



	Agricultural Carbon Markets: How Might They Work?
	

	Havens Report 1 Final Version 11-10-21[1][1]

