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being developed for the draft BBOP biodiversity offset standard. The document specifically addresses
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likely level of risk involved with proposing an offset in a particular situation. It then suggests and
describes the kind of evidence (WerifiersQ that should be produced to demonstrate the offsetability
of impacts for each category.
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A note onrelated documents published by BBOP

Since BBOP was established at the end of 2004, it has produced a number of tools and products. The relationship
between these is illustrated simply in the diagram below.

BBOP Draft Standard and associated material
Note: Documents published

in 2009, unless marked as

follonws:

. H £ ]
* Draftedin 2011 Overview Decision-Makers
++ Updated 2011

Principles :
EBFD?DmTt . . p Guidance
i Biodiversity e Criteria® N -
iDﬁsetStandard K Indicators® otes
Glossary*#*
Technical
Experts [offset
Supporting Information: . designers,

implementers,
assurers), and

Key Topics/ Resource Papers: communities
Handbooks: Mo netloss & Loss-Gain* \, /
Offset Design Handbook D
Cost Benefit Handbook

Biodiversity offsets and impact
assessment

Offset Implementation
Handbook Biodiversity offzetz and
stakeholder participation
Case studies**

M All the documents from 2009 are available on http://bbop.forest-trends.org/quidelines/index.php.

9 The other documents (such as this one) are under development, and once finalised in 2011 or 2012 will be
available on the same website.

9 The BBOP Principles, and now the draft Criteria, Indicators (PCls) and accompanying Guidance Notes, are the
O2NB 2F .. htQa 62N (2 R$&SE 2Zhese daf dodumeniddreCuirént®S F2 NJ o
available on http://www.bbopconsultation.org/pci/

1 The present draft paper addressirigmits Offsetable/Nonoffsetable impact impacts is one of two draft
resource papers on key topics (the other being on No net loss). These papers will form part of supporting
information intended to accompany and update guidance in the BBOP Handbaokisis best read in
conjunction with the BBOP Offset Design Handbook armgpéndices and the BBOP draft PCI documents

 Thereisl aSdG 2F ljdSadAazya G2 3 ( KABWNSphhEr e GuosBoNsBr® 2 LIAY A 2 Y
available at http://www.bbopconsultation.org/pci/Limits_Questions.php. We would be grateful to any
readers of this document prepared to send us a response to these questions.
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There are limits to what can be offset (Principle 4)

Purpose of this paper:

This paper builds on existing guidance’ F Y R &S a 2dzi . . hto® &hictOnpsdsBrybindivérdatysare (i A 2 y
OF LI o6tS 2F o0SAy3a 2FFaSh o6W27TTasi haps vth theYurtheOnitedptatdn of Y R |
Principle 4 and the associated draft Criteria and Indicators that will be developed into the Biodiversity Offset Standard

(BBOP, 2011a). This paper includes:

1. A brief introduction, including reference to those BBOP principles most relevant to understanding and determining
offsetable/non-offsetable impacts;

2. A discussion of the main factors to consider when assessing the likelihood (and risk) that residual impacts on
biodiversity will be offsetable/non-offsetable; and

3. An outline of the kinds of measures a developer should take to limit the risk of a project leading to non-offsetable
impacts.

Introduction

Biodiversity offsets are not appropriate for all development impacts on biodiversity as some impacts cannot be offset.
Where the residual impacts of a proposed development project are so great as to cause irreplaceable biodiversity loss
(such as the global extinction of a species), no biodiversity offset would be able to compensate for this loss. In such a
OFasSsz 12awywz 2\WS3y St 3L Ay 2dzi02YS g204R 0SS AYL2aaAirofS (2

¢tKS .dzaAySaa IyR .AZRAQSNﬁAGé hFfFasSia tNRINFYYSQA 6. . h
WeKSNBE FNBP fAYAGA G2 o6KI O I egidual Bnpa2tF chrin@ BeYully cenfoéhdared for NJS
by a biodiversity offset because of the irreplaceability or vuInerab|I|ty of the biodiversity affe@ted

In addition, several of the other principles are important when assessing whether impacts on biodiversity components?
are likely to be offsetable or not (see Figure 1).

~Adherence to tﬂé\‘\
mitigation
\ hierarchy /
\\V_V_V(Prmcwple 3)/_' ~ ,/
. /’ Landslcal:e ‘\ % / \\‘
( contex !
\ / The goal of
\‘ (Prmup\e 5) / % \ / biodiversity
- - Principle 4. / oot
/ There are \ [ orsets: |
[ limits to ‘ :>‘. No net IcTss or |
S what can be / | a net gain of
— ! biodiversity
o ffset. /
Ve Stakeholder &\ otise (Principle 1)~ /
( participation N /
~__ (Principle 6) / ﬁ . e
ye - Long-term \\_
( outcomes )
\\_"7-7 (Principle 8) 7{_//

Figure 1 shows those Principles that most influence considerations as to whether project impacts are likely to be
offsetable or not. Note: No net loss (or a net gain) of biodiversity is the central goal underpinning biodiversity offsets.

! The Offset Design Handbook (ODH) recommends undertaking an analysis of whether residual impacts can and should be offset as part of
Step 4 in the offset design process (ODH, P. 25), and suggests important considerations when doing this assessment (ODH, P. 59-66).
2 Affected biodiversity components could be species and their habitats, ecosystems, ecological or evolutionary processes, as well as the
ecosystem services underpinned by this biodiversity.
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Indicative thresholds fornon2 FFa Sl 6f S AYLI Olia KIF@S NBOSyidte o06SSy AyC
IFC, 2010) and in some national or sub-national policies and guidelines (see Treweek et al., 2010; BOP, 2011). These

YI® LINRPOGARS | dzaSTdZ NBFSNBYyOS LRAYy(H F2N FaaSaavetyd GK
drawing clear-cut lines to determine when development impacts on biodiversity may be expected to be offsetable/non-

offsetable is neither scientifically nor politically straightforward, especially when guidance is intended to have global

application ¢ as in the case of this paper”.

In general, whether a specific set of development impacts on biodiversity can and should be offset is context
dependent and needs to be established on a case by case basis. This requires consideration of a wide range of
ecological, legal, socio-economic and financial factors, and should be guided by the advice of suitable, qualified
specialists and local expertise. As part of this process, reference to broad ecologically-based thresholds indicating W NJA a
Ol S 32 NRAh8@ discrindinaté bffSetable from non-offsetable impacts) can be useful to guide appropriate
development and mitigation measures, including offsets.

A useful approach (discussed below) to identifying and addressing the risk of non-offsetable impacts is to:

1. Undertake a risk assessment at the earliest possible stage in the development planning process, to determine
whether non-offsetable impacts are likely. If possible, carry this out at the pre-feasibility stage, so that the results can
contribute to early decisions concerning the future siting and risk profile of the project. Other opportunities may arise
during the environmental and social impact assessment (ESIA) or similar studies carried out to review environmental
impacts and risks. Table 1provides guidance on broad risk categories (red, amber and green, signifying low, moderate
and high risk respectively) and associated factors that can be used to ascertain the presumption against offsetting”.

2. Consider the options available to limit and manage the risk that impacts may occur which cannot be offset, and
implement appropriate and adequate responses to overcome the presumption against offsetting. This might include
modifying the design of a project so that areas of highly irreplaceable habitat are avoided, for example, or taking
measures to improve the chances of a successful offset being achieved® ¢ KS | da 2 OA I (i SfRvidéH@ dzZNR Sy
required to give sufficient assurance that an effective offset can be achieved should rest with the developer (Table 3.

3. Where non-offsetable impacts will occur if the project proceeds, the fact that some impacts cannot be offset needs to
be acknowledged. In these circumstances, it may be possible to deliver compensation measures that may provide
specific biodiversity benefits but will not achieve no net loss.

Note: The context for assessing whether residual impacts can be offset is to take the following steps as part of the
planning process (e.g. as part of an Environmental Impact Assessment, EIA) for a given development project:

a) Alternatives to the proposed project have been assessed;

b) The mitigation hierarchy has been applied to the proposed project to minimise residual impacts; and

c) A defensible breakdown has been prepared of the manner in which residual impacts of the project have been
determined, giving due attention to uncertainty and risk associated with the likely outcome of restoration and other
forms of mitigation.

In some cases, however, an iterative mitigation process (reconsidering avoidance and minimisation measures) may

YySSR (2 06S F2tt26SR (2 SyadNB (KIFIG y2 ySiG t2aas LJI

Q)¢

1. Factors that influence the offsetability of impacts

For a biodiversity offset to demonstrate no net loss or a net gain, it must be possible to show that the outcome
O2yaSNWSa adzFFAOASY(l O0OA2RAOSNEAGE 2F GKS alyYS {1AYyR | a
that the persistence of the affected biodiversity is not compromised, or is enhanced as a result of the loss/gain

exchange (see BBOP, 2011: No net loss resource paper). The irreplaceability and vulnerability of biodiversity (explained

further below) are key concepts in understanding and determining the ecological constraints on the feasibility of an

offset (see also BBOP 2009a: ODH).

® Guidance offered at a global-level has to be interpreted and refined with reference to the relevant regional- and local-scale context.
4 Suggestion by Jim Salzman, 2010, personal communication.
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Box 1: Irreplaceability and vulnerability

Irreplaceability is defined in the context of a conservation target set for biodiversity with the aim of ensuring the
persistence of a full range of biodiversity, to maintain biodiversity or to halt its further decline. Appropriate targets vary
with the type and status of the biodiversity concerned and its context (e.g. see Noss and Cooperrider, 1994). The
irreplaceability of a site or an area is defined by Pressey et al. (1994) as: 1) the likelihood that the site will be needed as
part of a conservation system that achieves the set of targets and the biodiversity conservation goals; and 2) the extent
to which the options for achieving the set of targets are reduced if the area is not available for conservation (e.g. if the
site is lost due to development impacts). Irreplaceability is usually presented on a scale of 0 to 1 (100%): an area with
low irreplaceability means that there are numerous options for conserving representative samples of its biodiversity in
the landscape, while an area identified as 100% irreplaceable should be retained in the landscape to ensure the
continued representation and persistence of its biodiversity. The most rigorous statistical approach to predicting
irreplaceability to-date is described by Ferrier et al. (2000) but there are various other measures or indicators that can
provide some estimate of the irreplaceability of an area or particular biodiversity feature. High irreplaceability means
high risk for offsetting.

Vulnerability is defined by Pressey et ald o mdpdpc 0 | & imdirfer8e of blodiversity\ld§s ey Pof adaxticular

aLSOASAa0 RdzS (2 OdaNNByld 2N AYLSYRAYy3I GKNBFGSyAy3
fragmentation, over-harvesting or hunting, and other factors that compromise the amount, condition and functionality

of this type of biodiversity and therefore its continued representation and persistence in the landscape. The IUCN Red

List (www.iucnredlist.org) is a globally accepted system for listing vulnerable species (i.e. those that are threatened or

endangered) according to agreed criteria. While the Red List is designed to detect the risk of species extinction, the

concept of vulnerability can also be extended to ecosystems (see Rodriguez et al., 2007, 2011, also IFC, 2010).

Vulnerability indicates both risk and opportunity - by adding conservation value - for offsetting (see below, Fig. 1).

Biodiversity offsets are more difficult to achieve and there is a higher risk that offset not
feasible where {above curve; darker blue area):

+ High irreplaceability: There is a scarcity of sites/opportunities presenting offset options
for affected biodiversity components; and/or

+  Low vulnerability: There may be little conservation value to add through an offset; OR
+ High vulnerability, yet insufficient knowledge or no tractable means to counter decline.

Biodiversity offsets generally most feasible, lower
risk where {below curve; greyish, gresnish areas):

High

= Low to moderate irreplaceability: Multiple
sitef/opportunities present offset options; and

= Vulnerability moderate to high: There is
opportunity to add conservation value through
an offset, provided there are appropriate and
tractable conservation measures (averted risk
and/or restoration); OR

Irreplaceability

Low

«  Vulnerability low but biodiversity in question is
restorable and this adds value to conservation.

Low High
Vulnerability

Figure 2. Relationship between irreplaceability and vulnerability and the feasibility of offsets. Offsetting is likely to be

LINE

straightforward where much remains of the biodiversity type affected (so that any particular site will have low or

moderate levels of irreplaceability), and where some of what remaingdrigrableor degraded (so there is oppariity

to enhance or restore it, provided that effective and tested methods are available) and/or some of the remaining

biodiversity is not well protecteghd still declining (plenty of opportunity for averting future lessl degradatioin

Page 5 of 24


http://www.iucnredlist.org/

BBOP_DraftResourcePaper_Limits_16-6-2011_CONSULTATION

While the emphash @ AY t NAYOALX S n A& 2y S02ft23A0!If Wi AYAGA G
technical, socio-cultural, financial and legal) influence the practical feasibility of achieving no net biodiversity loss.
Collectively, these factors (set out below in Table 1) need to be considered and evaluated to determine the risk of non-

offsetable impacts. A case then needs to be made (see Table 2) by the developer for how these factors will be
addressed to minimise risk and ensure a no net loss (or net gain) outcome for biodiversity.

Ecological factors6 4SS ¢l 6f S mMoY ¢KSasS FILO02NAR ySSR (2 o0S laasSaa
impacts can be offset (and the level of risk that some impacts may be non-offsetable):

a. The(estimated) proportion and condition of biodiversity predicted to be affected by a project (residual impacts)
measured at an ecologically meaningful scale that reflects representation and persistence requirements;

b. The irreplaceability of the biodiversifyee Box 1, Fig.:High irreplaceability indicates high risk for offsetting due
to a scarcity of options - the likelihood of finding suitable offset sites is restricted. If it were possible effectively to
re-create the impacted biodiversity elsewhere, the likelihood of designing and implementing an offset would be
higher. However, most biodiversity characterising areas of high levels of irreplaceability will have extremely low
potential for being re-created from scratch. So it is important to assess whether the affected biodiversity is in a
unique ecological (and/or spatial) context that cannot be replicated and/or which is critical to the persistence of
that biodiversity, or whether there are many options in the landscape for conserving this type of biodiversity (low
irreplaceability) and for achieving gains.

c. The vulnerability o&ffectedbiodiversiy and the nature of the threats causing this vulnerability (see Box 1, Fig. 2):
A satisfactory offset for highly vulnerable biodiversity will generally be difficult and involve high risk for
biodiversity, especially where the cause of its decline is unknown, or not tractable with current knowledge.
However, higher levels of vulnerability also indicate the opportunity to add significant value (i.e. biodiversity gains)
through an offset, provided that there are known ways of successfully improving its condition and conserving it. In
this case, it is important to establish whether the affected biodiversity is sufficiently resilient to tolerate any level
of impact and associated reduction, including what the effects of any time lags may be between the impact
occurring and the offset becoming functional (see Bekessy et al., 2010; Maron et al., 2010).

d. Opportunity foradding conservation value by improving the condition and/or protection status of the biodiversity
in question in order to deliver adequate biodiversity gains to balance the predicted losses.

Other non-ecological factors determining the practical feasibility of successful offsetting may be grouped under social,
cultural, technical, legal and financial. They play a significant role, not only in deciding which offset approach would be
most appropriate in a given situation, but also in assessing the level of risk associated with a set of predicted impacts
and the feasibility of achieving a successful offset (see Table 1).

Box 2: Actions to deliver no net loss/net gagonservation outcomes for a specific development project will include
one or several of the following interventions:

1 Improving the condition of affected biodiversityrough conservation management actions, such as restoration,
enhancement, threat reduction, breeding enhancement, or arrested degradation at suitable offset sites to
produce measurable biodiversity gains. As for all offsets, the long-term conservation status of the offset area
needs to be secured. This option presents itself when opportunities to improve the condition of degraded
biodiversity of like type exist in the landscape, and where restoration is known or likely to produce effective
outcomes for biodiversity.

1 Improving the protection status @ area demonstrated to be under threat of imminent or projected loss to
avert the loss and/or degradation of its biodiversity. Actions may include giving statutory protection status to
unprotected land, arranging for private land on-title agreements, etc. The biodiversity gains are predominantly
RSNAGSR FNBY NIAaAy3a GKS O2yaSNBFdAz2y adl (Gdza 2
biodiversity is threatened and declining (i.e. vulnerable, as indicated by high background rates of loss).

T {AyO0S WwWy2 ySi f pnicafccukuyaQisedafo®diversity? raniydiGdersify offsets also include
the provision of compensation packages to stakeholaffested by the development project and offset.
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2. Assessing the offsetability of impacts, risk of naffsetable impacts: kctors (Table 1)o estimate the riskand
measures tdimit the risk and demonstrate offsetabilityTable 2):

The key factors that should be assessed to estimate the risk that project impacts will be non-offsetable are
summarised in Table 1 (below). The most demanding of these factors determines the indicated level of risk (low-
moderate-high) and the strength of the presumption against offsetting. The presumption places the evidentiary
burden (stricter as risk increases, see Table 2) on the developer to show that full delivery of the offset can be achieved.

¢ KS W3 NEB S1ableQ)istobsmuatings Where there is a comparatively low risk associated with achieving no
net loss, i.e. impacts are likely to be straightforward to offset.

 ¢KS MIYOI G S ZizudtibnOwith aimoderatdlbvel of risk that offsets may not succeed, there are some
real challenges that will require focus and a coordinated effort to overcome. In this situation, a precautionary
approach would be a presumption against anticipating success with an offset. Nevertheless, impacts can generally
be expected to be offsetable given proper commitment, good planning and adequate resources.

f ¢KS WNBR Olciicutndanchsitnat marié a sFoRgNaFesumption against offsetting. It is appropriate for

cases where there is a high risk that some impacts will benon-2 F¥Fa Sl of S Ly GKS&as Ol

responsibility to prove that an offset has already been provided or to show detailed and strong evidence that an
offset can be fully delivered.

We emphasise that Table 1 is indicative, not definitive, and that the categories are broadly defined rather than on the
basis of any clear-cut thresholds®. Note that there may be $&d categoryQprojects that are fully offsettable and there
may be Yreen category(projects that are not. However, the presumption against offsetability is always stronger for red
than for green category projects.

To overcome the presumption and to minimize the risk of non-offsetable impacts, regionallyspecific standards, actions

and commitmentsalong with anticipated consequences for affected biodiversity need to be fully documented. The

term we use for the evidence to justify the feasibility ofthed S O 2 Y Y A (i Y S y.Tahle Zsdmmab@Iiekirlsh S NAE Q

of W@ S NXhat wabldlie Geeded to demonstrate that a proposed offset is feasible, i.e. that the impacts can be offset;
that the proposed offset is achievable from an ecological, socioeconomic, cultural and practical perspective, and that
sufficient arrangements are in place to ensure sound design and successful implementation. The burden of proof to
demonstrate that the proposed offset can deliver the required NNL outcome lies with the developer.

In general, the risk is high that impacts will not be successfully offset where
9 affected biodiversity is specialised and restricted in its distribution; uniquely adapted to one or a few locations;
slow to regenerate and relatively immaobile; or already highly vulnerable; and/or where
1 no tried-and-tested conservation techniques are available to achieve the offset outcomes required; or no sites
or legal mechanisms are available to secure the use of land for the offset.

These factors indicate that on-site conservation through avoidance®, rather than an offset elsewhere, may be necessary
to enable the persistence of affected biodiversity. Where an offset is nevertheless proposed to address predicted
residual impacts, there is a need to demonstrate, with high levels of certainty justified by evidence, the feasibility of
offsetting. One way to do this is to deliver an appropriate offset in advance of any impacts. Alternatively, as mentioned
above, strong evidence will need to be provided to show that a no net loss or a net gain outcome for biodiversity is
assured within specified timeframes (Table 2).

> Thresholds will differ from place to place, and according to the specific context. The aim here is to give generally applicable guidance on
determining the risk/likelihood of non-offsetable impacts. Information on context- or policy-specific thresholds that may help with the
interpretation of the red/amber/green categories is given in Section 3 and Appendix A.

®Thisy SSR y2i Slidzk 6S G2 F Wy2 32 otheRi Ot dlaceklerfedtdT irfrasteuét@eiodo mah 2 S O i

location of the project to avoid such areas.
Page 7 of 24
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3. Considering thresholds

While there are currently no globally accepted numerical thresholds that explicitly define when impacts are to be
regarded as non-offsetable, some indicative thresholds have recently been suggested and published in guidance linked
with specific policies (see also Treweek et al., 2010, Pilgrim, 2011, Appendix A for more detail). Examples include:

1 International: The International Finance Corporation (IFC) in its revised Performance Standard 6 V2 (PS6, IFC, 2010)
AyOf dzRS&a O0A2RAOGSNEAGE 2FFasSda oAdK | y2 ySia tz2aa 32l
AYLI Ola 2y W/ NARGRPOYOS I bR&aSIH 20 GEB ®HAAK t{cX W N
basis of Criterial-o0 0aLISOAS&a t SOSt ONRGSNAIUO Ada RAGARSR Ayidz |
thresholds for species populations. Impacts on Tier 1 Critical Habitat are indicated as likely to be non-offsetable’.

1 Regional (province/state-level): The Western Cape and K¥2b (3@uth Africa) draft guidelines for biodiversity offsets
identify impacts on Critically Endangered (CR) ecosystems as generally non-offsetable (DEADP, 2007 EKZN, 2010).
These ecosystems are nationally defined as havingWdzy RSNEH2y S &aS@SNB RSINI RF{GAZ2Yy 2
or composition as a result of human intervention and subject to an extremely high risk of irreversible
GNF yaF2NXYI (A 2y Mdpped &r6se South IAIAIG ondhe Sagis of quantitative criteria linked with
irreplaceability and vulnerability measures (i.e. in CR ecosystems the remaining extent of natural area is less than
the biodiversity target set to maintain its persistence and representation, and threatened species associations are
high, as more than 80 threatened Red Data List plant species are present, DEAT, 2009).

1  Regional (province/state-level): New South Wales (Australia), in its Native Vegetation Act (2003) states that any
broad scale clearing of indigenous vegetation, if approvS RX Yy SSR&a (2 WAYLINRGS 2NJ °
2dzi02YS4aQs AyOfdzZRAy3a TF2NJ SEI Y LI ébal, 20RINPhozshdids periaid ta W 905 RE A (
Tt 3 | NEleadinQ of sakv8 Wdietation is not permitted (and impacts are essentially considered as not
capable of being offset) unless their condition is low or they are not viable. These areas include:
o0 ecological communities listed as threatened under federal legislation (listed if highly cleared, of limited
extent and or vulnerable to threatening processes at the national scale);
o SO02t23A0Ff O02YYdzyAiAaSa tAA0GSR dzy&éN GKS {GFdiSQa
0 vegetation communities and ecosystems at the catchment/landscape scale, which are >70% transformed.

Other thresholds are available, for example, those that indicate conservation priorities. While they have not been set

GAGK GKS SELXAOAG AyGSyiGAzy 27F AR Soffsétabe @npagfsdthese thiesbatsizy R | NJ
can help with identifying situations where there is a high risk that impacts may be non-offsetable for ecological reasons.

Examples include (see Appendix A for more detail):

T L!'/b wSR [A&adG ONRGSNREF G2 GNFY Ol GKS SEGAYOGAZ2Y NAA
Performance Standard 6 draws on these thresholds to indicate offsetable/non-offsetable thresholds.

1  The identification of ecosystems at risk of irreversible loss, using IUCN-type categories (i.e. Least Concern,
Vulnerable, Endangered and Critically Endangered) and a set of explicit criteria and thresholds (Rodriguez et al.
2007, 2011)

1  Various methods and systems to identify conservation priorities and schedule actions according to vulnerability
and irreplaceability-based criteria (e.g. using systematic conservation planning approaches, Margules and Pressey,
2000; see also Wilson et al., 2005 for a review of methods to assess vulnerability; and Pressey and Bottrill, 2009).

T {2YS ylLFIiA2ylFt AYyUSNILINBGFGA2yad 2F (GKS 02y OSdidgativez2 ¥ Wi
thresholds for irreplaceable resources in areas designated as fundamental to meeting the basic needs of local
communities (HCV5) and/orareasONRA G A OF £ (12 f20Ff O2YYdzyAGASaAQ GNI RAG?
2003, Proforest, 2008).

"G106inthe RNJ T DdzA RI yOS b 2 iA&h respedt loTiersl habitata forCritéria I thréughy3, the majority of impacts on
iKSasS KlFroAadGlda FNB y2iG 02yaiRS NS perGitriad 8nd ¥YaighffaisShié vedy dificblt or Imygdsdib@)i & 2
to offset, and this would be determined on a chgecase basis. In general, projects with large, expansive footprints in either Tier 1 or Tier 2
habitats may not be able to comply wikd- NI} ANJ LIK M1 2F t SNF2NXYIFyOS {{iFyRIFINR cQ
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Using Tables 1 and 2:
Working through Table 1 helps you establish:
1 Whether an offset is likely to be possible and either straightforward or comparatively straightforward to achieve (i.e. whether the project falls into the
Green or Amber categories, respectively); or
1  Whether an offset is likely to particularly difficult or impossible to achieve (ie the project falls into the Red category, because there is a relatively high
risk that some impacts may be non-offsetable)

Working through Table 2 helps you establish:
1 The kind of evidence needed to show that a biodiversity offset could be achieved for projects that fall into the Green, Amber and Red categories above.

Table 1. Factor$or assessinghe level of risk relating to the offsetability / noroffsetability of projed impacts on biodiversity components (e.g. species,
habitats, plant/animal communities, ecosystems, and/or ecological and evolutionary processes, and associated ecosystem services).
The level of presumptionshould be determined by the most demanding of thdactors. Note: where figures are given, these are illustrative not definitive.

Risk that residual | Offset likely to be achievabl@rovided that conditions (set out in the Table 2) can be met. Offsetlikely to be difficult, and in some cases
impacts may be impossible,to achieve. There is a relatively high
non-offsetable risk that some impacts may be non-offsetable. To

limit that risk, a proposed offset would need to
meet conditions in Table 2.

Moderate A High risk E;?(h ________________________________ A Very high
Pres_umptlon . Weak Moderate Strong A Extreme
against offsetting
ECOLOGICAL FACTORS
Proportion of 0 0 . 0 . . 0
biodiversity comp Very low(e.g. <0.1 %) - I_ow (e.g. <1%), Moderate '_[o high(e.g. 1-10%), measured at Highg very high(e.g. >10%), measured at an
measured at an appropriate scale an appropriate scale appropriate scale
affected’
Irreplaceabilityof | Low to moderate Moderate to high High
affected Affected biodiversity is regionally Affected biodiversity is not commonplace but | Affected biodiversity is restricted to few sites or
biodiversity ubiquitous, well-represented on many sites. | there are still several (e.g. > 5) viable options | populations, and/or is limited in extent so that
components (at There are plenty of viable options for for conserving this type of biodiversity there are few or no viable offset site locations
the project site and | conserving this biodiversity elsewhere. elsewhere. Examples could include: outside the area affected by the development
beyond) {l Areasfunctioningasbroad ecological impacts. Examples could include:
Examples could include: process corridofspatially flexiblg¢ where 1 Endemi¢ rangerestrictedspecies and/or their
1 Areas of a regionally common vegetatio| conservation goals can be met in various| habitats, rare/regionally uniquecosystems;

® The proportion of affected biodiversity could be measured at the local, regional, national and/or global scale (extent). Specialist advice is generally needed to guide this process,

including the selection of the right scale/s. It is critical that the scale is ecologically meaningful and appropriate for the type of biodiversity affected ¢ i.e. relates to its representation and

LSNAAAGSYOS NBIdZANBYSy(lad ¢KAEA A& AYLEWNBOYGE Ma2pQLINREBEDNIDAZ2 K Y2IF Of &4 LIVNE A 6 &Sf ILINIS R RIS

NEIAZ2YIE 2N ylIdAz2ylf £S@Sts (GKAA LINPLR2NIAZ2Y YI & oalondipkrdisicamazbtlidotipdBigd®e KA IKQ a2 GKIFG
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type or ecosystenwhere parts of this are
degradedand effective restoration
techniques are available.

places;

1 Areas that provide ecosysterarsices for
which adequate substitutes can be
identified.

1 Areas providing ecosystem services that are
critical for the survival or resilience of local
communities or cultures

Vulnerability of
affected
biodiversity
components at the
project site and

Low to moderate

1 Few sites, populations, or processes are
listed as, or known to be threatened and
declining, or at risk of further degradation
or loss.

Moderate to high

1 Negative trends (regional, global) are
affecting impacted biodiversity, so that a
significant proportion of sites, populations,
or processes, is under threat of further loss

High':

1 Little remains of the affected biodiversity (e.g.
less than 10-30% remains™"), and/or a high
proportion of what remains is threatened with
further loss and/or additional degradation. In

beyondg 1 Species, communities, ecosystems are or degradation. extreme cases (highly vulnerable biodiversity)
widespread, and/or they are well- there is a high risk of extinction within the next
conserved in statutory protected areas, so 50-100 years. Examples:
that their continued persistence in the 9 Endangered (EN) or Critically Endangered (CR)
landscape is highly likely. species and/or their habitats;

1 There is at least some opportunity to add 9 A heavily transformed ecosystem reduced to a
conservation value elsewhere through a fraction (e.g. <10% to 30%) of its original
proposed offset. extent (thus Endangered/ Critically

Endangered).
Condition of Biodiversity at the project site is reduced or | Biodiversity at the project site is in moderate | Biodiversity is in good to very goodondition
affected degraded (low ¢ moderate condition). condition. (e.g. in a near pristine state).
biodiversity at the | There are many viable opportunitiesto add | There are several viable opportunitiesto add | There are few or no opportunities to add value
project site value through an offset. value through an offset. through an offset elsewhere.
Examplesf 1. IFC categories™: 1. IFC categories: 1. IFC categories:

commonly used
and quite broad
WOt I aaAaTA
biodiversity to
illustrate how
these could fit into

the risk categories

{2YS Wa2RAFTASR KI O0A
KIoAGL G Cedwvith low riskdoe OA |

offsetting.

2. IUCN Red List-type categories™
{LISOASa 2NJ SOz2aeaids
Wl Srad GKNBFGISYSRQ
{2YS WKISBEINISYSRQ alLl

{2YS Wbl GdzNF £ KI oA

2. IUCN Red List-type categories
SLISOA Sa
OF 6S32NE =

a2yYS8 &awLso

2N SOz2aeailsy

S

az2zald W/ NAGAOFE KFEOAGIE

2. IUCN Red List-type categories
{LISOASa 2N SO2aeaisSva
W/ NASYRI yBEENBRQ OF (S13

o Vulnerability here refers to specific biodiversity components in their broader context, rather than just at the project site, as this -by definition ¢ is highly vulnerable.

% Moderate to high vulnerability does not only indicate moderate or high risk for offsetting, but it can also indicate opportunities for offsetting, provided there are known means to halt
or reverse the decline (see Fig. 2 and accompanying text, Box 1).
1 See for example, Gibbons et al., 2009; Norton, 2010; Brownlie et al., 2007, Rodriguez et al., 2011 - Appendix A.

2 The IFC (2010, 2011) notes & K I

G§KSNBE ArAa y?2

WLINB A ONRA LIGA DS

asi

2F Y S NR Oa Qbita, arvvaturaShibBal M thattyisvill 6 K S G K S

vary from place to place, and needs to be based on credible scientific analysis, and best available information, as assessed by competent specialists (see e.g. G37, G 43).

B This depends on the scale of assessment, as some species / ecosystems that are near-threatened or vulnerable at the global level may be endangered or critically endangered at the
national or regional level (which is the appropriate scale in this case). See http://www.iucnredlist.org/technical-documents/categories-and-criteria/2001-categories-criteria. See also
Rodriguez et al., 2011 (for preliminary classification of ecosystems according to criteria that indicate levels of extinction risk).
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(see Appendix A
for more detail.)

N.B.: For impacts on biodiversity at the very
lowest end of this category, an offset may
not be justified or necessary, esp. if impacts
are very limited.

OF 0§32 NE

Ref. to quantitative
thresholds

There are indicative numerical thresholds (for

useful to help differentiate between these categories (see Section 3 above, and Appendix A).

example to identify whether an ecosystem is Critically Endangered or Endangered) that can be

Opportunity for
addingsufficient
and additional
conservation value
through an offset
(either through
positive
management or
averted loss
mechanisms)

1 There is abundant opportunity to add
value through a proposed offset involving
restoration (shown to be feasible and
successful), or averted risk:

1 Predicted residual impact is negligible in
relation to the range of normal
interannual variability; and/or

9 Biodiversity is easy to restore, and/or the
same biodiversity regenerates
spontaneously;

9 Abundant source populations of species
are available;

9 Temporal delays between impacts on
biodiversity and offset delivery can be
accommodated,;

1 There is plenty of opportunity for
protecting biodiversity of like or higher1
conservation value through averted loss
offsets;

1 Additionality of outcomes is assured.

4

9 There is a range of opportunities to add
conservation value through a proposed
offset involving restoration or
enhancement methods known to be
feasible /successful, and/or through
averted risk interventions:

9 Biodiversity can be restored, but the cost
may be very high, or techniques have had
very mixed success; and/or

9 Residual impact will not affect population
sizes or ecosystem extent or condition
beyond the range of inter-annual
variability;

9 Some source populations of species are
available; and/or

9 Temporal delays between impacts on
biodiversity and offset delivery may be
possible to accommodate; and/or

9 There are few opportunities for securing
biodiversity through averted loss offset
mechanisms; and/or

9 Additionality uncertain/needs to be proven.

9 Little or no demonstrable opportunity to add
conservation value through a proposed offset:

9 Predicted residual impact is such that the
proportion of affected biodiversity remaining
post-impact may be non-viable or at high risk
of irreversible loss; and/or

9 Predicted residual impact exceeds normal
inter-annual variation in population size or
ecosystem extent &/or condition; and/or

9 No known restoration or enhancement
technigues exist or have been effective; and/or

9 No source populations are available; and/or

9 Temporal delays between impacts and offset
delivery may result in the extinction of
biodiversity components; and/or

91 Background rates of loss for affected
biodiversity are low, and there is no or little
opportunity for protecting biodiversity through
an averted loss offset.

9 Additionality cannot be achieved, or assured.

OTHERACTORS

Sociccultural considerations

Dependence on
those ecosystem
services
underpinned by
the biodiversity in
question

1 Affected people have low levels of
dependence on the ecosystem services
underpinned by biodiversity in question;
and/or many alternatives are available to
them and this has been demonstrated
through a transparent and participatory

1¢KS tS@St 2F I FFSOU
on the ecosystem goods and services
varies.

9 There is some (but possibly uncertain)
opportunity for adequately compensating

people for the losses in ecosystem goods

1¢KS f S@St 27T dédpehderdod S
ecosystem services underpinned by the
biodiversity in question is very high ¢ e.g. a
local community relies on these services to
meet their basic and fundamental needs.

1 The biodiversity in question is of very high

YprovidkedaRS TSy aarof S

YSGK2R F2NJ Wi NI

RAYy3 dz2JQ Aa
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process of stakeholder engagement.

1 Access to these ecosystem services is not
a critical factor determining livelihoods of
affected communities.

1 There is plenty of opportunity for
compensating for the losses.

and services

social or cultural significance to local
communities.

9 There is no or very little opportunity for
adequately compensating losses: The
ecosystem services which would be lost cannot
(easily) be substituted and/or alternatives are
inaccessible, unaffordable, unacceptable to
communities.

Level of
stakeholder
support

9 Affected stakeholders support the project
and the proposed offset.

9 Affected stakeholders are indifferent or
divided in their support for the project and
offset, but their support can be gained
through demonstrating meaningful
benefits.

9 Affected stakeholders are opposed to the
proposed offset.

Legal, financial, ins

titutional considerations

Availability of
offset sites to
achieve additional
cons. outcomes

1 Sites for delivering the offset are readily
identifiable and available (i.e. willing
landowner/resource owners)

9 Offset sites where the persistence of
affected biodiversity can be assured are
readily identified, but their availability is
uncertain or doubtful.

9 No or very few feasible offset sites can be
identified (beyond the area potentially
impacted) or secured for a NNL outcome.

Legal mechanisms
and land tenure for
securing offsets

1 Legal mechanisms for securing
conservation land (and in this case
biodiversity offsets) in the long term are
available, and they are tried and tested
and straightforward.

9 Avariety of effective conservation and
management mechanisms is in use to
protect priority biodiversity areas on land
under different types of ownership.

1 Legal mechanisms for securing
conservation land in the long term are
available, but they require testing and/or
adaptation to be effective for biodiversity
offsets.

9 Legal mechanisms allow the right to some
types of development (e.g. mining) to take
precedence over any other land use/ rights,
and the land to be protected may be at
some risk of being developed in future.

9 The legal mechanisms (e.g. the property rights
regime) do not provide suitable options for
maintaining the long term security of offsets.

1 Alternative means for protecting land lack
stakeholder support.

9 Legal mechanisms allow the right to some
types of development to take precedence over
any other land use/rights, and the land to be
protected is in an area with development
potential (e.g. mining, within urban edge, etc.)

Financial 9 The funds required to design and 9 The funds required to design and 9 The financial resources required to design a
arrangements implement a biodiversity offset using best implement the offset have been biodiversity offset using best practice cannot
practice have been verifiably committed ascertained and partially secured, but full be assured, or the resources needed to
and secured, and resources depend on additional future implement the biodiversity offset cannot be
1 Financial mechanism to support the commitments, and/or secured or assured.
process for the duration of the offset (e.g. | 1 The financial mechanism to be used to 1 Doubts exist as to whether appropriate
as long as impacts last and preferably in support the process is not entirely clear, or financial mechanisms have been or can be
perpetuity) is established, and is it has not been established. established, and secure.
appropriate and adequate.
Technical 1 A defensible method for trading up to 9 Some information is available but this 9 The information required to specify a

biodiversity of higher conservation value

needs to be complemented with data

defensible offset is not obtainable. This may
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(out of kind exchange) can be devised. collected at local/regional scales to enable be the case where an out-of-kind (trading up)
1 High quality data and contextual offset design and implementation. offset is proposed, but where contextual
information are available at the biodiversity data are inadequate or
appropriate scales to design and unavailable in the necessary timeframes.
implement the offset.
Governance and 1 Governance at local, regional and national | § There are formal governance structuresat | { Governance is limited, as are capacity and
capacity of levels is strong and transparent. local to national levels but support for resources of regulators, and there is
regulators 1 Adequate capacity and resources to biodiversity offsetting is limited. corruption, and/or limited support for
support biodiversity offset initiatives is 1 Confused agency accountabilities or biodiversity initiatives.
available and forthcoming. multiple roles in one agency complicate
smooth offset planning, design, and
implementation.

Table 2Some 8z3 3 S 4 (i S R aritl @/ievde FefyuBddEo Aemonstrate the feasibility of achieving a satisfactory biodiversity offéek SQ 6 dZNRSy 2 ¥F
should rest with the developer to demonstrate that no-net-loss (NNL) or a net gain in biodiversity can be achieved through a proposed offset. The appropriate

response is linked with the relevant factor in Table 1, e.g. where the irreplaceability of affected biodiversity results in a high risk situation (Table 1), the corresponding

conditions relating specifically to irreplaceabilityin G K S WNXB R Talide2 hedzo/b@mek. v

Risk that residual

impacts may be Hight---------m oo A-Very high risk
non-offsetable
Overall response | Assurance rests on verifying that the Assurance rests demonstrating that stringent | Wb 2 € 238a4Q N} GKSNJ GKI y
indicated condition of equivalent or more threatened | conditions have been met relating to is favoured, unless a strong assurance is given
biodiversity can be enhanced or that a achievement of a no-net-loss/net gain in the | that there will be no decline in persistence of
sufficient amount of like vulnerable biodiversity outcome. affected biodiversity and that a no net loss or net
biodiversity can be secured to avert loss of gain outcome is feasible, OR an appropriate
an amount equivalent to the impact over a offset is in place before the predicted impact
defined, acceptable timeframe. occurs.
VERIFIER&monstrating offsetability from an ecological perspective
Irreplaceability Ecological equivalencéhe type of biodiversity exchangdosses and gainsieeds to beappropriate, as indicated by
TW[ A1 S ThgeNeraf sanje Bind of TW[ A1 S SangekdddfpHysBad Y {I Stringent Yike for likeQXin-kind) requirement
physical environment and species, but environment, same community type and should be applied:
there is some flexibility to deviate from species (but offset may cater for different Same kind of physical environment, same
FLILX @Ay3 | adNRGi population from that affected by impacts). community type and seral stage, composition

15 One of the key requirements for achieving a no net loss outcome is that the biodiversity gains delivered by an offsetareof 1 KS &1 YS 1AYR O0WE A1S F2NJ £ A1 S
predicted to be lost. Closer equivalence (i.e. a very strict definition of Wf A { S bibdivdsitytedcHar§eis required for higher value losses and more flexible equivalence may be

appropriate for lower @ £ dz§ f2aa8ad 1 26SPSNE a &8Sidx y2 YSGK2R T ahaddheindrresdiat thedirteyhational Kv8l orGnAinriy A @S NA A
O2dzy i NA Saod Ly Ylyeée aStiadiay3aazr + YSGK2R T2NJ RSTAY A yo#fordafeRsiblg aldofkibdossydingadhanged Fa St a G KIF G W
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including by:

 W¢ NI R koyodserdzhd@qual or
greater quantity of more threatened or
irreplaceable biodiversity (i.e. of higher
conservation priority), which may be an
option.

TWe NI RAY3I dzLJQ o @
greater quantity of more threatened or
irreplaceable biodiversity may be an option.

02y

andsamed LISOA Sa Q LJ2 LJdz |
cater for same population).

Vulnerability

Temporal contextThe ecological implications of delays in offset delivery/maturitiave been identified and the timing of biodiversity exchange

(losses relative to achieving gains) neither cau

ses bottlenecks nor deprives people of benefits, for example by ensuring that:

9 Offset is underway within five years after
impact or as otherwise appropriately
identified.

1 Offset is delivering measurable outcomes
prior to impact and no affected biodiversity
is at risk of bottleneck impacts.

9 Offset outcomes are fully delivered and
sustainable before impact begins for those
biodiversity components that may suffer
bottlenecks due to any impacts.

Irreplaceability,
Vulnerability

Spatialand functionalcontext: The relative locatiorin the broader landscape of the biodivers

below:

ity losses and gains is appropriate, as indicated

9 The offset is within the same broad
ecological region as the impact. (e.g.
globally defined WWF ecoregions, or
more detailed level)

1 Itis theoretically possible to establish
(through management interventions) the
required ecological processes at the
proposed offset site/s.

TbSFNBaAlG ySAIKO2dzNA Y
habitat) of sufficient size within same
ecological region (nationally or regionally
defined), and/or level of connectivity.

9 Proximity to key source populations is
maintained.

1 The proposed offset location/s has
ecological processes established, OR

9 Key ecological processes at the site can and
will be restored using tried-and-tested
techniques.

T{FrYS 2NJIR2IOSyid WLJ
within the same ecological region (nationally or
regionally defined), and connectivity.

9 Proximity to key source populations is
maintained.

9 The full suite of ecological processes required
to sustain biodiversity at the proposed offset
site in the long term is already established at
the site/s.

Functional contextThe ecological functionali

ty and likelihood of persistence of affected biodiversity are retained, as indicated by:

Irreplaceability

1 The level of irreplaceability does not
increase (in the case of a like for like
offset), OR

1 Irreplaceability of impacted (low
irreplaceability) biodiversity may increase
somewhat, if an offset contributes to a
lowering of the irreplaceability of
biodiversity of greater conservation
priority (trading up).

1 The level of irreplaceability does not
increase.

9 The level of irreplaceability of affected
biodiversity and of supporting ecological
processes does not increase at any time during
the life of the project.

1 The range/extent of affected biodiversity does
not decrease at any time.

Vulnerability

1 The level of vulnerability remains the
same (like for like exchange) or decreases
(like for like or better, if trading up is
proposed).

9 The level of vulnerability remains the same
(like for like exchange) or decreases (like for
like or better, if trading up is proposed)

9 The level of vulnerability is shown not to
increase at any time, or is shown to decrease.
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Opportunity to
add sufficient and

additional
conservation value
through an offset

1 Opportunities for creating sufficient and
additional conservation value through an
offset have been identified and have been
or can be secured.

1 Additionality can be demonstrated.

1 There is abundant opportunity to add
conservation value through a proposed
offset involving restoration or
enhancement methods that have been
shown to be feasible and successful.

1 Additionality can be demonstrated.

1 The requisite offset is already in place; OR

1 A range of viable and appropriate
opportunities for creating sufficient and
additional conservation value through an offset
has been identified and secured.

9 The site/s and activities ensure spreading of
risk to biodiversity, employ various
mechanisms for conserving biodiversity
(combine restoration, enhancement and
averted risk, where suitable).

9 Additionality is demonstrated.

Verifiers for legal, fi

nancial, institutional considerations

Social and culturally relevant verifiers

Dependence 9 Affected stakeholders/communities can 9 Affected stakeholders/communities can 9 Affected stakeholders/communities can
sustain their livelihoods if levels of access sustain their livelihoods if levels of access sustain their livelihoods if levels of access to or
to affected ecosystem services alter and to affected ecosystem services alter. provision of affected ecosystem services alter.
there are acceptable alternatives or 1 This must be demonstrated through a 9 This has been demonstrated through a
compensation for services lost. transparent and participatory process of transparent, rigorous and participatory process

1 This must be demonstrated through a stakeholder engagement. of stakeholder engagement.
transparent and participatory process.
Support 1 Affected stakeholders fully support the 9 All affected stakeholders fully support the 9 All affected stakeholders fully support the

project and offset, and are as well off as a
result of these developments as they
were before.

project and offset, and are better off as a
result of these developments than they
were before.

project and offset, and are better off as a result
of these developments than they were before.

Legal, financial, ins

titutional considerations

Availability of
offset sites

9 Offset sites are known to be available and
can be secured through relevant
agreements.

9 Offset site/s have been secured, or are in
the process of being secured, or

1 The offset is provided in advance, e.g. through
a habitat bank, and offset site/s have been
secured under formal protection agreements,
or this process is underway, with guarantees
for its completion.

Legal mechanisms
for securing offsets
(and land tenure)

9 Appropriate mechanisms exist to secure
land use tenure for offsetting activities.

9 Appropriate formal, long term agreements
have been reached for securing and
managing the proposed offset site/s.

9 Access to the land needed to provide the offset
is assured, either through purchase or long
term agreement with the landowner. A
management agreement is in place and is of
sufficient duration to ensure biodiversity
values will be sustained.

Financial
arrangements

1 Offset activities for the duration of the
offset (e.g. duration of project impacts

1 Offset activities for the duration of the
offset (e.g. duration of project impacts and

1 Offset activities for the duration of the offset
(e.g. duration of project impacts and preferably
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and preferably in perpetuity) are fully
funded and secured for long term use,
e.g. through a trust fund, so that:

1 The funds required to deliver the offset
are allocated and are sufficient to deliver
the required outcome.

1 Financial mechanisms and plans are in
place to ensure the flow of funds that will
support offset management and
activities.

preferably in perpetuity) are fully funded
and secured for long term use, e.g. through
a trust fund, so that:

9 The funds required to deliver the offset are
allocated and are sufficient to deliver the
required outcome.

9 Financial mechanisms and plans are in
place to ensure the flow of funds that will
support offset management and activities.

in perpetuity) are fully funded and secured for
long term use, e.g. through a trust fund, so
that:

9 The funds required to deliver the offset are
allocated and are sufficient to deliver the
required outcome.

9 Financial mechanisms and plans are in place to
ensure the flow of funds that will support
offset management and activities.
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Some useful data resources (especiadlyatially explicit ones):

1 IUCN Red List of Threatened Speittp://www.iucnredlist.org/) has a spatial data download section with data on
about 28,000 species (of close to 56,000 assessed species). The data is for taxonomic groups such as amphibians,
mammals, threatened birds, reef-building corals, groupers, wrasses, angelfish, butterflyfish, seasnakes, seagrasses
and mangroves. Spatial data is also provided for many of the reptile species that have been assessed. Other groups
will be added to this collection once they are mapped.

1 Integrated Biodiversity Assessment T@BAT, https://www.ibat-alliance.org; https://www.ibatforbusiness.org/)
has collated spatial information on areas of high conservation significance, including Key Biodiversity Areas,
Important Bird Areas, IUCN categories of Protected Areas, etc. Developed by BirdLife International, Conservation
International, IUCN Nature and UNEP-WCMC.

f ¢KS»%®!I 2F | NBlIa 27F . ki RwavDidtiversityd-z.olg/yHaizhekh deyélGpsd by the UNEP
World Conservation Monitoring Centre (WCMC) and partners and provides information on various systems that
prioritize areas of biodiversity importance, including protected area frameworks supported by national or regional
institutions, international conventions and programmes, and areas identified by prioritization schemes that are
developed by academic and conservation organizations.

9 http://csntool.wingsoverwetlands.org ¢ A website by Wetlands International, BirdLife International and the UNEP
World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC) showing spatial information on migratory birds, critical sites,
protected areas, etc.
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Appendix A Extracts fromPolicies or Guidelines that describe biodiversity according to various measures of irreplaceability or vulnerability
The following tables are extracts fromexisting3 dzA R y OS R2 OdzYSyia YSyidA2y SR Ay GKS Y| AistCrite®/Rédrigges 3 d L C/

etal., 2011). These provide more detailed descriptions of biodiversity according to its indicated irreplaceability or vulnerability status

1. Guidance published by the International Finance Corporation (IFC) as part of its Perfmen@tandards

1.1 Definitions of Modified, Natural and Critical HabitaiFC PS6 and GN6, 201

{ Wlodified K | 6 A&l (RS Fakeys$hat miaydcontdin a large proportion of plant and/or animal species chatie origin, and/or where humaactivity has
ddzoaidlyadAartte Y2ZRAFASR Ly I NBI Q& LINAModifeEhatitadsniaRirlidd bréas Matwgédliiok ayytdture, f6rest &4 LIS OA S a
plantations, reclaimedd2 | 441t T2y S&8s IyR NBOfIIAYSR 4SSt yRaodQ

TW I (dzNJ fisd& F & § GriRas Ebenpodiéd of viable assemblages of plant and/or animal species of largely native origin, and/or where human acibtity has
SaaSyiaAalrfte Y2RAFASR Ly | NBFQa LINAWONE SO2t23A0Ff FdzyOiiAz2ya FyR aLlSOASa

TW/ NRGAOKE KS Bwedsdth Qigl biotiversity value, including:

0 habitat of significant importance to Critically Endangered and/or Endané%smeties;

habitat of significant importance to endemic and/or restricteage species;

habitat of significant impdance to globally significant concentrations of migratory species and/or congregatory species;

regionally significant and/or highly threatened or unique ecosystems; and/or

areas which are associated with key evolutionary processes.

)¢

(0]
(0]
(0]
0

G55 states: WOtheraspects might also support a critical habitat designation, and the appropriateness of this decision would be evaluatadedny-ease basis.
Examples are as follows:
0 Areas required for the reintroduction of CR and EN species and refuge sites for highly threatened species (habitatgusedatisriof stress [e.g. flood,
drought or fire]) (an important aspect to Criterion 1).
0 Areas of primary / oldjrowth / pristineforests or other landscapes (an important aspect of Criterion 4).
0 Ecosystems that are of high importance to species for climate adaptation purposes (an important aspect of Criterion 5).
0 Landscape and ecological processes (e.g., water catchments, atiad r erosion control, disturbance regimes [e.qg., fire, flood]) required for maintaining
critical habitat (Regionally unique and/or highly threatened ecosystems).
0 Habitat necessary for the survival of keystone species.3

% |FC defines this: a! & f A & infrRatichal Unioik f8r the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List of Threatened Species. The determination of catidmseabin other

listings is as follows: (i) If the species is listed nationally / regionally as critically endangered or ediaingeountries that have adhered to IUCN guidance, the critical habitat
determination will be made on a project by project basis in consultation with recognized experts; and (i) In instancgdwhere2 y | £ £ @ 2NJ NBIA 2y f dodotf A& SR
O2NNBalLRyR ¢Sttt (2 (K2a8 2F (GKS L!/b 0Sd3ads &a2YS OCerdrmyettNd BeicondigtddBo dat@nifeNe tafiodalefaridd (i &
purpose of the listing. In this case, the critical habitat defeyhl G A2y gAft 06S o6FaSR 2y adzOK |y |aasSaavySyidqQoe

L
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0 Areas of high scientific valseich as those containing concentrations of species new and/or little known to science.

G55: In general, internationally and/or nationally recognized areas of high biodiversity value will likely qualify as critical habitat; examples include the following:

o ! NBI &

GKId YSSi

GKS ONRGSNRI

AAAAAA

2F GKS L!/ bQa

IIl-VI may also qualify depending on the biodiversity values inhévehose sites.

0 UNESCO Natural World Heritage Sites that are recognized for their Global Outstanding Value.

0 The majority of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) 4, which encompass inter alia Ramsar Sites, Important Bird Areas (IBARIémpAreas [IFfand
Alliance for Zero Extinction Sites [AZE].

0 Areas identified by the client as High Conservation Value (HCV) using internationally recognized standards, wheredritedasignate such areas is
consistent with the biodiversity values listed pasguh 16 of Performance Standard 6.

1.2

Information on Tier 1 and Tier 2 cateqgories of Critical Habitat (IFC draft GN@)201

Table4. Quantitative thresholds for Tiers 1 and 2 of Critical Habitat Criteria 1, 2 anth®.thresholds below, as presented in IFC draft GN6 (2010), are based on

globally standardized numerical thresholds published by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) as Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines.

Criteria Tier 1 Tier 2
1. Critically @ 1 FoAdGFG NBIdzA NSR (2 &|(c) Habitatthatsupports the regular occurrence of a single individual of a CR species
Endangered global population of a CR or EN species / and/or habitat containing regionally- important concentrations of a Red-listed EN
(CR)/ subspecies where there are known, regular species where that habitat could be considered a discrete management unit for that
Endangered occurrences of the species and where that species / subspecies.
(EN) Species habitat could be_ cc;n5|dhered a q|screte (d) Habitat of significant importance to CR or EN species that are wide-ranging and/or
management unit for that species. whose population distribution is not well understood and where the loss of such a
(b) Habitat with known, regular occurrences of CR or habitat could potentially impact the long-term survivability of the species.
EN spedc_|es where that hab|tat. IS onle gf ITO for h (e) Asappropriate, habitat containing nationally / regionally-important concentrations of
ewer Iscrete management sites globally for that an EN, CR or equivalent national/regional listing.
species.
2.Endemic/ |(@) | FoAGlI G 1y26y (2 adad(b | FToAGFG (y2ey G2 adzaldlAy x m LISNOSy
Restricted global population of an endemic or restricted- endemic or restricted-range species where that habitat could be considered a
Range range species where that habitat could be discrete management unit for that species, where data are available.
Species considered a discrete management unit for that
species (e.g., a single-site endemic).
3. Migratory | (a) Habitat known to sustain, on a cyclical or ) I'FoAlGFG 1y2é6y G2 adaidlAiAyz 2y | 0@ Of A
/ 20KSNBAAS NB3IdzZ | NI 6l & 95 percent of the global population of a migratory or congregatory species at any
Congregatory population of a migratory or congregatory species LRAYG 2F (GKS aLSOASaQ fAFSOe Of SdistrefeR
Species FG Fye LRAYyOG 2F GKS a management unit for that species, where adequate data are available.
habitat could be considered a discrete ©) C2NJ 6ANRAZS KFEoAGHG GKFEG YSS8da . ANR[A
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Criteria Tier 1 Tier 2
management unit for that species. and/or Ramsar Criteria 5 or 6 for Identifying Wetlands of International Importance.
(d) ForspeOA S& S6AGK fI NBS o6dzi Of dzYLJSR RA &GN
percent of the global population for both terrestrial and marine species.
) { 2dz2NDS aAdiSa GKFG O2y idNARo6dziS x m LISN
1.3 Information onthe links between High Conservation Value and Critical Habitat (IFC GN6, 2010)

TableSmapsl A 3K [/ 2VaSNBLF GA2Y +1 f dz$

RSaAIyIdGA2ya 3AFAyai

HCV Type

Performance Standards

HCV 1: Areas containing globally, regionally or nationally significant
concentrations of biodiversity values

HCV 1.1: Protected areas

HCV 1.2: Rare, threatened or endangered species

HCV 1.3: Endemic species

HCV 1.4: Seasonal concentrations of species

Critical habitat in most cases.

HCV 2: Globally, regionally or nationally significant large landscape-
level areas where viable populations of most if not all naturally
occurring species exist in natural patterns of distribution and
abundance.

Natural habitat, and may be critical habitat if areas contain high biodiversity values as
identified in paragraph 16 of Performance Standard 6.

HCV 3: Areas that are in or contain rare threatened or endangered
ecosystems

Critical habitat

HCV 4. Areas that provide basic ecosystem services in critical
situations

HCV 4.1: Areas critical to water catchments

HCV 4.2: Areas critical évosion control

HCV 4.3: Areas providing critical barriers to destructive fire

Priority ecosystem services as defined by paragraph 24 of Performance Standard 6.

HCV 5:Areas fundamental to meeting basic needs of local
communities

Priority ecosystem services as defined by paragraph 24 of Performance Standard 6.
Client requirements defined in Performance Standard 5 are also applicable.

HCV6:! NI & ONRGAOLFE G2 201t 0O2Y
(areas of cultural, ecological, economic or religious significance

identified in cooperation with such local communities.

Priority ecosystem services as defined by paragraph 24 of Performance Standard 6.
Client requirements defined in Performance Standard 8 are also applicable.
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2. Guidance published by the IUGHh criteria and numerical thresholds for categorizing taxa according to their

vulnerability status (Critically Endangered, Endangered or VuIneréM&JCN, 2001, 2010)

Table 2.1. Summaryof the five criteria (A-E) used to evaluate if a taxon belongs in a
threatened categonyCritically Endangered, Endangered or YVulnerable).

Use any of the oteria A-E Critically Endangered Endangered Vulnerable
A. Population reduction Delines measured over the longer of 10 years or 3 generations
Al = 0% =T70% = 50%
Al A& A4 = 80% = 50% = 30%

Al. Population redudon observed, estimated, inferred, or suspeted in the past where the anses of the
redution are fearly reversible AND understood AND eased based on and sperfying any of the following:

(a) diret observation

(b) an index of abundane appropriate to the taxon

(¥ a dehine in area of oepany (AOOQ). extent of cerrene (EQO) and/or habitat quality

(d) amal or potential levels of exploitation

{e) effets of introdued taxa by bridisation. pathogens, pollotants, empetitors or parasites.
A2, Population redubion observed, estimated. inferred, or suspeted in the past where the auses of redution
may not have eased OF. may not be understood OF. may not be reversible. based on amy of (a) to () nnder Al
A2, Population redution projeted or suspeted to be met in the foture (up to a maximum of 100 years) based
on any of (b) to (2) under Al
A4, An observed, estimated, inferred, projeted or suspeted population redution (up to a maxinmm of 100
years) where the time period must inlde beth the past and the foture, and where the euses ofred'uti‘mn may
not have eased OF. may not be understood OF. may not be reversible, based on any of (a) to (e) under Al

B. Geographic range in the form of either Bl (extent of occurr eute} OR B2 (area of occupancy)

Bl. Either extent of onrrene <100km ° = 5,000 k:m < 20,000 k:tu‘
Bl orarea of copany <10km - = 500 kem® < 2,000 km’
and 2 of the following 3:

(a) severely fragmented or # loations =1 5 10

(b) ontinping debine in (i) extent of correne (i) area of copany, (i) area, extent and/or cquality of
habitat, (iv) mumber of loations or subpopulations and (v) aumber of mature individuals.

(¥ extreme flumations in any of (i) extent of owvrrene, (i) area of copang, (iil) number of loations or
subpopulations and (iv) number of mature indrviduals.

' Definitions of selected IUCN Red List Categories (IUCN, 2001, 2010):

CRITICALLY ENDANGERED AG#&pn is Critically Endangered when the best available evidence indicates that it meets
any of the criteria A to E for Critically Endangered (see Section V), and it is therefore considered to be facing an
extremely high risk of extinction in the wild.

ENDANGERED (EN)axon is Endangered when the best available evidence indicates that it meets any of the criteria A
to E for Endangered (see Section V), and it is therefore considered to be facing a very high risk of extinction in the wild.
VULNERABLE (VW)taxon is Vulnerable when the best available evidence indicates that it meets any of the criteria A to
E for Vulnerable (see Section V), and it is therefore considered to be facing a high risk of extinction in the wild.

NEAR THREATENED (MTjaxon is Near Threatened when it has been evaluated against the criteria but does not
qualify for Critically Endangered, Endangered or Vulnerable now, but is close to qualifying for or is likely to qualify for a
threatened category in the near future.

LEAST CONCERN (B@#xon is Least Concern when it has been evaluated against the criteria and does not qualify for
Critically Endangered, Endangered, Vulnerable or Near Threatened. Widespread and abundant taxa are included in this
category.
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C. Small population size and decline

Number of matore individuals = 250 = 2,500 = 10,000

and either C1 or C2I:

Cl. An estimated entinuing debine of at least 25%in 3 years 20%in 5 years 10% in 10 years
up to a maxinnm of 100 years or 1 generation  or 2 generations or 3 generations
C2. A ontinuing define and (a) and/or (b)

(a 1) # mature individuals in largest subpopulation <30 < 250 = 1,000

(a i) or % mature individuals in one subpopulation = 90-100% 05-100% 100%

(b) extreme flumations in the number of mature individuals

D. Very small or restricted population

Either (1) number of mature individuals = 50 = 250 = 1,000
or (2) restrited area of oepany na na typially: .
AQQ < 20km”

or # loations 5

E. Quantitative Analysis
Indiating the probabilit ¥ of extintion 50% in 10 years 20% in 20 years 10% in 100 years
in the wild to be at least or 3 generations or 5 generations

(100 years max) (100 years max)

3. Proposed criteria_andthresholds (as presented in Rodriquez et al., 201Table1) for classifying ecosystems
according to their vulnerability statu¢CR= Critically Endangered, EN=Endangered, VU=Vulnerable)

Note that the scheme is presented by the authors as a first attempt to classify ecosystems according to Red List criteria,
with the intention of obtaining broad, scientific input. It is not an agreed and finalized classification system. Please refer
to the original reference for further details.

Tablel. Possible categories and criteria for use in developing a red listaufsystem8

Criterion Subcriterion Statu$
A: Shortterm decline | 1. observed, estimated, inferred or suspected decline in distribution of

(in distribution or XYy JE: X CR
ecological function) on| % p /&2 X 2 NJ EN
the basis of any X 0 JE 2 VU
subcriterion: over the last 50 years

2. projected or suspected decline in distribution of

Xy /E: X CR
XpUrE:Z 2N EN
X 0 JE VU

within the last 50 years

3. observed, estimated, inferred, projected, or suspected decline in
distribution of

Xy /B3 X CR
XpUE:I 2N EN
X 0 JE: VU
over any 50-year period, where the period must include both the past and the
future.

4. relative to a reference state appropriate to the ecosystem, a reduction or

likely reduction of ecological function that is

(@)verysevere,inatf S ad 2yS YIF22NJ SO02t23A0 CR

its extant distribution within the last or next 50 years;

om0 OSNE aSOSNBI (KNRdAZAK2dzi xp m3 EN
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years;
(b2) severe, in atleastonemajor S O2t 2 3A OF f LINRPOSaax EN
distribution within the last or next 50 years;
60mM0 @OSNE aAS@OSNBx Ay |G tSFaid zyévu
its distribution within the last or next 50 years;
(c2)severe,inatleast2 yS YIF 22NJ SO2f 23A 0t LINE VU
distribution within the last or next 50 years.
(c3) moderately severe, in at [east one major eco[ogical process, throughout NEVY
XYy /E: 2F Auada RAAUNAOdAzZOAZY GAUKAY 0
B: Historical decline (in 1. estimated, inferred, or suspected decline in distribution of
distribution or X R X CR
ecological function) on| X T /E2 X EN
the basis of either or X p &3 VU
subcriterion 1 or 2 in the last 500 years
2. relative to a reference state appropriate to the ecosystem, a very severe
reduction in at least one major ecological function over
XDE: 2z CR
XT E: X EN
OrX p JE2 VU
of its distribution in the last 500 years
C. Small current 1. extent of occurrence “estimated to be
distribution and Xmnm, 1Y CR
decline (in distribution | XXp £ n A,or 1 Y EN
or ecological function) | XXH n X n’nn 1Y VU
or very few locations | and at least one of the following:
on the basis of either | (a) observed, estimated, inferred, or suspected continuing decline in
subcriterion 1 or 2 distribution,
(b) observed, estimated, inferred, or suspected severe reduction in at least
one major ecological process,
(c) ecosystem exists at
only one location, CR
5 or fewer locations, or EN
10 or fewer locations. VU
or
2. area of occupancy® estimated to be
XMn? 1y CR
Xp n ot ol Y EN
XXH non ﬁand‘[af\feast one of the following: VU
(a) observed, estimated, inferred, or suspected continuing decline in
distribution,
(b) observed, estimated, inferred, or suspected severe reduction in at least
one major ecological process,
(c) ecosystem exists at
only one location, CR
5 or fewer locations, or EN
10 or fewer locations. VU
D: Very small current | Xp 2,‘1 Y CR
distribution, estimated | XXp n 2 1Y EN
to be Xmnrm, 1Y VU

and serious plausible threats, but not necessarily evidence of past or current
decline in area or function.
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