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update information published in the Offset Design Handbook (BBOP ODH, 2009) and to support the 
interpretation and understanding of the Principles and of the draft Criteria and Indicators (PCIs) 
being developed for the draft BBOP biodiversity offset standard. The document specifically addresses 
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A note on related 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.   
 

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

 

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

 

¶ The BBOP Principles, and now the draft Criteria, Indicators (PCIs) and accompanying Guidance Notes, are the 
ŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ ..htΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘy offsets. These draft documents are currently 
available on http://www.bbopconsultation.org/pci/  

 

¶ The present draft paper addressing Limits (Offsetable/Non-offsetable impacts) 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 Handbooks and is best read in 
conjunction with the BBOP Offset Design Handbook and Appendices,  and the BBOP draft PCI documents. 

 

¶ There is ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƎŀǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜǊǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ of this paper. The questions are 

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. 

 

http://bbop.forest-trends.org/guidelines/index.php
http://www.bbopconsultation.org/pci/
http://www.bbopconsultation.org/pci/Limits_Questions.php
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There are limits to what can be offset (Principle 4) 

Purpose of this paper:  
 
This paper builds on existing guidance1 ŀƴŘ ǎŜǘǎ ƻǳǘ ..htΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ about which impacts on biodiversity are 
ŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ όΨƻŦŦǎŜǘŀōƭŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΩύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘΦ  Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ helps with the further interpretation of 
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 
ŎŀǎŜΣ ŀ Ψƴƻ ƴŜǘ ƭƻǎǎΩ ƻǊ ƴŜǘ Ǝŀƛƴ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ό..ht, 2011b).  
 
¢ƘŜ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ .ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ hŦŦǎŜǘǎ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ό..htΩǎύ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ п ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ŜƴŎŀǇǎǳƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ  
Ψ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƻŦŦǎŜǘΥ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ Ǌesidual impacts cannot be fully compensated for 
by a biodiversity offset because of the irreplaceability or vulnerability of the biodiversity affectedΦΩ  

 
In addition, several of the other principles are important when assessing whether impacts on biodiversity components2 
are likely to be offsetable or not (see Figure 1).  
 
 

 
 

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.  
 

                                                           
1
 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 for non-ƻŦŦǎŜǘŀōƭŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ōŀƴƪǎΩ ƭŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ όŜΦƎΦ 
IFC, 2010) and in some national or sub-national policies and guidelines (see Treweek et al., 2010; BOP, 2011). These 
Ƴŀȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ. Yet, 
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 ς as in the case of this paper3. 
 
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 ΨǊƛǎƪ 
ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΩ όǘƘŀǘ help discriminate offsetable 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 1 provides 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 offsetting4.  

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 achievedΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ΨōǳǊŘŜƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƻŦΩ of evidence 
required to give sufficient assurance that an effective offset can be achieved should rest with the developer (Table 2).   

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 
ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƴƻ ƴŜǘ ƭƻǎǎΣ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΣ Ŏŀƴ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭȅ ōŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘΦ  

 

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 
ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƪƛƴŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƭƻǎǘ ƻǊ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜŘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
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).   

                                                           
3
 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 alΦ όмффсύ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻǊ imminence of biodiversity loss (e.g. of a particular 
ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎύ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƻǊ ƛƳǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ƭƻǎǎΣ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ 
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).  

 

 
Figure 2. Relationship between irreplaceability and vulnerability and the feasibility of offsets. Offsetting is likely to be 
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 remains is vulnerable or degraded (so there is opportunity 
to enhance or restore it, provided that effective and tested methods are available) and/or some of the remaining 
biodiversity is not well protected and still declining (plenty of opportunity for averting future loss and degradation). 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/
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Box 2: Actions to deliver no net loss/net gain conservation outcomes for a specific development project will include 
one or several of the following interventions:  

¶ Improving the condition of affected biodiversity through 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. 

¶ Improving the protection status of an 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 
ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘ όŀ ΨǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ƎŀƛƴΩύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ǿƘŜƴ 
biodiversity is threatened and declining (i.e. vulnerable, as indicated by high background rates of loss). 

¶ {ƛƴŎŜ Ψƴƻ ƴŜǘ ƭƻǎǎΩ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǎƻŎƛƻŜŎƻƴomic and cultural uses of biodiversity, many biodiversity offsets also include 
the provision of compensation packages to stakeholders affected by the development project and offset. 

While the emphasƛǎ ƛƴ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ п ƛǎ ƻƴ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ΨƭƛƳƛǘǎ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƻŦŦǎŜǘΩΣ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ όǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎΣ 
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 factors όǎŜŜ ¢ŀōƭŜ мύΥ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘǳŀƭ 
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 biodiversity (see Box 1, Fig. 2): 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 of affected biodiversity 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 for adding 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). 
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2. Assessing the offsetability of impacts, risk of non-offsetable impacts: Factors (Table 1) to estimate the risk and 
measures to limit the risk and demonstrate offsetability (Table 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.  
 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ΨƎǊŜŜƴ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΩ (Table 1) is for situations where there is a comparatively low risk associated with achieving no 
net loss, i.e. impacts are likely to be straightforward to offset.  

¶ ¢ƘŜ ΨŀƳōŜǊ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΩ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ situations with a moderate level 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.  

¶ ¢ƘŜ ΨǊŜŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΩ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ circumstances that merit a strong presumption against offsetting. It is appropriate for 
cases where there is a high risk that some impacts will be non-ƻŦŦǎŜǘŀōƭŜΦ  Lƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩǎ 
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 thresholds5.  Note that there may be Ψred categoryΩ projects that are fully offsettable and there 
may be Ψgreen categoryΩ 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, regionally specific standards, actions 
and commitments along with anticipated consequences for affected biodiversity need to be fully documented.  The 
term we use for the evidence to justify the feasibility of theǎŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛǎ ΨǾŜǊƛŦƛŜǊǎΩ. Table 2 summarises the kinds 
of ΨǾŜǊƛŦƛŜǊǎΩ that would be needed 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  

¶ affected biodiversity is specialised and restricted in its distribution; uniquely adapted to one or a few locations; 
slow to regenerate and relatively immobile; or already highly vulnerable; and/or where  

¶ 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 avoidance6, 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). 
 
 

                                                           
5
 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. 
6
 This ƴŜŜŘ ƴƻǘ ŜǉǳŀǘŜ ǘƻ ŀ Ψƴƻ ƎƻΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ - the aim is to relocate elements of infrastructure or to modify 

location of the project to avoid such areas. 
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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: 
 

¶ International: The International Finance Corporation (IFC) in its revised Performance Standard 6 V2 (PS6, IFC, 2010) 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦŦǎŜǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƴƻ ƴŜǘ ƭƻǎǎ Ǝƻŀƭ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ΨbŀǘǳǊŀƭ IŀōƛǘŀǘΩ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƴŜǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ Ǝŀƛƴ ŦƻǊ 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ Ψ/ǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ IŀōƛǘŀǘΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ bƻǘŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ t{сΣ Ψ/ǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ IŀōƛǘŀǘΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
basis of Criteria 1-о όǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀύ ƛǎ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ Ψ¢ƛŜǊ мΩ ŀƴŘ ŀ Ψ¢ƛŜǊ нΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƴǳƳŜǊƛŎŀƭ 
thresholds for species populations. Impacts on Tier 1 Critical Habitat are indicated as likely to be non-offsetable7.  

¶ Regional (province/state-level): The Western Cape and K½bΩǎ (South 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 having ΨǳƴŘŜǊƎƻƴŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŜ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ 
or composition as a result of human intervention and subject to an extremely high risk of irreversible 
ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ mapped across South Africa on the basis 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).   

¶ Regional (province/state-level): New South Wales (Australia), in its Native Vegetation Act (2003) states that any 
broad scale clearing of indigenous vegetation, if approvŜŘΣ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ΨƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƻǊ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΩΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦŦǎŜǘǎ όǎŜŜ Dƛōōƻƴǎ et al., 2009). Thresholds pertain to ΨǊŜŘ 
ŦƭŀƎ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ ǿƘŜǊŜ clearing of native vegetation 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:  

o 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 ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ; and 
o 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 
ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀ ΨōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƻŦŦǎŜǘŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴ-offsetable impacts, these thresholds 
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):  

¶ L¦/b wŜŘ [ƛǎǘ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǘƻ ǘǊŀŎƪ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ όL¦/bΣ нллмΣ нлмлύΦ ¢ƘŜ LC/Ωǎ DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ƴƻǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
Performance Standard 6 draws on these thresholds to indicate offsetable/non-offsetable thresholds.  

¶ 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) 

¶ 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).  

¶ {ƻƳŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨIƛƎƘ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ±ŀƭǳŜΩ I/± !ǊŜŀǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜǘ ƛndicative 
thresholds for irreplaceable resources in areas designated as fundamental to meeting the basic needs of local 
communities (HCV5) and/or areas ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ όI/±сύ όWŜƴƴƛƴƎǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ 
2003, Proforest, 2008).  

                                                           
7
 G106 in the ŘǊŀŦǘ DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ bƻǘŜ с όLC/Σ нлмлύ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΥ ΨWith respect to Tier 1 habitats for Criteria 1 through 3, the majority of impacts on 
ǘƘŜǎŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨƻŦŦǎŜǘŀōƭŜΦΩ LƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ Ƙŀōƛtat per Criteria 4 and 5 might also be very difficult (or impossible) 
to offset, and this would be determined on a case-by-case basis. In general, projects with large, expansive footprints in either Tier 1 or Tier 2 
habitats may not be able to comply with ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ мт ƻŦ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ сΩ. 
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Table 1. Factors for assessing the level of risk relating to the offsetability / non-offsetability of project 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 presumption should be determined by the most demanding of the factors. Note: where figures are given, these are illustrative not definitive. 
 

Risk that residual 
impacts may be 
non-offsetable 

Offset likely to be achievable provided that conditions (set out in the Table 2) can be met. Offset likely to be difficult, and in some cases 
impossible, to achieve. There is a relatively high 
risk that some impacts may be non-offsetable. To 
limit that risk, a proposed offset would need to 
meet conditions in Table 2.  

Low risk ---------------------------------------Ą Moderate ----------------------------Ą  High risk 
High------------------------------------Ą   Very high 
risk 

Presumption 
against offsetting 

Weak Moderate Strong----------------------------------Ą   Extreme 

ECOLOGICAL FACTORS 

Proportion of 
biodiversity comp. 
affected

8
 

Very low (e.g. <0.1 %) - low (e.g. < 1%), 
measured at an appropriate scale 

Moderate to high (e.g. 1-10%), measured at 
an appropriate scale 

High ς very high (e.g. >10%), measured at an 
appropriate scale 

Irreplaceability of 
affected 
biodiversity 
components (at 
the project site and 
beyond) 
 

Low to moderate:  
Affected biodiversity is regionally 
ubiquitous, well-represented on many sites. 
There are plenty of viable options for 
conserving this biodiversity elsewhere. 
 
Examples could include: 

¶ Areas of a regionally common vegetation 

Moderate to high 
Affected biodiversity is not commonplace but 
there are still several (e.g. > 5) viable options 
for conserving this type of biodiversity 
elsewhere. Examples could include: 

¶ Areas functioning as broad  ecological 
process corridor (spatially flexible) where 
conservation goals can be met in various 

High:  
Affected biodiversity is restricted to few sites or 
populations, and/or is limited in extent so that 
there are few or no viable offset site locations 
outside the area affected by the development 
impacts. Examples could include:   

¶ Endemic/  range-restricted species and/or their 
habitats, rare/regionally unique ecosystems; 

                                                           
8
 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 ς i.e. relates to its representation and 
ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ŀ ΨƭƻǿΩ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ΨƎƭƻōŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ōǳǘ ǿƘŜƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ŀǘ ŀ 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ΨƘƛƎƘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘΩ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ national persistence may be compromised.  

Using Tables 1 and 2: 
Working through Table 1 helps you establish: 

¶ 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  

¶ 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: 

¶ 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. 
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type or ecosystem, where parts of this are 
degraded and effective restoration 
techniques are available.  

places;  

¶ Areas that provide ecosystem services for 
which adequate substitutes can be 
identified. 

¶ 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 
beyond

9
 

 

Low to moderate:   

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

¶ Species, communities, ecosystems are 
widespread, and/or they are well-
conserved in statutory protected areas, so 
that their continued persistence in the 
landscape is highly likely. 

¶  There is at least some opportunity to add 
conservation value elsewhere through a 
proposed offset. 

Moderate to high: 

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

 
 

High
10

:  

¶ Little remains of the affected biodiversity (e.g. 
less than 10-30% remains

11
), and/or a high 

proportion of what remains is threatened with 
further loss and/or additional degradation. In 
extreme cases (highly vulnerable biodiversity) 
there is a high risk of extinction within the next 
50-100 years. Examples: 

¶ Endangered (EN) or Critically Endangered (CR) 
species and/or their habitats; 

¶ A heavily transformed ecosystem reduced to a 
fraction (e.g. <10% to 30%) of its original 
extent (thus Endangered/ Critically 
Endangered). 

Condition of 
affected 
biodiversity  at the 
project site 
 

Biodiversity at the project site is reduced or 
degraded (low ς moderate condition).  
There are many viable opportunities to add 
value through an offset. 

Biodiversity at the project site is in moderate 
condition. 
There are several viable opportunities to add 
value through an offset. 

Biodiversity is in good to very good condition 
(e.g. in a near pristine state).  
There are few or no opportunities to add value 
through an offset elsewhere.  

Examples of 
commonly used 
and quite broad 
ΨŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƻŦ 
biodiversity to 
illustrate how 
these could fit into 
the risk categories 

1. IFC categories
12

: 
{ƻƳŜ ΨaƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΩ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ΨbŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΩ ƛǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘed with low risk for 
offsetting. 
2. IUCN Red List-type categories

13
 

{ǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƻǊ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƛƴ Ψ[Ŝŀǎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΩ ƻǊ 
Ψ[Ŝŀǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ 
{ƻƳŜ ΨƴŜŀǊ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘΩ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ 

1. IFC categories: 
{ƻƳŜ ΨbŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΩΦ 
 
 
 
2. IUCN Red List-type categories 
SǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƻǊ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƛƴ Ψ±ǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ 
ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΣ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨbŜŀǊ 

1. IFC categories:  
aƻǎǘ Ψ/ǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΩΣ ǎƻƳŜ ΨbŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΩ  
 
 

 
2. IUCN Red List-type categories 
{ǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƻǊ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƛƴ Ψ9ƴŘŀƴƎŜǊŜŘΩ ƻǊ 
Ψ/ǊƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŜƴŘŀƴƎŜǊŜŘΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΦ 

                                                           
9
 Vulnerability here refers to specific biodiversity components in their broader context, rather than just at the project site, as this -by definition ς is highly vulnerable. 

10
 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).  
11

 See for example, Gibbons et al., 2009; Norton, 2010; Brownlie et al., 2007, Rodriguez et al., 2011 -  Appendix A. 
12

 The IFC (2010, 2011) notes ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ΨǇǊŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛǾŜ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ƳŜǘǊƛŎǎΩ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ Ƙŀbitat, or natural habitat, but that this will 
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).  
13

 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). 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/technical-documents/categories-and-criteria/2001-categories-criteria
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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. 

ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ 
 

 
 

Ref. to quantitative 
thresholds  

There are indicative numerical thresholds (for example to identify whether an ecosystem is Critically Endangered or Endangered) that can be 
useful to help differentiate between these categories (see Section 3 above, and Appendix A).  

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

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

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

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

¶ Abundant source populations of species 
are available; 

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

¶ There is plenty of opportunity for 
protecting biodiversity of like or higher

14
 

conservation value through averted loss 
offsets;   

¶ Additionality of outcomes is assured. 

¶ 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: 

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

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

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

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

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

¶ Additionality uncertain/needs to be proven.  

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

¶ 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 

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

¶ No known restoration or enhancement 
techniques exist or have been effective; and/or 

¶ No source populations are available; and/or 

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

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

¶ Additionality cannot be achieved, or assured. 

OTHER FACTORS 

Socio-cultural considerations 

Dependence on 
those ecosystem 
services 
underpinned by 
the biodiversity in 
question   

¶ 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 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ 
on the ecosystem goods and services 
varies.  

¶ There is some (but possibly uncertain) 
opportunity for adequately compensating 
people for the losses in ecosystem goods 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ dependence on 
ecosystem services underpinned by the 
biodiversity in question is very high ς e.g. a 
local community relies on these services to 
meet their basic and fundamental needs. 

¶ The biodiversity in question is of very high 

                                                           
14

 Provided a ŘŜŦŜƴǎƛōƭŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ŦƻǊ ΨǘǊŀŘƛƴƎ ǳǇΩ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜκƎƛǾŜƴ όǎŜŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ) 
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process of stakeholder engagement.  

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

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

and services 
 

social or cultural significance to local 
communities.  

¶ 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 

¶ Affected stakeholders support the project 
and the proposed offset. 

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

¶ Affected stakeholders are opposed to the 
proposed offset. 

Legal, financial, institutional considerations 

Availability of 
offset sites to 
achieve additional 
cons. outcomes 

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

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

¶ 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 

¶ 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. 

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

¶ 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. 

¶ 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. 

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

¶ Alternative means for protecting land lack 
stakeholder support.  

¶ 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 
arrangements 

¶ The funds required to design and 
implement a biodiversity offset using best 
practice have been verifiably committed 
and secured, and 

¶ Financial mechanism to support the 
process for the duration of the offset (e.g. 
as long as impacts last and preferably in 
perpetuity) is established, and is 
appropriate and adequate.  

¶ The funds required to design and 
implement the offset have been 
ascertained and partially secured, but full 
resources depend on additional future 
commitments, and/or 

¶ The financial mechanism to be used to 
support the process is not entirely clear, or 
it has not been established.  
 

¶ The financial resources required to design a 
biodiversity offset using best practice cannot 
be assured, or the resources needed to 
implement the biodiversity offset cannot be 
secured or assured. 

¶ Doubts exist as to whether appropriate 
financial mechanisms have been or can be 
established, and secure. 
 

Technical ¶ A defensible method for trading up to 
biodiversity of higher conservation value 

¶ Some information is available but this 
needs to be complemented with data 

¶ The information required to specify a 
defensible offset is not obtainable. This may 
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(out of kind exchange) can be devised.  

¶ High quality data and contextual 
information are available at the 
appropriate scales to design and 
implement the offset. 

collected at local/regional scales to enable 
offset design and implementation. 

be the case where an out-of-kind (trading up) 
offset is proposed, but where contextual 
biodiversity data are inadequate or 
unavailable in the necessary timeframes.  

Governance and 
capacity of 
regulators 

¶ Governance at local, regional and national 
levels is strong and transparent.  

¶ Adequate capacity and resources to 
support biodiversity offset initiatives is 
available and forthcoming.  

¶ There are formal governance structures at 
local to national levels but support for 
biodiversity offsetting is limited. 

¶ Confused agency accountabilities or 
multiple roles in one agency complicate 
smooth offset planning, design, and 
implementation.  

¶ Governance is limited, as are capacity and 
resources of regulators, and there is 
corruption, and/or limited support for 
biodiversity initiatives. 
 

 

Table 2. Some sǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ΨǾŜǊƛŦƛŜǊǎΩ and evidence required to demonstrate the feasibility of achieving a satisfactory biodiversity offset. ¢ƘŜΩ ōǳǊŘŜƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƻŦΩ 
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 irreplaceability in ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŘ ŎƻƭǳƳƴΩ ƛƴ Table 2 need to be met.   

Risk that residual 
impacts may be 
non-offsetable 

Low risk ---------------------------------------Ą Moderate ----------------------------Ą High risk High--------------------------------------ĄVery high risk 

Overall response 
indicated 

Assurance rests on verifying that the 
condition of equivalent or more threatened 
biodiversity can be enhanced or that a 
sufficient amount of like vulnerable 
biodiversity can be secured to avert loss of 
an amount equivalent to the impact over a 
defined, acceptable timeframe. 

Assurance rests demonstrating that stringent 
conditions have been met relating to 
achievement of a no-net-loss/net gain in the 
biodiversity outcome. 
 

Ψbƻ ƭƻǎǎΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ Ψƴƻ ƴŜǘ ƭƻǎǎΩ ƻŦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ 
is favoured, unless a strong assurance is given 
that there will be no decline in persistence of 
affected biodiversity and that a no net loss or net 
gain outcome is feasible, OR an appropriate 
offset is in place before the predicted impact 
occurs.  

VERIFIERS demonstrating offsetability from an ecological perspective 

Irreplaceability Ecological equivalence: The type of biodiversity exchange (losses and gains) needs to be appropriate, as indicated by: 

 ¶ Ψ[ƛƪŜ ŦƻǊ ƭƛƪŜ
15

: In general, same kind of 
physical environment and species, but 
there is some flexibility to deviate from 
ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǘǊƛŎǘ ΨƭƛƪŜ ŦƻǊ ƭƛƪŜΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ; 

¶ Ψ[ƛƪŜ ŦƻǊ ƭƛƪŜΩΥ Same kind of physical 
environment, same community type and 
species (but offset may cater for different 
population from that affected by impacts).  

¶ Stringent Ψlike for likeΩ (in-kind) requirement 
should be applied:  
Same kind of physical environment, same 
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 offset are of ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƪƛƴŘ όΨƭƛƪŜ ŦƻǊ ƭƛƪŜΩύ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ 
predicted to be lost.  Closer equivalence (i.e. a very strict definition of ΨƭƛƪŜ ŦƻǊ ƭƛƪŜΩ biodiversity exchange) is required for higher value losses and more flexible equivalence may be 
appropriate for lower ǾŀƭǳŜ ƭƻǎǎŜǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀǎ ȅŜǘΣ ƴƻ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ŦƻǊ ǉǳŀƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǿƘŜƴ ΨǘǊŀŘƛƴƎ ǳǇΩ has been agreed at the international level or in many 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ  Lƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎΣ ŀ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ŦƻǊ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƻŦŦǎŜǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘǊŀŘŜ ǳǇΩ ǿƛƭƭ  ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭow for defensible out of kind loss/gain exchanges. 
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including by:    

¶ Ψ¢ǊŀŘƛƴƎ ǳǇΩ to conserve an equal or 
greater quantity of more threatened or 
irreplaceable biodiversity (i.e. of higher 
conservation priority), which may be an 
option. 

¶ Ψ¢ǊŀŘƛƴƎ ǳǇΩ ōȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ŀƴ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ƻǊ 
greater quantity of more threatened or 
irreplaceable biodiversity may be an option. 

and same ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ όƻŦŦǎŜǘ Ƴǳǎǘ 
cater for same population). 

 
 

Vulnerability Temporal context: The ecological implications of delays in offset delivery/maturity have been identified and the timing of biodiversity exchange 
(losses relative to achieving gains) neither causes bottlenecks nor deprives people of benefits, for example by ensuring that: 

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

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

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

Irreplaceability, 
Vulnerability 

Spatial and functional context: The relative location in the broader landscape of the biodiversity losses and gains is appropriate, as indicated 
below: 

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

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

¶ bŜŀǊŜǎǘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƛƴƎ ΨǇŀǘŎƘΩ όǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ κ 
habitat) of sufficient size within same 
ecological region (nationally or regionally 
defined), and/or level of connectivity.  

¶ Proximity to key source populations is 
maintained.  

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

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

¶ {ŀƳŜ ƻǊ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ΨǇŀǘŎƘΩ όǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ κ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘύ 
within the same ecological region (nationally or 
regionally defined), and connectivity.  

¶ Proximity to key source populations is 
maintained.  

¶ 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 context: The ecological functionality and likelihood of persistence of affected biodiversity are retained, as indicated by: 

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

¶ 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). 

¶ The level of irreplaceability does not 
increase. 

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

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

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

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

¶ 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 

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

¶ Additionality can be demonstrated. 

¶ 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. 

¶ Additionality can be demonstrated. 

¶ The requisite offset is already in place; OR 

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

¶ 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).  

¶ Additionality is demonstrated.  

Verifiers for legal, financial, institutional considerations 

Social and culturally relevant verifiers 

Dependence 
 

¶ Affected stakeholders/communities can 
sustain their livelihoods if levels of access 
to affected ecosystem services alter and 
there are acceptable alternatives or 
compensation for services lost.  

¶ This must be demonstrated through a 
transparent and participatory process. 

¶ Affected stakeholders/communities can 
sustain their livelihoods if levels of access 
to affected ecosystem services alter.  

¶ This must be demonstrated through a 
transparent and participatory process of 
stakeholder engagement. 

 

¶ Affected stakeholders/communities can 
sustain their livelihoods if levels of access to or 
provision of affected ecosystem services alter.  

¶ This has been demonstrated through a 
transparent, rigorous and participatory process 
of stakeholder engagement. 

Support ¶ Affected stakeholders fully support the 
project and offset, and are as well off as a 
result of these developments as they 
were before. 

¶ All affected stakeholders fully support the 
project and offset, and are better off as a 
result of these developments than they 
were before. 

¶ All affected stakeholders fully support the 
project and offset, and are better off as a result 
of these developments than they were before. 

Legal, financial, institutional considerations 

Availability of 
offset sites 

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

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

 

¶ 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) 

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

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

¶ 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 

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

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

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



BBOP_DraftResourcePaper_Limits_16-6-2011_CONSULTATION 

 

Page 16 of 24 
 

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

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

¶ 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: 

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

¶ 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: 

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

¶ 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 (especially spatially explicit ones):  
 

¶ IUCN Red List of Threatened Species (http://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. 

¶ Integrated Biodiversity Assessment Tool (IBAT, 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. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ Ψ!-½Ω ƻŦ !ǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ .ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ όhttp://www.biodiversitya-z.org/) has been developed 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.  

¶ http://csntool.wingsoverwetlands.org ς 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. 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/
https://www.ibat-alliance.org/
https://www.ibatforbusiness.org/
http://www.biodiversitya-z.org/
http://csntool.wingsoverwetlands.org/
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Appendix A. Extracts from Policies or Guidelines that describe biodiversity according to various measures of irreplaceability or vulnerability 
 
The following tables are extracts from existing ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǘŜȄǘ όŜΦƎΦ LC/Ωǎ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ L¦/b wŜŘ List Criteria, Rodriguez 
et al., 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 Performance Standards 

 
1.1    Definitions of Modified, Natural and Critical Habitat (IFC PS6 and GN6, 2010): 

 

¶ ΨModified ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΩ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ Ψareas that may contain a large proportion of plant and/or animal species of non-native origin, and/or where human activity has 
ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΦ

 

Modified habitats may include areas managed for agriculture, forest 
plantations, reclaimed 

 

Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ ȊƻƴŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎΦΩ  

¶ ΨbŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΩ is dŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ Ψareas composed of viable assemblages of plant and/or animal species of largely native origin, and/or where human activity has not 
ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΦΩ  

¶ Ψ/ǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΩ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ΨAreas with high biodiversity value, including: 
o habitat of significant importance to Critically Endangered and/or Endangered

16
species;  

o habitat of significant importance to endemic and/or restricted-range species;  
o habitat of significant importance to globally significant concentrations of migratory species and/or congregatory species;  
o regionally significant and/or highly threatened or unique ecosystems; and/or  
o areas which are associated with key evolutionary processes.  

 
G55 states: ΨOther aspects might also support a critical habitat designation, and the appropriateness of this decision would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 
Examples are as follows:  

o Areas required for the reintroduction of CR and EN species and refuge sites for highly threatened species (habitat used during periods of stress [e.g. flood, 
drought or fire]) (an important aspect to Criterion 1).  

o Areas of primary / old-growth / pristine forests or other landscapes (an important aspect of Criterion 4).  
o Ecosystems that are of high importance to species for climate adaptation purposes (an important aspect of Criterion 5).  
o Landscape and ecological processes (e.g., water catchments, areas critical to erosion control, disturbance regimes [e.g., fire, flood]) required for maintaining 

critical habitat (Regionally unique and/or highly threatened ecosystems).  
o Habitat necessary for the survival of keystone species.3 

                                                           
16

 

 IFC defines this:  ά!ǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List of Threatened Species. The determination of critical habitat based on other 
listings is as follows: (i) If the species is listed nationally / regionally as critically endangered or endangered, in countries 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 (ii) In instances where ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƻǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ do not 
ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǿŜƭƭ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ L¦/b όŜΦƎΦΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƭƛǎǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǎ ΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘΩύΣ ŀƴ ŀǎsessment will be conducted to determine the rationale and 
purpose of the listing. In this case, the critical habitat determƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩΦ 
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o Areas of high scientific value such 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 !ǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ L¦/bΩǎ tǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ !ǊŜŀ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ /ŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ LŀΣ Lō ŀƴŘ LLΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŜǘ ŎǊƛǘŜria for Management Categories 
III-VI may also qualify depending on the biodiversity values inherent to those sites.  

o UNESCO Natural World Heritage Sites that are recognized for their Global Outstanding Value.  
o The majority of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) 4, which encompass inter alia Ramsar Sites, Important Bird Areas (IBA), Important Plant Areas [IPA] and 

Alliance for Zero Extinction Sites [AZE].  
o Areas identified by the client as High Conservation Value (HCV) using internationally recognized standards, where criteria used to designate such areas is 

consistent with the biodiversity values listed paragraph 16 of Performance Standard 6.  
 
 

1.2     Information on Tier 1 and Tier 2 categories of Critical Habitat (IFC draft GN6, 2010): 

 

Table 4. Quantitative thresholds for Tiers 1 and 2 of Critical Habitat Criteria 1, 2 and 3. The 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 
Endangered 
(CR) / 
Endangered 
(EN) Species 

(a) Iŀōƛǘŀǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴ җ мл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
global population of a CR or EN species / 
subspecies where there are known, regular 
occurrences of the species  and where that 
habitat could be  considered a discrete 
management unit  for that species. 

(b) Habitat with known, regular occurrences of CR or 
EN species where that habitat is one of 10 or 
fewer discrete management sites globally for that 
species. 

(c) Habitat that supports the regular occurrence of a single individual of a CR species 
and/or habitat containing regionally- important concentrations of a Red-listed EN 
species where that habitat could be considered a discrete management unit for that 
species / subspecies. 

(d) Habitat of significant importance to CR or EN species that are wide-ranging and/or 
whose population distribution is not well understood and where the loss of such a 
habitat could potentially impact the long-term survivability of the species. 

(e) As appropriate, habitat containing nationally / regionally-important concentrations of 
an EN, CR or equivalent national/regional listing. 

2. Endemic / 
Restricted 
Range 
Species 

(a) Iŀōƛǘŀǘ ƪƴƻǿƴ ǘƻ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴ җ фр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
global population of an endemic or restricted-
range species where that habitat could be 
considered a discrete management unit for that 
species (e.g., a single-site endemic). 

(b) Iŀōƛǘŀǘ ƪƴƻǿƴ ǘƻ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴ җ м ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ōǳǘ ғ фр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ 
endemic or restricted-range species where that habitat could be considered a 
discrete management unit for that species, where data are available. 

 

3. Migratory 
/ 
Congregatory 
Species 

(a) Habitat known to sustain, on a cyclical or 
ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ōŀǎƛǎΣ җ фр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ 
population of a migratory or congregatory species 
ŀǘ ŀƴȅ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ƭƛŦŜŎȅŎƭŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
habitat could be considered a discrete 

(b) Iŀōƛǘŀǘ ƪƴƻǿƴ ǘƻ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴΣ ƻƴ ŀ ŎȅŎƭƛŎŀƭ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ōŀǎƛǎΣ җ м ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ōǳǘ ғ 
95 percent of the global population of a migratory or congregatory species at any 
Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ƭƛŦŜŎȅŎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ discrete 
management unit for that species, where adequate data are available. 

(c) CƻǊ ōƛǊŘǎΣ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŜǘǎ .ƛǊŘ[ƛŦŜ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩǎ /ǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ !п ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴƎǊŜƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
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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) For speŎƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀǊƎŜ ōǳǘ ŎƭǳƳǇŜŘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ƛǎ ǎŜǘ ŀǘ җр 
percent of the global population for both terrestrial and marine species.  

(e) {ƻǳǊŎŜ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ җ м ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘǎΦ 

 

 

1.3     Information on the links between High Conservation Value and Critical Habitat (IFC GN6, 2010) 

 

Table 5 maps IƛƎƘ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ±ŀƭǳŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ LC/Ωǎ t{с όŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ t{ύ ŀƴŘ LC/Ωǎ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ (Text as in draft GN6, 2010, G35) 

HCV Type Performance Standards  

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

Critical habitat in most cases. 
 

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 

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 

Priority ecosystem services as defined by paragraph 24 of Performance Standard 6. HCV 4.1:  Areas critical to water catchments 

HCV 4.2:  Areas critical to erosion control 

HCV 4.3:  Areas providing critical barriers to destructive fire 

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. 

HCV 6:  !Ǌŀǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ 
(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 IUCN on criteria and numerical thresholds for categorizing taxa according to their 
vulnerability status (Critically Endangered, Endangered or Vulnerable

17
)(IUCN, 2001, 2010).  
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 Definitions of selected IUCN Red List Categories (IUCN, 2001, 2010):  
CRITICALLY ENDANGERED (CR): A taxon 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): A taxon 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 (VU): A 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 (NT): A taxon 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 (LC): A taxon 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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3. Proposed criteria and thresholds (as presented in Rodriguez et al., 2011: Table 1) for classifying ecosystems 
according to their vulnerability status (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.  
 
Table 1.  Possible categories and criteria for use in developing a red list of ecosystems

a
 

Criterion Subcriterion Status
b
 

A: Short-term decline 
(in distribution or 
ecological function) on 
the basis of any 
subcriterion: 

1. observed, estimated, inferred or suspected decline in distribution of  
җул҈Σ CR 
җрл҈Σ ƻǊ EN 
җол҈ VU 
over the last 50 years  

  
2. projected or suspected decline in distribution of 

 

 җул҈Σ CR 
 җрл҈Σ ƻǊ EN 
 җол҈ VU 
 within the last 50 years  
  

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

 

 җул҈Σ CR 
 җрл҈Σ ƻǊ EN 
 җол҈ 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 

 

  (a) very severe, in at ƭŜŀǎǘ ƻƴŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ җул҈ ƻŦ 
its extant distribution within the last or next 50 years; 

CR 

  όōмύ ǾŜǊȅ ǎŜǾŜǊŜΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ җрл҈ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ƻǊ ƴŜȄǘ рл EN 
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years; 
  (b2) severe, in at least one major ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ җул҈ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ 

distribution within the last or next 50 years; 
EN 

  όŎмύ ǾŜǊȅ ǎŜǾŜǊŜΣ ƛƴ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƻƴŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ җол҈ ƻŦ 
its distribution within the last or next 50 years; 

VU 

  (c2) severe, in at least ƻƴŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ җрл҈ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ 
distribution within the last or next 50 years. 

VU 

  (c3) moderately severe, in at least one major ecological process, throughout 
җул҈ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ƻǊ ƴŜȄǘ рл ȅŜŀǊǎ 

VU 

B: Historical decline (in 
distribution or 
ecological function) on 
the basis of either 
subcriterion 1 or 2   

1. estimated, inferred, or suspected decline in distribution of  
җфл҈Σ CR 
җтл҈Σ EN 
or җрл҈ VU 
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 

 

 җфл҈Σ CR 
 җтл҈Σ EN 
 or җрл҈ VU 
 of its distribution in the last 500 years  

C. Small current 
distribution and 
decline (in distribution 
or ecological function) 
or very few locations 
on the basis of either 
subcriterion 1 or 2 

1. extent of occurrence 
c 
estimated to be  

 Җмлл ƪƳ
2
, CR 

 ҖрΣллл ƪƳ
2
, or EN 

 ҖнлΣллл ƪƳ
2
 VU 

and at least one of the following:  
 (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,  
5 or fewer locations, or  
10 or fewer locations. 

 
CR 
EN 
VU 

 or  
  

2. area of occupancy
c
 estimated to be 

 

  Җмл ƪƳ
2
, CR 

  Җрлл ƪƳ
2
, or EN 

  Җнллл ƪƳ
2
 and at least 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,  
5 or fewer locations, or  
10 or fewer locations. 

 
CR 
EN 
VU 

D: Very small current 
distribution, estimated 
to be 

 Җр ƪƳ
2
, CR 

 Җрл ƪƳ
2
, EN 

 Җмлл ƪƳ
2
, VU 

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

 

 


