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Introduction

This publication forms part of a series of two. It explores
how ¢ QDQFLDOL]DW'LdR @ cBritraQievkXobtHe
green growth discourse has evolved since the turn of the
millennium.

This report looks at how ¢ QDQFLDOL]DW alRvs
corporate destruction to continue behind a smokescreen of
market-based environmental instruments. Compensation
offsets, and biodiversity offsetting in particular, are the
most rapidly advancing of these instruments. They are
increasingly linked with compensation trust funds and bio-
iversity banks as implementing mechanisms.’

CRapter 1 discusses key assumptions behind biodiver-
sity offsetting and shows why offsetting leads to more, not
leg§s, environmental destruction, and often amounts to a
uble land grab where corporations control land use at
o locations — the site of the corporate destruction and
the location the company now claims as biodiversity offset.

Chapter 2 outlines different ways in which biodiversity

i. REDD stands for Reducin
FRQVHUYDWLRQ
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RITVHWW
environmental

QJ HYHQ ZKHUH LW LV QRW UFL
gulation. The examples cited demon-

strate how unreffable offsetting commitments are.

with REDD+, ifiternational forest policy has also been

RNVODW® UG

than a decade
PDWH QH
mechanism, it
WRU IXQ

fuel extraction
selling carbon

KHOS HQ

tion continues

disastrous exp
ingly presente
nism. Yet, its c
mechanism.

Chapter 4 look

setting to maint

tive activities an|

$ ¢QDO V
biodiversity offs

LQAXEDBRGDEL]DWL RQe R
0, REDD+ was introduced at the UN cli-
RWLDWLRQV ZLWK WKH H[SHFWL
uld generate large sums of private sec-

LQJ IURP LQGXVWULHV WKDW SU
nd use. The money generated through
edits (see chapter 1) was to be used to
GHIRUHVWDWLRQ DQG ¢(¢QDQFH

QDYV

W\  FRQALHW\ QDERXQ®HPDLQYV
tor funding for private sector enterprises
consultants,” and large-scale deforesta-
alarming rates.’ Rather than ending the
iment, however, REDD+ is now increas-
as ‘payment-for-performance’ mecha-
re architecture remains that of an offset

at how the global food, agriculture and
s are using biodiversity and carbon off-
n social license to continue their destruc-
ward off the threat of regulation

FWLRQ UHAHFWV RQ HPHUJLQJ
tting.

SODQWLQJ DOVR TXDOLI\ IRU 5('" SD\P




What Is blodlver5|ty
offsetting?

Advocates of biodiversity offsetting claim that the instru-
ment ensures corporations causing damage to biodiversity
compensate for their impact by maintaining or improving
biodiversity on another site.

Itisone ofarangeof ¢ QD QFL D O L]D WhsRugneRts Q D YAk
that proponents of market-based environmentalism and
MIJUHHQ JURZWKY FODLP ZLOO HQDEO
destructive corporate activities continue. They emphasize
their expectation that the ¢ QDQFLDOL]DWDLRIQ R
help create new environmental assets — biodiversity-rich
SURSHUWLHY RU ODQG ZLWK KLJK-ZD
age capacities — that can be rented out for compensa-
tion. These assets, they promise, will one day become y e alas
SUR¢{(WDEOH LQYHVWPHQWY 7KH\ DOVR HPSKD-VL] WKDY W/ KLIW
from regulation focused on limits, targets and restrictions L, |

RQ GHVWUXFWLRQ RU SROOXWLRQ WR

XUH

L OWUDWL

pAHuEOHﬂ 1JXODWMNRQ EDVHG |

compensation will relieve the state of the increasing costs ?‘_) o
of environmental protection and restoration. { |n esSenC‘ "blodlverSIty .

,I .o! - ..
Above all, corporate demand for ‘reg_ulatory relief and Offsett|ng ¢ d S|m||ar bt
World Bank standards that weaken environmental protec- ' g
tion are driving the growing popularity of biodiversity off- CompenS Tl O‘]’,]J‘Oﬂ:set \

setting and compensation offset schemes more generally. .
schemes allow more pollution

2IIVHWWLQJ VFKHPHYVY SURYLGH pUHJX LLL R

at from a different perspective, they undermine environ-

mental protection, by giving companies an opportunity to a2
ignore pollution limits or nature protection rules at any par- tO reStO re or

ticular place of interest to them, while claiming that they ‘é nned destruction

are respecting environmental protection laws. Offsetting
DOORZV JRYHUQPHQW DJHQFLHV DOl e{Sewhe e,dMVfUW&LRQV W R
PDLQWDLQ D GHSHQGDEOH ARZ RI HQYLURQPHQWDO OLFHQVHV DQG
(QDQFLQJ IRU FRUSRUDWH GHVWUXFWLRQ GHVSLWH WKH JURZLQJ
catalogue of environmental regulation that has evolved in \\ ~
response to public pressure for better environmental pro- \\ r ""'
tection since the 1970s. :

% FAN \ -

‘-I.\

\:\ REGULATED DESTRUCTION | 5



To understand how offsetting schemes provide this reg-
XODWRU\ AH[LELOLW\ LW LV LPSRUW

Offsetting is based on the assumption that the ecological
damage caused in one place can be cancelled out — off-

set — by restoring or protecting biodiversity claimed to

be at risk elsewhere. This assumption allows a company

to exceed a pollution limit or circumvent a prohibition to
destroy at any one particular place it wants for corporate
SUR¢{W PDNLQJ 7KH RQO\ UHTXLUH p ==
DXWKRULWLHYV DQG (QDQFLHUV RX i
is over and above a legal limit or regulatory restriction

will be cancelled out through avoiding planned destruc-

tion or pollution elsewhere. This prevention of supposedly
planned destruction elsewhere, or the promise for resto-

ration of a ‘degraded’ habitat that otherwise would remain
‘degraded’, it is claimed, will cancel out the ecological
damage at the site of corporate pollution or destruction.

In essence, biodiversity offsetting and similar compen-
sation offset schemes allow more pollution and destruc-
tion today on the promise to restore or prevent planned
destruction elsewhere, in future. Offsetting leads to more,
not less ecological destruction, causes more pollution, and
amounts to a double land grab because corporations end
up controlling land use at two locations — the site they are
destroying and the location they are claiming as offset.

This is the case whether the offset is for biodiversity, car- :RUOG 5DLQIRUHVW ORYHPHQW 5H &RPPRQ

bon from land-based projects or forest restoration.

g Carbon credit

A carbon credit is the promise that someone has been foregoing an a
ZRXOG KDYH FDXVHG JUHHQKRXVH JDV H
LV D WRQQH RI FDUERQ GLR[LGH W &2

glivity which

carbon credit. For this promise to be valid, the emission saving repres¥
credit has to be in addition to any savings that would have happened a

is that such proof — the saving would not have happened otherwise — is impossible.
,W UHTXLUHYVY DVVHVVLQJ D K\SRWKHWLFDO DFWLYL
but which did not, because it was prevented by the carbon offset project. One in-depth
study found that less than 7 percent of the carbon credits issued through the UN’s Cleal
Development Mechanism and sold in the EU carbon market are highly likely to represe
such additional savings, and for more than 75% of credits it is highly unlikely that they

represent additional emission savings.® )RU D GHWDLOHG FULWLTXH
the Fern publication 7UDGLQJ &DUERQ +RZ LW ZRUNV BQG ZK
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Reframing nature as service provider

The assumption that destruction in one place can be can-
celled out by preventing hypothetical destruction else-

Policy makers, conservation industry brochures and arti-
cles in academic journals increasingly refer to nature as

ZKHUH UHTXLUHV D SHUFHSWLRQ RI Q&K chditalt krid VealG écddiebical fuddidhsWelkadsys-

prevailing Western one, and even more so from indigenous

tem services’. As a result, hearing or reading the word

FRVPRORJLHV 2I11VHWWLQ J"WbHhatire.U H \halurd) stait&)tb Rigg@rithe association ‘service provider’

In the Western world, the prevailing association with the

and ‘capital’ for a growing public audience. Market-based
approaches to nature become more acceptable once the

ZRUG pQDWXUHY LV WKDW RI D XQ Liewdssdcabor df natitewith ‘Kepvice ImanifeRsAteelf in

stories, history and mysteries. In other words, a place
characterized by a particular, complex and dynamic web
of human and non-human interaction and stories that is
different from any other place. For this reason, nature is
much more than the volume of carbon stored or the sum
of the species present at any one place.

Biodiversity offsetting and similar compensation offset
VFKHPHY KRZHYHU
QRW ZLWK pXQLTXHQHVVY EXW
with an assemblage of
distinguishable parts and
functions that can be neatly
separated from each other,
and whereby the whole is
no more than the sum of its
parts. In this new conception
of nature, the separate parts
and functions are described
as ‘goods and services’

They can then be com-
pared, exchanged and a
price can be established for
them — like for other goods
and services we know.

Such re-framing is always a

Trying to force this
volatile and dynamic
web of nature into

neatly packageable

and tradable ‘service’
rﬁeﬁgu':elé az I3i?tinclf |:nitsG. R l_lfhl?g PiSkS breaking
existing (subsistence and
customary) relationships
and local economies

RXU EUDLQ ZH DUH DOUHDG\ XVHG WR

other contexts, so what is wrong with paying for the right
to use (or destroy) ‘services’ that nature provides?

Much is wrong with this reasoning, however. When spe-
cies and ecological functions come to be perceived as
‘ecosystem services’, they become bearers of mere mon-
etary value. Inevitably, the place-bound and manifold val-

UHTXLUH W K D WesZadsoBiated RvEH. €xlbical Ribns Wt Ppushed to

the margins of our own percep-
tion and are made invisible in

Cognitive scientists warn of

such economistic language
on politicized issues such as

used. They point out that the

— our thinking and in doing so
DOVR
that are made.*

Considering what it takes to
re-frame nature into a ‘service
provider’ it is perhaps not sur-

SULVLQJ WKDW FRQALF

WKH FRQVHTXHQFHV RI

WKH TXHVWLRQ RI
ODQJXDJH LQAXHQFHYV

LQAXHQFHV WKH

WKH pHFRVA\VWHP YHUYL
WL{FDWLRQ SURFHVYV

+

FRQALFW ULGGHQ SURFHVV EHFDXVHGQPWLRIQV LI QLR WQFR®W INSWRIQFLHV DER

neatly separable parts. Nature is shaped by a highly vola-
tile set of social and biophysical relations and processes,
and by complex systems of use and access rights that

‘ecosystem service’ units and implementation of offsetting

SROLFLHV &RQALFWV LQ UHODWLRQ WHF

which rights to what land that is turned into different units,

DUH VSHFL¢,F WR D ‘$Dyihgtt foixxéxiiisiob O Bridttontradictions and inconsistencies in relation to the

atile and dynamic web into neatly packageable and trad-
able ‘service’ units risks breaking existing (subsistence
and customary) relationships and local economies. It is
likely to push customary users into reliance on food mar-
kets, for example. This is already happening, for exam-
ple, where communities’ cassava or sago production in
forests is restricted by biodiversity offset projects, mak-
ing them become more dependent on the globally traded
commodity rice as a staple food. In Madagascar, commu-
nities are prohibited from cultivating cassava at the edge
of a forest that has been declared part of a biodiversity
offset by mining multinational Rio Tinto, international

GH¢QLWLRQV DQG TXDQWL¢FDWLRQ RI

In the case of REDD+ projects (see page 25), measure-
ments for carbon storage in forests have margins of error
that can be larger than the claimed emissions savings.
Offsetting of wetland destruction in the US relies on iden-
tifying a plant species for which botanists are still debating
whether its variants all make up one species or whether
they should be split into several species, or even different
genera. Geographer Morgan Robertson, who has closely
analyzed the evolution of biodiversity offsetting in the US,

\

QRWHYV WKDW GH¢QLQJ XQLWV WKDW D

system services such as ‘production of clean water by

1*2V DQG WKH JRYHUQPHQW DXWKR tbte®ts’ or/'RabiBatiorF@ReRtFho@Mesity lerVpollination by

were not involved in this decision.™

insects’ might eventually prove an impossible task."

REGULATED DESTRUCTION | 7



7KH PLWLIJDWLRQ KLHUDUFK\ GHVFULEHYVY D VHTXHQFH RI VWHSV ZKLFK OL
EDONV RIWHQ UHTXHVW FRPSDQLHV WR SDVV WKURXJK LI WKHLU SURMHF'

Licensing corporate destruction even if it causes
‘unavoidable’ ecological damage

is often argued that the mitigation hierarchy helps alleviate corporate environmental damage because

the company has to present a plan that shows how this damage will be addressed. The plan has

to include proposals for how to 1) avoid; 2) minimize; 3) restore; and, most controversially, 4) offset
HOQYLURQPHQWDO GDPDJH FDXVHG E\ WKH FRPSDQ\fV DFWLYLW\

1| AVOIDANCE

Measures taken to avoid destruction from the outset, such as careful spatial or temporal placement of
infrastructure, in order to avoid impacts on biodiversity where this is possible through improved planning.

2 | MINIMISATION

Measures taken to reduce the duration, intensity and/or extent of environmental damage if the
company deems it not possible to completely avoid the damage.

3 | REHABILITATION/RESTORATION

Measures taken to rehabilitate or restore biodiversity that has been damaged or destroyed at the site
IRU ZKLFK WKH FRPSDQ\ ZzDV JUDQWHG D OLFHQVH RU ¢QDQFLQJ

4 | OFFSET

Measures taken outside the location for which the company holds a license. These measures are
supposed to cancel out environmental destruction that the company and licensing agency deem
unavoidable and where minimization and restoration/rehabilitation were also ruled out. Unlike the

RWKHU VWHSYV LQ WKH PLWLIJDWLRQ KLHUDUEFK\
SODFHV EHFDXVH WKH SURFHVV UHTXLUHY HYLGHQFH WKDW HFRORJLFDO
HTXLYDOHQW WR WKRVH GHVWUR\HG KDYH EHHQ UHVWRUHG RU SURWHFW

New image of nature weakens environmental policies

These contradictions and incoherence have not, however,
stopped the advance of biodiversity offsetting and similar
compensation offset schemes.

Regardless of the inconsistencies, regulators accept the
QHZ XQLWV DV SURRI
that for which they gave permission to destroy has been
restored or protected. In the UK, for example, a property
developer was allowed to reduce the size (and thus cost)

of biodiversity offsets outside property housing develop-
ment by claiming that football pitches set up as part of the
housing complex were ‘grassland’ and ‘semi-improved
grassland’ (the unmown edges around the pitch). This, the
company argued, had already compensated for destruc-
tion of nature caused by the luxury housing complex, and
IHZHU ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHWV*ZHU Hind #ouk bavell@etand kb distainU H
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Policy-makers, practitioners and lobbyists for mar-
ket-based environmentalism and green growth argue that
biodiversity offsetting is only a measure of ‘last resort’.
They underscore that it is embedded in a mitigation hier-
archy which, they claim, helps ensure that other mea-

WKDW DQ DUHDXBHW bDARXOMYR HG XOLY® OHGWFWRIFRORJLFL

The offset option is said to be a ‘last resort’, to mitigate
environmental destruction that the project developer and
licensing agencies consider unavoidable. What this argu-
ment overlooks, however, is that the mere possibility of
offsetting undermines legal pollution limits and protec-
tion of areas of special ecological importance because
it provides an option to approve corporate destruction
that causes ‘unavoidable’ damage where otherwise such

DSSURYDO ZRXOG EH GLI¢FXOW LI-QRW LC

WKLY VWHS UHTXLUHV X



The actual use of the mitigation hierarchy alsorevealsmany DOORZV WKHVH (¢QDQFLQJ LQVWLWXWL
problems with the approach. The most noteworthy inthe UHVWULFWLRQV DQG ¢QDQFH GHWWUXF
context of biodiversity offsetting is that what is advertised ical’ habitat.

DV D PHDVXUH RI pODVW UHVRUWY LV TXLFNO\ EHFRPLQJ WKH QRUP

Increasingly, biodiversity offsetting is the instrument that As with many buzzwords, the language of offsetting is
legalizes pollution and environmental destruction in places FKDQJLQJ RYHU WLPH %XW WKH FRUH L
where environmental regulation would otherwise not allow  destruction is made possible in places where it would oth-

such destruction. It is the regulatory measure which paves  erwise not have been. What makes this possible is the

the way for corporate licenses to destroy and pollute where  company’s promise that biodiverse or carbon-rich habitat
otherwise such destruction would not have been allowed. HTXLYDOHQW WR WKH RQH GHVWUR\HG
Payments for biodiversity compensation can thus be tected elsewhere. ‘Biodiversity net gain’, ‘no net loss’ and
understood as a fee that legalizes corporate destruction  ‘zero net deforestation’ are some of the new buzzwords

where, without the option to offset, a company would have  used alongside biodiversity offsetting.® The concepts
ULVNHG D (QH IRU YLRODWLQJ HQY L béehipdPthie@\MIDely dh idahe @i di<pt.

Biodiversity offsetting and similar compensation schemes . ;
also help corporations secure funding for destruction. What is advertised as a

Since the 1990s, regulations and guidelines have been

SXW LQ SODFH WR SUHYHQW IRU HJ Pmﬁa$'dﬁﬁ40fg‘rlaﬁtqr@§9r¢t(’giﬁglzl_Do
institutions like the World Bank’s International Finance . :
&RUSRUDWLRQ IURP ¢QDQFLQJ FRU RQHWKMWWQQU‘% RRHN

the Bank calls ‘critical habitat’. Now biodiversity offsetting

‘): What's wrong with biodiversity offsetting?

%LRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHWY DUH FRQWURYHUVLDO h +HUL

argument that ‘nature must pay for itself’.

PERVERSE INCENTIVES

for destructive corporate projects that would previously have been denied apgpval, or faced major
RSSRVLWLRQ DQG GLI{FXOW\ VHFXULQJ (QDQFLN
in places of special importance for biological diversity.

DUH HIIH

IGNORES UNIQUENESS OF PLACE

%LRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHWWLQJ LIQRUHYVY WKH IDFW WKDW HYHU\ SODFH LV >
complex web of human and non-human interactions. These socioecological, cultural and spfitual
GLPHQVLRQVY DUH SODFH VSHFL;{F DQG FDQQRW EH UHHUHDWHG HOVHZK

AGGRAVATES SITUATION IN POLLUTION HOTSPOTS

to reduce that s
hotspot, the ig€reased health risk remains unmiti

e type of pollution. For peopN\exposed to excessive pollution at the pofution
ted, however.

o

7\
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DOUBLE LAND GRAB

Corporations buying biodiversity offsets take control over the territories of indigenous peoples and

SHDVDQW FRPPXQLWLHYV LQ WZR SODFHV DW WKH VLWH RI WKHLU RSHUD!
RIT'VHW /RFDO FRPPXQLWLHVY DUH RIWHQ QRW DOORZHG WR DFFHVVY ODQG
even if they hold customary rights to it. There is ample evidence of human rights abuses when

communities try to defend these customary rights.

HYPOTHETICAL RISKS ALLOW REAL DESTRUCTION

Offsets allow destruction or pollution that would otherwise be unacceptable, or even illegal. To be able

to claim that the excess destruction or pollution has been offset, the project owner has to demonstrate
that the protection of biodiversity or the reduction in pollution would not have happened without

the prospect of selling offset credits. In technical terms, the project has to provide evidence that its
protection of biodiversity or reduced pollution are ‘additional’. So additionality claims are always based

on a hypothetical story of what would or would not have happened without the project. It is ultimately
impossible to verify a hypothetical story of what would have been, yet this story of preventing
K\SRWKHWLFDO GHVWUXFWLRQ MXVWL;HVY UHDO GHVWUXFWLRQ

PUSHES DAMAGE AND POLLUTION OUTSIDE THE OFFSET AREA

Declaring a place as an offset site could merely displace supposedly avoided destruction. For
example, if a forest that was at risk of being cleared is declared an offset site to cancel out the
deforestation caused elsewhere by a mining company, the logging could just shift somewhere else. In
technical terms, this risk is referred to as ‘leakage’.

DAMAGE TODAY FOR PROMISE OF RESTORATION IN THE (DISTANT) FUTURE

Places of special importance to biological diversity that have been destroyed or degraded will take
long periods of time to recover their full ecological functionality. Yet, companies receive a license

to destroy today. They usually only pay the cost of maintaining a biodiversity offset site for a limited
period that is much shorter than the time needed for ecosystem restoration. Ancient woodland, for
example, will not recover within the lifetime of a human being, and certainly not within the 30-40 years
that is the maximum lifetime of most biodiversity or carbon offset projects.

DEFINITION AND QUANTIFICATION OF BIODIVERSITY

The units that have been proposed to measure ‘ecosystem services’ are widely disputed. Even for

carbon storage, the perhaps least complex of these ecological functions, methodological disputes

are rife and uncertainty ranges are at times larger than the numbers measured. Given continued

incomplete knowledge of ecological functioning, crucial interlinkages may be overlooked in the

PHDVXUHPHQW DQG TXDQWL¢;FDWLRQ 8QNQRZQ HIIHFWV RI KDELWDW IUD
of genetic diversity may lead to areas of land being accepted for compensation when in reality their

ERXQGDULHY DUH LQVXI¢FLHQW WR IXO¢;0 WKH FODLPHG HFRORJLFDO FRI

REDUCES LOSS TO ECOLOGICAL DAMAGE

Compensation offsets only consider ecological damage, and thus make invisible the social, cultural
and local economic damage that corporate destruction also causes. This damage is never even
FRQVLGHUHG ZKHQ JRYHUQPHQW DJHQFLHV (QDQFLDO LQVWLWXWLRQV D

UNDERMINES CITIZENS’ RIGHT TO A HEALTHY ENVIRONMENT

(QYLURQPHQWDO OHJLVODWLRQ HVWDEOLVKHG EHWZHHQ WKH V DQG
LQDGHTXDWHO\ LPSOHPHQWHG HVWDEOLVKHG OHJDOO\ ELQGLQJ OLPLWYV
which apply to everyone, and at any location covered by the law. Introducing compensation offsets

into environmental legislation undermines this principle and takes away citizens’ right to insist on

a company respecting the limit locally. With environmental legislation that allows for offsetting, a

company can expand and exceed the local pollution limit, as long as it can show that it is paying a fee

— the offset credit price — for someone to keep pollution below legal limits elsewhere. For the citizens

affected by the increase in local pollution, compensation offsets elsewhere are of little consolation,

even if they were to function.

10 | REGULATED DESTRUCTION



Regulated destruction:
How biodiversity HL
offsetting undermines g
environmental protection

Biodiversity compensation in environmental regulation is
not new — the USA, Germany and India introduced bio-
diversity compensation in the 1980s — but recent years
have seen a sharp increase in environmental regulation
that favours biodiversity offsetting or other forms of com-
pensation offsetting. By 2017, environmental policies that
included biodiversity offsetting or similar compensation
offsets were in effect in 115 countries, according to IUCN
QHDUO\ GRXEOH WKH ¢JXUH DB\&mang H A
WKH UHDVRQV IRU WKLV LQFUHDVH DUH \

¢ many countries have adopted the political goal of No
1HW /RVV RI ELRGLYHUVLW\ DQG EL
the mechanism to achieve this goal;

e corporate destruction increasingly targets formally
protected areas or particularly biodiversity-rich areas
where the current regulatory framework without off-
sets only allows destructive activities to be licensed in
exceptional cases;

¢« WKH :RUOG %DQN DQG LWV SULYDWH VHE JDQFLQJ
the International Finance Corporation (IFC) have been
heavily promoting biodiversity offset provisions in
environmental regulation in the global South, to facili- e
tate implementation of the IFC Performance Standard
6 biodiversity offset provisions (see chapter 3). These o Iae
provisions, added to the Performance Standard in 8 ‘-tffj"
DOORZ WKH ,)& WR ¢QDQFH GH\{W’I{» V L F
"RUOG %DQN KDV GH,QHG DV puFULWLFD DEL
UHYLVLRQ DSSURYDO RI ,)& ¢QDQFLQJ IRU
destruction in such habitat would have been more dif- OZ S
cFXOW DQG FRQWURYHUVLDO 1



National approaches to
compensation offsets

The way that biodiversity offsetting or similar compensa-
tion offsets are embedded in environmental regulations
varies from country to country, as does the terminology
used to describe it. Some regulations started out with
DUHD EDVHG FRPSHQVDWLRQ SD\RH(
ferent from biodiversity offsets which pretend to be based |
RQ HTXLYDOHQFH EHWZHHQ WKH RIj
WKDW LV EHLQJ GHVWUR\HG 6XEVH
turned these compensation provisions into mechanisms  §
that adopt an offset logic and use economic valuation
language associated with the ¢ QDQFLDOL]DWL RES
The selection below describes some approaches and lan- i
guage used to anchor biodiversity offsetting and similar
schemes in environmental regulation.

Deforestation around Pakke Tiger Reserve, India
Nandini Velho

India | Compensatory afforestation

7KH WHUP pFRPSHQVDWRU\ DIIRUH VWheDaw, afo@st clearanté can®sliyHe perhr@ted ahce “an
,QGLDTV J)RUHVW &RQVHUYDWLRQ $HWXRIYDOH@DWBBRXOWWIRQRQ IRUHVW OD
of the law make it obligatory for a company applyingfora ODQG WZLFH WKH VL]J]H® KDV EHHQ LGHQW
license to destroy a forest, a so-called ‘forest clearance’, tree plantations or forest restoration.

to compensate for the loss of that forest.® A company
can compensate either by setting up and maintaining tree
plantations or by making a payment to the Compensatory
Afforestation Fund.

However, over 500 billion Indian Rupees (USD 6.8 bil-
lion) of funds had accumulated in the Compensatory
Afforestation Fund by 2016, and large areas of forest have
been destroyed without any compensatory afforestation

The large amounts of accu-
mulated money in the Fund is
clear evidence that government
agencies have been issuing
permits that allow companies
to destroy forests without the

Implementing guidelines linked to a landmark 2005 having taken place. Forest biodiversity and community
Supreme Court decision introduced the language of ¢ Q b Qlivelihoods have been devastated and the government
FLDOL]DWLRIiQ@oRE QDWXUH agencies continue to issue for-
legislation. The introduc- L. est clearances on a large scale.
tion of the guidelines also Compensatory activities
marked the turning point
from mere compensation have Often cau Sed severe
payments to compensation .
offset payments, where the con ICtS between the
payment or tree planting is E al’tment and
H[SHFWHG WR EH HT W§§L9§p
Cosnoyes, The g | COMMUNIties peing honored, Whats more
yed. urt ruli i : , i
UHTXHVWHG REOLJDWRU\ SD\ is highly unlikely that unencum-
ments to represent the ‘net present value’ of the forest bered land on the scale needed to implement the com-
EHLQJ GHVWUR\HG 7KLV YDOXH LV VWéhsaoty Rifb@statianDpvirkises Bie@dy éndlihg could
fying the ‘ecosystem services’ and ‘goods’ that the forest EH IRXQG ZLWKRXW FDXVLQJ IXUWKHU FR
(now called ‘natural capital’) has been providing before it  munities and tribal rights holders.
is destroyed."

A government website set up to track issuance of for-

Government agencies like the India Forest Department
are supposed to ensure that land is allocated and affor-
estation or forest restoration activities are undertaken to
compensate for the forest that is destroyed. According to
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est clearances and spending under the Compensatory
Afforestation Fund provides an indication of the scale
LQYROYHG %HWZHHQ DQG -
ment ministry had issued 1,039 forest clearances that

WKH



would allow a total of 29,400 hectares of forest to be
destroyed.”® Compensatory afforestation should have
thus taken place on at least 30,000 hectares of ‘non-for-
est’ land or ‘degraded’ forest. Research shows just how
little compensatory afforestation has taken place and
reveals that there appears to be no government record
over where the areas supposedly used for compensatory
afforestation or forest restoration are located.”*

Where this information is available, it reveals that the
compensatory activities have often caused severe con-

&RQALFWV DUH VHW WR LQFUHDVH IXUW|

sion by the Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate
Change to amend the guidelines for compensatory affor-
estation in a way that will severely affect food sovereignty
and farming activities of rural communities.”* The amend-
ment calls on Indian states to set up ‘land banks’, and
describes their aim as a measure to help with “speedy
disposal of [forest clearance] proposals under the Forest
(Conservation) Act 1980”. The land categories proposed
for inclusion in these land banks are mainly those used as
community commons, for shifting cultivation and subsis-

ALFWV EHWZHHQ WKH )RUHVW 'HS D Ushide fbQgroBuctin. FRPP X QLW LHV

Government agencies primarily target land over which
communities hold customary rights or where the land

Draft rules related to the 2017 decision also suggest that

TXHVWLRQ LV GLVSXWHG 7KHVH FXV&wRierisaidrylatfarésiatidn Zuin@s ©arRaNise@ taeedpand

restricted when land is turned into a compensatory affor-
estation area because land used for such measures has

existing protected areas and to displace communities liv-
ing in such protected areas. In the state of Maharashtra,

WR EH UHFODVVL{HG DV IRUHVW X Q @GeélddverRivertlia3 Bli¢ @\usEdRQpensadry affdfsta-

ZRUWK QRWLQJ WKDW WKLV FODVVL¢ RibMun&s@ HifpRateX & HIEges otated Inoide@istéridd. R Q V

which further jeopardizes community livelihoods due to the
widely documented social and ecological devastation that
industrial tree plantations cause for forest-dependent com-
munities.” Despite legislation passed in 2006 to protect the

areas of the Vidarbha region.” This is an example of how
compensation offsets can lead to a double land grab and
YLRODWH WKH ULJKWYV RI
destroyed for the corporate project and the site used as

rights of forest-dependent communities,”> FRQALFW V E ebWpehsation offset.

the Forest Department and forest communities abound.

Government agencies have been issuing permits that allow
companies to destroy forests without the legal promise of

compensation being honored

Uganda | National Environment Bill introduces
biodiversity offsets into national law

In 2017, the government of Uganda tabled a National
Environment Bill to revise the existing National
Environment Act of 1995. Article 114 of the Bill includes
a proposal for biodiversity offsets as a compensation
PHFKDQLVP
pensation mechanisms may be applied to address resid-
XDO LPSDFWV ~ 7KH
use biodiversity offsets or any other compensation offset,
“shall design and implement it to address residual impacts
and to achieve measurable conservation outcomes that
can reasonably be expected to result in no net loss and

The proposal for revision of the National Environment Act
IROORZHG WKH FRQ/;UPDWLRQ LQ-
ble oil deposits in the Albertine Rift region of Uganda, a
global biodiversity hotspot with high species endemism.

S%LRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHWUIl eRpldrgtion lidemsesHae bBe@ Gpprdvwdrl, including

in the internationally renowned Murchison Falls National

%LOO DOVR VS HHatk(de&/chapkeD3 FRPSDQLHYV WKDW

As well as the proposed inclusion of biodiversity offset-
ting provision into the National Environment Bill, a num-
ber of ¢ QDQFLDOL]DW LiRitiativied hevb \tdkeb H

SUHIHUDEO\ D QHW JDLQ RI ELRGLY plat¥ InWyamie irRrééenH yéars, HI@ Hnajdfity involving

Although the Bill has not yet passed into law, laws regu-
lating mining, hydropower and infrastructure projects are
already preparing for the future inclusion of biodiversity
offsetting in Environmental Impact Assessments.

the US-based conservation NGO Wildlife Conservation
Society.”” With funding from USAID, the Wildlife
Conservation Society initiated a process in 2014 to cre-
ate the Uganda Conservation Trust Fund which makes
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reference to biodiversity offset payments.”® In 2017, the
UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre published
‘Experimental Ecosystem Accounts for Uganda’™ in col-
laboration with the Wildlife Conservation Society.

Uganda is also one of 28 countries participating in the
UNDP Biodiversity Finance Initiative (BIOFIN), which has
a strong emphasis on ‘ecosystem services’ and includ-
ing nature into national accounts, and one of four coun-
tries that take part in the initiative Conservation, Impact
Mitigation and Biodiversity Offsets in Africa (COMBO)

Ugandan environmental regulations. But companies
involved in oil exploration and infrastructure that will affect
the Albertine Rift region are already advertising their com-
mitment to the mitigation hierarchy and biodiversity offset-
ting in accordance with the IFC Performance Standard 6
(see chapter 3).

A biodiversity offset project is already in place to offset the
ARRGLQJ RI LFRQLF ZDWHUIDOOV BPQG ULY
versial Bujagali hydropower dam on the River Nile. The
biodiversity offset was a condition for World Bank funding

ZKLFK LV ¢QDQFHG DPRQJ RWKHUYV of Enis véireveydiaHppofeist. BG RESD @nother company

Environment Facility.*

Until the 2017 National Environment Bill becomes law,

received planning permission for another dam that would
ARRG WKH ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHW VLWH
ARRGLQJ Rl WKH VLWH WKDW ZDV WR KD

WKHUH LV QR OHJDO UHTXLUH P HQ WperpetuityE(seR @dg¥ 2BV LW\ RIIVHWV LQ

River Nile at the Bujagali falls
NAPE / Friends of the Earth Uganda

Tar sands, Alberta, Canada
'RPLQLRQ

'UX 2MD -D\

Canada | Biodiversity offsetting opens up habitat
of endangered species to tar sand industry

,Q &DQDGD FRPSHQVDWLRQ RIIVHWVTBeUépdd FSXIistd H Gelliésbf £o&sks KvDdEe biodiver-

itat and wetlands under federal jurisdictions. Several prov-
inces also have compensation offset provisions, among
others, related to wetlands. Biodiversity offsetting has also
facilitated large-scale destruction of caribou habitat in the
boreal forest for fossil fuel extraction and processing.

A report published in 2014 contains several examples of
companies engaged in compensation offsetting although
WKLV LV QRW OHJDOO\ UHTXLUHG
struction of a pipeline through Jasper National Park.
The example shows that while there was no actual legal
UHTXLUHPHQW WR GR VR
the licensing process for the company and “The pipeline
expansion received approval from the National Energy
Board without substantial environmental opposition.”*
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sity offsetting was a condition for approval of oil and tar

sand exploitation projects. Among them is the example of

D IHGHUDO SURYLQFLDO -RLQW 5HYLHZ :
the French oil company Total change its application for

WKH -RVO\Q WDU VDQG PLQH 7KH-SDQHO
itat for species-at-risk be created (preferred) or protected

‘in locations relatively near the project’ so as to offset

residual impacts on species at risk.”** Another example
ZizHiis b Ryerhl JopityRRe\IeY RaheMelielvirgRh® impact

of the controversial Northern Gateway pipeline project

proposed by the company Enbridge in 2013. The Panel

FRPPLWW lr@ade HprovalKoHthR pideking/ codsEicoin WD dishal

on different kinds of biodiversity offsets (caribou habitat,
ZHWODQGV UDUH SODQWVY DQG HFRORJI
DQG (VK KDELWDW *PDULQH KDELWDW



Colombia | Biodiversity offsets and domestic
carbon markets facilitate corporate destruction

Within the past few years, Colombia has put in place per-
haps the most encompassing set of laws, regulations and
decrees worldwide to facilitate the use of biodiversity off-
setting and domestic carbon offset mechanisms involving
forests and other carbon-rich habitats like the paramo
(high, tropical, montane vegetation above the continuous
timberline). Some of these initiatives are described below.

Biodiversity offsetting was introduced into Colombian leg-
LVODWLRQ DV HDUO\ DV
1450),* and strengthened and further operationalized in
2012 by the National Policy for the Integral Management
of Biodiversity and its
Ecosystem Services and
the adoption of a Manual for

$OORFDWLQJ 2IIVHWVEI¥L?”QUV“&? Company

does not buy the land in
guestion, its biodiversity
offset requirements will
determine how this land
can be used — for as
long as its destructive
FrRoVxowolwagiivities continue

Biodiversity.** The Manual
was prepared with involve-
ment from the interna-
tional conservation NGOs
The Nature Conservancy,
Conservation International
and World Wide Fund for
Nature and criticised by
many Colombian civil soci-
ety organisations, among
others, for the lack of ade-
TXDWH
Colombian  organisations
also pointed out that the
international conserva-
tion NGOs involved in the
preparation of the Manual receive substantial funding
from companies in the mining and infrastructure sectors
that will need to apply it.

elsewhere

The use of the Manual is obligatory for companies apply-
ing for an environmental license related to mining, oil and
gas, infrastructure, and port developments. But many
companies have received their environmental licenses
long before submitting an offsetting plan.

The new policies will increase indirect corporate control
RYHU ODQG
pany calculate the size of the area for which offsets are
UHTXLUHG
ondary’ vegetation that will be destroyed and 4-10 hect-
ares for each hectare of ‘natural ecosystems’); identify
potential offset sites; and demonstrate that the proposed

‘no net loss’ of biodiversity. So for each hectare a com-
pany destroys, it will control land use on another 2-10
hectares which will be managed in a manner determined

E\ WKH ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHW UHTXLUHPHQWYV RI

KHFWDUHY IRU HDFK KAHAWDKIMHY R | B/HRH BD O@OH@GF P @Bl B ('

(YHQ LI

land can be used — for as long as its destructive activities
continue elsewhere.*’

Accordingtoareport published by The Nature Conservancy,
between 2013 and 2015 alone, the potential demand for
land to be used as biodiversity offset amounted to more
than 180,000 hectares.*® As early as 2013, the web portal

FRQ ¢ UP HEesystzm Marke®léce, whickh &tldocates market-based
HOYLURQPHQWDOLVP SRLQWHG W-R D PLC
-PLOOL

WLRQ LQ &RORPELD 3:LWK RYHU
ing titles, over 130 oil and gas
companies, with operations in
the country over at least 1.5 mil-
lion hectares, including Shell,
Oxy, Chevron, ExxonMobil,
and Petrobas, and thousands
of kilometers of highways in the
pipeline that will affect critical
biodiversity hotspots, one of the

hundreds of thousands of hect-
ares needed in offsets are going

remains unanswered while
companies continue to receive
licenses to destroy on the mere
presentation of biodiversity off-
set plans.

In 2017, the Ministry of
Environment launched a ‘Habitat Bank’, with an initial cap-
ital investment of USD 1.5 million, from the Inter-American
Development Bank among others. Ministry and Bank
expressed their hope that the Habitat Bank will facilitate
WKH LGHQWL;FDWLRQ RI
ting.”> The same year, legislation was passed to establish
the implementing mechanisms for the National Program

RQ 3D\PHQW IRU (QYLURQPHQWDO 6HUYL

of 2017). Subprograms of this National Program include
conservation of biodiversity, conservation of carbon sinks
and green trade.**

7KH H[LVWLQJ UHJXODWLRQV UHTXLUH WKDW D FRP

In addition, a number of bilateral and multilateral agen-

in the past years, including the REDD Early Movers pro-
gram with funding from Norway, Germany and the UK. In

HI[FKDQJH IRU SURYLGLQJ TXDQWL{HG HY
RITVHW ORFDWLRQ LV pHFRORJLF D O foom iddfotdstativ® iH Pé\Afna2dD Gegidh StdyedHligovwX & H

level negotiated as part of the REDD Early Movers con-

WUDFW WKH JRYHUQPHQW RI &RORPELD

lent to 5 USD per tonne of CO2.
WKH FRPSDQ\
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WKH FRPSDQ\ GRHV QRW EX\ Wk
LWV ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIITVHW UHTXLUHPHGQ

NH\ TXHVWLRQV LV ZKHU

to come from.”*® 7KDW TXHVWL

VLWHY VXLWD!

SURJUD



/

BanCO2: Carbon payments undermine
peasants’ control over their land

The domestic carbon offset mechanism ‘BanCO2’ has been in operation since 2013. It was set up

as an implementing mechanism for corporations and others wishing to offset their greenhouse gas

emissions. Its founder stated the vision to turn ‘BanCO2’ into the principal mechanism for payment

of ‘ecosystem services’ in Colombia by 2020. BanCO2 signs agreements with peasant organisations

who receive regular payments for protecting or restoring the carbon storage capacity of forests or the

paramo grasslands on their property. More than 20 regional autonomous corporations, the energy

companies ISAGEN, Ecopetrol and Petrobras, the mining companies AngloGoldAshanti Colombia

DQG $QWLRTXLD *ROG WKH FHPHQW FRPSDQ\ $UJRV WKH SXEOLF XWLOLV
since started buying carbon offsets through BanCO?2 to green their image.* BanCO2 thus seems to

VHH LWVHOI DV LPSOHPHQWLQJ PHFKDQLVP QRW RQO\ IRU WKH OHJDOO\ L
programs linked to the National Program for Payments for Environmental Services of 2017.*

and has 3,074 applications for mining pending.**

The Public Utilities Company of Medellin (EPM), a Colombian company, is cu
Hidroituango hydropower project, for which more than 4,500 hectares of tropical dIy ave been

GHVWUR\HG (30 LV DOVR JUHHQZDVKLQJ ZLWK WKH KHOS RI %DQ&2 EXW
about USD 619 million in 2016, putting its BanCO2 contribution of a USD 421,482 into perspective.

The company advertises its BanCO2 contribution on its website while information on thg greenhouse

gas emissions caused by its operations and, in particular, the construction of the megaflam, is

absent.

Qotly building thg

Part of the EPM payment was paid over the course of three years to 56 peasant familief, who
received the money through a bank account with Bancolombia, another implementing
%DQ&2 3DUWQHULQJ ZLWK %DQ&2 EULQJV WKH JDODQN WKRXVDCJ
scheme, peasants have to open an account with Bancolombia. The peasant famfies also have to sign

a contract obliging them to use their land in a certain way and restored deforegfed areas.

V RI QH

7KH %DQ&2 DSSURDFK WR FDUERQ RIIVHW SDAPHQ
peasant communities’ control over their land and territories. Families retain
when they sign up to the scheme, but they submit to implementing land use
others in return for the payment of currently 8,000 Colombian pesos (USD 2!
dioxide emissions saved.

DLVHV TYHVWlRQV

into the atmosphere. To be able to make this guffranies i gasants to fefrain ffom
cutting trees and only to use the paramo in a cgrtain \ S releared
into the atmosphere. The contract which peasgnt famllles 8 p.abligesfhem to maintainfthe

carbon in the trees or paramo for long after thg¢ pay\ge
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‘No REDD’ action at COP 21, Paris, 2015
© Friends of the Earth International

Brazil | Forest restoration credits and
Environmental Services Incentives System

In 2010, the Brazilian state of Acre adopted an environ-
mental framework called the Environmental Services
Incentives System (SISA).*® Revenue generation from
selling offsets based on generating ‘environmental ser-
vices payments’ for different ‘ecosystem services' is at the
heart of SISA. The System includes programs related to
different ‘services’, including carbon storage and water
OWUDWLRQ FDSDFLW\ RI IRUHVWV
ration; and the “preserva-

tion of scenic beauty”.

SISA was developed on the
assumption that global bio-
diversity and carbon mar-
kets would create demand
from governments and
companies elsewhere for
offsets. Global trading in
offset credits would thus
generate the funding for the
government of Acre — which
is highly dependent on
national transfer payments
for its budget — to pay for a
variety of offset programs
and maintenance of pro-
tected areas. This global trade has not materialized at any
scale, yet the government of Acre has oriented its environ-
mental regulation fully towards such international markets.

legal limit

Of the six programs, only the carbon incentive pro-
gram (ISA-Carbono) is currently being developed.
Operationalizing the program involved setting up an
elaborate institutional structure including the creation of
a State Commission for Validation and Monitoring (an
Institute on Climate Change and Environmental Services
Regulation, an Environmental Services Development
&RPSDQ\
RI¢FH )XQGLQJ

The introduction of

forest restoration

certi cates risks
increasing deforestation

if it is extended to legalize
not just past but also
future clearing above the

has come among others from the Amazon Fund of the
Brazilian public bank BNDES and Germany’s develop-
ment bank KfW, via its REDD Early Movers program. The
REDD Early Movers program has also made ‘payments
for results’ under ISA-Carbono. To receive the payments,
the government of Acre had to show that greenhouse gas
emissions from deforestation had stayed below a negoti-
ater lindt ifr fRReQpVedituy Pedr.LREQD B &) MovEry theR
paid USD 5 per tonne of carbon
dioxide that had supposedly
been saved.

The governments of Acre and
Germany underscore that the
transactions are not ‘carbon
offsets’ because neither the
German government nor KfW
will not use them to claim that
their own emissions have been
offset. However, the entire pro-
cess is that of a carbon offset
transaction, from the negotia-
tion of a ‘baseline’ to the con-
version of hectares of forest into
tonnes of carbon stored in the

WUHHV DQG ¢QDOOG\ WKH

tion of the emissions avoided in tonnes of carbon dioxide.

Also, SISA itself allows for a variety of ‘environmental
service’ payments, including the sale of carbon offsets,
and the government of Acre is proactively seeking buyers
for the tonnes of carbon dioxide not remunerated by the
REDD Early Movers program. One potential buyer is a
regional carbon market in California.*® This dual use of the
mechanism shows that at its core, the REDD+ infrastruc-
WXUH VHW XS XQGHU WKH 6,6% LV
offset mechanism, even if at present the funds received

D 6FLHQWL¢F &RPPLWW H Har® Q@tfrobh QarboR &ffsessakrd Q TV
IRU WKLV HODERUDWH LQVWLWXWLRQDO VHW XS
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+HURQ AL\LQJ RYHU .LNUHWXP 9LOODJH LQ 3DUD
André Porto

Deforestation in Brazil

The Forest Code: Offsets provide impunity for past illegal deforestation

The (:QDQFLDOL]DWLRIQVRR>XQDAMAXUWH D OVKRH UHQAMHFRGDIGFWLRQ RI IRUHVW UHVWRUD
in the 2012 revision of Brazil's Forest Code. The previ- ated an instrument that could shield large landowners
ous version of the Code already limited the area of forest  from expropriation for social purposes such as agrarian
a landowner can clear. The limit depends on the forest UHIRUP /DUJH ODQG KROGLQJYVY FDQ EH H
W\SH DQG UHJLRQ LQ WKH $PD]RQ U&hdLtRi3fevwed Hnt® agrariah refordX VoxoDrénd \ under
20%, but many landowners have cleared much more. The certain circumstances. One such circumstance is if the
UHYLVHG &RGH UHTXLUHV WKDW OD QnadR 5 Qridlievto Argwlere@dénzel tHabtheRadd is used
ests in excess of the legal limits before 2012 restorethe LQ D ZD\ WKDW VDWLV¢{¢HV WKH FRQVWLW
illegally cleared land or risk losing access to agricultural SULYDWH ODQG KROGLQJV LQ WKH $PD]R(
credit. But the Code provides an alternative to restoring  function, i.e. that 20% of the property is under productive
WKHLU RZQ ODQG ODQGRZQHUYV F b QusX{nopurideesshny\tlaated).\WRNI@aAt lrd=tQrakdi Oer-
WL;FDWHVY &5%$V (DFK FHUWL¢;FDWWLYHBWHWH @W¥ D QHFADMHWH FDIQ FODLP Wk
intact forest elsewhere, where a landowner has notdefor- LV IXO¢;OOHG EHFDXVH DQ\ ODQG QRW L
ested as much land as legally permissible. be declared as a carbon storage and forest restoration

DVVHW ZLWK SRWHQWLDO IRU IRUHVW UH
7KH LQWURGXFWLRQ RI IRUHVW UHaxahplé/'DWLRQ FHUWL,FDWHYV ULVNYV
increasing deforestation if it is extended to legalize not

just past but also future clearing above the legal limit. In  /DQGRZQHUV FDQ EX\ DQG VHOO -IRUHVW

this case, landowners will clear much more forest in areas
where deforestation is advancing rapidly at the time than
the law allows because buying restoration credits will
EH FKHDSHU WKDQ
clearing land.
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icates on a private platform called the BVRIo, or Bolsa
Verde do Rio de Janeiro. The BVRIio was set up by Pedro
Moura Costa, the former owner of EcoSecurities, a com-

IRUHJRLQJ SUR ¢ pdnyMukiBhvendeRi@niiated i Gidbal iRy of carbon

credits under the UN’s Clean Development Mechanism.



Costa Rica | Pioneering nancialization of natural
wealth accounting and implementing the world’s

rst aguatic offset

Costa Rica has long been seen as a laboratory for Payment
for Environmental Services (PES) and economic valuation.

in Costa Rica than elsewhere. It is now common for high-

OHYHO JRYHUQPHQW RI{(FLDOV DQG PLQI

It has hosted pilot programs for a wide range of ¢ Q D Q F Lial©@apital” when they are talking about nature, and about

LIDWLRQ Rdpp@rBcteX Utsl PES program of 1997,

for example, has been promoted as an early example of
a successful ‘market-based’ environmental instrument that
helped curb deforestation. In reality, the program was nei-
ther ‘market-based’, because the funds that paid farmers
to restore forests were generated by a mandatory fuel tax,
nor did it have a decisive role in halting the deforestation
trend. It also did little to reduce poverty or help diversify
local peasant economies. While the payments enabled
peasant families to stay on
the land, they also changed
cultural norms and public
policies by strengthening the
perception that without mon-
etary payments, there will be
no forest protection. Instead
of public policies that pro-
mote agroecology or regional
economies which could also
help peasant families to stay
on their territories, the gov-
ernment is engaging in a
QHZ URXQG RI
initiatives.

/ILNH &RORPELD &RNVWD 5LFD
is one of the pilot countries
in the World Bank’'s WAVES
initiative.  WAVES  stands
for Wealth Accounting and
the Valuation of Ecosystem
Services. As part of its WAVES pilot accounting exercise,
the Central Bank of Costa Rica and the Ministry of the
Environment and Energy presented ‘forest accounts’ in

7KH ¢UVW HGLWLRQ RI WKHVH
conventional forestry production data, such as how much
and what types of forest are found in Costa Rica, how much
forests and forest products are worth, and how these num-
bers have changed over time. Future editions, however,

While the payments
enabled peasant families
to stay on the land,

they also changed
cultural norms and public
policies by strengthening
¢ QD QF L@ [perception that
without monetary
payments, there will be
no forest protection

“ecosystem services” when they refer to the vital functions
that forests, rivers, land and soil provide. In April 2018, the
then newly-appointed Minister of the Environment referred
to nature as “the natural capital that we ought to manage

in a sustainable manner”.*

Costa Rica also acts as laboratory for ¢ QDQFLDOL]DWL

Q D Wappréaches in relation to greenhouse gas emis-
VLRQV W LV RQH RI
to become ‘carbon neutral’
LQ WKH QHDU
Although oil and gas contrib-
ute relatively little to electric-
ity generation in Costa Rica
(the main source of electricity
generation is hydropower),
transport remains dependent
on fossil fuel. An end of fossil
fuel burning by 2021 seems
unlikely under current trans-
port policies and achieving
carbon neutrality would have
UHTXLUHG WKH
purchasing carbon offsets.
Following a change in govern-
ment in 2018, the government
language has been chang-
ing from ‘carbon neutrality’ to
‘decarbonizing’, recognizing
that achieving ‘neutrality’ by
2021 is not feasible.

In recent years, the hydropower industry has promoted

&RVWD 5LFD DV LW KDV LPSOHPHQWHG W
D Bibd/ErQitWoifsét (sEeOcKapidr@). CDdtaQRIch signed an

agreement that would rule out the development of hydro-
power on a river dedicated as a biodiversity offset for a
hydropower dam being developed on the Reventazén

ULYHU HYHQ WKRXJK WKHUH LV QR QDWW

ZLOO LQFRUSRUDWH HFRQRPLF ¢ JXU mentlfer dffgeHifrgR Nhe\eXdidgte deirhongtiafeld &t inter-

OLNH ZDWHU (OWUDWLRQ DQG EL'RGL®BUNIRQPDHURWHFMH RYDRQARUBVWAKFK D

Standard 6 push biodiversity offsets even in the absence

The effects of being a laboratory for ¢ QD Q FL D O L | biwatiBr@l Iégislation regulating their use.

Q D WiHitiatiyes on language can be seen more clearly
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Different tools, same outcome

Different national regulations prescribe different mech-

banks are sometimes called habitat banks. Habitat bank-

DQLVPV WKDW FRPSDQLHV FDQ XVH inyR alsé@aee iwAubtraial, Bedrhariyd bnd ICanada.”*
RU FRPSHQVDWLRQ RIIVHWWLQJ UH PXULRIGIPHHUW L WAURDGIOLQ WRHFKDQLVPV DU

PHFKDQLVPV DUH LQ XVH

1. direct offsets, where the company itself is responsible
for managing implementation of the offset;

2. land banks, where public or private entities create an
database of areas eligible as offset and manage offset
implementation in return for a fee from the corporate
buyer of the offset credits;

3. compensation trust funds, where a company’s off-
set obligation is reduced to a (usually one-off) pay-
ment into a government or private trust fund which
is then responsible for implementing restoration or
conservation activities in line with offset regulations.
Compensation trust funds often fund e.g. mainte-
nance costs of a protected area or increased armed
guard patrols in protected areas.

Some regulations allow for any of the three to be used
while in other cases, the regulation prescribes a particular
implementing mechanism.

Direct offsets
biodiversity offset itself, or in cooperation with an NGO or
consultancy. The company is responsible for identifying a

the number of regulator-approved mitigation banks rose
from 53 in 2005 to more than 1,500 as of 2016.%*

Rather than directly managing the biodiversity offsets, bio-
diversity banking allows companies to outsource the man-
agement to the operator of the biodiversity offset or habitat
bank. Some regulations also allow for the transfer of the
legal obligation from the company to the biodiversity bank
operator; in the US, such a transfer is possible whereas in
France, the legal liability stays with the company.

Because companies complain that land which meets the
RINTVHW UHTXLUHPHQWYV LV RbwWpge®
sation trust funds are becoming increasingly popular.
Implementing a biodiversity offset via a compensation
WUXVW IXQG RQO\ UHTXLUHV WKH
ally one-off) payment into a trust fund that is administered
either by a state authority or a private entity. Where com-
pensation trust funds are used as the implementing mech-
anism for biodiversity offsets, it will become even harder

WRR K

FRPSD

WR DVVHVV ZKHWKHU WKH pHTXLYDOHQFH

met. Studies have shown that offset activities associated
with compensation trust funds provide even less com-

impacts than other implementing mechanisms, and that
performance criteria are less demanding than in banking

VLWH DFTXLULQJ RU OHDVLQJ WKH Q@DIQGt d¥sgts nfechgnBdhe QJ WKH RIIVHW

DFWLYLWLHV

IRU WKH GXUDWLRQ UHTXLUHG &RPSDQLHV WKDW XVH

ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHWY EHFDXVH W Khé\Cdnpensatbr Aidradtation Mimdl icIRdiav(see page

under IFC Performance Standard 6 (see chapter 3) tend to
use this mechanism. The German Impact Compensation

favoured direct offsets but have since moved to favour
banking mechanisms.

The banking mechanism is by far the most widespread
mechanism used for biodiversity offset implementation.
This is primarily because the biodiversity offset market is
dominated by transactions related to the US wetlands off-
set market, which uses biodiversity offset banks. These
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12) highlights another problem with compensation trust

UHTXLUH WKDW WKH FRPSHB@UBPBOULHVYRRORNLWBEBE DQG JHRJUDSKLFI

IXQGV WKH PRQH\ PD\ UHPDLQ XQVSHQW
/DZ DQG WKH 86 ZHWODQGV FRPSH Q kEtatidR Or prdidctivR be unQdrtakérDy@tQHe company

has bought the right to destroy or pollute where other-
wise this would not have been possible. According to the
State of the Biodiversity Offset Market 2017’ “at least USD
7.1 billion in total compensation funds collected to date
remained unspent as of 2016, suggesting that negative
impacts to biodiversity have already taken place on the
mere promise of restoration or compensation.”>



How offsetting enables
continued destruction

In areas of special
Importance to biodiversity

7KH QXPEHU RI
biodiversity offsets as part of their environmental regula-
tion remains limited,” yet many corporations state that
they pursue biodiversity offsetting for regulatory pur-
poses. This regulatory impetus derives from Performance
Standard 6 (see box on page 22) of the International
JLODQFH &RUSRUDWLRQ ,)& WKH
arm of the World Bank. If the activity for which a com-
SDQ\ LV VHHNLQJ

to present a biodiversity action plan which shows how
the loss of that habitat will be cancelled out. All regional
development banks, as well as private sector banks that

FRXQWULHV LQ WKH ol Oictiizddsily 6I5eXhers WM iesive that oXdiversity is

better off with corporate destruction than without. In a
joint publication on biodiversity offsetting and ‘net positive
impact’ commitments, IUCN, Shell, Rio Tinto, The Nature
Conservancy and the IFC write that these approaches
“can help businesses achieve faster permitting and avoid

Sdlhlsytd iveHprojadtFonR tor ex@nitple,Hég@l BActions or
protests.” They also explain that companies which have

)& ¢QDQFLQJ ZL OnadE hbvpasiive imaactDpWdgasKarke in)asbetter position
KDV GH,QHG DV pFULWLFDO KDELWDWRM DWKXIQU W IO FAFRPAS V@ \ ODHHG ¥KLFK KD\

values. This applies particularly to companies with limited
options for the geographical siting of impacts — such as in
the mining and oil and gas industries.” Because remain-

DGKHUH WR WKH p( T XODNWRHU D3GUR.- ®W-H SythiirErdl L dil Bhd gas deposits are often in areas of high

ments similar to the IFC’s Performance Standard 6.

biodiversity, IUCN et al. note that “a clear commitment to
13, RU DW OHDVW 11/ %

(YHQ ZKHUH WKHUH LV QR OHJDO U H Tox idibRgiheseésRolgain et éssitoRHdSé regoirces.”™

DUH QRW UHTXLUHG WR VHFXUH (¢QDQFLQJ

versity offsetting and similar compensation offset commit-

PHQWYV DV ZD\V WR VSHHG XS OLFHQW®&DWQTXRQDRQFLQJuRUUMKHEDO KDELWDW
DQG PDQ\ RI WKHP VHHN ¢QDQFLQJ IURP
GHYHORSPHQW EDQNV ZLWK VLPLOGDU EL

projects. As well as biodiversity offsetting, corporate ‘net
gain’ or ‘net positive impact’ (NPI) commitments have there-
fore proliferated in recent years. They amount to the same

FRPSDQLHV VHH ELRGL
Many large-scale corporate projects are located in areas

ments. Examples of corporate projects that cite IFC

DEVXUG FODLP FRUSRUDWH DFW L-Y L Rétfdirivaned St&ndarda-hy sibR/e tB Hév&dp Yiddiver-

sity locally, but investments in restoration and protection

i. 7KH (TXDWRU 3ULQFLSOHYVY SUHVHQW D ULVN PDQDJHPHQW IUDPHZRUN DGRSWHG E\ ¢ QDQ

sity offset plans follow.

managing environmental and social risk in projects and is primarily intended to provide a minimum standard for due diligence and

monitoring to support responsible risk decision-making.
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The International Finance Corporation’s
Performance Standard 6

BHUIRUPDQFH 6WDQGDUG RQ pP%LRGLYHUVLW\ &RQVHUYDWLRQ DQG 6XVV
Natural Resources’ endorses net gain and no net loss biodiversity compensation approaches as a

ZD\ WR MXVWLI\ ¢QDQFLQJ RI SURMHFWYVY WKDW GHVWUR\ QDWXUDO SODFt!
IRU ELRGLYHUVLW\ )& ¢QDQFLQJ LV WKXV DYDLODEOH IRU SURMHFWYV GF
FRPSDQ\ VHHNLQJ ,)& ¢QDQFLQJ SUHY&QWV D ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHW

%HIRUH WKH UHYLVLRQ RI WKH ,)& B3BHUIRUPDQFH 6WDQGDUGV ,)& ZRX
designated as ‘critical habitat’ only in very exceptional cases. The text included in the 2012 revision

LQWURGXFHV ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHWWLQJ DQG KDV IDFLOLWDWHG ,)& ¢ QI
since the 2012 revision.

3)RU WKH SURWHFWLRQ DQG FRQVHUYDWLRQ RI ELRGLYHUVLW\ WKH PLWL.
RIIVHWV ZKLFK PD\ EH FRQVLGHUHG RQO\ DIWHU DSSURSULDWH DYRLGDOQ!
PHDVXUHV KDYH EHHQ DSSOLHG $ ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHW VKRXOG EH GHVI
PHDVXUDEOH FRQVHUYDWLRQ RXWFRPHVY WKDW FDQ UHDVRQDEO\ EH H[SHI
SUHIHUDEO\ D QHW JDLQ RI ELRGLYHUVLW\ KRZHYHU D QHW JDLQ LV UHT>
RI D ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHW PXVW DGKHUH WR WKH *OLNH IRU OLNH RU EHYV
LQ DOLJQPHQW ZLWK EHVW DYDLODEOH LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG FXUUHQW SUDF
GHYHORSPHQW RI DQ RIIVHW DV SDUW RI WKH PLWLJDWLRQ VWUDWHJ\ HI[V
GHVLJQ DQG LPSOHPHQWDWERQ PXVW EH LQYROYHG ~

Loopholes undermine biodiversity protection even further

$ FORVH LQVSHFWLRQ RI WKH 3HUIRUPDQFH 6WDQGDUG UHYHDOV ORRSK
corporate activities that destroy ‘critical habitat’ even in the absence of the company implementing a

biodiversity offset plan. For example, the Performance Standard limits the obligation to compensate in

SDUHDV RI QDWXUDO KDELWDW"~ WKDW LV QRW FRQVLGHUHG pFULWLFDO K
“achieve no net loss of biodiversity where feasible.”(p3, emphasis added). Another loophole allows for

the population of endangered species to be reduced as long as the biodiversity offset ensures that

they recover “over a reasonable time period.”

These loopholes turn what is presented as a tool for biodiversity protection into a smokescreen for
(QDQFLQJ FRUSRUDWH GHVWUXFWLRQ LQ FULWLFDO KDELWDW ZKHUH ,)&
previously been restricted.

OIL COMPANY KJV IN KENYA FRENCH ENERGY COMPANY TOTAL

Biodiversity offsets enabled KJV to obtain licenses and cites IFC Performance Standard 6 as reason for develop-
(QDQFLQJ IRU RLO H[SORUDWLRQ Ligg\walbativelsity BffseRAOGr its Hienga\vol éxploration
6LWHY /DNH 7XUNDQD 1DWLRQDO 3Ipidjsctd Qgandd &H othdr@pérationsNathich involve drill-
System in the Great Rift Valley. The drilling will also affect LQJ LQ QDWLRQDO SDUNV RU RWKHU SUR
internationally and nationally designated protected areas. to applying the general principles of the Group’s biodiver-
KJV has committed to undertaking its activities in com-  sity policy, Total has agreed to meet the performance stan-

pliance with IFC Performance Standards, and IFC is an  dards of the International Finance Corporation (IFC, World
HTXLW\ LOQYHVWRU LQ $IULFD 2LO D%PRMNSODRU LGNWRDLYAHD LD WXFXD /1* DQG (
drilling. The creation of a Biodiversity Advisory Panel is a  order to take the particularly sensitive biodiversity of cer-
UHTXLUHPHQW RI WKH HQYLURQPH Q Wibsesinfp@onsiefation®® DFWLRQ SODQ

agreed between IFC and Africa Oil.*
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The Tilenga oil drilling and the East Coast Oil Pipeline
(EACOP) will affect one of the world’s biodiversity hotspots,
the Albertine Rift. The drilling will in part take place in and
around the Murchison Falls National Park, an area that
TXDOL¢{¢HV DV FULWLFDO KDELWDW
report ‘Total and Biodiversity. Commitments and Action’
describes the biodiversity offset plans for the drilling in
ZKDW LW DFNQRZOHGJHV LV
biodiversity.” “These initiatives”, Total says about the bio-
diversity offset plans, “will help stabilize the situation and
even reverse the current trend by promoting the increase of
priority species and the protection of critical habitats, with
the goal of achieving a net gain in biodiversity.”*® Yet, in the
same report, the company blames local land use for degra-
dation rather than mentioning the destruction and devasta-
tion that drilling for oil in this national park will cause.

ACRELOR MITTAL LIBERIA
IFC Performance Standard 6 is also cited in relation to

Biodiversity Programme through enhanced protection of

existing protected areas (such as the East Nimba Nature

Reserve); support for sustainable management of sur-

URXQGLQJ IRUHVWY DQG DJULFXOWXUDO
Xfap @ securivly &nld reduice GadplesLddpeiEnce 0K Forest

UHVRXUFHV 7KH %&3 LV (¢QDQFHG DW DL

per annum and is implemented through CI, FFI and sev-

3 D SDUWWBRODEAU VBIQ VM YBVEUHHDOIBY LQ KR

INSTITUTO COSTARRICENSE DE ELECRICIDAD

The Costa Rican energy company Instituto Costarricense
de Elecricidad is experimenting with biodiversity offsetting
on the Parisma river to compensate for ecological damage
of the Reventazoén river, where a large hydropower dam is
EHLQJ FRQVWUXFWHG 7KH FRQVWUXFWLI
among others by the IFC and the European Investment
Bank. According to an information note about the project,
37KH 5 HYHQWD]yQ 5LYHU TXDOL¢HW DV 1D
LQJ WR ,)& 36 3RWHQWLDO LPSDFWV LQ

$FUHORU OLWWDO /LEHULDTV ELRGLYMRZVYQW WU RYHAH VDWELDQUU DIF W HYILHFMHR QL BL J

the biodiversity-rich forest areas affected by the compa-

ing 38 km of Reventazén River mainstream and tributaries

Q\TV LURQ RUH PLQLQJ LQ /LEHULD déwnhstreaiwdl Argastural HRPKdhangedFhiRdRology (sed-
FHVVLRQ GR QRW UHTXLUH >$UFHOR W FOH@MWDVOLER QV B RGI ZBW HRW DD ORWN LQ C

other way compensate for its impacts, but they are follow-
ing the IFC standards and their own policy of conserva-
tion. This policy is to compensate for the residual adverse
impacts to biodiversity resulting from the company’s oper-
ations. The policy is being achieved under the Company’s

River sections that will affect Tortuguero National Park.”

The note also states that “The Parismina River was iden-
WL;HG DV HTXLYDOHQW WR WKH 5HYHQW
This is an averted loss offset — no [hydro power project]

will be developed on the Parismina River in the future.”®

When perpetuity doesn't last

Experiences in Australia and Uganda show that biodiver-
sity offsetting does not guarantee that the offset area will
be protected in the long term. In both countries, areas
dedicated as offset sites were destroyed when they them-
selves became part of a corporate project to mine or build
a dam, respectively. It turned out that if an area set aside
as biodiversity offset today becomes economically inter-
esting for a company in the future, its destruction, too,

for another dam on the River Nile. This new hydro reser-
voir will submerge the waterfalls and river banks set aside
a few years earlier to compensate for the destruction of
waterfalls and river banks further downriver caused by
the Bujagali dam. The IFC agreed to the destruction of
the biodiversity offset site on condition that a new ‘offset’
ORFDWLRQ EH LGHQWL{HG DQG SURWHF

FDQ EH OLFHQVHG DQG ¢(QDQFHG -vLAUSHRAEIA ERIGDIMEREIDY QfrsER QESTROYED

set a second time, to replace the area the company now
wishes to destroy.

UGANDA | OFFSET AREA FLOODED BY NEW

DAM PROJECT

The Bujagali hydropower project is no stranger to con-
troversy.®" The reservoir created by the dam on the River

FOR COAL MINE EXPANSION

Rio Tinto is involved in the Warkworth coal mine in the
Hunter Valley in New South Wales, Australia. The mine is
part of the larger Mount Thorley Warkworth mining com-
SOH[ PDQDJHG E\ &RDO $OOLHG 2SHUL
2015, Rio Tinto received approval from the environmental
authority to destroy 611 hectares of woodland, including

1LOH ARRGHG FXOWXUDOO\ DQG H F BuSHRuid &0 @aillabd &éas) ihab @MAainZargV ahitat.

falls and river banks with great cultural and spiritual impor-
tance for the Basoga, indigenous peoples in the project
area. In its public communications, the IFC assured crit-
ics that ‘comparably important’ waterfalls and river banks
would be set aside in perpetuity as a biodiversity offset for
the Bujagali reservoir. The legal agreement it eventually
signed with the Government of Uganda, however, lacked

37KH FKDLU RI WKH 16: 6FLHQWL¢,F &RPPL
destruction of the Warkworth Sands Woodland by the mine
will likely lead to the irreversible extinction of the ecological
community,” notes a report on the controversial approval.®®

Yet this site was itself the subject of a biodiversity offset
that was guaranteed through a Deed of Agreement by the

XQDPELIJXRXV UHTXLUHPHQWYV W kD WlawiKg-MirfstéMiH2003VRidNTHito Badl pSbhiBed to pro-

tected in perpetuity.®” As a result, perpetuity only lasted
until another hydropower developer obtained permission

tect it in perpetuity to offset the loss of biodiversity caused
by an already existing coal mine.**
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Offsetting

| Instrument of

choice for corporations
losing social license

to operate
]

Almost all corporations in the extractive, energy, infra-
structure and global food industries publish ‘Corporate
Social Responsibility’ reports and have adopted environ-
mental or biodiversity policies. Increasingly, these include
a commitment to biodiversity offsetting and similar ‘zero
net destruction’ or ‘net positive impact’ pledges. Those
pledges are little more than public relations tools that help
secure a social license for corporate destruction, especially
for activities that are particularly controversial. Expansion
of airports to facilitate climate-wrecking growth for interna-
WLRQDO ALJKW WUDI¢F EXLOGLQJ
of mega-hydropower dams,
drilling for oil and digging
mines that destroy cultur-
ally, spiritually and ecologi-
cally important areas are all
subjects of attempted gre-
enwash through the use of
biodiversity offset pledges.

regulation

One such example is the
biodiversity offsetting
pledge from Rio Tinto’s mining operation in Madagascar.

By engaging in voluntary
pledges, companies may
also hope to delay if not
prevent legally binding

business.”®

HDVW RI

Their biodiversity offset program in the south-

ODGDJDVFDU KHOSHG WXUQ ¢HL

LQWR HQGRUVHPHQW E\ D VXI¢FLHQW QX
1*2V WR REWDLQ WKH JR DKHDG DQG ¢0Q

ilmenite mining which is now destroying 1,600 hectares of
coastal rainforest containing many endemic species (see
also page 7).%°

More recently, the global food and industrial agriculture
industries have begun to explore REDD+, in connection
with corporate ‘zero-net defor-
estation’ pledges. These claims
suggest that the agroindustry
can transform itself from a prob-
lem into a solution to the climate
and biodiversity crisis.

Often, there is no regulatory or
¢QDQFLQJ DJHQF\

for such pledges. But they can
still provide regulatory certainty
and allow companies to carry
out destructive activities that may be legal but which are

5LR 7LQWR ZDV DPRQJ WKH ¢UVW L@ loNdersosldliptaleated Whanedmvidnies\Wot to their

actively engage with biodiversity offsetting, through part-
nerships with conservation NGOs including IUCN, Fauna
& Flora International and Birdlife International. In its 2008

‘good will' commitments and pledges to engage in biodi-
versity offsetting or promise ‘no net loss’ destruction. By
engaging in voluntary pledges, companies may also hope

SRVLWLRQ VWDWHPHQW RQ ELRGLY kbldidldy\hot preventadgaliWbmdirig beguldtion.  : H

want to be biodiversity leaders within the mining industry,

IRU WKH FRPSHWLWLYH DGYDQWD J A pBni@xathpleSior D alhrachisGhe Eihh@uering/cor-

this provides. Our performance on biodiversity conserva-

porate support for the international forest policy instrument

WLRQ DQG PDQDJHPHQW LVVXHV ZL QEDIFLREDD plays &h@riperiahvroleRnunaRycbrporate
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‘zero deforestation’ and ‘carbon neutrality’ pledges, even
though the instrument is widely acknowledged to have
failed to contribute to curbing deforestation (see below).
This failure, however, is secondary if the motive to support
REDD+ is to stall more effective approaches to ending for-
est loss or tackling excessive corporate greenhouse gas
emissions— approaches that would cause a bigger dent in

FRUSRUDWH SUR¢{;WV WKDQ WKH YROXQ(

offset credits. From a corporate point of view, therefore,
5 ( L]

These pledges are

little more than public

relations tools that help
wSecurae aksoeial ligense for

FDO EH VHHQ DV D VXFFHVV tw kbvGRIPRsate gdestruction

UDWLRQV WR FROQWLQXH WR SUR¢{;W IURP GHIRUHVWDWLRQ

Global food corporations and agroindustry
pledge to ‘end deforestation’

Global food corporations and the agroindustry have been
under growing public and policy pressure to tackle their
carbon footprint as well as their role in deforestation and
the loss of forest biodiversity. The past decade has seen
individual companies such as Unilever or Danone and
industry associations issue pledges to do their bit. The
Consumer Goods Forum, which brings together more than
400 large consumer goods companies, including Mars,
Danone, Unilever, Cargill and Bunge, adopted a resolution
in 2010 which includes the aim of achieving “zero-net defor-
estation by 2020 through the sustainable sourcing of key
commodities like soy, palm oil, cattle and paper and pulp.”®’

‘Zero-net deforestation’ does not mean that companies
commit to ending deforestation in their supply chains.
Rather, they commit to offsetting deforestation caused
by the production of their products with engagement in
REDD+ or restoration initiatives elsewhere.®®® Even
though the large majority of companies are likely to fail

WR PHHW WKHLU SOHGJHV WKH\ KDYH E

the positive PR associated with a commitment which has

been widely marketed as an industry commitment to ‘end-

ing deforestation’.”

REDD+ | A tool for greenwashing

corporate land use

REDD stands for Reducing Emissions from Deforestation
and Degradation of Forests, the ‘plus’ indicates that activ-
ities involving forest conservation, forestry management

While proponents of ¢ QDQFLDOL]D W toRtiQuertd
praise the supposed success story of forest carbon stor-
age as an ‘ecosystem service’, the past decade of experi-

DQG WUHH SODQWLQJ DOVR TXDOLI\ diR&JwB{ RED®D hisHigstéd the high hopes of REDD+

REDD+ was introduced at the UN climate negotiations
more than a decade ago, with the objective of curbing net
emissions of greenhouse gases by raising money to fund
actions that prevent forest loss or degradation in develop-
ing countries. The expectation was that it would generate
large sums of private sector funding from industries that

DGYRFDWHYV
sums of private sector funding never materialized.”

5 ( L]
at local level and causing harm to peasant communities
in REDD+ affected areas. And the assumption that it will
SURYLGH D ¢QDQFLDO LQFHQWLYH

SUR¢{W IURP FRQWLQXHG IRVVLO I|XH estXworth ridte-stdhiigg fthanladtCartldEték/thHoSe behind

through selling carbon credits was to be used to help end

large-scale and often illegal deforestation has also turned

GHIRUHVWDWLRQ DQG ¢QDQFH IRUH Vot t&R@oagU>¥ DWLRQ E\ SURYLGLQJ

D (QDQFLDO LQFHQWLYH WR
mits to destroy forests so they would keep trees standing.

7KH GHYHORSPHQW RI 5("
the ¢ QDQFLDOL]DWdistaurde langd idsK daitbon
storage is now regularly cited as the ecosystem service.
The climate change debate now reduces forests to their
function as a carbon store.

IRUHYW RZQHUV DQG WKRVH ZLWK SHU
(cQDQFH UHPDLQV ODUJHO\ SXEOLF

5 ( L]
private sector enterprises and international consultants.

ZDV VW URded@E, REDDX HsQifdrkGsirgly presented as ‘pay-

ment-for-performance’ or ‘payment-for-results’ mecha-
nism rather than an offset instrument. This language tries
to link REDD+ to ‘payment for environmental service’
schemes which were popular in the Amazon region and
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elsewhere in the 1990s and have been less criticized than
offsetting and carbon trading. However, the REDD+ core
architecture remains that of an offset mechanism and
that is what makes it attractive for the aviation, extractive
industries and industrial agriculture companies. The avia-
tion industry in particular is eyeing the use of REDD+ off-
set credits to cancel out greenhouse gas emissions from
unlimited growth post 2020. The ‘action plan’ at the center
of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO)’s
climate policy largely relies on offsetting (see below).

But why does REDD+ continue to attract so much atten-
tion despite the dismal track record? Some have sug-
gested that, as with biodiversity offsetting, “the constitutive
force of these mechanisms probably lies in their ability to

UHGH¢{QH FRQWURO SRZHU DQG WKH GLVWULEXWLRQ RI

in their impacts in terms of land use rather than in their
H 1 ¢ F L HQrFthis case, success or failure of REDD+ is
not determined by its contribution to halting deforestation,
but whether it helps further shift control over territories
from communities to corporations and governments. The
HIWHQW WR ZKLFK 5("'

it, in the view of REDD+ advocates) and criminalizing
indigenous peoples’ forest use, rather than the agroindus-
WULDO FRPSDQLHV SUR{;WLQJ IURP

Thus, on the one hand, REDD+ is presented as the mech-
anism to halt deforestation and at the same time, just about
every REDD+ publication connects REDD+ to peasant
agriculture and indigenous peoples’ use of the forest, not
large-scale deforestation for agriculture commaodities. The
UHVXOW 5(''" UHLQIRUFHV WKH
ant agricultural practices, and shifting cultivation in partic-
ular, are causing deforestation while those responsible for
large-scale deforestation are made invisible by their lack
of engagement in the dominant international forest policy
instrument of our time.

FRVWV DQG
Supporting REDD+ thus is a triple-win for the global food
FRPSDQLHY DQG DJURLQGXVWU\

1. It makes the role of agribusiness and global food com-
panies in deforestation invisible;

LV UHGH¢{;QLQJ FRQWURO RYHU ODQG XVH

LV WKXV SHUKDSV WKH PRVW WURXE.O Lt QlamésRIefordstator ahFoashritViakiillesBivho are

decade of experience with this latest international forest
.74
policy.

It may also explain the attraction of the mechanism for
the global food corporations and agroindustries. The pay-
ment for a tonne of carbon dioxide allegedly not released
through REDD+ has been around 5 USD. This pales in

already suffering from ever-growing corporate control
over agriculture land;

3. It provides agribusiness and global food companies
with a mechanism that allows them to expand their
GHVWUXFWLRQ RI IRUHVWY DQG
from selling ever more industrial soy, palm oil, meat

FRPSDULVRQ WR WKH SUR¢WV FRP SD Q lahdVdaiD odubid) Whit advertisid @id growth as

commodities like palm oil, soy or meat on an industrial
scale, and involving massive deforestation. As a result,
REDD+ projects and programs have overwhelmingly
focused on restricting peasant agriculture (“modernizing”

Community agroecology and agro-forestry project, Sungai Buri,
Sarawak, Indonesia
Amelia Collins / Friends of the Earth International
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coming from ‘zero-net deforestation’ supply chains.
This claim is not met by halting deforestation in indus-
trial agriculture but by buying REDD+ credits from
projects which restrict peasant agriculture.

Success or failure of

REDD+ is not determined

by its contribution to halting
deforestation, but whether it
helps further shift control over
territories from communities
to corporations and
governments

ODUJF

IDOVH SI
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Green airports? Biodiversity and carbon
offsetting in the aviation industry

By the turn of the millennium, less than 5 per cent of the  Scheme for International Aviation. Offsetting emissions is
ZRUOGYV SRSXODWLRQ KDG HYHU Wa téll@arDof EOBRKIW 7KLV PLQRULW)\
NHHSV A\LQJ PRUH DQG PRUH DQG WKH YROXPH RI LQWHUQD
WLRQDO SDVVHQJHU ALJKWYV KDV JUSme aMiKds \AWd Rifatt lopetais RIréady) usd Karbon

past decades. Just-in-time industrial production and con-
sumption preferences in the global North have pushed the

offsetting to advertise green, supposedly carbon-neutral
ALJKWV DQG DLUSRUWYV

WUDQVSRUW RI HOHFWURQLF JRR G Vin Burbpd, ar& @iEedthy nidrkRtBY/themeWesaR distain-

ers and fashion products increasingly into the air, driving

able, referring to their membership in the Airport Carbon

DLUSRUWYV Z

WKH JURZWK LQ LQWHUQDWLRQDO | UAttraditation schenve. Wie) cherfe indllded QarbRX affH
JDV HPLVVLRQV IURP DYLDWLRQ K- Yd¢ttiiRgRa® dhel 3F ¥ qpildi® YoEakipdQopigiatdrs to tackle

ing rapidly. Near-exponential growth projections presented
by the industry for the coming decades make a mockery of
international commitments to limiting global temperature
rise to well below 2 degrees Celsius.

International aviation is exempt from greenhouse gas
reduction targets adopted through the UN climate nego-
tiations, and the industry has been delaying action to
address the sector’s rapidly growing greenhouse gas
emissions for years. In October 2016, in response to the
threat of government regulation if no industry plan was
forthcoming, the UN body responsible for international
aviation, ICAO, adopted a climate ‘action’ plan to address
the industry’s carbon dioxide emissions caused by inter-
national aviation. The package of measures came to be
known as CORSIA, the Carbon Offsetting and Reduction

their greenhouse gas emissions.

Airports have also begun to promote biodiversity offsets in
response to growing opposition to airport expansion and
the associated destruction of natural habitat. Airports take
up large tracts of land, often in socially marginalised areas
at the outskirts of cities, where remnants of green spaces
DUH YLWDO WR UHFUHDWLRQ DLU
land is important for food production and nature conser-
vation. Airport operators use the promise to offset the loss
of biodiversity caused by airport expansion to push back
opposition to their expansion plans. In some cases, such

TXDO!

DV IRU WKH H[SDQVLRQ RI +HDWKURZ $L

WKH 8.
site for obtaining environmental licenses to expand.

Biodiversity and carbon offsetting claim to turn London Heathrow

into “green” airport

In June 2018, the UK government announced its sup-
port for the controversial expansion of Heathrow Airport.
Expansion involves construction of a third runway, which
will increase capacity by 54 per cent to at least 740,000

SUHVHQWLQJ D ELRGLYHUVLW\ R

DURXQG /RQGRQ ,W UHIHUV WR WKH PL

biodiversity offsetting as important aspects in its assess-
ment of the different options. The report also states that
the detailed plans which the airport operator will now have

ALJKWY GHSDUWLQJ DQG DUULYLQJ tdprésknt\télddidinithemhecevéatyHenDilohh&Rt4) Wenses

This will make Heathrow airport the UK'’s largest source
RI FDUERQ HPLVVLRQV
included in the operator’s claim that it will achieve carbon
neutrality by 2020.

Glossy brochures describe the airport operator’'s
engagement in restoring degraded peatlands and how
rewetting these areas helps reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. The problem is less the restoration project
LWVHOI
portray the operations of the airport as ‘carbon neutral’

are expected to include biodiversity offsetting.”

\HW HPLVVLRQV IURP ALJKWV DUH QRW

Inareport published in January 2018, the Heathrow Airport
operator promised to ensure that the planned expan-

VLRQ ZLOO UHVXOW LQ MQR QHW ORVVY

demonstrate no net loss (i.e. the basis of Government
policy) and value any biodiversity enhancements, we are
working with Natural England towards the use of a bio-
diversity offsetting metric that can value both losses and

our aim to provide biodiversity offsets within the general

HYHQ WKRXJK WKH ODUJHVW VR XU F Hcifty dfl tRd_airpoit Bo@nsute thakiihe phhulatialis\of ani-

—is not included in the calculations.

A government ‘Appraisal of Sustainability’ report issued in
June 2018 compares different airport expansion options

mals and plants present can be maintained. However, due
to the scale of the project and potential limits on local land
availability, the strategic biodiversity measures may need

EXW UDWKHU WKH RSHUDWRUWLWNV TWKR \EW R B Q DHOWHL \V WWHRHS WR WRD Q\

WR EH GHOLYHUHG IXUWKHU D, HOG °
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Biodiversity offset illusion exposed and airport
plans shelved | Notre-Dame-des-Landes, France

In France, persistent opposition by activists even- Activists also informed peasant families cultivating land
tually prevented the building of a new airport at around the proposed new airport about Vinci‘s biodiver-
1RWUH 'DPH GHY /DQGHYV sity offset plans, focusing on areas that Vinci had identi-
¢HG IRU LQFOXVLRQ LQ WKHLU ELRGLYHU
7KH DLUSRUW ZDV ¢(UVW SURSRVHG dQzdpdasant famikeb téfvsdd doRpaiicipéte in the biodi-
would have destroyed more than 1,000 hectares of wet-  versity offset activities, and in the end, Vinci was unable
land and grasslands under agricultural use. A broad alli- WR ¢QG VXI¢FLHQW ODQG IRU LWV ELRGI
ance against the proposed airport engaged in a varietyof 'LUHFW DFWLRQV DQG GHPRQVWUDBDWLRQV
DFWLRQV DQG DFWLYLWLHV RI UHVL\Wah2s) érganigaticng an@QuniDexsiies Gvblvedur phepar-X H
by conservationists and academics of the biodiversity off-  ing the biodiversity offsetting plan for Vinci, including the
set plans presented by Vinci, the global construction com-  University of Angers and the consultancy Biotope, which
pany behind the proposed airport. Because building the  developed the biodiversity offset plan. They exposed pub-
airport would have meant the destruction of hundreds of licly how these entities supported an absurd compensation
wetlands, and thousands of protected species typical of V\VWHP DQG KHOSHG 9LQFL FRPSO\ ZLWK
former French rural landscapes, several environmental for biodiversity offsetting.
OLFHQVHV ZRXOG KDYH UHTXLUFE& ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHWYV
‘Naturalistes en lutte’ presented a comprehensive assess-  Creative resistance offered by a broad local alliance in
PHQW RI D FRQVXOWDQF\ ¢ UPuV ELR @&e &nd led/tb ive plard ioHMW nBWeR 3R ¥ berahdglled
ZKLFK WKH\ VHW RXW LQ GHWDLO WKm2BROWUDGLFWLRQV DQG ADZV RI
biodiversity offsetting in general and the proposed biodi-
YHUVLW\ RIIVHWV IRU 1RWUH 'DPH GHV /DQGHYV

1RWUH 'DPH GHV /DQGHYVY DLUSRUW FDPSDLJQ
-LP '"HOpPRQW
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Final re ections
]

7KH IROORZLQJ TXRWH
neatly sums up why corporations are interested in biodi-
YHUVLW\ RIIVHWWLQJ
manage their risks more effectively and strengthen their
license to operate by showing regulators that operations
can be based on a ‘no net loss’ or ‘net gain’ approach to
biodiversity and by securing the support of local communi-
ties and civil society. Companies are increasingly seeking
to demonstrate good practice on environmental issues to
secure their license to operate and access to capital, to
obtain consent in a timely way, to operate cost effectively,
and to maintain a competitive advantage.”®

It also explains why corporate pledges assuring ‘no net
loss’ of biodiversity, ‘zero-net’ deforestation or green air-
ports that will provide a ‘net positive’ impact on biodiver-
sity are on the rise. The examples from the global food
and aviation industry in chapter 4 have shown how closely
linked offset pledges for carbon and biodiversity are and
that corporate pledges, even where they are made and
PDUNHWHG DV YROXQWDU\
(QDQFLQJ RI
special importance to biodiversity.

IURP D 1HZ =H Dhadoeksf EmvMideen@Dpfotedtidh agencies. This

has resulted in low levels of monitoring and easier

3% LRGLYHUVLW)\ aRddsg HowWidensds Qo Kall@eS ardRde SrbyQfdr Hdm-

panies. Where such monitoring exists, reports indi-
cate that biodiversity offsets are not working even
on narrow environmental terms.** These revisions
of existing biodiversity offset regulations undermine
environmental protection because they make it eas-
ier for corporate land users to access biodiversity-rich
areas. Allowing a greater distance between the site
of impact and the site of the compensation offset
reduces corporate cost of identifying offset areas that

FRPSO\ ZLWK WKH UHTXLUHPHQW WR

in species make-up and ecological functioning to the
site where the destruction will happen.

There is a noticeable increase in cases where biodi-
versity offsetting is used to justify corporate destruc-
WLRQ LQ IRUPDOO\ SURWHFWHG
particularly worthy of protection.

FDQ LQAXHQFH WKH OLFHQVLQJ DQG
FRUSRUDWH GHVWU XF W L RQthe eXaSplé" bf D00\ Ric® sibwsH D&/ alisence

of national environmental regulation that allows bio-
diversity offsetting is no obstacle to its use. In such

/IRRNLQJ PRUH FORVHO\ DW WKH SUR CcasésUte \WC RegforRande SRr@ary tidugedid jus-
WLI\ ¢QDQFLQJ RI FRUSRUDWH GHVWU

offset provisions in environmental regulation around the
world, some trends are noticeable. They show how bio-
diversity offsetting and similar forms of compensation off-
sets weaken environmental protection.

¢ Revisions of environmental regulations that allow
the use of compensation offsets in countries such as
Brazil, India and Germany have expanded offsetting.
Offset sites are now allowed to be located further
away from the site of impact and banking mecha-
nisms are favoured over offsets where the respon-
sibility for long-term management of the site remains
with the developer. The changes have gone hand-in-
hand with deregulation and the cutting of staff and

the necessary environmental licenses and permits in
return for offset schemes.

The example of the Bujagali hydro power biodiversity
offsets in Uganda described in chapter 3 shows how
unreliable biodiversity offset commitments can be
even where they are promoted as ensuring protection
in perpetuity.®*

Environmental licenses are often issued without suit-

DUHD

DEOH ODQG IRU WKH RIIVHW KDYLQJ E

examples from India and Colombia in chapter 2 show.
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+ 7KH LQAXHQFH RI WKH ,)& 3HUIR b canBervation Bu@tGindsG However, moving away
of 2012 must not be underestimated. All regional from using the term ‘biodiversity offsetting’ must not be
development banks as well as private sector banks  mistaken for the instrument losing appeal in the extractive
WKDW DGKHUH WR WKH p(TXDW R Uindustri€3 Fdn®ayHné foksBryakionDr@ itBAOHIG institu-
ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHW UHTXLUH P tHoRsAiké thé LACLaBdxhé Wkl BANK.H ) & TV
Performance Standard 6. Increasingly, the biodiversity
offset provision in the Standard is used to enable IFC ~ What this report has shown clearly is that the global push
¢QDQFLQJ £+ RIWHQ FUXFLDO IRY SdJ Rffdditirg\sehanésDINhoGiRl theVibtetastSof) @viron-
tected areas, iconic national parks and other ‘critical ~mental protection, that it will lead to more destruction and
habitat’. The Standard also contains major loopholes SROOXWLRQ QRW OHVV 7KH RIIVHW VWF
which turn what is presented as a tool for biodiversity  appealing to policy makers and distracting the general
SURWHFWLRQ LOQWR HYHQ PRUH -R | pDbh¢ PoarhcHl&lly With Hh@ coRdervai@ i@destry lending
ing corporate destruction where IFC and World Bank D KHOSLQJ KDQG 7KH DSSHDO IRU SROLI
funding of destruction has previously been restricted. line suggests that policies are in place which will eventu-
ally stop environmental degradation and the loss of biodi-
7KH UHVHDUFK IRU WKLV UHSRUW LW HUWMRN S 4 RPISWKRXIWUNKABROL KEUWLQJI FF
on the changing language around biodiversity offsetting. reality exposes offsetting as the instrument that allows
It is becoming harder to locate information on biodiversity  corporate environmental destruction to advance into
offsets, and on the location of biodiversity offset projects places of particular importance to biodiversity and people,
in particular. This is in part because the expression “bio- and where a public outcry would be likely in the absence
GLYHUVLW\ RIIVHW ™ LV XVHG OHVV |&f d pooidisg\ihar \the, @axhsgél EaGsedLv@liGX vancelled
publications, government policies, planning documents, out through restoration elsewhere. Introducing offsets into
licensing decisions and funding commitments refer to  environmental regulation in the end amounts to opening
TXDQWLI\LQJ pORVVHVY DQG JDLQVT theddeds ford comPQahies @ Hbdin & Liceisée ¥ dllute and
sity gains’ or ensuring ‘no net loss’ of biodiversity or the  destroy places where otherwise such corporate destruc-
application of mitigation hierarchies, biodiversity banking tion would have been unacceptable.
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6HH DOVR )ULHQGV RI WKH (DUWK ,QWHUQDWLRQDO JLODQFLDOL]DWLRQ RI 1DWXUH &UH
KWWS QDWXUHQRWIRUVDOH RUJ ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGV IRHL ¢QDQFLDOL]DWLRQ RI QI
See also chapter 4. According to IUCN et al., “the number of countries with government policies on biodiversity offsets has doubled in the past

\HDUV IURP FRXQWULHV LQ WR FRXQWULHV IURP WR "33 ,8&1 HW DO
Offset Palicies in the Mining Sector.
6HH IRU H[DPSOH 0 /HDFK DQG , 6FRRQHV &DUERQ &RQALFWV DQG JRUHVW /DQGVFDSHYV

/HDUQLQJ )URP p$FWXDOO\ ([LVWLQJIYT 5("" $ 6\QWKHVLV RI (WKQRJUDSKLF )LQGLQJV DQG WKH
www.redd-monitor.org

6HH IRU H[DPSOH * :RQJ HW DO 5HVXOWYVY EDVHG SD\PHQWYV IRU 5('" /HVVRQV RQ ¢QDQ
CIFOR Info Brief 138, May 2016.

A recent report shows that some 5 million hectares of forest —the area of Costa Rica—is destroyed every year for clearing for conversion

to industrial agriculture (cattle ranching, soy and oil palm plantations, mainly). The amount of forest cleared to plant oil palm and other agro-
LQGXVWULDO FRPPRGLW\ FURSY UHPDLQHG VWHDG\ EHWZHHQ DQG 3K * &XUWLV HW DC
Science 14 Sep 2018. Vol. 361, Issue 6407, pp. 1108-1111.

JRU D GHWDLOHG GLVFXVVLRQ RQ ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHWWLQJ VHH 5H&RPPRQ DQG &RXQWHU ¢
KWWS ZZZ FRXQWHU EDODQFH RUJ ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGYV %LRGLYHUVLW\B2IIVHWWLQJB
2IIVHWWLQJ /LFHQVH WR '"HVWUR\ KWWSV ZZZ UHFRPPRQ RUJ HQJ ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHWWLQ
RINT'VHWWLQJ DQG ZK\ LV LW SUREOHPDWLF" KWWSV IHUQ RUJ VLWHV GHIDXOW ¢(¢OHV QHZV SGI
JRU D FULWLTXH RI WKH SUREOHPV DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK FUHDWLQJ VXFK HTXLYDOHQWYV VHH IR
FRQYHUVDWLRQ RQ SROLWLFV SRZHU DQG FOLPDWH KWWS ZZZ WKHFRUQHUKRXVH RUJ XN Ut
PHWULFVY *OREDO DEVWUDFWLRQV DQG HFRORJLFDO HSLVWHPLFLGH KWWSV ZZZ ERHOO GH (

gNR ,QVWLWXW +RZ $GGLWLRQDO LV WKH &0HDQ '"HYHORSPHQW OHFKDQLVP"
KWWSV HF HXURSD HX FOLPD VLWHV FOLPD ¢OHV HWV GRFV FOHDQBGHYBPHFKDQLVPBHQ SGI
JHUQ 7UDGLQJ &DUERQ +RZ LW ZRUNV DQG ZK\ LWV FRQWURYHUVLDO KWWSV I|HUQ RU.

Framing describes the process humans use, largely unconsciously, to associate certain images with certain words. The word ‘lemon’, for

example, automatically calls up associations of ‘sour’ and ‘yellow’ in our mind. Framing is also often used in political debate, whether we are

aware of it or not, to establish associations that are then used to inform policy. For a discussion of framing in political discourse, see among

RWKHUV * /DNRII K\ LW PDWWHUV KRZ ZH IUDPH WKH HQYLURQPHQW (QYLURQPHQWDO &

‘HKOLQJ KWWSV ZZZ URXWOHGJH FRP 7KH 5RXWOHGJH +DQGERRN RI /DQJXDJH DQG OHGLD &R
3ROLWLFDO )UDPLQJ ,Q " 3HUULQ & &RWWHU (GV 7KH 5RXWOHGJH +DQGERRN RI /DQ.

6HH DOVR / /RKPDQQ :KDW LV WKH p*UHHQY LQ u*UHHQ *URZWKT" KWWS ZZZ WKHFRUQH

The Rio Tinto QMM biodiversity offset in Madagascar prohibits communities’ subsistence cassava cultivation at the edge of a forest that has

EHHQ GHFODUHG DV SDUW Rl WKH ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHW E\ 5LR 7LQWR LQWHUQDWLRQDO 1*2V

LQYROYHG LQ WKLV GHFLVLRQ6HH KWWSV ZZZ UHFRPPRQ RUJ HQJ \RXU PLQH

6HH IRRWQRWH *HURJH /DNRII DQG (OLVDEHWK :HKOLQJ

0 0 5REHUWVRQ OHDVXUHPHQW DQG DOLHQDWLRQ ODNLQJ D ZRUOG RI HFRV\VWHP VHUY
Geographers 37.

/ &DUYHU DQG 6 6XOO0OLYDQ +RZ HFRQRPLF FRQWH[WV VKDSH FDOFXODWLRQV RI \LHOG L
No. 5, 1053-1065.

&6%$ /IDQGVFDSH /WG ,V WKHUH D IXWXUH IRU %LRGLYHUVLW\ 2IIVHWWLQJ"

KWWSV 7ZZZ FVDHQYLURQPHQWDO FR XN IXWXUH ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHWWLQJ

6HH WKH ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIVHW SROLF\ RQOLQH GDWDEDVH FRPSLOHG E\ ,8&1 DQG 7%& DW KW
‘Understanding Government Biodiversit Offset Policies in the Mining Sector.’
ZZZ LXFQ RUJ VLWHV GHY (OHV FRQWHQW GRFXPHQWY XQGHUVWDQGLQJBIJRYHUQPHQWBELRGLYHU
6HH DOVR 6 *KRVK '"HIRUHVWDWLRQ IXQGV PRUH SODQWDWLRQV 7KH QHZ &RPSHQVDWRL
September 2015.
KWWSV ZUP RUJ X\ DUWLFOHV IURP WKH ZUP EXOOHWLQ VHFWLRQ GHIRUHVWDWLRQ IXQGV PRUH
Report of The Expert Committee on Net Present Value, constituted by the Supreme Court of India to determine Net Present Value, following the
order dated 26.9.2005 by the Supreme Court in the Godavarman case.
&$03% 2QOLQH 3RUWDO RI WKH *RYHUQPHQW RI ,QGLD KWWS HJUHHQZDWFK QLF LQ
S. Ghosh, pers comm. Book forthcoming.
6HH IRU H[DPSOH KWWSV ZUP RUJ X\ EURZVH E\ VXEMHFW WUHH SODQWDWLRQV
The Scheduled Tribes and Other Forest Dwellers (Forest Rights) Act of 2006 recognizes that indigenous peoples, or Adivasis, and other
traditional forest communities who have not had earlier ownership documents for their homes or cultivations, have legal rights to live in the
IRUHVW E\ WKHLU LQGLJHQRXV OLYHOLKRRGYV )RU PRUH LQIRUPDWLRQ VHH DPRQJ RWKHUV
Act, 2006. WRM Bulletin 125, December 2007.
KWWSV ZUP RUJ X\ DUWLFOHV IURP WKH ZUP EXOOHWLQ VHFWLRQ LQGLD LPSOHPHQWDW
F. No 11-423/2011-FC, dated 08 November 2017.
*RYHUQPHQW RI ODKDUDVKWUD )RUHVW 'HSDUWPHQW 6WDWH &$03%$ $QQXDO 30DQ RI 2SHUDWL
KWWS PDKDIRUHVW JRY LQ FDPSD LQWHUQDO SKS"LG
KWWS QHPD JR XJ VLWHY GHIDXOW (OHV 1(0$ %LOO ODWHVW 1RY SGI 3DJH
KWWSV XJDQGD ZFV RUJ $ERXW 8V 1HZV ,' 6WUHQJIJWKHQLQJ WKH &DSDFLW\ RI ,QVWLWXW|
as-a-Planning-and-Management-Tool-for-Biodiversity-Conservation.aspx
KWWSV JOREDO ZFV RUJ 5HVRXUFHV 3XEOLFDWLRQV 3XEOLFDWLRQV 6HDUFK ,, FWO YLHZ PLG
KWWSV Z7ZZZ XQHS ZFPF RUJ VIVWHP GDWDVHWB;OHB¢{HOGV ¢(OHV RULJLQDO (FRV\VWHPBS$F!
KWWSV XJDQGD ZFV RUJ ,QLWLDWLYHV OLWLIJDWLQJ '"HYHORSPHQW ,PSDFWV RQ %LRGLYHUVLYV
6 (GZDUGV "RUOG %DQN UH,;QDQFLQJ RI 8JDQGDTV %XMDJDOL K\GURSRZHU VFKHPH XQGH
KWWSV ZZZ GHYH[ FRP QHZV ZRUOG EDQN UH¢{QDQFLQJ RI XJDQGD V EXMDJDOL K\GURSRZ
' 3RXOWRQ %LRGLYHUVLW\ 2IIVHWV $ 3ULPHU IRU &DQDGD 3J
KWWSV LQVWLWXWH VPDUWSURVSHULW\ FD VLWHY GHIDXOW ¢(OHV SXEOLFDWLRQV (OHV %LRC
Ibd., Pg. 18
Ibd., Pg. 18
&(16%$7 $IXD 9LYD &RORPELD (QYLURQPHQWDO 2IIVHWYV /HJLWLPL]LQJ ([WUDFWLRQ :50 %
KWWSV ZUP RUJ X\ DUWLFOHV IURP WKH ZUP EXOOHWLQ VHFWLRQ FRORPELD HQYLURQPHQWLI
Resolution 1517 is the regulation through which the Manual is adopted.

‘"0 $UL]D 3SBDUGR - & ORUHQR +LQFDSLp $QiOLVLY FRPSDUDWLYR VREUH FRQSHQVDFLRQ}
contexto nacional e internacional. Instituto Humboldt.
KWWS PHUFDGRVDPELHQWDOHVFRORPELD FRP ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGV &RPSHQVDFLRQHYV
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0 6DUPLHQWR &RORPELD 7DNHV /HDG ,Q /DWLQ $PHULFDQ %LRGLYHUVLW\ 2IIVHWWLQJ
KWwWs 727ZZ HFRV\VWHPPDUNHWSODFH FRP DUWLFOHVY FRORPELD WDNHVY OHDG EU LQ ODWLQ DPF

0 *RPp] $ (FKHYHUUL 6LHUUD %DQ&2 R HO SUHPLR D OD FRQWDPLQDFLYQ

KWWS 2zZZ HFRORJLDSROLWLFD LQIR QRYDZHE ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGYV B*RPH]HWDOB
KWWS HV SUHVLGHQFLD JRY FR QRUPDWLYD QRUPDWLYD '(&5(72 (! " 0%$<2  (
%DQ&2 VLWH KWWS 2zZZ EDQFR FRP

Decreto 870 de 2017, CONPES 3886 Programa Nacional de Pago por Servicios Ambientales.

CENSAT Agua Viva 2016

JRU GHWDLOHG LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG FULWLTXH RI WKH 6,6%$ DSSURDFK DQG WKH FDUERQ SURJUD
,QWHUQDWLRQDO 7KH &DUERQ ODUNHW DQG &DOLIRUQLD $FUH &KLDSDV &RRSHUDWLRQ 5
KWWSV ZZZ IRHL RUJ ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGV 5(""B7KH FDUERQ PDUNHW DQG WKH &DOLIRL
JULHQGV Rl WKH (DUWK ,QWHUQDWLRQDO 5('"" 7TKH FDUERQ PDUNHW DQG WKH &DOLIRUQLD
GLVSRVVHVVLRQ KWWSV ZZZ IRHL RUJ ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGV 5(''B7KH FDUERQ PDUNHW
.LOO -XWWD 5(" LQ %UD]LO 7ZR FDVH VWXGLHV RQ HDUO\ IRUHVW FDUERQ RIIVHW SURMHFWYV
KWWSV ZZZ ERHOO GH HQ UHGG EUD]LO WZR FDVH VWXGLHY HDUO\ IRUHVW FDUERQ RI|
%DQFR &HQWUDO GH &RVWD 5LFD &XHQWD GH %RVTXHV 'RFXPHQWR GH 7UDEDMR EUHD G
Estadistica Macroecondmica. Division Econdémica

3/D QDWXUDOH]D HV HVH FDSLWDO QDWXUDO TXH GHEHPRY PDQHMDU GH PDQHUD VRVWHQLEOH
KWW SV VHPDQDULRXQLYHUVLGDG FRP SDLV QXHYR PLQLVWUR GH DPELHQWH QR SXHGH KDEHL
JRUHVW 7UHQGV 6WDWH Rl %LRGLYHUVLW\ OLWLIJDWLRQ KWWSV ZZZ IRUHVW WUHQG\
" 3RXOWRQ %LRGLYHUVLW\ 2IIVHWV $ 3ULPHU IRU &DQDGD

KWW SV LQVWLWXWH VPDUWSURVSHULW\ FD VLWHY GHIDXOW (OHV SXEOLFDWLRQV (OHV %LRG
JRUHVW 7UHQGYV 6WDWH Rl %LRGLYHUVLW\ OLWLIJDWLRQ

6HH P&RXQWULHV ZLWK 5HIXODWHG 2I1IVHW 3ROLFLHV 1 ,Q ) %DUQDUG HW DO :KLWH 3DS
RI %LRGLYHUVLW\ 2IIVHWV &RQVHUKWWEMR QZZD FIRYPVMEUIDWH.RQ RUJ SXEOLFDWLRQV "RFXPHQWYV )L
,8&1 HW DO 1HW 3RVLWLYH ,PSDFW RQ %LRGLYHUVLW\ 7KH %XVLQHVV &DVH KWWS FPV(
ODOORQ '3 $Q ,8&1 VLWXDWLRQ DQDO\VLV RI WHUUHVWULDO DQG IUHVKZDWHU IDXQD LQ
KWW S ZZZ DIULFDRLOFRUS FRP L SGI KVHF ELRGLYHUVLW\ DGY SDQHO SGI

KWWSV ZZZ VHF JRY $UFKLYHV HGJDU GDWD WRWDOIRUP IH[KLELW KW P
7TRWDO 7TRWDO DQG %LRGLYHUVLW\ &RPPLWPHQWY DQG $FWLRQ KWWSV ZZ2Z WRWDO FRP
KWW SV ZzZZ WKHJHI RUJ VLWHYVY GHIDXOW (OHV SURMHFWBGRFXPHQWYV BO63B5HTXHVWB'R
KWWS ZZZ WKHELRGLYHUVLW\FRQVXOWDQF\ FRP HV ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGV +\GUR B7KE
6HH WKH FRPSUHKHQVLYH FROOHFWLRQ RI GRFXPHQWY RQ WKH %XMDJDOL GDP RQ WKH ,QWHU
KWW SV ZZZ LQWHUQDWLRQDOULYHUV RUJ FDPSDLJQV EXMDJDOL GDP XJDQGD

KWWS ZZZ ZRUOGEDQN RUJ HQ FRXQWU\ XJDQGD EULHI EXMDJDOL LQGHPQLW\ DJUHHPHQW ZL\
hydropower-project-fact-sheet

6WHS ,QF 16: 2IIVHWY 3ROLF\ $ 'XELRXV :D\ WR 3UHYHQW /RVV RI %LRGLYHUVLW\

KWWS ZZZ VWHS RUJ DX LQGH[ SKS SXEOLFDWLRQV LWHP QVZ RIIVHWY SROLF\ D GXELRXV ZI
IDWXUH &RQVHUYDWLRQ &RXQFLO :DUNZRUWK UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ VHWY GDQJHURXV SUHF
KWW SV Z2ZZ QDWXUH RUJ DX PHGLD UHOHDVHYV ZDUNZRUWK UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ VHWYV GDC
environmental-offsets/

5LR 7LQWR 3RVLWLRQ 6WDWHPHQW RQ %LRGLYHUVLW\ ,Q 5LR 7LQWR D 5LR 7LQWR DQG EL|
DQG OHOERXUQH KWWSV EREEORRP¢{¢HOG (OHV ZRUGSUHVV FRP ULRWLQWRELGRYHUV
6HH :50 DQG 5H&RPPRQ 5LR 7LQWR LQ ODGDJDVFDU 'HVWUR\LQJ WKH XQLTXH ELRGLYHUVL
KWWSV ZUP RUJ X\ RWKHU UHOHYDQW LQIRUPDWLRQ ULR WLQWR LQ PDGDJDVFDU D PLQH GHVWL

KWW SV 22Z WKHFRQVXPHUJRRGVIRUXP FRP LQLWLDWLYHYV HQYLURQPHQWDO VXVWDLQDELOLW
KWWSV ZzZZ WID RUJ ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGYV 7KH 5RDGPDS WR )LQDQFLQJ '"HIRUHVWDW
3 -RSNH DQG * & 6FKRQHYHOG &RUSRUDWH FRPPLWPHQWY WR JHUR GHIRUHVWDWLRQ $Q
gaps. Occasional Paper 181. CIFOR

KWWSV ITRUHVW RUJ VLWHV GHIDXOW (¢OHV UHODWHG GRFXPHQWYV | DQQXDO ZHEB SGI
6HH IRU H[DPSOH WKH &,)25 5("" RQ WKH *URXQG FDVH ERRN KWWSYV ZZZ FLIRU RUJ UHGG FD
6HH IRU H[DPSOH :RUOG 5DLQIRUHVW ORYHPHQW 5("" $ &ROOHFWLRQ RI &RQALFWV &RQ\
9 %RLVYHUW &RQVHUYDWLRQ EDQNLQJ PHFKDQLVPV DQG WKH HFRQRPL]DWLRQ RI QDWXU
9RO KWWSV 222 VFLHQFHGLUHFW FRP VFLHQFH DUWLFOH SLL 6

:50 +DOWLQJ GHIRUHVWDWLRQ" 5("" DQG WKH SURWHFWLRQ RI WKH IRVVLO IXHO DQG FRQ

KWWSV ZUP RUJ X\ ERRNV DQG EULH¢{QJV KDOWLQJ GHIRUHVWDWLRQ UHGG DQG WKH SURWHF\
JRU DQ H[FHOOHQW EULH¢{QJ DERXW DYLDWLRQ DQG JUHHQZDVKLQJ VHH )LQDQFH 7UDGH :DW
KWWS 72ZZ IWZDWFK DW ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGV )7 :DWFKB*UHHQ )O\LQJB SGI

KWWSV DVVHWY SXEOLVKLQJ VHUYLFH JRY XN JRYHUQPHQW XSORDGV VI\VWHP XSORDGYV DWWD
KWWSV ZZZ KHDWKURZFRQVXOWDWLRQ FRP ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGV ([SDQVLRQ 1DWXU
=RQH $ 'pIHQGUH $ FKURQRORJ\ RI UHVLVWDQFH KWWSV ]DG QDGLU RUJ VSLS SKS"DUWLFOH

PHDVXUHVY RQH PDVFDUDGH WRR PDQ\ KWWSV ]DG QDGLU RUJ VSLS SKS"DUWLFOH 6HH D
KWWSV ZZZ IQH DVVR IU GRVVLHUVY QRWUH GDPH GHV ODQGHYV UDLVRQV GH GLUH QRQ

7K 'XEUHXLO OHVXUHV FRPSHQVDWRLUHY OH GRVVLHU GH OYDpURSRUW GH 1RWUH 'DPH
MXULGLTXH GH OTHQYLURQQHPHQW 9ROXPH KWWSV UMH UHYXHVRQOLQH FRP DUWLFC
&RQWULEXWLRQ GHV 1DWXUDOLVWHYV HQ OXWWH KWWSV FLWL]JHQFDVH RUJ ZS FRQWHQW
VXPPDU\ KHUH KWWSVY QDWXUDOLVWHVHQOXWWH (OHV ZRUGSUHVV FRP ¢ FKH H[SHUW
=3 &RPPXQLTXp FRPPXQ GX PRXYHPHQW DQWL DpURSRUW VXLWH j OD GpFLVLRQ GX JRXY
KWWSV DG QDGLU RUJ VSLS SKS"DUWLFOH

0 &KULVWHQVHQ 50/$ &RQIHUHQFH %LRGLYHUVLW\ 2IIVHWV +* $ 6XJJHVWHG :D\ )RUZDUG
KWWSV zZZZ UPOD RUJ Q] ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGYV UPOD BPDUNFKULVWHQVHQBHIIHFWVPL)
6HH IRU H[DPSOH WKH FROOHFWLRQ RI OLWHUDWXU UHIHUHQFHVY FRPSLOHG E\ )HUQ &UL
SXUSRVHV RI ,((3 LQ WKHLU UHYLHZ RI p3ROLF\ 2SWLRQV IRU D SRWHQWLDO (8 1R 1HW /RVV ,QL
KWWS ZZZ FHHZHE RUJ ZS FRQWHQW XSORDGV &ULWLFDO UHYLHZ RI ELRGLYHUVLW\ RIIV]
ReCommon, pers. comm. July 2018.
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