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Evolution in managing impacts on biodiversity 
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Evolution of managing impacts on biodiversity: Chile 
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1st period: “Trial and error” 

1997: 
Regulatory 

requirement to 
compensate 

Å Law 19.300 (1994):   

ü EIA required for certain industries/activities with 

significant impacts on natural resources or protected 

areas/environmental value of the territory. 

ü Approval of EIA requires appropriate mitigation, 

reparation and compensation measures.  

 

 

 

Å EIA system regulation (1997):  

ü  Natural resources includes biological diversity and its 

regeneration capacity 

üMitigation = avoidance or minimization 

 



1st period: “Trial and error” 

1997: 
Regulatory 

requirement to 
compensate 

Å EIA system regulation (1997): 

 

Compensation measures have as purpose to produce a positive and 

equivalent effect  alternative to a identified negative effect.  

 

 

No Net Loss ? 

ButΧ 

ü No hierarchical relationship established between measures. 

ü Compensation needs to take place on impact site. 

 



1st period: “Trial and error” 

1997: 
Regulatory 

requirement to 
compensate 

Diagnosis after 15 years: 

Loose use of 
mitigation and 
compensation 

concepts 

 
Bovarnick et al. 2010, Guijón &Püschel 2012, Fundación Chile 2013 

Å Loopholes allow to skip EIA 

Å Little or no avoidance 

Å Focus of actions on rescue and relocation and reforestation  

Å Compensation unrelated to impacts (qualitatively or quantitavely) 

ÅMost frequent compensation measure: monitoring 

Å Little enforcement or follow-up 



1st period: “Trial and error” 

1997: 
Regulatory 

requirement to 
compensate 

Results: 

üBd compensations turned into social subsidies  
 
üExpensive and ineffective measures 

 
üCompanies bound to unfeasible measures “carved in stone” 

  
üCompanies being fined for breach 

Failure in complying with regulation, means increased risk for 
business activity and failure to conserve national biodiversity 



2nd period: Big goals 
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2nd period: Big goals 

Native Forest Law (2008): 

ü Requirement to reforest trees 

Design of method for offsetting biodiversity in the mining sector FChile (2012-2013): 

ü Lack of sistematized biodiversity data 

ü Lack of ecosystem approach in EIA 

ü Training needed by EIA consultants, reviewers and civil society 

ü First Guide for biodiversity offsetting    



2nd period: Big goals 

New regulation for EIA system (2014): 

ü Introduces hierarchy: compensation applies only to impacts that can’t be 

mitigated or restored.  

ü Compensation measures may take place outside site of impact 

Guidelines for biodiversity compensation within EIA (2014): 

ü Defines “appropriate” compensation as offset   

  -Mitigation hierarchy 

  -No net loss as goal 

  -Equivalence in type and magnitude of losses and gains 



2nd period: Big goals 

Presidential Comission on the future of Mining (2014): 

 

ü Adopts No Net Loss as goal for 2035 

Road Map for energy sector for 2050 (2015): 

 

ü Adopts No Net Loss of as a goal for 2035 

  



2nd period: Big goals 

Some  

compensation  
Offsets  

Conservation of biodiversity 

 

Companies and consultants 

 

State agencies 



3rd period: getting real 

GOAL 
 
Biodiversity offsetting scheme that is: 
 
- Integrated and coordinated 
 
- Effective for conservation and compliance  
 
- Cost-efficient 



3rd period: getting real 

ÅImprove biodiversity data 

ÅRefine guidelines (metrics, pilots) 

ÅTraining and outreach across sectors  

ÅDevelop tools and capacity for 
coordinated efforts 



3rd period: getting real 

MMA/UNDP 

Å Proposal of metric for mediterranean forests (Magni et al. 2015) 

Å Proposal of metric for marine habitats (Gelcich et al. 2015)  

 

Some steps forward: 

 MMA/WCS 

Å Pilot application of offsets  

 

MMA 

ÅWorking on classification of terrestrial, freshwater and marine 

ecosystems 

 

  



GOVERNMENT is 
introducing offset 
policies and working in 
tools for implemetantion 

COMPANIES  are 
implementing internal No 
Net Loss policies and 
figuring out how to 
comply with regulation  

PRIVATE CONSERVATION 
Initiatives are in desperate 
need for funding for active 
conservation  

CIVIL SOCIETY is demanding 
best practice in biodiversity 
management and will want 
to have a saying 

Oportunities & Challenges 
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