Aggregated offsets: their potential use
and factors affecting their success/
Implementation
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Based on telephone interviews with contacts in 15 countries,
the study reviewed:

1. The circumstances in which it might be appropriate or useful
to consider use of aggregated offsets;

2. The potential benefits and risks of aggregated (rather than
single) biodiversity offsets from different stakeholder
perspectives;

3. The conditions likely to support the effective development or
delivery of aggregated biodiversity offsets; and,

4. Whether or not particular approaches or mechanisms might
be necessary to deliver aggregated offsets over and above
those already developed for other forms of biodiversity offset.



Is there a need for aggregated offsets?

A An ecoregion or important
biodiversity area subject to
cumulative threats/ pressures
from development

A Impacts from multiple
developments.

A Fragmented and constrained
landscape in which there is a
need to aggregate
conservation effort in order to
maintain characteristic
biodiversity.

A Individual offsets have not
contributed to desired strategic
outcomes.
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AAggregated offsets
seen as desirable, necessary or useful.

A Key ecoregions or areas can be identified

where important biodiversity Is subject to
multiple threats and pressures.

A There are cases where concurrent,
multiple developments are planned or
expected.




The benefits of a co-ordinated approach
to offsets; an example from India
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Mining and Biodiversity Project Boundary

Fitzroy Basin Association
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Benefits of aggregated offsets?

A A strategic and co-ordinated approach focused
on priority areas would benefit biodiversity
conservation.

A Enables developers to pool resources and work
to the same performance standard in delivering
offsets.

A May reduce costs through
economies of scale and
synergies.
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===21 RIsks of aggregated offsets?

More difficult to find an approach t
contribution to the aggregated offset that would be acceptable to all parties.

A More chance of t-rakeadagbiodevéosi dypon

A Risk of financial payments to service providers
not being translated into 6on the gr.
outcomes.

A Complexity of transactions and reaching
agreement between parties leading to
increased costs and time delays.

A Reputational risks if responsibility passed
on to third party.

A Higher risk of inequitable outcomes for
affected communities.

A Risk of reduced transparency of each
devel operds contribution to the aggr



