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Video 8
Target-based ecological compensation: An approach that aligns compensation with conservation targets
As we know, biodiversity offsetting is done to balance a loss from a development project with a gain elsewhere. The gain usually needs to be of the same type of biodiversity and to achieve no net loss of biodiversity.
As we saw in Video 4, many offset policies and offset calculations only require no net loss to be achieved relative to the scenario of what we guess would have happened without the development project and its offset. This is the called the counterfactual scenario. Often, this counterfactual scenario assumes that even without the development project, biodiversity would have declined due to other threats. So, by exchanging a loss of forest for the protection of other forest from these other threats, we can claim to have achieved no net loss, relative to what might otherwise have had happened without the protection. This is the way averted loss offsetting works.
However, consider this. Say we had 60 hectares of forest in a particular landscape. If 20 hectares are lost for a new development, and we protect the 40 hectares that remains as an offset, the net outcome is of course that we have 20 hectares less forest in the landscape compared to before the project and offset occurred. However, if the protection of the 40 hectares prevented the hypothetical future loss of at least 20 of those hectares, we could claim this is an example of relative no net loss.
 This common type of offsetting is usually not consistent with a situation where we have explicit target outcomes that we want to see in our landscape. We might have targets for the biodiversity in a landscape or a jurisdiction. This might be something like the minimum area of forest that the country wants to retain, or an aspirational goal to increase the population of a particular threatened species to a certain number of individuals. So, here is an alternative to offsetting that ensures ecological compensation is designed consistent with achieving those targets, instead of just matching a counterfactual scenario. Its called target-based ecological compensation.
The first step is to identify what the relevant targets are for the relevant biodiversity features. This isn’t always simple, but often biodiversity strategies can provide a starting point. Once the target outcomes for biodiversity are clear, then for each biodiversity feature potentially affected by a development, we need to assess whether it is at, above, or below its target level. For example, if a biodiversity feature that is affected by a project is below its target, then the compensation must achieve a net gain in that biodiversity feature – in absolute, not relative terms. So if achieving a target required an increase of twice the current extent of habitat for a particular threatened species, and a project resulted in the loss of 100 hectares of that species’ habitat, appropriate compensation would be to provide 200 hectares of ‘new’ habitat. The project has contributed to the doubling of the species habitat. 
In cases where a biodiversity feature like an arid zone ecosystem is widespread and common, some losses might be acceptable – but compensation can be designed to limit the amount of loss so that a target amount of that ecosystem is retained and protected. This could be provided by protecting enough hectares of that ecosystem for each hectare lost so that if all of the remaining ecosystem was either lost or protected, the target retention level is not breached. This called a managed net loss.
This target based-approach to ecological compensation has several advantages:
· First, residual biodiversity losses can also be compensated for in a way that contributes proportionately to the achievement of a nation’s biodiversity targets.
· Second, the type and amount of compensation required for a particular loss are clearly defined, and so requirements for developers and outcomes for stakeholders are clear and consistent.
· Third, compensation requirements are aligned with the desired trajectory for a particular species or ecosystem, depending on what needs to occur to achieve the target for that feature.
· Fourth, detailed counterfactual scenarios are not needed.
Where policies relating to impact assessment or application of the mitigation hierarchy are being developed or updated, target-based ecological compensation may be an appropriate, and more user-friendly, alternative to biodiversity offsetting. 
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