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Introduction to Biodiversity 
Offset Monitoring and 
Verification
Biodiversity offsets are carefully planned projects that aim to compensate 
for a development projects’ residual impacts on priority biodiversity that 
remain after applying all feasible Mitigation Hierarchy measures to avoid, 
minimize, and restore. 

Offsets must deliver verifiable, additional biodiversity outcomes. Additional 
outcomes are those that would not foreseeably occur under the no-offset 
project scenario. Offsets should target the same set of priority biodiversity 
values affected by the project or, where appropriate, ‘trade up’ to create 
uplift in values considered by conservation experts to be of a higher 
conservation priority.

Depending on the conservation priority of values impacted by the 
project, the magnitude of impact, and stakeholder expectations offsets 
are designed to achieve either a No Net Loss (NNL) or a Net Gain (NG) 
in biodiversity. Figure 1 shows how project impacts and offset outcomes 
operate within the Mitigation Hierarchy.

IDB Invest aligns its approach with IFC Performance Standard 6, expecting 
clients who require a biodiversity offset to prepare a credible Biodiversity 
Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (BMEP). 

Figure 1 

This graphic shows the 
sequential steps of the 
mitigation hierarchy: 
avoid, minimize, restore 
or rehabilitate, and finally 
offset. Offsets are applied 
only to the residual impacts 
that remain after all other 
measures. When offsets 
exceed what is needed 
to balance losses, they 
contribute to Net Gain. 

Source: BBOP
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A credible BMEP explains the metrics, sampling methods and analysis 
techniques used to verify that sufficient additional outcomes to meet  
NNL/NG targets would accumulate over time. It should be written in a way 
that enables any external competent professional ecologist to implement 
the plan and evaluate the monitoring results to verify if intended outcomes 
have occurred. It should describe how the necessary budget, human 
resource and data management capacities for implementation will 
be in place over the long-term. It should have adaptive management 
mechanisms in place for offset implementing teams to respond to 
emerging information.

A 3-step process for designing and implementing effective BMEP follows

1 Establish Clear Logic for Offset  
Intervention Success

Every BMEP must be underpinned by a clear project logic that articulates 
how the offset interventions will generate additional conservation 
outcomes. This enables evaluation techniques to focus on key sites and 
ecosystems to verify the expected positive change.

A well-constructed project logic provides the foundation for effective 
monitoring, verification, and adaptive management. It defines what 
success looks like, aligns interventions with intended results, and ensures 
that offset project teams can track outcomes over time, responding to 
emerging challenges.

The offset project logic must:

•	 Specify biodiversity values at risk and the pre-offset project pressures 
driving their decline or preventing their recovery.

•	 Describe the planned offset interventions, and how they will reduce 
pressures or assist regeneration.

 STEP 1  
 
Establish clear 
logic for offset 
intervention success

 STEP 2  
 
Verify long term 
outcomes 

 STEP 3  
 
Commit to ongoing 
verification

 STEP 1  
REFERENCE CHECKLIST 
ESTABLISH A CLEAR 
PROJECT LOGIC

	9 Define priority 
biodiversity values and 
current pressures.

	9 Describe how 
interventions will 
reduce pressures or 
support recovery.

	9 Specify expected 
outcomes and how 
monitoring will 
confirm them.

	9 Ensure the logic links 
actions to results.
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•	 Define the intended offset outcomes and explain how monitoring can 
confirm that the offset is delivering them.

A strong project logic links interventions to expected outcomes, guiding 
monitoring toward the most relevant indicators. It builds shared 
understanding among stakeholders and provides a credible basis for 
interpreting trends and making decisions as conditions change.

2 Verify Long Term  
Outcomes 

Offsets must generate measurable biodiversity gains that can be tracked 
over time. To demonstrate these outcomes, and adjust course when 
needed, project teams must design and implement a robust monitoring 
system. This requires the capacity to design a sound monitoring program, 
track progress, analyze ecological trends, and respond when outcomes fall 
short or conditions change.

An effective monitoring program uses three types of measurement 
sites to track change and isolate the effects of offset interventions from 
background trends and natural variation:

•	 Intervention sites: where teams implement offset activities and measure 
ecological responses.

•	 Counterfactual sites: sites of similar ecology to offset intervention 
sites but where no interventions occur – to characterise the “no-project” 
scenario for comparison.

•	 Reference sites: intact ecosystems that define what success looks like 
and serve as benchmarks for recovery.

Together, these sites enable project teams to demonstrate additionality, 
interpret trends, and verify offset claims. By comparing intervention sites to 
counterfactuals, teams can isolate the effect of the offset from background 
ecological change and determine what proportion of observed gains are 
due to offset interventions. 

All sites should be clearly mapped to show their spatial distribution across 
the offset area and wider landscape or seascape. Teams should ensure that 
sites are representative of the full range of ecological conditions within the 
offset project area and are practical to access for long-term monitoring.

Each BMEP must also include a mix of indicators that together provide a 
complete and reliable picture of performance:

 STEP 2  
REFERENCE CHECKLIST 
VERIFY OUTCOMES

	9 Monitor change 
using intervention, 
counterfactual, and 
reference sites.

	9 Select and justify 
ecological state and 
pressure indicators.

	9 Define clear metrics 
supported by 
repeatable, robust, 
and site-appropriate 
survey methods.

	9 Track results over 
the short, medium, 
and long term to 
inform adaptive 
management.

	9 Set adaptive 
management 
thresholds and 
triggers, with 
clear processes 
for responding if 
outcomes fall short.

	9 Consider whether the 
project has potential 
for leakage, and 
ensure monitoring is 
designed to detect it.
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•	 Ecological state indicators to track changes in the three dimensions of: 
species composition, habitat structure, and ecosystem function.  
A minimum set of indicators to reliably represent ecological state is five, 
selected from at least two of the three dimensions. 

•	 Pressure indicators measure the intensity and frequency of threats such 
as fire, invasive species, illegal activities or overgrazing.

This combination of sites and indicators captures the full context of the 
offset site, what is driving change, and whether interventions are delivering 
additional conservation outcomes. 

For each indicator, teams must:

•	 Define metrics that specify what they are measuring on the ground.

•	 Set out survey methods (the tools that collect the metrics) that describe 
how they will collect the data.

Teams must apply consistent, repeatable methods that match the site’s 
ecological conditions. This ensures that monitoring results are credible, 
comparable, and useful for decision-making. Monitoring data and analysis 
should build a clear trajectory of ecological change over time, showing 
how conditions evolve in response to offset interventions. Analysis should 
compare results to the baseline and counterfactual, show whether uplift 
is occurring, and be transparent, practical, and specific about uncertainty 
sources and levels.

The BMEP must track results across multiple timeframes:

•	 Short-term: confirm that actions are in place 
and that management is proceeding as 
intended.

•	 Medium-term: detect early ecological 
responses to interventions.

•	 Long-term: demonstrate that biodiversity 
gains are occurring, that those gains are 
sustained and outcomes are on track to 
meet offset targets.

Adaptive management sits at the core of an 
effective BMEP. Offset project teams must 
use monitoring results to revisit assumptions, 
refine methods, and respond to emerging 
challenges or unintended outcomes. Strong 

Thresholds and 
Triggers

Thresholds are pre-
defined benchmarks 
(e.g. minimum 
vegetation cover or 
species return) that 
signal whether the offset 
is on track. If monitoring 
results fall below these 
thresholds, it should 
trigger a response: 
reviewing assumptions, 
adjusting methods, or 
intensifying efforts.

Stakeholder 
engagement plays a 
critical role throughout 
the monitoring process. 
Local communities, 
Indigenous peoples, 
landowners, and other 
stakeholders can offer 
valuable insights and 
help sustain long-term 
monitoring efforts. Offset 
projects should engage 
stakeholders by:

•	 Involving them 
in baseline data 
collection and long-
term monitoring

•	 Collaborating to 
interpret trends and 
verify results

•	 Integrating Traditional 
Ecological Knowledge

Effective engagement 
helps ensure that local 
people are supportive 
of the project and that 
monitoring is context-
sensitive, credible, 
and responsive to 
community needs.
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 STEP 3  
REFERENCE CHECKLIST 
ENSURE LONG-TERM 
DELIVERY

	9 Assign clear roles and 
responsibilities for 
monitoring over time.

	9 Secure sustainable 
funding for offset 
implementation, 
data analysis, and 
reporting.

	9 Establish systems to 
manage and preserve 
data, and institutional 
knowledge.

	9 Build governance 
structures that 
ensure transparency, 
accountability, and 
decision-making.

	9 Partner with local 
communities, NGOs, 
or agencies to support 
continuity and local 
ownership.

BMEPs define clear thresholds or triggers, such as stalled progress, 
rising pressures, or unexpected ecological responses, that indicate when 
corrective action is necessary. 

Offset teams must define in advance how they will respond when monitoring 
shows that outcomes are not being achieved. Adaptive management is not 
optional; it is the mechanism that keeps the offset on track.

3 Commit to ongoing  
verification

Offsets often take decades to achieve their intended outcomes. As a 
result, monitoring systems must remain in place long enough to confirm 
that biodiversity gains are real, stable, and lasting, not just short-term 
improvements.

Offset project teams must build long-term delivery into the BMEP from the 
outset. The plan must:

•	 Identify who will implement and oversee monitoring.

•	 Describe how the team will secure sustained funding.

•	 Explain how they will preserve data, documentation, and institutional 
knowledge in the event of staff or partner turnover.

•	 Set out governance mechanisms that ensure transparency, accountability, 
and responsiveness over time.

Where feasible, offset project teams should partner with local communities, 
NGOs, or public agencies to share responsibility, improve continuity, and 
strengthen local ownership. These partnerships reduce risk and build 
confidence in the offset’s long-term viability.

A credible long-term monitoring system assures regulators, investors, and 
stakeholders that the offset is not a one-time intervention, but a sustained 
commitment to measurable biodiversity outcomes.

Offset project teams must ensure that monitoring remains viable regardless 
of staff turnover or organizational changes. Long-term success depends on 
sufficient capacity, clear governance and sustainable finance.



A
Additionality

Refers to the net 
biodiversity benefit 
or gain produced 
from delivering 
an offset over and 
above the predicted 
counterfactual, or the 
‘no-project scenario’. 

B
Baseline

A state of a system, 
potential benefits, 
and existing pressures 
that function as a 
comparison. Baseline 
information reflects 
the starting-point or 
state of a system or 
location. Baselines, 
whether dynamic or 
static, function as a 
point of comparison 
to demonstrate the 
net additional gain of 
offset Interventions 
versus the no-project 
scenario. Offset projects 
collect baselines 
for intervention, 
counterfactual, and 
reference sites prior to 
the commencement of 
offset Interventions.

Glossary

C
Conservation 
outcome

The effects or changes 
to ecological systems 
that result from offset 
project interventions 
or activities. 

Counterfactual sites

Monitoring locations 
that represent 
areas that are of 
similar ecology and 
baseline state as the 
intervention site and 
are influenced by 
similar dynamics (e.g. 
degrading pressures 
or regeneration) but 
are not where offset 
interventions occur. 

Counterfactual

Predictions of the 
no-project scenario. 
Used to assess the 
likely future direction 
and rate of change 
in habitat extent 
or condition (e.g., 
decline, improvement, 
or stability) without 
project effects.

I 
Indicator

An indicator is a 
characteristic of an 
ecosystem (e.g. species 
diversity) that provides 
insight into a regions 
ecological state.

Interventions

Specific management 
activities that relieve 
degrading pressures or 
support regeneration 
to achieve the 
desired conservation 
outcomes (e.g., weed 
control, predator 
control, prevention 
of unsustainable 
harvesting, enrichment 
planting).

Intervention sites

Monitoring locations 
that are carefully 
selected to be 
representative sub-
samples of the full 
extent of the offset site.

L
Leakage

The unintended 
displacement of 
pressures, such as 

pests, harvesting, or 
fire, from the offset 
site to surrounding 
areas because of offset 
project interventions. 

M
Metric

A quantifiable measure 
used to evaluate the 
status of an indicator 
(e.g., number of 
breeding pairs of an 
indicator bird species).

Mitigation Hierarchy

A sequence of 
preferred actions 
used by development 
projects to meet the 
ultimate objective of 
ensuring a neutral net 
biodiversity outcome: 
first ‘avoid’, then 
‘minimize or reduce’, 
then ‘remediate or 
rehabilitate,’ and as a 
last resort ‘offset’.



N
Net Gain (NG)

Offset projects 
achieve net gains by 
delivering additional 
conservation outcomes 
for key biodiversity 
values that outweigh 
any adverse effects 
above a margin of 
uncertainty.

No Net Loss (NNL)

The point at which 
project-related 
adverse impacts 
on biodiversity are 
balanced by additional 
conservation 
outcomes.

O
Offset site

The full extent of the 
location(s) where offset 
interventions take 
place and where offset 
outcomes occur.

R
Reference site

Reference sites 
represent the best 
potential ecological 
condition for each 

ecosystem type 
receiving offset 
interventions. 
Reference sites 
provide a calibration 
point for the long-
term potential for 
biodiversity gains when 
assessing trajectories 
of ecological state 
change. If no local 
reference sites 
currently exist, offset 
projects can use 
historical information 
to characterize the 
potential recovery 
state.

S
Survey methods

The standardized 
techniques or 
procedures used 
to collect data 
on biodiversity 
indicators during field 
monitoring. These 
should be appropriate 
to the indicator, 
ecosystem type, and 
monitoring objectives. 
Survey methods 
should be repeatable, 
scientifically sound, 
and feasible to 
implement over the 
monitoring period.
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