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A. Potential impacts on both biodiversity and ecosystem services must be thoroughly 
considered and addressed. 

 
An important distinction to consider in the discussion of best practices is that between 
biodiversity itself and the ecosystem services provided by biodiverse systems to society. It is no 
longer considered sufficient to assess and mitigate impacts on biodiversity alone. Best practices 
now require that ecosystem services be explicitly considered and treated with the same respect 
and rigor as biodiversity itself. Perhaps the most relevant standard for the Simandou project is 
the International Finance Corporation (IFC) “Performance Standard 6: Biodiversity conservation 
and sustainable management of living natural resources” given that IFC has been directly 
involved in funding the project. This standard explicitly requires that ecosystem services be 
considered. The introduction of the standard states: 

“Performance Standard 6 recognizes that protecting and conserving biodiversity, 
maintaining ecosystem services, and sustainably managing living natural resources are 
fundamental to sustainable development. The requirements set out in this Performance 
Standard have been guided by the Convention on Biological Diversity, which defines biodiversity 
as ‘the variability among living organisms from all sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, 
marine and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are a part; 
this includes diversity within species, between species, and of ecosystems.’ 

Ecosystem services are the benefits that people, including businesses, derive from 
ecosystems. Ecosystem services are organized into four types: (i) provisioning services, which 
are the products people obtain from ecosystems; (ii) regulating services, which are the benefits 
people obtain from the regulation of ecosystem processes; (iii) cultural services, which are the 
nonmaterial benefits people obtain from ecosystems; and (iv) supporting services, which are the 
natural processes that maintain the other services.  

Ecosystem services valued by humans are often underpinned by biodiversity. Impacts on 
biodiversity can therefore often adversely affect the delivery of ecosystem services. This 
Performance Standard addresses how clients can sustainably manage and mitigate impacts 
on biodiversity and ecosystem services throughout the project’s lifecycle.”† 
 
Key references on the incorporation of ecosystem services: 
a. IFC (International Finance Corporation). (2012). Performance standard 6. Biodiversity 
conservation and sustainable management of living natural resources.  
 
b. Lydia Olander, Robert J. Johnston, Heather Tallis, Jimmy Kagan, Lynn Maguire, Steve Polasky, 
Dean Urban, James Boyd, Lisa Wainger, and Margaret Palmer. 2015. “Best Practices for 
Integrating Ecosystem Services into Federal Decision Making.” Durham: National Ecosystem 
Services Partnership, Duke University. doi:10.13016/M2CH07  
 

 
† IFC (International Finance Corporation). (2012). Performance standard 6. Biodiversity conservation and 
sustainable management of living natural resources. 



c. Tallis, H., Kennedy, C. M., Ruckelshaus, M., Goldstein, J., & Kiesecker, J. M. (2015). Mitigation 
for one & all: An integrated framework for mitigation of development impacts on biodiversity 
and ecosystem services. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 55, 21-34. 
 
EIES-specific observations with respect to ecosystem services: 
The railway EIES falls short on its assessment of ecosystem services and the ways in which they 
are likely to be impacted by the project. There is a short and cursory section in Vol 4 (Ch 
14.9.4.2 through 14.9.6.2; pages 14-58 to 14-69) that notes a handful of the most obvious 
services that are likely to be impacted but ignores some critical and fundamental ecosystem 
services that are clearly defined by international best practices (i.e., IFC Performance Standard 
6 quoted above; further detailed in the figure below). 
 

 
 
Fig. 2 from Tallis et al 2015.‡ This figure provides a guide for the basic, key ecosystem services 
that should be considered in a EIES. The Simandou Railway EIES does not address any 
“Supporting” services and it also ignores half of the “Regulating” services (i.e., climate and 
water purification) as well as most of the “Cultural” services (i.e., aesthetic, educational, 
recreational) listed in this figure (shown in green text). 

 
‡ Tallis, H., Kennedy, C. M., Ruckelshaus, M., Goldstein, J., & Kiesecker, J. M. (2015). Mitigation for one & all: An 
integrated framework for mitigation of development impacts on biodiversity and ecosystem 
services. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 55, 21-34. 



 

 
Text box from page 9 of Olander et al 2015.§ This figure summarizes the key steps that an 
assessment should take to appropriately capture all ecosystem services that must be 
considered in a systematic way. The Simandou Project has not yet completed any one of these 
steps in a comprehensive or satisfactory way. 
 
 
B. The internationally accepted best practice is to follow a mitigation hierarchy in sequential 

manner. The first step, avoidance, must be seriously undertaken for all potential negative 
impacts to biodiversity or ecosystem services before the evaluators can even begin to 
consider minimization or restoration strategies. Offset measures should be designed to 
compensate for any negative impacts that are likely to remain after all the other measures 
are implemented. 

 
The mitigation hierarchy is defined as:  

1. Avoidance: measures taken to avoid creating impacts from the outset, such as careful 
spatial or temporal placement of elements of infrastructure, in order to completely 
avoid impacts on certain components of biodiversity.  

2. Minimisation: measures taken to reduce the duration, intensity and / or extent of 
impacts (including direct, indirect and cumulative impacts, as appropriate) that cannot 
be completely avoided, as far as is practically feasible.  

3. Rehabilitation/restoration: measures taken to rehabilitate degraded ecosystems or 
restore cleared ecosystems following exposure to impacts that cannot be completely 
avoided and/ or minimised.  

4. Offset: measures taken to compensate for any residual significant, adverse impacts that 
cannot be avoided, minimised and / or rehabilitated or restored, in order to achieve no 
net loss or a net gain of biodiversity. Offsets can take the form of positive management 

 
§ Lydia Olander, Robert J. Johnston, Heather Tallis, Jimmy Kagan, Lynn Maguire, Steve Polasky, Dean Urban, James 
Boyd, Lisa Wainger, and Margaret Palmer. 2015. “Best Practices for Integrating Ecosystem Services into Federal 
Decision Making.” Durham: National Ecosystem Services Partnership, Duke University. doi:10.13016/M2CH07 



interventions such as restoration of degraded habitat, arrested degradation or averted 
risk, protecting areas where there is imminent or projected loss of biodiversity.**  

 
 

 
Fig. 1 from Bennet et al. 2017.†† This figure provides a visual representation of the mitigation 
hierarchy and the order in which mitigation steps should be taken. 
 
References on mitigation: 
a. Business and Biodiversity Offsets Programme (2012) Standard on Biodiversity Offsets. BBOP–
Forest Trends 
 
b. Bennett, G., Gallant, M., & Ten Kate, K. (2017). State of biodiversity mitigation 2017: Markets 
and compensation for global infrastructure development. Forest Trends’ Ecosystem 
Marketplace, Washington, DC. 
 
c. OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development). 2016.  Biodiversity offsets: 
effective design and implementation. OECD Publishing, Paris. 
 
d. Wende, W., Tucker, G. M., Quétier, F., Rayment, M., & Darbi, M. (Eds.). (2018). Biodiversity 
offsets: European perspectives on no net loss of biodiversity and ecosystem services. Springer. 
 
EIES-specific observations with respect to mitigation hierarchy: 
 
The EIES does not appear to have followed international best practices with respect to the 
mitigation hierarchy.  A thorough discussion of the reference scenario against which 

 
** Quoted directly from Business and Biodiversity Offsets Programme (2012) Standard on Biodiversity Offsets. 
BBOP–Forest Trends, pg. 1 
†† Bennett, G., Gallant, M., & Ten Kate, K. (2017). State of biodiversity mitigation 2017: Markets and 
compensation for global infrastructure development. Forest Trends’ Ecosystem Marketplace, Washington, 
DC. 



biodiversity and ecosystem service losses can be measured was not described, and thus a 
serious undertaking of each subsequent step of mitigation cannot be adequately performed. 
First and foremost, all efforts possible should be made to avoid impacts-- the EIES appears to 
lack any thorough discussion of potential alternatives, for example, and thus it is impossible to 
assess if avoidance was seriously considered and measures were adopted. The next step should 
be to minimize unavoidable impacts, which this EIES assessment includes to some degree but 
appears to be missing some critical details (see part C below for examples). The final two steps 
are to restore and then compensate/offset. Restoration and mitigation measures are 
mentioned, but the chapter (17) where they are supposed to be detailed is missing from the 
document, so it is impossible to evaluate. Offset measures appear to be entirely missing from 
this EIES. 
 
 
C. Inconsistent and incomplete documentation of the EIES process. 
 
The EIES is written with a number of inconsistencies that make it extremely challenging or 
impossible to evaluate whether or not the project is prepared to undertake a robust 
biodiversity management plan. 
 
Vol 4, ch 13.4 (the table spanning pages 8 and 9; referred to as “Table 10.1” in the text but 
titled as “Table 10.0.2”). Not only does the inconsistent naming and reference to the table 
make it challenging to follow the author’s narrative, but in terms of content, they are missing 
some important impacts. For example, the potential impact of increased illegal logging and 
tree/wood harvest associated with increased accessibility created by the project is absent. They 
only cite hunting and bushmeat sales (though they do note that unintentional degradation to 
the habitat by creating access would impact forests as well): 
 



 

 
 
In section 13.12.3 on mediation measures, it says that a plan will be made to allow crossings 
and that a plan for biodiversity management will also be made (see the 1st and 3rd bullet points 



below); however, no credible plan appears to have been documented for either issue. It is not 
in keeping with best practices to wait until a project is underway prior to deciding on the 
mitigation needs of the local fauna, flora, and biodiversity at large. In general, it does not seem 
that Vol 4, Ch 13 contains sufficiently clear or detailed mitigation plans that the public could 
feel confident that the project managers will follow international best practice. The authors 
clearly reference what best practice are in general terms in figure 13.1 (avoid, minimize, 
restore, compensate/offset); however, the lack of detail regarding how they will specifically 
apply those practices to this specific project does not instill confidence that necessary measure 
have been thoroughly considered, budgeted for, nor will be monitored and evaluated rigorously 
to ensure good outcomes are achieved. 

 
Lower down on the same page, they reference “chapter 17” as containing all of the additional 
detail for mitigation measures: 

 
However, in the version of the EIES that we have access to, Ch.17 does not exist. The document 
goes from chapter 16 directly to 18, as can clearly been seen in the title page of Vol. V: 

 
 



 
D. Key reference suggesting that Chinese investors lag behind other major international 

investors with respect to implementing international best practices on biodiversity 
mitigation requirements. 

A recent study published in the journal Nature Sustainability analyzes 65 financiers (35 Chinese 
and 30 international) with respect to biodiversity safeguard requirements. The authors that 
only 1 of the Chinese financiers had any biodiversity requirements in place, while more than 
half of the international financiers did. 
 
“While 16 of the 30 international financiers had biodiversity impact mitigation requirements, 
only one (China-ASEAN Investment Cooperation Fund) of the 35 Chinese/China-led financiers 
had requirements on biodiversity (Fig. 2) (see Supplementary Tables 2–4 for details). China’s 
national export credit insurer, China Export Credit Insurance Corporation, or Sinosure, which 
widely insures BRI investments, was also found to not have any requirements on biodiversity 
impact mitigation.”‡‡  
 

 
Supplemental Table 3 from Narain et al 2020. 
 
 

 
‡‡ Pg 653 of Narain, D., Maron, M., Teo, H. C., Hussey, K., & Lechner, A. M. (2020). Best-practice 
biodiversity safeguards for Belt and Road Initiative’s financiers. Nature Sustainability, 3(8), 650-657.  


