Supplementary Material 4 — Exhaustive results from the three automated biodiversity
offsetting scenarios and the supplementary sensitivity analysis (at the watershed and

subwatershed levels)

For each double graph related to a scenario or a supplementary analysis, the ecological value and area are given for all the subwatersheds together (left side)

and at the subwatershed level (right side). The script to create the following figures is available in Supplementary material 3 (section C).

1. Exhaustive results of the three automated biodiversity offsetting scenarios

1.1 Results for the old way scenario (priority given to ecological corridors, with best agricultural lands, with permanent grassland and hedgerows)

220

200

180

160

140

120

% relative to impacted ecological score and area

100

80

Ecological score

Area

% relative to impacted ecological score and area

600

550

500

450

400

350

300

250

200

150

100

50

B Ecolog cal score
W Area

BILV

DRAC GALA GRES GUIE

IABG

PAFU ROMA VERC



1.2 Results for the local river basin plan scenario (priority given to ecological corridors, with best agricultural lands, without permanent grassland and hedgerows)
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1.3 Results for the prospective scenario (priority given to ecological corridors, with best agricultural lands, without permanent grassland and hedgerows)
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2 Exhaustive results of the supplementary sensitivity analysis of the priority given to offsetting measures located in ecological corridors

2.1 Results for the old way scenario (no priority given to ecological corridors, with best agricultural lands, with permanent grassland and hedgerows)
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2.2 Results for the local river basin plan scenario (no priority given to ecological corridors, with best agricultural lands, without permanent grassland and hedgerows)
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2.3 Results for the prospective scenario (no priority given to ecological corridors, with best agricultural lands, without permanent grassland and hedgerows)
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3 Exhaustive results of the supplementary sensitivity analysis of the removal of parcels with no grassland (best agricultural land) from the possible offsetting
parcels

3.1 Results for the old way scenario (priority given to ecological corridors, without best agricultural land, with permanent grassland and hedgerows)
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3.2 Results for the local river basin plan scenario (priority given to ecological corridors, without best agricultural lands, without permanent grassland and hedgerows)
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3.3 Results for the prospective scenario (priority given to ecological corridors, without best agricultural lands, without permanent grassland and hedgerows)

Please note that the % relative to impacted area for the VERC subwatershed exceeds the scale of the figure (500%), including it would have made the rest of
the figure unreadable.

170 260 — B Ecologcal score
- W Area

" — o 240 :

160 — e —
(O] (0]
; : =
g T 220 !
® ® L
© 150 o
Q Q
3 S 200
— ] ——
@ W]
L2 O
8 140 7 3 180
Q Q
(@] O
(0] (0]
©° ©
[0} _| o 160 —
3 130 2
© o
Q Q —
kS S 140 —
L _| L =
0 120 R o T
= ‘ T 120 Lo
o ) ; - =
® 110 © D = -

100 - @@ — e I — e ? ,,,,,,, —— g o
O = ~mmrmimimimiminioro memicinimioimimie v oininminims s i ninioninioieie mimie =iniaminin miminie i minieim i = 80 — ~ *
| |
Ecological score Area BILV DRAC GALA GRES GUIE IABG PAFU ROMA VERC



