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Introduction 

ÅA key challenge in contemporary conservation is 
accounting for moving targets 
ÅMoving targets are a particularly relevant 

consideration for biodiversity offsetting 
ÅMust also consider how different offsets are 

approached in different regions  
ÅBiodiversity offsets are used all over the world 
ÅBut methodologies vary significantly 
ÅUntil now, no one had taken a set of different offset 

methodologies and applied them to a single case 
study 
ÅAllows exploration of differences between perceptions 

of No Net Loss 



Moving conservation targets 

ÅConservation based on 
static interventions is 
ineffective in a changing 
world 

ÅProposed approaches for 
dealing with moving 
conservation targets 
include e.g. mobile 
protected areas 

ÅHowever, these are 
untested 



Moving conservation targets 

e.g. Migration, and Environmental Change 

from Bull et al. (in review) Land Use Policy 



Moving conservation targets 

Relevance for offsetting 

 

ÅOffsets require NNL of biodiversity over a 
specified time period 

ÅThey thus lend themselves towards taking 
spatial and temporal dynamics into account 

ÅOffsets present an opportunity to test 
dynamic conservation approaches in the field 



Uzbek Ustyurt ς a case study 
Å The Ustyurt plateau 
Å Northwest 

Uzbekistan 
Å 40 years of oil and 

gas extraction 
ÅMigratory 

conservation 
targets (e.g. Saiga 
antelope) 

Å Environmental 
change (e.g. Aral 
sea) 

Å Biodiversity offset 
policy in 
development 
(UNDP) 
 

from Bull et al. (in review) Land Use Policy 



Uzbek Ustyurt ς dynamic interventions 



Approach 



Impacts - calculating losses 
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Jones et al. (2014) Ecol & Evol  
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Impacts - landscape 
fr

o
m

 J
o

n
e

s
 e

t 
a

l. 
(2

0
1

4
) E
co

l &
 E
vo

l 



Biodiversity offset methodologies 



Results - overall 



Results ς through time 



Discussion & Conclusions 

Why divergent? 
ïSome offset methodologies have multipliers 

incorporated into the basic metric 
ïSome offset metrics are highly prescriptive 
ïSome policies allow out-of-kind trades 

ÅOut-of-kind approaches may support dynamic 
conservation interventions 
ÅBut the results shown here suggest that 

biodiversity trades between different 
jurisdictions may be problematic 
ÅUltimately, even a relatively objective goal like 

No Net Loss encodes value judgements 
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