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Introduction

A A key challenge in contemporary conservation is
accounting for moving targets

A Moving targets are a particularly relevant
consideration for biodiversity offsetting

A Must also consider how different offsets are
approached in different regions

A Biodiversity offsets are used all over the world
A But methodologies vary significantly

A Until now, no one had taken a set of different offset
methodologies and applied them to a single case
study

A Allows exploration of differences between perceptions
of No Net Loss



Moving conservation targets

A Conservation based on
static interventions IS
Ineffective in a changing | #§
world o

A Proposed approaches for &
dealing with moving
conservation targets
Include e.g. mobile
protected areas

A However, these are
untested




Moving conservation targets

e.g. Migration, and Environmental Change
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Moving conservation targets

Relevance for offsetting

A Offsets require NNL of biodiversity over a
specified time period

A They thus lend themselves towards taking
spatial and temporal dynamics into account

A Offsets present an opportunity to test
dynamic conservation approaches in the field



UzbekUstyurtc a case study

A TheUstyurtplateau &=

A Northwest
Uzbekistan

A 40 years of oil and
gas extraction

A Migratory
conservation
targets (e.gSaiga
antelope)

A Environmental
change (e.g. Aral
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UzbekUstyurtc dynamic interventions

Oil & gas development
sites (full = current,
empty = planned)
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BIODIVERSITY OFFSET

OPTIONS
Restoration of area that i3

"y in decline, or driving
; some change in saiga

habitat e.g. exposed Aral
seabed

Mobile PAs that follow
key saiga life stages e.g.
calving locations

.,-*"" - .;-:. Temporary Pas that are in
f_ _ et - place at appropriate time
=7 ofyear
A et
PAs that target

movement corridors, or
core refugia

Conservation actions that
target other drivers of
saiga decline e.g.
socioeconomic drivers of
poaching




Approach

Development Development Required Methodologies
losses offset gains

US Wetland Banking

Apply in kind | Australian habitat hectares )
methodologies to .
. \ find VegEtf—"t'on — UK trial biodiversity offset method
Multiply by restoration \ /
vegetation functional requirements ( )
form to find Canadian (habitat application)

weighted area of

0,
Total length of O&G losses (% cover) ) L Australian habitat hectares (modified)

r

infrastructure —
components (Jones
etal., 2014) \
Multiply by mammal
habitat functional .
form to find . Canadian (species application)
weighted area of Apply out of kind . /
losses (MSA) ) methodologies to - \
find saiga habitat — US Conservation Banking

protection
requirements

Area only (for comparison)




Impacts- calculating losses

Habitat Species
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Biodiversity offset methodologies

Compensation

policy Calculation method Target Reference
1. US (wetland Area of wetland lost, or length of Habitat US ACE et
banking) waterway lost al., 1995
2. Australia Compound calculation method (‘habitat Habitat Parkes et al.,
(Victorian native hectares’): a combination of area and 2003
grassland ‘condition’ of the habitat lost compared
compensation) against a ‘benchmark’ habitat state.
3. UK Compound calculation method; Habitat Defra, 2011
(biodiversity offset interchangeable ‘units’ of biodiversity,
pilot) calculated based on the ‘distinctiveness’

and ‘condition’ of the habitat type.

Multipliers included.
4, Canada (fish The area and ‘productivity’ of fish habitat  a) Habitat DFO, 2002
habitat) lost b) Species
5.US The area of habitat required to support Species US FWS,
(conservation each family group of a protected species 2006
banking)
6. Area only For comparison - compensation of the Species n/a

area damaged (regardless of condition

loss)
7. Modified Same as 2, but with site-appropriate Habitat Expert
Victorian condition indicators opinion




Results overall

Offset policy Target Weighted Uncertainty
area [km?] [km?]

1. Area only (US) Habitat 220 %19

2. Area and condition (Victoria) Habitat 125 £ 11

3. Area and condition (UK) Habitat 396 +34

4a. Area and functionality (Canada) Habitat 220 %19

4b. Area and functionality (Canada) Species 532 146

5. Area and condition (US) Species 532 +46

6. Area only Species 9023 £779

7. Area and condition (Victoria Habitat 227 %20

adapted)

Proposed Saigachy reserve Saiga 7352 n/a

habitat




Results; through time
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Discussion & Conclusions

Why divergen?

I Some offset methodologies have multipliers
Incorporated into the basic metric

I Some offset metrics are highly prescriptive
I Some policies allow owdf-kind trades

A Out-of-kind approaches may support dynamic
conservation interventions

A But the results shown here suggest that
biodiversity trades between different
jurisdictions may be problematic

A Ultimately, even a relatively objective goal like
No Net Loss encodes value judgements
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