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Leclére et al. (2020) Nature, 585, 551-556



Nature Positive principles

Nature Positive needs:

« a2 measured biodiversity baseline

a timeframe

a target (e.g. biodiversity 20% above baseline)

a clear set of actions to be carried out, costed and
sequenced

an analysis of how these actions will add up to get
us to net gain

« regular monitoring and disclosure of progress
towards our goal Milner-Gulland (2022) Nature E&E, 6(9), 1243-1244
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Nature Positive principles

Nature Positive needs:

zdlar monitoring and disclosure of progress
towards our goal Milner-Gulland (2022) Nature E&E, 6(9), 1243-1244



Challenges: framework

UNIVERSITY OF

OXFORD

Department of

BIOLOGY

@ An approach to nature positive that helps tackle the biodiversity crisis

Compensatory

Avoidance and
minimization
{of impacts)

Like-for-like

u olfsets

Losses Gains

1. Project level

« Limits defined, avoidance prioritized
« Indirect & cumulative impacts included
« Offsets are like-for-like

b Nature positive misused as greenwash

Avoidance and
minimization !

Qut-of-kind

offsels

Likeforlike

Losses Gains offset1s

1. Project level

« Limits not set, avoidance minimal

« Indirect and cumulative impacts ignored
« Like-for-like not required for offsets

Avoidance and
minimization

Compensation
for value-chain
impacts

Losses Gains

2. Value-chain level
« Impacts assessed and addresse
« Compensatory actions target affected blodiversity

Avoidanceand | ~--"~
minimization !

Compensation
for value-chain
impacts

Losses Gains

2. Value-chain level

« Minimal attention to impacts
« Mitigation primarily through generic credits

Non-compensatory

Losses Gains

3. Other conservation actions
« Do not replace the mitigation hierarchy
» Include hard-to-replace biodiversity

Losses Gains

3. Other conservation actions

= Generic benefits replace robust application
of mitigation hierarchy at project and
value-chain levels

Maron, et al. (2023) Nature Ecology & Evolution
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Challenges:

ACTIVITY ASSESSMENT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT BIODIVERSITY
DATA FRAMEWORKS PRESSURES FRAMEWORK IMPACTS

[ Travel Greenhouse Gases gg tCO,eq
‘ r
,.A Food Land Use ' Type & area

of land m?

-
~ _ Built Water Use ) m3 Biodiversity
: Environment Impact Score
Natural . ) kgNeq
Environment Water Pollution kg P eq
T kg 1,4-DCB eq
o2 =1." Resource Use Air Polluti kg SO, eq
o \ & Waste IFFOlLTION . kg NOx eq ‘ Adapted from
EXIOBASE, HESCET, . kg PM ReCiPe Biges, et al. (2021)
FOOD DB, DEFRA, NAEI, Wild Business Ltd

for the University
of Oxford

other LCA literature

See also: Bull, et al. (2022) Nature, 604(7906), 420-424
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Challenges: prevention
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Bull et al. (2022) Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 20(6), 370-378
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Challenges: compensation

Bull & Strange (2018) Nature Sustainability, 1(12), 790-798



- ,4_:'\‘ ?,
O
' 4

b
“

UNIVERSITY OF

Challenges: compensation

Number of projects / studies
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zu Ermgassen, et al. (2019) Conservation Letters, 12(6), €12664



Total deforestation after protection (ha)
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Devenish, et al. (2022) Nature Sustainability, 5, 498—508
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Maron, et al. (2015) Biological Conservation
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Bull, et al. (2020) Conservation Biology
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Griffiths et al. (2020) World Development, 128, 104858




Challenges: perspectives
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Griffiths et al. (2020) World Development, 128, 104858



UNIVERSITY OF

OXFORD

Department of

BIOLOGY

Absolute positive impact

e.g. Agri-environment management increased the
density of breeding waders (birds) on farmland*

B. Relative positive impact

e.g. Protected areas and indigenous lands
lowered deforestation rate in the Amazon®

e.g. Seahorse abundance was greater in unprotected
sites because marine protected areas increased
abundance of seahorse predators®®

Biodiversity

>
Time
Counterfactual shows greater
improvements in biodiversity
than intervention

4 A
£ $
& 2
[
>
Time Time >
Intervention improves Intervention slows decline
state of biodiversity compared in biodiversity compared
with counterfactual with counterfactual
C. Relative negative impact D. Absolute negative impact

e.g. Removal of invasive algae led to its
further establishment in reef environment
and decline in native algae and coral cover®

Biodiversity

»
»

Time

Biodiversity declines following
intervention compared
with counterfactual

Langhammer et al. (2024) Science, 384, 453—458
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Conservation outcomes
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Langhammer et al. (2024) Science, 384, 453—458



Concluding thoughts GXFORD

e ‘Net outcomes’ approaches (e.g. Nature
Positive) have momentum, and backing

e The require careful consideration to be given
to counterfactuals

« Many challenges, e.g.: measurement, robust
impact mitigation, social considerations

e But conservation interventions are typically
effective compared to ‘controls’

e Challenge now is to meet the GBF objectives
— which requires, at least, more finance
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