
PROTEUS ANNUAL MEETING
13th – 14th June 2019, David Attenborough Building, Cambridge, UK



HORIZON SCAN:
Emerging Issues and Trends In 

Biodiversity Management and Data
Corli Pretorius 



Net Gain: Seeking better outcomes for people when 
mitigating biodiversity losses from development

julia.jones@bangor.ac.uk
@juliapgjones







Biodiversity offsetting can impact people in two ways 

By preventing use of biodiversity which is critical 
to livelihoods

By ignoring ‘place based values’ when generating 
biodiversity benefit in one place to offset loss in 
another



Social impacts of offsetting: by preventing use of 
biodiversity which is critical to livelihood
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Solution: Greater investment (and better targeting) of 
micro-development projects associated with the offset





“I think it is unclear but implicit is 
affected means affected by the 
direct destructive activity and not 
extended to those affected by the 
biodiversity offset”

“It is a bit complicated, […], I think formally, I 
think they should […] but at the same time I 
don’t think we necessarily apply the 
performance standards to the offset from what 
I have seen”

In IFC standards local communities directly affected by a development project are called 

‘affected communities’ . Does this term also apply to those affected by the offset? N=27

“We would not
apply the
official term of
affected
communities
but I think
many of the
same principles
would apply”

Bidaud et al 2018



Saltwells nature 
reserve, UK

Social impacts of offsetting: due to ignoring ‘place based values’ 
when generating biodiversity benefit in one place to offset loss 
in another



“They want to build 5000 new 
homes in the best area for 
nightingales in Kent. They say 
they will make better habitat 
for nightingales in Essex. What 
use is that to us? We can’t 
hear them calling from there!”

Lodge Hill, UK











Bull et al 2018





Conclusions

There are strong ethical, regulatory and practical reasons to consider  
social impacts related to local people’s use and non use values of 

biodiversity when mitigating biodiversity loss



Bidaud, C., Schreckenberg, K., Rabeharison, M., Ranjatson, P., Gibbons, J. 
M., & Jones, J. P. G. (2016). The sweet and the bitter: intertwined positive and 
negative social impacts of a biodiversity offset. Conservation and Society. 

Bidaud, C., Schreckenberg, K., & Jones, J. P. G. (2018). The local costs of 
biodiversity offsets: comparing standards, policy and practice. Land Use Policy.

Bull, J.W., Baker, J., Griffiths, V., Jones, J.P.G., Milner-Gulland, E-J. (2018) 
Ensuring no net loss for people as well as biodiversity: good practice 
principles (socArXiv)

These papers are free online or contact me
julia.jones@bangor.ac.uk, @juliapgjones

https://www.google.com/search?safe=strict&client=firefox-b&q=socArXiv&spell=1&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwitiKKEwtTiAhWeA2MBHeh5D50QBQgtKAA
mailto:julia.jones@bangor.ac.uk


Corli Pretorius

QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION




