Nature
Positive: fact
or fiction?
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Increased conservation efforts
+ more sustainable production »
+ more sustainable consumption

Business as usual o

See also:

Leclere et al. (2020) Nature, 585, 551-556
Bull et al. (2020) Nature Ecology & Evolution, 4(1), 4-7



Nature Positive principles X ony

Nature Positive needs:

* a3 measured biodiversity baseline
* a timeframe
* 3 target (e.g. biodiversity 20% above baseline)

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

e 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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UPSTREAM EFFECTS

The University of Oxford’s biggest impact on o | N
biodiversity* is from the indirect effects of resource use PREIRSCE O (e A
and waste in external supply chains it does not control. BIOLOGY § OXFORD
Direct Indirect
Built ’
environment
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Travel ‘ ‘
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*As measured by local relative species 10ss for each impact category (see
M. A, ). Huibregts et al. Int. L Life Cycle Assess. 22, 138-147 (2017) for method).

Bull, et al. (2022) Nature, 604(7906), 420-424
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Jones, et al. (2019) One Earth, 1(2), 195-201
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Avoidance
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Bull et al. (2022) Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 20(6), 370-378
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Avoidance
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Bull & Milner-Gulland (2019) J Applied Ecology, 57(2), 354-366
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Biodiversity gains

Bull & Strange (2018) Nature Sustainability, 1(12), 790-798
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Total deforestation after protection (ha)
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Impact on vogetabon extent (Fa)
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Sonter, et al. (2020) Nature Communications, 11, 2072



Biodiversity gains —

Bull, et al. (2014) Conservation Biology
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Griffiths et al. (2020) World Development, 128, 104858
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Biodiversity gains
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Kallioleva et al. (2021) Conservation Science and Practice, 3(10), €512
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Kujala et al. (2022) One Earth, 5(6), 650-662



RSITY OF

Department of

BIOLOGY § OXFORD

UPSTREAM EFFECTS

The University of Oxford’s biggest impact on
biodiversity* is from the indirect effects of resource use
and waste in external supply chains it does not control.

Direct Indirect
Built ‘
environment
0.13 012
Food ® ‘
0.02 014
Natural 5 .
environment Negligible 0.00005

Resource use

sty et Negligible

1.00

Travel . ‘

0.09 0.06

*As measurad by local relative species 10ss for each impact category (see
M. A, ). Huibregts et al. Int. L Life Cycle Assess, 22, 138-147 (2017) for method),

Bull JW, et al. (2022) Nature, 604(7906), 420-424
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Taylor et al. (2023) Nature Food, 4, 96-108
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Overall impacts per kilogram or btre

8 Other

O Dairy and dairy alternatives
8 Vegetables

@ Fruit

8 Coffee and tea

® Chocolate

0 Cake, biscuits and desserts
8 Fish and hish products

O Poultry

8 Red meat

Taylor et al. (2023) Nature Food, 4, 96-108
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Biodiversity loss
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Concluding thoughts OXFORD

* Nature Positive has NGO and private sector
momentum, and policy backing

* Methods for calculating biodiversity
footprints exist

* Challenge of deciding what to avoid

* Then, we need to ensure biodiversity offsets
work

* Will be challenging for many orgs, and may
well require broader systemic change

* Not impossible — but we have to get serious
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Thank you

joseph.bull@biology.ox.ac.uk
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