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Mimicking ‘traditional’ management

Wright, Lake & Dolman (2012) Cons. Letts., Fuller, Williamson, Barnes & Dolman (2017) J. Appl. Ecol
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Favourable Condition assessment

- Crucial aspect: linking species requirements to
habitat condition (structure, prescriptions)

- But — how? And for which species?



« \What is ‘Favourable Condition’?

 What are we managing for and
what does It need?




The Biodiversity Audit Approach

Journal of Applied Ecology

Journal of Applied Ecology 2012 doi: 10.1111/5.1365-2664.2012.02174.x
The biodiversity audit approach challenges regional
priorities and identifies a mismatch in conservation

Paul M. Dolman?*, Christopher J. Panter and Hannah L. Mossman

School of Environmental Sciences, University of East Anglia, Norwich, UK

Fens Biodiversity Audit

Dolman et al. (2012) J. Appl. Ecol

Securing Biodiversity

in Breckland

Biodiversity Audit and Tolerance Sensitivity Mapping
for the Broads




The Biodiversity Audit Approach

Biodiversity

What biodiversity ?
Where is it ?

How to mange ?
(needs for multiple
taxa)

)

<

Landscape

Evidence-based
Simplified guidance
Spatial targeting
ES-BD trade-off

Integrated groups of species
Cost-effective delivery




830,747 records

Sources of records

B Norfolk County Records
m Suffolk County Records
® Cambs County Records
B National Biodiv. Network
M Taxa. Recording Schemes
W Reports

™ Individual Recorders




What ‘Biodiversity’?

Breckland 1,020 km?2

12,845 species

2,149 priority
species

(BAP / S41, Nationally Rare,
Regionally-restricted)

72 regional
specialists

Dolman et al. (2010); Dolman et al. (2012) J. Appl. Ecol



What ‘Biodiversity’?

The Broads 301 km?

Panter et al. (2011); Dolman et al. (2012) J. Appl. Ecol

11,067 species

1,519 priority
species

66 regional
specialists




What ‘Biodiversity’?

The Fens 3,800 km?2

Mossman et al. (2012); Dolman et al. (2012) J. Appl. Ecol

13,474 species

1,932 priority
species

82 regional
specialists




Priority Biodiversity in the Fens

Species Priorities
Coleoptera 2159 630
Diptera 2630 345
Flowering plants 1530 183
Moths 1521 164
Hemiptera 562 60
Hymenoptera 569 91
Spiders 363 93
Lichens 305 42

Neglected biodiversity, ‘off-radar’ !



Requirements?
Niche, Resource, Process

* micro-habitats

e vegetation structure

e ecological processes

* potential management actions

Grazing



Evidence-based management:

Wet wood: 98 (22 RDB)

Wet open: 446 (166 RDB)




Match & Mis-match in Management
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Evidence Supported ‘Best Practice’

‘Management’: Disturbed + Grazed
- 149 priority spp., 35 regional

Number of species
. 17 -28 7-8 41
1216 6 [ C O
.- 5 N2

" M ‘ "‘."“}o“
- Arenocoris waltli RDB2, reg




Management Mis-match: ‘Best Practice’ Not Widespread

£ 4.2 Million for 4 SSSI's (490 ha, 20 yr @ £430 hal.yr?)

Biodiversity Audit

4

Cost-effective, evidence based

SAC feature = veg composition
= Inappropriate prescriptions

X

Priority biodiversity damaged

X

Supports just 7% of potential 1,237 priority terrestrial species
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Evidence for spatial prioritisation

Richness of
species
vulnerable to
saline incursion

iodiversity Audit and Tolerance Sensitivity Mapping
roads
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Richness of
species requiring
disturbance &
grazing

Securing Biodiversity
in Breckland
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The Biodiversity Audit Approach:

What species, but also...

* Define integrated ‘Management Guilds’ based
on traits, ecological requirements (processes,
niche)

 Favourable condition monitoring: integrated
across multiple priority taxa

 Evidence-base for management

« ERDF - Cost-effective for priority biodiversity
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