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Introduction 
This paper sets out background reading for participants of the Technical Workshop on Biodiversity Accounting 
Approaches for Business 26 and 27 March 2019, Brussels. It is intended to brief participants on the nature, 
objective and content of the proposed sub-groups that will be used to build understanding of the issues 
between participants and identify areas of common ground between indicator initiatives.  It also sets out a 
number of definitions (Annex 2) and dummy company case studies (Annex 1) to prompt thinking and 
discussion in each breakout group. It should be read in conjunction with Annex 4: An overview of 
measurement approaches and Annex 5 Example common ground principles. Workshop outcomes will include: 

 A better understanding amongst participants of the methodologies behind biodiversity accounting 
approaches (decision informed, strengths and weaknesses, complementarities, remaining gaps)  

 An initial draft of common ground principles for biodiversity accounting for business and agreement on a 
process to finalise and disseminate; and 

 An agreed mode of working to develop and communicate these principles to feed into a second workshop 
in Brazil on 29/30th October. 

The workshop is the first activity under the Aligning Biodiversity Measures for Business Initiative, led by UNEP-
WCMC with support from the Boticario Foundation in collaboration with 21 organisations with expertise in 
corporate biodiversity indicators. It aims to form a common view among key stakeholders on the 
measurement and disclosure of corporate biodiversity impact/dependence for business decision-making and 
government policy.  

As a part of its workstream on natural capital and at the request of its members, the EU Business @ 
Biodiversity Platform (EU B@B Platform)1 conducted an assessment of a sample of biodiversity accounting 
approaches developed for or by businesses and financial institutions in 2018. The assessment provided an 
overview of different methodologies, obstacles faced by those approaches and gaps that need to be filled. The 
work showed a need for greater alignment between methodologies. This workshop represents a next step 
following on from this assessment. The rationale behind the work is to provide tools to enable companies to 
align themselves with global policy goals in order to minimize negative impacts on biodiversity, and increase 
positive impacts on biodiversity through changing behaviour and practice. 

Please read this briefing note before the workshop as it will form the basis for discussion 

throughout the two days. 

Mode of working 
Five issues will be explored during the meeting through discussion in sub-groups based around 6 dummy cases 
(see Annex 2): 

1. Business applications and targets 
2. Scope, boundaries and baselines 
3. Data sets for impact assessments 
4. Metrics and midpoint characterisation factors 
5. Disclosure 

It is intended that sub-groups will drive the work forward during and between meetings. The objectives of 
each sub-group will be set, mode of working agreed and membership established during the two day 
workshop. Other issues that could be the subject of more detailed discussions in subsequent meetings include:  
materiality, attribution of responsibility, responsiveness of the indicator to measures taken by businesses, link 
to global policy targets e.g. the Sustainable Development Goals and post 2020 biodiversity targets and extent 
to which environmental safeguards are addressed. It is anticipated that participants will opt to work on specific 
sub-groups (rather than all sub-groups) between meetings and at the next meeting in Brazil.   

                                                      
1 Lammerant, J. (2018) Critical assessment of biodiversity accounting approaches for businesses.  Discussion paper for EU 
Business @Biodiversity Platform.  
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Sub-group 1 Business applications and targets  

Objectives 

This sub-group will consider the business applications the different measurement approaches could serve and 
their links to voluntary, regulatory or societal targets. The objectives of this group are to: 

 Build a common understanding on how the various methodologies fit into the business applications defined 
by Addison et al 2018 and a means of communicating this effectively to the private sector. For example by 
mapping of indicators to business applications 

 Discuss the need and feasibility of developing a decision tree based on typology of business applications 

 Identify a typology of targets that indicator methodologies could address, mapping the methodologies to 
the targets they are suitable for tracking progress towards 

 Determine the implications for emerging science based targets and similar initiatives on the measurement 
approaches and vice versa (this discussion will form the focus of the second workshop in Brazil) 

 Identify Common Ground Principles related to the use of the concepts ‘business application’, ‘and targets 
in biodiversity accounting approaches for business 

Context 

Business applications 

Many businesses are seeking one indicator to be used across a variety of business applications. The diversity of 
measurement approaches that are developing with business suggests that assessing biodiversity performance 
for different business applications may require different approaches. It is important to link biodiversity 
accounting approaches and related biodiversity indicators to the type of applications businesses and finance 
institutions (FIs) are interested in. As a community, we need to have a clear picture of these business applications 
and how the range of measurement approaches that are developing fit within them. Without this there is a risk 
that businesses become confused by the range of approaches that are developing.  
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Figure 1: Mapping of the core business applications and perimeters of biodiversity indicator initiatives; business 
applications in last column refer to the categorisation by Addison et al. (2018) which are explained further in this Pre-read 
for Subgroup 1 (CDC Biodiversité, 2019). 

Different indicator initiatives and business applications are given in Figure 1 above.  These are described in more 
detail in Annex 4 to this document. This figure demonstrates that the assessment focus and organisational focus 
varies across initiatives which is of relevance to sub-group 2.  

A recent paper by Addison et al. (2018)2 introduces a spectrum of business applications for biodiversity 
indicators.  This was designed to be a resource for businesses seeking to clarify the business application where 
biodiversity indicator(s) are required. This spectrum outlines four business applications for biodiversity 
indicators, which range from site-level to corporate-level assessment of biodiversity performance (scopes A – 
C), through to third-party biodiversity performance assessment (scope D) (see Figure 2). 

The spectrum highlights that indicators of biodiversity state are generally more common for site or landscape 
level applications (e.g., assessment of threatened species; Scope A). Whereas, for higher levels of the value 
chain, such as corporate-level biodiversity performance assessment (Scope B and C) the focus of the indicators 
switches to inferring the state of biodiversity through measurement of indicators of pressure (e.g., reduction in 
pressures on threatened species) and response (e.g., avoiding operating in or near protected areas).  

 

Figure 2: Scopes for business applications of biodiversity indicators (Addison et al., 2018) 

A series of questions are posed within the document to aid businesses in determining the appropriate 
application: 

 Why? What is the context and objective for biodiversity indicator use?  

 What? What aspect of biodiversity is measured by indicator(s) to address what objectives?  

 When? Are biodiversity performance assessments for current or future operations?  

 For who? What is the primary audience of the indicator assessment and reporting?  

 How often? What is the temporal frequency of the assessment and reporting?  

                                                      
2 Addison, P. F. E., Carbone, G., McCormick, N. (2018) The development and use of biodiversity indicators in business: an 

overview. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. vi + 16pp., see https://www.iucn.org/theme/business-and-biodiversity/our-
work/business-partnerships-projects/development-and-use-biodiversity-indicators-business 

https://www.iucn.org/theme/business-and-biodiversity/our-work/business-partnerships-projects/development-and-use-biodiversity-indicators-business
https://www.iucn.org/theme/business-and-biodiversity/our-work/business-partnerships-projects/development-and-use-biodiversity-indicators-business
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 How detailed? What is the spatial scale of the assessment and reporting? 

These questions can be used in conjunction with the spectrum of business applications (see Annex 3) to define 
the potential use of each indicator approach. 

Targets 

Addison et al (2018) stated that a key step after defining the business application that the indicators would 
support was to ‘set clear objectives relating to what the business wants to achieve in relation to the management 
of biodiversity and how that can be measured.  The importance of linking with corporate commitments was 
stressed.  Such commitments could be voluntary, regulatory or could relate to international biodiversity goals 
such as the Aichi targets or Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

To be effective, companies need to set and declare their targets up front and these should be tailored to their 
influence and impacts. Quantifiable targets should be set in relation to the businesses impacts and mitigation.   
While certain business applications will have clear targets, others are less well defined.  Commitments to no net 
loss and net gain are growing in number.  Work is underway to try and articulate a science based target for 
biodiversity (such as the 2oC target for climate change), however, this work has only just started.  Linking of 
indicator initiatives to science based targets and other forms of target setting etc. will form a focus for the second 
workshop in Brazil.  However it is important to have the need to link corporate biodiversity targets to these 
broader societal targets in mind as we progress through the workshop.  Table 1 sets out a range of targets and 
goals that need to be part of this consideration. 

Table 1: Influential targets and goals relevant to establishing robust corporate biodiversity indicators 

Target/ Goal Implication for biodiversity measurement 

Aichi Targets Aichi targets will be subject to review and potential update if adopted in the post 2020 
biodiversity policy framework.  Indications are that private sector uptake has been 
limited to date.  Given the Convention on Biological Diversity focus on mainstreaming 
and industry in recent years, it is likely that these targets will be adjusted in a manner 
that either more closely reflects a need to engage the private sector in their delivery or 
that translates them for application by the private sector3. 

Sustainable 
Development 
Goals 

Corporate disclosure of progress against the SDGs is increasing. However, indications are 
that the biodiversity focused targets (SDG 14,15) are not currently well addressed by 
companies4. It should be noted that these goals are well aligned with Aichi Targets and 
so approaches aiming to support one should also support the other.   Measurement 
approaches that can demonstrate contribution to these targets are likely to resonate 
with the private sector. 

Planetary 
Boundaries 

The Stockholm Resilience Centre developed a model – planetary boundaries – that 
provides the parameters for the planet to maintain a stable state, fundamental to 
supporting contemporary society.  A number of companies are beginning to explore how 
this model might be applied within corporate decision making and disclosure5.  

No net loss/ net 
gain 

No net loss or net gain commitments placed within the context of the biodiversity 
mitigation hierarchy are increasingly being adopted by business.  The UK government, 
for example, have mandated a net gain commitment for all new developments6. 

                                                      
3 Smith, T., Smith, M., Beagley, L. and Addison, P. 2018. Mainstreaming biodiversity targets for the private sector: Main 

Report & Case Studies. Final Report available from: http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-7678. 
4 KPMG (2018) How to report on the SDGs.  What good looks like and why it matters. 
5 CISL (2019) Linking planetary boundaries to business.  Part of Kering’s series on Planetary Boundaries for Business. 
6 https://deframedia.blog.gov.uk/2019/03/13/government-to-mandate-biodiversity-net-gain/ 

https://www.stockholmresilience.org/research/planetary-boundaries.html
https://deframedia.blog.gov.uk/2019/03/13/government-to-mandate-biodiversity-net-gain/
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It will be vital for indicator developers and users to understand how their methodologies can be used to track 
progress in delivering against these targets.  Indicators that align with key corporate – and societal - targets 
will create a strong business case for the adoption of both the indicator and the biodiversity target with which 
it is aligned. 

Current practice 

Business applications 

The assessment of biodiversity accounting approaches by the EU B&B Platform in 20187 identified 6 types of 
business applications (see Table 2). Six different types of business applications are covered by one or more 
biodiversity accounting approaches. ‘Assessing biodiversity performance’ always allows ‘comparing options’, so 
the numbers for these two applications are equal. This also applies to ‘communication’. ‘No Net Loss’ 
applications and ‘offering financial products based on high biodiversity performance’ are interesting additional 
business applications, which are only covered by a minority of approaches. 

Table 2: Number of approaches covering different types of business applications 

Business application Product  Project Site Corporate Supply 
chain  

Sector 

Assessing biodiversity performance (risks 

and/or opportunities) 
Assessing nature and magnitude of biodiversity 
impacts and dependencies, and their 
associated business risks and opportunities 

4 2 3 6 4 6 

Comparing options  
Compare, contrast and select from a range of 
alternative options, while considering their 
relative biodiversity performance 

4 2 3 6 4 6 

Going for No Net Loss or Biodiversity Net Gain  
Assessing net biodiversity impact; this requires 
a sound understanding of the baseline 
situation 

1 1 1 2 0 2 

Communicating internally or externally  
Communication on biodiversity performance, 
and if relevant evolution over time 

4 2 3 6 4 6 

Assessing Return on Investment of 

investments in biodiversity restoration 

0 0 1 1 0 1 

Offering financial products based on high 
biodiversity performance (e.g. green bonds) 

0 0 0 0 0 1 

Targets 

A review of target setting within  10 indicator initiatives reviewed by the EU B@B Platform8 showed that they 
do not all set out a clear link to corporate commitments or global goals/ targets. A number of the approaches 
state that they support no net loss or net gain approaches (4), the sustainable development goals (4) and/or 
Aichi targets (4).  However, the references are high level with an overall lack of clarity on how the measurement 
approaches can demonstrate delivery of these goals or targets. 

                                                      
7 Lammerant J. (2018), Assessment of biodiversity accounting approaches for businesses and financial institutions; Arcadis 
and EU Business & Biodiversity Platform, Update Report 1, 19 November 2018   
8 Lammerant, J. 2018 Critical Assessment of Biodiversity Accounting Approaches for Businesses Discussion Paper for EU 
Business @ Biodiversity Platform 
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Discussion questions 

1. Do we agree that the ‘business application’ concept forms a good starting point for business to select 
appropriate biodiversity accounting approaches and related metrics? 

2. Are the measurement approaches clear about the business applications that they can support? 
o Participants will be asked to map their approaches against the different business applications 

using post-it notes 

3. How are corporate policy commitments being linked into the measurement approaches? Can lessons be 
learned across methodologies? 

o What policy commitments are being reflected within the measurement approaches? 
o Can we articulate a typology of targets that are addressed? 
o Are any under-represented? 
o What are the implications of the discussions on science based targets for the measurement 

approaches for their design 

4. Common understanding of deliverables and further work required 
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Sub-group 2 Scope, boundaries and baselines  

Objectives 

This sub-group will consider the current treatment of organisational and issue focus, scope and boundaries 
(i.e. inclusion of direct/ indirect/ cumulative impact) and baseline setting across the methodologies and discuss 
if common ground between methodologies is required and if so how it could be reached. 

It will aim to: 

 Determine how scope, biodiversity focus, boundaries and baselines are treated within current 
measurement approaches and the implications of any differences 

 Agree a common vocabulary for boundaries addressing issues such as scope 1, 2 and 3 impacts, area of 
influence, baseline and cumulative impacts 

 Identify common ground in setting boundaries (scope, issue focus, baselines, area of influence) 
between measurement approaches and align them with business applications.  

Context 

Scope 

Issue focus 

It is important to define the biodiversity focus of the measurement approach. Some measurement approaches 
focus on species only, and relatively few include ecosystem services. Ecosystem services can be addressed in 
two ways, i.e. either as elements of biodiversity on which the company relies (‘dependencies’) or as elements of 
biodiversity which are impacted by the company’s activities. Differences in the biodiversity focus employed by 
different approaches might result in a risk that the same business, product, or project, may be assessed by two 
different measurement approaches with quite different results. The implications this need to be understood.  

Companies often struggle to place biodiversity within the context of natural capital. Therefore, clarity on the 
links between biodiversity accounting approaches and natural capital accounting is also important. Inclusion of 
consideration of dependencies in the measurement approaches will be important to enable incorporation of 
biodiversity into natural capital assessments. 

Organisational focus 

According to the Natural Capital Protocol, the organisational focus refers to the part of a business to be included 
in a natural capital assessment. The Protocol only considers 3 levels of organisational focus, namely: corporate9, 
project10 and product11. ‘Determining the organisational focus’ is the first action in Step 3 ‘Scope the assessment’ 
of the Natural Capital Protocol (the Protocol). The second action in Step 3 of the Protocol is to determine the 
value chain boundary or ‘scope’. The Protocol considers three major parts of the value chain: upstream12, direct 
operations13, and downstream14. This aligns with the GHG Protocol’s three Scopes15: 

                                                      
9Corporate: assessment of a corporation or group, including all subsidiaries, business units, divisions, different geographies 
or markets, etc. (NCP, 2016) 
10Project: assessment of a planned undertaking or initiative for a specific purpose, and including all related sites, activities, 
processes, and incidents.  (NCP, 2016) 
11Product: assessment of particular goods and/or services, including the materials and services used in their production. 
(NCP, 2016) 
12Upstream (cradle-to-gate): covers the activities of suppliers, including purchased energy. (NCP, 2016) 
13Direct operations (gate-to-gate): covers activities over which the business has direct operational control, including 
majority owned subsidiaries (NCP, 2016) 
14Downstream (gate-to-grave): covers activities linked to the purchase, use, re-use, recovery, recycling, and final disposal of 
the business’ products and services (NCP, 2016) 
15WRI and WBCSD (2004) The Greenhouse Gas Protocol. 
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 Scope 1 in the GHG Protocol – all direct GHG emissions  

 Scope 2 in the GHG Protocol – indirect GHG emissions from consumption of purchased electricity, heat 
or steam  

 Scope 3 in the GHG Protocol – other indirect emissions (e.g., the extraction and production of purchased 
materials and fuels, waste disposal)  

This was represented by CDC Biodiversite in Figure 3 below in the context of biodiversity measurement 
approaches.   

 

Figure 3: Graphical representation of different scopes of impact (Berger et al 2018). 

Clarity on the organisational focus and value chain boundary will be important to ensure consistency between 
different measurement approaches.  

Boundaries 

In addition to determining the scope (i.e. organisational and issue focus), determining the boundaries of the 
assessment more broadly i.e. the extent of the impact considered is a key step for all measurement 
methodologies. A company’s impact will differ considerably depending on the boundaries drawn around its 
operations. This is a particular issue for site based methodologies for which interpretations of the area over 
which the company has influence could vary significantly, but is also true for company level assessments. 
Drawing consistent boundaries around sectors will be important to ensure consistency of indicator application.  
An estimation of the area of influence may require consideration of, for example16: 

 The physical footprint of the operating site i.e. the area in which the company is actively working, 
potentially giving rise to an impact; 

 Area of direct influence i.e. area affected by project activities and facilities that are owned and 
managed by the company;  

 Area of indirect influence i.e. the area affected by facilities that, although are not a part of the project 
that is being assessed by the environmental and social impact assessment, would not have been 

                                                      
16 Gullison, T. (2015)  Good Practice Guidelines for the Collection of Biodiversity Baseline Data. Prepared for the Multilateral 
Financing Institutions Biodiversity Working Group and the Cross Sector Biodiversity Initiative 
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constructed in the absence of the project and the physical footprint of non-project activities in the 
surrounding area that are caused or stimulated by the project.  

The area of influence around a site may range in size from a few square kilometres, to several tens of square 
kilometres.  In establishing the area of influence, it will be important to understand how multiple players in the 
landscape may be impacting on biodiversity. Impacts may be indirect (e.g. caused by inward migration of 
workers to a mine site following economic opportunity), direct (conversion of habitat to mine ore) or 
cumulative. With a site’s area of influence incorporating direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, attribution of 
impacts to company activities, other companies, or local communities is often difficult17.  

With the exception of business sectors operating at the bottom of the supply chain (e.g. extractives, 
agriculture, forestry and fisheries) where direct impacts are immediately visible, awareness of business 
impacts and dependencies on biodiversity is relatively low. As a result indirect impacts of consumption and 
production on biodiversity may be captured to differing extents within assessment methodologies.  

Impacts can take place locally, regionally or globally and throughout the value chain18. Typical pressures with 
local impacts are fragmentation, noise emissions and dust emissions; examples of pressures with regional 
impacts are water pollution and overexploitation of water resources as very often these affect regionally 
important water bodies. Finally a typical pressure with global impacts is GHG emissions (Figure 3). 

How area of influence is incorporated into site-based biodiversity approaches for business and how different 
boundaries are reflected in portfolio level approaches will be an important determinant of how well such 
different approaches can link to create an overall picture of corporate performance.  

Baselines 

A baseline or frame of reference against which indicator methodologies can measure progress is important 
and can fundamentally impact on results derived from the application of the measurement approach (e.g. the 
state of biodiversity against which to 
measure No Net Loss). Baselines can be set 
as a pristine state, the state prior to the 
implementation of the project, or the 
current state of biodiversity. Alternatively a 
counterfactual scenario might be used in 
which impacts are described relative to a 
plausible alternative state that would occur 
if the project/ company operation did not 
exist.   

There is evidence that the frame of 
reference set can alter whether targets 
such as those on no net loss are met even 
under identical conditions (Error! Reference 
source not found.).19  

Inconsistencies in applying frames of 
reference within a company or sector could 

                                                      
17 UNEP-WCMC (2018) Biodiversity indicators for extractive companies.  Draft methodology. UNEP-WCMC, Cambridge, UK.  
18 The GHG Protocol defines direct and indirect emissions as follows: Direct GHG emissions are emissions from sources that 
are owned or controlled by the reporting entity. Indirect GHG emissions are emissions that are a consequence of the activities 
of the reporting entity, but occur at sources owned or controlled by another entity. The GHG Protocol further categorizes 
these direct and indirect emissions into three broad scopes: Scope 1: All direct GHG emissions. Scope 2: Indirect GHG 
emissions from consumption of purchased electricity, heat or steam. Scope 3: Other indirect emissions, such as the extraction 
and production of purchased materials and fuels, transport-related activities in vehicles not owned or controlled by the 
reporting entity, electricity-related activities not covered in Scope 2, outsourced activities, waste disposal, etc. See: 
http://www.ghgprotocol.org/calculation-tools/faq#directindirect. 
19 Bull, J.W. et al (2014) Importance of Baseline Specification in Evaluating Conservation Interventions and Achieving No 
Net Loss of Biodiversity. Conservation Biology 28(3) 799-809 

Figure 4: Baseline vs counterfactual frame of reference (Amrei von 
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lead to challenges in making comparisons between the results of different measurement methodologies.  
There should therefore be a transparent mechanism for selecting appropriate baselines in order to achieve 
greater consistency between approaches. Understanding the different approaches across measurement 
approaches, how well aligned they are and their implications for decision making will be important to enable 
determination of common ground. 

Current practice 

Recent research20 demonstrates that existing biodiversity accounting approaches tend to mix up the separate 
scoping elements of the Natural Capital Protocol, i.e. organisational focus and value chain boundary. The 
following focus areas were distinguished:  company level (corporate), site level, supply chain level, product level, 
project level and even sector level21.  

Ecosystem services (ES) are generally not included in the accounting approaches (Global Biodiversity Score 
assumes high ES values when intrinsic biodiversity values are high), apart from the approach by LIFE Institute, 
which considers impacts on ES too. 

In terms of coverage of business applications throughout the value chain, all parts of the value chain are covered 
by one or more of the assessed approaches:  

 4 approaches cover a product level assessment; 

 Only 2 approaches cover project level assessments, one of them limited to large scale projects; 

 3 approaches cover site level assessments; 

 4 approaches cover the supply chain; 

 6 approaches cover the corporate level; 
 7 approaches might be applicable by FIs. 

Table 3 shows that delineation of the scope of the study and the baseline set varies across methodologies or in 
some cases is not specified. 

Table 3: An overview boundaries and stated baselines within the 10 indicator initiatives reviewed by the EU B@B Platform22 

Indicator Approach Scope Baseline 

Global Biodiversity Score (CDC B) Scope 1 + 2 + upstream 3 Not specified 

Biodiversity Impact Metric (CISL) Scope 1 Not specified 

Biodiversity Indicators for 
Extractives (UNEP-WCMC) 

Direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts with a 50km area of 
influence specified for initial 
screening. Adjusted following 
validation with site managers 

Pre-project baseline specified 
aligned with EIA regulations. 

Product Biodiversity Footprint (I 
Care + Sayari) 

Not specified Not specified  

Biodiversity Footprint for Financial 
Institutions (ASN Bank) 

Scope 1 & Scope 3 upstream Not specified 

Biodiversity Return on Investment 
(IUCN) 

Not specified  Multiple including: current 
state baseline and pre-project 
state baseline. 

                                                      
20 Lammerant J. (2018), Assessment of biodiversity accounting approaches for businesses and financial institutions; Arcadis 
and EU Business & Biodiversity Platform, Update Report 1, 19 November 2018 
21 Sector level is a typical scope applied by FI, as part of their investment portfolio decisions  
22 Lammerant, J. 2018 Critical Assessment of Biodiversity Accounting Approaches for Businesses Discussion Paper for EU 
Business @ Biodiversity Platform 
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Indicator Approach Scope Baseline 

Agrobiodiversity Index (Biodiversity 
International) 

Not specified Current state baseline 

Biodiversity Footprint Calculator 
(Plansup) 

Not specified Current footprint baseline  

LIFE Impact Index (LIFE Institute) Scope 1 + 2 +3 Counterfactual – Business as 
usual 

Bioscope (Platform BEE) Scope 2+ 3 Not specified 

Discussion questions 

1. Review and discussion of the different definitions of issue and organisational focus, area of influence, scope 
and baselines and their implications for decision making 

 Are the terms scope, area of influence, direct and indirect impacts, boundaries and baseline 
consistently understood? 

 How are these issues addressed within the different methodologies? 

 What is the implication of any differences? 

 What definitions do we need and can we agree on? 

2. With regards to organisational focus, does the scope 1-3 approach resonate?   

3. With regards to baselines, should the baselines used be set on a similar basis across methodologies?  If so, 
which is most appropriate to adopt? 

4. With regards to boundaries, is there a need to reflect decisions around area of influence at site level into 
portfolio level approaches? 

5. What Common Ground principles for Corporate Biodiversity Accounting could promote alignment?  

6. Common understanding of deliverables and further work required 
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Sub-group 3 Corporate data inputs for impact assessments 

Objectives 

The sub-group will aim to: 

1. Map the datasets required by each methodology as assessment inputs and briefly describe them (public 
or private, modelled or real data, geographic coverage, etc.) 

2. Identify common input datasets and agree on a limited set of input indicators and formats (including 
granularity) which companies could collect to feed most assessment methodologies 

Objective 2 could allow data collected by one company to implement one approach to be fed into any other 
approach using the same indicators and formats( Figure 5) which would limit the efforts required from 
companies in terms of data collection and management, thus maximising the chances that they comply and do 
so properly. This could allow measurement approaches developed from global data sets to be checked and 
consistent with those based at site level. It could also ensure that sectors are assessed in a consistent manner 
by themselves and those at arm’s length from company operations e.g. financial investors/ customers. 

Figure 5. Possible data transfers between tools: data on land use changes collected by site-level tools would feed corporate-
level tools, which could conversely transfer data provided by companies on endangered species. Adapted from CDC 
Biodiversité (2019). 

 

Context 

Unlike climate change, biodiversity cannot be approached with global impact factors. Local characteristics and 
spatial differences need to be taken into account. While climate change assessments can use the total 
greenhouse gas emissions of a company to assess its impacts, without the need for break down by 
geographies, such a spatial break down is essential for biodiversity impact assessments. The data required for 
such assessments include spatially explicit data on 1/ the state of biodiversity, 2/ pressures on biodiversity, 
and 3/ an economic quantification of human activities. In all cases, data reflects not only the “background 

LUC (common
classification)Endangered

species
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situation” but also, and more importantly, the impacts of the actions and responses by businesses (“response” 
in state, pressure, response frameworks). 

Databases and models containing impact factors to translate pressures or economic data into biodiversity 
impacts are also required but are out of the scope of this subgroup. “Midpoint characterisation factors”, i.e. 
factors such as the global warming potentials (in kg CO2-eq/kg) which are used in intermediary calculations, 
are dealt with in subgroup 4. 

Table 4 provides a preliminary list of the topics for which companies need to provide data in order for 
assessments to adequately reflect their biodiversity impacts. For each topic, nomenclatures already exist and 
can be used as models by businesses to express their data into the categories of relevant “input indicators”. 
“Input indicators” here mean specific data categories required to conduct assessments, for instance an input 
indicator for habitat change could be “Area of natural forest” and it would be associated with a unit (e.g. 
hectare). Table 4 also lists global datasets which can be used as fallback proxies when businesses are unable to 
provide their own data (e.g. land uses from a global database can be used to assess the situation in the area a 
business operates can be used if the business does not have its land use data). These global datasets can also 
be combined with corporate data to refine assessments (e.g. water scarcity data from Aqueduct can be 
combined to water withdrawal corporate data). This table should be completed during the workshop. 

Table 4. Preliminary list of nomenclatures and datasets for each data need (non-exhaustive) 

Topics requiring 
corporate data 
inputs 

Nomenclatures which can be used as 
models for businesses to provide 
data 

Examples of “fallback” global 
datasets 

1/ Biodiversity state Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)’s 

nomenclature of 4 indicators:23 

Disclosure 304-1 Operational sites owned, 

leased, managed in, or adjacent to, protected 

areas and areas of high biodiversity value 

outside protected areas 

Disclosure 304-2 Significant impacts of 

activities, products, and services on 

biodiversity 

Disclosure 304-3 Habitats protected or 

restored 

Disclosure 304-4 IUCN Red List species and 

national conservation list species with 

habitats in areas affected by operations 

IBAT’s data, including KBAs, IBAs 

IUCN Red List’s spatial data 

PREDICTS’ spatial data 

Living Planet Index’s spatial data 

2/ Pressures To be completed following workshop To be completed following workshop 

Habitat change 

(including in aquatic 

ecosystems, e.g. 

hydrological 

disturbance)  

GLC2000’s nomenclature 

Corine Land Cover’s nomenclature 

Climate Change Initiative (CCI)’s 

nomenclature 

GLC2000’s land use data 

Corine Land Cover’s land use data 

CCI’s land use data from 1992 to 2015 

(feeding Global Forest Watch) 

                                                      
23 GRI 304: Biodiversity (2016) 
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Topics requiring 
corporate data 
inputs 

Nomenclatures which can be used as 
models for businesses to provide 
data 

Examples of “fallback” global 
datasets 

 

FAO’s land use data from 1961 to 2016 by 

country24 

IHS and Standard and Poor (commercial 

database) 

Mining and oil and gas exploration/ 

concessions/ pipelines/ locations. 

WWF Sight 

Combination of public and commercial 

database (accessible only to WWF) with 

locations and land occupation data. 

Overexploitation To be completed following workshop To be completed following workshop 

Invasive alien species To be completed following workshop To be completed following workshop 

Pollution To be completed following workshop EDGAR (Emissions Database for Global 

Atmospheric Research) 

Past and present-day anthropogenic 

emissions of GHGs and air pollutants at 

national and grid level. 

Climate change IPCC’s classification of GHG Carbon disclosure project (CDP) 

GHG emissions by company. 

EDGAR 

3/ Activity GICS’s sector nomenclature 

NACE (European Union) ’s sector 

nomenclature 

EXIOBASE’s sector nomenclature 

Bloomberg, ISS-oekom, etc. 

Data on turnover by company associated to 

one main industry 

Financial reports (for listed companies) 

TRACE, SPOT and EXIOBASE 

Traceability and quantity of purchases per 

sector and country 

                                                      
24 http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/EL  

http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data/EL
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Existing measurement approaches use different datasets and require different data inputs to conduct 
assessments. Some datasets are public, others have restricted access. The datasets used are not mapped so 
some initiatives might miss out on higher quality data because they ignore their existence.  

In order to assess the impacts of company policies and actions, it is necessary for companies to access their 
own data. Companies could access some datasets, as shown by recent indicative surveys reproduced below 
conducted on a small sample of companies at the Business & Biodiversity Forum organized by the French 
Biodiversity Agency in December 2018.  

 

Similarly, the Natural Capital Coalition data information flow project identified a demand for biodiversity data 
amongst companies applying the Protocol but challenges in accessing appropriate data for decision making. 
Companies however hesitate to launch expensive new data collection initiatives because they lack a clear 
signal about what data is necessary to conduct biodiversity impact assessments and what standards it should 
meet. There is thus a clear need for convergence in terms of content and format between the impact 
assessment initiatives in order to require the same data from businesses. 

Current practice 

This table is incomplete and put forward for discussion and refinement at the workshop based on the feedback 
from each initiative. 

Table 5 lists the following: 

 Biodiversity state:  how each methodology can take biodiversity state data (usually from field 
ecological surveys) to adjust its assessment of the biodiversity impacts caused by the business 
assessed. The table is not about the underlying biodiversity data used to determine pressure-impact 
relationships.  

 Activity: Activity data includes financial data describing companies’ activity (turnover, industries and 
countries of operation, market capitalisation, etc.). 

 Pressures: Pressure data include data relative to pressures on biodiversity (climate change, land use 
change, etc.), companies’ contribution to these pressures (e.g. raw material consumptions, GHG 
emissions) and companies’ efforts to reduce their impact (e.g. management strategies) 

Table 5: How methodologies address biodiversity state data, input data on company pressures and input data on 
economic quantification of human activities 

Land use change

Greenhouse gas emissions

Nitrogen/phosphorous pollutions

Wetland conversion
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p

o
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le

Ea
sy

Same question for your suppliersWhat is your level of access to data on the pressures on 
biodiversity in your company?

Land use change

Greenhouse gas emissions

Nitrogen/phosphorous pollutions

Wetland conversion
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Measurement 
approach  

Method to integrate field 
biodiversity state 
measurements into 
biodiversity impacts 
assessment 

Input data: pressures 
caused by the company 
(negative or positive) on 
biodiversity 

Input data: economic 
quantification of human 
activities (€) 

Global Biodiversity 
Score (CDC B) 

Integration of abundance 
data (ecological surveys) 
under consideration. 

GLOBIO scenarios as 
proxy of current 
pressures; company data 
on land use change (LUC, 
including wetlands), 
GHG emissions, water 
consumption, N & P 
concentration (and in 
the future pollutant 
emissions). 

Public financial reports, 
private database on turnover 
(e.g. ISS-oekom) 

Consumption of 
commodities, services or 
refined products inventories 
(only GBS?) 

Biodiversity Impact 
Metric (CISL) 

Not known Company data on land 
use changes. 

NA 

Biodiversity 
Indicators for 
Extractives (UNEP-
WCMC) 

Company data on one or 
more species identified as 
a priority biodiversity 
feature or area of priority 
habitat (as a proxy). 

Company data (or 
national or global 
averages if not available) 
for emissions to water 
and air, water 
abstraction, habitat 
destruction/degradation, 
disturbance and invasive 
species, assessed 
qualitatively based on 
timing of pressure, 
proportion of population 
affected and severity of 
pressure. 

NA 

Product 
Biodiversity 
Footprint (I Care + 
Sayari) 

Not known Not known NA 

Biodiversity 
Footprint for 
Financial 
Institutions (ASN 
Bank) 

NA NA Public financial reports, 
private database on turnover 
(e.g. ISS-oekom) 

Consumption of 
commodities, services or 
refined products inventories 
(only GBS?) 

Biodiversity Return 
on Investment 
(IUCN) 

Not known Global pressure maps on 
climate change & severe 
weather, transportation 
& service corridor based 
on global datasets and 

Not known 
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Measurement 
approach  

Method to integrate field 
biodiversity state 
measurements into 
biodiversity impacts 
assessment 

Input data: pressures 
caused by the company 
(negative or positive) on 
biodiversity 

Input data: economic 
quantification of human 
activities (€) 

combined to the threat 
assessment from the 
IUCN Red List. 

Combined to qualitative 
assessments of how 
threats would evolve 
due to actions 
implemented by the 
business assessed. 

Agrobiodiversity 
Index (Biodiversity 
International) 

Not known Not known NA 

Biodiversity 
Footprint 
Calculator 
(Plansup) 

NA Company data on LUC, 
GHG emissions 

NA 

LIFE Impact Index 
(LIFE Institute) 

Not known Not known NA 

Bioscope (Platform 
BEE) 

Not known Not known NA 

Pressures probably offer the greatest potential for convergence as all the initiatives rely on pressure data at 
some point and pressure data can be collected by business for a reasonable costs (unlike biodiversity state 
data). Converging on a collection of common indicators which meet most of the measurement approaches’ 
needs seems particularly promising as it would facilitate data collection for businesses (1 set of input indicators 
common to most tools). The following (non-exhaustive) indicator groups are a starting point to build such a 
common list: 

1. Yearly land occupation 
2. Yearly greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

a. Yearly emissions to air, water and land, by GHG and expressed in kg 

 

Greenhouse gas

Carbon dioxide (CO2)

Fossil and biogenic methane (CH4)

Nitrous oxide (N2O)

Sulphur hexafluoride (SF6)

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) 

Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
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3. Nitrogen and phosphorous concentrations in water 
a. Average yearly concentrations? 
b. Useful mainly in cases where nitrogen and phosphorous concentrations are caused only by 

the companies (and not by many stakeholders, making attribution complex). 
c. The focus should be on the “additional” concentration caused by the business. 

4. Yearly wetland conversions 
5. Pesticides 

a. Concentrations expressed in kg 1,4-dichlorobenzene equivalents (1,4DCB-eq)? 
b. Same comments as for nitrogen and phosphorous concentrations. 

6. Yearly water withdrawals and consumptions 

For indicators relative to habitat change, two requirements need to be met. The indicators should (i) 
distinguish between land use categories (e.g. from GLC2000) and (ii) distinguish between different land use 
intensities (since the impact on biodiversity of intensive agriculture is very different from extensive 
agriculture). Data should also (iii) reflect annual changes, since it is the artificialisation and intensification of 
land uses which cause additional biodiversity losses. A first proposal to meet these three requirements while 
converging between methodologies is presented below for feedback (it is based on a comparison of the 
GLC2000, GLOBIO and ReCiPe categories). The classification could include higher level groups such as “Forest”, 
“Grassland”, “Cropland”, “Natural bare and ice” and “Urban areas” to facilitate even further data inputs. 

 Forest – Natural 
 Forest – Used 
 Natural grassland 
 Pasture - moderately to intensively used 
 Pasture - man-made 
 Extensive cropland 
 Intensive cropland 
 Monoculture cropland 
 Natural bare and ice 

 Urban area 

Discussion questions 

1. What datasets are used by each methodology and how can they be used by others? 

2. What common data types are shared by several methodologies? This probably includes GHG emissions, land 
use conversion and occupation, nitrogen and phosphorous concentrations, wetland conversion and 
pesticide concentration, among others. 

3. What data types could be required from companies for use by multiple methodologies? What should be the 
format (or unit) of data? (e.g. GHG expressed in CO2 eq.) 

4. What are the implications of using different data sets for different measurement approaches for decision 
making and uptake? 

5. What Common Ground principles for Corporate Biodiversity Accounting could promote alignment? 

6. Common understanding of deliverables and further work required 
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Sub-group 4 Metrics and midpoint characterisation factors 

Objectives 

The sub-group will aim to: 

 Explore the differences between metrics and midpoint25 calculations and the reasons for the current 
divergence 

 Propose bridges between metrics (e.g. conversion factors or translation of characterisation factors in 
different metrics) and propose common midpoint characterisation factors 

The first objective is mainly about creating a good understanding of the reasoning behind each metric (see 
Figure 6). The most promising area for collaboration between initiatives however lies in the second objective, 
so the time dedicated to the first objective will be limited and the subgroup will avoid debates about “the best 
metric” as much as possible. 

 

Figure 6. Potential outcome of the Metrics and midpoint characterization factors and Corporate data input for 
impact assessment subgroups: a (partial) harmonisation of inputs and midpoints facilitating conversions between 
metrics 

Context 

Several initiatives seek to assess impacts on biodiversity. Different metrics are however used. Can bridges be 
found between these metrics in a similar way to conversion factors between meter and feet? 

These initiatives include more or less the same main pressures on biodiversity, identified by the Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment as habitat change, overexploitation, invasive alien species, pollution, and climate 
change. Several steps are followed to go from inputs (e.g. greenhouse gas or GHG emissions in kg CO2 eq.) to 
biodiversity impacts (which could be called “endpoints” in life cycle assessment, or LCA, parlance). 

                                                      
25 A point in the cause-effect chain (environmental mechanism) of a particular impact category, prior to the endpoint, at 
which characterization factors can be calculated to reflect the relative importance of an emission or extraction in a Life 
Cycle Inventory. 

Inputs (activity, pressure-
related data…) Midpoints Impacts

Initiative 1

Initiative 2

Initiative 3

Initiative 1

Initiative 2

Initiative 3

Corporate 
data input 

subgroup #3

Midpoint 
subgroup #4
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Figure 7. Example of path between inputs (in blue), midpoints (in green) and endpoints (in red) (ASN Bank, 2016) 

Some of the intermediaries (“midpoints”) are common to most methodologies, for instance the global mean 
temperature increase (GMTI) is usually used to go from GHG emissions to the impact of climate on 
biodiversity. These midpoints are not always consistent between different biodiversity measurement 
approaches. Agreeing on them would ensure consistency between methodologies and increase the credibility 
of all the initiatives as a whole. Table 6 shows a beginning of convergence on one midpoint characterisation 
factor (IAGTP, integrated average global temperature potential26, i.e. the impact of the emission of a gas on 
the global temperature over time). 

 

Table 6. Summary of existing approaches to assess the biodiversity impact of climate change (CDC Biodiversité, 
2019) 

Similarly, other considerations related to midpoint, like how to deal with impacts which last over many years 
(like the warming induced by GHG emissions, see figure below), or the issue of time integration (see below), 
could benefit from convergence between methodologies. 

                                                      
26 IAGTP is sometimes considered an "endpoint characterisation factor" but is called here a midpoint 
characterization factor to keep things simple. 
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Figure 8. How to deal with impacts lasting beyond the period assessed like climate change impacts. Figures from 
Joos et al. (2013). 

One potential significant interest of focusing on midpoints is that it could allow to build bridges between 
metrics, allowing translations between them in a way that is complicated or even impossible through direct 
conversion27. Figure 9. Midpoints can be used to create bridges between metrics (non exhaustive example of 
MSA and PDF and RoI risk of extinction): instead of finding a direct conversion factor between MSA and PDF, 
intermediary midpoint results (in grey) can be used to calculate impacts (in green) in any of the metrics.Figure 
9 illustrates how it could work. 

 

Figure 9. Midpoints can be used to create bridges between metrics (non exhaustive example of MSA and PDF and RoI risk of 
extinction): instead of finding a direct conversion factor between MSA and PDF, intermediary midpoint results (in grey) can 
be used to calculate impacts (in green) in any of the metrics. 

Current practice 
Differences between metrics 
Four main synthetic "metrics" are currently used to aggregate quantitatively impacts or dependencies: mean 
species abundance (MSA), potentially disappeared fraction (PDF), risk of extinction and monetary (e.g. euros). 
A fifth option, followed by some initiatives, does not use synthetic metrics and instead relies on qualitative 
aggregations of assessments. LIFE Institute also has a specific approach with the use of an index which 

                                                      
27 Ideally, it would however be best to find direct conversion factors. 

Impacts

9 MSA.m2

? PDF.m2.yr

Difficulties 
to translate 

directly 
impacts?

9 MSA.m2

8.9 PDF.m2.yr (local effect)
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instead

10 m2 of natural
forest converted to 
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24 
Conducted with the generous  
support of:  

combines measures in MSA with other indicators to calculate an index used to assess whether companies 
meet a threshold and qualify or not for the LIFE certification. 

Table 7 provides a simplistic and very preliminary analysis of the different approaches. The work of the 
subgroup would improve this analysis and briefly describe the limitations associated to each metric.  

Table 7. Preliminary analysis of the differences between metrics and reasons behind them 

Metric [initiatives 
using the metric] 

Aggregation method Reasoning behind the aggregation 

Mean species 
abundance (MSA) 
[GBS, BIM, BF] 

Arithmetic mean of 
abundances (same weight 
for all species) 

Equal weights are a good default and explicit 
weighting is also possible. 

Another aspect is that all species contribute to 
ecological functions. 

Potentially 
disappeared fraction 
(PDF) [BFFI, PBF] 

Number of species (same 
weight for all species) 

Similar to MSA. 

Risk of extinction 
[BRIM] 

Sum of the risks of 
extinction of species 
weighted by their threat 
status 

Threat status of species has been evaluated in a 
scientifically consistent, multi-stakeholder, global 
process and the presence of threatened species in a 
site or habitat is an indication that the ecosystem is 
under pressure. 

Natural capital value 
(monetary, e.g. EUR) 
[EP&L] 

Sum of the economic value 
of ecosystem services (i.e. 
more weight to more 
valuable services) 

Economic valuation gives the expression of the 
worth of the benefits people gain from the 
environment. Using this assessment allows to better 
understand and address impacts and prioritize 
actions. 

[UNEP-Extractive, …] No single quantitative 
metric. 

Aggregation is qualitative. 

State / pressure / response indicators are required 
to meet sites’ needs and such indicators are difficult 
to aggregate quantitatively, so a qualitative 
aggregation is used. 

 

The different metrics and aggregation approaches meet different needs and answer different questions such 
as: how best to maintain global functional diversity? What are the conservation actions with the highest 
potential to prevent species extinction? What are the impacts on other people’s dependencies? How to ensure 
site-level no net loss? 

To assess the consequences for decision making, it is useful to consider examples.  

In example 1, a company considers transforming two patches of natural forest into intensive agriculture. One 
patch of natural forest is located in Cambridge, United Kingdom, and the other is located in the Atlantic forest 
in Brazil. In the example, both are large patch of contiguous intact forest with healthy ecosystems. The forest 
in Cambridge hosts a few hundred species and only 1 endangered species while the Atlantic forest hosts a 
couple of thousands of species and many endangered species. 

Intactness metrics like MSA and PDF will consider both forests equivalent because they are both undisturbed. 
So the company might decide to cut down the Atlantic forest. 
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Species-focused metrics like the risk of extinction will value the Atlantic forest more because of its high 
number of species and in particular endangered species. 

Results from ecosystem service metrics like the natural capital value will depend on the potential beneficiaries 
of the services provided by both forests. 

In example 2, another company is considering developing an undisturbed barren area with a few dozen 
species and no endangered species, far from any human activity. 

Intactness metrics will warn against the destruction of this undisturbed area. 

Species-focused metrics will conversely consider the low number of species means losses are limited. 

Ecosystem service metrics will similarly consider the lack of beneficiaries mean this ecosystem has a low value. 

However, the artificialisation of such an ecosystem would still lead to the complete loss of ecological functions, 
and potentially put at risk the survival of species whose habitats would be destroyed. 

These two examples show the importance of complementary qualitative analyses and environmental 
safeguards, including the strict need to implement approaches compatible with the mitigation hierarchy at the 
site level. They also highlight the need to have multiple measures to ensure an appropriate decision is made. 

Midpoints 
Table 8 lists the data typically necessary to assess Millennium Ecosystem Assessment pressures: by converging 
on the calculations linking midpoints (central column) to pressure data (right column), the different 
approaches could increase their common credibility, and increase compatibility between approaches, without 
changing their proprietary calculations.  

Table 8. Preliminary list of data and midpoints typically necessary to assess pressures. Items in bold orange are 
data which could be required from companies as explained in the dataset subgroups pre-read. 

Pressure Midpoints Data typically necessary to 
assess the pressures 

Habitat change Agricultural yields and quantities 
produced 

Water withdrawal and 
consumption 

Land use changes (LUC) 

Hydrological disturbances 

Overexploitation To be discussed To be discussed 

Invasive alien species To be discussed To be discussed 

Pollution Emissions of pesticides, N & P Pesticide concentrations 

N & P concentrations 

Climate change Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

Global Warming Potential (GWP) 

Global mean temperature 
increase (GMTI) 

Time integration 

Another significant difference between approaches lies in how they deal with long-lasting impacts such as the 
impact of GHG emissions on climate change. Such gases continue to warm the climate dozens (or even 
hundreds) of years after their emissions, well beyond the usual timeframe of most assessments. Tools using 
the PDF unit [BFFI, PBF] deal with this question by integrating impacts over time. Other tools like the GBS do 
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not integrate over time but nonetheless takes into account the persistence of impacts through a static 
footprint28. These two approaches are illustrated in Figure 10. 

This issue has consequences in terms of the units used (PDF.m2.yr or PDF.m2 for instance) and the values 
reported (much higher if time-integrated assessments are used). It thus impacts the capacity of non-expert 
stakeholders to understand the results but also how targets should be set (time-integrated targets need to be 
set if the methodology integrates its results over time). 

Figure 10. Illustration of the question of time-integration (CDC Biodiversité, 2019) 

 

Discussion questions 
1. What are the reasons for the differences between the metrics and midpoint characterisation factors used?  

2. What are the decision implications of these differences? 

3. If alignment is not feasible/ practical how can this be communicated to stakeholders to avoid confusion or 
are translations/ conversions between metrics possible? 

4. What common approaches and midpoint characterisation factor values can be agreed on? 

5. What Common Ground principles for Corporate Biodiversity Accounting could promote alignment? 

6. Common understanding of deliverables and further work required 

  

                                                      
28 ‘Dynamic footprint’ is the footprint caused by changes, consumptions or restorations. However, existing pressures can 
limit the ability of biodiversity to thrive even without any change in pressures. For instance, the very existence of a palm oil 
plantation prevents the area it occupies from growing back into a natural tropical forest and thus prevents biodiversity 
from reaching its full potential. This is the ‘static footprint’ or ‘ecological opportunity cost’ and it includes all the ‘persistent 
effects’ which remains over time. 
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Sub-group 5 Disclosure  

Objectives 
 To determine intention with regards to internal and external disclosure of measurement approaches and 

communication of methodology and limitations (transparency) 

 To determine required narrative around measurement approaches and bring in lessons learned from 
financial reporting and accounting 

 To create clarity of understanding of how different measurement approaches meet disclosure 
requirements 

Context 

A key driver for many companies to engage in indicator initiatives are the ability to meet external disclosure 
requirements.  There are a number of sectoral level disclosure requirements e.g. the IPIECA / IOGP/ SPI 
Voluntary Sustainability Reporting guidelines and national and local reporting requirements, but the most 
widely used corporate reporting approach is the Global Reporting Initiative.  The Convention on Biological 
Diversity recently produced a typology of disclosures to increase corporate reporting on biodiversity focusing 
on disclosures on commitment, engagement and action29. 

Financial and sustainability reporting for companies includes a quantitative component and a narrative 
component.  The explanation around the figures presented is as important as the figures themselves, if not 
more so.  Although few of the measurement methodologies have got to the point where they are resulting in 
publically disclosed figures, it is important that such approaches consider the narrative that should be 
presented around the figures, the basis of the calculation and its limitations for decision making.  Transparency 
on the methods, scope and limitations of the measurement and valuation approaches used will be important 
to ensure their credibility with stakeholders and to enable their use across different companies in a way that 
can allow comparison between users of the same methodology. Maintaining a strong ‘audit trail’ that enables 
potential verification of the results will be an important aspect of this. This information will be important for 
communication both with external and internal stakeholders.30 

Some of the measurement approaches are designed with external disclosure in mind, others are designed for 
different business applications.  This session will consider the current requirements placed on companies from 
an external reporting perspective and the extent to which the measurement approaches support this 
requirement, whether additional approaches, or adjustments to the approaches are required, what common 
ground requirements may be needed to strengthen their application for external disclosure e.g. transparency 
and whether standardised impact measures and values for various reporting needs, including both 
sustainability and financial disclosures can be provided. 

Current practice 

There is a lack of clear commitments on biodiversity by companies against which indicators can used to 
disclose progress/achievement. Just 5 of the Fortune 500 companies had measureable commitments to 
biodiversity in 2016 (see  

Figure 11 ) 

External disclosure links and requirements are not often mentioned by measurement approaches in their 
documentation.  A number of methodologies make high level references to the potential value of the 
approach for assisting with external reporting.  
 

Figure 11: Analysis of the biodiversity commitments of the Fortune 100 (Addison et al 2018) 

                                                      
29 CBD (2018) Guidance for reporting by businesses on their actions related to biodiversity 
30 Endangered Wildlife Trust (2019) Biological Diversity Protocol 
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Discussion questions 

1. What narrative is required to complement the indicator approaches? 

2. How do they relate to and link to broader corporate disclosure initiatives? 

3. How do they relate to government requirements for corporate disclosure?  

4. What additional actions are required by measurement approaches to meet disclosure requirements (if that 
is the business application they serve)? 

5. What Common Ground principles for Corporate Biodiversity Accounting could promote alignment 
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Annex 1: Dummy corporate case studies 
To ensure biodiversity measurement approaches developers and participants are aware of the full range of 
business needs for indicators, 6 dummy cases are presented. For each of these cases, the ‘business and 
biodiversity’ context is described, including the type of business applications, the target frameworks they adhere 
to, and the metrics they apply. The objective of these dummy cases is to promote critical reflections during the 
discussions, in particular when discussing applicability of approaches, metrics and common ground principles to 
the wider business community. As participants engage in the break out discussions, the following questions 
should be held in mind: 

 The typology of business applications (BA) and targets:  
o “Does the final set of BA and target frameworks which we aim to define in Subgroup 1 also cover 

the BA and target frameworks of these dummy cases?”  

 Scope, boundaries, baselines:  
o “If we define Common Ground Principles on each of these concepts, would they also reflect the 

dummy cases?”  

 Data sets for impact assessments:  
o “Are the granularity and type of data applied in the tools appropriate for supporting the BAs of the 

dummy cases?” 
o “Could dummy case specific data be used in the tools (i.e. real data)?”  

 Metrics and midpoint characterisation factors:  
o “Are biodiversity metrics as proposed by the different tools appropriate for the BA of the dummy 

cases” 
o “How can we define Common Ground Principles that also reflect the dummy cases?”  

 Disclosure: 
o “If we define Common Ground Principles with regard to disclosure of a company’s biodiversity 

performance, are we sure that these also reflect the dummy cases?”  
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DUMMY CASE 1 BIODIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BY AN AIRPORT COMPANY 

What they do 
 Managing an airport (not airline companies) 

Organisational focus 
for biodiversity 

 Site level 
 Project level (e.g. expansion of airport) 

 

Biodiversity impacts 
and main impact 
drivers 

 Displacement of birds by use of bird deterrent techniques to avoid bird strikes 
 Aquatic pollution by de-icing products (aquatic biodiversity) 
 Habitat destruction for airport expansion 
 Increased invertebrates (diversity, rare species) values on extensively managed grasslands 

(positive impact) 

Biodiversity 
Dependencies 

None 

Risks 
 Operational risk if too many birds  
 Reputational – also related to climate impact by air transport (perception stakeholders) 
 Invasive Alien Species (IAS) 

Opportunities 
 Enhanced reputation by: 

o imposing biodiversity friendly sourcing conditions to shopkeepers and 
restaurants on airport 

o investing in tropical forest rehabilitation as offsets for GHG emissions 
o funding of biodiversity research program 
o placing bee hives and producing airport company honey 

Business 
applications 

 Measuring biodiversity performance (reducing negative impacts, restoring) mainly site 
level, also project level (by means of EIA) 
  

Target frameworks 
 Legislative frameworks 
 ISO 14001 
 SDGs 
 Commitment to regional Green Deal ‘Companies and Biodiversity’ 

How they measure 
biodiversity 
performance 

 State: Number of local Red List invertebrate species 
 State: Surface of grasslands managed extensively (no fertilizers, no pesticides) 
 State: presence of birds 

Disclosure metrics They don’t use metrics. Rather qualitative disclosures to describe biodiversity performance 

Disclosure narrative 
 The 2017 Environment Report refers to: 

o their actions to promote bees (airport is producing honey) 
o their very specific grassland management (habitats that don’t attract birds, but 

are excellent for invertebrates)  
o forest plantation in cooperation with neighboring municipality 
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DUMMY CASE 2 BIODIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BY A MANUFACTURING COMPANY  

What they do 
 Manufacture and sale of aluminum rolled products (rolled aluminum sheet, plate and 

fabricated products for various industries) 

Organisational focus 
for biodiversity 

 Site level 
 Project level 
 Supply chain  

Biodiversity impacts 
and main impact 
drivers 

 Habitat destruction in supply chain by raw metal mining, as well as all other biodiversity 
impacts which are typically associated with bauxite extraction 

 Habitat destruction at site level for building a new storage facility 

Biodiversity 
Dependencies 

 Groundwater extraction (broad concept of healthy ecosystems) 

Risks 
 Legal 
 Reputational 

Opportunities 
 Enhanced reputation by:  

o Greening of production site 
o Imposing ‘sustainable sourcing’ conditions to suppliers  

Business applications 
 Compliance to sector sustainability standard with strict requirements in terms of 

biodiversity, see below), including31: 
o Assessing the risk and materiality of the impacts on biodiversity from the land 

use and activities in the Entity’s Area of Influence (the standard refers to 
databases such as IBAT, IUCN red Lists, …). 

o Biodiversity management  
 The Entity shall implement and monitor a Biodiversity Action Plan with 

time-bound targets to address material impacts and monitor its 
effectiveness.    

 The Biodiversity Action Plan shall be consultative and designed in 
accordance with the Biodiversity Mitigation Hierarchy. No Net Loss is 
the minimum target.  

 The achieved biodiversity outcomes shall be shared with stakeholders, 
made publicly available, and periodically updated. 

Target frameworks 
 Sector specific framework: the ASI Performance Standard32 defines environmental, social 

and governance principles and criteria, with the aim to address sustainability issues in the 
aluminium value chain. It includes a detailed chapter on biodiversity 

 Corporate ‘Zero Impact’ policy, which translates to No Net Loss policy for biodiversity 

How they measure 
biodiversity 
performance 

 State: A No Net Loss calculation metric 
 Pressures, State, Response: Biodiversity action plan, with monitoring of actions  

Disclosure metrics 
Nothing on biodiversity in Sustainability report 

Disclosure narrative 
Nothing on biodiversity in Sustainability report 

 

 

                                                      
31 Out of scope for the processing company is mine rehabilitation.   
32 https://aluminium-stewardship.org/asi-standards/asi-performance-standard/  

https://www.aleris.com/company/rolled-products/
https://aluminium-stewardship.org/asi-standards/asi-performance-standard/
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DUMMY CASE 3 BIODIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BY AN ENERGY COMPANY INVESTING IN RENEWABLES 

What they do Energy production, making a shift from fossil based energy production to renewable energy 
production, mainly wind farms  

Organisational focus 
for biodiversity 

 Supply chain level (e.g. oil and gas production)  
 Site level (e.g. energy production facilities, wind farms) 
 Product level (materials for building turbines etc.)  

Biodiversity impacts 
and main impact 
drivers 

Oil and gas extraction: 

 Habitat destruction, fragmentation, water pollution, … during construction and 
operation  

Fossil fuel-based energy production (e.g. gas fueled power plant): 

 Habitat destruction during construction 
 Indirect impacts from air pollution such as nitrogen deposition in sensitive habitats  

Wind farms (construction, operation, decommissioning):  

 Birds: collision, barrier, displacement (cumulative impacts offshore!) 
 Bats: collision, barotrauma, habitat destruction 
 Sea mammals: barrier, displacement, underwater noise during construction 
 Habitat destruction and fragmentation (e.g. access roads) 
 Habitat creation (rocky platforms of offshore turbines)  

Biodiversity 
Dependencies 

None (apart from groundwater extraction and flood protection in some locations) 

Risks 
 Legal (compliance to e.g. species and site protection legislation) 
 Reputational (works in both directions) 
 Operational e.g. shut down measures wind turbines in periods of increased bird or bat 

densities 

Opportunities 
 Habitat creation 
 Shift to renewables (climate change mitigation) contributes to biodiversity  

Business 
applications 

 Option appraisal wind energy: mainly location of sites // to a lesser extent type of turbines 
(project and site level) and maybe choice of raw materials 

 Measuring corporate biodiversity performance  

Target frameworks 
 Legal obligations (case specific) for site level assessments (in this case Natura 2000 

Favorable Conservation Status requirements for protected species) 
 Planetary Boundaries 

How they measure 
biodiversity 
performance 

Wind farms: 

 EIA (pre-construction: estimated mortalities of birds, bats, sea mammals and impacts on 
populations), post monitoring reports (identified mortalities, effectiveness of mitigation 
measures)  

Corporate:  

 Aggregation of site level performance:  ‘Overshoot of Planetary Boundaries’, i.e. the degree 
of overshoot of the carrying capacity of the affected biodiversity values (for a gas fueled 
energy production facility the biodiversity impact due to eutrophication caused by nitrogen 
emissions was calculated in terms of overshoot of PB; the idea was to roll this out over all 
sites and apply an equivalent approach for all pressure factors and to aggregate – maybe 
by means of dashboard) 

The carrying capacity is determined by habitat or species related threshold values which 
should not be exceeded in order to preserve a favorable conservation status (FCS) of the 
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identified indicator species and/or habitats, i.e. FCS is a precondition for not exceeding the 
Planetary Boundary. As FCS can only be achieved if all pressures remain below critical 
threshold levels, the Planetary Boundary for biodiversity is only respected if the company 
scores well on all pressures. As an example, FCS for a specific dune habitat is only achieved 
when all relevant pressure factors affecting that habitat (e.g. nitrogen deposition, ground 
water extraction, etc.) are below critical threshold values. The figure below shows the way 
of visualization.  

Graphical presentation of exceeding the 
planetary boundary. The red layer 
around the globe presents the 
overshoot. The number refers to how 
much the boundary is passed. E.g. 2,25 
means that the threshold for nitrogen 
deposition in a certain area is exceeded 
by a factor 2,25 (225%). 

 
 

Disclosure metrics 
 On their website they don’t disclose metrics  

Disclosure narrative 
 On their website they refer to: 

o measures contributing to positive impacts on biodiversity by offshore wind 
o funding of scientific research related to bird and bat detection systems (offshore 

wind) and to mitigating the impacts of nitrogen deposition in sensitive habitats 
 However, in sustainability report a more balanced story should be brought that renewable 

energy in general contributes to halting the loss of biodiversity (as climate change is one of 
the main drivers) – and as such a shift from non-renewable to renewable is beneficial for 
biodiversity – but that cautiousness is required at site level to limit adverse impacts on 
biodiversity as much as possible  
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DUMMY CASE 4 BIODIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BY A GOLF CLUB 

What they do The Golf Club runs its golf course for more than 100 years in a dune area along the coast.   

Organisational focus 
for biodiversity 

 Site level 
 Project level 

Biodiversity impacts 
and main impact 
drivers 

 Positive impacts: due to long-lasting extensive management of roughs and semi roughs and 
absence of disturbance many Red List plant species were able to survive 

 Negative impacts in terms of habitat quality and vegetation diversity due to groundwater 
extraction and habitat modifications  

Biodiversity 
Dependencies 

 Groundwater 

Risks 
 Reputational risks as golf courses are often blamed for causing degradation of ecosystems 

due to use pesticides, water extraction, etc.  
 Legal risks as golf course is located in a Natura 2000 area 
 Operational risks due to increased restrictions on groundwater extraction imposed in permit 

Opportunities 
 Enhancing reputation and increasing social license to operate by demonstrating that 

biodiversity values are high due to continuous extensive management regime of semi-
roughs and roughs over many decades 

 Reducing legal risks (license to operate) by strict biodiversity action plan    

Business 
applications 

 Measuring biodiversity performance (monitoring obligation in permit) 
 Third party certification 

 

Target frameworks 
 Legal framework (including permit conditions and Natura 2000 management plan) 
 Sector specific sustainability certificate for Sustainable Golf certified by GEO Foundation33 

How they measure 
biodiversity 
performance 

 Specified in permit conditions, i.e. monitoring of pressures (e.g. groundwater use) and state 
(e.g. groundwater level, biodiversity surveys) 

 Prescribed in GEO certification system  

Disclosure metrics 
 No metrics disclosed on website 

Disclosure narrative 
 Website refers to actions to enhance biodiversity e.g. substantial reduction of groundwater 

extraction and use of pesticides/fertilizers, and actions to remove Invasive Alien Species 

  

                                                      
33 https://sustainable.golf/  

https://sustainable.golf/
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DUMMY CASE 5 BIODIVERSITY PERFORMANCE BY A COSMETICS COMPANY  

What they do 
 Manufacture and marketing of cosmetics – working in all phases of a beauty 

product: research, manufacture, logistics, marketing and retail. 
 Production: 320 million products/year. 
 6 beauty brands. 
 Over 4,000 points of sale in 1,750 cities. 

Value chain focus for 
biodiversity 

 Site level. 
 Supply chain. 

Biodiversity impacts 
 Operational sites (2 factories, 2 distribution centers, offices, stores, etc). 
 Use of natural resources (water, energy, biodiversity assets). 
 Establishment of a foundation, which mission is to promote nature conservation 

(direct positive impact on biodiversity conservation). 

Biodiversity 
Dependencies 

 Water: groundwater extraction and freshwater supplied by water company. 
 Renewable energy: hydropower and wind. 
 Biodiversity assets sourced at global level (raw material + fragrances). 

Risks 
 Legal. 
 Reputational. 

Opportunities 
 Increase water reuse levels to 50% in both factories (currently levels are around 

30%). 
 Increase use of renewable energy to 100% (currently levels are around 70%). 

Business applications 
 Measuring corporate biodiversity performance 
 Third party certification 

Target frameworks 
 Legislative frameworks 
 Commitment to a voluntary sustainability strategy. 

How they measure 
biodiversity 
performance 

 LIFE Methodology:  
1) Verifies environmental management focusing on natural capital; 
2) Calculates organization’s impact index (based on environmental aspects); 
3) Evaluates the effectiveness of organization’s actions on natural capital; 
4) Calculates the minimum performance in conservation actions required for 

compensating its residual impact index.  
 

- Calculation of the Biodiversity Impact Index: to calculate the organization’s 
impact, environmental aspects are considered, such as the consumption of 
energy and water, waste generation, emissions of greenhouse gases and 
area occupation, considering both their quantity and their severity. 

- Calculation of minimum performance in actions for biodiversity 
conservation: the step of assessing the effectiveness of conservation 
actions already implemented by organizations follows a rating system that 
prioritizes initiatives with greater potential for the maintenance of nature’s 
services and the conservation of natural capital in a shortest time.  

 Assets from Brazilian Biodiversity are under a strong national regulation system, 
which requires benefit sharing – a way to measure/report biodiversity 
performance. There is a specific department, which monitors all Brazilian 
biodiversity assets that require benefit sharing and that coordinates this process 
with each production unit.    

Disclosure metrics 
 Yearly Sustainability Report in which biodiversity is mentioned by actions 

embraced. 
 Sustainability performance is reported by the Global Reporting Initiative.  

Disclosure narrative 
 In presentations and communication releases to an external audience, the 

company’s contribution to biodiversity conservation is mentioned.  
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Annex 2: Definitions 
It is already apparent that different organisations are using different terms to mean different things. A number 
of definitions are proposed for agreement in the meeting to ensure a common understanding. 

Area of Influence: “The area likely to be affected by:  

 (i) the project and the client’s activities and facilities that are directly owned, operated or managed 
(including by contractors) and that are a component of the project; (ii) impacts from unplanned but 
predictable developments caused by the project that may occur later or at a different location; or (iii) 
indirect project impacts on biodiversity or on ecosystem services upon which Affected Communities’ 
livelihoods are dependent.  

 Associated facilities, which are facilities that are not funded as part of the project and that would not have 
been constructed or expanded if the project did not exist and without which the project would not be 
viable.  

 Cumulative impacts that result from the incremental impact, on areas or resources used or directly 
impacted by the project, from other existing, planned or reasonably defined developments at the time the 
risks and impacts identification process is conducted.”34 

Biodiversity accounting: the process by which biodiversity is incorporated into a company’s decision-making. 

Biodiversity footprint: biodiversity footprint refers to the total land footprint of an organisation, which can be 
expressed in any surface area metric (e.g. hectares, square kilometre).(Biological Diversity Protocol – draft) 

Index: a numerical scale used to compare variables with one another or with some reference number 

Indicator: “A quantitative or qualitative factor or variable that provides a simple and reliable means to 
measure achievement, to reflect changes connected to an intervention, or to help assess the performance of a 
development actor”35. There are two main types of indicators: 

 1.Impact indicators: sometimes known as ‘performance’ or ‘outcome’ indicators. These provide information 
on actual impacts of actions taken to address biodiversity or drivers of change. They help to answer the 
question, ‘how are our activities affecting biodiversity?’36 

2.Implementation indicators: sometimes known as ‘process’ or ‘output’ indicators, these are used to monitor 
the completion of actions that enable conservation to be achieved: e.g. whether a Biodiversity Action Plan has 
been developed and implemented or not (but not to track the actual impacts on biodiversity of the 
Biodiversity Action Plan). They help to answer the question, ‘did we do what we said we would, when we said 
we would?’.4 

Measure: a standard unit used to express size, amount or degree  

Metric: a system or standard of measurement 

Scope: the organisational focus of the assessment, including consideration of whether to include upstream and 
downstream impacts.  

                                                      
34 IFC 2012 Guidance Note 1: Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks and Impacts [Online] 
Available at https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/b29a4600498009cfa7fcf7336b93d75f/Updated_GN1-
2012.pdf?MOD=AJPERES 
35 OECD/DAC 2002 Delopment Results: An overview of results measurements and management. Available at 
https://www.oecd.org/dac/peer-reviews/Development-Results-Note.pdf 
36 Bubb, P., Brooks, S., and Chenery, A. (2014). Incorporating Indicators into NBSAPs- Guidance for Practitioners. UNEP-
WCMC, Cambridge, UK 
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Annex 3: Review of business applications as defined by 
Addison et al 2018 
The detailed list of business applications is summarised in Table A3.1. It can offer the basis for categorisation of 
the different indicator approaches against potential business applications. 

Table A3.1: Categories of Business Applications (BA) in the context of business biodiversity accounting (Addison et al., 
2018)  

Business application Context where business question is relevant 

Scope A: Biodiversity management and performance at individual site and landscape level 

1. What’s the 
biodiversity 
performance of 
the management 
interventions at 
site level?  

1. Monitoring and evaluation of the effectiveness of management interventions (i.e., action 
taken to mitigate impacts) for sites (managing direct impacts) and surrounding landscape 
(addressing indirect & cumulative impacts beyond the footprint of an operation). Assess 
performance against: 

1.1 Site-level business commitments (e.g., based on corporate commitments such as 
commitments to No Net Loss or Net Biodiversity Gain). These may integrate the below 
external requirements 

1.2 Environmental management system requirements (e.g., ISO 14001, EMAS) 

1.3 Regulatory and permitting requirements 

1.4 Lender requirements including the guarantees required by the lenders (e.g., International 
Finance Corporation Performance Standard 6). 

1.5 Site to landscape level collective impact program commitments, such as collectively 
mitigating impacts at ecologically and socially important scales (e.g. catchment, as defined by 
stakeholders and partners). 

1.6 Corporate-level biodiversity commitments (e.g., to avoid operating in high biodiversity 
value areas (e.g., World Heritage Areas), and to mitigate impacts on biodiversity; as detailed 
in corporate biodiversity policy/strategy)). 

2. What is the 
biodiversity return 
on investment of a 
project? 

2.1. Ex-ante or ex-post impacts of investments at a range of scales and over a range of 

timeframe (e.g., to track specific dimension of a project ROI). 

  

Scope B: Biodiversity management and performance at cluster, business unit, corporate or product level 

3. How are the 
business unit 
/country 
operations 
performing overall 
on biodiversity? 

Monitoring and evaluation of the effectiveness of management interventions (i.e., action 

taken to mitigate impacts) aggregated for a cluster of sites, business unit and corporate levels, 

against: 

3.1 Corporate-level biodiversity commitments (e.g., to avoid operating in high biodiversity 

value areas (e.g., World Heritage Areas), and to mitigate impacts on biodiversity; as detailed 

in corporate biodiversity policy/strategy) or linked to national and/ or internationally 

recognized biodiversity targets (e.g. CBD Aichi Targets, SDG 14 and 15) generating internal 

reports and dashboards.  

4. What is the 
biodiversity 
performance of 
current and future 
end-user products? 

Evaluate current and future end user product impacts on biodiversity, to identify where 

greatest impacts are occurring and additional management is required (e.g., working with 

suppliers to increase management standards, or change suppliers). Performance assessed 

against:  
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Business application Context where business question is relevant 

4.1 Corporate-level business commitments (e.g., specified in a biodiversity strategy).  

4.2 Product or commodity business commitments (e.g., specified by the business, and 

undertaken by suppliers) 

5. What are the 
biodiversity risks 
and opportunities 
associated with 
site level future 
projects and 
operations? 

Screening and assessment of biodiversity risks and opportunities of future projects 

operations (e.g. an extractives company’s interactions with critical areas for biodiversity) 

under future scenarios of change to ensure that the risks are within an acceptable level, as 

defined by: 

5.1 Risk screening criteria developed based on corporate-level business commitments (e.g., 

avoid operating in World Heritage Areas).  

5.2 Assessment undertaken by investors to differentiate between investment options based 

on the biodiversity performance or return on investment of different companies. Or 

undertaken by lenders to assess biodiversity risk and inform pricing credit. 

Scope C: Corporate level communication and external disclosure of biodiversity management and performance 

6. How can I disclose 
my company's 
overall efforts in 
biodiversity 
management with 
external 
stakeholders and 
shareholders? 

Share information on corporate performance, to demonstrate effective management of 

impacts and risks and opportunities (e.g. secure supply chains, improved accessed to 

financing, access to new markets, and improved social license), against: 

6.1. Corporate-level biodiversity commitments (e.g., to achieve no net loss of 
biodiversity across all operations; as detailed in corporate biodiversity policy/strategy) and 
societal goals (e.g., the CBD Aichi targets and the Sustainable Development Goals) 

6.2. Biodiversity regulations that require reporting on non-financial performance, including 
biodiversity performance (e.g., in France, and the EU) 

Scope D: Third party performance assessment / rating of biodiversity management and performance 

7. What is a 
company’s 
biodiversity 
performance 
rating? 

7.1. Third party assessment of a company’s environmental, social and governance disclosure 

and performance, which specifically includes biodiversity against an externally defined 

benchmark. Can be used to compare companies performance across a sector. 

8. Does a company 
meet certification 
requirements for 
acceptable 
biodiversity 
performance? 

8.1. External certification requirements of product or commodity (e.g., FSC, MSC, or Wildlife 

Friendly certification). Generally, this will require a third party assessment of biodiversity 

performance to meet certification requirements (e.g., FSC and MSC certification). 

 

 


