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Technical Workshop on Biodiversity Accounting Approaches for 
Business 

26 and 27 March 2019, Brussels 

Public minutes 

Objectives and Introduction 

This document is a record of the discussions held within the Technical Workshop on Biodiversity 
Accounting Approaches for Business 26th and 27th March 2019, Brussels. The workshop was 
organised and run jointly by the European Business@Biodiversity Platform and UN Environment 
World Conservation Monitoring Centre under the ‘Aligning biodiversity measures for business’ 
initiative with support from Boticário Foundation and the European Investment Bank.  The 
objectives of the workshop were to: 

1. Conduct an in-depth exploration of the approaches behind a number of biodiversity accounting 
approaches for business, building on the EU B@B Platform workshop of 18th September 2018 in 
Brussels; and 

2. Start to define common ground principles for biodiversity accounting approaches for business  

A total of 50 participants, predominantly indicator developers from consultancies, conservation 
groups and companies attended the meeting.  Although the workshop was aimed at indicator 
developers/ technical specialists, policy makers and business were also represented.  

Introduction 

The Aligning Biodiversity Measures for Business initiative (Annelisa Grigg, UNEP-WCMC)  

Company needs and challenges (Anke Salzman, Boticário Foundation) 

 The Aligning Biodiversity Measures for Business initiative is a collaboration between 22 
institutions engaging in corporate biodiversity indicator development.  It aims to form a common 
view amongst key stakeholders on the measurement, monitoring and disclosure of corporate 
biodiversity impact and dependencies and to build on this to help integrate more credible and 
comprehensive indicators of corporate contribution to global biodiversity goals into corporate 
reporting and global policy frameworks. 

 The workshop is the first of three that will be run by the Initiative to bring indicator developers 
and users together to create a unified foundation for the development and use of corporate 
biodiversity performance indicators.  Workshop 1 (Brussels) will identify common ground for 
further collaboration, workshop 2 (Brazil) will agree common ground and consider links to policy 
and corporate reporting and workshop 3 (unconfirmed and currently unfunded) will bring 
together final recommendations to policy makers and indicator developers.  Workshop 3 may 
link to Phase 4 of the EU B@B Platform.  

 The Initiative is funded by Boticário Group Foundation, which is associated with Grupo Boticário, 
a cosmetics manufacturer and retailer. Grupo Boticário is headquartered in Brazil and has been 
using the LIFE Methodology as strategic guidance to ensure the effectiveness of its biodiversity 
conservation actions and to manage its impacts on the environment.  

  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biodiversity/business/index_en.htm
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Biodiversity accounting approaches 

Indicator methodologies, applications, existing alignment and areas of divergence (Johan 
Lammerant, Arcadis) 

 The 2018 study by the EU B@B Platform (B@B NCA work-stream Johan Lammerant – Arcadis) of 
10 biodiversity accounting approaches for business and finance institutes showed that many 
measurement approaches were still being tested, but that a number had common themes, i.e. 
similar methodological steps or use of the same data.   

 A need was identified for clarity on the range of business applications that different 
measurement approaches can support, for clear definitions of perimeter, baseline and 
boundaries, as well as for clarity on data requirements and metrics being used.  

 Common ground principles could form the basic requirements for credible corporate biodiversity 
measurement approaches, which would help address these issues. 

Biodiversity indicators for management and disclosure (Joel Houdet, Endangered Wildlife Trust) 

 Different indicators are needed for different corporate information needs.  Key considerations 
important in indicator design include target audience, perimeter, objective, business application, 
organisational focus, value chain boundary, value perspective etc. 

 Need transparent guidance for businesses to help them choose which metrics to use to meet 

both disclosure requirements (to be defined) and their internal decision-making processes.  

Developing common ground principles for biodiversity indicators (Arjan Ruijs, ACTIAM) 

• ACTIAM, ASN Bank, CREM, PRé, CDC Biodiversité and Finance in Motion have been working 
together to establish common ground for biodiversity footprinting methods.  This could form the 
basis of common ground amongst a broader set of biodiversity measurement approaches. 

• Key areas for alignment include: metrics, methods, scope, attribution (i.e. who takes the 
responsibility for an impact in a situation of shared ownership), pressures and analysis of 
impacts. 

Introduction to sub-groups (Johan Lammerant, Arcadis) 

 Sub-groups were proposed to drive work forward on common ground principles for biodiversity 
measurement approaches between meetings and to report back at each meeting on progress. 
The remainder of the meeting focused on agreeing the objectives and outputs of the five sub-
groups to reach common ground principles for measurement approaches.  

Sub-group 1: Business applications and targets (Johan Lammerant, Arcadis) 

Objectives of the sub-group 

 To agree a typology of business applications and targets that is relevant for selecting an 
appropriate biodiversity measurement approach 

 To map measurement approaches to the business applications and targets (including business 
contributions to policy targets e.g. the Sustainable Development Goals) 

 To agree a common vocabulary of relevant terms 

 To identify common ground principles  

Discussion points 
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 The sub-group discussed the range of business applications that biodiversity measurement 
approaches could serve based on work undertaken by IUCN and Oxford University and CDC 
Biodiversité 

 The business application concept is a useful framework to enable users to identify appropriate 
measurement approaches. Approaches can cover several applications.  Reflecting the business 
application classification of the Natural Capital Protocol would also be helpful. 

 The matrix put forward by CDC Biodiversité plotting measurement approaches against 
organizational level is helpful but needs refinement, particularly with regards to the business 
applications.  Greater clarity is required on the biodiversity aspects covered by the measurement 

approaches, i.e. biodiversity versus ecosystem services (see Figure 1). 

Business 
Application 
Supported 

Public policy Corporate and 
portfolio 

Supply 
options 

Product and 
service 

Project / site 

 

A: Assessment / 
rating by and 
for third parties 
with external 
data  

 
Global Biodiversity 
Score (GBS)  

Biodiversity 
Footprint 
Financials Initiative 
(BFFI)/ ASN 
footprinting 

LIFE Impact 
Index 
(LIFE) 

ReCiPe & 
Potentially 
disappeared 
fraction (PDF) 

Biodiversity 
indicators for 
extractives 
(BIE) 

LIFE 

B: Internal 
communication 
and external 
disclosure 

GLOBIO  

 

Global Biodiversity 
Score (GBS)  

Biodiversity 
Footprint 
Financials Initiative 
(BFFI)/ ASN 
footprinting 

Biodiversity 
Disclosure Protocol 

BIE/ Conservation 
International & 
BHP 

LIFE Product 
Biodiversity 
Footprint 
(PBF) 

BIE / 
Conservation 
International & 
BHP (BiE pilot) 

LIFE 

 

C: Biodiversity 
management 
and 
performance 

LIFE  

BFFI 

BIE/ Conservation 
International & 
BHP 

LIFE PBF 

ReCiPe  

Life Cycle 
Analysis  

BIE 

LIFE 

Conservation 
International & 
BHP  

Figure 1: Participant feedback on how biodiversity measurement approaches map to business applications and 
organisational focus based on Berger et al 2018.    

 It’s acceptable to be less precise and evolve with the approach over time – approaches may start 
internal and become external in nature as they mature.  Consider using a tiering system such as 
that used by the GHG Protocol to indicate the level of precision of the data used 
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 The IUCN / Oxford University spectrum of applications is helpful to categorize approaches, but 
with the addition of a number of applications and reframing of return on investment to address 
opportunities more broadly and removal of internal and external communications as a category 
that could apply to all measurement approaches.  The current list of targets was considered 
helpful and societal targets were noted as an important driver of corporate performance. 

 Having a target for biodiversity at the corporate level was considered important to drive 
performance. ASN Bank, for example, has the target of having a net positive impact on 
biodiversity by 2030.  Common thresholds such as planetary boundaries are valuable for this 
reason. 

 Several people expressed the need to create a convincing narrative on the business case for 
application of different biodiversity measurement approaches 

Potential outputs from the sub-group: 

 Refined criteria for business applications / organizational criteria based on the IUCN / Oxford 
University/ Natural Capital Protocol spectrum of business applications as a basis to enable 
companies to navigate through various measurement approaches and understand how they 
might be beneficial.  

 Short document outlining what measurement approaches can be used to address which 
business application and targets with illustrative case studies and key definitions (simple, 
business focused communication material).  There is the potential to link this to work being 
undertaken by the Natural Capital Protocol to develop supplementary guidance on biodiversity. 

 Create a convincing narrative on the business case for application of different biodiversity 
measurement approaches 

 Glossary of terms 

 Draft and agree proposed common ground principles 

Sub-group 2: Scope, boundaries and baselines (Marielle Canter-Weikel, Conservation 
International) 

Objectives of the sub-group 

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

• To agree a common vocabulary for boundaries addressing issues such as scope, impacts, area of 
influence, baseline and cumulative impacts  

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

Discussion points 

Issue focus (biodiversity versus ecosystem services) 

• There were several comments that ‘issue focus’ may not be a useful term because the word 
‘issue’ implies ‘problem’. Instead, we could refer to aspect of biodiversity. Clarity on which 
aspect of biodiversity is addressed within each methodology would also be helpful (biodiversity, 
ecosystem services, both, natural capital) 

Scope  
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• Locality and geographical context are key criteria for biodiversity impact which is a decisive 
difference from GHG emissions entering the one atmosphere.  Hence, views were split on the 
value of using a terminology developed for greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) (scope 1,2,3) 1.  A 
number of participants questioned that this GHG categorisation works for biodiversity.  It is clear 
from the range of business experience and evidence that the bulk of biodiversity impacts occur 
in the upstream supply chain rather than just on site of a company. A number of participants felt 
that that using GHG terminology for scope 2 would be confusing and misleading when applied in 
a biodiversity context compared to GHG, as it would include all biodiversity impacts associated 
with energy generation. In particular because in the GHG context “scope 3” points to rather 
indirect sources of impacts in the supply chain with a secondary or more derived role in a 
company’s performance assessment. This is fundamentally different from important biodiversity 
impacts which are often mainly in the (upstream) supply chain and are a key factor to include if 
not to start with. However, others felt that the GHG framework would resonate with some 
companies.  Cataloguing the different measurement approaches against scopes could be helpful 
for this reason. 

• Different scopes will be material for different sectors notably depending on the land use and 
land use impact and dependencies of the business models and supply chains and respective 
localities of impacts.  Simple guidance on which sectors should consider which scopes as 
potentially material could be helpful, keeping in mind the decision which the measurement 
approach is intended to inform.  

• Some participants were in favour with the Natural Capital’s ‘site’, ‘upstream’ and ‘downstream’ 
scopes.  Others were supportive of an approach that mirrors the GHG Protocol (although others 
were against this). 

Boundaries 

• The term ‘area of influence’ confused people (some felt it related to suppliers, others to site 
level impacts); some participants were content to use the definition of ‘area of influence’ used in 
Environmental Impact Assessment, others felt that ‘impact area’ might be a more useful term 
than ‘area of influence’.  Participants noted the importance of looking at negative and positive 
impacts regarding area of influence. 

• Dealing with a variation in boundaries between operations and sectors within a methodology 
was identified as an issue; the buffer size would vary according to operation type. How does one 
address this consistently across measurement approaches given variation in sectors, locations 
and approaches? Some felt obtaining an estimate which is not spatially explicit (as in 
footprinting approaches) could remove this issue, while it remained for discussion how the 
biodiversity issue of locality and geographical context can captured. Estimates could be sector 
specific or based upon the operational type. 

• Different definitions are being used for indirect / direct impacts – some interpret indirect as 
upstream / supplier impact, whereas others used indirect impacts to refer to impacts not caused 
by project activity, but that would not occur if there project were not in place, e.g. impacts on a 
habitat via increased access as a result of project access roads. We need a common definition of 

                                                      

 As defined by the Greenhouse Gas Protocol, scope 1 emissions are direct emissions from owned or controlled 

sources. Scope 2 emissions are indirect emissions from the generation of purchased energy. Scope 3 emissions 

are all indirect emissions (not included in scope 2) that occur in the value chain of the reporting company, 

including both upstream and downstream emissions.1 
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‘impact’ and to ensure it is understood that impact can be both positive and negative; the crucial 
dimension of impacts in the supply chains will have to be captured.  The vocabulary of direct/ 
indirect impact from EIA was felt to be helpful.   

• The term “cumulative impact” is another example where an alignment of the understanding and 
meaning of terms and definitions is important.  A common approach of attribution of company 
impacts that guides companies to easily identify their material impacts (including in /through the 
supply chain) could help in defining boundaries of impact 

Baselines 

• Different measurement approaches used different terms - site level approaches tended to talk 
about baselines, while footprinting approaches had reference states as well as baselines. A 

proposed definition for baseline as the first time a measurement of biodiversity impact is taken 

was suggested.  

• At site level, respectively within defined boundaries localities or contexts baselines could be 
static or dynamic. In reality, different baselines can give insight into different aspects of 
performance. A common more harmonised approach to baselines would be very helpful for 
comparison and transparency purposes between measurement approaches and this would also 
render assumptions accessible to scrutiny and review.    

Terminology 

• There was confusion over the terms being used with people from different disciplines using the 
same terms in different ways.  Clarification of these terms would be valuable, drawing on 
existing definitions, e.g. in Environmental Impact assessment (EIA) or developed by the Business 
and Biodiversity Offset programme  

• There was a lack of reference to terminology and concepts used by the Natural Capital Protocol. 
A number of participants felt this link between measurement approaches and the Protocol need 
to be clearer. 

Potential outputs from the sub-group: 

 Identify key terms and develop a crosswalk of terminology for developers of measurement 
approaches that draws together definitions from key sources, such as EIA literature, the Natural 
Capital Protocol, BBOP and the Biodiversity Indicator Partnership. This guide will help developers 
understand how their measurement approaches may differ or be the same. Key terms and 
definitions should also address topics discussed in other Subgroups (e.g. metrics, indicators).   

 Determine approaches to materiality assessments, identify areas of convergence and divergence 

 Consider what is required for transparency (criteria), i.e. clarity on aspect of biodiversity 
covered, scope, boundaries and baselines – use this to create a common understanding of these 
terms and how they should be addressed in a consistent manner. 

Exploring commonly used data sets 

Three key sources of data inputs into measurement approaches were described as background for 
subsequent discussion groups on data and metrics in presentations on: 

 Globio (Mark Van Oorschot, PBL)  

 IUCN Red List (Frank Hawkins, IUCN)  

 ReCiPe (Mark Goedkoop, PRé)  

Sub-group 3:  Data sets for impact assessment (Joshua Berger, CDC Biodiversité) 
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Objectives 

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

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

Discussion points 

• Data sets used by different measurement approaches had common elements, but also some key 
differences. Site based approaches focused more on state and response than pressure, while 
footprinting approaches heavily emphasized pressure data sets.  Different data will be important 
depending on the business application and aims. 

• Footprint developers were keen to secure common ground on datasets for pressure, but those 
developing more site / species focused approaches were keen to address other data, e.g. state, 
and to determine how the two can be linked. 

• Data can be divided according to primary (company generated) and secondary (global / fallback) 
data – both are valid (particularly for different stages of maturity of measurement approach 
implementation).  Describing these in tiers according to their accuracy as done in the 
Greenhouse Gas Protocol would be helpful. The Natural Capital Protocol also provides relevant 
guidance. 

• Various models exist to cover pressures to state, e.g. GLOBIO, ReCiPe, LC Impact, ecoinvent, 
EXIOBASE, UN Environment lifecycle initiative.  Additional pressures not in the model can be 
considered through qualitative means.  Spatial layers of pressures are being developed based on 
IUCN Red List threat data that can give insight into hot spots of pressure.  Participants were 
asked what nomenclatures of data they use using in Mentimeter (see Figure 2).  GLOBIO, IPCC 
and GRI were the most frequently cited. 

 

Figure 2: Key data nomenclatures used by participants 

• Biodiversity footprinting models are aiming to take a top-down approach based on pressure 
data. Such approaches need to be linked to site level approaches.  Site level indicator developers 
need to demonstrate that site level data can be scaled up in a bottom-up approach and 
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footprinting approaches need to demonstrate that the models used reflect reality on the 
ground. Some biodiversity state indicators can be scaled up, but this may not be possible for all 
of them. This needs to be accounted for in order to scale these indicators up to corporate level. 

• Developers of measurement approaches need to consider not just what data is available, but 
what data will be widely available in 5 years’ time.  Blockchain technology, for example, may 
assist in creating impact transparency. 

• Biodiversity state:  Global biodiversity datasets are important for corporate screening. It is 
important to consider both habitat and species data to get a picture of biodiversity state. 

• Need to develop a protocol for biodiversity (like the GHG Protocol) to create a common 
approach for measurement.  The Natural Capital Protocol supplementary guidance on 
biodiversity might help meet this need. 

• Different sectors will require different approaches and have different levels of data access. Need 
to enable comparison across different companies and sectors. 

• Need to link to what companies already have, e.g. waste, energy and translate to impact. GRI 
data are a potential source for measurement approaches but do not represent habitat loss, 
overexploitation, or invasive species well. Incentives for disclosure are currently lacking, which 
needs to be addressed. 

• If use fallback (estimates / models) data, this does not directly reflect company actions.  
Approaches have developed to adjust this data to reflect qualitative assessment of performance 
based on corporate policy / actual commitments.  The Product Biodiversity Footprint uses this 
approach.   

• A partial mapping of data sets for pressure was conducted (see Figure 3). Participants indicated 
the level of use of data against its ease of collection (see Figure 4).  Data used across three or 
more measurement approaches included water consumption withdrawal, yearly greenhouse gas 
emissions and land occupation (although wetland conversion was not well represented).   

 
Figure 3: Participants’ use and perception of pressure data metrics. 

• Priorities for alignment between measurement approaches included land cover data, GHG 

emissions and ecological survey data (see Figure 5).  In addition to the data outlined in Figure 4, 
more ‘positive’ data such as habitat restoration or carbon capture were suggested as important 
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to reach alignment on.  Waste, energy consumption and attribution data were considered 
missing from the above and pesticides were considered lacking in broader applicability. 

 

Figure 4: Participants' view on priority data for alignment between measurement approaches. 

Potential outputs from the sub-group: 

 Complete data mapping for each initiative to determine which data sets are used 

 Develop common nomenclature for data used within measurement approaches, relating this to 
the ‘tiers’ of accuracy within the Greenhouse Gas Protocol and classifications of data in the 
Natural Capital Protocol 

 Discuss and agree to support common ground principles identified previously 

 Explore linking of footprinting with site based approaches through common ground 
nomenclature of, for example, data pressures 

Sub-group 4: Metrics (Wijnand Broer, CREM) 

Objectives 

• Explore the differences between metrics and “midpoint” 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 

Discussion points 

• Although they have limitations, it was recognized that the mean species abundance and 
potentially disappeared fraction metrics could be helpful in the absence of measured data  

• Midpoints are used in footprinting calculations where primary data is unavailable, but can also 
be used for site based approaches, e.g. by using habitat hectares.  Interest in converging on 
some of the midpoints, such as the global warming potential, was expressed. 

• Land use occupation and conversion, water withdrawal and consumption and greenhouse gas 
emissions were mid-points participants identified as frequently used (see Figure 5).  In addition 
to land use, we need to take into account the occupation of land and intensity of land use 
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Figure 5: Mid-points used by participants 

• Some companies present stated they would be better able to understand impacts in percentages 
rather than through metrics.  The concepts of MSA, PDF and midpoints were considered 
complex and difficult to understand by some.   

• There is unlikely to be one metric for biodiversity state. A suite of indicators that have clear 
supporting information on when they are appropriate would be more meaningful. 

• Few felt that the term ‘Accounting’ should be removed from the discussion as none of the 
measurement approaches are doing this in the sense of financial accounting, although this is 
what a number of approaches aspire to..   

• A decision tree that clearly outlines what data you need to put into an approach, what you get 
out of it (what the metric looks like), and what decisions it can help you make would be useful. 

Potential outputs from the sub-group: 

• Analysis of differences between metrics and midpoint calculations and reason for divergence 

• Work is required to map the language of the LCA community with language used to describe a 
more direct measurement of biodiversity. This mapping will comprise language used by LCA 
practitioners, EIA practitioners, biodiversity specialists and natural capital accounting and 
assessment (Natural Capital Protocol)  

• The different measurement approaches will work together to explore linkages and how they can 
positively reinforce each other, identifying bridges between metrics and common midpoint 
characterisation factors.  

Sub-group 5: Disclosure (Joel Houdet, Endangered Wildlife Trust) 

Objectives 

• To determine intention regarding internal and external disclosure of measurement approaches.  

• To explore the required narrative around measurement approaches and to bring in lessons 
learned from financial reporting and accounting 

• To determine how the measurement approaches variously meet disclosure requirements 
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Discussion points 

• Product and site impact measurement is well developed. Key gap is corporate level disclosure 

• Disclosure is not an end in itself, but should provide information to inform decisions.  It is 
important to think about what kind of information a company would be comfortable disclosing 
and what the purposes of disclosure are, e.g. stakeholder communication 

• Existing disclosure initiatives should not drive the measurement approaches, although 
developers need to be clear on how their work aligns with them and communicate to companies 
which, if any, disclosure requirements the approach meets 

• Where relevant, measurement approaches should engage with disclosure initiatives to build 
their capacity to understand the range of biodiversity measurement approaches now feasible 
and how they might fit in standards / frameworks as they are adjusted 

• Participants flagged the following reporting initiatives: Dow Jones, SDGs, GRI, CDP, SASB, 
ISO14020/ISO14040, TCFD, rating agencies, SDGs, and the EU directive on non-financial 
disclosure 

• CDC Biodiversité and UNEP-WCMC are in discussion with some of these initiatives, not all 
measurement approaches are engaging with disclosure initiatives in this way.  The Aligning 
Biodiversity Measures for Business initiative could facilitate broader engagement with these 
initiatives. 

• A number of participants expressed a need for a GHG Protocol equivalent for biodiversity – the 
Biological Diversity Protocol being developed by the Endangered Wildlife Trust could meet this 
need.  The Protocol suggests that disclosure of biodiversity should include total footprint on 
biodiversity and changes in biodiversity over time. Ultimately, it should also be auditable.  The 
biodiversity supplement to the Natural Capital Protocol will also provide guidance on 
measurement and valuation that will be relevant for disclosure. 

• Further exploration on the following issues in relation to the measurement approaches would be 
helpful:   

o Links between measurement approaches, the GHG Protocol, Natural Capital Protocol 
and other disclosure approaches 

o Accounting principles, definition of impact (positive and negative), organisational 
boundaries / scopes, importance of impact mitigation hierarchy, impact assessment 
process (extent, amount and condition/ viability), accumulated and annual impacts, 
audit trail and uncertainties.   

o Much of the second point will be addressed within the Biological Diversity Protocol and 
clarity on which measurement approaches could link to the Protocol would be helpful 

Potential outputs from the sub-group: 

• Map the disclosure initiatives to determine which ones are important for uptake by the 
biodiversity measurement approaches 

• Determine whether the Aligning Biodiversity Measures for Business initiative can facilitate 
broader engagement with the reporting initiatives flagged in the workshop 

• The Biological Diversity Protocol has been developed to address a number of the issues relating 
to disclosure highlighted above.  The Endangered Wildlife Trust will be seeking consultation in 
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conjunction with the Natural Capital Coalition on the Biological Diversity Protocol. Clarity on how 
the various measurement approaches relate to this will be important.   

Proposed common ground principles  

Based on the discussions over the two days, a number of principles for securing common ground 
between biodiversity measurement approaches can be derived.  These have not been discussed in 
the workshop but can be considered as a draft for further discussion within the relevant subgroups 

Biodiversity measurement approaches should be: 

• Relevant: approaches should be relevant to the business application and to the material 
biodiversity impacts caused by the company and should be clear on the application they support 
as well as the impacts they cover’ 

• Target focused: approaches are considered as supportive tools to facilitate business applications 
in the field of biodiversity, not a goal on its own 

• Simple and convincing: readily communicable to the private sector  

• Opportunity focused: capture upside as well as risks 

• Transparent: i.e. there should be no black boxes and the methodology should be transparent 
with, for example 

• Consistent: different approaches applied to the same case should be consistent in outcomes 
they steer a company towards 

• Appropriate: must reflect most significant impacts and dependencies 

• Clarity: implement the definitions which have been agreed.   

• Responsive to change: the measure should be susceptible to changes in the management 
activity.  

• Rigorous: the information, data and methods used should be technically robust or clearly stated 
as to the level of accuracy it confers 

• Compatible: high compatibility between impact assessment methodologies should be 
maintained such that similar data sets are used.  This could include alignment in core data 
nomenclatures to determine areas of important alignment required for data sets. Particular 
pressures and agreement on what is too hard right now. 

• Fit for purpose: the data and methods used should be compatible with each other and should 
match the objective, application and scope. 

These principles will be discussed and refined in the sub-groups and used to foster alignment 
between measurement approaches. 

Mainstreaming 

Engaging business 

 Although some business representatives attended the meeting, its focus was on achieving 
technical alignment on existing measurement approaches developed in conjunction with 
business.  A number of participants made the point that early and close engagement with the 
private sector will be important to ensure success in delivering common ground between 
measurement approaches. 



  

13 
Conducted with the generous  
support of:  

 The private sector could be better engaged by: 1) involvement in working groups to ensure joint 
ownership, 2) piloting of assessment approaches (this could be done via the EU B@B Platform 
phase 4), 3) seeking feedback on briefings on the workshop outcomes 4) access existing 
corporate networks of developers of measurement approaches, and 5) joining a proposed 
Consultative Committee that includes business and policy makers, members of this Committee 
would not join technical workshops or subgroups but be kept informed about their progress. 

 Other important considerations in engaging business into the initiative (and into adoption of 
different measurement approaches more broadly) included: 

o Simplicity in the measurement approaches and language used in describing them 

o A compelling narrative for why companies would want to use these approaches 

o Framing the measurement approaches as opportunity-oriented, as well as addressing 
risks and linked to material issues.   

o Creating close links between biodiversity measurement approaches and issues such as 
climate change might help the issue gain traction 

o Aligning the measurement approaches with the ways in which companies are already 
reporting would facilitate the ease with which businesses can navigate them 

 Diverse business needs were identified throughout the workshop. This diversity must be 
considered as we work to secure common ground. 

Engaging policy makers 

 Given the relationship between policy and corporate behaviour, it would be practical if policy 
mandates were to align with what companies can measure.  Hence, a strong focus on policy 
engagement and mainstreaming will be important in subsequent work on common ground. 

Next steps 

• The meeting confirmed the need to identify and agree areas of common ground between 
biodiversity measurement approaches.  The Aligning Biodiversity Measures for Business 
Initiative will work with the European Business and Biodiversity Platform to refine the terms of 
reference of the sub-groups, confirm membership and initiate work on common ground 
principles. 

• A governance model will be explored that brings in corporate members to the project and 
creates a corporate and policy consultative group to ensure strong corporate and policy 
representation into the project. 

• A follow on workshop will be held in Brazil on 29th,30th and 31st October 2019 and will feed into 
the B@B Platform meeting in Madrid on 7th and 8th November.  This workshop will focus on 
identifying common ground and aligning indicators with corporate reporting initiatives and 
global policy.  Businesses will be engaged throughout and practical cases of indicator application 
will be used as a basis for discussion. 

 


