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Biodiversity – Global

Integrating biodiversity into a risk
assessment framework
Summary
Biodiversity-related risks are rising up the agenda for companies, investors and
policymakers. As scientists find that we are in the midst of a sixth mass extinction and with
nature declining at unprecedented rates, biodiversity loss has emerged as a concern for
responsible investors, financial regulators and companies whose activities impact and depend
on natural capital.
Impacts, dependencies and governance are critical elements to assess companies’
biodiversity-related risks. Businesses sometimes engage in activities that may harm nature
and they may also depend upon natural resources. These impacts can manifest across the
entire value chain. Our framework to assess the exposure of lending and investment portfolios
to biodiversity risks measures a company’s impact on biodiversity, its dependence on natural
capital and its governance of biodiversity risks.
The main driver of biodiversity loss is the loss of habitat due to land use changes, which
also exacerbates climate change’s negative impacts on biodiversity. To begin to
understand a company’s impact on biodiversity, we measure habitat loss around company
facilities, and find that about 38% of 5,300 large publicly-traded companies we assessed have
at least one facility associated with habitat loss.
To understand companies’ governance of biodiversity issues, we assess the level of their
commitment to protect biodiversity, based on disclosures. The average biodiversity
protection score for 1,200 assessed companies was 32 out of 100, highlighting a general lack
of disclosures. Within a subsample of 67 heavy construction companies, we find that 61%
disclose commitments to address biodiversity. However, we consider nearly half of these
companies “weak” in terms of the implementation of such commitments. This shows a clear
disconnect between most companies’ commitments and tangible measures disclosed to
reduce their impact on biodiversity.
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Biodiversity-related risks are rising up the agenda for companies, investors and policymakers
The current rate of extinction of species is estimated at 100 to 1,000 times higher than natural background rates, leading scientists
to agree that we are at the verge of or even in the midst of a sixth mass extinction. 1 In its 2019 report, the Intergovernmental
Science Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) states that nature is declining at rates unprecedented in
human history. 2 As with climate change, this trend carries substantial and cascading global implications and is driven by human
and business activity. For example, research has found that almost three-quarters of emerging human infectious diseases come
from other animals, 3 and there is evidence that land-use change and exploitation of wildlife increases the spread of infectious
disease to humans. Likewise, researchers have connected the global coronavirus pandemic to biodiversity loss. 4
Businesses contribute to biodiversity loss through their impacts on ecosystems and reliance on natural resources. Indeed, water,
land and ecosystem services can be critical for the production of goods and services. The loss of ecosystem services, including
pollination, natural coastal flood protection, water supply, carbon storage and more, is projected to reach nearly $10 trillion by
2050 under the current trajectory of ecosystem degradation due to resource use, land use change, climate change and other
factors. 5
Published in February 2021, the Dasgupta review highlights that economic and financial decisions have not traditionally priced in
the value of nature, and defines this as an institutional failure.6 The landmark paper argues that our economies operate within the
bounds of nature and calls for an essential repositioning of how we relate to the environment, requiring that our demands do not
exceed supply. The review makes the case for a comprehensive approach to integrating nature into economic decision-making to
ensure the long-term sustainability of the economy.
While financial accounting does not typically include a company’s impact on biodiversity, the above reality calls for a dual
materiality approach, in which accounting ‘values’ a company’s long-term impact on ecosystems and society. This means that
material information includes not only the impact of biodiversity loss on a company’s business, but also the impact of the
company on biodiversity and natural capital.7 Two principal reasons support this approach. Firstly, financial materiality is a
dynamic concept and biodiversity factors can potentially develop into financially material issues through reputation and legal risk,
so it is beneficial for companies and investors to be prepared for these developments. Secondly, as described above, there is a need
to ensure the sustainability of natural resources and using a dual materiality approach supports this by emphasizing a broad range
of relevant stakeholders including communities, customers, employees, creditors and shareholders. Furthermore, financial
regulators will increasingly incorporate biodiversity indicators into reporting requirements (see Box 1), which will likely put
increasing pressure on companies to address their impacts on biodiversity.
The emergence of biodiversity as a factor in financial decision-making also calls for the development of consistent indicators for
assessing and disclosing biodiversity related risks and opportunities, and continued research into the best way to capture both a
company’s impact on biodiversity and its dependence on nature. Launched in late 2020, the Task Force on Nature-related
Financial Disclosures (TNFD) aims to propel the integration of biodiversity into financial decision-making.8 In the first half of 2021,
the TNFD Secretariat is identifying members, which will include financial, business and government participants, and will then
commence development of a framework for biodiversity-related reporting and governance. The TNFD may have a similar catalytic
effect as the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD), which has led to widespread acknowledgement of the
need to disclose climate governance, strategy and risk management.
Drawing from the growing body of literature on biodiversity risk, this report presents Moody’s ESG Solutions’ framework for
assessing biodiversity risk, which provides a foundation from which to understand the biodiversity risks of companies in investment
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“Natural background rates” refer to the rate of extinction if there was no influence from humans. Accelerated modern human-induced species losses: Entering
the sixth mass extinction. Ceballos, Gerardo, et al. SciencesAdvances, June 2015.
https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/2020-02/ipbes_global_assessment_report_summary_for_policymakers_en.pdf
Targeting Transmission Pathways for Emerging Zoonotic Disease Surveillance and Control (2015) https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4507309/
Biodiversity loss and COVID-10 pandemic: The role of bats in the origin and the spreading of the disease, Plato, S. et al. Biochem Biophys Res Commun, January
29 2021
Global Future Assessing the Global Economic Impacts of Environmental Change to Support Policy-making, Roxburgh, T. et al., January 2020.
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/957629/Dasgupta_Review_-_Headline_Messages.pdf
See Appendix 1 for definitions of key terms. ‘Double materiality’: what is it and why does it matter?, Tager, M. The Longon School of Economics and Political
Science, April 21 2021.
The TNFD was founded by Global Canopy, the United Nations Development Programme, the United Nations Environment Programme Financial Initiative
(UNEP FI) and the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF): https://tnfd.info/who-we-are/meet-the-team/
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and lending portfolios. We share case studies based on developed indicators that capture elements of companies’ impacts on
biodiversity and their disclosure of biodiversity governance. We also highlight opportunities for further research.

Box 1: Integrating Biodiversity into Regulatory Frameworks: An EU Perspective

In the past year financial reporting regulations, particularly in Europe, have started to include biodiversity-related metrics.
Policymakers in France are updating the landmark climate risk disclosure law, Article 173 of the Law on Energy Transition
for Green Growth, adopted in 2015, to include biodiversity (now Article 29). 9 Aiming to set an example ahead of this
change, Banque de France included biodiversity metrics from Moody’s ESG Solutions in its 2020 sustainability report. 10
Similarly, De Nederlandsche Bank published a report outlining the ways in which biodiversity loss poses economic and
financial risk, including an assessment of the Dutch financial sector’s exposure to biodiversity risk, leveraging Moody’s ESG
Solutions data, in 2020.11
Also in 2020, the European Central Bank (ECB) published a draft guide on climate- and environmental-related risks for
public consultation. 12 The guide describes the ECB’s expectations for banks to integrate environmental and climate risks,
including biodiversity loss, into their risk management frameworks.13 The Europe 2030 Biodiversity Strategy commits to
forming protected areas for at least 30% of land and sea in Europe, including 10% as “strictly protected areas.” 14 Existing
EU legislation contributes to this strategy, including the Birds Directive, which protects native birds, and the Habitats
Directive established under the Natura 2000, which identifies protected areas covering 18% of land area and 8% of sea
territory. 15
The first disclosures using the EU Taxonomy for Sustainable Activities are required under the EU Corporate Sustainability
Reporting Directive (CSRD) and are expected to be released in January 2022. 16 The Taxonomy requires that a company’s
activities must meet “do no significant harm” criteria for biodiversity to be considered environmentally sustainable. 17
Likewise, the EU Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR) became law in March 2021 and requires that financial
institutions report on the sustainability of their investments, including with respect to biodiversity. 18
These policies present significant opportunities and risks for companies and prospective investors, as they will bring greater
scrutiny on their impacts on biodiversity. This will encourage companies to improve their biodiversity governance and
disclosure, as those recognized as environmental leaders may benefit from increased capital flows and heightened investor
demand for products such as green bond and loans. Europe’s institutional investors are likely to review their global
portfolios through a similar lens, which may lead to rising expectations for companies beyond the region to manage and
report on their biodiversity impacts.

Impacts, dependencies and governance are critical elements to assess companies’ biodiversity-related risks
Businesses engage in activities that both harm and depend upon nature, and these impacts and the practices that can mitigate
them are important across the entire value chain. Furthermore, businesses’ corporate governance can exacerbate or offset the
extent to which a company places pressure on nature or depends upon it for generating revenue. As such, a framework for
measuring the relationship between businesses and biodiversity needs to cover these three dimensions across the value chain:
impacts, dependencies and governance (Figure 1).
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Frances Article 29: biodiversity disclosure requirements sign of what’s to come. Triantafilidis, Beate. Global Canopy, March 2021.
Responsible Investment Report 2020. Banque de France, March 2021.
Indebted to nature. van Toor, Joris et al. De Nederlandsche Bank and PBL Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, June 2020.
Guide on climate-related and environmental risks. European Central Bank, May 2020.
Guide on climate-related and environmental risks. European Central Bank, May 2020.
EU Biodiversity strategy for 2030. European Commission, May 2020.
Nature and biodiversity. European Commission.
Frequently Asked Question about the work of the European Commission and the Technical Expert Group on Sustainable Finance on the EU Taxonomy & EU
Green Bond Standard. European Commission.
Taxonomy: Final report of the Technical Expert Group on Sustainable Finance. EU Technical Expert Group on Sustainable Finance, March 2020.
Regulation (EU) 2020/852 of the European Parliament and of the council, June 2020.
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The measures we highlight within these dimensions leverage established scientific frameworks. For “Impact,” our framework relies
upon the IPBES, which has identified five main drivers of biodiversity loss: land and sea use change, direct exploitation of
organisms, climate change, pollution and invasion of alien species. Since not all of these drivers can be directly tied to a business’
activities, our indicators capture observational measurements through a vast repository of remote sensing data that shows recent
changes in the natural environment near company facilities. Rapidly emerging remote sensing technologies in the form of drones,
airborne lasers, and new satellite sensors help provide a very high-resolution understanding of the state of biodiversity and
ecosystems worldwide. Over time, we will leverage emerging technologies and supply chain data to develop additional indicators
capturing companies’ impacts on biodiversity.
Figure 1

A framework for assessing biodiversity-related risks

A comprehensive assessment of a company’s biodiversity risk includes its impact on biodiversity, its dependence on natural
capital and its governance of these risks.

Source: Moody’s ESG Solutions

For “Dependence,” we leverage industry models to understand the extent to which a business relies upon nature. These include
industry and regional averages such as trade data and national input-output data to estimate the extent to which a business
depends upon resource inputs and ecosystem services to generate revenue. Our ongoing research aims to identify indicators that
show how reliant a company is on resources that may further contribute to biodiversity loss and the likelihood that the business
may incur losses if an ecosystem service fails. These measures would help identify how challenging it would be for a company to
decouple profit from its reliance on and exploitation of nature.
Finally, for “Governance,” we seek to measure the level of engagement on conservation initiatives and the extent of companies’
efforts to reduce species and biodiversity loss throughout their value chain. Our ongoing research focuses on identifying
meaningful reductions in the impact of companies’ products and services on natural systems, including through the extractive
industry and the supply chains needed to produce them.
In the following sections we provide two case studies illustrating how several of these indicators can be used to understand a
company’s impact on biodiversity and its governance of biodiversity risks. The first case study below highlights an impact indicator
which connects observed changes in forest loss to a company’s recent operational footprint. The high degree of spatial and
temporal granularity in this dataset enables us to assess where a company’s activities are associated with habitat loss. The second
case study assesses corporate disclosures related to biodiversity governance, providing insight into how companies are currently
disclosing their commitments to protect biodiversity and the implementation of those commitments.
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Habitat loss indicator: an impact case study
The main driver of biodiversity loss today is the loss of habitat due to land use changes. 19 This is expected to be the main driver of
biodiversity loss for decades to come. 20 Our Habitat Loss Indicator is part of the “Impact” pillar described in the biodiveristy risk
framework above and leverages high resolution remote sensing data. For each company, we assess the percent of facilities located
in or near areas of biodiversity significance where activities of those facilities may contribute to local habitat loss. This indicator
does not reflect a direct measurement of the impact of a given facility on biodiversity. Rather, it infers potential negative impact
based on changes in the surrounding landscape and characteristics of the industry that suggest the facility and its operations are
associated with potential negative impacts to biodiversity through habitat loss. Our future indicators will include a measure of the
severity of a facility’s likely impact based on an area’s level of biodiversity significance, rate of habitat loss and other factors.
Methods
The process for calculating the habitat loss indicator filters company facilities based on a series of metrics that signify habitat loss.
For a facility to be labeled as associated with habitat loss, it must meet all three of the following criteria: 1) the facility is near areas
of high biodiversity value, defined as a combination of intact habitat and unique species composition, 2) there has been significant
forest loss in the surrounding area in recent years, and 3) the facility is associated with an industry that has a high impact on the
natural environment, through relatively high levels of resource use or pollution.
Overview of Results
We assessed over 2.1 million facilities owned or operated by nearly 5,300 companies. Three percent of all facilities met all three
criteria and were thus labeled as being associated with local habitat loss (Figure 2). Thirty-eight percent of the total number of
companies have at least one facility associated with habitat loss. Of those companies, most of them (85%) have about 10% of
their owned or operated facilities meeting all three criteria to qualify as being associated with habitat loss.

19

20

Global effects of land use on local terrestrial biodiversity, Newbold, Tim et al. Nature, April 2015; Reconciling global priorities for conserving biodiversity habitat,
Mokany, Karel et al. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, May 2020; Living Planet Report 2020 - Bending the curve of biodiversity loss, Almond,
R.E.A., Grooten M. and Petersen, T. WWF, 2020.
Global habitat loss and extinction risk of terrestrial vertebrates under future land-use-change scenarios, Nature Climate Change. Powers, Ryan and Jetz, Walter,
2019.
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Figure 2

Facilities associated with habitat loss.

Facilities associated with habitat loss are colored by the biodiversity significance of their location. Darker green facilities are those in locations with higher biodiversity significance, based
on species composition and habitat quality. Lighter facilities are in areas of lower, although still high, levels of biodiversity signififance. Biodiversity significant values range from 0-1,
signifying the share of similar habitats that are in poorer condition based on human interference. For example, locations with a value greater than .5 are in better condition than over half
of similar habitats. Values above .5 are considered high value biodiversity habitat and thus pass our first screening for a facility to be associated with habitat loss, described in the methods
section above.
Source: Moody’s ESG Solutions

Limitations
Facilities can contribute to habitat loss in many ways, from direct logging to pollution or other operations that negatively affect
the ecosystem. We used an inferential methodology to identify facilities’ association with habitat loss as a high-level view of
potential impact. This is an early output of our ongoing research and we will continue to refine our methodology and findings. We
rely on external data providers for the underlying data on company facilities, habitat loss and biodiversity significance and thus
depend upon their methods and quality assurance measures. The habitat loss dataset includes habitat loss observed from 20092019. The company facility database includes facilities for which a company has indirect or ultimate ownership of at least 50%,
including subsidiaries and joint ventures. For this analysis we used a snapshot of company facilities as of September 2020, so it
may not capture recent changes in corporate ownership.

Case study on assessing companies’ biodiversity commitments and implementation measures
Methods
We assess a company’s leadership on biodiversity commitments and implementation performance as part of the “Governance”
component of our biodiversity risk assessment framework.
These indicators are part of a broader assessment of a company’s Biodiversity Protection, which is based on company disclosures,
their responses to our questionnaires and other publicly available information.21 We compare companies’ actions against best

21

The biodiversity data discussed here is part of a broader ESG assessment framework from Moody’s affiliate VE, which includes 38 sustainability criteria grouped
into 6 domains: Environment (including biodiversity), Community Involvement, Business Behaviour, Human Rights, Corporate Governance and Human
Resources
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practices defined in international standards and reference texts. These include the UN Convention on Biological Diversity (1992)
and the UN Agenda 21, among others. 22 The assessment includes the following three equally weighted pillars and indicators:
»

The Leadership of the company: the exhaustiveness of relevant commitments to addressing biodiversity

»

The company’s Implementation of measures to address biodiversity risks: Including the processes in place at management
level and at site level, their coverage and the geographic scope of implementation

»

The Results achieved by the company: including disclosed key performance indicators (KPIs), stakeholder feedback and
controversy analyses23

A company’s Biodiversity Protection score is the average of its scores in the three pillars and ranges from 0-100, with 100
representing the best possible score. In addition to quantitative scores, we also rank companies within four thresholds – weak,
limited, robust and advanced – based on how comprehensive their disclosures are within each pillar. 24 Below, we share findings
from the Leadership and Implementation scores for a subset of companies.
Findings
Reviewing Biodiversity Protection scores across over 1,200 companies in 13 sectors, we find the disclosure of biodiversity
governance remains limited overall, with an average score of 32 out of 100 in 2021. 25 The average score for companies
headquartered in Europe is slightly above average, with North American companies aligning with average and Asia Pacific and
Emerging Market companies just below average.
We further explore the disclosures of 67 listed companies in the heavy construction sector globally to demonstrate how
companies are at different stages of making and implementing commitments related to biodiversity. We chose this sector because
the heavy construction industry can affect biodiversity through its high resource use and the nature of its operations, including the
planning, design and construction of buildings, plants, equipment and transport infrastructure, such as highways, airports and
ports. 26
Leadership Indicator: Commitments to Biodiversity Protection

We find that 61% of assessed heavy construction companies disclose a commitment to protect biodiversity (Figure 7).
Commitments range from a general statement to a comprehensive strategy with targets. While 61% of companies disclose some
form of commitment, we find only 6% of these commitments are comprehensive. We consider a biodiversity commitment
comprehensive if it addresses the impacts of company activities on ecosystems, animal population dynamics and soil erosion in
operation sites, material transportation locations and surrounding areas. Best performing companies also include quantitative
targets and disclose collaboration with external stakeholders. For example, French company Bouygues collaborates with several
biodiversity organizations and is a member of the International Biodiversity & Property Council, a network for real estate and
construction firms focused on fostering urban biodiversity. 27

22

Convention on Biological Diversity; Agenda 21. Sustainable Development Goals Knowledge Platform; Other references include conventions, recommendations,
declarations, guidelines from the United Nations, International Labor Organization, Global Compact, Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.
23
Findings from the Results pillar are not included in this report. For more information on this pillar see our report: Controversy risk assessment: a focus on
biodiversity (in press). Vanstone, Kelly, Lesaffer, Jordi, Ghosh, Rahul. Moody’s ESG Solutions, May 2021
24
Ranking of scores follows this definition: weak (0-29), limited (30-49), robust (50-59), and advanced (60-100).
25
Assessed sectors include: beverages, building materials, electric & gas utilities, energy, food producers, forest products & paper, heavy construction, industrial
goods and services, mining & metals, pharmaceuticals & biotechnology, supermarkets, tobacco, and waste & water.
26
Construction. Businessandbiodiversity.org
27
International Biodiversity & Property Council IBPC
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Figure 3

Companies disclosing biodiversity commitments

The percent of assessed heavy construction companies that do and don’t disclose commitments related to addressing their
impacts on biodiversity.

No
39%

Yes
61%

Source: Moody’s ESG Solutions

Implementation Indicator: Disclosed Measures to Address Biodiversity Protection

There is a considerable gap between the number of companies in the sector disclosing biodiversity commitments, and those
implementing specific measures to address biodiversity protection (Figure 8). In fact, almost half of the heavy construction sector
ranks as” weak” in terms of implementing measures to protect biodiversity and less than 10% of the sector obtain a “robust” or
“advanced” score. Thus, while many companies are disclosing commitments, the sector has not applied sufficient measures to
support these commitments. To understand how a company implements biodiversity protection, we analyze disclosed efforts at
the management and site levels.
Figure 4

Heavy constructions companies’ implementation of biodiversity protection measures

Ranking of assessed heavy construction companies based on their disclosures of implemented measures related to biodiversity
protection.
70%

% of companies in each ranking

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Weak

Limited

Robust

Advanced

Source: Moody’s ESG Solutions

Management Level

More than half of the assessed companies in the heavy construction sector (52%) disclose no specific measures at the
management level to protect biodiversity (Figure 9), which explains the large number of weak performers in Figure 8. The most
commonly disclosed measure is an environmental impact assessment (EIA), which is a standardized field survey used to evaluate
the impact of operations on surrounding flora and fauna, with the details and scope dictated by local regulation. Other disclosed
measures include construction site principles covering topics such as waste management, invasive species and soil erosion;
protected species monitoring programs; and dedicated biodiversity compliance training programs for employees.

MOODY’S
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Figure 5

Heavy construction companies disclosing management-related biodiversity measures

The percent of assessed heavy construction companies disclosing each management-related measure to address biodiversity
protection. Environmental impact assessments (EIA) are the most commonly disclosed tools (31%) followed by construction
site principles (24%), protected species monitoring (19%); and dedicated biodiversity training program for employees (13%).

Percent of companies disclosing each
management level measure

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Environmental Impact Assessment

Training

Guidelines

Monitoring

No disclosure of means

Source: Moody’s ESG Solutions

Those companies disclosing multiple relevant measures receive higher implementation scores in our analysis. Dutch dredging
contractor and marine service provider Boskalis Westminster stands out as a high performer for disclosing biodiversity measures at
the management level. The company reports its EIAs to the Port of Rotterdam Authority and set up a dedicated “Building with
Nature" research program aimed at reducing the impacts of hydraulic engineering projects on ecosystems. Companies’
implemented measures to address biodiversity loss are partially dictated by local regulation. As such, companies that are already
implementing relevant measures will be better positioned to comply with tightening regulatory oversight over time.
Site Level

Over half (55%) of the assessed companies do not disclose measures to avoid biodiversity loss at their sites (Figure 10). Disclosed
site-specific measures include minimizing damage by relocating plant and animal species; conducting habitat rehabilitation;
adjusting operations to reduce disturbances; and accounting for migration patterns through measures such as wildlife corridors. As
with the management measures, those companies that disclose multiple relevant site measures to mitigate biodiversity loss
receive higher scores. Spanish infrastructure constructor Accion stands out by disclosing several means to manage the biodiversity
impacts at its facilities. These include using radar systems and bat detectors to determine migration routes and limit associated
disturbances, relocating vegetation and animal species, and restoring and re-creating habitats surrounding its facilities.
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Figure 6

Heavy construction companies disclosing site-level biodiversity measures

The percent of assessed heavy construction companies disclosing each measure to address biodiversity protection at the site
level. Relocation of species is the most common measure (55%), followed by rehabilitation programmes after operations
(16%), adapting operations to minimize disturbance (15%) and accounting for migration patterns in program design (4%)
Percent of companies disclosing each site
level measure

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Account for migration patterns in
project design

Adapt operations to minimise
disturbance

Conduct rehabilitation
programmes after operations

Minimise damage during
operations through relocation of
species

No disclosure of measures

Source: Moody’s ESG Solutions

Site-level measures can be multifaceted and their success will be influenced by many factors. For example, solutions to develop
effective wildlife corridors are a topic of significant research in the conservation community. 28
The trend of limited disclosure is seen consistently across sectors beyond heavy construction. The limited visibility and reporting
on measures implemented to address biodiversity represent a material risk to the company and to its stakeholders. Over time,
more detailed disclosure on the implementation and performance of specific measures to reduce biodiversity loss will help
investors gain a more complete understanding of whether companies are managing their biodiversity-related risks in a meaningful
way. This is a topic of ongoing research for Moody’s ESG Solutions, as we expand our assessment framework to capture sectorspecific measures to address biodiversity loss, such as resourcing of raw materials from biodiversity certified forests.

Research on biodiversity to grow in prominence
The development of consistent, comparable measures to capture the multifaceted relationships between companies and
biodiversity is at the early stages. However, research on the topic will undoubtedly grow in prominence, as regulators increasingly
call on financial institutions to assess and disclose the impacts of their investments on biodiversity, and shareholders place growing
pressure on investors and corporations. Observed data on companies’ impact and dependence on biodiversity, and corporate
disclosure on biodiversity governance are both essential to creating a complete picture of how a company is positioned to affect
biodiversity. Leveraging observed geospatial data provides insight into companies’ potential impact on biodiversity loss which can
inform shareholder engagement and help promote more thorough disclosures on governance biodiversity-related risks. However,
risks and impacts can be reduced when managed intentionally and thus, better disclosure on how companies manage this risk is
essential to increasing transparency and understanding the ways in which risk may manifest into impacts for companies' and, in
turn, their lenders and investors. Companies therefore have an opportunity to gain recognition with thorough disclosures on their
commitments and implementation of measures to reduce their impact on biodiversity. Given the ongoing decline of biodiversity
globally, society’s reliance on natural capital and the integral role it plays in business operations, it is important to pay close
attention to this rapidly growing area of research and regulation.

28

Do Wildlife Corridors Work?, MacDonald, James. JSTOR Daily, December 12, 2016.
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Appendix – definition of key terms
Biodiversity – Variability among living organisms from all sources including terrestrial, marine and other ecosystems. This includes
diversity within and between species and ecosystems.29 30
Ecosystem – “A dynamic complex of plant, animal and microorganism communities and their non-living environment interacting
as a functional unit.” (IUCN)31
Ecosystem Services – The benefits people obtain from ecosystems, which make human life possible. These include provisioning
services such as food, timber and water production; regulating services such as flood, water quality and disease control; cultural
services such as spiritual, recreational and aesthetic benefits; and supporting services such as nutrient cycling that maintain the
conditions for life on Earth. 32
Natural Capital – The world’s stock of natural assets, including geology, soil, air, water and all living things. Humans derive
ecosystem services from these assets. 33

29
30

31
32
33

IUCN Glossary of Definitions. IUCN, May 3 2021.
Handbook of the Convention on Biological Diversity Including its Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, 3rd edition. Secretariat of the Convention on Biological
Diversity. 2005.
IUCN Glossary of Definitions. IUCN, May 3 2021.
Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Synthesis. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, World Resources Institute. 2005.
Handbook of the Convention on Biological Diversity Including its Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, 3rd edition. Secretariat of the Convention on Biological
Diversity. 2005.
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