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Nature and biodiversity are relatively new considerations for financial markets. With few existing conventions
for risk evaluation and metrics, and limited regulatory and policy consensus on this topic, adoption of
biodiversity considerations as part of investing has been slow. This work aims to reflect on the role of the
financial sector in managing biodiversity risks and engaging with the companies in which they invest to do the
same. Additionally, this report aims to design a framework for establishing a Nature Action 100+ effort and
focuses on sectors with significant financial assets and countries where nature is being compromised in
unsustainable ways. This report consists of three parts. 

Part I: Presents a case study on the Climate Action 100+ Initiative, including its inception, strengths, and
weaknesses, to inform the development of a future Nature Action 100+.
Part II: Outlines a framework for a potential Nature Action 100+, including goals for the initiative, an analysis
of how Nature Action 100+ should differ from or connect to Climate Action 100+, and suggestions for
practical implementation of the initiative. 
Part III: Proposes Nature Action 100+ member companies using a top-down, sectoral based approach to
identify the largest sectors and sub-industries associated with natural capital dependency and impacts. This
list of sub-industries and the list of respective companies can be used to identify high priority sectors for
biodiversity and natural capital risks and biodiversity target setting.
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All economic and social activities are underpinned by natural capital and biodiversity, but their crucial
importance is undervalued by companies. Biodiversity is deteriorating at an alarming rate, with potentially
far-reaching and irreversible impacts on the Earth - indeed, the World Economic Forum has identified
biodiversity loss and ecosystem collapse as a global risk every year for the last five years. Responding to this
urgency, investors have increasingly called on companies to transform their activities to consider the impact
on nature and the environment. 

This report has three main objectives. First, it examines the current state of play with reference to the
Climate Action 100+, the largest existing investor-led coalition targeting selected greenhouse gas emitting
companies. It identifies a gap in existing investor engagement mechanisms that specifically target companies
whose activities threaten natural capital and biodiversity. As previously noted by the World Bank, this gap
highlights the need for a Nature Action 100+ initiative. Second, it references lessons learned from Climate
Action 100+ and target sectors and industries with the largest impact and dependence on nature to propose
a model governance framework for the potential Nature Action 100+ initiative. Lastly, it develops a robust
methodology to identify the companies that should be targeted in a future Nature Action 100+ initiative. 

This report represents a call to action for investors, companies and policymakers alike, at a crucial moment in
natural history. The rapid degradation of biodiversity across the world highlights the urgent need to
transform operating activities to avoid cascading crises associated with passing planetary tipping points.
Investors have an important role to play in directly liaising with Focus Companies to reduce company impact
and dependence on natural capital. A Nature Action 100+ initiative could spur transformative change and
help address both the climate and ecological emergencies. 

E X E C U T I V E  S UMMA R Y

Figure 1 - Sample Nature Action 100+ companies and their average relative impact on nature, by
domiciliation

World Economic Forum Global Risks Perception Survey 2019–2020
World Bank (2020), “Mobilizing Private Finance for Nature”, World Bank Group, https://pubdocs.worldbank.org/en/916781601304630850/Finance-for-Nature-28-Sep-web-version.pdf 

1.
2.
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 WHY  D O WE  NE E D  T O T A R G E T  NA T UR E ?
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A deep dive into the literature on biodiversity and finance indicates a growing awareness of the importance
of biodiversity; indeed, the Dasgupta Review (2021) emphasized nature as an asset upon which our
economies, livelihoods, and well-being depend. But our review indicates an alarming lack of concrete
corporate action on existing biodiversity commitments and efforts to factor biodiversity loss into risk and
valuation. The absence of a single, definable metric of biodiversity degradation (akin to greenhouse gas
emissions targets) has also stymied such efforts. This report points to the need for investor-led initiatives to
directly engage with businesses that impact and are highly dependent on natural capital and biodiversity.

WHA T  L E S S ONS  C A N WE  L E A R N F R OM OT HE R
I NV E S T OR - L E D  I NI T I A T I V E S ?
The Climate Action 100+ initiative is the largest single investor engagement initiative on climate change,
bringing together 545 investor signatories and 167 global companies who are critical to the net-zero
emissions transition, and provides a model for a future Nature Action 100+. The initiative was successful in
generating momentum, creating a vision for mission-led investing, and increased advocacy and awareness.
However, just 43% of companies from the initiative’s focus list have set a net zero by 2050 target of some
form, and only 51% have set a short-term (by 2025) emission reduction target. Therefore, there is a need for
action with increased urgency and engaging with companies on the demand side of carbon emissions. A case
study on the strengths and weaknesses of the Climate Action 100+ also reveals important lessons for a
future biodiversity related initiative. Key findings identify an opportunity for establishing clear sectoral
transition pathways and more ambitious targets to align the stated objectives of Climate Action 100+ with its
operational activities, including measures to ensure accountability among investors and companies alike. The
study also finds that a too complex governance mechanism, with an unclear division of responsibilities
between partnering organizations, can hamper achieving the goals. Having a more centralized governance
structure with one organization in charge for the coordination would increase the efficiency of Climate Action
100+ in the future.

WHA T  L E S S ONS  C A N WE  L E A R N F R OM OT HE R
I NV E S T OR - L E D  I NI T I A T I V E S ?
A successful Nature Action 100+ should target the companies whose operating activities have the most
influence on biodiversity. The report proposes a novel methodology for identifying such companies. Using
data from the UNEP-WCMC ENCORE tool, we identify the top 20 sub-industries that have the greatest impact
and dependence on natural capital, and then identify the largest 100+ companies in these sub-industries by
market capitalization. The identified companies have a wide geographical footprint, highlighting the scope of
the threat to biodiversity and underscoring the need for a holistic and global investor-led mechanism (see
Figure 1). The report offers guidance on how financial institutions can use this methodology to identify
companies based on their impact or dependence on a particular natural capital asset (for example, water or
habitats) or location of interest.

3. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/final-report-the-economics-of-biodiversity-the-dasgupta-review

3



The report outlines a potential framework for a future Nature Action 100+ investor engagement initiative to
target biodiversity and natural capital. It outlines the main asks for target companies, including the existence
of a strategy for net biodiversity loss, the inclusion of natural capital loss in risk assessments and the
establishment of biodiversity targets. The report explores the relative merits and demerits of four
governance mechanisms of the initiative, as well as practical first steps and a timeline to implementing it. It
determines that the goal of Nature Action 100+ initiative is to get companies to net zero biodiversity loss and
proposes an actionable timeline for short-term implementation, including using the upcoming Convention on
Biological Diversity CoP as an opportunity to launch the initiative. This near-term implementation
underscores the urgency of action on biodiversity.
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WHA T  D OE S  A  S U C C E S S F UL  NA T UR E  A C T I ON
1 0 0 +  L OOK  L I K E ?



A successful Nature Action 100+ should target the companies whose operating activities have the most
influence on biodiversity. The report proposes a novel methodology for identifying such companies. Using
data from the UNEP-WCMC ENCORE tool, we identify the top 20 sub-industries that have the greatest impact
and dependence on natural capital, and then identify the largest 100+ companies in these sub-industries by
market capitalization. The identified companies have a wide geographical footprint, highlighting the scope of
the threat to biodiversity and underscoring the need for a holistic and global investor-led mechanism (see
Figure 1). The report offers guidance on how financial institutions can use this methodology to identify
companies based on their impact or dependence on a particular natural capital asset (for example, water or
habitats) or location of interest
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WHI C H C OMP A NI E S  S HOUL D  WE  T A R G E T
F OR  T HE  NA T UR E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 + ?

C ONC L US I ON

NA T U R E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 +  K E Y  ME S S A G E S

Learn from other investor-led initiatives.1.

Climate Action 100+ created momentum and generated awareness of the need to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, but has not yet achieved the catalytic transformation needed to avert climate emergency. Based
on our analysis of strengths and weaknesses of Climate Action 100+, we propose a way to catalyze the
system through an increased advocacy, expanding the benchmarking exercise to build a strong data-backed
business case for companies in key sectors, simplifying and centralizing the governance mechanism of
Climate Action 100+, introducing region-specific targets, building internal rankings and raising the threshold
for approving new members. 

This report finds that the existing biodiversity and nature-focused efforts are not sufficient to address the
widespread destruction and degradation of the natural environment resulting from corporate activity.
Therefore, it identifies the need for a concrete mechanism to fill this gap, which is Nature Action 100+.
Learning from Climate Action 100+, we provide a fully actionable outline of a potential Nature Action 100+
initiative, including its structure, goals, list of targeted companies and implementation timeline. Such an
initiative can help to spur change and avoid ecosystem collapse.
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3.    Create accountability and transparency.
We propose four alternatives for the governance mechanism of the Nature Action 100+ initiative, highlighting
their pros and cons in accelerating its efficiency and impact. Nature Action 100+ investors will engage with
companies on biodiversity issues to spur change in operating activities. Companies in Nature Action 100+ will
be required to monitor and evaluate their performance against biodiversity targets to make sure that
progress is being made. Similarly, companies must disclose their biodiversity impacts to enable investors to
make informed mission-led investment decisions.

4.    Have a set of clear objectives for targeted companies.
Our proposed Nature Action 100+ governance framework is concrete and outlines a core vision: net-zero
biodiversity loss from operating activities. To achieve this, companies will be required to assess their
dependency and impact on biodiversity and incorporate biodiversity into their decision-making. Nature
Action 100+ will regularly monitor the achievement of these objectives.

5.    Time is of the essence.
Biodiversity loss is accelerating and the planet is fast approaching tipping points that could lead to
irreversible and cascading damages to all life on Earth. Investors should move fast to put in place a Nature
Action 100+ and demand change from targeted companies. We propose a near-term actionable
implementation plan that takes advantage of the upcoming Convention on Biological Diversity to build
momentum for the Nature Action 100+.

2. Target companies using a robust and transparent methodology.

Companies targeted through Nature Action 100+ must be those with the greatest potential to change the
trajectory of biodiversity degradation. With this in mind, we developed a robust and transparent
methodology for identifying sub-industries with the greatest impact and dependence on natural capital, and
then identifying the largest players in these sectors. Our methodology is also modular and easily adapted to
suit the needs of investors. 
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G L OS S A R Y

T E R M/ A C R ONY M/ A B R E V I A T I ON ME A NI NG

B I OD I V E R S I T Y The Convention on Biological Diversity defines biological
diversity as “the variability among living organisms from all
sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine and other
aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which
they are part; this includes diversity within species, between
species, and of ecosystems.”

C L I MA T E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 +  ( C A  1 0 0 + ) An investor-led initiative to ensure the world’s largest
greenhouse gas emitters take necessary action on climate
change.

E NC OR E Exploring Natural Capital Opportunities, Risks, and Exposure
tool, developed by the Natural Capital Finance Alliance UNEP-
WCMC.

F OC US  C OMP A NI E S List of publicly-traded companies in this report which fall
under the relevant sub-industries for the creation of an initial
Nature Action 100+ list. 

G I C S Global Industry Classification Standard (GICS)

NA T UR E

“The global natural ecosystem in its entirety. This
encompasses both the stock of natural capital assets as well
as the way in which they interact with each other. In this
sense, biodiversity is a characteristic of nature, insofar as it
refers to the presence of diversity across the natural
ecosystem.”

NA T UR A L  C A P I T A L  A S S E T S “The stock of renewable and non-renewable natural
resources – such as plants, animals, water, soils and minerals
– that combine to yield a flow of benefits to people.”

4. Convention on Biodiversity. Available at: https://www.cbd.int/convention/articles/?a=cbd-02.
5. Climate Action 100+. Available at: https://www.climateaction100.org/.
6. Global Canopy. The Case for a Task Force on Nature-related Financial Disclosures. 2020. Available at: https://globalcanopy.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Task-Force-on-Nature-related-Financial-
Disclosures-Full-Report.pdf. 
7. Global Canopy. The Case for a Task Force on Nature-related Financial Disclosures. 2020. Available at: https://globalcanopy.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Task-Force-on-Nature-related-Financial-
Disclosures-Full-Report.pdf.

4
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6
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G L OS S A R Y

T E R M/ A C R ONY M/ A B R E V I A T I ON ME A NI NG

NA T U R E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 +  ( NA  1 0 0 + )

An investor engagement initiative to ensure that select
corporates take necessary action on biodiversity and natural
capital conservation, including a strategy for net biodiversity
loss, the inclusion of natural capital loss in risk assessments
and the establishment of biodiversity targets.

T C F D Task Force on Climate-Related Financial Disclosure

T NF D
Task Force on Nature-related Financial Disclosures



P A R T  I
 
 

C L I MA T E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 + :  L E V E R A G I NG
I NV E S T OR S  T O MA K E  A  P OS I T I V E  I MP A C T

PAGE |  12



B A C K G R O U N D

Investors are showing keen interest in
assessing which companies will end up on
the wrong side of climate history. Many
investors have started focusing on how
companies are positioned with regards to
climate action and net-zero transition.
Climate Action 100+ came into existence
as an investor initiative that aims to
ensure that the world's largest corporate
greenhouse gas emitters are taking
necessary steps to address the critical
issue of climate change. Has the initiative
been successful in achieving its goals?
How can Climate Action 100+ further drive
the change it has been advocating for?
More importantly, how should its role
evolve going forward? 

"Investors concerned about
climate change have never
been better organized,
thanks to Climate Action
100+...nor have they ever
had more success"
                 The Economist
                  May 30,2018
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F O U N D I N G  O F
C L I M A T E  A C T I O N
1 0 0 +

Launched in 2017, Climate Action 100+ is
now the largest-ever investor engagement
initiative on climate change. Its Secretariat
is run by five partner organizations - the
Asia Investor Group on Climate Change
(AIGCC), Ceres, the Investor Group on
Climate Change (IGCC), the Institutional
Investor Group on Climate Change (IIGCC)
and the Principles for Responsible
Investment (PRI). Climate Action 100+ 

brings together 167 global companies in
32 markets that have significant
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and/or
are deemed critical to the net-zero
emissions transition and to meeting the
objectives of the Paris Agreement. The
hope is that by engaging these target
companies, investors can leverage their
position into helping their portfolios meet
the challenge of net-zero and resilience-
proofing their way of business. 

The initiative began with the California
Public Employees’ Retirement System
(CalPERS) wondering if there was a more
sustainable way to decarbonize its
portfolio while still delivering on its
mission on behalf of 1.6 million public
employees. By identifying the worst
emitters in its portfolio and actively
engaging them, CalPERS laid the
foundation for what investors would do as
partners of Climate Action 100+. The five
partner organizations mentioned above,
together with five investor representatives 



from CalPERS, AustralianSuper, HSBC
Global Asset Management, Ircantec, and
Manulife Investment Management, form a
Global Steering Committee for the
initiative. The Steering Committee is
further supported by smaller working
groups, including Strategic Projects
Working Group, Engagement Coordination
Working Group, Communications Working
Group, Governance Working Group, and
the Fundraising Working Group.

From its inception, the literature and
interviews indicate that Climate Action
100+ has been shaped and led by its
participating investors who determine the
engagement strategy pursued with each
focus company and update the initiative
on progress. The joint organizers, with
their expertise in managing investor
networks, in turn support participating
investors, providing numerous forms of
guidance and leading regionally-focused
working groups. An important distinction
is that between investors, who are
involved as members of Climate Action
100+, and corporations (or investees),
which are focus companies selected for
engagement in the initiative. 

Climate Action 100+ members join the
initiative through a sign-on commitment,
and though no standard fee is paid by
each participant, members make ad-hoc
donations to each of the four
philanthropic partner organizations:
Climateworks Foundation, Children’s
Investment Fund Foundation, KR
Foundation, and Sea Change Foundation.
Climate Action 100+ is entirely financed
through these voluntary contributions,
donations from a variety of philanthropies
both publicly and anonymously, and the
five partner organizations which
contribute staff resources. The budget of
the initiative is currently kept confidential
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Governance -- strong governance
frameworks that provide clarity,
accountability, and oversight as to how
climate change will impact
corporations; 
Action -- take the needed actions to
reduce GHG emissions across the
supply chain in line with Paris
Agreement targets; and 
Disclosure -- enhance corporate
disclosure in line with Task force on
Climate-Related Financial Disclosure
(TCFD) guidelines

Summary Box 1. What does
Climate Action 100+ asks of its
members?

Three pillars have served as the group’s
“asks” of companies since its inception: 

1.

2.

3.

How an investor engages with a company
is determined by a number of company
characteristics, including its profile and
industry sector, the firm’s approach to
climate change to present, the regional
context, and how responsive it is to
investor engagement. 

8. Climate Action 100+. Progress Report. 2020. Available at: https://www.climateaction100.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/CA100-Progress-Report.pdf

8
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3 .  C L I MA T E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 + :  A  S Y S T E M OF
A C T OR S

4 .  T HE OR Y  OF  C HA NG E :  A C T I ONI NG
C L I MA T E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 +  A S K S

Holding one-on-one or group meetings with companies; 
Making joint statements with the company;
Making statements at a company annual general meeting (AGM); 
Supporting shareholder resolutions on climate change risk; 
Voting actions for climate accountability and against resolutions/actions that would backtrack on
organizational progress on climate change (for example, voting in favor of enhanced climate risk
disclosure, and voting against the re-election of directors who have failed in their accountability of climate
change risk). 

How Climate Action 100+ investors are interacting with the companies in their portfolios includes, but is not
limited to: 



PLACES TO INTERVENE IN A SYSTEM by
Donella Meadows (in increasing order of
effectiveness)

12. Constants, parameters, numbers (such
as subsidies, taxes, standards).

11. The sizes of buffers and other
stabilizing stocks and flows.

10. The structure of material stocks and
flows (such as transport networks,
population age structures).

9. The lengths of delays, relative to the
rate of system change. 

8. The strength of negative feedback
loops, relative to the impacts they are
trying to correct against. 

7. The gain around driving positive
feedback loops. 

6. The structure of information flows (who
does and does not have access to
information). 

5. The rules of the system (such as
incentives, punishments, constraints).

4. The power to add, change, evolve, or
self-organize system structure. 

3. The goals of the system. 

2. The mindset of paradigm out of which
the system - its goals, structure, rules,
delays, parameters - arises. 

1 . The power to transcend paradigms. 
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3 Opportunities for Climate Action
100+ Actors to Leverage the System
for Greater Effectiveness 
12. Constants, parameters, numbers:
Throughout our interviews, investors
reiterated the need for clear frameworks
and metrics by which they can hold their
companies, and themselves, accountable
for climate target-setting. The Climate
Action 100+ governance team has already
supplied much of what investors needed,
and will continue to produce new tools
and materials to help achieve Climate
Action 100+ goals, such as the recently
released net-zero company benchmark.  
Is target-setting a sufficient governance
tool in order to achieve the Climate Action
100+’s intended outcomes? Target-setting
can only be effective in conjunction with
other corporate sustainability best
practices: greater transparency,
disclosure, and corporate strategies that
actually change how business is done by
reducing emissions across operations, or
changing those operations entirely.   
 
5. The rules of the system: Steeper entry
hurdles could be one way to ensure
Climate Action 100+ members are not just
using coalition affiliation for their own
public gain, but rather are setting
measurable goals that they are
accountable for. 
 
2. The mindset or paradigm out of which
the system arises: The most difficult, but
systematically effective, place to intervene
in this system is what drives investing and
asset management in and of itself:
returns. How does Climate Action 100+
link real returns to tangible change in
practices? The paradigm shift would
require a reconceptualization of the
primacy of shareholder value as
articulated by Milton Friedman. 

9. Based on Donella Meadows’ Places to Intervene in a System. 
10. New York Times. A Friedman doctrine‐- The Social Responsibility Of Business Is to Increase Its Profits. 1970. Available at: https://www.nytimes.com/1970/09/13/archives/a-friedman-
doctrine-the-social-responsibility-of-business-is-to.html

9

10
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5 .  S WOT  A NA L Y S I S  OF  C L I MA T E  A C T I ON
1 0 0 +

Our review of the literature on Climate
Action 100+ progress as well interviews of
investors and climate experts resulted in
several key findings.
 
The Climate Action 100+ platform has
played a significant role in generating
momentum. The initiative strives to
provide stewardship and engagement
support to some of the highest-emitting
companies in the world. Our various
interviews highlighted how Climate Action
100+ caught the attention of many high-
profile investors. It served as a platform to
articulate a clear vision for what investors
expect out of the companies with regards
to climate action. It received an
overwhelming support from the investor
community as it built on a lot of previous
work in the field of climate investing and
further crystallized the main goals.

Climate Action 100+ was fueled by a large
body of investor engagement work that
preceded the initiative. Climate Action
100+ proved to be a much-needed
aggregator of initiatives as it was able to
communicate a set of baseline requests.
These requests included targets to be
adopted to achieve net zero emissions as
well as parameters to improve governance
as well as disclosures. The timing was
important as the Paris Agreement came
into force in November 2016 and the
TCFD working group put together a clear
reporting philosophical standard. As a
large community of investors were
becoming well versed with the topic of
climate change, Climate Action 100+
served as a platform that brought all
important stakeholders together to build a
huge infrastructure that involves 500+
institutions. Investees are 
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a large group of influential market actors
with a large combined market
capitalization ($ 10.3 trillion) that can
bring about potential change. With $52
trillion in assets under management, and
invested in 32 different markets, Climate
Action 100+ brings powerful actors
around the globe together under one
umbrella.

Some of our interviews also noted that the
initiative was successful in holding the
largest companies accountable. Despite
the regulatory environment and lack of
strong market signal, some of the largest
utilities and mining companies in North
America adopted net zero emissions and
attributed their adoption of targets to
Climate Action 100+. However, it is unclear
if some of these claims of corporate action
were spurred or supported by Climate
Action 100+ efforts, or occurred apart
from the coalition's efforts entirely.

From an advocacy perspective, the
initiative helped in gaining traction as
investor/company focus and interests
were clear, and not too complex. Given
that the COVID-19 pandemic has further
put a spotlight on climate change, this
momentum will grow even further in the
future.

Despite the success, there are various
aspects in which Climate Action 100+ can
be improved to meet its objectives. Some
of our interviews hinted that planning for
scale from the very beginning would have
been better. From the very beginning,
Climate Action 100+ defined clear goals in
terms of TCFD disclosures, emissions
reduction and governance. 

However, in the initial few years, there was
a lack of well-defined metrics/benchmark
that measures the performance of
companies. The Climate Action 100+ Net-
Zero Company Benchmark, which assesses
the performance of Focus Companies
against the three goals, was released
three years later, in March 2021. Climate
Action 100+ collaborated with Ernst &
Young in 2020 to design the Net-Zero
Company Benchmark. This benchmark
supports investors in understanding and
evaluating the targets and linked actions
of companies involved. The Climate Action
100+ Technical Advisory Group, including
Carbon Tracker Initiative (CTI),
InfluenceMap (IM), Transition Pathway
Initiative (TPI) and 2° Investing Initiative
(2DII) supported the development of the
benchmark. Some 159 companies were
assessed in the first round and many
companies are yet to be monitored using
the benchmark.

Target setting has not been ambitious
enough. Only 43% of Climate Action 100+
companies have set a net zero by 2050
target or ambition in some form, and only
51% have set a short-term (by 2025)
emission reduction target. That indicates
that there is still a significant proportion
of Climate Action 100+ companies that
have not set any climate targets at all.
Furthermore, these targets do not often
cover both the companies’ operational
scope 1 and 2 emissions, as well as the
most material upstream and downstream
scope 3 emissions. 

There is also misalignment between stated
Climate Action 100+ objectives and
operational activities. At a sector-

11. Bloomberg as of 15 December 2020. 
12. Climate Action 100+. Net-Zero Company Benchmark. 2021. Available at:. https://www.climateaction100.org/progress/net-zero-company-benchmark/

11
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level, Climate Action 100+ analysis
assessing companies in the oil and gas,
utilities, and transportation sectors show
gaps in companies’ planned capital
allocation and technology mix. For
example, despite 54% of Climate Action
100+ oil and gas Focus Companies having
a net-zero by 2050 target in some form,
analysis from Carbon Tracker shows 194
of the new oil and gas projects sanctioned
in 2020 are misaligned with the <1.75°C
climate scenario.  

Further, we also observed that clear
disclosure blind spots remain. CDP
analysis of Climate Action 100+
companies’ reported data found that while
Climate Action 100+ respondents
acknowledge exposure to a variety of
environmental risks, there exist blind
spots in corporate disclosure. These
include physical risks along value chains
for climate and forests and transition risks
for water. Further, through our research
we also found that there were certain
issues around target setting for various
regions as different regions have their
own climate priorities and interests.

Our interviews also highlighted some
inefficiencies around decision-making and
governance. As 5 equal partner
organizations managed the project,
responsibilities were initially not well
established. This sometimes resulted in
lack of onus and linked governance
problems. Some questions have been
raised around the mechanism used to
form the steering committee and whether
it resulted in effective decision making
around strategic priorities, governance
and infrastructure. Given the nature of the
global initiative, coordination between
different working groups can also prove to
be an issue at times.

Highlight publicly high-performing
companies and investors
Investors should carefully look into
advocacy strategies of companies they
invest in
Expand the benchmark to include all
companies of Climate Action 100+
Simplify and centralize the governance
mechanism, and clarify responsibilities
Develop different targets for different
regions
More efforts towards engaging with
companies in Asia and North America
Prepare sectoral and regional
strategies
Create internal company rankings
Raise threshold for approving new
members to ensure there are no free-
riders
Engage with more companies on the
demand side for fossil fuels  

Summary Box 2. 

Recommendations. To address
the existing gaps, Climate
Action 100+ should:

With these successes and gaps, the main
challenge for Climate Action 100+ is the
improvement of the existing framework in
order to make it more efficient and
impactful. For example, how to identify
best practices and ways to achieve the
targets within the existing timeline; what
tools to use to meet these goals; how to
address the gaps effectively; and which of
the Climate Action 100+ elements could
serve to build a similar effort that focuses
on nature and biodiversity? The literature 
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and insights from interviews point towards
a number of issues that Climate Action
100+ should reflect upon. 

Catalyzing the System
There are several ways to accelerate the
process to achieve Climate Action 100+
targets. Interviewees emphasized the
need to press with increased urgency. For
instance, a good example has already
been set by BlackRock, which holds the
boards accountable, or New York State,
which sells the stock or does not buy the
stock of companies that are performing
poorly on ESG factors. Highlighting
publicly high-performing companies and
investors that are sustainability leaders
could likely incentivize others, thus,
moving the market to be more responsive
to climate change.

Another aspect is for investors to look into
the advocacy strategy of companies they
invest in. It seems essential to analyze
companies’ lobbying efforts to determine
whether and how they align with the
climate strategy. Investment decisions
should, thus, to some extent, account for
advocacy policy. 

Meeting Climate Objectives

Overall, the achievement of climate
neutrality goals in the framework of
Climate Action 100+ is a dynamic,
constantly evolving process. With time,
new tools appear, which can be used to
address the existing gaps. One such tool is
the Net-Zero Asset Owner Alliance with its
ambition to drive sustainable economies,
which was announced at the UN
Secretary-General’s Climate Summit in
New York in September 2019. 

More recently, the Net Zero Company
Benchmark aims to assess the
performance of a set of focus companies
against three high-level goals: emissions
reduction, governance and disclosure.
There are currently 159 focus list
companies included in the assessment,
and more companies will be added in the 
 following assessment cycles. The
Benchmark has a potential to expand its
sectoral focus, for instance, to include
cement and energy companies, and
should aim to include all partnering
companies in the following assessment
cycle. 

Tools such as these should be utilized to
advance clear sectoral transition pathways
and targets. For instance, many of the
interviewed investors see them useful for
building a strong, data-backed business
case for companies in key sectors to meet
net-zero commitments. One of the
interviewed investors suggested “exploring
the sector of electric power companies
based in Europe and North America,
whose timeframe for net-zero goals by
2050 could be curtailed to 2030”.

Governance around Climate Action 100+
leaves some space for improvement. An
interviewed member of Climate Action 
 100+ admitted that “investors won’t say it,
but there is some politics throughout that
organization on how to run a partnership.
The more organizations the more
complicated it gets, and the more
territorial it gets”. Many agreed that the
governance mechanism is complex and
causes confusion due to multiple
coordinators and different approaches to
how the initiative should operate. It is not 

13. Bloomberg. BlackRock’s Latest Climate Instructions Come With a New Threat. 2021. Available at : https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2021-02-17/blackrock-s-latest-
climate-instructions-come-with-a-new-threat
14. UN Environment Programme Finance Initiative. Global asset owners setting and reporting on ambitious interim targets for net-zero emissions by 2050. 2021. Available at :
https://www.unepfi.org/net-zero-alliance/
15. Climate Action 100+. Climate Action 100+ adds to focus list of companies. 2021. Available at: https://www.climateaction100.org/news/climate-action-100-adds-to-focus-list-of-
companies/
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Climate Action 100+ could potentially
account for some aspects of nature, such
as land-use change. There is an important
overlap between nature and climate.
According to some investors “if net-zero
commitments are tailored only towards
climate change, and do not understand
the role of land-use change in GHG
emissions and target setting, they will not
accomplish their goals”. In a broader
perspective, the covid-19 pandemic has
shed light on the importance of nature-
related risks. Research shows that the
transmission of zoonotic diseases can be
linked to deforestation and land
degradation by exposing people to a
closer contact with wild animals, which
increases the risk of disease transmission
to humans. Further to that, nature-based
solutions are a smart investment strategy
more than ever before, as they mitigate
the negative impacts of economic crises,
contribute to creating jobs in new sectors
and attract investors to create more
business opportunities. It is important to
acknowledge that reducing global warming
to 1.5°C cannot be accomplished without
nature-based solutions.

One of the main factors that weakens the
credibility of Climate Action 100+ is
related to engagement targets and
commitment. Many of its members do not
have credible target strategies. For
instance, only 10% of focus companies
under Climate Action 100+ have clear
strategies to meet the scope 3 emissions
targets. In this context, taking action to
address the “greenwashing” problem is 

possible to access information that would
disclose internal status, roles, and
responsibilities of each partner
organization running the initiative. It can
be assumed, however, that a more
efficient coordination and a clear division
of responsibilities among the five partner
organizations would be a way to address
that challenge. For instance, assigning only
one coordinator, and filling this position
on a rotating basis such that a
representative from each partner
organization would have a chance to take
office, could improve governance
effectiveness. 

At the same time, an important aspect to
recognize for Climate Action 100+ is the
fact that companies in different countries
and regions of the world have their own
priorities and interests that heavily
depend on local circumstances. Therefore,
the initiative’s targets and assessment
should take this into consideration. On the
one hand, there should be different
targets set for developing and developed
countries, with more ambitious targets for
the latter. On the other hand, however,
Climate Action 100+ engages with only 34
Focus Companies based in Asia (USD 3.2
trillion market capitalization), whereas
there are 57 companies based in Europe
and 54 in North America (USD 2.9 and
USD 3.9 trillion market capitalization, 
 respectively). Given that two out of ten
largest global GHG emitters are China
(over 26% of global emissions) and the
United States (over 12% of global
emissions), more efforts should be
directed towards engaging with companies
in Asia and North America. 
  

16. World Resources Institutes. This Interactive Chart Shows Changes in the World’s Top 10 Emitters. 2020. Available at: https://www.wri.org/insights/interactive-chart-shows-
changes-worlds-top-10-emitters
17. Global Canopy. The Case for a Task Force on Nature-related Financial Disclosures. 2020. Available at: https://globalcanopy.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Task-Force-on-
Nature-related-Financial-Disclosures-Full-Report.pdf. 
18. Institute for European Environmental Policy. Nature-based solutions and their socio-economic benefits for Europe’s recovery. 2021. Available at:
https://ieep.eu/publications/nature-based-solutions-and-their-socio-economic-benefits-for-europe-s-
recovery#:~:text=Nature%2Dbased%20solutions%20can%20help,investors%20creating%20new%20business%20opportunities.
19. Climate Action 100+. Progress Report. 2020. Available at: https://www.climateaction100.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/CA100-Progress-Report.pdf
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necessary. Investors should reflect on an
approach that would ensure that
companies they invest in have a clear,
tangible, and measurable roadmap to
meet these targets. To push this idea
forward, Climate Action 100+ could
prepare sectoral strategies for key sectors
of engaged companies that would ensure
the alignment with the goals of the
initiative (currently, only a strategy for the
aviation sector has been published). This
could be further expanded to include
regional strategies, given the need for a
stronger focus on top largest global GHG
emitters. The Net-Zero Company
Benchmark would serve as a tool to
measure the sectoral and regional
progress against the designated strategic
goals. Further to that, members of Climate
Action 100+ should establish their own
internal company rankings to ensure
accountability of those companies.

Better accountability would not only
benefit meeting climate-neutrality goals
through companies, but also through
investors themselves. Increasing the
threshold for investors who wish to join
any of the five investor networks would
help to ensure that there are no free-
riders off the work done by hard-working,
committed investors. This is worth
considering particularly because the issue
was raised by interviewees, who noted
that joining the existing alliances under
the Climate Action 100+ umbrella is
currently relatively easy. One of them
argued that “investors who invest in coal
plants should not be allowed to enter
existing coalitions”. 

Lastly, the spectrum of global carbon
emissions consists of emissions coming
from the supply and the demand side for
fossil fuels. 

While the supply side focuses on
production, it represents roughly 15% of
global carbon emissions, as opposed to
the demand side that focuses on the use
and combustion of fossil fuels (see
Appendix G). Climate Action 100+ is
currently skewed towards the supply side
on the spectrum of global carbon
emissions, mostly focusing on production,
and fails to effectively address the
demand side, i.e., consumers and
manufacturers of products that consume
fossil fuels. Engaging with a larger number
of companies that are on the demand side
could significantly improve the overall
performance of the initiative. These could
include engaging with more companies in
the shipping sector (currently only one
company included), as well as airlines and
automobiles sectors (manufacturers of
products that use fossil fuels). 

Lessons for Nature 

Nature Action 100+ has to ensure that
there is a way to measure progress. It is
important to clearly describe the areas,
where the focus needs to be, set progress
goals on the year-to-year basis in order to
show outcomes. A replication of the
climate-focused benchmark, overviewed
by Transition Pathway Initiative, could
potentially create a similar tool for nature
and biodiversity. Additionally, it should be
determined where Nature Action 100
would be placed relative to Climate Action
100+: whether it would be a joint effort
(and if so, then how), a separate one, or
whether both could have a common
umbrella and a narrative. 

20. Our World in Data. Sector by sector: where do global greenhouse gas emissions come from?. 2020. Available at:
https://ourworldindata.org/ghg-emissions-by-sector
21. Global Canopy. The Case for a Task Force on Nature-related Financial Disclosures. 2020. Available at:
https://globalcanopy.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Task-Force-on-Nature-related-Financial-Disclosures-Full-
Report.pdf. 
22. Climate Action 100+. Net-Zero Company Benchmark. 2021. Available at:.
https://www.climateaction100.org/progress/net-zero-company-benchmark/
23.  Transition Pathway Initiative. The TPI tool. 2021. Available at :
https://www.transitionpathwayinitiative.org/#:~:text=The%20Transition%20Pathway%20Initiative%20(TPI,TPI%20tool%
20is%20available%20here.
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T OWA R D S  A  NA T UR E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 + :  G OA L S ,
G OV E R NA NC E ,  A ND  I MP L E ME NT A T I ON



This section defines goals for the Nature Action 100+ initiative, and explores governance options,
implementation strategies, limitations, and best practices identified during the course of research. 

Nature Action 100+ is a proposed investor engagement mechanism to protect natural capital and
biodiversity. The initiative will position investors to engage with Focus Companies (see Part III of
this report for details on the specific companies and the methodology used to select them) in high
impact and dependency sectors to influence their action on specific biodiversity issues. By directly
entering into discussions with companies on biodiversity issues, investors can establish
productive relationships that can help push companies to more actively protect biodiversity. This
influence increases as multiple investors with like goals speak with a unified voice. The key
difference between Nature Action 100+ and other existing initiatives on biodiversity for investors
(see Appendices E and F) is its explicit focus on and identification of companies that have the
potential to do the most damage to biodiversity.

Nature Action 100+ will involve various actors; the four below groups will be the most critical.

BACKGROUND
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Medium-term: Net zero loss of biodiversity; and
Longer-term: New positive impact on biodiversity.

Targeted engagement and accountability from investors;
Awareness and education; 
Reporting and measurement; and
Advocacy for stronger regulation.

Summary Box 1.

Goals
Biodiversity is a critical risk factor for the planet, but also for investors. As a result, it is
increasingly becoming a factor considered by investors when allocating capital. Nature Action
100+ is intended to give investors a platform to push companies that are most impactful to
biodiversity (“Focus Companies”, as detailed in Part III) towards a clear, easily understandable
set of targets over the medium- and long-term:

Along with a deliberate selection of Focus Companies (see Part III), four primary pillars will
enable Climate Action 100+ to achieve its ambitious goal:

Required steps to establish these pillars are detailed in this section; recommendations on an
associated governance framework to support the pillars are detailed in Section 2.2.
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2 .  NA T U R E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 +  G OA L S  A ND
G OV E R NA NC E

2 . 1 .  G OA L S

PiInvestors are increasingly considering
biodiversity as a risk factor that can
impact the financial performance of
companies. Nature Action 100+ is
intended to be a platform through which
investors can articulate a clear vision for
what they expect of Focus Companies with
regard to biodiversity in order to decrease
the risk of financial impacts.
The overarching objective of Nature Action
100+ is to position investors to push
Focus Companies to work towards
straightforward, easily understood goals
that can be expanded and locally tailored
in the future, as needed:
·Net zero loss of biodiversity in the
medium-term; and
·Net positive impact on biodiversity in the
long-term.

Nature Action 100+ will also allow
investors to engage Focus Companies on
specific biodiversity impacts – e.g.,
habitats, species, water – based on the
sector and the investor’s interests.
Nature Action 100+ will work through four
main pillars of action to achieve these
goals.
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Pillar 1 - Engagement on Accountability
and action

Investors will use Nature Action 100+ as a
collective action tool to engage with Focus
companies on biodiversity issues and hold
them accountable for meeting specified
nature related goals. Nature Action 100+
member corporations will be held
accountable for action to meet specified
nature related goals within an appropriate
time frame.

Pillar 2 - Awareness and Education

Nature Action 100+ will gather like-minded
investors, which highlights biodiversity as
a topic which the investment community
needs to consider as both a risk and an
opportunity. 

Pillar 3 - Reporting and Measurement

Nature Action 100+ will play a role in
advocating for development and adoption
of biodiversity-specific reporting and
measurement frameworks used to
disclose biodiversity data. 

Pillar 4 - Regulation 

Nature Action 100+ will play a role in
advocating for stronger regulation of
biodiversity practices at companies in
sectors with high biodiversity impacts and
dependencies. 

Engagement is the pillar through which
investors directly interface with Focus
Companies. Among other things,
engagement between investors and Focus
Companies will promote the need to
include biodiversity in company strategic
plans and decision-making and help to 

Awareness: If more investors have
awareness of the risks and
opportunities around biodiversity loss,
Nature Action 100+ may be able to
attract more members and have a
stronger united front for engaging with
Focus Companies.

Reporting and measurement: Nature
Action 100+ can encourage Focus
Companies to adopt better reporting
and measurement tools, leading to
better and more transparent
measurement and disclosure of
biodiversity information. For example,
in collaboration with initiatives like the
Task Force on Nature-related Financial
Disclosures (TNFD), Nature Action
100+ can enable companies to assess
their financial and strategic plans
against a range of biodiversity loss
scenarios and improve decision-
making.

Regulation: Stronger regulation of
biodiversity practices will amplify the
results that Nature Action 100+ is
driving towards and help drive
improvement in Focus Companies’
(along with companies outside of the
focus list) biodiversity practices. 

encourage regular dialogue on
biodiversity. Engagement can also
encourage adoption of specific sector
policies to reduce biodiversity impact such
as deforestation, marine habitat loss, etc.

The other pillars provide Nature Action
100+ with a framework to support better
engagement between investors and Focus
Companies.
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Why would Nature Action 100+ be important
for Focus Companies? 

Economic activities are causing
unprecedented declines in biodiversity. As
a result, biodiversity risk – and nature loss
risk more broadly – is steadily becoming a
higher impact and probability risk for
companies that cannot be ignored. 

The initial Focus Companies identified for
Nature Action 100+ are those that are
most dependent on and impactful to
biodiversity. This high dependency puts
their economic activity, and resulting
financial performance, at risk as a result of
biodiversity loss. In this sense, Nature
Action 100+ is risk management for Focus
Companies, who are positioned to
recognize the benefits of actions to
protect biodiversity and of more
sustainable practices. 

Nature Action 100+ could also fulfil the
fiduciary duty of companies to their
stakeholders. The landscape of the
fiduciary duty is in transition as the role of
business as agents of social responsibility
expands from solely making financial
benefits to their shareholders. This
expanded view of fiduciary duty is adding
importance on how companies interpret
their relationship with the environments
that operate with and within. 

What are the actions that are required of
Nature Action 100+ Focus Companies?

Understanding the dependency and
exposure to biodiversity risk is the first
step towards identifying opportunities to
mitigate the harm or transition to more
sustainable activities. By incorporating
biodiversity into business model risk 

Identify sector-specific goals, such as
zero deforestation; and
Align with the proposed Corporate
Biodiversity Goals developed by the
Joint Nature Conservation Committee
which include:

Embedding biodiversity into
decision making;
Reducing impacts and promoting
sustainable use in operations and
supply chains; 
Improving the status of
biodiversity;
Enhancing the benefits society
draws from biodiversity; and
Increasing stakeholder engagement
support and knowledge sharing.

assessment, decision-making, and
disclosure practices, Focus Companies can
become leaders as they drive towards net-
zero biodiversity loss. 

Along with overarching activities to
achieve net zero loss of biodiversity in the
medium-term and net positive impact on
biodiversity in the long-term, Focus
Companies will also be encouraged to:



Assessment of exposure of the companies' activities to biodiversity dependency and their
impacts on biodiversity and biodiversity-related risks. 
Setting biodiversity-related targets. These targets would be related to reducing or avoiding
negative impacts from their activities and shifting and promoting biodiversity-positive
actions to restore and regenerate biodiversity.
Incorporate biodiversity into decision-making in their business model.
Monitoring and evaluating performance against biodiversity targets.
Disclosure and transparency of biodiversity-related impacts. 

Call out box 1. 

Steps to incorporate biodiversity protection in ongoing activities
Based on the lessons learned from Climate Action 100+ and other existing frameworks such as
UNEP and the Joint Nature Conservation Committee, we propose the following 5 steps that
companies could take to incorporate biodiversity protection in their activities:

1.

2.

3.
4.
5.
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Why would Nature Action 100+ be important
for investors?

For investors, a range of changes in nature
– such as droughts, erosion, invasive
species, air pollution, and contamination
of water bodies and soil – have had
identifiable adverse financial effects, for
example through declines in real estate or
stock prices, or bank defaults. The COVID-
19 pandemic, which has its roots in
disrupted ecosystems, has also had global
macroeconomic and financial implications.
Biodiversity loss endangers ecosystemic
services, which threatens both society and
businesses that depend on them, and in
turn investors and insurers that rely on a
well-functioning economy. By considering
their nature risk, investors will be better
equipped to devise solutions that will
protect their portfolios in an era of
accelerating environmental change, as well
as to identify potential opportunities
around solutions provision and new
products.

Nevertheless, few investors know how to
incorporate these considerations and
implement measurable biodiversity-linked
targets to assess the impact of their
investments on biodiversity loss. The
interest on biodiversity is accompanied by
some challenges, including lack of
knowledge and awareness around the
importance of incorporating biodiversity
risks into investment decisions; lack of
clear regulation frameworks at the
intersection of finance and biodiversity;
lack of expertise at the investor level to
promote data availability; and
measurement frameworks to value natural
capital adequately. By incorporating
biodiversity loss and opportunities into
investment decisions and financial models,
investors will encounter structural
advantages, such as more sustainable
financing with enhanced risk assessment,
stronger company brand, more satisfied
customers and staff, and a culture of
innovation. 24

24. Ecogain. Ecogain Biodiversity Index: The state of biodiversity and business in the Nordic countries. 2020. Available at: https://www.ecogain.se/s/Ecogain_Biodiversity_Index_2020.pdf 

https://www.ecogain.se/s/Ecogain_Biodiversity_Index_2020.pdf
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Does the organization have a strategy to get to net zero biodiversity loss, and ultimately net
positive impact on biodiversity?
Does the organization have biodiversity policies in place?
Does the organization currently track, measure, and report on their biodiversity footprint or
impact?
Does the organization include biodiversity loss in their risk assessments?
Is there a specific team devoted to biodiversity?
Is there a member on the board of directors that has adequate experience and knowledge
regarding biodiversity? 

Call out box 2. 
Key questions investors should be asking Focus Companies
Investors need to be asking tactical questions through the engagement process to understand
Focus Company progress towards the goal of net zero biodiversity loss. For example: 

1.

2.
3.

4.
5.
6.

  7. Is there a board committee that considers biodiversity as part of their responsibility? 

In addition to the fiduciary duty of
companies, investors also need to
interpret their relationship with the
environments that operate with and
within. The unique position of the investor
as an interested and invested party in the
performance of companies makes it so
that engagement is a critical tool for
change. Via Nature action 100+, investors
could be more active in their engagement
strategies, and be wielded to influence
biodiversity friendly behaviors across a
portfolio. 

What are the actions that are required of
Nature Action 100+ investors?

One key question that must be answered
in the construction of Nature Action 100+
is how to determine types of investors
that will be allowed or asked to participate
in the initiative. In particular, whether to
limit inclusion to investors that meet or
exceed specific requirements or behaviors
tied to biodiversity. Our recommendation
is that Nature Action 100+ initially allow
any interested investor to join in order to
build momentum, and later implement a 

tiered system where investors are
recognized to different degrees based on
biodiversity actions they have taken. 
The “open tent” approach to investor
inclusion – which is similar to that adopted
by Climate Action 100+ – has the
substantial benefit of materially reducing
the burden on investors that may be
interested in joining. This is particularly
important for Nature Action 100+ given
the criticality of developing enough scale
to influence Focus Companies. However,
there are downsides to this approach.
Most notably, enabling all investors to join
– regardless of any evidence of a
demonstrated commitment to decreasing
biodiversity loss – may position bad actors
to join exclusively for the purpose of
greenwashing (i.e., to create an
appearance that they are taking action on
environmental issues without driving any
material progress).

On the opposite side of the inclusion
spectrum, Nature Action 100+ could
create a set of specific requirements to 
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Is part of an existing investor network on biodiversity
Assesses biodiversity risk as part of their portfolio analysis
Calculates their biodiversity footprint, including the footprint of the investee companies
where available
Reports publicly on biodiversity considerations in its portfolio
Has made a public commitment to protect biodiversity

dictate whether to allow a new investor to join. For example, if the investor:

The material disadvantage of this latter approach is the requirements may turn investors away
from the initiative by creating barriers to enter. Turning away interested investors could result in
difficulties getting the initiative off the ground and could impact the time to reach scale. 

Given these conflicting impacts, we recommend that Nature Action 100+ adopt a staggered
approach. Initially, any interested investor should be allowed to join, as the downsides of
potential greenwashing are outweighed by the scale and momentum benefits of the “open tent”
policy. Later, the initiative should employ a tiered model where investors self-select into
different groups depending on what action they are willing to take on biodiversity (based on the
requirements noted above). This will allow the initiative to both gain rapid traction while also
positioning it to explicitly emphasize the most involved, dedicated, and impactful investors once
it has become better established.  
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Nature Action 100+ is absorbed into Climate Action 100+
Nature Action 100+ is a separate initiative under the umbrella of Climate Action 100+
Nature Action 100+ is a separate initiative independent of Climate Action 100+
Climate Action 100+ is a separate initiative under the umbrella of Nature Action 100+

Address strategic weaknesses in Climate Action 100+ (e.g., unclear governance structure
that drives confusion among participants); 
Better position itself to partner with existing biodiversity-focused initiatives (e.g., Finance for
Biodiversity);
Attract biodiversity-focused investors specifically; and
Position itself as a key steppingstone to enable the five major anthropogenic drivers of
biodiversity (changes in land and sea use; species overexploitation; climate change;
pollution; and, invasive species and diseases) to be addressed over time by targeted
initiatives. 

Summary box 2. 
Governance
Establishing an effective governance structure will be a critical component that will impact the
success – or failure – of Nature Action 100+. One of the first steps in developing this structure
is to determine how Nature Action 100+ should be aligned with Climate Action 100+, and how
(and whether) the two initiatives should coordinate actions and governance. 
Four standalone governance structures are considered in this paper:

1.
2.
3.
4.

Weighing the potential benefits and costs of the options – the descriptions, pros, cons of which
are detailed in the following sections – we recommend that option 3 (Nature Action 100+ is a
separate initiative independent of Climate Action 100+) be adopted. This recommendation will
allow Nature Action 100+ to:

Additional steps detailed later in this report include formalizing the initiative’s decision-making
process, accountability mechanisms, membership rules, funding mechanisms, and others.
There is also a need for further exploration of potential conflicts of interest – these should be
carefully considered in future reports and analysis.

2 . 2 .  G OV E R NA NC E

 

Nature Action 100+ is absorbed into Climate Action 100+
Nature Action 100+ is a separate initiative under the umbrella of Climate Action 100+

Biodiversity loss and climate change have been described as twin crises that are distinct from
each other yet closely interrelated. As such, initiatives that aim to address one of these issues
can learn much from those that have tried to address the other, which is why a potential Nature
Action 100+ should pay close attention to the Climate Action 100+ endeavor. Through the
course of our research, we heard from many investors that getting governance right is key to a
successful investor initiative. Investment professionals have many competing priorities in their
day-to-day work, so an initiative such as Nature Action 100+ needs to be effectively
administered to ensure maximum participation and impact. 

This section will explore the advantages and disadvantages of the different options for
governance and leadership of Nature Action 100+. The interviews conducted with investors
uncovered diverse viewpoints on the issue of Nature Action 100+ governance. We have
examined four options for program administration in detail:

1.
2.

25. Tobin-de la Puente & Mitchell, 2021, p.207; Farber, 2015, p.841.  

25



    3. Nature Action 100+ is a separate initiative independent of Climate Action 100+
    4. Climate Action 100+ is a separate initiative under the umbrella of Nature Action 100+

detailed below, the first two options represent the most straightforward and rapid deployment
paths, given the high reliance on existing Climate Action 100+ infrastructure. Option 3 is more
complex but will robustly position Nature Action 100+ for future growth and success. Option 4,
while novel, is likely more challenging given expected concerns and pushback from existing
participants in Climate Action 100+. We recommend utilizing option 3 (Nature Action 100+ is a
separate initiative independent of Climate Action 100+). 
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Call Out Box 3
Advantages and Disadvantages of Governance Options

Option 1: Nature Action 100+ is absorbed into Climate Action 100+ 

Climate Action 100+ could incorporate some aspects of nature into the existing structure.
Though all interviewees recognized nature action as important, some expressed concerns about
building a separate initiative to address them. Among the reasons given against a separate
Nature Action 100+ was a predicted difficulty in attracting sufficient new members that have a
strong interest in nature action to offset the costs. Nature remains a relatively new topic outside
of the conservation realm and therefore currently lacks the traction of climate. 



This perceived lag in awareness and knowledge led multiple interviewees to suggest temporarily
incorporating it into Climate Action 100+ while the gap closes and commitments are made
towards preserving biodiversity at the investor level. They proposed incorporating some aspects
of nature that fit into the climate agenda, and could be calibrated to be part of Climate Action
100+. To that end, there could be a secondary nature-oriented target list of Focus Companies
that are wrapped around the existing one, or a single platform with different target lists.

The main advantage of doing this is that the climate initiative has already developed an
infrastructure, framework, and signatories, all of which could potentially accelerate the nature-
focused efforts. Some of the participants and supporters of Climate Action 100+ would likely be
interested in incorporating nature-related aspects into their agenda, and having nearly full
participation from the existing Climate Action 100+ investors would give significant momentum
to a new nature initiative.

However, there are also considerable disadvantages. Many interviewed investors perceive
Climate Action 100+ as an already complex mechanism, where adding biodiversity metrics and
targets could make it less efficient and effective. The risk observed in this scenario is that the
nature aspects of the program will not get enough attention as investors already concentrate
their effort on climate; or, conversely, nature initiatives will take the attention away from climate.
A final and significant disadvantage is that the methodology from Part III shows that the
companies that need to be targeted through a biodiversity loss initiative differ from those in
Climate Action 100+, resulting in a missed opportunity to engage the most critical companies for
biodiversity conservation if the initiatives are combined. Using the methodology from Part III,
there are 49 Focus Companies that overlap between the two initiatives when considering the
companies that have the highest impact on nature, and only 12 Focus Companies that overlap
when considering the companies with the highest dependencies on nature, giving evidence to
why it may not be the strongest option to combine the two initiatives in the long run.
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Option 2: Nature Action 100+ is a separate initiative under the umbrella of Climate Action 100+

Nature Action 100+ could be structured as a separate initiative which sits under the umbrella of
Climate Action 100+. Nature Action 100+ would bring in new partnership organizations that have
a focus on biodiversity and a variety of geographic representation. A new Global Steering
Committee for Nature Action 100+ would be established with the biodiversity partner
organizations and representation from Climate Action 100+ for consistency.

The main advantage of this option is that the framework used for Climate Action 100+ has been
proven successful at scale. Adopting the same framework and operating under the umbrella of
Climate Action 100+ would allow Nature Action 100+ to benefit from the processes already in
place for running engagement strategies and administrative aspects such as branding and
marketing. The Climate Action 100+ brand could bring validity to this new initiative from the start
and help it successfully launch. All of these things are likely to increase the speed and efficiency
with which Nature Action 100+ could get off the ground, which is in itself an advantage. 

A concern with this option is that the organizations involved with Climate Action 100+ may have
inadequate human and financial resources to designate a sufficiently-robust second team to
deal with the nature issue exclusively. This dilution of resources could lead to the new initiative
being overshadowed by the existing Climate Action 100+, or indeed the opposite; distract
attention away from Climate Action 100+. Many investors noted that governance needs to be
well organized for the initiative to be effective, and one concern is that having the same
organizations spearheading both programs may lead to a decline in the quality or efficiency of
administration. A second disadvantage is that it commits Nature Action 100+ to closely aligning
with how Climate Action 100+ runs its program, which does not allow Nature Action 100+ to be
strategic in addressing weaknesses identified with Climate Action 100+. Overall, there are
significant advantages and disadvantages to this option and there is not a clear side that
dominates.
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Option 3: Nature Action 100+ is a separate
initiative independent of Climate Action
100+

Nature Action 100+ could be a separate
initiative from Climate Action 100+. Given
how complex the existing climate initiative
is, and the issues associated with that, it
might be more straightforward to build a
new platform. From a practical point of
view, having a separate initiative, which
would be comprehensive, might make
sense in order to bring together all
biodiversity and nature-related targets
and metrics into one place. 

Breaking off from Climate Action
100+opens the door for Nature Action
100+ to establish a joint partnership with
existing biodiversity initiatives. For
example, Finance for Biodiversity Pledge is
an initiative launched in 2020 that has
engagement with companies as a key pillar
of its work. Nature Action 100+ could
serve as the mechanism for Finance for
Biodiversity Pledge investors to engage
with Focus Companies. Other
organizations with existing investor
networks, such as Principles for
Responsible Investment, may have a
subset of investors that are expressing
interest in biodiversity and may be
interested in teaming up with Nature
Action 100+ to deploy engagement
strategies.

Many environmental experts underscored
the necessity to present nature as a
distinct area from climate. Further to that,
they point out that nature has, in fact, a
broader umbrella than climate. The five
major anthropogenic drivers of
biodiversity loss are identified by the
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform 

on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
(IPBES) and ranked in terms of largest
relative impact on ecosystems, as follows:
changes in land and sea use; species
overexploitation; climate change;
pollution; and, invasive species and
diseases.

Focus Companies enlisted in Climate
Action 100+ primarily address climate
change. Though the close interrelations
between these five drivers are recognized,
each warrant independent consideration,
for each driver hosts individual causes and
solutions. Examining the Focus Companies
identified in Part III of this report, the
overlap between Climate Action 100+ and
Nature Action 100+ is sufficiently low to
infer that the scope of biodiversity loss is
broader and to focus on only one or some
of the many drivers would ultimately dilute
the objective. An initiative that
acknowledges all five drivers is therefore
justified. 

Another argument in favor of a standalone
Nature Action 100+ is that climate and
nature actions can be conflicting and thus,
if merged, they may offset each other. For
instance, the push for renewable energy
sources as substitutes to carbon-intensive
energy sources has, to some extent,
contributed to biodiversity loss. Cases of
this include hydropower projects that
have caused severe river habitat
fragmentation and even destruction of
entire ecosystems via upstream flooding.
Similarly, the threats posed by wind
turbines on migratory bird and bat
populations, many of which are
considered keystone species in their
ecosystems, have been widely
documented. Though urgent  

26.  IPBES, 2019, p.17 
27. WWF Living Planet Report, 2020, p.20
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decarbonization of economies is encouraged, these concerns further evidence the potential
discord in interests between the two initiatives.

A final argument in favor of a standalone initiative is that it allows Nature Action 100+ to chart
its own course, separately from Climate Action 100+. Separating the two initiatives would give
Nature Action 100+ the opportunity to evolve into a program that is best fit for taking action on
biodiversity loss. Being separate from Climate Action 100+ would allow biodiversity experts to
craft a program that will best be able to meet the initial goal of net zero biodiversity loss and
future goal of net positive impact on biodiversity.

An argument against this option is that starting a brand-new initiative would take significant
time and resources to set up and develop a reputation, and even longer until there are
demonstrable results. Defining which organizations should be leaders is challenging and
finalizing governance and operational processes without the groundwork of Climate Action
100+ would take time and resources, which may not be readily available in the timeframe
needed. Additionally, there is a risk that if the two initiatives are separate, they may be
actioning contradictory solutions to the detriment of both goals - for example, wind turbines
can have negative impacts on biodiversity, so Nature Action 100+ might be trying to encourage
other options, but turbines provide clean energy so Climate Action 100+ would likely be
promoting this technology. 
 

Option 4: Climate Action 100+ is a separate initiative under the umbrella of Nature Action 100

Climate Action 100+ could eventually be incorporated into Nature Action 100+. This option
considers Climate Action 100+ as a separate initiative under the umbrella of Nature Action
100+. It recognizes the enormous complexity of the environmental crisis and the systemic
insufficiencies of focusing primarily on GHG emissions (the driver of Climate Action 100+) to
solve it. Instead, this option proposes an alternative approach where the overarching goal is to
preserve nature in its totality. This stems from the five anthropogenic drivers that contribute to
biodiversity loss, only one of which is the changing climate caused by GHG emissions. As such, a
Nature Action 100+ blanket initiative that advocates for net zero biodiversity loss must, by
default, address corporate emissions that contribute to climate change. In addition to a climate
subgroup, there could be others targeting companies whose damaging activities relate to the
remaining four drivers and escape the reach of Climate Action 100+. For example, those that
contribute to species overexploitation or that cause pollution.  



Under this structure, a Nature Action 100+ Steering Committee would be responsible for
coordinating the different subgroups to ensure there are no competing forces. The viability of
this option, including its governance, advantages, and disadvantages, warrants further analysis in
future studies. 
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2 . 3 .  L E A R NI NG S  F R OM C L I MA T E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 +

Precisely identifying appropriate Focus Companies using simple criteria; 
Identifying clear, common goals; 
The ability to increase the level of ambition over time; and,
Clearly demonstrating the impact to investors of the targeted risk factors.

Ensuring centralized management with a clear line of accountability;
Building a process that better positions latecomers to integrate into the initiative;
Acknowledging and adapting to geographical distinctions; 
Recognizing the impact of “leakage”, and pushing regulators and investors to adopt policies
that punish firms guilty of adopting policies that drive it; and,
Structuring the initiative so that investors can not only set increasingly ambitious goals, but
also continuously incentivize Focus Companies to meat or exceed those goals. 

Summary box 3.

Climate Action 100+ learnings

Climate Action 100+ presents several key learnings for Nature Action 100+ both in areas where it
succeeded, and in shortfalls that create potential opportunities for refinement.
Key strengths that Nature Action 100+ should strive to emulate include:

Interviewees also identified several shortfalls and concerns with Climate Action 100+ that
represent opportunities for Nature Action 100+:
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100 Focus Companies with the largest
volume of direct and indirect scope 1,
2, and 3 emissions; and
67 ‘+’ list companies nominated by
investors given their specific ability to
drive the clean energy transition; their
exposure to climate-related financial
risk; or because they are crucial at a
regional or national level.

Many of the strengths of Climate Action
100+ stem from its precision in identifying
initial participants. These were selected by
employing two relatively simple criterion:

1.

2.

The combined 167 companies account for
over 80% of global corporate GHG
emissions.

This selection process allowed the
platform to bring together the most
relevant stakeholders, which in turn
helped identify common clear goals.
Participating interviewees generally
praised this clarity in goal-setting as
another of the initiative’s strong suits, and
it allows investors to continue pushing the
Steering Committee to make goals even
more ambitious. Ultimately, this led to
tangible results, as Focus Companies
adopted concrete climate actions,
including building resilient infrastructure,
even at a time when there were no clear
regulatory and market signals.

A Nature Action 100+ must be equally
accurate in its selection criteria of Focus
Companies as well as in its goal-setting
and measurement of progress. This
requires clearly delineated focus areas
and setting annual milestones in order to
show outcomes. To that end, the Net-Zero
Company Benchmark could inspire a
similar standard for nature and
biodiversity. Admittedly, the identification 

process for Climate Action 100+, as well as
the critical actions that corporate actors
must take to align with the Paris
Agreement emission goals to mitigate
climate change, are both relatively
straightforward. However, when it comes
to protecting nature, the links between
corporate actions and biodiversity loss are
considerably more intractable, in part
because of the latter’s multifactorial
essence. This makes it difficult what
percentage of biodiversity loss the 100+
Focus Companies are responsible for with
the current data available. 

The Nature Action 100+ initiative must
therefore ensure that investors similarly
perceive deteriorated nature – including
biodiversity loss – as detrimental to their
best interests and share the motivation to
engage Focus Companies on their harmful
practices. Numerous studies have
estimated that over half of global GDP
depends on high-functioning ecosystems
(i.e: microorganisms essential for soil
fertility), implying this connection should
not be difficult to make once awareness
efforts are underway. 

In regards to governance, Nature Action
100+ stands to benefit from having
centralized management with a clear-line
of accountability. This recommendation
stems from interviewees’ concerns relating
to the inefficiencies around the decision-
making process of Climate Action 100+,
which were mainly brought about by
having five equal partner organizations
managing the project. Similarly,
latecomers to the initiative found it
difficult to integrate into engagement
groups that were already set up, spawning
the need for a more inclusive approach.

28. Identified using CDP modelled and reported data.
29. Climate Action 100+. Progress Report. 2019. Available at: https://climateaction100.files.wordpress.com/2019/10/progressreport2019.pdf
30. Climate Action 100+. Progress Report. 2019. Available at: https://climateaction100.files.wordpress.com/2019/10/progressreport2019.pdf
31. Climate Action 100+. Net-Zero Company Benchmark. 2021. Available at:. https://www.climateaction100.org/progress/net-zero-company-benchmark/
32. Tobin-de la Puente & Mitchell, 2021, p.207
33. Tobin-de la Puente & Mitchell, 2021, p.207
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For biodiversity even more so than climate, different companies in different regions will have
unique priorities and interests. Climate Action 100+ could have benefited from a more efficient
allocation of resources and time instead of trying to establish common and standardized
grounds, a concern that is likely to be aggravated when dealing with the more complex and
localized problems of biodiversity loss and ecosystem collapse. Acknowledging geographical
distinctions and adapting to these is therefore encouraged. 

Relatedly, in Climate Action 100+ the fear of free-riders remains latent, as does the broader
issue of carbon leakage to companies outside the initiative. Though carbon leakage is an issue
associated with carbon policies, lessons can nonetheless be learned from the risks of acting
unilaterally and with different stringency between jurisdictions. If Focus Companies adhere to
strict nature regulations that competitors outside the list must not, then this can lead to a
similar type of ‘leakage’. These matters should be recognized when envisioning Nature Action
100+.

A final important challenge of Climate Action 100+ pertains to the difficulties investors have had
incentivizing Focus Companies to continuously improve and keep delivering as goals become
more ambitious. As biodiversity loss inevitably accentuates in the years to come, driven by
centuries of systemic inertia, the challenges of preventing spillover effects from nature
degradation will also increase. As a result, Nature Action 100+ Focus Companies will probably be
faced with similar demands to rapidly expand on their deliverables. Interviewees supported the
idea of clear and immediate escalation tactics to address this issue.

2 . 4 .  L E A R NI NG S  F R OM E X I S T I NG  B I OD I V E R S I T Y
E F F OR T S

Including forward-looking estimates (vs. backwards looking assessments) of physical,
transitional, and systemic biodiversity loss in risk and valuation methodologies is key;
Investors are better able to identify where changes are most needed when their attention is
focused on the impacts of their activities on nature;
Footprinting methods can be highly effective; and
Location-specific analysis is critical for natural capital assessment; however, there are
substantial challenges in collecting and distributing this data. 

Summary box 4
Learnings from existing biodiversity efforts

Existing efforts targeting biodiversity risk typically focus on specific risks (e.g., deforestation)
rather than Nature Action 100+’s more ambitious goal of addressing global biodiversity risk
more broadly. However, they still present ample learnings for Nature Action 100+, such as:

Nature Action 100+ will be most effective if it can take these and other learnings into account
when developing governance and enforcement mechanisms. It should also opportunistically
develop mutually beneficial partnerships with existing initiatives, such as with the TNFD
framework (whose quantitative metrics will be crucial building blocks for Nature Action 100+)
and the Finance for Biodiversity Pledge (which could collaborate with Nature Action 100+ when
developing their 2024 commitment plans).
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The existing biodiversity efforts have
provided an enabling environment for
biodiversity finance. There are both public
and private data providers which provide
biodiversity related data. Under regional
and global initiatives, there are
biodiversity alliances that gather private
entities to commit to biodiversity-related
initiatives. Appendices E and F contains a
series of available biodiversity data
providers and biodiversity finance working
groups, which Nature Action 100+
investors might be interested in examining
further to understand best practices.

What can Nature Action 100+ learn from
existing biodiversity efforts? 

Through existing biodiversity efforts,
groups of investors that are collaborating
to tackle biodiversity loss and others are
indirectly addressing biodiversity risk
through adoption of specific sector
policies (e.g., palm oil and deforestation).
However, the review uncovered that there
is still limited awareness of and few
commitments to biodiversity at the
investor level. 

Factoring biodiversity loss into risk
and valuation: Investors have primarily
focused on biodiversity loss due to acute
events, but less attention has been paid to
how business activities are fundamentally
reliant on biodiversity to produce goods
and services. Analysis from the Natural
Capital Coalition finds that investors are
not identifying which assets, governments,
or companies are most exposed to natural
capital risk. Investors are increasingly
seeking the tools and strategies needed
for actively managing biodiversity
portfolios in ways that address
performance risk. 

Physical risk, which arises from chronic
depletion of natural resources and
acute natural events, arising from
weakened ecosystems, and leading to
disruptions to businesses’ production
processes or to demand. 
Transition risk, which is the risk that
businesses suffer financially due to
stronger policies or social norms that
penalize the direct or indirect harm
that their production processes or
products have on nature.
Systemic risk, which is the risk
undertaken by humanity at-large as
destruction of natural habitats brings
people in closer contact with wild
animals and thereby increases the
likelihood of pathogen transmission to
humans (zoonosis). The COVID-19
pandemic is a clear example of
systemic risk. Additionally, system risk
encompasses the risk inherent in the
role nature plays in the vital links that
support human life. For example, a
widespread loss of pollinators has
drastic implications for global food
security. 

These nature-related financial risks
include, but are not limited to:

Factoring forward-looking in risk
assessment: The current risk assessment
practices by the investors that consider
current dependencies or historical trends
(or a combination of both) can lead to
mispricing of nature-related financial risks,
as these risks have only relatively recently
started to materialize. Other methods,
which involve forward-looking, are needed
for sustainable risk management practice.
 

34. PRI. Investor action on biodiversity: discussion paper. 2020. Available at: https://www.unpri.org/sustainability-issues/environmental-social-and-governance-
issues/environmental-issues/biodiversity. 
35. Trucost. Natural Capital at Risk: The Top 100 Externalities of Business. 2013. Available at: https://www.trucost.com/publication/natural-capital-risk-top-100-
externalities-business/. 
36. Koellner, T., & Schmitz, O. Biodiversity, Ecosystem Function, and Investment Risk. BioScience. 2016. 56(12), 977-985. doi:10.1641/0006-
3568(2006)56[977:befair]2.0.co;2
37. Global Canopy. The Case for a Task Force on Nature-related Financial Disclosures. 2020. Available at: https://globalcanopy.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/11/Task-Force-on-Nature-related-Financial-Disclosures-Full-Report.pdf.
38. Ibid. 
39. Ibid. 
40. European Commission: Science for Environment Policy. What do pollinator declines mean for human health?. 2016. Available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/what_do_pollinator_declines_mean_for_human_health_446na1_en.pdf
41. The Economics of Biodiversity: The Dasgupta Review. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/final-report-the-economics-of-biodiversity-
the-dasgupta-review
42. Ibid. 
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Impact assessment integration: An
assessment of an investor's impacts, in
addition to its dependencies, on natural
capital is important in understanding
exposures to nature-related financial
risks. Through identifying both the positive
and negative impacts their activities have
on elements of natural capital, investors
can identify where they need to change
the type and provision of their financial
services and channel financial flows in a
way that support natural assets and their
sustainable use. Some investors have
already started to increase their
awareness of their impacts on biodiversity
specifically. However, such efforts are
more focused on marketing purposes
rather than fully integrated as part of their
impact assessment yet. 

Footprinting methods can play a central
role in impact assessments. Investors can
use footprinting methods to screen their
activities directly, by assessing the impacts
generated by their activity. It can be used
to monitor the footprint of goods and
services produced by businesses within its
portfolio, assess sustainable investment
decisions and policies, and for external
reporting, for example to inform
stakeholders about the overall footprint of
the portfolio. Footprinting methods can
also help investors produce and set
quantitative targets for biodiversity, to
assess whether they are contributing to
‘No Net Loss’ or ‘Net Gain’. Management
and mitigation of nature-related financial
risks can lead to increased resilience of
balance sheets for investors.

Lack of comprehensive data: Location-
specific analysis is also critical for natural
capital assessments as natural capital 

assets in one location can have very
different characteristics to those in a
neighboring location. Investors wishing to
understand, assess and integrate natural
capital risks in their activities have faced a
lack of comprehensive and systematic
information on how businesses depend on
the environment and the consequences
when that relationship is disrupted by
environmental change. Due to lack of
private sector progress on existing
biodiversity commitments, biodiversity
that have not translated into action, nor
biodiversity risk disclosure. As a result,
many banks do not collect data relative to
natural capital risk from borrowers, or do
not collect them in a way that is easily
accessible or usable by banks’ central risk
teams. There can be considerable
challenges in sourcing key information
from borrowers. Where this proves to be
unfeasible, banks may consider using
relevant regulatory and market databases
as proxies for borrower data. As the
dependency and impacts of biodiversity
are broad, the existing tracking efforts are
based on various data sources which
could lead to spatial and inconsistent
results as well. Comprehensive
biodiversity-related data are essential in
tackling nature conservation.

What does Nature Action 100+ need to do
differently? The same? 

Unlike climate change, for which there are
such cross-sectoral metrics as “CO2
equivalent,” the challenge for existing
efforts of biodiversity is that there is no
agreed quantifiable goal for biodiversity
globally.

 

43. Ibid. 
44. UNEPFI. Integrating Natural Capital Risk Assessments: A step-by-step guide for banks. 2019. Available at: https://www.unepfi.org/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/2019/01/Integrating-Natural-Capital-Risk-Assessments.pdf
45. UNEPFI. Exploring Natural Capital Opportunities, Risks and Exposure: A practical guide for financial institutions. 2018. Available at: https://www.unepfi.org/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/2018/11/NCFA_Exploring-Natural-Capital-Opportunities-Risks-and-Exposure_Nov-2018.pdf
46. GreenBiz. Why Investors Are Betting On Biodiversity. 2020. Available at: https://www.greenbiz.com/article/why-investors-are-betting-biodiversity. 
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Several have been proposed, such as
species abundance per square kilometer,
but none has yet reached to serve as a
measurement to compare impacts across
sectors and borders. Reflecting those
constraints of existing efforts, Nature
Action 100+ aims to provide a platform
with a common definition and goals.
Moreover, with development of the
initiative, monitoring mechanisms will be
also stipulated in addition to the impact
measurement which could be done at the
investment making stage. 

Additionally, voluntary commitment from
the private sectors remains vastly
insufficient. The New York Declaration on
Forests (NYDF) of 2015 is an agreement
endorsed by 180 governments,
companies, indigenous community
networks, and civil society organizations
with the aim of halving and ultimately
ending natural forest loss by 2020 and
2030, respectively. Only half of NYDF
member companies have disclosed their
progress towards these goals in the six
years since the agreement was signed.
Thus, similar to the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD)'s post 2020
global biodiversity framework, a follow-up
response to the failure of stakeholders to
meet biodiversity goals could be
incorporated in the Nature Action 100+,
through the progress reports. 

What role could these existing efforts play
in Nature Action 100+?

The current ongoing development of the
TNFD framework plays an important role
in Nature Action 100+, as it can provide
quantitative metrics that are globally
acceptable for biodiversity assessment. 

Such disclosure pressures are also shown
by rating agencies, which have started to
include nature-related disclosures in their
assessments. Institutional investors are
demanding more accountability from the
invested companies in terms of the
environmental risks of business
operations, which means investors can put
increased pressure on companies with
higher costs of capital when engaging in
nature-degrading practices. But such
efforts are still in early stages. 

Nature Action 100+ can also leverage the
existing alliances and pledges as
continuing efforts for biodiversity
conservation. For example, one of the
latest alliances, Finance for Biodiversity
Pledge, could collaborate with Nature
Action 100+ for taking their 2024
commitment plans, which includes
collaboration, knowledge sharing, and
engaging with companies.

Lastly, there also exists a need for
nuanced cooperation between financing
mechanisms for biodiversity protection
and financial tools to combat climate
change. Current efforts at securing
finance, implementing initiatives, and
building the knowledge base around
climate and biodiversity financing remain
fragmented and often sectorial in their
nature. Additionally, reports found that
action taken to combat biodiversity loss
can conflict with climate mitigation, and
vice versa.  More work must be done at a
sector level to identify trade-offs; for
example, if an activity supports climate
action but causes harm to life on land. 
 

47. Ibid.
48. Land Use Policy. Bridging funding gaps for climate and sustainable development: Pitfalls, Progress, and Potential of Private Finance. Vol. 71, 2018. Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264837717310049?via%3Dihub
49. New York Declaration on Forests Progress Assessment. Available at: https://forestdeclaration.org/
50. Land Use Policy. Bridging funding gaps for climate and sustainable development: Pitfalls, Progress, and Potential of Private Finance. Vol. 71, 2018. Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264837717310049?via%3Dihub
51. Finance For Biodiversity Pledge. Available at: https://www.financeforbiodiversity.org/about-the-pledge/
52. Global Canopy. The Little Biodiversity Finance Book. 2020. Available at: https://globalcanopy.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/LittleBiodiversityFinanceBook_3rd-edition.pdf
53. Land Use Policy. Bridging funding gaps for climate and sustainable development: Pitfalls, Progress, and Potential of Private Finance. Vol. 71, 2018. Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264837717310049?via%3Dihub
54. Schelske, O (et al.). Habitat, water security and air quality: New index reveals which sectors and countries are at risk from biodiversity loss. Available at : https://www.swissre.com/institute/research/topics-and-risk-dialogues/climate-and-natural-catastrophe-
risk/expertise-publication-biodiversity-and-ecosystems-services.html 
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3 .  I MP L E ME NT A T I ON

To implement an initiative such as Nature Action 100+, there are several practical
considerations which need to be addressed. We suggest these considerations as a starting
point, but this will need to be expanded on as the initiative approaches its launch date, and
beyond as international biodiversity practices continue to evolve. 

Timeline: The upcoming meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on
Biological Diversity in October 2021 presents an exciting opportunity to announce Nature
Action 100+. Doing so would help the initiative to reach a wide and global audience and put the
spotlight on the investment community’s role in protecting nature. This report provides the
initial groundwork for Nature Action 100+, with additional design work and marketing required
before the launch.

Financing: Nature Action 100+ will have several up front and ongoing operating costs, such as
legal, human capital, branding, and marketing. To cover operating costs, Climate Action 100+
partners with nonprofits and relies on in-kind donations from participating investors. Nature
Action 100+ could follow a similar model, or adopt a modest membership fee for investors
which is tiered based on assets under management. Many investor initiatives use a membership
fee model with success.

Marketing: The marketing of Nature Action 100+ will look very different depending on whether
it is established as an initiative under Climate Action 100+ or a separate initiative. Under
Climate 
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Action 100+, Nature Action 100+ could use their existing marketing channels to reach new
audiences and promote the initiative. If Nature Action 100+ is established separately, it will also
need to establish new marketing channels. A potential avenue for this would be through
establishing relationships with existing initiatives for biodiversity to reach their audiences. If
Nature Action 100+ is able to get a few high-profile investors to sign up for the initiative, this will
help it gain momentum.

On-Boarding of Investors: There should be regular junctions at which new investors are able to
join the initiative. One challenge identified with Climate Action 100+ is that it was hard for new
investors to join in on engagement with Focus Companies because the engagement groups have
already been established. To combat this, engagement groups could be opened to new
investors off cycle from when new investors join the initiative, such as in the below graphic.

On-Boarding of Focus Companies: There should be a regular review of the Focus Companies
and the target sectors that are part of Nature Action 100+, with investor feedback taken into
account. This review can be completed internally if resources are available, or outsourced to a
third-party firm with expertise in biodiversity. This review should happen at least every five years
to determine if there need to be new companies or sectors added. The composition of Focus
Companies may also change as methods for measuring biodiversity impacts and dependencies
improve.
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Reporting: Once established, Nature
Action 100+ should publicly publish an
annual report on the initiative’s progress.
This should include information on which
investors have joined the initiative and the
progress Focus Companies have made
towards the goal of net zero biodiversity
loss.

instance, harmful corporate activities – at
least those that stem from publicly-listed
companies that can be influenced by
financial investors – only marginally
contribute to wildlife trafficking (a main
cause of species overexploitation, one of
the five drivers of biodiversity loss).
Similarly, the spread of invasive species
(another of the five drivers) is only
partially brought about by corporate
action.

In fact, many variables within each of the
five drivers of biodiversity loss can be
attributed to factors underpinned by more
systemic problems, which relate to
ingrained societal values and general
human behavior. Therefore, the ability of
investors to engage in these instances,
even when applicable, is restricted. These
include, but are not limited to: human
population growth rates and its
consequences (i.e., urban sprawl or
coastal development that cause land-use
change), production and consumption
patterns (i.e., dietary changes, such as a
global increase in demand for animal-
based protein, including beef), as well as
the proliferation of small and/or informal
actors (i.e., smallholder agriculture or
artisanal and illegal practices in mining,
fisheries, and logging) that operate
outside the realm of formal financial
markets. The combined impact of these
‘other’ factors must be recognized as a
major contributor to biodiversity loss that
rivals that of Focus Companies.

In addition, the investor engagement
strategy is not strong enough with a
standalone basis without regulation
support. One interviewee shared his
question over the effectiveness of 

4 .  L I MI T A T I ONS

In terms of limitations, biodiversity loss is
more intractable than climate change.
Whereas in Climate Action 100+ a direct
correlation can be identified between the
100+ largest corporate emitters of GHG
and the 100+ Focus Companies selected
using the first criterion, a
comparable,universal metric to ‘tons of
CO2 equivalent’ does not currently exist
for biodiversity loss. This project has
proposed one such metric, and others like
abundance of species per square
kilometer have been promoted elsewhere,
yet a mainstream solution in the short
term is improbable. 

While this continues to be the case,
commitment to the initiative will remain
compromised. The adoption of a universal
metric will, in turn, allow investors to
better assess and report on the risk of
biodiversity loss from Focus Companies’
activities. By doing so, they may take
action to mitigate that risk and impact.

Furthermore, corporate activities have a
direct effect on biodiversity loss but
represent only a fraction of its global
threats. Acknowledging this as a limitation
can help manage expectations regarding
the impact of a Nature Action 100+. For 

55. Morton et al., 2021
56. Doherty et al., 2016
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shareholder engagement strategy without regulation in place, based on Climate Action 100+
experience. Based on the monitoring by Ceres, a sustainability nonprofit organization, among
140 climate-related shareholder proposals as they were considered at annual general meetings
of shareholders, only six proposals won majority votes.   This outcome is improved from 2019
when only one that garnered a majority of shareholder approval.  However, the effectiveness is
expected to be in place slowly by itself. The regulation support is needed for biodiversity
finance.
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5 .  B E S T  P R A C T I C E S  F OR  F OC US  C OMP A NI E S
As the United Nations Decade on Biodiversity (2011-2020) wraps up, it is worth highlighting
investors’ actions to support protection of biodiversity, strategies to reduce biodiversity loss and
implementation of risk assessments to include biodiversity in business and financial decisions.
The following is a hypothetical case study of the curated list of best practices from Focus
Companies on biodiversity that can set the path towards Nature Action 100+:

Take action to restore, maintain and enhance biodiversity
Halt or reduce negative biodiversity impacts associated, directly or indirectly with the
company's activities. 

Not to operate activities within the boundaries of official inscribed UNESCO World Heritage
sites and avoid any activities that might have a direct or indirect impact on the integrity of a
World Heritage site. 
Not to operate any activities within the boundaries of Strict Nature Reserves (IUCN) or
protected areas according to the national law ruling. 
Enhance biodiversity around operating sites and throughout the supply chain. 
Support and further biodiversity conservation and restoration where the company's activities
take place. 
Engage in partnerships with leading biodiversity conservation organizations. 
Transparency and reporting. For this commitment it is important to set a clear baseline on
biodiversity data and disclose progress towards no net biodiversity loss and net positive
impact.
Integrate biodiversity into the company's decision-making processes. 

User profile: Focus company highly dependent on biodiversity

Sustainability priorities

How to engage in biodiversity best practices?
Step 1: Map biodiversity dependency, exposure and risks
Step 2: Review global biodiversity goals as well as national and regional biodiversity goals of
their operation sites
Step 3: Set specific biodiversity-related targets
Step 4: Implement changes
Step 5: Include a Monitoring and Evaluation tool to track progress against biodiversity targets 

Commitments 

57. GreenBiz. How Climate Proposal Fared During The 2020 Proxy Season. 2020. Available at: https://www.greenbiz.com/article/how-climate-proposals-fared-during-2020-proxy-season
58. Ibid. 
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Nature Action 100+ is absorbed into Climate Action 100+
Nature Action 100+ is a separate initiative under the umbrella of Climate Action 100+
Nature Action 100+ is a separate initiative independent of Climate Action 100+
Climate Action 100+ is a separate initiative under the umbrella of Nature Action+ 

The goal of Nature Action 100+ is for Focus Companies to reach net zero biodiversity
loss in the medium term, and net positive impact on biodiversity in the longer term.
We have made suggestions of questions and actions investors may want to ask of Focus
Companies, but establishing a full framework will be necessary to reach this goal. This
represents a piece of further work to be done. 

Nature Action 100+ is different from existing biodiversity initiatives and fills a gap
because it directly targets the Focus Companies and tries to influence change at that level and it
uses the power of investors and their capital to accomplish this. 

There are four possible governance options for Nature Action 100+: 

1.
2.
3.
4.

There are advantages and disadvantages to each option and this needs to be explored further
with interested parties to come to a final conclusion for implementation. This also represents a
piece of further work to be done. 

Nature Action 100+ has a great opportunity to launch with the upcoming Convention
on Biological Diversity Conference of the Parties in Kunming later this year. We have
suggested some marketing, financing, and onboarding considerations, in addition to a proposed
timeline for program implementation, which sees the program launch in 2022.

There are limitations to Nature Action 100+ as it is proposed in this paper. The initiative
will only cover public companies. Nature Action 100+ also doesn't consider drivers of
biodiversity loss such as urban sprawl, land use change, and illegal logging or mining, which
can't specifically be attributed to companies. It can expand to more sectors and companies in
the future, which is something to work towards as the program evolves.
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6 .  C ONC L US I ON



P A R T  I I I
 

NA T U R E  A C T I ON 1 0 0 + :  ME T HOD OL OG Y  T O
I D E NT I F Y  HI G H P R I OR I T Y  S E C T OR S



The Nature Action 100+ initiative is an investor engagement mechanism to protect natural
capital ecosystems and biodiversity using a top-down, sectoral based approach to identify the
largest sectors and sub-industries associated with natural capital dependency and impacts. Data
used for this analysis was conducted with the ENCORE tool, developed by the Natural Capital
Finance Alliance UNEP-WCMC. The ENCORE data was used to identify the top 20 sub-industries
by impact and dependency, which were then applied to create a sample list of the top 100+
companies using the GICS industry classification. The top 100+ companies were limited to
publicly traded companies from Bloomberg and selected based on a global sequential ranking of
their market capitalization in USD. The top 100+ ranked companies have been identified as part
of the proposed investor engagement initiative, The Nature Action 100+. This list of sub-
industries and the list of respective companies can be used to identify high priority sectors for
biodiversity and natural capital risks and biodiversity target setting. The Nature Action 100+ is
an important first step to encourage the private sector as well as investors to think about
biodiversity and natural capital impacts and dependencies. 
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A B S T R A C T

B A C K G R OUND

Nature Action 100+ is an investor engagement initiative focused on reducing key corporate
actors' impact on global biodiversity loss. We use a top-down, sectoral approach driven by the
ENCORE natural capital framework to identify candidate Focus Companies with the greatest
impact and dependence on biodiversity. While our methodology does not measure direct
biodiversity impact and dependence on the firm level, a sectoral natural capital framework can
approximate corporate interactions with biodiversity and generate meaningful results for
investors seeking to engage on biodiversity and nature issues. Our methodology enables
investors to prioritize sectors for potential interventions and assists in the initial identification of
Focus Companies to be included in Nature Action 100+.

Sectoral based approaches can be useful considering the limited availability of firm-level
biodiversity and natural capital data and associated metrics. Examples of sectoral approaches
include The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB), a global initiative which seeks to
bring the values of biodiversity and ecosystem services into decision-making at all levels.
Truecost, in partnership with TEEB, published a report, Natural Capital at Risk: the Top 100
Externalities of Business (2013), to determine the largest natural capital risks for business,
investors and governments. This research identified the top sectors associated with high impact
Environmental Key Performance indicators (such as land use, water consumption, greenhouse
gases, air pollution, land and water pollution and waste).  Sectoral frameworks such as these can
be useful to identify the highest impact externalities and regions in which these impacts occur.
We note that while other top-down, sectoral-based approaches can be used by investors, for
purposes of our research, we have opted to use the ENCORE data tool, given the transparency
of the data and ease of use, courtesy of Natural Capital Finance Alliance UNEP-WCMC. This data
tool and framework is explained in more detail in the following sections. 

59. Trucost. Natural Capital at Risk: The Top 100 Externalities of Business. 2013. Available at: https://www.trucost.com/publication/natural-capital-risk-top-100-externalities-business/. 
60. Ibid. 
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There have been recent developments among financial institutions to play a greater role in
protecting biodiversity, however there are many practical challenges. For instance, as outlined in
our literature review, it may be challenging for financial institutions to aggregate biodiversity
data as it is location specific and varies according to the type of asset at that location. Investors
may need to engage with companies and data service providers to encourage the use of
meaningful and consistent biodiversity data. 

Despite these challenges, there has been some progress with respect to establishing
frameworks to incorporate biodiversity and natural capital assets into broader investment
decisions and operational decisions. For example, we have identified three primary categories of
data mapping and frameworks to assess biodiversity and natural capital; these can be
categorized as i) Reporting and Disclosure Protocols, ii) Biodiversity Footprint Tools, and iii)
Mapping Tools. Reporting and Disclosure Protocols, such as the Taskforce on Nature-related
Financial Disclosures (TNFD) aim to facilitate the assessment, management and reporting to
address the impacts on nature to assess nature-related risk. Biodiversity Footprint Tools such as
EXIOBASE and The Global Biodiversity Score, are tools that allow financial institutions to
consider their environmental footprint and establish and measure corporate and financial
commitments for biodiversity. Finally, mapping tools range from exploratory to highly technical
and require company spatial data and GIS expertise to obtain results. Among these mapping
tools, investors can evaluate how biodiversity and ecosystem services are linked to sectors of
the economy. For purposes of this analysis however, our team utilized the data from ENCORE
(Exploring Natural Capital Opportunities, Risks, and Exposure) tool, developed by the Natural
Capital Finance Alliance UNEP-WCMC, to utilize a sectoral based approach to identity the top
industry sub-industries to facilitate a Nature Action 100+ list. 

Through understanding and quantifying biodiversity risk through high priority sectors, investors
will be better able to incorporate this into their investment decisions. The following sections
describe our methodology using the ENCORE dataset to identify high priority sectors by
dependency and by impact and the practical implications of these results in choosing
companies to target through investor engagement schemes.
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2 .  ME T HOD S
This section outlines the data sources and methodology used to identify companies for inclusion
in the Nature Action 100+.

2 . 1  E NC OR E  T OOL  A ND  S UB - I ND US T R Y
R A NK I NG
Initially, we undertook a rigorous analysis of existing analyses of nature capital risk assessment,
and identified promising existing methodologies.    For analyses targeted at financial institutions,
most sources used categorical data from the Exploring Natural Capital Opportunities, Risks and
Exposure (ENCORE) tool developed by the Natural Capital Finance Alliance and the UNEP-WCMC.

61. PRI. Investor action on biodiversity: discussion paper. PRI. 2020. Available at: https://www.unpri.org/sustainability-issues/environmental-social-and-governance-issues/environmental-issues/biodiversity.
62. Ibid. 
63. TNFD. Bringing together a Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures. Available at: https://tnfd.info/why-a-task-force-is-needed/. 
64.  Capitals Coalition. Global Biodiversity Score: A Tool to Establish & Measure Corporate & Financial Commitments for Biodiversity. 2019. Available at: https://capitalscoalition.org/global-biodiversity-score-a-tool-to-establish-measure-corporate-financial-commitments-for-
biodiversity/. 
65. WWF. Natural capital and organizations strategies: an overview of available tools. 2019. Available at: https://wwfint.awsassets.panda.org/downloads/191220__wwf_fr___natural_capital_tools_overview__english_.pdf 
66. World Economic Forum. Nature Risk Rising: Why the Crisis Engulfing Nature Matters for Business and the Economy. 2020. Available at: https://www.weforum.org/reports/nature-risk-rising-why-the-crisis-engulfing-nature-matters-for-business-and-the-economy
67. De Nederlansche Bank. Values at risk? Sustainability risks and goals in the Dutch financial sector. 2019. Available at: https://www.dnb.nl/media/hm1msmzo/values-at-risk-sustainability-risks-and-goals-in-the-dutch.pdf
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The ENCORE tool provides a categorical mapping of 167 GICS sub-industries by 86 production
processes to 21 ecosystem services and the 8 natural capital assets that underpin them. 

For sake of clarity, the ENCORE tool employs two pathways for assessing sub-industries’
interactions with natural capital: i) Impact and ii) Dependency. Impact refers to the economic
activities which impact ecosystem services and natural capital. Effectively this aims to address
the human-induced impacts on biodiversity. While dependency refers to the ways in which
economic activities rely on ecosystem services and natural capital. The high dependence on the
production processes which rely on biodiversity (through the ecosystem services reliant on
biodiversity) exposes some economic sectors to a greater degree of risk arising from its
potential biodiversity or natural capital loss. The below table summarizes the Impacts and
Dependencies and their respective use cases. 
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Figure 1. Summary of Impact and Dependency



ENCORE includes a categorical ranking (Very High, High, Medium, Low, Very Low) of the
materiality of each production process’ dependence on these ecosystem services. Based on
expert analysis and research, these materiality rankings indicate the importance of the
contribution of an ecosystem service to a production process, and the materiality of the impact
if the ecosystem service were to be disrupted. Each ecosystem service is provided by one or a
combination of eight natural capital assets, and drivers of environmental change that could
impact the relevant asset. The ENCORE data also includes a simple categorical rating (Red,
Amber, Green) indicating the influence of drivers of environmental change on ecosystem
services by natural capital assets. 
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Figure 2. ENCORE Natural Capital Assets

68. Natural Capital Finance Alliance. Exploring Natural Capital Opportunities, Risks and Exposure: A practical guide for financial institutions. Available at: https://naturalcapital.finance/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Exploring-Natural-
Capital-Opportunities-Risks-and-Exposure.pdf 
69. Ibid. 
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The scores for dependencies were calculated by converting the relevant materiality scores Very
High, High, Medium, Low and Very Low to 5, 4, 3, 2 and 1, respectively. We calculated a mean
influence score of the drivers of environmental change on natural capital assets by converting
Red, Amber and Green to 3,2 and 1 respectively and then taking a mean influence score by
asset and ecosystem service. We then multiply the quantitative dependency score by the mean
influence score for an indication of the dependence of the sub-industry by ecosystem service
weighted by influence on natural capital assets. To rank sub-industries, we take a simple mean
of these weighted materiality rankings by sub-industry to determine those sectors with the
greatest dependence on natural capital assets. To generate a similar list of sub-industries by
dependency on natural capital assets, we simply calculate a simple mean of weighted materiality
rankings by sub-industry for those production processes that depend on the relevant natural
capital asset. 
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Figure 3. Dependency Method

Figure 4. Impact Method



The ENCORE tool also includes a categorical ranking (Very High, High, Medium, Low) to assess
the materiality of each production process’ impact on ecosystem services. Impacts are “changes
in the quantity or quality of natural capital that occurs as a consequence of an impact driver”
(Natural Capital Protocol, 2016). Like dependencies, the impact materiality rankings were
developed and validated using sector experts. To rank sub-industries by their impact on natural
capital, we converted the Very High, High, Medium and Low assessments with 4, 3, 2 and 1,
respectively. We take a simple mean of these impact materiality rankings by sub-industry to
determine an overall ranking. To develop asset-specific rankings, we filter by the ecosystem
services that impact the relevant asset and then take a simple mean of the impact materiality by
sub-industry.

Our analysis presents the ranking of sub-industries based on the descending order of their
calculated dependence and impact materiality score (Figures 5 and 6). We also present the
rankings of sub-industries by the descending order of their dependence and impact score as
calculated for specific natural capital assets. Notably, we do not present the scores themselves,
which were calculated for ranking purposes. The materiality and dependency scores are not
cardinal and cannot be interpreted directly, and we choose not to present them for clarity.
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2 . 2  B L OOMB E R G  D A T A  F OR  T OP  1 0 0 +
C OMP A NI E S

Using our sub-industry rankings, we generated two sample lists of the top 100+ companies by
impact and dependency on natural capital, respectively. These companies were selected based
on a sequential ranking of their market capitalization in USD. For purposes of this analysis, we
selected the top 200 companies by both dependency and impact. The results for the top
companies can be found in the Appendix.

3 .  R E S UL T S

3 . 1 .  D E S C R I P T I V E  F I ND I NG S
Using our weighting schema we were able to identify the top industry sub-industries by impacts
and dependencies. The top twenty sub-industries by impacts and dependencies are outlined in
Figures 5 and 6 below. 
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Figure 5. Sub-industry by Impact
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Figure 6. Sub-industry by Dependency

We use this list of sub-industries to subset Bloomberg’s global equity database by GICS sub-
industry and then identify the top 100+ companies by using market capitalization as a proxy for
impact and size. These companies are shown in the Appendix according to their sub-industry
classification. 
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The objective of a Nature Action 100+ is to
utilize investor engagement to push Focus
Companies towards a goal of achieving net
zero biodiversity loss in the medium-term
and net positive impact on biodiversity in
the long-term. To achieve this goal, Focus
Companies must improve internal
governance and their external disclosure
of biodiversity related risks. To do this,
existing initiatives such as the Task Force
on Nature-related Financial Disclosures
(TNFD), can be a helpful tool for
companies within these high priority
sectors to assess their financial and
business plans against a range of
biodiversity loss scenarios and help
improve decision-making. 

Our sub-industry classification by
dependency and impact has several
practical implications. First, through this
top-down approach, investors are able to
identify natural capital risks for companies
whose activities are driving biodiversity
loss. This represents a meaningful
improvement over extant tools available
to the investment industry may be useful
for investors who wish to encourage
companies within these sub-industries to
disclose and manage biodiversity risks and
impacts. This information may also be
useful for identifying priority sectors and
in the establishment of sector or sub-
industry level biodiversity and natural
capital specific goals such as no net
biodiversity loss or zero deforestation
targets. 

3 . 2 .  D I S C US S I ON Given ENCOREs linking of natural capital
assets and sub-industries, investors are
also able to identify natural asset specific
risk. For instance, using this methodology,
investors can consider their investment
decisions for industries that may have
high dependencies or impacts on habitat,
water, species, among other natural
capital assets (see Figure 7). Given that
efforts to mitigate biodiversity impacts
lack a universal target, such as a 1.5℃  in
the Climate Action 100+ initiative,
identifying specific natural capital assets
may allow “nature-aware” investors to
conduct asset and sub-industry level
screens and further refine engagement or
initiative building. 

Notably, our approach of identifying
priority sub-industries allows investors to
choose their appropriate weighting
mechanism for the identification of
companies within those sub-industries.
While we present a sample list of 100+
companies from the 20 sub-industries
with the greatest impact and dependency
on natural capital based on their market
capitalization (Appendix A and Appendix
B), investors may wish to choose other
financial metrics, or (weighted)
combinations thereof, to select companies
active within these priority sub-industries.
Notably, investors may also wish to target
companies in sub-industries based on
their impact or dependence on particular
natural capital assets (see Figure 2), or
based on the location of their operating
activities. 

70. UN Environment Programme. Beyond ‘Business as Usual: Biodiversity targets and finance. Managing biodiversity risks across business sectors. 2020. Available at: https://www.unepfi.org/publications/banking-publications/beyond-
business-as-usual-biodiversity-targets-and-finance/ 
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When considering a more active
ownership approach and drawing from the
Climate Action 100+ initiative, investors
can engage with companies in those high
priority sub-industries to determine
specific biodiversity and natural capital
objectives. Our interviews revealed that
the Climate Action 100+ initiative, given its
scale and scope of investor involvement,
helped ensure accountability for
companies to keep their climate
objectives. For instance, some of the
largest utilities and mining companies in
North America adopted net zero
emissions and attribute these actions to
the Climate Action 100+. Therefore, we
believe a similar engagement such as the
Nature Action 100+, could be effective to
motivate corporates to achieve natural
capital specific goals and manage
potential biodiversity risks. 

Additionally, research interviews with
various asset managers uncovered that
the numerous frameworks and initiatives
on climate and environment represent an
impediment to active investor
participation given the limited bandwidth
among asset managers. In response, we
would encourage investors to incorporate
natural capital and biodiversity targets
into their investment decisions using
existing frameworks. When evaluating a
potential company for investment, we
would encourage investors to consider
setting biodiversity specific targets in
combination with similar ESG reporting
standards or frameworks. Other metrics
that may be suitable for capturing
biodiversity and natural capital risk
assessments include industry accepted
reporting frameworks such as the Natural
Capital Protocol and most recently, the
Taskforce on Nature-related Financial
Disclosures (TNFD).   

3 . 3  L I MI T A T I ONS  OF
T HE  ME T HOD OL OG Y

This section provides a (non-exhaustive)
list of the limitations of this process of
choosing the top 100+ companies to
target for the Nature Action 100+. Our
analysis identifies companies with natural
capital exposure (as measured by the
ENCORE tool), based on market
capitalization and their sectoral
classification in the industry taxonomy
outlined by Global Industry Classification
Standard (GICS). Our selection of
companies is therefore sensitive to each
of these components.

Given the nascency of comprehensive
firm-level biodiversity and natural capital
risk information, our top-down approach
represents a more feasible approach to
implementing a nature risk framework
compared to a bottom-up approach,
which attempts to address biodiversity
impacts at the firm level. Future
approaches to populating a list suitable
for investor engagement on the subjects
of biodiversity and natural capital could
develop or utilize firm-level metrics and/or
employ methods that directly quantify the
impact associated with firm activities. Such
bottom-up approaches may better capture
geographic and firm level heterogeneity in
production behavior and associated
biodiversity risk. 



updated. Our sub-industry ranking is
therefore static and will not change unless
the ENCORE tool is also updated. Further,
the ENCORE framework for assessing the
importance of natural capital assets and
influence of drivers of environmental
change are guidelines, not hard rules.
Importantly, the analysis is not location-
specific and the true dependence and
impact of production processes on natural
capital may vary across countries.

Notably, ENCORE utilizes the concept of
ecosystem service to link sub-industries
with natural capital assets. Ecosystem
services are defined as: “a benefit that
nature provides to enable or facilitate
business production processes” per
Common International Classification of
Ecosystem Services (European
Environment Agency, 2021). Cultural
ecosystem services, such as the use of
nature for religious purposes, were not
incorporated into the ENCORE framework.
While critiques of ecosystem services
exist, our literature review indicated that
they are a widely understood and
accepted mechanism of understanding
economic and social dependence on
nature and natural capital. Further, they
can serve as an adequate proxy for
biodiversity risk. 
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3 . 3 . 1 .  T OP - D OWN
A NA L Y S I S

This analysis provides a ‘top-down’ view of
the largest companies active in sectors
considered to have the greatest impact on
biodiversity. We use an existing industry-
level assessment of biodiversity impact
and dependency to identify a subset of
individual companies that can be targeted
in a potential Nature Action 100+ investor
engagement initiative. This analysis does
not seek to directly quantify firm-level
nature dependency and impact and
instead relies on the existing, sub-industry
level, assessment of the dependence and
impact of production processes on
ecosystem services from the ENCORE
project. 

3 . 3 . 2  E NC OR E  T OOL  

We use Natural Capital Finance’s ENCORE
(Exploring Natural Capital Opportunities,
Risks and Exposure)  tool as the basis for
our sub-industry ranking. ENCORE
categorically assesses production
processes for their impact and
dependence on natural capital assets and
then links natural capital assets to GICS
sub-industry classifications. Based on our
literature review and interviews with
experts in the field, ENCORE is the most
up-to-date and appropriate tool for
assessing natural capital risk.
Nevertheless, the use of ENCORE results
in some limitations for interpretation.

Use of the ENCORE tool has several key
limitations. The research for the categorial
assessment for ENCORE was undertaken
in 2016, and has not been regularly

71. ENCORE. Exploring Natural Capital Opportunities, Risks and Exposure. Available at: https://encore.naturalcapital.finance/en/. 
72. ENCORE. Limitations. Available at: https://encore.naturalcapital.finance/en/data-and-methodology/limitations. 
73. Ibid. 

71

72

73



NATURE ACT ION 100+PAGE |  60

Figure 7. ENCORE Ecosystem Services

ENCORE uses GICS codes to identify sub-
industries. GICS is an industrial taxonomy
which classifies all major public companies
into 11 sectors and 158 sub-industries
according to their main business activity.
This classification standard is regularly
updated by S&P Dow Jones Indices and
MSCI Inc. Our analysis is sensitive to
changes in this classification system, and
our rankings of sub-industries with the
greatest impact and dependence of
natural capital could change after future
revisions of the GICS classification
framework. Further, the results from our
analysis are unlikely to be directly
applicable to other industrial taxonomies,
such as the Industry Classification
Benchmark maintained by FTSE.

3 . 3 . 3  I ND US T R Y
C L A S S I F I C A T I ON

3 . 3 . 4  S A MP L E  F I R MS

Companies in Appendix A and B were
selected based on their ranked market
capitalization, which necessarily biases the
analysis towards large listed public
companies. Privately held companies were
considered to be out of the scope for this
analysis as there is limited scope for
engagement from portfolio investors or
financial institutions to change operating
decisions. Therefore, considering these
limitations, investors should consider
other characteristics which may be more
effective measures for a company’s size
and impacts, such as a firm’s revenue, as
this may include a more comprehensive
universe, to the extent private company
revenue estimates may be sufficient to
include. 



Objective: A large asset manager wants to perform an initial screen of the global equity
market to identify companies with a high-degree of impact on natural capital, specifically
addressing sub-industries that also have the greatest impacts on water for US domiciled
companies. 
Screening Criteria: Identify the top 10 largest companies by market capitalization (in USD),
domiciled in the United States, sub-industry GICS code with highest impacts (classified as
“Very High”) for water as the natural capital asset. 

To help clarify the various ways in which investors can utilize our sub-sector rankings to identify
potential companies that may be relevant to them based on a set of criteria, we have developed
a brief case study below to illustrate this process for two different use-cases.

Case Study 1: Evaluate Companies within Sub-industries with Greatest Impacts on Natural
Capital (Water)
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Given that our analysis is sectoral and identifies companies based on their associated sub-
industry. the identification of companies to be included in the Nature Action 100+ is therefore
not sensitive to firm-level characteristics. This may impact the accuracy or specificity of the
analysis at the firm-level. In addition, our selection of companies does not attempt to assess the
degree to which these companies may already be attempting to reduce their biodiversity impact
or internalize the natural capital risks associated with their operating activities. Future work
should seek to improve the proposed selection process and incorporate additional criteria, to
the extent more company information is available.

4 .  C A S E  S T UD I E S

Figure 8. Asset-Level Impact Rankings by Sub-Industry 

Note: Sections that do not have a color in the above heatmap are because ecosystem services associated with those sub-industries do not
impact these natural capital assets



The above Asset-Level Impact Rankings by Sub-Industry heat map shows the top 20 sub-
industries with the greatest overall impact on natural capital, and also indicates their relative
impact on eight natural capital assets. Investors can use this categorical ranking to determine
the sub-industries that most degrade biodiversity and also have the most impact on water (or
other natural capital assets of their choosing). Based on the heatmap using “Very High” as the
selection criteria for Water, these sub-industries include: Oil & Gas Drilling, Metals & Mining,
Marine Ports & Services, Integrated Oil & Gas, and Coal & Consumable Fuels. From this, an investor
may use Bloomberg or another data provider of their choice to select companies, using any
criteria they wish, filtering by sub-industries using their respective GICS codes. 

Using the above screening criteria, below is a sample output. Also note that the below
companies may not take into account all sub-industries used in the selection process given the
top companies are determined by their market capitalization, therefore a potential limitation.
Hence, we encourage investors to utilize their own screening criteria most relevant to them and
consider other factors such as geographic locations, revenue composition, external ESG ratings,
among other factors.
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Figure 9. Top 10 U.S.-Domiciled Companies by Sub-industry with Highest Water Impacts 



Objective: A large asset manager is concerned about biodiversity degradation in South
America, with an interest in companies domiciled in Brazil. In particular, she wants to see
how exposed her portfolio is to the risk of natural habitat degradation over time.
Screening criteria: Identify the top 10 companies by market capitalization (in USD),
domiciled in Brazil, select sub-industries by GICS code with highest dependencies (classified
as “Very High), for habitats as the natural capital asset. 

Case Study 2: Evaluate Companies within Sub-industries with Greatest Dependencies on
Natural Capital (Habitats) 

NATURE ACT ION 100+PAGE |  63

Figure 10. Asset-Level Dependency Rankings by Sub-Industry 

Note: Sections that do not have a color in the above heatmap are because ecosystem services associated with those sub-industries do not
depend on these natural capital assets

Similarly, using the heatmap above for dependencies, the sub-industries which have a “Very
High” dependency on habitat include: Wireless Telecommunications Services, Marine, Integrated
Telecommunication Services, and Forest Products. From these sub-sectors, we can identify priority
companies based on a given screening criteria. The illustrative output is a list of companies
domiciled in Brazil, sorted by their market capitalization, which were evaluated based on the
“Very High” dependency on natural habitats. 
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Figure 11. Top 10 Brazil-Domiciled Companies by Sub-industry with Highest Dependency
on Habitats

Identifying the top sub-industry groups facilitates targeted investor engagement initiatives by
natural-capital dependency and impact. Using a top-down sectoral based approach may be
useful for many investors given the lack of company-level biodiversity and natural capital metrics.
Investors can and should utilize this methodology to consider their exposure to these sub-
industries and assess whether specific biodiversity targets for companies that operate within
these sub-industries can be achieved. 

While there are limitations to our approach, we believe that this sectoral methodology can be a
helpful tool to guide investor outreach to facilitate transparent reporting and data collection for
biodiversity and natural capital risk assessment. Considering that the identified subset of
companies is determined by a relatively static metric (market capitalization at a point in time), we
would encourage investors to also consider additional quantitative and qualitative factors to pull
companies that may be most relevant to them such as a company’s geographic presence,
financial performance, governance, operational risks, and external industry metrics such as
credit or ESG assessments, to further refine the list of companies to be included in a Nature
Action 100+. Given the above inherent limitations with this approach, we further encourage
investors to also consider the two-fold approach with the framework which is to not only provide
guidance for an investor engagement agenda with companies identified in the Nature Action
100+, but also provide investors and corporates with an operational focus to identify biodiversity
impacts and dependencies. This categorization aligns with TNFD’s conceptualization of both
physical and transition nature-risk. 

5 .  C ONC L US I ON
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Ultimately, it will be up to investors and companies alike to address the inherent risks of a
potential collapse of biodiversity. While our sectoral framework is a useful starting point for
investors to engage with corporates to manage and prevent the collapse of biodiversity and
natural capital, urgent action is required before nature is pushed past a tipping point beyond
which investor action may no longer be an effective mechanism to prevent the inevitable
consequence and irreversible damage due to collapse in finite natural capital and ecosystems. 
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I. Introduction to the problem - Biodiversity and Financial Services
Never before has there been a more critical moment for global biodiversity. More than 55% of
global GDP is dependent on biodiversity and ecosystem services. The World Economic Forum’s
2020 Global Risks Report ranks biodiversity loss and ecosystem collapse as one of the top five
threats humanity will face in the next ten years. SwissRE’s Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
Index finds that in 20% of all countries, ecosystems are in a fragile state across more than 30%
of the entire country area. In A Safe Operating Space for Humanity, Johan Rockström and co-
authors identify biodiversity as the planetary system which has been degraded at a magnitude
beyond any other. 

A. Definitions
Biodiversity in its broadest sense is the richness of life on earth, and while biodiversity
conservation, protection, and restoration is the stated objective of a wide variety of societal
actors, the term biodiversity remains poorly defined and widely applied to a number of often
conflicting ideas.  The Convention on Biological Diversity defines biological diversity as “the
variability among living organisms from all sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine and
other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are part; this includes
diversity within species, between species, and of ecosystems.”    Ecosystem services are a related
idea, defined by The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) as the direct and indirect
contributions of ecosystems to human well-being. 

Closely connected to these ideas is the concept of natural capital, commonly defined as a stock
of resources, both in the living and non-living environment, some of which are renewable and
others which are not. Famously studied by the Club of Rome in 1972, continued population and
industrial growth at their current pace will degrade natural capital further. Natural capital is a
concept foundational to human well-being, consumption of goods and services, and value
creation in our economies.   

The Earth’s biodiversity may be considered as a global public good, implying that the enjoyment
or value derived from an area being “biodiverse” is not diminished because others have the same
enjoyment. However, a public good point of view on biodiversity oversimplifies the many forces
which degrade its richness, such as the privatization of public land by corporations, private
activities that threaten biodiversity, and the social contexts within which public goods from
ecosystems are provided and utilized. 
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What is increasingly evident is that financial institutions and private finance are already involved
in biodiversity loss, and therefore have a critical role to play in not only halting what degradation
they enable through their activities, but additionally, in the protection and management of
biodiversity. But as outlined by the Financing Nature: Closing the Global Biodiversity Gap, there
exists more than USD $700 billion gap between the rate at which natural systems are being
degraded and the financing needed to support natural systems.  Annually, the world sees at
least USD $740 billion in lost ecosystem services. The billions in funding needed to bolster these
ecosystem services has fallen short by every measure over the past decade. In both 2010 and
2020, the world missed the Convention on Biological Diversity target to “achieve a significant
reduction of the current rate of biodiversity loss." 

Action and Engagement: What are
financial institutions doing?      

A. Why should financial institutions care
about biodiversity?    
Nature-related risks are material to
financial transactions. Biodiversity loss
creates increased transition, physical,
litigation, regulatory, and systemic risk to
their operations, in addition to potential
effects on their investments’ value in the
short, medium, and long term. 

At the forefront of this review are the
tenets of stakeholder primacy and
fiduciary duty, or a responsibility to
generate maximum financial return for
stakeholders. Some investors are adopting
a more stakeholder-focused approach
with a view towards the longer term, but
the experience of the authors and the
literature agree that fiduciary duty guides
the majority of investor action, but this is
changing as the role of business as agents
of social responsibility expands. This
narrow view of fiduciary duty is a
decreasing minority of how both investors
and companies interpret their relationship
with the environments that operate with
and within.

Investors and company reports reflect this
changing view, with 2020 bringing about
increasing business community consensus
that materiality is double. 
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Figure 1. Illustrating double materiality [Adopted from BSR: Why companies should address double materiality 
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Businesses are increasingly compelled to
report on financially material topics that
influence enterprise value as well as topics
material to the economy, environment,
and people (see Figure 1).  

The unique position of the investor as an
interested and invested party in the
performance of companies makes it so
that engagement is a critical tool for
change. Investors are increasingly
becoming active in their engagement
strategies, and can be wielded to influence
behavior across a portfolio. This is already
being borne out by agenda-driven
investors, such as those part of Climate
Action 100+, who engage in a number of
strategies to increase transparency,
disclosure, and ambitious target-setting
(See Climate Action 100+ Case Study
below).

B. Relevant Coalitions for Biodiversity and
Ecosystems
The Economics of Ecosystems and
Biodiversity (TEEB) is a global initiative
with the principal objective of
mainstreaming the values of biodiversity
and ecosystem services into decision-
making at all levels. The initiative, which
emerged from the 2007 G8 meeting, aims
to shed light on the role of natural capital
in human well-being, which is largely
hidden, and emphasize ecosystem service
perspectives as the informers of economic
valuation, including through incentives,
price signals, as well as market-based
solutions. Additional coalitions organizing
action around the issue of biodiversity
include Act4Nature, Business for Nature,
De Nederlandse Bank Sustainable Finance
Platform, European Business @
Biodiversity Platform, Finans Norge,
Natural Capital Finance Alliance, and 

Finance for Biodiversity. There are also
focused investor initiatives that examine
the individual components of biodiversity,
such as the Deforestation Investors
Alliance or As You Sow’s Deforestation
Fund program, where investors can
determine if their funds are invested in
corporations engaging in deforestation.

C. Disclosure 
Important biodiversity and nature risk
disclosure initiatives are asking financial
institutions to assess, manage, and report
on their dependencies and impacts on
nature as never before. The Taskforce on
Nature-related Financial Disclosures
(TNFD) is developing a framework for
regulating and supporting biodiversity
reporting and risk assessment for the
corporate and financial sector (see Tools
for Measuring Impact below). Generally, a
review of the literature finds that
reporting and disclosure standards for
companies wanting a view of their
activities which affect biodiversity are
lacking. Specific initiatives, such as CDP’s
Forests Questionnaire and the Roundtable
on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) are
important but piecemeal measures. 

D. Policy Structures that Support Investor
Realignment on Biodiversity 

The EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, the
EU Taxonomy for Sustainable Activities,
and France's Article 173 of the law on
Energy Transition for Green Growth are
each examples of governments’ attempts
to regulate activity on biodiversity and
protect ecosystem services. Regulation EU
2019/2088 of the European Parliament
and Council on sustainability-related
disclosures in financial services requires 
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market participants to report on several
sustainability related topics, and
biodiversity disclosures are included in
these requirements that came into effect
in March 2021. Intergovernmental
agreements such as the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species
of Wild Fauna and Flora are implemented
via EU Wildlife Trade Regulations. Despite
these examples, our review found that
regulations on biodiversity are less
frequent compared to climate, but the
topic is beginning to be regularly included
in sustainable finance policy. 

II. Gaps in the Literature
Our review of the literature found that
groups of investors that are collaborating
to tackle biodiversity loss and others are
indirectly addressing biodiversity risk
through adoption of specific sector
policies (e.g., palm oil and deforestation).
However, the review uncovered that there
is still limited awareness of and few
commitments to biodiversity at the
investor level. Investors play a role in
supporting the five key drivers of
biodiversity: diminution and degradation
of habitats, overexploitation of soils,
introduction of non-native species,
general environmental pollution, and
climate change. 

A. Lack of private sector progress on
existing biodiversity commitments
This literature review uncovered
numerous collective agreements on
biodiversity that have not translated into
action, nor biodiversity risk disclosure.
This conclusion is echoed in a recent
review of agreements with the aim of
commitment remains vastly insufficient.

driving financing for sustainable
development that found that voluntary
commitment remains vastly insufficient.
The New York Declaration on Forests
(NYDF) of 2015 is an agreement endorsed
by 180 governments, companies,
indigenous community networks, and civil
society organizations with the aim of
halving and ultimately ending natural
forest loss by 2020 and 2030, respectively.
Only half of NYDF member companies
have disclosed their progress towards
these goals in the six years since the
agreement was signed. 

The Convention on Biological Diversity's
post 2020 global biodiversity framework is
a response to the failure of stakeholders
to meet any one of the 20 Aichi
Biodiversity goals, established in 2011.
These included addressing the underlying
causes of biodiversity loss by
mainstreaming biodiversity across
government and society, reducing the
direct pressures on biodiversity and
promoting sustainable use, improving the
status of biodiversity by safeguarding
ecosystems, species and genetic diversity,
and more. Involvement of investors in
meeting CBD targets has been limited to
consulting with the Global Partnership for
Business and Biodiversity. 

B. Factoring biodiversity loss into risk and
valuation 

A 2020 PRI analysis finds that to date,
investors have primarily focused on
biodiversity loss due to acute events, but
less attention has been paid to how
business activities are fundamentally
reliant on biodiversity to produce goods
and services.
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Physical risk, which arises from chronic
depletion of natural resources and
acute natural events, arising from
weakened ecosystems, and leading to
disruptions to businesses’ production
processes or to demand. 
Transition risk, which is the risk that
businesses suffer financially due to
stronger policies or social norms that
penalize the direct or indirect harm
that their production processes or
products have on nature. 
Systemic risk, which is the risk
undertaken by humanity at-large as
destruction of natural habitats brings
people in closer contact with wild
animals and thereby increases the
likelihood of pathogen transmission to
humans (zoonosis). The COVID-19
pandemic is a clear example of
systemic risk. Additionally, system risk
encompasses the risk inherent in the
role nature plays in the vital links that
support human life. For example, a
widespread loss of pollinators has
drastic implications for global food
security. 

Analysis from the Natural Capital Coalition
finds that investors are not identifying
which assets, governments, or companies
are most exposed to natural capital risk.
Investors are increasingly seeking the
tools and strategies needed for actively
managing biodiversity portfolios in ways
that address performance risk. These
nature-related financial risks include, but
are not limited to: 

Sectoral Analysis 
A joint report between UNEP and the
Swiss government, Beyond “Business as
Usual”: Biodiversity Targets and Finance, 

Agricultural Products 
Apparel, Accessories & Luxury Goods
Brewers 
Distribution
Electric Utilities
Independent Power Producers &
Energy Traders
Mining
Oil & Gas Exploration & Production
Oil & Gas Storage & Transportation

found that among critical actions for
setting evidence-based biodiversity goals
was the need for financial institutions to
assess their exposure to priority sectors,
where dependencies and impacts on
biodiversity are high. The report
suggested that financial institutions
should focus on the following sectors:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
9.

C. Biodiversity’s synergies with Climate
Change 
There also exists a need for nuanced
cooperation between financing
mechanisms for biodiversity protection
and financial tools to combat climate
change. Current efforts at securing
finance, implementing initiatives, and
building the knowledge base around
climate and biodiversity financing remain
fragmented and often sectorial in their
nature. Additionally, reports found that
action taken to combat biodiversity loss
can conflict with climate mitigation, and
vice versa. More work must be done at a
sector level to identify trade-offs; for
example, if an activity supports climate
action but causes harm to life on land.
More broadly, there are also trade-offs in
terms of which nature-related topics
receive attention and funding. Climate
change is urgent and mitigating emissions 
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remains unfinished, prompting
practitioners to worry that if broader
nature and biodiversity concerns are
brought into the conversation, the global
community might fail to address either
crisis. 

Furthermore, while both represent related
features of the Earth’s environment,
climate in many ways is more
straightforward to address. Whereas
greenhouse gas emissions from human
activity are the direct cause of a changing
climate, biodiversity loss is a multifactor
issue that cannot be encompassed by a
set of activities. Because measuring
biodiversity impact is so challenging, tools
for financing climate change are, in some
respects, easier to implement with their
narrower focus on GHGs.

III. How is the private sector measuring
impact on Biodiversity today? 
A. The Difficulty in Determining
Biodiversity Thresholds  
A key challenge for governments and the
private sector has been to empirically
quantify the threshold beyond which there
is no return. Whereas climate change has
established a 1.5 degree C threshold
through the work of the IPCC and the
subsequent Paris Agreement, humanity
still struggles to identify the link between
levels of biodiversity characteristics
required to produce a desired ecosystem
service. Johan Rockström et. al described
the transgression of the planetary
biodiversity boundary that has already
taken place in their work A Safe Operating
Space for Humanity. Their report finds
that species are becoming extinct at a rate
that we  

Modeled after the Task Force on
Climate-related Financial Disclosures
(TCFD), the Taskforce on Nature-
related Financial Disclosure (TNFD) is a
disclosure framework for corporates
and financial institutions to assess,
manage and report on their
dependencies and impacts on nature,
aiding in the appraisal of nature-
related risk and the redirection of 

have not witnessed since the global-mass
event, and is 100 to 1000 times greater
than what can be defined as natural. The
authors admit that planetary boundaries
always contain subjective insights - how
many species are we willing to let go
extinct before a threshold is determined
to be, indeed, crossed? 

B. Tools for measuring Impacts    
Closing the Global Biodiversity Gap finds
that screening tools and standards that
enable investors to review risks and make
informed decisions to avoid investments
that may have negative impacts on
biodiversity (or to invest in areas with
positive biodiversity impacts) are critical to
closing the mismatch of funds leveraged
for biodiversity efforts. Our literature
review found that it can be challenging for
financial institutions to aggregate
biodiversity data as it is location specific
and varies according to the type of asset
at that location. Any fruitful effort by
institutions will require investors to
engage with companies and data service
providers in order to encourage the
provision of more meaningful and
consistent biodiversity data. 

Reporting and Disclosure Protocols  
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EXIOBASE is an environmental
footprinting resource that provides
insight into the final consumption in 43
countries, including the carbon, water,
land, and material footprint of each.
This tool was developed with the aim
of accurately reflecting the resource
use and the emissions related to final
consumption.  
The Global Biodiversity Score is a
Capital Coalition-developed footprint
assessment tool that helps institutions
establish and measure corporate and
financial commitments for biodiversity
The tool focuses on the biodiversity
impacts of economic activities across
firms’ value chains in a robust and
synthetic way.   
The Corporate Biodiversity Footprint,
in development by AXA Investment
Managers, BNP Paribas Asset
Management, Sycomore Asset
Management, and Mirova, will allow
investors to measure how their
investments impact biodiversity. The
tool will help investors to integrate
impacts to nature and biodiversity into
their risk assessments and research,
with a focus on transparency and
working towards more standard,
comparable metrics.

global financial flows away from nature-
negative outcomes and towards nature-
positive outcomes. 

Biodiversity Footprint Tools   

Mapping Tools    

The tools in this section range from
exploratory to highly technical and often
require company spatial data and GIS
expertise to obtain results. Spatial finance
is an increasingly important tool for 

The Swiss RE-developed index, BES,
can be used to locate known single
biodiversity risks. It gives first hand
insights into where an institution
operates, whether it be in degraded or
pristine ecosystems, or if an industrial
activity is dependent on BES in a given
location. A location-specific view can
also reveal where future operations
would become more vulnerable to
business interruption, in addition to
pointing out where property values
could be protected by BES against
natural hazards.
PRI Association Mitigation Hierarchy is
a mapping tool that investors can use
to drive positive and reduce negative
biodiversity outcomes. 
InVEST is a family of modeling tools
that map, measure and value the
goods and services we obtain from
nature. This WWF-developed tool
enables decision-makers to assess the
trade-offs associated with alternative
policy options, and to identify areas
where investment in ecosystem
services can enhance human
development and conservation of
terrestrial, freshwater, and marine
ecosystems. 
ENCORE (Exploring Natural Capital
Opportunities, Risks, and Exposure) is
a spatial tool developed by the Natural
Capital Finance Alliance UNEP-WCMC
to help users better visualize how
businesses across all sectors of the
economy depend on nature, and how
these dependencies might represent a
business risk if environmental
degradation disrupts them. The tool
focuses on goods and services that
nature supports.

mapping and measuring impacts and
dependencies of supply chains on
biodiversity and natural capital.128
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A P P E ND I X  B :  T OP  1 0 0 +  C OMP A NI E S  B Y  I MP A C T
Figure 12. Top 100+ Companies by Impact Sub-Industries.
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A P P E ND I X  C :  T OP  1 0 0 +  C OMP A NI E S  B Y  D E P E ND E NC Y
Figure 13. Top 100+ Companies by Dependency Sectors 
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A P P E ND I X  D :  R A NK I NG S  B Y  S UB - I NDUS T R Y  &  
C OUNT R Y

Figure 14. Asset-Level Dependency Rankings by Sub-Industry

Figure 15. Asset-Level Impact Rankings by Sub-Industry 
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Figure 16. Avg. Relative Impact Rating by Country

Figure 17. Avg. Relative Dependency Rating by Country
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D A T A  P R OV I D E R D E S C R I P T I ON

E X P L OR I NG  NA T U R A L
C A P I T A L  OP P OR T UNI T I E S ,
R I S K S  A ND  E X P OS UR E
( E NC OR E )

ENCORE provides financial institutions with systematic
information for assessing their exposure to Nature-related
risks, exploring businesses’ dependencies on natural
capital, and the effects of changes in the condition of
natural assets businesses rely on. It covers 167 economic
sectors and 21 ecosystem services.

A P P E ND I X  E :  E X I S T I NG  B I OD I V E R S I T Y  D A T A
P R OV I D E R S

Data Provider: Both public and private entities provide a comprehensive resource for
the archival of biodiversity related data

IBAT provides an integrated biodiversity assessment tool.
The web-based map and reporting tool that provides rapid
access to three of the world’s biggest biodiversity-related
datasets (IUCN Red List of Threatened Species, World
Database on Protected Areas, and Key Biodiversity Areas)

STAR provides investors with a tool to assess the
biodiversity return on investment. Use of the presence of
threatened species as an indicator for ecosystem quality.
Positive impact is based on the reduced extinction risk by
addressing key drivers of species loss.

SCRIPT benchmarks companies on the strength of their soft
commodity production, and assesses portfolio exposure to
deforestation, biodiversity loss and other soft commodity
sector risks. It aims to help financial institutions understand
and mitigate the risks associated with financing companies
in soft commodity supply chains.

Trase Finance is an open-access information system and
decision-support platform that will enable financial
institutions to understand and mitigate their exposure to
deforestation in their portfolios and allow civil society and
governments to better hold to account those failing to act.
It draws on more than 30 disparate data sources that
combine Trase’s unique deforestation-risk data with data on
company ownership and legal structures, tax registrations,
and a wide range of capital raising mechanisms.

T HE  I NT E G R A T E D
B I OD I V E R S I T Y  A S S E S S ME NT
T OOL  ( I B A T )

S OF T  C OMMOD I T Y  R I S K
P L A T F OR M ( S C R I P T )

S P E C I E S  T HR E A T  A B A T E ME NT
A ND  R E C OV E R Y  ( S T A R )
ME T R I C  

T R A S E  F OR  F I NA NC E
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141.  Integrated Biodiversity Assessment Tool. Available at: https://www.ibat-alliance.org/
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143. Transparency for Sustainable Economics. Available at: https://trase.earth/

https://trase.earth/
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B I OD I V E R S I T Y  A L L I A NC E D E S C R I P T I ON

T A S K F OR C E  ON NA T UR E -
R E L A T E D  F I NA NC I A L
D I S C L OS U R E S  ( T NF D )

A Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures has 73
Informal Working Group Members which work towards a
framework for corporates and financial institutions to
assess, manage and report on their dependencies and
impacts on nature, aiding in the appraisal of nature-related
risk and the redirection of global financial flows away from
nature-negative outcomes and towards nature-positive
outcomes.

A P P E ND I X  F :  E X I S T I NG  B I OD I V E R S I T Y
A L L I A NC E S

Biodiversity Alliances: under regional and global initiatives, the alliances gather
private entities to commit to biodiversity-related initiatives. 

F I NA NC E  F OR  B I OD I V E R S I T Y
P L E D G E

B U S I NE S S  A ND
B I OD I V E R S I T Y  OF F S E T S
P R OG R A M

C OA L I T I ON F OR  P R I V A T E
I NV E S T ME NT  I N
C ONS E R V A T I ON ( C P I C )

C OMMU NI T Y  OF  P R A C T I C E
F I NA NC E  A ND  B I OD I V E R S I T Y
( E U C OP  F @B )

The Pledge has a total of 37 signatories, with EUR 4.9
trillion assets under management. The Pledge signatory
companies commit to making a positive contribution to
biodiversity through their activities and investments and
encourage other financial institutions to join.

Business and Biodiversity Offsets Program has 72
partnerships and develops an international standard on
biodiversity offsets agreed by an international multi
stakeholder group.

CPIC creates the enabling conditions that support a
material increase in private, return seeking investment in
conservation.

CoP F@B explores opportunities and challenges on scaling
projects and innovations for biodiversity by the financial
sector. Underlines the need for standardisation of
measuring biodiversity (gain) or at least the development of
a common ground around methods of measuring positive
impacts on biodiversity. 
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144. Task Force on Nature-related Financial Disclosures. Available at: https://tnfd.info/
145. Forest Trends. Business and Biodiversity Offsets Program. Available at: https://www.forest-trends.org/bbop/
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B I OD I V E R S I T Y  A L L I A NC E D E S C R I P T I ON

A P P E ND I X  F :  E X I S T I NG  B I OD I V E R S I T Y
A L L I A NC E S

Biodiversity Alliances: under regional and global initiatives, the alliances gather
private entities to commit to biodiversity-related initiatives. 

E U  B US I NE S S @B I OD I V E R S I T Y
P L A T F OR M ( E U B @B
P L A T F OR M)

EU Business@Biodiversity platform is a forum for dialogue
and policy interface to discuss the links between business
and biodiversity at EU level. The Platform pursues
1)supporting the development of methods, criteria and
standards 2) fostering the integration of biodiversity and
natural capital into the decision-making process of a critical
mass of businesses and financial institutions, and ultimately
helps to deliver on the objectives of the EU Biodiversity
Strategy to 2030. 

B US I NE S S  F OR  NA T U R E

Business for Nature is a global coalition -more than 50
organizations- that brings together business and
conservation organizations and forward thinking companies
to call on governments to work together to create a positive
policy feedback loop to adopt policies to reverse nature
loss in the next decade. Business for Nature current
priorities include: 1. Amplify the business’s voice to
encourage the adoption of a transformative Post-2020
Biodiversity Framework at the UN Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD COP15); 2. Strengthen evidence of business
leadership and momentum on nature through our growing
network of companies committing and acting for nature
and advocating for ambitious policies; 3. Contribute to
simplifying and converging high-level nature and climate
policy messaging from business. 

I NT E R G OV E R NME NT A L
S C I E NC E - P OL I C Y  P L A T F OR M
ON B I OD I V E R S I T Y  A ND
E C OS Y S T E M S E R V I C E S
( I P B E S )

An independent intergovernmental body established by
States to strengthen the science-policy interface for
biodiversity and ecosystem services for the conservation
and sustainable use of biodiversity, long-term human well-
being and sustainable development. IPBES currently has
137 member States. The work of IPBES can be broadly
grouped into four complementary areas (Assessments,
Policy Support, Building Capacity & Knowledge,
Communications & Outreach)
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146. Business For Nature. Available at: https://www.businessfornature.org/ 
147. IPBES. Available at: https://ipbes.net/about

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/biodiversity/business/workstreams/finance/index_en.htm
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B I OD I V E R S I T Y  A L L I A NC E D E S C R I P T I ON

A P P E ND I X  F :  E X I S T I NG  B I OD I V E R S I T Y
A L L I A NC E S

Biodiversity Alliances: under regional and global initiatives, the alliances gather
private entities to commit to biodiversity-related initiatives. 

T HE  S C I E NC E  B A S E D
T A R G E T S  NE T WOR K

A network that is part of the Global Commons Alliance that
“aims to provide business with consensus guidance on how
to restore balance to the global commons by operating
within Earth’s limits while meeting society’s needs”. The
SBTN is comprised of 45+ organizations working together
to provide science-based targets for companies and cities.
This project builds on the Science Based Targets Initiative
on climate change.

A C T 4 NA T UR E
I NT E R NA T I ONA L

Act4nature international is an alliance initiated to
accelerate concrete business action for nature. Dedicated
to French businesses with international activities, its aim is
to mobilise them on their direct and indirect impacts, their
dependencies and their possibilities to act in favour of
biodiversity. 65 businesses committed to the initiative in
2018 and more than 40 new commitments are expected in
2021.

T HE  NA T UR A L  C A P I T A L
F I NA NC E  A L L I A NC E  ( NC F A )

NCFA is a finance sector-led initiative, providing expertise,
information and tools on material aspects of natural capital
for financial institutions. It works to support these
institutions in integrating natural capital considerations into
their risk management processes and products as well as
helping them to discover new opportunities. The NCFA
secretariat is run jointly by UNEP FI and Global Canopy.
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148. Science Based Targets Network. Science-Based Targets for Nature: Initial Guidance for Business. 2020. Available at: https://sciencebasedtargetsnetwork.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/11/Science-Based-Targets-for-Nature-Initial-Guidance-for-Business.pdf
149. Act4Nature. Available at: http://www.act4nature.com/en/
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A P P E ND I X  G :  G L OB A L  C A R B ON E MI S S I ONS

Source: Source: The slide was prepared by prof. Cary S. Krosinsky
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