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INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

At the end of 2022, the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF) was adopted,
including 4 overarching goals (2050) and 23 action-oriented targets (2030). These goals can
only be achieved if all public and private financial flows at all levels (corporate, sectoral, local,
national, and international) are aligned with these objectives. This alignment involves not only
investing in biodiversity conservation and restoration (‘financing green’) but also ensuring that
financial resources are contributing to a sustainable use of biodiversity (‘greening finance’) and
benefits arising from the use of genetic resources are fair and equitably shared. Some specific
GBEF targets focus on financial resources and the financial sector, such as:
e Target 14: Align all relevant public and private activities, and fiscal and financial flows
with the objectives of the GBF.
e Target 15: Measure, report, and reduce biodiversity-related risks and negative impacts.
e Target 18: Reduce harmful subsidies by at least $500 billion per year and scale up
biodiversity-positive incentives.
e Target 19: Mobilize $200 billion per year for biodiversity from all sources, including $30
billion from international financing by developed countries (including ODA).

With these goals and the need to align all financial flows accordingly, the question arises
whether it is possible to measure a country’s progress in aligning its public and private financial
flows with the GBF and nature goals. This question is directly linked to Target 14 (“progressively
aligning all relevant public and private activities, fiscal and financial flows with the goals and
targets of this framework”) and potentially requires an analysis of all GBF goals and the role of
public and private financial flows in achieving these goals.

Organizations like BIOFIN have been focusing for years on mapping the need for and
availability of financial resources for biodiversity at the national level (primarily ‘financing
green’). Moreover, many different tools have been developed in the last few years to help
companies, organizations, and financial institutions measure their dependencies and (potential)
impact on biodiversity and adjust their investments accordingly (primarily ‘greening finance’).
The question arises whether the biodiversity-related tools currently available for the private
sector could be combined into an approach to measure the ‘alignment of financial flows with
nature’ at government level.

At present, such an approach is not available, making it difficult to assess whether countries,
including The Netherlands, are on track in aligning their financial flows with nature and the GBF
goals. Moreover, such an assessment is also important for the development, implementation
and monitoring of National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs and National
Biodiversity Finance Plans (NBFPs). Especially an NBFP could potentially both benefit from and
provide data for such an approach.

The Netherlands Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries, Food Security and Nature (LVVN) has asked
CREM to conduct a feasibility study for the development of an approach to measure the
alignment of financial flows with nature. CREM has cooperated in this project with the French
consultancy CDC Biodiversité.



The objective of the feasibility study is the following:

To assess the feasibility of developing an approach to measure the alignment of financial flows
with nature by governments on a national level, using private sector tools and with an emphasis
on quantifying impact.

NB: It must be realised that although the focus of this feasibility study is on the ‘alignment with
nature’, a large part of the study actually zooms in on the alignment with ‘biodiversity’, the living
part of nature. The reason for this is the fact that the Global Biodiversity Framework focuses on
biodiversity, and the fact that many of the private sector tools covered in this study focus on
assessing impacts on biodiversity, rather than nature.

1.2 Reader

The feasibility study covers the following sections

e Chapter 2 The meaning of aligning financial flows with nature
An exploration of what the alignment of financial flows with nature means, looking at other
initiatives and publications, at international, regional and national nature-related policies,
and what this means for the feasibility of measuring alignment.
e Chapter 3 Public and private nature-related financial flows
An analysis of the feasibility to identify public and private nature-related financial flows,
focusing on the Netherlands.
e Chapter 4 Measuring alignment and the use of tools
An overview of private sector tools which could potentially be used to measure and quantify
the alignment of financial flows with nature.
e Chapter 5 Building the alignment approach.
Presentation of a draft alignment approach building on the results of the previous chapters.
e Chapter 6 Conclusions and recommendations
Conclusion regarding the feasibility of developing an alignment approach, the identification
of use cases and recommendations for next steps.



THE MEANING OF ALIGNING FINANCIAL FLOWS WITH
NATURE

2.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses in the question what an ‘alignment of public and private (‘all’) financial
flows with nature’ means and how this could be operationalised. It includes an analysis of
existing publications on alignment and the concept of ‘nature positive’, and an analysis of goals
and targets at international level, regional level and national level. Based on this analysis
conclusions are drawn with regard to the interpretation of ‘aligning with nature’ and the
feasibility to measure alignment.

Reader
In paragraph 2.2, the meaning of ‘the alignment of financial flows with nature’ is explored,

looking at other publications.

In paragraph 2.3 the concept of ‘nature positive’ is briefly explored, including an approach to
Nature Positive Finance.

In paragraph 2.4, an overview is provided of targets on international (GBF), regional (EU) and
national level and the linkages between these levels and targets. The goal of this section is not
to be complete, but to assess what role these goals and targets can play when
measuring/quantifying the alignment of financial flows with nature.

In paragraph 2.5, the results for this feasibility study are summarised.

2.2 Aligning financial flows with nature

‘Alignment of all financial flows with nature’ is not clearly defined and therefore open to different
interpretations. To understand what alignment means or could mean, an analysis if made of
publications focusing on the alignment of financial flows with climate and nature, including two
methodological publications from already existing ‘alignment tools’.

The following publications are included in the analysis.
e OECD Review on a aligning finance with climate goals; Assessing progress to net-zero
and preventing greenwashing (OECD, 2024).1
¢ Aligning financial flows with the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework; High
level roadmap (UNEP-FI, 2023).2,

OECD (2024), OECD Review on Aligning Finance with Climate Goals: Assessing Progress to Net Zero and Preventing
Greenwashing, Green Finance and Investment, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/b9b7ce49-en.

Aligning financial flows with the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework; High level roadmap, UNEP-FI, July
2023.



¢ Aligning financial portfolios with biodiversity goals: Scoping report and full method for
the ENCORE biodiversity module (UNEP-WCMC, 2021).3
e NatureAlign — Module 1 app user guide, November 20244

For each publication, the main take-aways for this feasibility study are presented in a text box.

OECD Review on aligning finance with climate goals (OECD)

The OECD review on aligning finance with climate goals includes an inventory of approaches
and metrics to assess the alignment of finance with climate goals. It includes a review of
approaches to assess the climate alignment of finance, the current degree of climate alignment
of finance, as well as financial public policies and financial sector actions adopted that may
influence the climate alignment of finance.

The publication provides suggestions for a common and improved framework to better assess
and inform progress on the climate alignment of finance. The study concludes that there is not
yet a common agreed-upon framework to track progress towards climate alignment of finance.
However, some of the findings from the study can maybe inform the feasibility of defining and

assessing the alignment of financial flows with nature. For example, the scope and aspects of
finance covered in climate-alignment assessments (see figure X) may be similar to the scope

and aspects of finance when looking at nature-alignment assessments, although the thematic
scope may be more complex.

Thematic scope Scope of actors Geographical scope
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Figure 1: Scope and aspects of finance covered in climate-alignment assessments

Findings from the review of the current approaches and metrics to assess the alignment of
finance with climate goals (chapter 2 in the review) and the conclusions (chapter 5 in the
review) can also inform an assessment of the alignment with nature. A selection of these
findings (in the wording used in the review) is the following:

UN Environment Programme World Conservation Monitoring Centre, UNEP Finance Initiative and Global Canopy 2021.
Aligning Financial Portfolios with Biodiversity Goals: Scoping report and full method for the ENCORE biodiversity
module. UNEP-WCMC, Cambridge, UK, 61 pp.

NatureAlign — Module 1 app user guide, NatureFinance, November 2024



¢ “Financial flows and stocks could be considered aligned with the Paris Agreement if
they support socio-economic systems that are consistent with low-greenhouse gas
emissions and climate-resilient development pathways. This involves scaling up finance
for activities contributing to climate goals (including climate solutions and transition
activities) and redirecting finance away from activities undermining climate mitigation
and resilience goals.”

e “Arange of complex methodological choices and assumptions influence the results of
climate-alignment assessments of finance. Where methodologies and assumptions are
not transparent enough, this can lead to greenwashing.”

e “Climate-alignment assessments of finance notably require the selection of a
benchmark, such as climate scenarios.”

o “Different metrics and methodologies, based on complementary perspectives, provide a
more holistic and nuanced assessment of the climate alignment of finance. Taking the
example of alignment assessments at the level of financial institutions, emissions-
related metrics need to be complemented with metrics reflecting portfolio composition
practices, including investments in climate solutions and GHG-intensive assets, as well
as more qualitative information about engagement, strategy, and governance. No silver-
bullet metric can credibly and transparently capture all dimensions.”

Main take-aways feasibility study:

The OECD review shows that an assessment of aligning finance with climate goals is not that
straightforward: it relies on complex methodological choices and assumptions and incomplete
data, requires the selection of a benchmark (like climate scenarios), and there is no ‘silver bullet
metric’ that captures all nuances and dimensions.

The fact that the review mentions that (for an alignment assessment at the level of financial
institutions) emissions related metrics will need to be complemented with metrics reflecting
portfolio composition, as well as more qualitative information about engagement, strategy and
governance, could mean that private sector tools looking at biodiversity impacts and
dependencies will probably only capture part of the alignment of financial flows with nature on a
national level.

Building on the OECD definition of ‘alignment’, the focus of an alignment of financial flows with
nature could be on “scaling up finance for activities contributing to nature goals (i.e. contributing
to ‘nature positive’) and redirecting finance away from activities undermining nature goals (i.e.
activities with a negative impact on biodiversity)”.

Aligning financial flows; High level roadmap (UNEP-FI)
The high level roadmap in this UNEP-FI publication is divided into three main areas of
recommendations:
a) Prepare: setting a clear and consistent (enabling) environment to catalyse action.
b) Implement: taking action to align financial flows with the shared vision of the Global
Biodiversity Framework.
¢) Engage: supporting the mainstreaming of biodiversity through effective engagement.

Actors within the financial landscape considered in the plan of action include:
e Government policymakers.
e Financial supervisory entities and central banks.
e Public and private financial institutions, as well as corporate investors.




Actions are recommended for each area (prepare, implement, engage), for each of these
actors. For example, in the implement step, public financial institutions (Public Development
Banks (PDBs), like Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs)) and private financial institutions,
including corporate investors are recommended (among others) to assess, monitor, report
upon, and disclose nature-related risks, dependencies and impacts, to assess and leverage
opportunities to make investments with positive outcomes for nature, and to reduce negative
impacts to nature through engagement with companies, sector- and ecosystem-based policies.

In October 2024, a status update on the implementation of the high-level roadmap was
published, including a qualitative inventory of steps taken since 2023.5

Main take-aways feasibility study:

The actions identified in UNEP-FI's high-level roadmap to align financial flows with the GBF
focus on, among others, investments in nature positive outcomes, a reduction of negative
impacts to nature and building synergies between climate action and nature action.

Although the high level roadmap does not offer a direct basis for quantitative monitoring of
alignment, a focus on monitoring positive impact and reducing negative impact (following from
the OECD review) fits with the actions identified.

Aligning financial portfolios with biodiversity goals (UNEP-WCMC)

The biodiversity module in ENCORE was developed to provide a platform for financial
institutions to explore the alignment of their portfolios with global biodiversity goals. Although
this module does not include a focus on public financial flows, the module can provide insight in
the question how an alignment of financial flows to the GBF can be put into practice. The
module is sector specific and was developed for two sectors, agriculture and mining. The
methodology is based on two measurement approaches:

e An extinction risk-based measurement approach, using the STAR metric (Species
Threat Abatement and Restoration), which gives an indication of the extent to which the
portfolio can contribute to reducing species’ extinction risk. This contribution to reducing
species’ extinction riks was seen as a key component of the (in 2021) proposed draft
goal A of the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework.

¢ An ecological integrity risk metric comparing species composition and abundance at the
ecological community-level, used to give an indication of change/impact associated with
the portfolio. This, as a key component of the draft goal A of the Post-2020 Global
Biodiversity Framework (in 2021).

By using these two measurement approaches, the focus of the module is very much on species
and ecosystems, similar to IUCN’s ‘Measuring Nature Positive’ approach discussed before.

Although the module can be used to provide an indication of alignment with biodiversity goals,

the publication also states: “There are, however, multiple challenges hindering the explicit
quantification of financial portfolio alignment with global biodiversity goals”.

United Nations Environment Programme (2024). From Kunming-Montreal to Cali: Is the Financial Systrem on Track?
Geneva.
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The following challenges are mentioned:
e Alack of downscaling of global biodiversity goals to the scale of companies and regions
e Alack of spatially resolved data on the future development of companies
e Alack of corporate biodiversity indicators that are responsive to management measures

Although the focus on the module is not on public finance, these challenges will be similar for
public financial flows, like subsidies, that are used to (co)finance corporate activities.

The biodiversity module has not been updated since 2021. Future updating will depend on the
interest from ENCORE users and the availability of funding.

Main take-aways feasibility study:

ENCORE'’s biodiversity module (developed before the GBF in 2022) to explore alignment of
portfolios with biodiversity goals builds on the potential of a portfolio to contribute to reducing
species’ extinction risk and the impact of a portfolio on ecosystem integrity. The same will be
true for other financial flows, like public funding, directed at companies. This approach supports
a focus on species and ecosystems when focusing on alignment with nature positive.

At the same time it is acknowledged that an explicit quantification of financial portfolio alignment
with global biodiversity goals is not yet possible.

NatureAlign (NatureFinance)

‘NatureAlign’ is a suite of analytical modules, developed by NatureFinance, with the objective of
supporting stakeholders within the financial system in aligning their financial flows with nature
positive outcomes. The tool is currently focused on private financial institutions and is still being
developed and improved. With regard to the alignment of financial flows with nature, the Module
1 App User guide states:

“The concept of nature alignment is rooted in the GBF, which references alignment in several of
its goals and targets. Similar to the concept of climate alignment with respect to specific
temperature goals in the Paris Agreement, ‘nature alignment’ is defined as the process of
channelling public/private financial flows towards economic activities that deliver equitable
nature positive outcomes.”
And:
“Based on the GBF’s framing, NatureFinance considers that delivering nature positive outcomes
means that financial institutions should:

e Assess their nature-related dependencies, impacts, risks and opportunities;

e Settargets that progressively improve their position with respect to nature; and

e Develop strategies, policies and processes that enable a timely nature-positive

transition.”

Although not explicitly mentioned, these three steps are equally relevant to government bodies
providing funding, including subsidies, to economic sectors.

NatureAlign includes four modules: (1) Baseline assessment, (2) Alignment assessment, (3)
Planning for target setting and (4) Investment planning. The baseline assessment module
module focuses on the exposure of financial flows to:

e Sensitive locations, building on:

11




o The state of nature on country level: state of biodiversity, water risk and presence of
critical natural assets; when more granular data is available, an analysis at
watershed level is undertaken.

o Ecosystem protection on country level: an indicator of the presence of an enabling
environment within jurisdictions that protects ecosystems in the face of potential
nature-related risks.

e Sectors with material nature-related impacts and dependencies (using ENCORE data,

see chapter 3).

The input needed to use the Baseline assessment module is the companies users invest in or
lend to (constituents), as well as the sectors and countries these companies operate in. When
certain data (apart from the constituents) is missing or confidential, the tool will rely on
assumptions.

The Alignment assessment module builds on the result on the baseline assessment and rates
an organisation’s in the key sectors it invests in based on its consideration of nature-related risk,
opportunities and transitions. The methodology of this second module was not yet available
during the time of this feasibility study.

Main take-aways feasibility study:

NatureFinance defines alignment of financial flows as “the process of channeling public/private
financial flows towards economic activities that deliver equitable nature positive outcomes”. This
definition is in line with the focus of other initiatives on nature-positive outcomes.

The NatureAlign baseline assessment module focuses on sensitive locations and sectors, and
broadens the scope compared to other initiatives (like the ENCORE Biodiversity module) to
critical natural assets that deliver significant benefits to people at a global or local level and to
ecosystem protection in different jurisdictions.

2.3 Aligning with ‘nature positive’

2.3.1 The definition of nature positive

A lot has been written about nature positive in the last few years, including publications by the
Nature Positive Initiative (The Definition of Nature Positive®), IUCN (Nature positive for
business: Developing a common approach?), ASN Bank (Biodiversity roadmap ASN Bank®),
and Finance for Biodiversity Foundation, together with UNEP-FI (Finance for Nature Positive:
Building a working model®).

Nature Positive Initiative, The Definition of Nature Positive, 27 November 2023.

Baggaley, S., Johnston, M., Dimitrijevic, J., Le Guen, C., Howard, P., Murphy, L., Booth, H. and Starkey, M. (2023).
Nature positive for business: Developing a common approach. Gland, Switzerland: [UCN.

Biodiversity roadmap ASN Bank, Discussion paper, January 2024.

Finance for Biodiversity Foundation and United Nations Environment Programme (2024) Finance for Nature Positive:
Building a working model.
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The term “nature positive” was not included within the final text of the Kunming-Montreal Global
Biodiversity Framework. However, according to IUCN, there is alignment between the
language and terminology used in definitions of nature positive and the mission and vision of
the GBF, which includes “urgent action to halt and reverse biodiversity loss to put nature on a
path to recovery”.

In November 2023, the Nature Positive Initiativel! (NPI) published its definition of Nature
Positive!?;

“Nature Positive is a global societal goal defined as ‘Halt and Reverse Nature Loss by 2030 on
a 2020 baseline, and achieve full recovery by 2050’.

To put this more simply, it means ensuring more nature in the world in 2030 than in 2020 and
continued recovery after that.”

! &

*BY 2050

ol *
3 ZERO NET % FULL
3 LOSS OF NATURE RECOVERY
FROM 2020

NET POSITIVE BY 2030

Figure 2: Global goal for nature: Nature Positive by 203013

In the IUCN publication ‘Nature positive for business: Developing a common approach’ (2023),
achieving nature positive as a company is not regarded as being feasible:

“Achieving nature positive requires collective action across sectors, value chains and
landscapes. While the most ambitious actions by single companies cannot deliver nature
positive if implemented in isolation, individual businesses can and should start taking action
across their operations and value chains to contribute to this international goal.”

Baggaley, S., Johnston, M., Dimitrijevic, J., Le Guen, C., Howard, P., Murphy, L., Booth, H. and Starkey, M. (2023).
Nature positive for business: Developing a common approach. Gland, Switzerland: [UCN.

The Initiative was launched on 6 September 2023 to promote the integrity and implementation of the Global Goal for
Nature. 27 of the world’s largest nature conservation organizations, institutes, business and finance coalitions came
together to launch the initiative aimed at driving alignment around the definition, integrity and use of the term ‘nature
positive’ and supporting broader, longer-term efforts to deliver nature-positive outcomes.

The Definition of Nature Positive, Nature Positive Initiative, 27 November 2023.

How business and finance can contribute to a nature positive future now, Business for Nature et al., October 2022.
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In the publication ‘Strategies to scale-up payments for ecosystem services’ by the Netherlands
Enterprise Agency4, the inclusion of regulating services in the definition of ‘nature positive’ is
proposed: “A project or investment is ‘nature positive’ when it positively affects at least three
regulating ecosystem services.”

The rationale behind this link with ecosystem services is the fact that “they are essential for the
continued existence of provisioning and cultural ecosystem services.” The reason for including
at least three regulating ecosystem services and not one, is the fact that “optimizing the quality
of only one regulating ecosystem service could result in possibly harmful trade-offs with others.”
Measuring contributions to nature positive

While the definition of ‘nature’ is clear and there is growing consensus on the definition ‘nature-
positive’ (and whether companies can be nature positive), measuring progress towards nature
positive is more complex.

According to the Nature Positive Initiative, nature-positive outcomes can be measured by
quantifying the maintenance and improvement of natural processes, ecosystems and species
over time?s,

1. Natural processes: hydrological integrity, sediment transport and the integrity of
estuaries, migration patterns, carbon sequestration and storage, integrity of tidal zones,
natural fire regimes, vegetative cover that supports rainfall patterns.

2. Ecosystems: extent of habitat, ecological integrity of the habitat, function of species in
their ecosystems

3. Species: extent & abundance of species, extinction risk of species, genetic diversity

Looking at what should be measured, this can be interpreted as the desirable/ideal way of
measuring (contributions to) nature positive. In practice this will be quite a challenge for
businesses, let alone for financial institutions with large portfolios or governments responsible
for and influencing multiple financial flows.

The IUCN paper ‘Measuring Nature-Positive’ refers to the same components of nature?s:
“Delivering the Nature Positive goal requires measurable net-positive biodiversity outcomes
through the improvement in the abundance, diversity, integrity and resilience of species,
ecosystems and natural processes.”

IUCN’s approach focuses on two key and complementary elements of the Global Biodiversity
Framework:

e Contributions to stemming biodiversity loss through reducing species extinction risk,
measured using the Species Threat Abatement and Restoration (STAR) metric. STAR
combines species diversity, range restriction and threat status data taken from the
IUCN Red List of Threatened Species to highlight where the opportunities for
interventions to reduce species extinction risk are greatest.

Strategies to scale-up payments for ecosystem services, Caroline van Leenders & Deborah Heijblom, Netherlands
Enterprise Agency, September 2024.

The Measurable Nature Positive Goal for the CBD Mission, naturepositive.org, March 17, 2022.

IUCN (2023). Measuring Nature-Positive: Setting and implementing verified, robust targets for 28 species and
ecosystems. Commented version 1.0, 16 November 2023. IUCN: Gland, Switzerland.
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e Contributions to biodiversity recovery through ecosystem conservation and restoration
will be measured using an ecosystem extent and condition metric.

According to the IUCN paper, nature-positive outcomes for species and ecosystems “will
support the broader goal of nature-positive as stated in the Global Goal for Nature, which
covers a wide range of additional components of nature and their associated processes”.

Main take-aways feasibility study:

The discussion around nature positive indicates that measuring contributions to nature positive
requires measurable, positive biodiversity outcomes with a focus on ecosystems (conservation
and restoration) and species.

A focus on (regulating) ecosystem services could be added to the definition of (contributions to)
nature positive. However, although there is an implicit link between a focus on ecosystems and
species on the one hand and the ability of an ecosystem to provide (regulating) ecosystem
services on the other, this connection is not yet made by leading initiatives and organisations
like the Nature Positive Initiative and IUCN.

2.3.2 Finance for Nature Positive: Building a working model

In the publication ‘Finance for Nature Positive: Building a working model’'?, an analysis is made
of the way in which finance can contribute to nature positive. The result of the analysis is a
Finance for Nature Positive working model (see figure 2) in which a distinction is made
between:
e Nature Impact Mitigation Finance
Finance for activities undertaken to address adverse impacts on nature in accordance
with the Work Bank Group’s Environmental and Social Framework (ESF) and IFC and
MIGA Performance Standards (PS). As shown in the framework, it should follow the
mitigation hierarchy: avoid, reduce, restore and regenerate and transform.
e Nature Finance
Finance contributing to the nature positive goal of halting and reversing nature loss and
supporting the implementation of the Global Biodiversity Framework. It includes:
¢ Nature Mainstreaming Finance is finance that is expected to enable a broader
economic transition towards practices aligned with delivering the nature positive
goal.
e Nature Positive Finance is finance that is expected to deliver measurable positive
outcomes for biodiversity or ecosystem services, relative to business-as-usual

Although still a working model, this framework could potentially be used to structure the
alignment of financial flows with nature positive: public and private financial flows that can be
considered part of (1) Nature impact mitigating finance, (2) Nature mainstreaming finance and
(3) Nature positive finance.

Based on the definition of the three financial flows, the result of nature impact mitigation finance
and nature positive finance could potentially be measurable/quantifiable (requiring location

Finance for Nature Positive: Building a working model’, Finance for Biodiversity Foundation, UNEP, 2024)
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specific data in case of nature positive finance), while the result of nature mainstreaming
finance, contributing to transformational change, will be more difficult to measure and quantify.

Transf ive levels d the impi 1t of the
state of nature above the 2020 baseline

Definitions

Level 1: Compliance with the mitigation hierarchy
Nature Impact Adherence to

e T R - B
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Finance

Level 2: Transformative actions for Global Biodiversity Framework implementation

- — 1
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. transition
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Nature Positive Sustainable use restoration enablers outcomes
Transform value
Goals Avoid losses BIUUWBG'W 99'“5 chains
. Manage Monitoring of contributions
Strategies phase-out m gains SO DEIETIED
‘ Governance Level 3: Organisation strategy and governance

Figure 3: Finance for Nature Positive working model

Main take-aways feasibility study:

The Finance for Nature Positive working model can potentially be used to structure financial
flows according to their focus (nature impact mitigating finance, nature mainstreaming finance
and nature positive finance), and the opportunity to measure/quantify results.

2.4 Aligning financial flows with policy and targets

2.4.1 Introduction

An important question is whether an alignment of financial flows with nature positive outcomes
also requires the alignment of financial flows with nature targets on national level (Dutch
policies), on regional level (EU directives such as the EU Restoration Law) and international
level (the Kunming Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework).

The objectives and targets at these three levels are linked. For instance, the EU Restoration
Law’s target of restoring at least 20% of the EU’s land and sea areas by 2030 can be directly
linked to Target 2 of the Global Biodiversity Framework, which aims to restore 30% of degraded
areas by 2030. This means that an alignment of financial flows with targets on an international
level requires an alignment of financial flows with related targets on national and regional level.

To achieve the targets on the three levels, ‘alignment’ is not just about the focus of public and
private financial flows (e.g. a focus on conservation or restoration, or a focus on mitigating
negative impacts in specific sectors), but also about the size of the financial flows needed to
achieve the targets and the impact realised. Moreover, reaching the targets on a regional and
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international level not only requires alignment of financial flows originating from the Netherlands
with these targets, but also the alignment of financial flows originating from other countries.

The three different target levels, the interlinkages between them and what this means for the
feasibility study are discussed below.

2.4.2 Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF)

Vision and mission of the GBF
The term “nature positive” was not included within the final text of the Kunming-Montreal Global
Biodiversity Framework. The vision of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework is:

“a world of living in harmony with nature where “by 2050, biodiversity is valued, conserved,
restored and wisely used, maintaining ecosystem services, sustaining a healthy planet and
delivering benefits essential for all people.”

The mission of the Framework for the period up to 2030, towards the 2050 vision is:

“To take urgent action to halt and reverse biodiversity loss to put nature on a path to recovery
for the benefit of people and planet by conserving and sustainably using biodiversity and by
ensuring the fair and equitable sharing of benefits from the use of genetic resources, while
providing the necessary means of implementation.”

As mentioned in the IUCN publication ‘Nature positive for business: Developing a common
approach’ (see paragraph 2.2), this mission is in line with the language and terminology used in
definitions of ‘nature positive’.

Goals and targets of the GBF
The GBF outlines four main goals for 2050 aimed at:

A. Protecting and restoring biodiversity (ecosystems, species, genetics).

B. Ensuring sustainable use and maintaining/enhancing the contributions of ecosystem
services to people.

C. Equitably sharing of the benefits of genetic resources.

D. Securing sufficient resources for implementation.

To achieve these 2050 goals, 23 action targets have been established for 2030 (see annex 1).
These targets are structured according to three clusters:

1. Reducing threats to biodiversity

2. Meeting people’s needs through sustainable use and benefit-sharing

3. Tools and solutions for implementation and mainstreaming

The first cluster includes a focus on conservation and restoration, but also on mitigating
negative impact, e.g. from pollution. The second cluster has a stronger focus on avoiding and
mitigating impacts through sustainable practices, while the third cluster focusses on
assessment, disclosure and making sure public and private financial flows are aligned with
nature.

Targets with a direct and an indirect focus on biodiversity
From the perspective of a potential quantification of the contribution of financial flows to the
GBF action targets a distinction can be made between:
e Action targets with a more or less direct focus on conservation, restoration and/or
sustainable use of biodiversity and ecosystem services, like a focus on reducing the
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drivers of biodiversity loss. Targets 1-12 (primarily linked to goal A and B) fall within this

category.

Action targets with a focus on creating the right enabling environment, like the
implementation of policies, the availability of financial resources, etc. Targets 13-23 fall

within this category.

The action targets with a direct focus on biodiversity are included in the table below, including a
short summary of each target and an indication if the focus is mainly on impact drivers, on
specific ecosystems/locations/areas, and/or on specific (types of) species. The latter is relevant
to the potential use of private sector tools to quantify the impact of financial flows.

NB: Location always plays a role in the assessment of impact. However, in some cases a
potential impact may be modelled when the impact location is not (exactly) known. For this
reason, ‘location’ is only mentioned in the table below when targets explicitly refer to
ecosystems or areas with specific characteristics, like ecosystems of high ecological integrity,
and when reference is made to ecosystem services (which are always provided at a specific

location).
Target Conservation, restoration, Main focus: drivers,
sustainable use location, species,
ecosystem services
Reducing threats to biodiversity
1 | Plan and manage all Conservation, focusing on areas of | Drivers
areas to reduce high biodiversity importance, Location
biodiversity loss including ecosystems of high
ecological integrity.
2 | Restore 30% of all Restoration of areas of degraded Drivers
degraded ecosystems terrestrial, inland water, and marine | Location
and coastal ecosystems.
3 | Conserve 30% of land, Conservation areas of particular Drivers
waters and seas importance for biodiversity and Location
ecosystem functions and services.
4 | Halt species extinction, Actions to halt human induced Drivers,
protect genetic diversity, | extinction of known threatened Location
and manage human- species and for the recovery and Species
wildlife conservation of species, in
particular threatened species.
5 | Ensure sustainable, Ensure that the use, harvesting and | Drivers
safe and legal trade of wild species is sustainable, | Location
harvesting and trade of | safe and legal, preventing Species
wild species overexploitation, minimizing
impacts on non-target species and
ecosystems.
6 | Reduce the introduction | Eliminate, minimize, reduce and or | Drivers
of invasive alien species | mitigate the impacts of invasive Location
by 50% and minimize alien species on biodiversity and Species
their impact ecosystem services.
7 | Reduce pollution to Reduce pollution risks and the Drivers
levels that are not negative impact of pollution from all | Ecosystem services
harmful to biodiversity sources by 2030, to levels that are
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not harmful to biodiversity and
ecosystem functions and services.

Minimize the impacts of
climate change on
biodiversity and build
resilience

Minimize the impact of climate
change and ocean acidification on
biodiversity and increase its
resilience through mitigation,
adaptation, and disaster risk
reduction actions.

Drivers

Meeting people’s needs through sustainable use and benefit-sharing

Human Well-Being and
Biodiversity

and densely populated areas, by
mainstreaming the conservation
and sustainable use of biodiversity.

9 | Manage wild species Sustainable management and use Drivers
sustainably to benefit of wild species, including through Species
people sustainable biodiversity-based

activities, products and services
that enhance biodiversity.

10 | Enhance biodiversity Sustainable management of areas Drivers
and sustainability in under agriculture, aquaculture,
agriculture, aquaculture, | fisheries and forestry, including
fisheries, and forestry through biodiversity friendly

practices.

11 | Restore, Maintain and Restore, maintain and enhance Location
Enhance Nature’s nature’s contributions to people, Ecosystem services
Contributions to People | including ecosystem functions and

services.

12 | Enhance Green Spaces | Increase the area and quality of Drivers

and Urban Planning for | green and blue spaces in urban Location

Aligning financial flows at Target level or at Goal level
Aligning financial flows with the GBF could mean an alignment with the overarching goals (A-D)

and/or with the individual action targets. Relying solely on target-level monitoring risks creating

a fragmented view of progress, and achieving multiple individual targets does not necessarily
lead to a Nature Positive world. This has been demonstrated by a study from the Netherlands

Environmental Assessment Agency (PBL), which assessed the impact of implementing key
targets of the Global Biodiversity Framework (Targets 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 10, 11, and 16)18,

18 Kok et al. (2024), A prospective evaluation of the ambition of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework: A

contribution to the CBD review process, The Hague: PBL Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency. Link:
https://www.pbl.nl/system/files/document/2024-10/pbl-2024-Policy-brief-COP_16-5361.pdf
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Figure 4: Changes in MSA and LPI in different scenarios of ambition.

The study found that while global implementation of these targets has the potential to increase
the area of natural ecosystems by 2050, achieving an overall improvement in biodiversity
remains a challenge. The results indicate that gains can be observed in the Living Planet Index
(LPI) for mammals. However, trends in Mean Species Abundance (MSA) for plants, birds, and
mammals still show a slight decline, highlighting the limitations of a target-based approach
when considered in isolation. The figure above is extracted from this study and shows that
following the GBF targets is not enough to bend the curve of biodiversity loss when looking at
the predicted changes in MSA: in the ‘Global Biodiversity Framework’ scenario (in light blue in
the graph), the remaining biodiversity continues to decline despite alignment with the GBF
targets.

The study shows that while tracking progress at the target level provides valuable insights,
ensuring a genuinely positive impact on biodiversity requires integrating these efforts into a
broader alignment approach with the overarching GBF goals, as proposed in section 5.

Main take-aways feasibility study:

Alignment with the action targets of the GBF may provide valuable insights, but a focus on the
targets alone may not result in a positive impact on biodiversity. Alignment is needed with the
overarching goals, especially goal A and B which have a more direct link with biodiversity and
focus on reducing the threats to biodiversity: conservation, restoration and sustainable use.

The underlying targets (targets 1-12) differ where it comes to the need for driver-, location- and
species-related data, which can influence the choice of private sector tools to measure
alignment.
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2.4.3 EU nature policies and targets
On a European level, a number of policies and directives focus on biodiversity and translate
GBEF targets to the level of the EU and its member states:
e The EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030
e The Nature Restoration Law
e Natura 2000 Network
e The EU Green Deal
e EU Nature Directives (Habitats and Birds Directives)
e The EU Water Framework Directive (WFD)
e The EU Forest Strategy
e The EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD)
e The EU Circular Economy Action Plan
e EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
e The EU Pollinators Initiative

In the report ‘The meaning of the UN ‘Kunming Montreal Framework for biodiversity’ for Dutch
policy’ (‘De betekenis van het VN Kunming-Montreal raamwerk voor biodiversiteit’ voor het
Nederlandse beleid’1?) by PBL, the linkages between the GBF Targets, the EU nature policies
and Dutch policy are briefly addressed:

“The GBF targets have played a significant role in shaping the EU's nature policies, particularly
the European Biodiversity Strategy and the Green Deal. This alignment between EU and GBF
targets was therefore a guiding principle during the negotiations in Montreal on new goals for
2030. There is thus an implicit expectation that the Netherlands can meet the GBF targets by
adhering to the EU targets. This EU policy for nature and the sustainability of the economy often
has a (legally) binding character for member states and is therefore crucial for achieving the
GBF targets.”

This statement implies that, unless EU targets change (reduced, removed, postponed), an
alignment of (Dutch) financial flows with the EU targets also means an alignment with the GBF
targets.

Main take-aways feasibility study:
An alignment of (national) financial flows with EU targets indicates an alignment with the GBF
targets.

2.4.4 Dutch nature policy and targets

Dutch nature-related policies and targets include a variety of plans, agendas and regulations. It
is beyond the scope of this feasibility study to provide a full overview. The PBL study on the
meaning of the GBF for Dutch policy includes a qualitative analysis of the contributions of Dutch
nature and biodiversity-related policy to the GBF action targets and indicates where more effort
is needed. This analysis is structured according to the three clusters of GBF action targets
mentioned above.

As an example, the analysis shows that various Dutch policies contribute in one way or another
to the first four GBF action targets of the first cluster (‘Targets for the protection and restoration

of nature and addressing direct environmental pressures’). This includes (Dutch names):
e Omgevingswet (Environment and Planning Act)

De betekenis van het VN Kunming-Montreal raamwerk voor biodiversiteit’ voor het Nederlandse beleid, PBL, May 2024.
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e Wet Natuurbescherming (now part of the ‘Omgevingswet’)
e Agenda Natuurinclusief 2.0 (developed by ‘Collectief Natuurinclusief’)
o Natuurpact

e Natuurnetwerk Nederland (NNN)

e Programma Natuur

e Deltaplan Biodiversiteitsherstel

¢ Nationale Omgevingsvisie (NOVI)

e Besluit algemene regels ruimtelijke ordening

e Wet Stikstofreductie en Natuurverbetering

¢ Nationaal Programma Landelijk Gebied (NPLG)

¢ Nationaal Natuurherstelplan

The PBL study concludes that “the Netherlands can contribute to several action targets of the
GBF”, but it also concludes:

“For each of the GBF action targets, a dedicated policy approach can be developed in the
NBSAP, but it is important to consider the many interconnections. For example, promoting less
intensive and nature-inclusive farming in transition zones around protected areas can contribute
to both rural area targets and goals within protected areas. Additionally, addressing climate
change is crucial for achieving nature-related goals, as nature restoration is not possible without
realizing the Paris climate targets, and without nature protection, the climate targets will also not
be met.”

The many interconnections between the three target levels, as mentioned by PBL, mean that it
will be very difficult to unravel the contributions of national policies/targets to targets on EU level
and to the GBF targets. The same will be true for financial flows feeding into national policies
and the resulting alignment with the GBF targets.

Main take-aways feasibility study:

The many interconnections between nature-related policies at different levels (national, EU,

GBF) means that it will be very difficult to unravel the alignment of financial flows with these

different policy levels. It is very likely that this is not just true for the Netherlands, but also for
other countries. This supports an approach of focusing on the overarching goals of the GBF.

2.5 Conclusion: interpretation of aligning financial flows with nature

The majority of the publications analysed translate the alignment of financial flows with nature
into scaling up finance for activities contributing to nature positive outcomes and redirecting
finance away from activities with a negative impact on biodiversity. The general focus of
measuring nature positive outcomes is on ecosystems and species (‘state of nature’),
supporting natural processes, while recognizing that there is not one metric that will capture all
nuances and dimensions (OECD), and realising that an explicit quantification of financial
portfolio alignment with global biodiversity goals is not yet possible (UNEP-WCMC).

The financial flows contributing to nature positive can be structured according to the ‘Finance for
Nature Positive’ working model distinguishing nature impact mitigating finance, nature
mainstreaming finance and nature positive finance. The opportunities to measure/quantify the
results of these financial flows are expected to be different.

22




Looking at an alignment with different nature-related policy and target levels (international,
reginal and national), contributions to the individual targets of the GBF may not lead to a nature
positive outcome on the level of the GBF goals. Moreover, assessing the alignment of financial
flows with nature by focusing on the linkages between policy the national, EU, and GBF level
will not be feasible due to the many interconnections.

Based on these results, the feasibility study will focus on the alignment of financial flows with
goals A and B of the GBF: assessment of contributions to nature positive outcomes and
redirecting finance away from activities with a negative impact on biodiversity.

Both goals (A and B) are about the direction of public and private financial flows, while goal D of
the GBF (Securing sufficient resources for implementation) is about the size of the flows.
Whether public and private financial goals are sufficient for implementation of the GBF cannot
be assessed with the use of private sector (impact) tools, but needs to be assessed by means
of (funding) gap analysis, e.g. by building on the work of BIOFIN (see section 3.2).

Goal C of the GBF (Equitably sharing of the benefits of genetic resources) can be seen as a
precondition to the allocation of public and financial flows and cannot be assessed by means of
private sector (impact) tools.
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IDENTIFICATION OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE NATURE-
RELATED FINANCIAL FLOWS

3.1 Introduction

To assess the alignment of public and private nature-related financial flows with nature positive,
it needs to be clear what these nature-related financial flows include. An analysis is made of the
following publications to see what definitions are available on nature-related financial flows and
what is already known about Dutch nature-related financial flows:

e UNDP BIOFIN The Biodiversity Finance Initiative, Workbook 2024

e Assessing biodiversity effects of public financial incentives; A methodology for the
Dutch government, CE Delft, February 2024

e Mapping Dutch Financial Flows to Biodiversity, Rijksdienst voor Ondernemend
Nederland (RVO), June 2021

3.2 Biodiversity expenditures according to BIOFIN

An important source of information when looking at biodiversity-related financial flows is the
information provided by the Biodiversity Finance Initiative (BIOFIN), a global initiative designed
to address the significant challenge of financing biodiversity conservation, now being
implemented across 133 countries.

BIOFIN defines ‘biodiversity expenditure’ as?:

“Any expenditure whose purpose is to have a positive impact — or to reduce or eliminate
pressures on — biodiversity. Biodiversity expenditures consist of direct or primary expenditures
that have biodiversity as their principal purpose, and indirect (or secondary expenditures) that
have biodiversity as their secondary purpose.”

A more detailed definition is provided in the BIOFIN Workbook:

“Biodiversity objectives: the purpose of the expenditure is to Increase, Protect, and Restore
biodiversity; Prevent biodiversity loss; or Address the drivers that contribute to biodiversity loss,
or impede biodiversity gains, including lack of awareness and enabling conditions in policy and
institutions.” Focus is on the intent of an activity or expenditure, rather than on the impact.

The Workbook also provides a scoring approach (‘Biodiversity Attribution Rates’), differing from
but informed by the ‘Rio Markers’ (designed to track international development assistance

financing for the three main Rio Conventions), presented in the table below.

The Workbook states that “activities that address one of the CBD objectives but are detrimental
to another should be excluded. For example, if a subsidy on sustainable use of wood products

UNDP BIOFIN The Biodiversity Finance Initiative, Workbook 2024, Finance for Nature.
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is considered, but it results in direct loss of biodiversity because of the plantations of exotic
invasive species, it should not be counted.”

Tabel 1: Detailed definition of Biodiversity Expenditure and ‘biodiversity attribution rates’
(BIOFIN Workbook 2024)

Biodiversity Objectives: The purpose of the expenditure is to Increase, Protect, and Restore biodiversity; Prevent biodiversity loss; or
Address the drivers that contribute to biodiversity loss, or impede biodiversity gains, including lack of awareness and enabling
conditions in policy and institutions.

The purpose of the expenditure is completely aligned with the biodiversity objective. Where multiple
objectives occur with biodiversity, the attribution is retained for as long as the intention of the other
abjectives (climate, health, human development) completely aligns with biodiversity or does not
diminish or compromise the attainment of the BD objective.

75 % (Quite Significant) Thel biodiversity objecti\lre r?mains an in‘lportanlt pt:-n't Df the elxpe_nditur'e, but the articulation is more
indirect and /or other objectives precedes the biodiversity objective.

100% (Primary)

The objective is unclear as a policy objective and /or other objectives are more

9% (Siani
50% (Significant) prominent than biodiversity.

The objective is noticeably weaker in terms of policy articulation compared to other objectives
and framed as an unintended impact.

5% (Low) The objective is almost non-existent in policy articulation and framed as an unintended impact.

The main objective of the action is to promote purposes other than biodiversity, however there
is some minimal link to the objective.

25 % (Moderate)

1% (Miniscule)

Nine Primary Biodiversity Categories are defined by BIOFIN, including their alignment to GBF
targets (see chapter 4 of the BIOFIN Workbook for the full table with explanations):

Primary Biodiversity Categories GBF targets
1 | Access and Benefit- Sharing 9,13,21,22
2 | Biodiversity Awareness and Knowledge 21,1,20
3 | Biosafety 6,17
4 | Green Economy 15,16; partially: 7,8,12
5 | Biodiversity Planning and Finance 14,15,16; partially: 1,12,18,19
6 | Pollution Management 7
7 | Protected Areas and Other Conservation Measures 3,4; partially: 1,5,8,9,19
8 | Restoration 2,4
9 | Sustainable Use 2,4,5,7,9,10

Once expenditures are classified according to the nine BIOFIN categories, the Biodiversity
Attribution Rates (BAR) are determined.

3.3 Nature-related financial flows in the Netherlands

An assessment of biodiversity expenditures following the BOFIN approach has not yet been
conducted for the Netherlands. However, several studies have been conducted in the last few

years that can help in creating an overview of the different types of financial flows that qualify as

‘nature-related’ financial flows.
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This includes:
e Assessing biodiversity effects of public financial incentives; A methodology for the
Dutch government, CE Delft, February 2024
e Mapping Dutch Financial Flows to Biodiversity, Rijksdienst voor Ondernemend
Nederland (RVO), June 2021

The first study focuses on public financial flows and outlines a methodology for identifying Dutch
financial public incentives detrimental and beneficial to biodiversity. The focus of the second
study is private financial flows and tries to map private financial flows to biodiversity from Dutch
financial institutions. The results of both studies are briefly summarised below:

Public financial flows: Assessing biodiversity effects of public financial incentives
The main questions of the CE Delft study on public financial incentives were:

¢ How can the Dutch government identify and assess financial public incentives with a
damaging and protecting effect on (global) biodiversity?

e What type(s) of financial public incentive should be included (scoping)?

e Which financial public incentive should be analysed (screening)?

e How should data be gathered (data gathering)?

e How can the impact on biodiversity be determined, classified, and reported (assessing)?

The study differentiates between direct, indirect and implicit financial public incentives:

o Direct incentives refer to on-budget incentives which include financial flows from public
authorities that can directly be related to consumption/production (e.g., subsidies or grants).

¢ Indirect incentives refer to off-budget incentives which include financial flows that can
indirectly be related to the consumption/production (e.g., tax exemptions).

o Implicit incentives refer to off-budget incentives which include unregulated financial flows,
i.e. ‘uncorrected market failures’ or also denoted as external costs. Implicit incentives are
hard to identify, as these are not immediately visible or clear-cut.

For the scoping and screening of public financial incentives, the study offers three options
(minimum, medium and maximum), each containing additional incentives and sectors, thus
requiring increasing time commitments:

e The minimum option involves analysing both direct (e.g. transfer of funds) and indirect
incentives (e.g. tax exemptions) for sectors with significant potential biodiversity effect,
including agriculture, forestry & fisheries, water & infrastructure, energy & industry,
construction & housing and transport.

e In addition to the components analysed in the minimum option, the medium option
extends the assessment to include procurement and the tourism & recreation sector.

e The maximum option expands further to encompass more complex incentives, such as
regulatory measures and implicit incentives (not taxing of externalities) and covers all
sectors listed in the EU EHS documents, such as healthcare and arts.

Use of the medium option is recommended potentially extending the analysis to include the
maximum option at a later stage. Moreover, a minimum threshold for financial public measures
is recommended to ensure the analysis remains manageable.

Impact assessment of the public incentives
The study provides an approach to assess the impact of the incentives on biodiversity in a
qualitative way, categorizing the impact of the incentives based on expert input. Again three
options are offered, one of which should be selected:

e The basic option categorises biodiversity effects as strictly positive or negative.
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¢ The medium option adds two ‘mixed’ categories (predominantly negative or
predominantly positive) based on expert input.
e The advanced option includes two additional levels of positive and negative categories.

The medium option is recommended for the ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food quality,
while the basic option is recommended for the ministries of Infrastructure and Water
Management (1&W), Economic Affairs and Climate Policy (EZK), and Internal Affairs and
Kingdom Relations (BZK).

Summarised, the study into public financial incentives and their impact on biodiversity suggest
the following priorities:
e Direct incentives, like the transfer of funds
¢ Indirect incentives, like tax exemptions
e Public procurement
In the following sectors with significant potential biodiversity effect:
e Agriculture
o Forestry & fisheries
e Water & infrastructure
e Energy & industry
e Construction & housing and transport
e Tourism & recreation

Private financial flows: Mapping Dutch Financial Flows to Biodiversity
The focus of this study was to map private financial flows to biodiversity from Dutch financial

institutions. This means that the focus is comparable to the focus of BIOFIN, i.e. private
financial flows intended to have a positive impact on biodiversity. This will be a (small) subset of
all private financial flows from financial institutions.

The study refers to a number of official mechanisms to track national and international
biodiversity expenditures such as the OECD, CBD, and BIOFIN and uses the OECD and a
report by the Nature Conservancy/Paulson (“Financing Nature: Closing the Global Biodiversity
Financing Gap”?!) to identify potential sources of biodiversity expenditure:
e Biodiversity Offsets
Not (yet) relevant to the Dutch context.
e Sustainable commodities/sustainable supply chains
Four subsectors of sustainable commodities markets are distinguished: (1) sustainable
forestry products, (2) sustainable agricultural products, (3) sustainable fisheries and
seafood products, and (4) sustainable palm oil. 1 to 1,5% of the expenditures in these
sectors is assumed to be used to finance biodiversity-related conservation measures.
e Natural infrastructure
Biodiversity is rarely the principle aim of the investment. To estimate the biodiversity
component of natural infrastructure investments reference is made to the Rio Marker
approach.
e Carbon markets/Nature Based Solutions
e Green Financial Products
The estimates for green financial products or green debt aggregates financial flows

Deutz, A., Heal, G. M., Niu, R., Swanson, E., Townshend, T., Zhu, L., Delmar, A., Meghji, A., Sethi, S. A., and Tobin-de
la Puente, J. 2020. Financing Nature: Closing the global biodiversity financing gap. The Paulson Institute, The Nature
Conservancy, and the Cornell Atkinson Center for Sustainability.

27



estimates of green bonds, green loans, sustainability linked loans, landscape loan
facilities, and environmental impact bonds. A small percentage (between 0,3% and
0,5%) is expected to be used to finance biodiversity-related conservation measures.

To estimate the biodiversity expenditures by Dutch financial institutions data collection focused
on the top-10 asset owners (including pension funds and insurers) and the top-5 banks (ING,
Rabobank, ABN AMRO, Volksbank, and Triodos).

The result was an estimated EUR 302 — 536 million in private financing to biodiversity in 2020:
Green Bonds offer the largest source of biodiversity financing by Dutch financial institutions with
EUR 155 — 310 million (using a biodiversity finance share between 0.5 — 1.0%). There is,
however, uncertainty how the ‘use of proceeds’ actually benefits biodiversity. The second
source of biodiversity financing were investments of EUR 68 — 88 million in biodiversity-related
private equity funds dedicated to investing in projects that benefit nature and biodiversity. The
third source of biodiversity financing was Sustainability-Linked Loans (SLLs). The other
potential sources of biodiversity expenditure appeared to be less relevant to Dutch financial
institutions.

The study concludes that data on private financial flows into biodiversity finance (finance with an
intended positive impact on biodiversity) by financial institutions is still limited and there is
uncertainty on how these flows benefit biodiversity. Regulations such as the EU Taxonomy and
the NFRD will contribute to the development of a common data collection and reporting
methodology. The methodology used in the report offers a ‘second-best’ approach in the
absence of a well-regulated and functioning data reporting system.

3.4 Conclusion nature-related financial flows

Although the BIOFIN Workbook provides a valuable methodology to identify and quantify
biodiversity expenditures on a country level, it does not address all nature-related financial flows
(flows without an intended positive impact are not included).

The two studies on nature-related financial flows in the Netherlands do not yet provide a
detailed overview of the different private and public financial flows relevant to nature in a
positive or negative way. They do provide insight in the public financial incentives that should be
prioritised in a qualitative analysis of biodiversity effects and in the type of private financial flows
from financial institutions with an intended positive impact.

Although this information is not specific enough to quantify the alignment of all public and
private financial flows with nature-positive, it does offer insight in public incentives (like public
procurement) and sectors (like agriculture, energy and forestry) that could be prioritised when
exploring the use of private sector tools to quantify impact.

28



MEASURING ALIGNMENT AND THE USE OF TOOLS

4.1 Introduction

An important question is then whether the (potential and actual) impact of these private and
public financial flows can be measured in order to assess and track the progress over time
towards a nature positive economy. In this chapter, an analysis is made of what should be
measured and an overview is provided of tools currently used by businesses, financial
institutions and governments to measure impact on biodiversity, including a discussion to what
extent these tools could also be used in an ‘alignment approach’.

4.2 What to measure

Aligning with the GBF and Nature Positive Initiative
While the concept of nature positive is not explicitly mentioned in the Global Biodiversity

Framework (GBF), the two approaches are closely connected. Goal A of the GBF emphasizes
the need to halt biodiversity loss and achieve biodiversity gains by 2050, while goal B
emphasises the sustainable use of biodiversity. This aligns well with the approach presented in
the Finance for Nature Positive working model (see chapter 2) and the focus of the OECD
regarding aligning finance with climate targets and the approach by both UNEP-WCMC and
Nature Finance in their alignment tools. Therefore, the overall assessment of biodiversity
impacts should be conducted at the level of Goal A and B, encompassing both ecosystem and
species data and metrics.

Assessing the impact of financial flows on biodiversity
To make meaningful progress to meet the GBF goals, it is essential to understand the current

state of biodiversity and the impact of financial flows. A comprehensive assessment is key to
determine whether the Netherlands is on track to meet the GBF objectives and to effectively
target efforts to reduce pressures on biodiversity and achieve biodiversity gains.

For this reason, all financial flows should be included in the analysis, enabling an assessment of
where and how financial flows impact biodiversity. By focusing only on a selection of financial
flows within specific dedicated funds (e.g. with an intended positive impact), we risk missing key
drivers of biodiversity loss or opportunities for positive change. Moreover, the entire value chain
needs to be considered when measuring impact, both the impact of direct activities and the
impact of upstream purchases and (where feasible) downstream use and the end-of-life of
products and services.

Of course, the availability of data may vary significantly depending on the financial flow.
Therefore, the approach must be adaptable to the data at hand (following reasonable data
collection efforts) and to specific financial flows. The following sections will dive deeper into
these considerations.
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4.3 How to measure the impact of financial flows

To measure alignment, it is necessary to have a clear understanding of the impacts of Dutch
financial flows on biodiversity. In this paragraph, current tools and databases are presented that
can be used to assess such impacts, as well as the approach used to identify hazardous
subsidies (target 18), explained in the study by CE Delft (see section 3.3).

As stated by the Global Biodiversity Framework (in goal A), and leading initiatives on nature
positive (see chapter 2), it is crucial to assess impacts on both ecosystems and species to take
into account the different components of biodiversity. This dual requirement leads to the use of
diverse tools and databases.

4.3.1 Impact assessment public financial incentives
The study ‘Assessing biodiversity effects of public financial incentives; A methodology for the

Dutch government’ conducted by CE Delft?? includes an overview of the approach taken in
different countries to assess the potential impact of public financial incentives in order to identify
‘harmful subsidies’ (GBF Target 18). Such an assessment is based on a 4-step approach
recommended by the OECD:

1. Scoping.
The first step regards defining the scope of the study, resulting in the decision as on
whether or not to include a financial public incentive.

2. Screening.
The second step concerns making a list of financial public incentives that are potentially
harmful for biodiversity. A financial incentive is potentially harmful for biodiversity if the
incentive 'increases production or providing services that has a specific negative impact
on biodiversity.

3. Data gathering.
The third step regards gathering data on the financial public incentives allowing for an
integrative assessment of the impact of financial public incentives on biodiversity.
Particularly, data is needed on the following issues: description of the purpose,
beneficiaries and conditions of allocating the financial public incentive.

4. Assessing the extent of harm to biodiversity
The fourth step regards the assessment of the extent of harm to biodiversity related to
the financial public incentive. This step requires the involvement of experts on
biodiversity relying on academic literature (conservation management, ecology, biology,
climate science).

To assess the environmental impact of support measures the OECD has developed a three-
linkage model:

1. The extent to which the financial incentive increases economic output.

2. How the increase in economic output affects emissions and resource use.

3. The assimilative capacity of nature/biodiversity.

Moreover, the OECD mentions that while quantitative estimates of adverse impacts are usually

difficult due to uncertainties, a qualitative assessment, often using a ‘traffic light’ system, is a
more common and feasible approach.

Assessing biodiversity effects of public financial incentives; A methodology for the Dutch government, CE Delft,
February 2024.
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This approach of assessing adverse environmental impacts results in a qualitative or semi-
quantitative overview of (potential) impacts. Based on an analysis of six countries using this
approach (Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Norway, Switserland), the CE Delft study concludes
with regard to the assessment of damage to biodiversity:
e Different negative/positive scales are used in all studies.
e A gualitative or semi-quantitative assessment is executed by an expert group relying on
academic literature.
e Semi-quantitative indicators (intensity, impact area, fragility) can provide more insights
and multiple damage levels.
e Certain financial public incentives exhibit mixed outcomes, like being positive for climate
change while posing a risk for deforestation. In the Italian assessment these were
included as ‘uncertain’.

Based on these findings, the study proposes to use a qualitative analysis, conducted by an
expert group providing relevant academic literature on the drivers of biodiversity loss. With
regarding to quantification, the study states the following:

“While quantitative analysis can guide policy prioritization by indicating environmental damage
severity, it faces numerous challenges with establishing a direct causal connection between a
subsidy and environmental damage. Despite existing quantification tools (also used in the
finance sector), the primary obstacle lies in the limited availability of data at the government
level.”

The limited availability of (financial) data is in line with the findings in chapter 3 of this feasibility
study. The fact that there are challenges with establishing a direct causal connection between a
subsidy and environmental damage needs to be taken into account in the use of the tools
discussed in this chapter and the assessment approach presented in chapter 5, especially when
zooming in on ‘Nature positive finance’ (see sections 2..3.2 and 5.2), where the need for more
granular, location specific data is relatively high.

4.3.2 Footprinting approaches
As for climate, footprinting methodologies can form the first pillar of an impact assessment

approach. Carbon footprinting has also been the first step to measure the alignment with
decarbonisation trajectories: by measuring the carbon emissions and comparing them to
sectoral intensities, companies and financial institutions are able to compare their performances
to different carbon trajectories. To do so, entities used both footprinting tools and accounting
frameworks such as the GHG Protocol.

The same logic can be applied to biodiversity: both footprinting methodologies and accounting
frameworks are needed to measure the alignment of financial flows with biodiversity objectives.
Accounting frameworks play a crucial role in harmonizing footprinting assessments, ensuring
consistency in scope, consideration of positive and negative impacts, attribution rules, etc. An
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important initiative in this respect is the PBAF Biodiversity Footprinting Standard?® and related
publications by tool developers?4.

Footprinting tools allow to measure the potential (calculated, modelled) impact of diverse
financial flows on ecosystem condition, a key element of the impact on biodiversity. Currently,
numerous footprinting methodologies exist and are used by the private sector to measure their
impact on biodiversity. Information on existing tools is provided in a number of publications,
including tools and their characteristics, like coverage, use cases, data granularity, etc. Two key
resources can be used to compare footprinting tools and are presented below.

Biodiversity measurement approaches - A practitioner's guide for financial institutions

A first resource is the guide from the Finance for Biodiversity Foundation, released in 202425,
This guide includes twelve biodiversity measurement approaches available to the financial
sector, with a description of each tool and comparison tables. Of the twelve approaches
included in this guide, nine are based on or include footprinting methodologies:

GID — Global Impact Database, MBFM — Biodiversity Footprint Metrics, BIAT — Biodiversity
Impact Assessment Tool, GIST NBS — BIGER Footprint, SLAM, DIRO 360, CBF — Corporate
Biodiversity Footprint, NRP — Nature Risk Profile, BFFI — Biodiversity Footprint for Financial
Institutions, BIA-GBS - Biodiversity Impact Analytics — Global Biodiversity Score, GBS-FI —
Global Biodiversity Score for Financial Institutions

Table 2: Materiality level of approaches per organisational focus area, business application and
asset category

Table 1: Maturity levels of ENCORE IBAT BRF BIA-GBS GBS-FI CBF BFFI GID MBFM BIAT NRP GISTNBS
approaches per organisational
focus area, business application Organisational focus area
and asset category Balance sheet ° L ] L ] L J L 2 ®
Portfolio @ ® o ® ® L 4 ® o ® [ [ o
Sector @ ® L ® ® ® ® L ® ® L b
Index L 4 L 4 L 4 ® ® ® L4 ® ®
Corporate @ ® ® ® [ ] ® [ ] L [  d o
Project or site L ] L ] { ] { ] { L ]
Product or service ® o L ®
Supply chain { ] - ] L ] { ] L { ] L] { ] L ]
Business/finance application
BA L: Assessment of current biodiversity performance @ Y Y ® ® ® o o ® ) [ ] o
BA 2: Assessment of future biodiversity performance ) ) 3
BA 3: Tracking progress fo fargets ) ® ® °® o [ ] [ 3
BA 4: Comparing options / benchmarking [ ) { ] { ] L L @ { ] o ®
BA 5: Assessment / rating of biodiversity performance by third parties ° o ® ° 3
BA &: Certification by third parties o ®
BA7: Screening and assessment of biodiversity risks and opportunities @ L L ] [ ] o @ L ] L] L ]
Asset category
Corporate loans ® ® ° ™ Y ® ° ®
Sustainability linked loans ® ®
Listed equity shares [ ] @ ] L L ] ® L L L ]
Private equity ® ® ® ® ° ® ®
Corporate bonds ® ° ® ® ° ® ®
Sovereign bonds { ] L ] @ L { ] ] { ]
. Mortgages and real estate L ] { 2 L L 2 ® e (] (]
Legend Matt levels
g urity lev Impact funds ® ° ™ ® ® ™ ®
Potential: 0 times applied Green bonds ® 4 °
® Emerging: 1-4 imes applied Project finance @ o [ L] L]
@ Mature: 5-more times applied Commodity trade ®

+ Sector level focus
+ Aslang as location and sector information s provided
* Mature: if site location is known

Biodiversity Footprinting Standard: Financed impact, Assessment of financed biodiversity impact through model-based
biodiversity footprinting, Partnership for Biodiversity Accounting Financials, October 2024.

For example, the following publication provides key concepts for accounting for positive and negative impacts: CDC
Biodiversité (2023). Global Biodiversity Score — Accounting for positive and negative impacts throughout the value
chain. Link: https://www.cdc-biodiversite.fr/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/DOSSIER-MEB-49-GBS-MD-WEB.pdf

Finance for Biodiversity Foundation (2024). Biodiversity measurement approaches - A practitioner's guide for financial
institutions. Link: https://www.financeforbiodiversity.org/wp-content/uploads/Biodiversity-measurement-approaches A-
practitioners-guide-for-financial-institutions _4th-edition.pdf
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The guide includes a description of the approach of each tool, and comparison tables of tool
characteristics such as table 2. This enables financial institutions to identify tools that can be
used depending on the financial flow considered (see “Asset Category”) in the table. The
analysis focuses on the use of these tools for private finance, but most of these tools can also
be used for public finance. For example, the tools can be used to estimate the impact of public
direct incentives, with financial data as an input.

Assessment of Biodiversity Measurement Approaches for Businesses and Financial Institutions
A second useful resource for more information on the different footprinting tools is the
Assessment of Biodiversity Measurement Approaches by the EU Business and Biodiversity
Platform, released in 202425, This fifth iteration covers 37 approaches, including metrics, tools,
methodologies and databases. The approaches are compared through comparison tables on
the eight topics included in the ‘navigation wheel’ (figure 5). The following topics are particularly
relevant when selecting tools for an alignment approach of financial flows:

e Biodiversity pressures: to obtain an overview of the pressures covered by the tools.

e Biodiversity metrics: to select tools with relevant metrics for monitoring alignment with
the GBF goals A and B, such as metrics at ecosystem and species level.

e Type of data: to identify the input data that can be used to measure the impact on
biodiversity, like ‘biodiversity state data’, ‘pressures, resources and emissions data’, and
‘economic quantification of activities data’.

Figure 5: The Biodiversity Measurement Navigation Wheel 3.0 for Business

EU Business and Biodiversity Platform (2024), Assessment of Biodiversity Measurement Approaches for Businesses
and Financial Institutions - Update report 5. Link: https://green-business.ec.europa.eu/news/read-fifth-edition-report-
assessment-biodiversity-measurement-approaches-businesses-and-financial-2024-11-26 _en
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Ability to measure the impact of different financial flows

Regardless of the footprinting methodology, the flexibility of model-based biodiversity
footprinting allows these tools to accommodate various levels of data granularity, and therefore
to measure the potential impact of many different financial flows ranging from sovereign bonds
to public procurement. The input data can vary from financial data (investment or lending by
sector and country) to more precise data such as inventories of commodities, emissions, or
impact drivers such as land occupied and water consumption. This flexibility allows a
measurement of potential impact as precisely as possible depending on the financial flow
studied and the data available.

For example, an assessment of impact of financial flows aimed at priority sectors (see the
analysis of public incentives in chapter 3) preferably relies on more precise data to enable
closer monitoring. These flows either significantly contribute to biodiversity loss or, conversely,
have a positive impact.

The table below proposes which financial flows should be included in an alignment analysis,
detailing what should be measured and the ideal granularity of the input data. The granularity of
input data is categorised using the terminology from the Biodiversity Measurement Navigation
wheel: ‘economic quantification of activities data’, i.e. financial data about sectors and countries
financed by the financial flows, and ‘pressures, resources and emissions data’, i.e. information
about the actual activities taking place (products, projects, infrastructure, etc.) and related
physical data. The public financial flows are derived from the analysis of public incentives
(chapter 3) and the private financial flows from the asset classes included in the PBAF
Biodiversity Footprinting Standard.

Public / Financial flow What should be Input data
Private measured recommended
Public Direct incentives Negative and Economic
positive impacts guantification of
activities data
Public Procurements linked to all Negative impacts Economic
sectors guantification of
activities data
Public Procurement linked to the Negative impacts of Ideally: pressures,
priority sectors: current procurements | resources and
e Agriculture emissions data to
e Forestry & fisheries Impact reduction monitor these flows
e Water & infrastructure and assess a
e Energy & industry Positive impacts reduction of negative
e Construction & housing impacts or increase
and transport of positive impacts
e Tourism & recreation
Private Listed equity and corporate Negative impacts Economic
bonds guantification of
activities data
Private Unlisted equity and business Negative impacts Economic
loans guantification of
activities data
Private Biodiversity-related private Positive impact As granular as
equity funds possible, pressures,
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resources and
emissions data
Private Sovereign bonds Negative impacts Economic
guantification of
activities data
Private Green bonds Positive impact of As granular as
green bonds possible, pressures,
resources and
emissions data
Private Project finance Negative impacts Economic
guantification of
activities data
Private Project finance dedicated to Positive impact As granular as
biodiversity projects possible, pressures,
resources and
emissions data
Private Mortgages Negative impacts Economic
guantification of
activities data
Private Commercial Real Estate Negative impacts Economic
quantification of
activities data

Such an analysis will show the potential negative, avoided or positive impact of public and
private financial flows on biodiversity. It allows measurement of potential impact by:

Type of financial flow.

Ecosystem, mainly limited to terrestrial and aquatic freshwater ecosystems.
Pressure: land use change, climate change, pollution, resource exploitation, etc.
Sector, sub industry, company, project and product.

Potential impact of a country

Moreover, it allows a focus on local (national) consumption and the impact of imports and
exports, providing an overall view of the total biodiversity impact of a country. Of course, such a
country level and even global view of potential impact will need to be modelled through financial
data. However, it will also be possible to zoom in on specific financial flows, like project finance,
using more precise data in order to obtain a more precise view of the potential impact.

Pressures and GBF targets
Finally, the pressures covered by footprinting tools are often addressed by specific GBF targets.
The tools currently cover the potential impact of four pressures defined by IPBES: land use
change, direct exploitation, pollution and climate change. The introduction of invasive species
cannot yet be covered by the footprinting tools. By focusing on these four pressures the tools
can contribute to measuring the alignment to the following targets:

e Target 7: Reduce pollution to levels that are not harmful to biodiversity.

e Target 8: Minimize the impacts of climate change on biodiversity and build resilience.

e Target 10: Enhance biodiversity and sustainability in agriculture, aquaculture, fisheries,

and forestry.

NB: One important limitation of footprinting tools is the fact that they are not spatially explicit and

fail to capture the local biodiversity characteristics of an impact location. This is where spatially
explicit tools come in.
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4.3.3 Spatially explicit approaches
A biodiversity impact is strongly connected with the impact location. Therefore, footprinting
approaches cannot provide a complete and fully accurate picture of impact and will need to be
combined with spatially explicit impact assessment approaches when location specific targets
and impacts need to be captured. This can include, for example, a focus on protected areas,

threatened species, Key Biodiversity Areas, water stress, ecosystem condition, and the state of

ecosystem services provision.

Spatially explicit approaches to assess the alignment of financial flows with nature could be
based on existing databases, and tools based on these databases, such as the Integrated
Biodiversity Assessment Tool (IBAT). The following datasets and tools are examples of
resources that can be used by governments to address local aspects of biodiversity in the
allocation of financial flows:

Biodiversity Dataset / Tool Access Link with
aspect GBF targets
Dataset offered by research institutes and NGOs

Biodiversity World Database on Free, non-commercial use only Target 3
significance Protected Areas Also available via subscription to

(WDPA) the IBAT platform
Biodiversity Key Biodiversity Free, non-commercial use only Target 2
significance Areas Also available via subscription to

the IBAT platform
Biodiversity IUCN Red List of Free, non-commercial use only Target 4
significance Threatened Species Also available via subscription to
the IBAT platform

Biodiversity Species Threat Subscription to the IBAT platform Target 4
significance Abatement and

Restoration (STAR)

metric
Biodiversity IUCN Red List of Free, non-commercial use only Target 1
significance Ecosystems
Ecosystem Biodiversity Free, non-commercial use only Target 1
integrity Intactness Index (BII)

by the Natural History

Museum
Water physical | WRI Aqueduct Water Free, non-commercial use only
risk Risk Atlas and Tools
Provision of Ecosystem Services Free, non-commercial use only Target 11
ecosystem Valuation Database and 12
services

Dataset offered by commercial data providers

Ecosystem Ell layer by S&P Reach out to Target 1
integrity Global and UNEP- S1 _ESGSpecialists@spglobal.co

WCMC m for more details
Ecosystem MSA layer by CDC Free, non-commercial use only Target 1
integrity Biodiversité

Assessing biodiversity significance
A localized approach allows for two types of results. First, by combining the results of these
databases, it is possible to obtain a more complete overview of the biodiversity significance of
the Netherlands, such as the location of threatened species or the ecosystem integrity of the
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area. This view is particularly useful for tackling targets 1 to 4, with regard to areas of high
biodiversity importance, degraded areas and areas with threatened species.

Secondly, the databases are useful resources to combine with footprinting tools. Depending on
the granularity of the input data used for the footprinting measurement, it is possible to link the
area which is impacted to its biodiversity significance. For example, when measuring the impact
of a specific infrastructure procurement, the location of the project is known. In addition to
measuring the potential impact of the project using footprinting tools, including the impact of
emissions and resources used, the biodiversity significance of the site can be analysed using
the spatially explicit datasets. A high level of granularity can be applied, allowing to assess the
nature-related risks and opportunities linked to such a project.

Nature Positive Finance

The use of spatially explicit approaches is particularly relevant for Nature Positive Finance (see
chapter 2), in order to allocate funding to priority locations, such as areas of high biodiversity
significance. Moreover, the approaches can also be used to measure the potential contribution
of investments to endangered species, for example by the STAR metric in IBAT, when data is
available on the location of the project financed.

This dual approach, using a driver-based impact assessment approach like footprinting and
spatially explicit databases on biodiversity significance, can help to allocate funding (align the
funding with nature) depending on the overall impact on ecosystem condition resulting from the
activities financed, and the biodiversity significance of the impact location. This dual approach is
also supported by the TNFD, which includes spatially explicit approaches in the ‘Locate’ phase
of its LEAP approach (Locate, Evaluate, Assess and Prepare), and footprinting approaches in
the ‘Evaluate’ phase. The two approaches combined allow for insightful risk and opportunity
assessments.

4.3.4 Site level tools
Finally, site-level tools can be used for targeted analyses of specific, localized financial flows

and targets. Traditional ecological surveys, while comprehensive, often become too costly and
logistically challenging when applied to large areas. By contrast, tools like environmental DNA
(eDNA, determining the presence of species based on DNA fragments in water or air) and
BioAcoustics (determining the presence of species based on sound analysis) allow for more
efficient data collection, reducing the need for extensive fieldwork while still capturing critical
biodiversity information.

These techniques enable precise monitoring of biodiversity in specific locations, making them
particularly useful for targeted assessments of location-specific monitoring. However, despite
their effectiveness, these methods are not easily scalable for all financial flows, highlighting the
need for complementary approaches.

A key challenge is transforming this field data into usable metrics that are compatible with
footprinting methodologies, bridging the gap between localized observations and large-scale
biodiversity impact assessments. Establishing clear protocols for integrating site-level
biodiversity data with footprinting models is an essential next step, in order to ensure coherence
between impact assessment of financial flows based on footprinting methodologies and site-
level impact measurement conducted for specific projects. This will require frameworks for
harmonizing diverse data sources, ensuring consistency and comparability.

Such a transformation of field data into footprint data is theoretically possible: for example, the
definition of the Mean Species Abundance (MSA), which is one of the main metrics used by
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footprinting tools, is based on results from ecological surveys. However, very few examples of
concrete translation of field data into MSA currently exist. Research is being conducted in
France as part of the SNCRR (Natural Sites for Compensation, Restoration, and Renaturation),
but such translation is not yet operational.

The example of Article 29 in France

In France, since 2019, the Article 29 of the French Energy and Climate Law requires financial
institutions (including asset managers, insurers and pension funds) to report on how they
integrate environmental, social, and governance (ESG) factors, including biodiversity, into their
investment strategies. The law mandates transparency on biodiversity-related risks, impacts,
and dependencies and requires institutions to assess their alignment with long-term biodiversity
objectives. Financial actors must report on their biodiversity footprinting approach and how their
investments contribute to these objectives.

This ambitious regulatory framework positioned France as a pioneer in biodiversity disclosure
and had a profound influence on the development of methodologies and tools to support
financial actors in meeting these new obligations. In 2019, France was one of the first countries
to instore a mandatory reporting of biodiversity impacts, dependencies, risks, and alignment,
and still remains today one of the few countries with a legal biodiversity reporting obligation.
This regulatory leadership has strongly contributed to the emergence of a dynamic ecosystem
of biodiversity footprint methodologies in France, fostering innovation among consulting firms,
data providers, and research institutions.

In February 2025, ADEME (Agence de la Transition Ecologique, the French Agency for
Ecological Transition) published a report analysing over 800 Article 29 disclosures submitted in
2024, covering the 2023 fiscal year?’. Key finding include:

e Impact measurement remains the dominant approach. The study found that 79% of
financial actors (weighted by assets under management) and 46% in numbers had reported
on a biodiversity indicator. Aggregated footprint metrics derived from MSA (Mean Species
Abundance) are the most widely used (46% of financial institutions reporting a metric,
representing 87% of assets), particularly by insurers and generalist asset management
companies.

e Low coverage of portfolios. Even when used, biodiversity footprint indicators typically
covered only a fraction of assets, often limited to listed equities and corporate bonds.

e Methodological diversity. Without a standardized methodology, reported indicators varied
greatly between institutions, making comparisons difficult.

Additionally, for a sample of 34 financial institutions, a qualitative analysis was conducted.
Beyond the choice of biodiversity metrics, the ADEME's analysis highlights important gaps:
despite being the core of the regulation, the alignment with global objectives and the
assessment of biodiversity risks are rarely mentioned in the reports:

e Limited reporting on risks: Only a minority of institutions explicitly discussed biodiversity-
related risks in their disclosures. When mentioned, risks were often generic (e.g., sectoral
exposure) rather than linked to specific ecosystem dependencies, ecosystem service
degradation, or spatial impacts.

ADEME (2025), Analyse des remises « Article 29 LEC » 2024 portant sur I'exercice 2023. Link: https://climate-
transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/rapport-cth-2024 vf 20250317.pdf
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e Alignment and objectives are rarely addressed. While most of the financial institutions
studied refer to the Kunming-Montreal targets, only two mention the establishment of
quantifiable objectives or significant contributions towards achieving these targets through
the use of indicators, aside from the ‘reuse’ of decarbonization targets in connection with
climate strategies. Notably, they refer to "support" targets such as Target 15 (on monitoring
and disclosure of impacts on nature by economic actors), Target 19 (on financing needs),
and Target 8 (on limiting climate warming, which is linked to the broader climate strategy
that also must be developed). Target 7, concerning the reduction of pollution risks by 2030
(notably pesticides), is also frequently cited. However, no concrete target was identified that
meets the standards commonly observed in climate disclosures (i.e., including an indicator,
an objective for change, a baseline year, and a target year).

This situation in France illustrates a key lesson: Regulatory frameworks are crucial but
insufficient without methodological support.

While Article 29 created a strong incentive for biodiversity disclosure, the absence of detailed
guidance on risk analysis and alignment assessment has limited the depth and comparability of
disclosures. Governments must provide a structured approach to ensure coherent, comparable,
and actionable biodiversity disclosures.
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BUILDING THE ALIGNMENT APPROACH

5.1 Introduction

In the previous chapters an analysis is made of what an alignment of financial flows with nature
means, what (Dutch) nature-related public and private financial flows can be identified and
which private sector tools and databases are available to assess and potentially quantify
alignment. In this chapter, the results are combined into a draft alignment approach that could
potentially be used to measure and quantify alignment.

5.2 Building blocks of the alignment approach

Based on the analysis in the previous chapters, the following building blocks of an alignment
approach have been identified:

Definition of alignment

Defining alignment of financial flows with nature based on the contribution of financial flows to
national, regional or international policy and targets is not possible due to the many
interconnections between the different policy levels. Moreover, alignment with the separate
2030 action targets of the GBF does not necessarily mean that the 2050 goals will be reached.
For this reason, alignment will focus on the overarching GBF goals most directly linked to
impacts on biodiversity, goals A and B, and (also building on the OECD review of aligning
finance with climate goals) “scaling up finance for activities contributing to nature positive
outcomes and redirecting finance away from activities with a negative impact on biodiversity”,
following the mitigation hierarchy.

Financial flows within scope of an assessment of alignment

An overview of all Dutch financial flows relevant to nature is not yet available and this will
probably also be true for many other countries. Earlier studies for the Netherlands into public
financial incentives and private sector financial flows with an intended positive impact (a small
part of total private financial flows) show that many data is still lacking. It shows that the
identification of nature-related financial flows will require more research. Until better data is
available, an assessment of alignment will need to be limited to those financial flows for which
data is already available and which can be considered a priority from an impact perspective.

The study on (Dutch) public financial flows does provide insight in the public financial incentives
(like public procurement) and sectors (like agriculture, energy and forestry) that should be
prioritised in an analysis of biodiversity effects. The study of (Dutch) private financial flows
identified the most important types of financial flows from financial institutions with an intended
positive impact. This information can be used to prioritise financial flows which should be
included in an assessment of alignment and to decide on the level of granularity of biodiversity
impact assessments when assessing the alignment with nature.
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Structure of an alignment assessment — Financing strategies, data need and tools

Finance strategies
The structuring of financial flows in the ‘Finance for Nature Positive’ working model of UNEP-FI
and Finance for Biodiversity Foundation can be used to differentiate between three different
strategies of aligning finance with nature:
1. Nature impact mitigating finance (doing less harm)
Financial flows for which the impact on biodiversity is mitigated to the extent possible,
but without an intended positive impact.
2. Nature positive finance (doing good)
Financial flows with an intended positive impact.
3. Nature mainstreaming finance (transformative change)
Financial flows aimed at transformational or systems change, contributing to the
alignment of financial flows with nature.

Please note that financial flows with a negative impact will be part of ‘nature impact mitigating
finance’; for these flows the opportunities to mitigate the (potential) impacts on biodiversity (to
the extent possible) need to be assessed.

Data need
The data need and opportunities for measuring impact differs for the three strategies:

e To assess the impact of nature impact mitigating finance and identify mitigation
opportunities, sector and pressure data is needed (at a minimum), but the need for
spatially explicit, granular data will be lower than for nature positive finance.

e Based on the role of ecosystems and species in the definitions of (contributions to)
nature positive, the availability of granular, location specific data will be key to assess
and claim a positive impact on biodiversity.

e Measuring the impact of nature mainstreaming finance will be relatively difficult
compared to nature impact mitigating finance and nature positive finance and will
require a clear theory of change and the use of change scenarios.

The different strategies and related data need affect the fithess for use of different private sector
tools and databases:

Tools

To assess the alignment of financial flows with nature, ‘driver driven’ tools, like biodiversity
footprinting tools, are available, as well as spatially explicit databases and tools, like IBAT. The
use of footprinting tools enables an assessment of financial flows using input data currently
available in the market (e.g. mainly financial data with limited granularity) and will result in an
overview of potential impact with a limited level of accuracy. This could be further refined over
time as biodiversity footprinting tools can also be fed with more precise data (inventory or
pressure-level data) that give more precise and actionable results and data availability is
expected to increase in the next years. Spatially explicit data can be used in combination with
footprinting data to decide on the alignment and allocation of financial flows. This combination is
also part of the approach of existing alignment tools by UNEP-WCMC (the ‘ENCORE
Biodiversity Module’) and the ‘NatureAlign’ tool by NatureFinance. An integration of spatially
explicit data in biodiversity footprinting (instead of using the data in combination) is possible, but
still requires further research.

Looking at the three finance strategies, the fitness for use of the different tools is as follows:
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e Biodiversity footprinting can be used to assess the potential impact of nature impact
mitigating finance and to identify mitigation opportunities to increase the alignment with
nature.

e A combination of biodiversity footprinting and spatially explicit databases and tools (like
STAR) can be used to assess the (potential) impact of nature positive finance. The
selection of spatially explicit databases and tools can be based on the intended positive
impact (e.g. ecosystem condition, species).

e An assessment of the impact of nature mainstreaming finance is more difficult.
Depending on the theory of change, the objective of the transformational change could
be to mitigate potential negative impacts or to create positive impacts. The tools and
databases can be selected accordingly.

This result can be used to sketch a first draft approach to assess the alignment of financial flows
with nature, using private sector tools. This approach is presented in the next paragraph.

NB: the approach presented in the next paragraph builds on the assumption that public financial
flows, like subsidies, can be linked to specific economic activities and therefore to the
environmental pressures induced by these economic activities. For those public or private
financial flows where the link with specific economic activities is more difficult to make,
assumptions will need to be made. What these assumptions could look like and to what extent
these assumptions are still acceptable from an alignment assessment perspective, is beyond
the scope of this feasibility study, but will be an important point to address in next steps.

5.3 Approach to assess the alignment of financial flows with nature

The assessment approach proposed below and presented in figure 6 is based on the three
finance strategies, the data need and the availability of private sector tools. The assessment
can be conducted by national governments, both for public financial flows and private financial
flows. Even though the action perspective for national governments will be different for the two
financial flows, with a more direct role in case of public financial flows, governments do have a
role to play in both financial flows. The approach is summarised in figure 6 (see next page).

NB: The starting point for the approach are the financial flows within scope of the assessment,
i.e. the prioritised financial flows. This prioritisation can be based on a qualitative impact
assessment using expert judgement, which is currently taking place in the Netherlands for
public financial flows (linked to Target 18 on hazardous subsidies, but focusing on both positive
and negative impact), or on a first, high level quantitative impact assessment, e.g. for private
financial flows, using macro-economic data (like Gross National Product data).
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Figure 6: Preliminary approach to assess the alignment of financial flows with nature
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1. Categorisation of financial flows
Financial flows (focusing on priority flows after a scoping step) can be categorised as:
e Nature impact mitigating finance (‘Expenditures’)
¢ Nature positive finance & Nature mainstreaming finance (‘Biodiversity expenditures’)

Depending on the categorisation, the following steps are taken:

2. Nature impact mitigating finance

These financial flows, including most loans, investments, and procurement, do not specifically
aim to have a positive impact on biodiversity. Alignment for this category focuses on avoiding
and minimising (mitigating) negative impacts. This contributes to goal B of the GBF,
‘Sustainable use’ and to specific GBF targets depending on the sectors involved.

a. Assess potential negative impact, using footprinting tools with available data (financial
data at a minimum).

b. If data allows: identify ecosystem importance and ecosystem integrity of impact
location, at country, region or GPS level depending on the data, using spatially explicit
approaches (databases, tools).

The value of ecosystem services at the impact location can be included in this step.
c. ldentify priority financial flows using a + b
o Collect better/more granular data for priority financial flows (pressures,
resources and emissions data + more granular location data).
o Improve a+b for these priority financial flows.
d. Take action
o Existing financial flows: Identify and apply mitigating measures following the
mitigation hierarchy to avoid or reduce negative impact, by:
= revising the financing/incentive conditions with the aim to avoid or
mitigate the impact on biodiversity and ecosystem services;
» engaging with investees with the aim to avoid or mitigate the impact;
= disinvesting from sectors/projects which cannot mitigate their impact on
biodiversity and redirecting finance.
o New financial flows: Identify and apply mitigating measures in the allocation of
new financial flows:
= For example, by only procuring best-in-class products/services or
investing in best-in-class companies with low biodiversity impact
intensity.

e. Conduct a new impact assessment following mitigation measures to assess the residual
negative impact. Follow-up steps, like restoration or offsets addressing residual impact
are not yet addressed in this alignment approach.

The result of this approach should be the mitigation of negative impact of these financial flows.

In practice, governments and companies can decide to include go/no-go steps in this process,
e.g. when activities financed take place in biodiversity sensitive areas, the impact on ecosystem
services is considered unacceptable, or the residual impact following mitigating measures is
considered too high.

3. Nature positive finance
These financial flows, such as funding for nature restoration, have a specific intention to
positively impact biodiversity and contribute to Goal A of the GBF. The assessment aims to
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optimise the intended positive impact while avoiding and reducing any associated negative
impacts.

a. ldentify intended contribution to biodiversity target(s); e.g. restoration of species habitat,
conservation of areas of high biodiversity value, etc.
b. Identify ecosystem importance, ecosystem integrity (including species focus), changes
in ecosystem services and the value of these services at the impact location, using
spatially explicit approaches.
c. Assess the positive impact of the financial flows, using site level tools, potentially
combined with footprinting approaches to assess impacts in value chains.
d. Take action
e Existing financial flows: Ensure that positive impacts are effective, and identify
measures to optimize intended positive biodiversity impact. For example, by
measuring and monitoring positive impact with site-level tools.
Mitigate potential negative impacts (see 2).

¢ New financial flows: Identify and apply measures to optimize intended positive
biodiversity impact. For example, by allocating funding to locations of high
biodiversity value.
Mitigate potential negative impacts (see 2).

e. Conduct a new impact assessment following measures to assess the positive impact
and residual negative impact.

The result of this approach should be the maximisation of the intended positive impact and a
mitigation of negative impact of these financial flows.

NB: The concept of nature positive and what to measure is still in development. An example is
the development of terrestrial nature positive state of nature metrics by the Nature Positive
Initiative. This may influence the selection of tools and databases to assess the impact of nature
positive finance.

4. Nature mainstreaming finance
Transformation is less tangible and focuses on systemic changes. Therefore, measuring the
alignment of these financial flows is more complex. However, key steps include:

a. Identify the intended transformational change and the theory of change.

b. Identify the intended impact on biodiversity (either or not in different scenarios): impact
mitigation and/or positive impact.

c. Assess and optimize positive impact/mitigate negative impact following the steps under
2 and 3.

An alternative to trying to quantify the (potential) impact of nature mainstreaming finance could
be the use of key performance indicators (KPIs), like the number of financial institutions that
report on biodiversity impacts or dependencies, the number of financial institutions that have
developed a biodiversity policy or, on an international level, the number of central banks that
have conducted a dependencies analysis of the national financial system. Examples of such
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KPIs can be found in benchmarks like the ‘Nature Benchmark’?® (not yet including the financial
sector) and the benchmark conducted by the Fair Finance Guide International (FFGI)2.

However, although such KPIs will provide an indication of the ‘uptake’ of nature/biodiversity in

the financial sector, it does not necessarily mean an alignment of financial flows with nature. For
this, an analysis of these flows and related (quantified) potential impact will still be necessary.

https://www.worldbenchmarkingalliance.org/publication/nature/

https://www.eerlijkegeldwijzer.nl/over-ons/
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Conclusions

An alignment approach to assess the alignment of financial flows with nature can be developed
by combining (1) existing approaches and definitions regarding the alignment of financial flows
with nature, (2) initiatives to structure different financial flows contributing to ‘nature positive’, (3)
financial flows identified as priorities from an impact perspective and data availability, and (4)
existing tools.

The alignment approach identified enables governments to measure and (partially) quantify the
potential alignment of (priority) public financial incentives with nature as well as the alignment of
(selected) private financial flows. The more granular the data available, the more accurate the
result, but also the more time consuming the assessment will be. In order to gain more insight
into the value and limitations of this approach, the approach will need to be tested and refined.

The following steps can be followed by a government to assess the level of alignment of
financial flows with nature and contribute to the GBF targets 14, 15, 18 and 19.

Public financial flows

The alignment approach presented in paragraph 5.3 can be used by government on different
levels (national level, provinces, municipalities) to develop and decide on public financial
incentives, including the priorities identified in the CE Delft study on biodiversity effects of public
financial incentives: direct incentives (like the transfer of funds), indirect incentives (like tax
exemptions) and public procurement in agriculture, forestry & fisheries, water & infrastructure,
energy & industry, construction & housing and transport and tourism & recreation.

The approach can both be used to assess the alignment of existing public financial flows and
new financial flows. An assessment of existing financial flows is similar to a biodiversity footprint
of a financial institution’s portfolio and will show the potential (positive and negative) impacts of
the financial flows selected, the location of impact hotspots (what incentives have the highest
potential impact?), the impact drivers responsible and the Scopes in which the impacts take
place (where in the value chain?). Depending on the data available, this information can be
combined with spatially explicit data regarding the impact area. The result can be used to
identify priorities for further data collection (zooming in), to identify mitigating measures and to
take this into account in new public financial flows.

The approach includes the following steps:

e Step 1 Scoping: Identify priority financial flows using expert judgement
To identify (potentially) harmful incentives (part of Target 18 of the GBF), many countries,
including the Netherlands, use a qualitative approach of expert judgement. In the
Netherlands this expert judgement is used to identify both positive and negative impacts on
biodiversity of public incentives. This qualitative assessment can be used as a first
screening and scoping step to identify impact hotspots and priority sectors. The result is
used as an input to a second step where the impact is quantified to provide further detail.
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e Step 2 Quantify the potential impact of priority financial flows
Based on the results of step 1, the potential impact of the impact hotspots identified is
quantified using private sector tools, like biodiversity footprinting tools and spatially explicit
tools and databases. This step will result in a more detailed overview the potential impact of
the public incentives, including information on the impact drivers responsible and the
allocation of impact in the value chain.

e Step 3 Mitigate and optimise
The insights resulting from steps 1 and 2 can be used to identify options for avoidance (of
negative impact), mitigation (of negative impact) and optimisation (of positive impact). In
other words, to improve the alignment of the public incentives with nature. See also the
approach in paragraph 5.3.

Private financial flows:

The alignment approach can be used by financial institutions to align financing in different asset
classes with nature. A growing number of financial institutions is already taking similar steps,
e.g. in line with the LEAP approach (Locate, Evaluate, Assess, Prepare) of the Taskforce on
Nature Related Financial Disclosures (TNFD) and following the target setting guidance
developed by Finance for Biodiversity Foundation and UNEP-FI PRB.

For government, the steps to align private financial flows with nature are the following:

e Step 1 Scoping: Identify priority financial flows using biodiversity footprinting
For private financial flows, the expert judgement step (see public financial flows) can be
replaced by a first screening of impact hotspots using private sector tools like biodiversity
footprinting. To assess the impact of the private sector, the sector can be treated like a
portfolio. Macro-economic data on the economy (such as the breakdown of the gross
financial product) can be used to obtain a first overview of impact hotspots and priority
financial flows.

e Step 2 Detailed analysis of impact hotspots
Once the hotspots are identified, a more detailed analysis can be conducted using more
precise data (more granular data, more primary data) for the high impact sectors and
financial flows. Similar to step 2 for public incentives, this step will result in a more detailed
overview the potential impact of private financial flows, including information on impact
drivers and the allocation of impact in value chains.

e Step 3 Identify options to influence private financial flows
In the third step, the government will need to identify ways to influence the private financial
flows in such a way that these flows are better aligned with nature. This can include a
variety of policy instruments, like facilitating the uptake of nature-related financial disclosure
and the development of payments for ecosystem services (PES) systems, and opportunities
like public/private finance solutions enabling nature-based solutions.

Assessing alignment of a National Biodiversity Finance Plan

The approach can also be used to assess the potential impact of (part of) a national biodiversity
finance plan (NBFP). By conducting an alignment assessment, potential positive and negative
impacts can be identified and quantified, and financial flows can be adjusted accordingly.
Moreover, the data from an existing NBFP (size and allocation of financial flows) can be used
as an input to an assessment of alignment on country level.
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6.2

30

Use by international organisations/initiatives on Finance and Biodiversity

Organisations like UNEP-FI and UNEP-WCMC can use the alignment approach to support
financial institutions with the alignment of portfolios to the GBF goals. Similarly, an organisation
like BIOFIN could use the alignment approach to inform the identification of nature finance gaps
on country level. However, use of the approach by these organisations will require further
detailing and testing. The approach will need to prove itself compared to other approaches, like
the ENCORE Biodiversity Module, the NatureAlign suite of analytical modules by
NatureFinance and the approach already used by BIOFIN.

Recommendations

Based on the feasibility study, the following next steps are recommended:

Test the preliminary approach (v0.1) for a selection of public financial flows within a reduced
perimeter of analysis at the national level and adjust the approach based on the result (data
availability, exploitation and relevance of output data, actionability of results, etc.).
Include a focus on the need for assumptions, how these assumptions will influence the level
of accuracy of the assessment result and what this means for the use of the result.

Present the results of this first analysis and engage in one-one-one discussion with
stakeholders with expertise on the alignment of financial flows with nature, like UNEP-FI,
UNEP-WCMC, Finance for Biodiversity Foundation, BIOFIN, and OECD, as well as
potentially interested other EU Member States and the CBD. Gather the most interesting
stakeholders for a collective general discussion (one or two workshops).

Use the feedback from the workshop to adjust the approach and test the approach (v0.2)
with a broader selection of financial flows. In the meantime, propose to potentially interested
other Member States to test the v0.2 approach.

Turn the alignment approach into a version ready for use in practice (v1.0).

Look into the opportunities of taking alignment a step further: alignment with thresholds

The approach developed in this document considers that the financial flows are aligned if

the negative impact is minimised, and positive impact maximised. It corresponds to what is

currently feasible, using already existing methodologies and tools. Taking it one step further

requires a comparison of this positive and negative impact with thresholds calculated from

the ‘bending the curve’ scenario indicated by, among others, the Nature Positive Initiative.

Such an analysis would require the development of alignment thresholds and trajectories,

similar to the thresholds for climate. These thresholds could be:

e Global: what should be, at global level, our maximum impact on ecosystems per euro of
turnover?

e Atranslation to country level, for example following a similar approach to what is
explored in the paper “Translating Biodiversity Goals into action: A Global Budget
Approach” by Biolnt3°,

Biolnt (2024). Translating Biodiversity Goals into Action: A Global Budget Approach. #2. The Biodiversity Briefs. Link:
https://tbfic.sharepoint.com/Shared%20Documents/Forms/Allitems.aspx?ga=1&id=%2FShared%20Documents%2FThe
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e Atranslation to sectors or subsectors, similar to the current taxonomy thresholds for
climate, expressed in impact per kWh of electricity, impact per ton of materials, etc.
depending on the sector.

Such thresholds do not currently exist but are theoretically possible to develop and
could help in measuring an alignment with global boundaries and could potentially feed
into the biodiversity criteria of the EU Taxonomy.

Once such thresholds exist for a clear point in time, the next step would be to use
forward-looking approaches and adjust impacts and financial flows accordingly.

BiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets%2F20241115%5FBiodiversityBudget%5FBiolnt%2DTheBiodiver
sityBriefs%5F2%5Fv6%2E pdf&parent=%2FShared%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2

DBudgets
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ANNEX 1 GBF ACTION TARGETS

1. Reducing threats to biodiversity

e TARGET 1: Plan and Manage all Areas To Reduce Biodiversity Loss
Ensure that all areas are under participatory, integrated and biodiversity inclusive spatial
planning and/or effective management processes addressing land- and sea-use change, to
bring the loss of areas of high biodiversity importance, including ecosystems of high
ecological integrity, close to zero by 2030, while respecting the rights of indigenous peoples
and local communities.

e TARGET 2: Restore 30% of all Degraded Ecosystems
Ensure that by 2030 at least 30 per cent of areas of degraded terrestrial, inland water, and
marine and coastal ecosystems are under effective restoration, in order to enhance
biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services, ecological integrity and connectivity.

e TARGET 3: Conserve 30% of Land, Waters and Seas
Ensure and enable that by 2030 at least 30 per cent of terrestrial and inland water areas,
and of marine and coastal areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity
and ecosystem functions and services, are effectively conserved and managed through
ecologically representative, well-connected and equitably governed systems of protected
areas and other effective area-based conservation measures, recognizing indigenous and
traditional territories, where applicable, and integrated into wider landscapes, seascapes
and the ocean, while ensuring that any sustainable use, where appropriate in such areas, is
fully consistent with conservation outcomes, recognizing and respecting the rights of
indigenous peoples and local communities, including over their traditional territories.

e TARGET 4: Halt Species Extinction, Protect Genetic Diversity, and Manage Human-Wildlife
Conflicts
Ensure urgent management actions to halt human induced extinction of known threatened
species and for the recovery and conservation of species, in particular threatened species,
to significantly reduce extinction risk, as well as to maintain and restore the genetic diversity
within and between populations of native, wild and domesticated species to maintain their
adaptive potential, including through in situ and ex situ conservation and sustainable
management practices, and effectively manage human-wildlife interactions to minimize
human-wildlife conflict for coexistence.

e TARGET 5: Ensure Sustainable, Safe and Legal Harvesting and Trade of Wild Species
Ensure that the use, harvesting and trade of wild species is sustainable, safe and legal,
preventing overexploitation, minimizing impacts on non-target species and ecosystems, and
reducing the risk of pathogen spillover, applying the ecosystem approach, while respecting
and protecting customary sustainable use by indigenous peoples and local communities.

e TARGET 6: Reduce the Introduction of Invasive Alien Species by 50% and Minimize Their
Impact
Eliminate, minimize, reduce and or mitigate the impacts of invasive alien species on
biodiversity and ecosystem services by identifying and managing pathways of the
introduction of alien species, preventing the introduction and establishment of priority
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invasive alien species, reducing the rates of introduction and establishment of other known
or potential invasive alien species by at least 50 per cent by 2030, and eradicating or
controlling invasive alien species, especially in priority sites, such as islands.

TARGET 7: Reduce Pollution to Levels That Are Not Harmful to Biodiversity

Reduce pollution risks and the negative impact of pollution from all sources by 2030, to
levels that are not harmful to biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services,
considering cumulative effects, including: (a) by reducing excess nutrients lost to the
environment by at least half, including through more efficient nutrient cycling and use; (b) by
reducing the overall risk from pesticides and highly hazardous chemicals by at least half,
including through integrated pest management, based on science, taking into account food
security and livelihoods; and (c) by preventing, reducing, and working towards eliminating
plastic pollution.

TARGET 8: Minimize the Impacts of Climate Change on Biodiversity and Build Resilience
Minimize the impact of climate change and ocean acidification on biodiversity and increase
its resilience through mitigation, adaptation, and disaster risk reduction actions, including
through nature-based solutions and/or ecosystem-based approaches, while minimizing
negative and fostering positive impacts of climate action on biodiversity.

. Meeting people’s needs through sustainable use and benefit-sharing

TARGET 9: Manage Wild Species Sustainably To Benefit People

Ensure that the management and use of wild species are sustainable, thereby providing
social, economic and environmental benefits for people, especially those in vulnerable
situations and those most dependent on biodiversity, including through sustainable
biodiversity-based activities, products and services that enhance biodiversity, and protecting
and encouraging customary sustainable use by indigenous peoples and local communities.

TARGET 10: Enhance Biodiversity and Sustainability in Agriculture, Aquaculture, Fisheries,
and Forestry

Ensure that areas under agriculture, aquaculture, fisheries and forestry are managed
sustainably, in particular through the sustainable use of biodiversity, including through a
substantial increase of the application of biodiversity friendly practices, such as sustainable
intensification, agroecological and other innovative approaches, contributing to the
resilience and long-term efficiency and productivity of these production systems, and to food
security, conserving and restoring biodiversity and maintaining nature’s contributions to
people, including ecosystem functions and services.

TARGET 11: Restore, Maintain and Enhance Nature’s Contributions to People
Restore, maintain and enhance nature’s contributions to people, including ecosystem
functions and services, such as the regulation of air, water and climate, soil health,
pollination and reduction of disease risk, as well as protection from natural hazards and
disasters, through nature-based solutions and/or ecosystem-based approaches for the
benefit of all people and nature.

TARGET 12: Enhance Green Spaces and Urban Planning for Human Well-Being and
Biodiversity

Significantly increase the area and quality, and connectivity of, access to, and benefits from
green and blue spaces in urban and densely populated areas sustainably, by
mainstreaming the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, and ensure
biodiversity-inclusive urban planning, enhancing native biodiversity, ecological connectivity



and integrity, and improving human health and well-being and connection to nature, and
contributing to inclusive and sustainable urbanization and to the provision of ecosystem
functions and services.

e TARGET 13: Increase the Sharing of Benefits From Genetic Resources, Digital Sequence
Information and Traditional Knowledge
Take effective legal, policy, administrative and capacity-building measures at all levels, as
appropriate, to ensure the fair and equitable sharing of benefits that arise from the utilization
of genetic resources and from digital sequence information on genetic resources, as well as
traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources, and facilitating appropriate access
to genetic resources, and by 2030, facilitating a significant increase of the benefits shared,
in accordance with applicable international access and benefit-sharing instruments.

3. Tools and solutions for implementation and mainstreaming

e TARGET 14: Integrate Biodiversity in Decision-Making at Every Level
Ensure the full integration of biodiversity and its multiple values into policies, regulations,
planning and development processes, poverty eradication strategies, strategic
environmental assessments, environmental impact assessments and, as appropriate,
national accounting, within and across all levels of government and across all sectors, in
particular those with significant impacts on biodiversity, progressively aligning all relevant
public and private activities, and fiscal and financial flows with the goals and targets of this
framework.

e TARGET 15: Businesses Assess, Disclose and Reduce Biodiversity-Related Risks and

Negative Impacts

Take legal, administrative or policy measures to encourage and enable business, and in

particular to ensure that large and transnational companies and financial institutions:

a) Regularly monitor, assess, and transparently disclose their risks, dependencies and
impacts on biodiversity, including with requirements for all large as well as transnational
companies and financial institutions along their operations, supply and value chains,
and portfolios;

b) Provide information needed to consumers to promote sustainable consumption
patterns;

c) Report on compliance with access and benefit-sharing regulations and measures, as
applicable;

in order to progressively reduce negative impacts on biodiversity, increase positive impacts,

reduce biodiversity-related risks to business and financial institutions, and promote actions

to ensure sustainable patterns of production.

e TARGET 16: Enable Sustainable Consumption Choices To Reduce Waste and
Overconsumption
Ensure that people are encouraged and enabled to make sustainable consumption choices,
including by establishing supportive policy, legislative or regulatory frameworks, improving
education and access to relevant and accurate information and alternatives, and by 2030,
reduce the global footprint of consumption in an equitable manner, including through halving
global food waste, significantly reducing overconsumption and substantially reducing waste
generation, in order for all people to live well in harmony with Mother Earth.

e TARGET 17: Strengthen Biosafety and Distribute the Benefits of Biotechnology
Establish, strengthen capacity for, and implement in all countries, biosafety measures as set
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out in Article 8(g) of the Convention on Biological Diversity and measures for the handling of
biotechnology and distribution of its benefits as set out in Article 19 of the Convention.

TARGET 18: Reduce Harmful Incentives by at Least $500 Billion per Year, and Scale Up
Positive Incentives for Biodiversity

Identify by 2025, and eliminate, phase out or reform incentives, including subsidies, harmful
for biodiversity, in a proportionate, just, fair, effective and equitable way, while substantially
and progressively reducing them by at least $500 billion per year by 2030, starting with the
most harmful incentives, and scale up positive incentives for the conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversity.

TARGET 19: Mobilize $200 Billion per Year for Biodiversity From all Sources, Including $30

Billion Through International Finance

Substantially and progressively increase the level of financial resources from all sources, in

an effective, timely and easily accessible manner, including domestic, international, public

and private resources, in accordance with Article 20 of the Convention, to implement
national biodiversity strategies and action plans, mobilizing at least $200 billion per year by

2030, including by:

a) Increasing total biodiversity related international financial resources from developed
countries, including official development assistance, and from countries that voluntarily
assume obligations of developed country Parties, to developing countries, in particular
the least developed countries and small island developing States, as well as countries
with economies in transition, to at least $20 billion per year by 2025, and to at least $30
billion per year by 2030;

b) Significantly increasing domestic resource mobilization, facilitated by the preparation
and implementation of national biodiversity finance plans or similar instruments
according to national needs, priorities and circumstances;

c) Leveraging private finance, promoting blended finance, implementing strategies for
raising new and additional resources, and encouraging the private sector to invest in
biodiversity, including through impact funds and other instruments;

d) Stimulating innovative schemes such as payment for ecosystem services, green bonds,
biodiversity offsets and credits, and benefit-sharing mechanisms, with environmental
and social safeguards;

e) Optimizing co-benefits and synergies of finance targeting the biodiversity and climate
crises;

f)  Enhancing the role of collective actions, including by indigenous peoples and local
communities, Mother Earth centric actions[1] and non-market-based approaches
including community based natural resource management and civil society cooperation
and solidarity aimed at the conservation of biodiversity;

g) Enhancing the effectiveness, efficiency and transparency of resource provision and use;

TARGET 20: Strengthen Capacity-Building, Technology Transfer, and Scientific and
Technical Cooperation for Biodiversity

Strengthen capacity-building and development, access to and transfer of technology, and
promote development of and access to innovation and technical and scientific cooperation,
including through South-South, North-South and triangular cooperation, to meet the needs
for effective implementation, particularly in developing countries, fostering joint technology
development and joint scientific research programmes for the conservation and sustainable
use of biodiversity and strengthening scientific research and monitoring capacities,
commensurate with the ambition of the goals and targets of the Framework.



TARGET 21: Ensure That Knowledge Is Available and Accessible To Guide Biodiversity
Action

Ensure that the best available data, information and knowledge are accessible to decision
makers, practitioners and the public to guide effective and equitable governance, integrated
and participatory management of biodiversity, and to strengthen communication,
awareness-raising, education, monitoring, research and knowledge management and, also
in this context, traditional knowledge, innovations, practices and technologies of indigenous
peoples and local communities should only be accessed with their free, prior and informed
consent,[2] in accordance with national legislation.

TARGET 22: Ensure Patrticipation in Decision-Making and Access to Justice and
Information Related to Biodiversity for all

Ensure the full, equitable, inclusive, effective and gender-responsive representation and
participation in decision-making, and access to justice and information related to biodiversity
by indigenous peoples and local communities, respecting their cultures and their rights over
lands, territories, resources, and traditional knowledge, as well as by women and girls,
children and youth, and persons with disabilities and ensure the full protection of
environmental human rights defenders.

TARGET 23: Ensure Gender Equality and a Gender-Responsive Approach for Biodiversity
Action

Ensure gender equality in the implementation of the Framework through a gender-
responsive approach, where all women and girls have equal opportunity and capacity to
contribute to the three objectives of the Convention, including by recognizing their equal
rights and access to land and natural resources and their full, equitable, meaningful and
informed participation and leadership at all levels of action, engagement, policy and
decision-making related to biodiversity.

55



REFERENCES

ADEME (2024), Analyse des remises « Article 29 LEC » 2023 portant sur I'exercice 2022. Link:
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/analyse-des-remises-
art-29lec-2023.pdf

Aligning financial flows with the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework; High level
roadmap, UNEP-FI, July 2023.

Baggaley, S., Johnston, M., Dimitrijevic, J., Le Guen, C., Howard, P., Murphy, L., Booth, H. and
Starkey, M. (2023). Nature positive for business: Developing a common approach. Gland,
Switzerland: IUCN.

Baggaley, S., Johnston, M., Dimitrijevic, J., Le Guen, C., Howard, P., Murphy, L., Booth, H. and
Starkey, M. (2023). Nature positive for business: Developing a common approach. Gland,
Switzerland: IUCN.

Biodiversity Footprinting Standard: Financed impact, Assessment of financed biodiversity
impact through model-based biodiversity footprinting, Partnership for Biodiversity Accounting
Financials, October 2024.

Biodiversity roadmap ASN Bank, Discussion paper, January 2024.

Biolnt (2024). Translating Biodiversity Goals into Action: A Global Budget Approach. #2. The
Biodiversity Briefs. Link:
https://tbfic.sharepoint.com/Shared%20Documents/Forms/Allitems.aspx?ga=1&id=%2FShared
%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets%2F20241115%
5FBiodiversityBudget%5FBiolnt%2DTheBiodiversityBriefs%5F2%5Fv6%2E pdf&parent=%2FSh
ared%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets

De betekenis van het VN Kunming-Montreal raamwerk voor biodiversiteit’ voor het Nederlandse
beleid, PBL, May 2024.

Deutz, A., Heal, G. M., Niu, R., Swanson, E., Townshend, T., Zhu, L., Delmar, A., Meghji, A.,
Sethi, S. A., and Tobin-de la Puente, J. 2020. Financing Nature: Closing the global biodiversity
financing gap. The Paulson Institute, The Nature Conservancy, and the Cornell Atkinson Center
for Sustainability.

EU Business and Biodiversity Platform (2024), Assessment of Biodiversity Measurement
Approaches for Businesses and Financial Institutions - Update report 5. Link: https://green-
business.ec.europa.eu/news/read-fifth-edition-report-assessment-biodiversity-measurement-
approaches-businesses-and-financial-2024-11-26 _en

Fair Finance Guide International: https://www.eerlijkegeldwijzer.nl/over-ons/

Finance for Biodiversity Foundation (2024). Biodiversity measurement approaches - A
practitioner's guide for financial institutions. Link: https://www.financeforbiodiversity.org/wp-

56


https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/analyse-des-remises-art-29lec-2023.pdf
https://climate-transparency-hub.ademe.fr/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/analyse-des-remises-art-29lec-2023.pdf
https://tbfic.sharepoint.com/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?ga=1&id=%2FShared%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets%2F20241115%5FBiodiversityBudget%5FBioInt%2DTheBiodiversityBriefs%5F2%5Fv6%2Epdf&parent=%2FShared%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets
https://tbfic.sharepoint.com/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?ga=1&id=%2FShared%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets%2F20241115%5FBiodiversityBudget%5FBioInt%2DTheBiodiversityBriefs%5F2%5Fv6%2Epdf&parent=%2FShared%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets
https://tbfic.sharepoint.com/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?ga=1&id=%2FShared%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets%2F20241115%5FBiodiversityBudget%5FBioInt%2DTheBiodiversityBriefs%5F2%5Fv6%2Epdf&parent=%2FShared%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets
https://tbfic.sharepoint.com/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?ga=1&id=%2FShared%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets%2F20241115%5FBiodiversityBudget%5FBioInt%2DTheBiodiversityBriefs%5F2%5Fv6%2Epdf&parent=%2FShared%20Documents%2FTheBiodiversityBriefs%2F02%2DBiodiversity%2DBudgets
https://green-business.ec.europa.eu/news/read-fifth-edition-report-assessment-biodiversity-measurement-approaches-businesses-and-financial-2024-11-26_en
https://green-business.ec.europa.eu/news/read-fifth-edition-report-assessment-biodiversity-measurement-approaches-businesses-and-financial-2024-11-26_en
https://green-business.ec.europa.eu/news/read-fifth-edition-report-assessment-biodiversity-measurement-approaches-businesses-and-financial-2024-11-26_en
https://www.eerlijkegeldwijzer.nl/over-ons/
https://www.financeforbiodiversity.org/wp-content/uploads/Biodiversity-measurement-approaches_A-practitioners-guide-for-financial-institutions_4th-edition.pdf

content/uploads/Biodiversity-measurement-approaches A-practitioners-quide-for-financial-
institutions _4th-edition.pdf

Finance for Biodiversity Foundation and United Nations Environment Programme (2024)
Finance for Nature Positive: Building a working model.

Finance for Nature Positive: Building a working model’, Finance for Biodiversity Foundation,
UNEP, 2024)

How business and finance can contribute to a nature positive future now, Business for Nature et
al., October 2022.

IUCN (2023). Measuring Nature-Positive: Setting and implementing verified, robust targets for
28 species and ecosystems. Commented version 1.0, 16 November 2023. IUCN: Gland,
Switzerland.

Kok et al. (2024), A prospective evaluation of the ambition of the Kunming-Montreal Global
Biodiversity Framework: A contribution to the CBD review process, The Hague: PBL
Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency. Link:
https://www.pbl.nl/system/files/document/2024-10/pbl-2024-Policy-brief-COP_16-5361.pdf

Nature Benchmark: https://www.worldbenchmarkingalliance.org/publication/nature/

Nature Positive Initiative, The Definition of Nature Positive, 27 November 2023.
NatureAlign — Module 1 app user guide, NatureFinance, November 2024
OECD (2024), OECD Review on Aligning Finance with Climate Goals: Assessing Progress to

Net Zero and Preventing Greenwashing, Green Finance and Investment, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/b9b7ce49-en.

PRé Sustainability, BFFI case studies, Exploration of the use of the Biodiversity Footprinting for
Financials for project-level investment, 17 November 2023.

Strategies to scale-up payments for ecosystem services, Caroline van Leenders & Deborah
Heijblom, Netherlands Enterprise Agency, September 2024.

The Definition of Nature Positive, Nature Positive Initiative, 27 November 2023.

The Measurable Nature Positive Goal for the CBD Mission, naturepositive.org, March 17, 2022.
UN Environment Programme World Conservation Monitoring Centre, UNEP Finance Initiative
and Global Canopy 2021. Aligning Financial Portfolios with Biodiversity Goals: Scoping report
and full method for the ENCORE biodiversity module. UNEP-WCMC, Cambridge, UK, 61 pp.

UNDP BIOFIN The Biodiversity Finance Initiative, Workbook 2024, Finance for Nature.

United Nations Environment Programme (2024). From Kunming-Montreal to Cali: Is the
Financial Systrem on Track? Geneva.

57


https://www.financeforbiodiversity.org/wp-content/uploads/Biodiversity-measurement-approaches_A-practitioners-guide-for-financial-institutions_4th-edition.pdf
https://www.financeforbiodiversity.org/wp-content/uploads/Biodiversity-measurement-approaches_A-practitioners-guide-for-financial-institutions_4th-edition.pdf
https://www.pbl.nl/system/files/document/2024-10/pbl-2024-Policy-brief-COP_16-5361.pdf
https://www.worldbenchmarkingalliance.org/publication/nature/
https://doi.org/10.1787/b9b7ce49-en




