
Ocean Institute
A healthy ocean   March 2026

Biodiversity

Marine biodiversity as a basis for 
responsible business conduct

Business&
ANALYSIS



 

 
 

    
 

  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
  

2



 

 
 

    
 

  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
  

 

 
 

    
 

  

 

 

Summary of the main points of the report 5 

1. Introduction and purpose 8 

2. The ocean and responsible business conduct 14 

3. Frameworks, methods and tools for identification 18 

4. The state of marine biodiversity 22 

5. The effects of activities in the marine environment 30 

6. Dependencies and financial materiality 46 

7. Opportunities, nature-positive contributions and 
communication 54 

8. References 62 

 
 

Contents 

3

Ocean Institute



 

 
 

    
 

  

 

 

 
Degradation of the marine environment is not only an environmental challenge, but also poses financial 
risks to businesses that exert pressures on and/or depend on the ocean. These risks may arise from 
degraded and stressed ecosystems that weaken nature’s ability to provide essential services, from 
increasingly stringent regulation, from supply chain requirements for reduced environmental impact, and 
from investor expectations regarding the documentation and management of marine-related pressures. 
 
Marine biodiversity is no longer only an environmental concern; it is increasingly a condition for risk 
management, access to capital and long-term business viability. 
 
Despite these risks, marine biodiversity remains significantly underreported in many companies’ 
sustainability disclosures, limiting effective risk management and strategic prioritisation. This also 
presents a strategic opportunity: companies that are able to identify, document and reduce their pressures 
on the ocean can better meet growing expectations from authorities and financial actors, while 
strengthening their management of operational, reputational and market risks. In doing so, they can 
enhance their market position in a context where reducing pressures on the ocean is increasingly becoming 
a competitive parameter. 
 
Marine biodiversity is under significant pressure 
 

None of Denmark’s 109 coastal water bodies achieve good ecological status, and only two of the 123 water 
bodies meet good chemical status. Monitoring data indicate stagnation or decline in key ecological 
parameters, including eelgrass, benthic fauna (e.g. mussels, polychaetes and crustaceans) and marine food 
webs. For example, reductions in benthic fauna weaken the food base for fish that depend on feeding on 
the seabed. This is particularly evident in fjords and coastal waters.  
 
At the same time, commercial activities such as nutrient inputs, fisheries, underwater noise, marine 
aggregate extraction and shipping traffic collectively contribute to pressures that exceed the ecological 
carrying capacity of the sea in large parts of Danish waters. 
 
These developments have consequences that extend far beyond the marine environment itself. The ocean 
plays a systemic role in maintaining planetary stability through climate regulation, carbon cycling, oxygen 
production, nutrient turnover and food provision. The degradation of marine ecosystems can therefore 
materialise as long-term societal and economic risks.  
 
Purpose and approach of the report 

The purpose of the report is to support behavioural changes among business operators so that the 
pressures on the marine environment can be reduced now and in the future. By highlighting and 
systematising the pressures generated by business activities and their potential impact on marine 
biodiversity, companies are given a better basis for decision-making to take more active responsibility for 
the state of the sea. 

The report provides knowledge, concepts and tools that can help companies to: 

• identify and understand their pressures on the marine environment, 
• assess the risks and responsibilities associated with these pressures, and 
• apply relevant methods and data sources to document pressures and impacts on marine 

biodiversity. 

Summary of the main points of the report 

 

 
 

    
 

  

 

 

The report is aimed at companies whose activities directly or indirectly affect the marine environment, as 
well as actors with such activities in their value chains. It is based on the principle of double materiality 
and builds on existing research, reporting methodologies and practical analytical tools. 

Key contributions 

The report translates knowledge about the ocean into decision-relevant information in a business context: 

1. Impacts 
Companies’ activities are linked to specific pressures on marine biodiversity. These are assessed in light of 
location and ecological vulnerability, enabling companies to identify which impacts are most likely to be 
significant. 

2. Risks 
The report demonstrates how the state of the ocean can affect businesses through operational disruptions, 
regulatory changes, legal liability, reputational damage and financial losses linked to environmental 
degradation or conservation measures. 

3. Opportunities 
The report shows how reducing pressures can create business value by lowering risk exposure, 
strengthening access to capital, enabling continued market access and enhancing competitiveness. 

This is supported by an operational approach that focuses on: 

• reducing pressures that companies can directly control,  

• acting despite incomplete data where risks are known, and  

• assessing activities in the context of cumulative pressures within the marine environment. 

 

 

Perspective on change and case studies 

The desired long-term change is a practice where: 

• pressures on the marine environment are integrated into business decisions, 
• decisions are based on the ecological condition and resilience of the sea, 
• pressure is reduced in vulnerable areas before ecological limits are exceeded, 
• responsible business behaviour at sea becomes a competitive parameter, and 
• companies can engage in a more informed dialogue with the financial sector and authorities, 

supported by better data. 
 

Companies can work purposefully to reduce biodiversity-related risks by first identifying and documenting 
their pressures on marine biodiversity to set specific reduction targets in the long term. 

The perspective on change is illustrated through cases from Musholm and the Danish Pelagic Producers 
Organisation. They show how companies can work in a structured way with their pressures on marine 
biodiversity and how this can strengthen legitimacy, risk management and competitiveness in a market 
with increasing demands for responsibility. 
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The ocean is not just a resource, but part of a vulnerable and interconnected system whose biogeophysical 
boundaries set limits for human activity. As a systemic hub, the ocean supports processes that are critical 
to the stability of the Earth. 
 
The ocean regulates the climate by absorbing heat and carbon, maintaining marine food webs, recycling 
nutrients from land and buffering chemical pollution. When the ocean’s ecological limits are exceeded, 
these functions are weakened, increasing the risk of self-reinforcing degradation, including ecosystem 
collapse, altered ocean circulation and the loss of natural carbon stores – with potentially severe 
consequences for nature, society and the economy (Damania et al., 2025). 
 
Nature is under significant pressure: six out of nine planetary boundaries are already considered to have 
been exceeded, and pressure continues to increase on several of the remaining boundaries (Richardson et 
al., 2023). This underscores the need to reduce pressures before irreversible thresholds are crossed. 
 
For actors operating at sea, this implies that activities must be aligned with the capacity of ecosystems. In 
areas where ecological limits have already been exceeded, reductions alone may be insufficient to restore 
key functions, and additional pressures increase the risk of permanent loss of ecosystem services and 
climate resilience – with cascading consequences for society and business. 
 
The Ocean Institute therefore seeks to strengthen the business community’s understanding and 
management of these risks by supporting the integration of marine biodiversity considerations into 
companies’ decision-making processes and enabling a timely transition in the use of the sea. 

 

1.1 The state of the sea 
Danish marine areas are generally not in good ecological condition. This means that they do not meet the 
threshold values for a healthy marine environment set out in the Marine Strategy Framework Directive and 
the Water Framework Directive. According to the latest national assessments, none of Denmark's 109 
coastal water bodies have good ecological status, and 98% of water bodies are not in good chemical status 
(Danish Agency for Green Area Conversion and Water Environment, 2025). The situation is unsatisfactory 
both in terms of environmental pressures, including nutrients, environmentally hazardous substances, 
waste and noise, and in terms of the health of ecosystems, including species distribution, habitat condition 
and food web functioning (Ministry of Environment and Gender Equality, 2025b). 

At the same time, the scale and intensity of human activities in and around the sea have increased 
significantly. These activities include fisheries, aquaculture, shipping, offshore wind, oil and gas 
installations, agricultural runoff, wastewater discharges, tourism and infrastructure (Jouffray et al., 2020). 
The combined pressures from human activities, together with anthropogenic climate change, are placing 
complex and accelerating pressure on the marine environment. This undermines the resilience of the 
ocean and impairs its ability to maintain key functions such as food provision and carbon storage (Halpern 
et al., 2015). 

Negative impacts on the marine environment also represent a potential source of financial and business 
risk. At the same time, many companies are dependent, to varying degrees, on marine ecosystems and 
their functions, e.g. access to resources, stable operating conditions, transport routes and regulating 
ecosystem services. Overall, this means that both pressures and dependencies are relevant for decision-
making in a risk management context, depending on sector, location and exposure. 

1. Introduction and purpose 

7

Ocean Institute



 

 
 

    
 

  

 

 

1.2 Marine biodiversity as an underprioritised theme for businesses  

Businesses' ability to document their footprint on the surrounding environment is a key source of 
knowledge about their business footprint, but also about the varying degrees of dependence that business 
models have on marine ecosystems and functions. This knowledge can inform companies' own decisions 
on strategy, risk management and capital allocation, and can also form the basis for assessments by 
external actors. This includes authorities, investors, civil society, competitors, value chain partners and 
researchers, who can use the information in connection with environmental initiatives, business strategy, 
resource management and financial planning, depending on the context and purpose. 

Despite this dual relevance, several sources indicate that marine biodiversity is often underprioritised. 

The World Benchmark Alliance's (WBA) first Ocean Benchmark from January 2026 provides cross-
sectoral insight into how far companies have come in their documented management of marine 
biodiversity. 

The Ocean Institute's review of data from Ocean Benchmark's measurement area "Ecosystems and 
Biodiversity" shows that companies can, to a certain extent, account for their overall intentions, policies 
and governance frameworks, while clear priorities, concrete goals and documented progress are rare. 
Overall, this points to a significant gap between stated ambitions and actual implementation. 

Companies perform best on indicators relating to greenhouse gas emissions, with approximately 90% of 
companies having addressed their greenhouse gas emissions to a more or less satisfactory extent. By 
comparison, the proportion of companies that have addressed biodiversity-related indicators is between 
approximately 10 and 40%, even though many of the companies' activities take place on or in direct 
connection with the sea. The same picture applies in previous Danish studies on biodiversity more 
generally (Dansk Erhverv, 2024). The findings from the World Benchmark Alliance indicates that climate 
action is given higher priority in practice than ecosystems and marine biodiversity. 

Other analyses point in the same direction. A study published in the journal Nature shows that even among 
the world's largest companies with activities on and near the sea, reporting on pressures on marine 
biodiversity is limited. The analysis covers annual reports from 75 global companies in eight key sectors of 
the marine economy and shows that while 96% report on energy consumption and climate-related 
emissions, approximately half report on pressures on marine biodiversity, and even fewer on more specific 
pressures such as oil spills, habitat changes and invasive species (Jouffray et al., 2025). 

A large number of different indicators are used, only a small proportion of which relate to biodiversity, 
which can make comparison and overview difficult. 

At the same time, an international survey of investors indicates that existing regulatory requirements and 
standards are not perceived as sufficiently clear or operational to support biodiversity reporting. Only 23% 
of respondents believe that the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) in its current form 
provides the information investors need, while 25% say no and 53% are unsure (Responsible Investor, 
2025). 
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Overall, the absence of systematic and comparable reporting on pressures, impacts and dependencies on 
marine biodiversity means that both companies and investors may lack a sufficient basis for assessing 
marine-related risks. For companies, this may mean that important factors are not included in strategic 
decisions and risk management. For investors, it may increase uncertainty in the assessment of long-term 
sustainability and financial risks, thereby affecting capital allocation. 

In a context characterised by regulatory uncertainty, the knowledge function of documentation becomes 
particularly central as a basis for decision-making. These patterns are also relevant in a context where 
companies' dependencies on marine ecosystems are increasingly expected to be included in the assessment 
of financial materiality and risk profile, including in the dialogue between companies, investors and 
lenders (see Chapter 6). 

  

AAbboouutt  tthhee  WWoorrlldd  BBeenncchhmmaarrkk  AAlllliiaannccee  OOcceeaann  BBeenncchhmmaarrkk  

The World Benchmark Alliance has 
conducted the Ocean Benchmark based 
on its methodological framework (World 
Benchmark Alliance, 2024), which 
includes 125 companies selected from 
among the 750 companies participating 
in the World Benchmark Alliance's Nature 
Benchmark. The benchmark covers a 
range of sectors, including fisheries and 
seafood, maritime transport, offshore 
wind, shipbuilding, port operations, 
textiles and chemicals. 

The Ocean Benchmark consists of 47 
indicators divided into four main areas. 
The Ocean Institute's review is limited to 
the dataset for the Ecosystems & 
Biodiversity area, which accounts for 50% 
of the total score in the Ocean 
Benchmark and includes the indicators 
most directly related to companies' 
pressures on marine ecosystems. Within 
this area, all 18 biodiversity indicators are 
used, including indicators for chemical 
pressures (e.g. water pollution, plastics 
and waste), physical pressures (e.g. 
underwater noise, habitat disturbance 
and seabed loss), biological pressures 
(e.g. invasive species and pressures on 
marine food webs), as well as companies' 
work on nature-related risks, 
dependencies and the development of 
biodiversity strategies. 

The analysis is conducted at the element 
level in the dataset. This means that it not 
only looks at whether companies address a 
given issue, but also how. The 125 companies 
are scored on whether they have established 
policies and management systems, 
conducted risk assessments, set targets, and 
whether they can document progress. 

The Ocean Benchmark does not measure 
the actual ecological state of the marine 
environment or the actual pressures exerted 
by companies’, but assesses companies' 
publicly available documentation of policies, 
management systems, risk assessments, 
targets and progress related to marine 
biodiversity. 

A low score or failure to meet an element 
should therefore not be interpreted as an 
absence of pressures, but as an expression 
of a lack of transparency, systematic 
approach or documentation. The absence of 
data is in itself a key finding, as it limits the 
ability of companies and financial actors to 
identify, prioritize and mitigate marine-
related risks. 

Each element is assessed as met/not met 
based on publicly available documentation. 
Failure to meet an element should therefore 
not be interpreted as an absence of 
pressures, but as a lack of public 
documentation or systematic approach. 
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1.3 Purpose, target group and approach 

The purpose is to establish a basis for behavioural change among business actors, now and in the longer 
term, for the benefit of the sea and society. 

The purpose of the report is to provide knowledge and tools that enable companies to: 

• strengthen their understanding of the pressures arising from their activities and the impacts these 
may have on marine biodiversity, 

• make informed assessments of the risks and responsibilities associated with pressures on the 
marine environment, and 

• use relevant analytical methods and data sources to support documentation of impacts in the 
marine areas where the company operates. 
 

The report is aimed at companies whose activities directly or indirectly affect the marine environment. This 
includes operators with primarily marine-related activities such as shipping, ports, offshore energy, fishing 
and marine aggregate extraction, as well as companies that discharge pollutants into the sea, including 
wastewater utilities and industries that discharge wastewater or chemicals. The report is also relevant for 
companies with such activities in their value chains. 

The work is based on the principle of double materiality, comprising an outside-in perspective that 
concerns economic risks to the company, and an inside-out perspective that concerns the company's 
impact on the environment, climate, human rights and governance (Nielsen et al., 2024), see Chapter 3. 

The report is based on research, reporting methodologies and practical tools with a view to describing 
companies' pressures on marine biodiversity in a decision-relevant manner. 

1.4 Definitions 
Comparative analyses of concepts and definitions in key reporting initiatives show that there is 
considerable variation in the use of biodiversity-related terms (Lammerant & Verhelst, 2024). 

Below are definitions of key concepts used in this report. 

Activity: Any economic activity on or related to the sea that may directly or indirectly affect marine 
ecosystems. The term includes, among other things, the exploitation of living and non-living resources, 
transport and infrastructure, energy production, industrial, service and tourism activities, as well as 
activities in upstream and downstream stages of value chains with a maritime connection. 

Biodiversity: The variation among living organisms from all sources, including terrestrial, marine and 
other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are part. This includes diversity 
within species, between species and ecosystems, as described in Article 2 of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (Convention on Biological Diversity, 5 June 1992. 

Sustainability: Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their own needs (Brundtland, 1987). 

Pressure: Forms of pressure on the marine environment caused by a specific activity. Pressures can be 
direct or indirect and describe the actual pressure exerted.  

Impact: The effect that a pressure can have on marine biodiversity. For example, the pressure of sediment 
disturbance can lead to reduced light penetration in the water column, inhibited growth of seagrass and 
thus degraded habitats for fish. 
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Nature-related opportunities: Business activities and strategic choices that create long-term value for 
the company by avoiding, reducing or reversing negative pressures on nature, strengthening the condition 
and function of ecosystems, and increasing the company's resilience, competitiveness and access to capital. 
(TNFD, 2025a). 

Ecosystem services: The contributions that ecosystems make to human well-being (Haines-Young & 
Potschin-Young, 2018) 

1.5 Scope and Limitations  
The explanations and arguments presented in the report do not constitute authoritative assessments of the 
overall impacts of individual activities. Rather, the report serves as an operational guide that provides 
companies with a qualified basis for understanding and acting on ocean-related risks. The aim is to 
strengthen the marine environmental understanding framework so that companies can integrate marine-
related considerations into their sustainability work and risk management. 

An overview of potential marine-related risks associated with commercial activities at sea is presented in 
the matrix on pages 58–59. The purpose is to provide an overview of the pressures from specific activities, 
the biodiversity components that may be affected, and the impacts that these pressures may have on the 
marine environment. The report thus provides a qualified basis for further strategic work, but leaves the 
development of KPIs, quantitative weighting, significance scoring and specific business responses to the 
companies themselves. 

Companies’ ability to document their pressures and impacts on marine biodiversity does not define the 
role of the private sector in the blue transition. However, the level and quality of such documentation are 
critical in enabling financial actors to assess whether capital is being allocated to activities and business 
models that are compatible with long-term sustainability. 

This is therefore a mutually dependent relationship, in which decisions made by businesses and the 
financial sector influence each other’s ability to identify, prioritise and manage ocean-related risks (see 
Section 2.2 on the role of the financial sector in the blue transition). 

This report is therefore not intended to stand alone. It is the first of three planned publications focusing on 
biodiversity and business. Subsequent publications will address the role of financial actors and how 
knowledge about ocean-related risks can be translated into concrete actions. 
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2.1 Corporate responsibility in the context of rising expectations  
Expectations from legislators, financial actors, investors, civil society and international frameworks that 
companies should identify, understand and manage their pressures on nature have become clearer and 
more formalised in recent years. 
 
At the global level, the Kunming–Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework marks an important shift. 
Target 15 explicitly expects large and multinational companies to identify, assess and disclose their 
dependencies, risks and pressures in relation to biodiversity (Convention on Biological Diversity, 2022). 
Similarly, in 2025, the UN Human Rights Council recognised that companies’ responsibility to conduct 
risk-based due diligence also includes activities at and near sea, in accordance with the UN Guiding 
Principles on Business and Human Rights (Human Rights Council, 2025). In addition, the revised OECD 
Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises expand the understanding of corporate responsibility to include 
environmental due diligence (OECD, 2023). 
 
In the EU, these expectations have been translated into concrete regulatory frameworks in recent years, 
including the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), the European Sustainability Reporting 
Standards (ESRS) and the Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive (CSDDD). Together, these 
initiatives aim to strengthen transparency, accountability and risk management in responsible business 
conduct (Official Journal of the European Union, 2023). However, the ongoing adjustments to EU 
sustainability regulations, including a narrowing of the scope of companies covered and a reduction in 
certain reporting requirements, do not alter the fact that expectations for companies' management of 
nature- and ocean-related risks remain significant. 
 
There is thus a trend towards a reduction or shift in detailed legal requirements, while expectations 
regarding corporate responsibility are increasing. This shifts the drivers of corporate responsibility towards 
financial and market-based expectations. Documentation of companies' pressures and dependencies is 
therefore no less relevant but may take on a new function as a basis for risk assessment, capital allocation 
and long-term business robustness. 
 
  

2. The ocean and responsible business conduct 
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Overall, the trend points to a shift whereby expectations regarding companies' handling of environmental 
pressures and impacts stem not only from regulation but increasingly from financial risk management, 
making documentation of pressures and dependencies a prerequisite for market access and thus also for 
companies' social legitimacy. 
 
Banks, investors and lenders remain subject to financial regulation, which requires them to identify and 
assess climate and nature-related risks to the extent that these may affect credit risk, portfolio stability and 
long-term financial robustness. To meet these requirements, financial actors depend on credible, 
consistent and decision-relevant data from companies. This means that companies are expected to have a 
systematic overview of their pressures on marine biodiversity and related impacts on nature, even in cases 
where they are not directly covered by reporting or due diligence legislation. In this context, 
documentation can be understood not primarily as a compliance tool, but as a fundamental element in 
companies' access to capital, insurance and financial partnerships. 
 
In parallel, a landscape of voluntary frameworks and initiatives is growing, further contributing to 
clarifying expectations for corporate responsibility in relation to the marine environment. With Ocean 
Benchmark 2026, the World Benchmark Alliance has, for the first time, conducted a systematic assessment 
of 125 companies with high dependence on the ocean. At the same time, the Carbon Disclosure Project 
(CDP) has expanded its questionnaire to include issues related to the marine environment, and the 
Science-based Targets Network (SBTN) is working on developing a framework for science-based targets for 
the ocean. Together, these initiatives indicate that companies are increasingly expected to work in a more 
structured way with ocean-related risks, dependencies and pressures. This development is also reflected in 
IPBES’ analyses of companies’ pressures on nature and dependencies (Jones M., 2026). 
 
This development is also reflected in broader risk awareness. The World Economic Forum’s (WEF) Global 
Risks Report 2026 ranks biodiversity loss and ecosystem collapse among the most serious global risks over 
the next ten years. At the same time, IPBES documents that biodiversity loss poses a systemic risk to 
businesses and that businesses both contribute to and are affected by this development (Jones M., 2026). 
This indicates that expectations for transparency and responsibility for ocean-related risks will increasingly 
form a central part of companies' social legitimacy. 
 
Despite this development, knowledge, data and resources continue to pose a significant barrier for many 
companies. Several have taken initial steps by mapping dependencies, collecting data and formulating 
biodiversity policies, but work on ocean-related impacts is often still in its early stages. Companies that are 
already building a science-based and systematic understanding of their pressures and dependencies may 
be better equipped to address future risks and expectations. 
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2.2 The financial sector as an enabler of the blue transition  

Although this publication focuses primarily on the pressures from businesses on marine biodiversity, the 
financial sector plays a key role in this context. Many of the activities that put pressure on the marine 
environment are financed directly or indirectly through investments, loans and ownership. Financial 
institutions therefore have both a responsibility and a strategic interest in identifying, assessing and 
managing the risks that the degradation of marine ecosystems and the exceeding of ecological limits may 
pose to their portfolios, credit exposures and long-term financial robustness. 
 
The role of the financial sector can be viewed along three dimensions. Firstly, a regulatory responsibility, as 
financial actors are subject to sector-specific financial regulation that requires the identification and 
assessment of sustainability-related risks, including nature- and ocean-related risks. EU regulations such 
as the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive and the Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence 
Directive are primarily aimed at companies, but may indirectly affect the financial sector through 
requirements for data collection, risk assessment and dialogue with portfolio companies (Directive (EU) 
2022/2464 of the European Parliament and of the Council, 2022; Directive (EU) 2024/1760 of the 
European Parliament and of the Council, 2024). Secondly, financial responsibility, as inadequate 
management of nature and ocean risks can lead to credit, market and reputational risks. Thirdly, a social 
responsibility, as the financial sector's capital allocation can influence which business activities are 
supported and thus developments in and around the sea. 
  
Several financial actors are choosing to go beyond the applicable minimum requirements. For example, 
Storebrand Asset Management has excluded deep-sea mining from its investment portfolios, citing the 
precautionary principle, even though the activity is not yet prohibited at EU level (Storebrand, n.d.). 
Similarly, initiatives such as the Finance for Biodiversity Pledge, which now has over 200 signatories, show 
that there is a growing willingness to integrate biodiversity considerations into financial decisions (Finance 
for Biodiversity Foundation, n.d.). 
 
However, strengthening the financial sector’s role in the blue transition requires better and more 
consistent knowledge about how different types of business activities generate pressures on the marine 
environment and how these pressures can be documented and integrated into decision-making processes. 
This knowledge should be accompanied by greater clarity on the expectations that financial institutions can 
place on companies regarding the marine environment and biodiversity, both as part of due diligence in 
lending and through active capital allocation and stewardship. 
 
 

 

  

 
 

 

Raise awareness of how 
businesses pressure the 
ocean — and the risks 
that this entails

Support financial actors in identifying 
and mitigating ocean-related risks in 
investments, ownership and 
operations

Translate risk awareness 
and principles for action 
from the first step into 
reduced pressures and 
impacts.

15

Ocean Institute



Hermit crab, Lillebælt

Photo: Tim Dencker

16



 

 
 

    
 

  

 

 

There are currently no fully harmonised and operational legal requirements specifying how companies 
should identify, assess and document their pressures on the marine environment. However, a number of 
reporting frameworks, standards and methodological approaches are being consolidated and taken 
together, can contribute to a more coherent focus on nature and biodiversity, including in a marine 
context. 
 
Several of the most widely used frameworks, including the European Sustainability Reporting Standards, 
the Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures (TNFD) and the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), 
are moving towards greater coherence, but continue to differ in their weighting of financial vs. impact-
based materiality, in their requirements for location-specific data, and in their level of detail on 
biodiversity. These differences have implications for how the frameworks can be applied in practice, 
depending on the size, sector and exposure of the company. 
 
The overview below summarises key reporting frameworks, standards, methods and tools currently used to 
identify and document companies' pressures on nature and the marine environment. Across the 
frameworks, there is a general trend towards increased focus on biodiversity and the link between the state 
of nature and companies' economic risks and dependencies (Lammerant & Verhelst, 2024). The 
frameworks differ in their purpose, legal status and scope of application and should therefore be 
understood as complementary rather than interchangeable.  
 
Their applicability will depend on the size, sector, geographical exposure and business model of the 
company. 

3.1 Data challenges for the ocean  
Across the frameworks, there is a data imbalance between terrestrial biodiversity and marine ecosystems. 
Several standards, including the  Voluntary Sustainability Reporting Standard for non-listed SMEs 
(VSME), require information on companies' activities in or near biodiversity-sensitive areas, but primarily 
offer detailed data points for terrestrial activities such as land use, paved areas and nature-oriented areas. 
Similarly detailed and harmonised data points for activities at sea are largely lacking. 

As a result, reporting on the marine environment is often more general and less differentiated than 
reporting on land-based biodiversity. This can limit the ability to assess the extent and severity of pressures 
on marine ecosystems. For example, a purchaser of marine aggregate extraction will not necessarily be able 
to assess the extent of seabed or marine habitat loss based solely on the supplier's reporting under the 
VSME standard. 

According to EFRAG, the difference in the level of detail between land-based biodiversity and marine 
biodiversity is due to the fact that land use indicators are more mature and harmonised than those for the 
sea. The data foundation for marine activities is still under development, and voluntary data points are 
expected to be added as the methodology matures. 

3. Frameworks, methods and tools for identification    
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In addition to the reporting frameworks, there are a number of methodological approaches that can help 
companies identify, prioritise and document pressures on the marine environment. These methods can be 
used as a supplement and a bridge to existing standards. 

3.2 Marine biodiversity and double materiality  
Double materiality is a structured approach to risk understanding, prioritisation and documentation. The 
approach involves companies adopting two perspectives: an outside-in perspective, which concerns the 
financial risks that external factors may pose to the company, and an inside-out perspective, which 
concerns the company's own impacts on the environment, climate, human rights and governance (Nielsen 
et al., 2024). 
 
If the marine environment is considered significant from a financial perspective, an impact perspective, or 
both, the sea can be considered a double materiality matter. This means that the issue is relevant for both 
reporting and due diligence. A double materiality analysis can thus serve as a tool for identifying which 
sustainability issues should be prioritised and where special attention is needed in risk management and 
business conduct. 
 
The following chapters elaborate on the two dimensions of materiality in relation to the ocean. Chapter 5 
highlights companies’ pressures on the marine environment and their ecological impacts, while Chapter 6 
introduces benchmarks that can support the assessment of the economic importance of the ocean to the 
company 
 
 
 

 

 

Double
materiality
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Regulatory costs
Ecosystem services 

Market accessStranded assets
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European 
Sustainability 

Reporting Standard 
(ESRS) 

The mandatory reporting framework for large and listed companies in the EU. 
Standard European Sustainability Reporting Standard E4 deals with biodiversity and 
ecosystems and requires information on significant risks, dependencies and pressures, as well 
as measures to avoid, reduce or restore negative impacts. 
The European Sustainability Reporting Standard is primarily aimed at reporting and 
documentation and does not in itself establish methods for identifying impacts. 

Voluntary 
Sustainability 

Reporting Standard 
for non-listed 
SMEs (VSME) 

A voluntary reporting standard for small and medium-sized enterprises. 

The standard allows for reporting on biodiversity and the marine environment in a more 
simplified and standardised form. At the same time, the framework sets a limit on the 
information that larger customers and financial actors can request. VSME contains relatively 
limited and less detailed data points for marine activities, which may limit the granularity of 
reporting in a marine context. 

Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI) 

A voluntary reporting standard with a primary focus on companies’ impacts. 

The Global Reporting Initiative 101 biodiversity standard is currently under revision and is 
expected to come into force in 2026. The revised standard places greater emphasis on 
location-specific reporting and allows for sector- and activity-specific reporting, including for 
fisheries, energy and resource extraction. The Global Reporting Initiative can be applied 
independently of EU legislation. 

ISO 17298:2025 
Biodiversity in 
strategy and 
operations 

Supports the integration of biodiversity into corporate strategy and operations. 

It can be used to identify pressures, assess impacts and identify dependencies, establish 
internal processes and link biodiversity to risk management, environmental objectives and 
reporting. The standard is designed to be interoperable with the Taskforce on Nature-related 
Financial Disclosures' LEAP framework and can serve as a methodological supplement to both 
the European Sustainability Reporting Standard and the Global Reporting Initiative. 

Taskforce on 
Nature-related 

Financial 
Disclosures (TNFD) 

Methodological framework designed to support the identification, assessment and mitigation of 
nature-related financial risks. 

The Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures' LEAP approach (Locate, Evaluate, 
Assess, Prepare) is widely used as an analysis and decision-making tool. 

The Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures does not constitute a reporting standard 
but provides recommendations on how companies can structure their analyses and related 
reporting on nature-related risks and opportunities. 

Carbon Disclosure 
Project (CDP) 

The CDP is a global reporting system that collects environmental data from many companies. 

The CDP has expanded its questionnaires to include biodiversity, plastics and the marine 
environment and is working towards greater harmonisation with other international standards. 

The CDP is often used as a data source by investors and other external parties 

World 
Benchmarking 
Alliance (WBA) 

A global benchmarking initiative that assesses companies' publicly available documentation 
and management practices in relation to key sustainability issues, including marine biodiversity. 

The World Benchmark Alliance does not function as a reporting standard but can influence 
reporting practices by creating visibility and comparability across companies and sectors. 

Science-based 
Targets for Nature 

(SBTN) 

A framework for developing science-based targets for nature. 

The initial steps focus on identifying and prioritising significant impacts and geographical areas 
in order to build a data-driven basis for understanding how the company's activities interact 
with nature. 

Science-based Targets for Nature can be used to supplement both reporting and risk 
assessment. 
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Geographical location and local environmental conditions are key factors in determining how 
anthropogenic pressures affect marine biodiversity. The same type of activity can have markedly different 
impacts depending on where it takes place and the ecological context in which it occurs. For example, 
pressures in coastal waters can have significant negative impacts on biodiversity, even when the activity is 
low-intensity in isolation (Vaughan et al., 2019). 

 

 

This chapter describes the most significant regional differences across Danish marine areas, as well as the 
current environmental status and development of these areas in relation to a number of parameters, 
documented through the Danish Marine Strategy, River Basin Management Plans and national monitoring 
(NOVANA). The purpose is to provide a technical basis that companies can use as an initial filter in their 
work to identify where pressures on marine biodiversity may be particularly significant. 

Specifically, it can be used to: 

• locate risk areas and prioritise efforts geographically 
• differentiate pressures (e.g. fishing/discharge in the Belt Sea vs. the North Sea) 
• assess the risk of negative consequences such as oxygen depletion, loss of habitat or species decline 

 

4. The state of marine biodiversity 

BBiiooddiivveerrssiittyy  iinn  DDaanniisshh  mmaarriinnee  aarreeaass  

Intraspecific diversity (genetic variation): Within 
individual species, such as cod, there can be 
significant genetic variation, which influences the 
resilience of the population, to disease, 
temperature changes and other environmental 
pressures. Intraspecific variation can thus affect 
how vulnerable populations are to additional 
pressure (Rieder et al., 2025).underprioritised 

Diversity between species (species richness): 
Danish waters are home to a wide variety of fish, 
marine mammals, birds, benthic animals, 
macroalgae and plankton. Species interact with 
each other in complex dynamics, where the 
richness and abundance of species play an 
important role in the ecosystem (Convention on 
Biological Diversity, 2022). 

Ecosystems can be described as the 
interconnected systems of the sea: the interaction 
between living organisms, from algae and benthic 
animals to fish and marine mammals, and their 
physical and chemical environments. 

 

This includes the seabed and water column and 
the processes that connect them, including food 
webs, light penetration, nutrient cycles, current 
conditions and oxygen conditions. 

The ocean contains several different types of 
ecosystems, which can overlap and change over 
time in line with physical and biological dynamics. 
Together, these interactions determine how the 
ocean functions and how stable the ecosystem is 
in relation to human-induced pressures. 

The diversity of ecosystems: At the ecosystem and 
habitat level, there are many different habitats in 
Danish marine areas, including rocky reefs, 
sandbanks, eelgrass beds, mussel beds and soft 
bottoms. Abiotic factors, such as salinity, ocean 
currents and sunlight, control the variation of each 
habitat and the specific species communities and 
ecosystem dynamics that are present (Hansen & 
Høgslund, 2024). 
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Intraspecific diversity (genetic variation): Within 
individual species, such as cod, there can be 
significant genetic variation, which affects the 
robustness of the fish stock to disease, 
temperature changes and other environmental 
impacts. Intraspecific variation can thus affect 
how vulnerable stocks are to additional pressure 
(Rieder et al., 2025)..  

Diversity between species (species richness): 
Danish waters are home to a wide variety of fish, 
marine mammals, birds, benthic animals, 
macroalgae and plankton. Species interact with 
each other in complex dynamics, where the 
richness and abundance of species play an 
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Biological Diversity, 2022). 

Ecosystems can be described as the 
interconnected systems of the sea: the 
interaction between living organisms, from algae 
and benthic animals to fish and marine mammals, 
and their physical and chemical environments. 

 

This includes the seabed and water column and 
the processes that connect them, including food 
webs, light penetration, nutrient cycles, current 
conditions and oxygen conditions. 

The ocean contains several different types of 
ecosystems, which can overlap and change over 
time in line with physical and biological dynamics. 
Together, these interactions determine how the 
ocean functions and how stable the ecosystem is 
in relation to human induced pressures. 

The diversity of ecosystems: At the ecosystem 
and habitat level, there are many different 
habitats in Danish marine areas, including rocky 
reefs, sandbanks, eelgrass beds, mussel beds and 
soft bottoms. Abiotic factors, such as salinity, 
ocean currents and sunlight, control the variation 
of each habitat and the specific species 
communities and ecosystem dynamics that are 
present (Hansen & Høgslund, 2024). 
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4.1 Regional differences across Danish marine areas  

Danish marine areas (Figure 1) exhibit significant geographical variation, which has a major influence on 
both the vulnerability of ecosystems and how different types of human activity can affect marine 
biodiversity. Variations in depth, salinity, water exchange and current conditions mean that the same type 
of pressure can have different ecological impacts depending on location. 

The North Sea and Skagerrak are characterised by great depths, relatively high salinity and relatively 
rapid water exchange, with the North Sea located between the open ocean and the coastal zone. These 
conditions contribute to a high degree of physical dynamics, which can lead to a certain robustness to 
inputs of nutrients and certain types of local pollution. In the Skagerrak, cold, salty, nutrient-rich water 
meets the more brackish water of the Kattegat, creating a front between the water masses that contributes 
to high biological productivity in the Skagerrak. In addition, there are several large stone reefs and bubble 
reefs in these two areas. 

At the same time, the areas are exposed to considerable pressure from intensive shipping traffic, fishing 
and the establishment of offshore wind and oil and gas activities. The high level of activity means that 
pressures can be spatially widespread and cumulative, even in relatively open marine areas. 

The Kattegat acts as a transition zone between the salt water of the North Sea and the brackish water of 
the Baltic Sea. Stratification and significant water transport can increase vulnerability to nutrient inputs 
and oxygen depletion. In addition, the depths and habitats on the seabed of the Kattegat vary greatly, with 
both shallow, sandy areas with, for example, stone reefs or eelgrass beds, and deep trenches with muddy 
bottoms. The ecological status of the Kattegat is therefore characterised by a high degree of complexity, 
with both open marine areas and more coastal areas showing vulnerability to pressures and disturbances. 

The Limfjord is a long, shallow strait with narrow channels connecting the North Sea and the Kattegat. 
The Limfjord has several natural habitats such as stone reefs, biogenic reefs, sandbanks, shallow bays and 
inlets, and eelgrass beds, which provide different types of habitats. The shallow areas, limited water 
exchange and nutrient inputs from land can increase the risk of algal blooms and oxygen depletion, as well 
as physical disturbance of the seabed. 

The Belt Sea, including the Great Belt, Little Belt, Øresund and the Småland waters, contains several 
natural habitats such as stone reefs, sandbanks and coastal eelgrass beds. The Belt Sea generally has 
relatively shallow waters, longer residence times for water masses and more complex current conditions, as 
the exchange of water between the North Sea and the Baltic Sea must pass through the narrow straits. 
These characteristics can increase the risk of algal blooms and oxygen depletion, especially in fjords and 
other enclosed coastal systems. The ecosystems in these areas are often closely linked to inputs from land 
and can therefore be particularly sensitive to changes in nutrient loading and physical disturbance of the 
seabed. 

The Baltic Sea around Bornholm is characterised by low salinity, great depth and strong stratification, 
where the water masses rarely mix completely. This means that oxygen in the deep areas of the Baltic Sea 
has difficulty reaching the seabed, which is therefore often affected by oxygen depletion for long periods. 
Biodiversity is generally lower than in more saline waters, which can lead to limited ecological resilience. 
The ecosystems in this area may therefore be particularly vulnerable to further pressures.  
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Figure 1 Division of marine waters within the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) (Miljø- og 
ligestillingsministeriet, 2019; Miljøstyrelsen, 2025) 

 

Regional differences mean that pressures such as nutrient inputs, fishing, marine aggregate extraction, 
shipping traffic and energy infrastructure do not necessarily have the same environmental consequences 
across Danish marine areas. For example, while the North Sea, Skagerrak and parts of the Kattegat can, 
under certain conditions, absorb physical disturbance better due to their dynamic hydrography, the Belt 
Sea and the Baltic Sea may be more sensitive to even relatively small changes in pressure, particularly in 
relation to nutrients, seabed disturbance and underwater noise. 

For businesses, this means that they cannot only consider the type of pressure. It is also necessary to take 
into account location and local ecological context, including the sensitivity of the area, existing pressure 
levels and cumulative pressures. This geographical differentiation can thus serve as an initial filter for 
identifying where activities may pose an increased risk of negative impacts on marine biodiversity. 
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4.2 The current state of marine areas  
The status assessments in The Danish Marine Strategy and River Basin Management Plans show that 
Danish marine areas generally do not meet the objectives for good ecological status, either in relation to 
pressures or the health of ecosystems. The assessments cover, among other things, nutrients, 
environmentally hazardous substances, waste and underwater noise, as well as biological quality elements 
such as species, habitats and food webs. For several descriptors, the status is also classified as unknown, 
reflecting limitations in the existing data (Ministry of Environment and Gender Equality, 2025a; Ministry 
of Green Growth and Climate, 2024). 
 
Ecological status: The River Basin Management Plans show that none of the Danish coastal waters 
achieve good ecological status when all biological quality elements are taken into account. Phytoplankton, 
rooted plants (including eelgrass) and benthic fauna are predominantly in moderate to poor status in the 
vast majority of areas. These elements serve as key indicators of ecosystem function and resilience (Figure 
2). 

Chemical status: Only a small proportion of coastal and territorial waters meet the targets for priority 
substances. In the vast majority of areas, limit values for heavy metals and organic pollutants, among other 
things, are exceeded. Chemical pollution can have long-term effects on both species and food webs, even 
where the ecological effects are not immediately visible (Figure 2). 

Development over time: National monitoring (NOVANA) documents a general stagnation over the past 
10 years or so, or a decline in several key parameters, including water clarity, the extent of bottom 
vegetation and the condition of bottom fauna. At the same time, the spread of oxygen depletion in late 
summer has been increasing, especially in fjords and inland waters. This development indicates that a 
number of ecosystems have limited capacity to absorb further pressure (Hansen & Høgslund, 2024). 

Overall, the status assessments indicate that many Danish marine areas are already under ecological 
pressure. In such areas, even additional pressures with limited geographical extent can increase the risk of 
permanent deterioration, e.g.in the form of habitat loss, changes in food webs, decline in key species or 
increased extent and duration of oxygen depletion (DCE – National Centre for Environment and Energy, 
2023; Ministry of Environment and Gender Equality, 2025b). This reflects a similar pattern observed for 
for biodiversity in Europe's marine areas (Vaughan et al., 2019). 

For businesses, the current environmental status means that the assessment of potential pressures should 
be made in light of the area's existing pressure level and ecological resilience. In areas where the status is 
already unsatisfactory, the likelihood of significant impacts may be increased, even for activities that 
appear to be low-intensity when viewed in isolation. Knowledge of the local and regional environmental 
status can thus serve as a key input in companies' risk assessment and prioritisation of due diligence 
efforts. 
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Figure 2 Overview of the ecological and chemical status of Danish coastal waters (Miljø- og 
Ligestillingsministeriet, 2025b) 
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Unknown

Chemical state

Algae

The overall ecological state of the Danish coastal 
waters is evaluated in accordance with the EU’s 
Water Framework Directive and based on the state 
of individual quality indicators: 

Algae (phytoplankton), bottom-dwelling animals 
(seabed fauna), seagrass and nationally specific 
substances (not included here). The aim is an 
overall good ecological state by 2027.

The chemical status of Danish coastal 
and territorial waters is assessed 
in accordance with the EU Water 
Framework Directive, based on whether 
selected hazardous substances exceed 
established environmental quality 
standards in sediment, seawater, and 
organisms (biota). Only 2 out of 123 
coastal and territorial water areas are in 
good chemical state. The goal is for the 
chemical status in all water areas to be 
good by 2027.
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4.3 Overall pressure, climate change and risk assessment  

The effect of a given pressure depends not only on the individual activity, but also on the ecological context 
in which the activity takes place. Marine habitats, their interrelationships and functions, and their current 
status in relation to the cumulative pressure from other human activities are important factors in how 
pressures may materialise in marine biodiversity (Halpern et al., 2025). The assessment of impacts should 
therefore take into account cumulative effects within a relevant geographical area. 

In practice, many Danish environmental impact assessments of cumulative effects are limited to assessing 
simultaneous or planned projects that overlap in time and space. A more comprehensive assessment 
should also include other relevant historical and existing pressures on an appropriate scale. These could 
include, for example, long-term bottom trawling, recurring nutrient inputs, discharge from wastewater 
treatment, aquaculture and the presence of environmentally hazardous substances in concentrations that 
exceed environmental quality requirements. Such pressures can collectively reduce the resilience of 
ecosystems and thus increase their vulnerability to further stress. 

Climate change is also a significant amplifying factor of pressures on marine ecosystems. Changes in sea 
temperature, oxygen conditions, acidity and salinity affect species distribution, food web functioning and 
ecosystem stability. These changes are occurring at a rate that in some cases may exceed the adaptive 
capacity of ecosystems, thereby increasing the likelihood that pressures will materialise as permanent 
ecological losses (European Environment Agency, 2019; Halpern et al., 2025). Climate change should 
therefore be seen as an underlying risk factor that can change the conditions for both existing and future 
activities. 

Against this backdrop, many Danish marine areas are in a state where pressures from marine-related 
commercial activities should, as a starting point, be considered high-risk and therefore prioritised in 
companies' risk management and due diligence processes. Coastal areas in particular are under 
considerable pressure, but all Danish marine areas are affected overall ( 
Figure 3). 
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Figure 3 Overall pressure on the sea from current commercial activities, as well as areas reserved 
for a specific activity in Denmark's Maritime Plan (EMODnet, 2023; Danish Energy Agency, 2023; 
GEUS, 2025; Danish Agricultural Agency, 2025; Danish Maritime Authority, 2023; van der Reijden & 
Eigaard, 2023). *Fishing with passive gear or pelagic trawls is only marked within Natura 2000 areas 
designated before June 2023 (Danish Environmental Protection Agency, 2023). 
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Common bobtail squid (Serpietta 
oweniana) hunting in Kattegat

Photo: Tim Dencker
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This chapter provides companies with an overview of how specific business activities generate pressures on 
marine biodiversity and how these can lead to ecological impacts and how companies can identify and 
analyse their own footprint. 

The chapter supports impact materiality work by: 

• highlighting where and how the company's activities create pressures on marine biodiversity and 
related ecological impacts.  

• linking pressures to ecological effects (impacts), and 
• pointing to tools, data sources and approaches that can support systematic analysis 

In addition, the chapter provides input for prioritising and setting reduction targets for pressures, so that 
companies can document and communicate their most significant environmental impacts on a decision-
relevant basis, depending on sector, location and exposure. 

5.1 Pressures and impacts as business responsibility 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, biodiversity is not just about the presence of individual species, but about the 
sum of genes, species, habitats and ecological processes that together constitute the life and robustness of 
the ocean. When this interaction is subjected to repeated disturbances over time, the ocean's ability to 
withstand pressure and recover can be weakened. 

Research indicates that such disturbances are linked to human activities. This is well documented at global 
level (Halpern et al., 2025), in Europe (European Environment Agency, 2019; Haapaniemi et al., 2016; 
OSPAR, 2023) and nationally (Andersen et al., 2020). 

For marine-related companies, this means that pressures on the marine environment are relevant both as 
part of the company's responsible business conduct and as part of the company's risk management, as 
negative impacts can in some cases materialise as regulatory, physical and market risks. 

Three operational principles are particularly important for companies: 

1. Pressures as a controllable leverage point 
Pressures constitute a key and controllable leverage point for companies. It is generally more 
operationally feasible to set reduction targets for specific pressures (e.g. underwater noise, nutrient 
loading, seabed disturbance) than for biodiversity status, which is shaped by multiple interacting 
drivers and natural variability. 

2. Incomplete data should not result in inaction 
Where there is scientifically robust evidence that an activity exerts a significant pressure, companies 
should act in accordance with the precautionary principle—even in the absence of complete baseline 
data. Assessments should be conducted with due regard to the type of activity, its location and the 
local ecological context. 

5. The effects of activities in the marine environment    
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3. Cumulative effects as a shared risk context 
Reductions achieved by a single actor may have limited overall effect if other sources in the same area 
account for the majority of the pressure. Companies should therefore, where feasible, combine their 
own reduction efforts with collaboration and partnerships to develop coordinated solutions at the 
scale of ecologically defined areas. 

5.2 Typical pressures from marine-related industries and their ecological 
consequences 

Whether a pressure leads to significant ecological impacts depends on: 

• The nature and intensity of the pressure (what the company does) 
• The robustness and condition of the ecosystem affected (where it occurs) 

 

Not all pressures necessarily cause damage to marine biodiversity. However, pressures are diverse, and 
their ecological effects in the marine environment can vary considerably in nature, extent and duration. 
The effect depends, among other things, on the type, intensity, frequency and duration of the pressure, as 
well as on the local ecological context. In vulnerable areas, or where several pressures occur 
simultaneously, the likelihood of ecological deterioration will therefore be higher (European Environment 
Agency, 2019). 

Tables 1 and 2 illustrate how different types of physical, chemical and biological pressures can typically be 
translated into different types of ecological impacts. The overview is not exhaustive, but aims to provide a 
structured overview that can support companies in identifying and prioritising relevant pressures, 
depending on the type of activity, location and exposure. 

 

  

” 
 The growing awareness that underwater noise has a significant 

negative impact on marine mammals and fish has prompted several 
ship owners to implement noise reduction measures. Lloyd's Register 
supports this development by helping shipping companies to 
measure, calculate and reduce noise. Several energy-saving 
measures, such as air lubrication systems, have been shown to 
significantly reduce underwater noise. 
 
—  Per Trøjgaard Andersen, 
Lead Specialist, Noise & Vibration, Lloyd’s Register 
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Table 1  Examples of physical pressures and their impacts on the marine environment (defined in 
the Marine Strategy Framework Directive's status assessment). 

Pressures What is happening? Why is this a problem? 

Seabed 
loss/habitats 

The seabed is removed or reclaimed in 
connection with, for example, sand 
extraction and port expansions, offshore 
wind farms, etc. 

The habitats of animals and plants and the 
functions of ecosystems are weakened, e.g. 
filtration, nutrient cycling and carbon storage. 

Physical 
disturbance of 

the seabed 

Disturbance of the seabed can spread 
seabed material (sediment), e.g. during 
construction work and fishing with 
bottom-trawling gear, which stirs up 
sediment in the water. 

This makes the water cloudy, suffocates 
seagrass and removes or scares away fish and 
benthic fauna, which lose their food and 
habitats. 

Fragmentation 
of habitats in 

the sea 

Fragmentation of habitats and reduction 
of connectivity can occur on the seabed 
as a result of fishing, resource extraction 
and oxygen depletion, which is a cascade 
effect of nutrient pollution and climate 
change. 

This results in changes that prevent animals 
from moving freely, isolates populations and 
reduces nature's resilience. 

Disruption of 
migration 

routes 

Noise, light, vibrations or barriers disrupt 
migratory fish and marine mammals, for 
example. 

Animals lose access to feeding and breeding 
grounds, which creates a risk of lower survival 
rates and a decline in viable populations. 

Sediment 
pollution 

Fine sediment particles from land, 
dredging or suspension from the seabed 
cover the seabed. 

This makes the water cloudy and limits the 
amount of sunlight reaching the seabed, which 
can lead to poorer growth conditions for 
seagrass and seaweed. In addition, it can affect 
animals' feeding and breeding opportunities 

Underwater 
noise 

Continuous low-frequency noise from, for 
example, ships and fixed installations. 
Periodic high-frequency impulse noise 
during the establishment of offshore 
wind farms or ports 

Underwater noise disrupts the communication 
and behaviour of fish and marine mammals, 
which can cause difficulties in finding food and 
in connection with mating and spawning. High-
frequency impulse noise can permanently or 
temporarily damage animals' hearing if they are 
close to the noise source. 
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Table 2 Examples of biological and chemical factors and their impact on the marine environment. 

Impact What is happening? Why is this a problem? 

Eutrophication 

Excess nutrients (typically 
nitrogen and phosphorus) 
from agriculture, sewage, etc. 
lead to increased algal 
blooms. 

This leads to cloudy water and reduced light 
conditions. In addition, it can lead to oxygen 
depletion, as algae use oxygen when they 
decompose, which can be fatal to animals and 
plants. 

Loss of biodiversity 
When the sea is disturbed too 
much, sensitive species and 
habitats disappear. 

Less variation in species → the ecosystem 
becomes weaker and less able to withstand 
changes (e.g. climate and pollution) and may 
eventually collapse, which can have irreversible 
consequences. 

Changes to the food 
web 

(impact) 

Human-induced pressures 
remove or weaken individual 
species (e.g. predatory fish or 
benthic animals). 

Creates imbalance: e.g. more algae, fewer 
predators, or accumulation of certain species 
→ the entire system is disrupted. 

Environmentally 
hazardous 
substances 

Toxins accumulate in species 
and food webs 

Can damage species' reproduction, immune 
systems, food intake and thus their survival. 

 

The impact depends on the intensity of the pressure and the robustness of the affected ecosystem. A 
pressure may be relatively unproblematic in a robust marine area but lead to permanent losses in a 
vulnerable area - especially where there is already oxygen depletion, high nutrient levels or pressure from 
several activities at once. 

5.3 Localisation and sensitivity 
Once the company has identified its pressures, the next step is to consider the ecosystem in which the 
company operates. Location is key, because the effect of the same activity can vary significantly between 
marine areas (TNFD, 2025a). 
 
A robust ecosystem can absorb certain pressures that would cause lasting biological losses in a more 
vulnerable area. It is therefore relevant to combine knowledge about pressures with location-specific data 
on the state of the sea, biodiversity value and ecological robustness. 
 
This section describes: 

1. what characterises a sensitive marine area, 
2. how companies can identify whether they are operating in or near such areas, and 
3. which data sources may be relevant and how they are used in practice.  
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5.3.1 The concept of sensitive marine areas 

Sensitive marine areas are locations where nature has low resilience or high biodiversity and ecosystem 
value, and where even limited pressures can have a disproportionately large effect. The concept is used in 
several reporting frameworks and can trigger stricter expectations for documentation, methodology and 
stakeholder involvement (European Commission, 2023). 

A marine area may be sensitive without being formally designated as a protected area. The table below 
shows that sensitivity depends, among other things, on: 

• the presence of vulnerable or protected species, 
• habitats with a central ecological function (e.g. seagrass beds, biogenic reefs, spawning grounds) 
• the role of the area in food webs and nutrient cycles, and 
• cumulative pressure from existing activities. 

 

Table 3 Definitions of sensitive marine areas in selected frameworks and tools: European Sustainability Reporting 
Standards, Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures and Global Reporting Initiative (Global Reporting 
Initiative, 2025; TNFD, 2023; UN Environment Programme, 2023) 
 

Definitions Term Sensitive marine areas Note 

European 
Sustainability 
Reporting Standard 

”biodiversity-
sensitive 
areas” 

Includes Natura 2000, UNESCO 
areas, Key Biodiversity Areas 
(KBA) and other marine 
protected areas (MPAs) 

 

The demarcation is 
primarily linked to formal 
designations. 

Taskforce on 
Nature-related 
Financial 
Disclosures (TNFD) 

”sensitive 
sites” 

Includes locations where 
activities affect areas that meets 
criteria for biodiversity 
significance, ecosystem integrity 
and ecosystem services etc.  

Broader set of criteria that 
can accommodate both 
formal and biological 
conditions. 

 

Global Reporting 
Standards (GRI) 

”ecologically 
sensitive 
areas” 

Uses largely the same criteria as 
the Taskforce on Nature-related 
Financial Disclosures (TNFD). 

 

Builds directly on the 
definition used by 
Taskforce on Nature-
related Financial 
Disclosures.  

A definition that combines formal and biological criteria and recognises that degraded areas are 
particularly sensitive would, in the opinion of The Ocean Institute, be most useful. 
 
Companies should therefore exercise particular caution when conducting activities in areas that either: 
 

• have high biodiversity value or key ecosystem functions, or 
• are already in poor condition and close to ecological limits. 
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5.3.2 Designation of sensitive marine areas in Denmark 

There is no single, comprehensive, authoritative mapping covering all sensitive marine areas across Danish 
waters. In practice, companies can instead rely on a combination of international and national 
designations, as well as regional condition assessments, which together can serve as an initial screening 
basis for identifying where specific natural values or vulnerabilities may be present (Figure 4).  

 
Figure 4 Categorization of sensitive marine areas in accordance with the Marine Strategy Framework 
Directive (Ministry of the Environment, 2024), the Habitats Directive and the Birds Directive (Natura 
2000 sites), IMO (PSSA), IMMA (IUCN MMPATF, 2024), IBA/KBA and the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (EBSA). 
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These designations serve different purposes and have varying legal statuses. Some are linked to EU 
environmental legislation and its national implementation, whilst others are international designations 
that primarily serve as technical or administrative reference points, which may be relevant to certain 
activities but irrelevant to others (Table 4). 

According to the EU’s Marine Strategy Framework Directive of 2008, Denmark must, among other things, 
establish and manage an ecologically coherent and representative network of MPAs that covers the 
diversity of marine ecosystems (Official Journal of the European Union, 2008). The designation of the 
Danish Marine Strategy Areas is primarily intended to protect a number of species and habitat types that 
are not sufficiently represented in or protected by the Natura 2000 network (Ministry of the Environment, 
2024). 

Under Danish legislation, Natura 2000 sites have been designated, either as Special Areas of Conservation 
(SACs) (Council of the European Communities, 1992) or Special Protection Areas (SPAs) (European 
Parliament, 2009). SACs have been designated to protect specific marine animal species, such as porpoises 
or houting, or habitat types such as bubble reefs, stone reefs or sandbanks. SPAs have been designated to 
protect specific bird species. 

In 2013, the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) established a specialist group on 
marine mammals (the Marine Mammal Protected Areas Task Force), whose main task is to designate and 
identify key areas to ensure the conservation of marine mammals – “Important Marine Mammal Areas” 
(IMMA) (Braulik et al., 2024). 

The criteria for designating “Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas” (IBA) have been further developed 
into a global standard for identifying “Key Biodiversity Areas” (KBA). In 2016, the IUCN published the 
official KBA standard, which is based on the IBA methodology but encompasses all species and ecosystems, 
including those of global marine significance, not just birds. KBAs are identified on the basis of threatened 
or geographically restricted species and ecosystems, important biological processes, ecological integrity 
and irreplaceability (BirdLife International, 2023). 

In connection with the Conference of the Parties (COP) meetings, guidelines have been drawn up under the 
Convention on Biological Diversity for designating ‘Ecologically and Biologically Significant Marine Areas’ 
(EBSAs), which are marine areas of high biological value. In Danish waters, the entire Kattegat and the 
deep trenches in the Skagerrak have been designated as EBSA areas, partly on the basis of the highly 
productive upwelling zone in the Skagerrak, which is important for fish, crustaceans and birds, as well as 
the diverse habitats in the Kattegat, which are important for several species of porpoises, vulnerable 
benthic fauna and birds (Convention on Biological Diversity, 2023a, 2023b). 

The International Maritime Organisation (IMO) has defined ‘Particularly Sensitive Sea Areas’ (PSSA) in 
the MARPOL Convention, which are sensitive to shipping, and has designated areas in the Kattegat, the 
Belt Sea, the Baltic Sea and the Wadden Sea (IMO, 2005). 

In a business context, it may therefore be relevant to understand both what the designation entails, why it 
has been established, and what documentation requirements typically arise when activities take place in or 
near such areas. 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 

    
 

  

 

 

5.3.2 Designation of sensitive marine areas in Denmark 

There is no single, comprehensive, authoritative mapping covering all sensitive marine areas across Danish 
waters. In practice, companies can instead rely on a combination of international and national 
designations, as well as regional condition assessments, which together can serve as an initial screening 
basis for identifying where specific natural values or vulnerabilities may be present (Figure 4).  

 
Figure 4 Categorization of sensitive marine areas in accordance with the Marine Strategy Framework 
Directive (Ministry of the Environment, 2024), the Habitats Directive and the Birds Directive (Natura 
2000 sites), IMO (PSSA), IMMA (IUCN MMPATF, 2024), IBA/KBA and the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (EBSA). 
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Table 3 Overview of national and international marine areas that have been designated as sensitive 
marine areas. The overview is not exhaustive and should be used as a starting point, supplemented 
with site-specific knowledge and relevant authority data. 

 
Designation 

 
Purpose Examples of relevance to 

Danish waters 
 

Source/framework 

 
Natura 2000 
sites 

Protection of species and 
habitat types under EU 
nature conservation rules 

Several marine areas 
designated for habitat types, 
birds and marine mammals 

The EU Habitats and Birds 
Directives (national 
implementation) 

 
Marine 
Strategy 
Framework 
Directive 
(MSFD) areas 

Designation of areas to 
ensure the protection and 
coverage of biodiversity 
within individual 
ecosystems 

 
 

Includes designations and 
demarcations in Danish 
marine management 

 
Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive 
(MSFD) (Ministry of the 
Environment, 2023b, 
2024) 

Particularly 
Sensitive Sea 
Areas (PSSA) 

Areas that are 
particularly vulnerable to 
shipping 

Designations may include 
parts of the Baltic Sea and 
Wadden Sea regions 

International Maritime 
Organization (IMO) under the 
auspices of MARPOL (IMO, 
2005) 

Ecologically or 
Biologically 
Significant Marine 
Areas (EBSA) 

 
Scientific designations of 
areas of particular 
ecological/biological 
significance 

 
Designations may include 
parts of the 
Kattegat/Skagerrak region 

 
Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD) 
(Mackelworth et al., 2024) 

 
Key Biodiversity 
Areas (KBA) 

Standardised 
identification of globally 
important biodiversity 
areas 

 
May overlap with 
designations in Danish waters 

 
KBA Partnership (The KBA 
Partnership, 2018) 

Important Bird 
and Biodiversity 
Areas (IBA) 

 
Important areas for birds 
and biodiversity 

May be relevant in coastal 
and marine areas with bird 
populations 

 
BirdLife International 
(DONALD et al., 2019) 

Vulnerable 
Marine 
Ecosystems 
(VME) 

 
Identification of 
particularly vulnerable 
seabed ecosystems 

 
May be relevant in the North 
Sea/Skagerrak depending on 
occurrences 

 
International Council for the 
Exploration of the Sea 
(ICES) (ICES, 2025) 

 
Important Marine 
Mammal Area 
(IMMA) 

 
Areas important for 
marine mammals 

May be relevant in the Baltic 
Sea, the inner Danish waters, 
the Kattegat, the Skagerrak 
and the North Sea 

 
IMMA (IUCN MMPATF, 
2024) 
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5.4 Tools and methodological approaches  
There are a number of tools and methodological approaches that can support businesses in their efforts to 
identify and manage their pressures on the marine environment. Many of these tools were originally 
developed for land-based activities, and there are still relatively few that explicitly address marine 
ecosystems. However, the development of marine-specific additions is underway, and there is a growing 
focus on making existing frameworks more applicable in a marine context. 

If you have not yet begun the process of identification, it may be helpful to make use of relevant tools. The 
Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures’ LEAP approach (Locate, Evaluate, Assess, Prepare) and 
ENCORE (Exploring Natural Capital Opportunities, Risks and Exposure) are examples of tools that, when 
used together, can support a structured, step-by-step identification process. 

ENCORE is a data tool that can serve as a first step towards creating an overview by linking business 
activities, ecosystem dependencies and pressures. 

The Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures’ LEAP approach demonstrates how a 
company can build a systematic process to locate, evaluate, assess and prepare for nature-related risks and 
integrate them into strategy and reporting. 

5.4.1 The importance of baseline data  

The Ocean Institute’s review of relevant sustainability reports from 2024 shows that a lack of baseline data 
is a barrier to companies that have identified marine biodiversity as a material issue. In the marine 
environment, this is to be expected: pressures are often diffuse, cumulative and rarely linked unequivocally 
to a single actor. Furthermore, climate change affects the ocean in ways that gradually weaken the 
resilience of ecosystems and amplify the effects of human activities, cf. section 4.3. It can therefore be 
difficult to establish a static baseline that can accurately measure improvements in biodiversity. 
 
However, the lack of a baseline should not lead to inaction. Where there is solid scientific evidence that an 
activity constitutes a pressure factor, it is both professionally and ethically sound to act in accordance with 
the precautionary principle. 
 
In such situations, reduction targets for pressures may be a more operational approach than improvement 
targets for biodiversity status. Examples include: 
 

• reducing underwater noise from the fleet by X% by 2030, 
• halving emissions of nutrients, environmentally hazardous substances or sediment by 2028, 
• minimizing seabed contact or marine aggregate extraction in sensitive marine areas, 
• transitioning to the use of low-disturbance gear rather than bottom trawling, where appropriate. 

 
Baselines can be developed in parallel and iteratively while reduction measures are being implemented. 
Reducing pressure is often more measurable, controllable and directly influenceable by companies, and 
may therefore be the most realistic route to demonstrable improvement.  
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5.4.2 The importance of partnerships in ecologically sensitive marine areas 

Reducing a single pressure factor in isolation may have limited effect if another source in the same area 
continues to account for the majority of the pressure. Companies should therefore both reduce their own 
pressures and engage in partnerships to develop joint solutions wherever possible. 

When multiple actors reduce pressures in the same area, a more shared data set is created, making it easier 
to document the overall ecological response and place the company’s own pressures in a relevant context 
(Halpern et al., 2015). 

 

Agriculture Fisheries Industry Municipalities

Collaboration to create a shared data 
set on the cumulative pressure within 
the same marine area provides:  

Data collaboration on 
cumulative pressure

Better data for
all parties

Documentation of 
the overall ecological 

response

Overview of the 
company’s impact in 
the relevant context
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5.5 Data sources, interpretation and methodological pitfalls 
To gain an overview of the pressure on the marine area affected by a company’s activities, it is important to 
adopt a broader perspective than just the company’s own operations. Impacts on the marine environment 
often arise as a result of the cumulative effects of human activity in an area, and the assessment should 
therefore cover both existing and planned activities. 

An initial overview can be established using the Danish Environmental Portal, which provides access to 
information on current activities, permits and planned projects. The portal can be used as an initial 
screening tool to understand the overall context of pressure within which the company’s activities take 
place. 

Companies should then take into account general indicators of the current environmental status in the 
area. Relevant benchmarks could include, for example, the general ecological and chemical status as set out 
in river basin management plans and the Marine Strategy, regional status assessments from OSPAR and 
HELCOM, as well as information on MPAs or the presence of particularly vulnerable species. These 
indicators can be used as a starting point for assessing whether the activities are taking place in a marine 
area that is already under pressure or vulnerable. 

When assessing the state of the marine environment, it is often necessary to look beyond the immediate 
project area. For many activities, the relevant scale of analysis will be the waters where the activity takes 
place, while other impacts – such as nutrients, chemicals or underwater noise – should be assessed at the 
level of entire sea basins. The choice of geographical scale depends on the scope of the activity, the nature 
of the impacts and their mobility. 

In marine ecology, this approach is referred to as an ecosystem-based perspective, where the assessment 
takes into account the ecological context in which the impacts are expected to materialise. 

 

Figure 5: Division of the Danish marine area in relation to the regional marine conventions HELCOM and 
OSPAR 
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Table 4  Overview of data platforms and other relevant documents that can help to map the state 
of the sea in Danish waters and in the EU. 

Data platform Type of data Relevant sectors Source 

The Danish 
Environmental 
Portal / GIS 

Contains almost all 
chemical and biological 
data, collected by the 
national monitoring 
programme (NOVANA) 

Covers the Danish sea 
area 

https://miljoeportal.dk/ 

HELCOM Holistic 
Assessments 

Regional environmental 
assessment 

The Baltic Sea and its 
biogeographical region 
which also contains the 
inner Danish waters 

HELCOM HOLAS III 
(Haapaniemi et al., 2016) 

OSPAR 
Assessments 

Regional environmental 
assessment  

The North Sea and the 
biogeographical region 
which also includes 
Skagerrak and Kattegat 

OSPAR assessment 
(OSPAR, 2023) 

Vandplandata 
(River Basin 
Management 
Plan Data) 

Assessment of ecological 
and chemical status 

Environmental status in 
all Danish coastal 
waters 

River Basin Management 
Plan of Denmark 
https://vandplandata.dk  

MSFD 
Assessments 

Assessment of the 
ecological status of the 
sea, based on 11 
descriptors 

Assessment covers all 
Danish waters 

MSDF assessment (Miljø- 
og Ligestillingsministeriet, 
2025b) 

European 
Observation and 
Data Network 
(EMODnet) 

Compiles existing 
European marine data 

Provides an overview of 
Danish marine areas 
and surrounding. 

https://emodnet.ec.europ
a.eu/en 
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5.5.1 Interpretation of data and pitfalls 

Pressures in a diffuse context, such as the discharge of nutrients and chemicals, underwater noise or 
airborne particulate pollution, must be assessed differently from localised pressures. In such cases, the 
degree of control and the potential for environmental damage are decisive factors in the risk assessment. 
 
Data is collected on an ongoing basis through national monitoring and on a project-by-project basis in 
connection with, for example, environmental assessments of offshore wind farms. In both cases, the data 
points represent a snapshot of a given area, and it is important to bear in mind that the absence of a species 
is not necessarily representative of that area. In other words, just because a species is not detected, it may 
well be present in the area anyway; this could be due to a number of reasons, such as the survey method, 
chance, seasonal variation, etc. 
 
Companies should therefore combine quantitative data with expert knowledge, local insights and marine 
spatial planning, and focus on reduction targets for pressures where the baseline is complex. In situations 
where baseline data is complex or incomplete, focusing on reduction targets for pressures may be a more 
operational and responsible approach than waiting for a complete data set. 

5.5.2  Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) 

Under the Act on Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes and of Specific Projects (EIA) 
(Executive Order on the Act on Environmental Impact Assessment of Plans and Programmes and of 
Specific Projects (LBK No. 4 31/03/2023)), an environmental impact assessment (EIA) is required when a 
project may have a significant impact on the environment. 
 
The assessments are a valuable source of information regarding the project’s anticipated pressures and the 
state of the marine environment within the specific area for which a licence is being sought. 
 
However, an EIA will rarely constitute a sufficient source for understanding impacts or interdependencies 
in relation to marine biodiversity, and it is important to be aware of its weaknesses: 
 

• The assessment’s project-specific focus implies a logic whereby pressure is assessed locally within 
the defined area where the project is to be carried out. Consequently, the marine ecosystem’s 
interconnections and the overall pressure on the area will typically be overlooked. 
 

• The consideration of cumulative effects in EIAs is generally limited to other projects that overlap 
in time and space. Consequently, there is no actual database-driven assessment of the total 
pressures in the area affected by the enterprise, such as the effects of previous marine aggregate 
extraction, historical disturbances caused by bottom trawling, nutrient loading or underwater 
noise (Willsteed et al., 2017). 

 
To obtain a complete picture of pressures and interdependencies, EIA data must therefore be 
supplemented with broader analyses, sector-specific knowledge and data on ecological status, cumulative 
pressures and historical pressures. 
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Case: Danmarks Pelagiske Producentorganisation (DPPO) og Science-Based 
Targets for Nature Ocean Pilot 

 
 
 

 
 

SScciieennccee--BBaasseedd  TTaarrggeettss  ffoorr  NNaattuurree  ((SSBBTTNN))  ––  OOcceeaann  PPiilloott  

SBTN is an international initiative aimed 
at supporting companies in setting 
science-based targets to reduce their 
pressures on nature and help keep the 
pressure on nature within ecological 
limits. 

SBTN Ocean Pilot is a pilot programme 
focusing on the ocean and marine 
ecosystems. 

The pilot aims to develop and test 
methods for how companies can 
identify, assess and prioritise their 
pressures and dependencies in marine 
environments in a systematic and site-
specific manner. 

The pilot project addresses specific 
challenges relating to the ocean, 

including the lack of clear baseline data, 
cumulative pressures from multiple 
actors, and difficulties in linking 
individual activities to ecological effects. 
Therefore, emphasis is placed on 
geographical delineation, a common 
data foundation, stakeholder 
engagement and a focus on pressures 
where reductions can be documented. 

The experiences from Ocean Pilot are 
being used to further develop Science-
Based Targets for Nature’s 
methodologies for the ocean and 
contribute to the broader development 
of frameworks for nature-related risk 
management, target setting and 
reporting. 

Pjoto: Sune Riis Sørensen, DPPO
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This case study is a concrete, practical example of how an organisation works with 
framework tools and the systematisation of its own knowledge regarding the 
pressures on the ocean. The case study presents the Danish Pelagic Producers’ 
Organisation’s own account of its work with Science-based Targets for Nature Ocean 
Pilot and is included in this publication as a practical example to illustrate this 
report. The case represents a stakeholder perspective and does not reflect the 
professional assessment or recommendation of the Ocean Institute. 

The Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation represents 
Danish fishermen who catch species such as herring, 
mackerel, sand eel and sprat, accounting for 
approximately 65% of fish landings in Denmark and 
around 10% of total fishing in the EU. For the Danish 
Pelagic Producers’ Organisation, this is not merely a 
business foundation, but a social responsibility. “When 
you run a business based on such a large share of 
Danish society’s natural resources, it comes with 
obligations. We will continue to honour that social 
contract,” says Director Esben Sverdrup-Jensen. 

This is precisely why the Danish Pelagic Producers’ 
Organisation was the first trade association to join the 
Science-based Targets for Nature’s Ocean Pilot. The aim 
is to develop methods for mapping and understanding 
the key pressures of fishing on marine nature, and 
ultimately to demonstrate how pelagic fisheries can 
actively contribute to improving the health of the ocean. 

 

Strategic motives and rising expectations from the 
outside world 

The commitment to Science-based Targets for Nature is 
based on a clear strategic assessment: the necessary 
documentation of marine impacts is becoming a 
competitive factor, and the Danish Pelagic Producers’ 
Organisation intends to lead the way. The Science-based 
Targets for Nature pilot project follows on from several 
recent changes in the industry, including Marine 
Stewardship Council certification (MSC certification) in 
2007, which sets standards for sustainably certified 
fisheries, and the transition to fully documented fishing 
by 2024, where all vessels now have video surveillance, 
sensors and AI monitoring on board – the first solution 
of its kind in Europe. Data can be made available to the 
authorities for monitoring and research. 

One of the reasons for committing to the Science-based 
Targets for Nature initiative – in addition to the fact that 
financial stakeholders are increasingly demanding 
systematic evidence of the fishing industry’s 
environmental impact and resilience – is the Danish 
Pelagic Producers’ Organisation’s desire to reinvest in the 
natural environment on which the fishing industry has 
depended for many years. In line with Science-based 
Targets for Nature Ocean, reinvestment is understood as 
actions that address our own pressures by reducing 
pressure and contributing to a better ecological status in 
the affected marine areas. 

Although various methods for structuring data on the 
pressures on nature already existed, the Danish Pelagic 
Producers’ Organisation did not use a single, 
comprehensive and consistent framework prior to the 
Science-based Targets for Nature pilot project. The 
organisation had access to large amounts of data, 
including through camera and sensor technology, but 
the data was not organised according to a common 
method that made it usable in a nature- and risk-based 
context. Science-based Targets for Nature provided a 
clear structure and a common technical framework, 
which made it possible to systematise, analyse and 
communicate the large volume of data in a way that 
effectively supports fishermen and financial 
stakeholders. 

Insights and learning 

Specifically, the Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation has 
so far worked to map the pressures  on fish stocks (fishing 
pressure, stock health and fisheries management, the 
pressures on environmental  conditions, food webs, 
biodiversity and ecosystem functions), and dependencies 
on the productivity and resilience of the sea. 

The pilot work has established an important foundation for 
future science-based targets. Ultimately, the ambition is for 
the Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation to set targets 
for those fishing grounds which, based on the Science-
based Targets for Nature work, are found to have the 
greatest environmental footprint. 

They must monitor and report on these targets. This 
represents a step beyond legally regulated quotas. 

As part of its assessment of the pressures of fishing, the 
Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation has, amongst other 
things, used ICES data as a basis for stock assessments 
and gained experience with various analytical methods that 
can strengthen evidence-based work in the future. There is 
still a lack of tools regarding the general status of marine 
nature in fishing areas to assess the overall condition of 
marine nature in fishing areas, but these are under 
development. 

For many fishermen, the transition to structured 
environmental management, documentation and externally 
defined requirements is not merely a technical change, but 
a cultural one. The fishing industry has strong traditions of 
autonomy and freedom, and the introduction of 
monitoring, data-based reporting and environmental 
management requires internal dialogue and mutual trust. 

The Science-based Targets for Nature process has 
therefore also driven a cultural shift, with the Danish 
Pelagic Producers’ Organisation working to establish a 
common ground: if the fishing industry is to have a strong 
future, it requires unity, documentation and proactive 
nature management. 

 

Looking ahead: A fishing industry that documents its 
contribution to the health of the ocean 
For the Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation, Science-
based Targets for Nature is not an isolated project, but a 
long-term development perspective for pelagic fisheries. It 
is not just about quotas, selective gear and certification, 
but also about documented pressures on ecosystems and 
scientifically defined targets for improvement. 

“If we as a sector can demonstrate 
that we are helping to protect the 
health of the oceans, we can 
strengthen biodiversity and secure 
the future of the fishing industry,”  
— Esben Sverdrup-Jensen. 
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Businesses are not merely a source of pressures on the marine environment. They are also highly 
dependent on the ocean’s ecological functions and physical stability. These dependencies form a key 
starting point for understanding nature-related risks and, consequently, for assessing financial materiality. 
 
Marine ecosystems provide a wide range of services that underpin economic activity. For businesses with a 
direct or indirect link to the sea, these services are often implicit and only become apparent when they are 
compromised. These dependencies may relate to access to resources, marine space, climate regulation and 
extreme events, or the protection of infrastructure. When marine ecosystems deteriorate, these 
dependencies can manifest as concrete operational, regulatory or economic challenges. 

6.1.1 Direct dependencies  

Several sectors have a direct dependence on the ocean’s resources and physical functions: 

• Fisheries and aquaculture are dependent on healthy stocks, good water quality and stable 
temperature conditions. When the marine environment degrades, resource availability declines, 
directly affecting revenue and employment. 

• Marine aggregate extraction and offshore energy are dependent on physical access to marine 
areas and stable seabed conditions. If coastal erosion, changing current patterns or increased 
storm frequency restrict access or increase operating costs, this dependence becomes financially 
material. 

6.1.2 Indirect dependencies 

• Many businesses with no direct activity in or on the sea are nevertheless economically linked to 
the state of the sea through supply chains or climate-regulating processes. 

• The food sector is dependent on the ocean’s role in regulating the climate – for example, the 
ocean’s absorption of CO₂ and regulation of temperature and precipitation. If the ocean’s carbon 
cycle is disrupted, this can have cascading effects for agriculture, supply chains and similar 
logistical arrangements. 

• Tourism and coastal industries linked to tourism depend on attractive coastal areas and stable 
coastlines. Deteriorating water quality, loss of biodiversity or erosion can lead to a decline in 
visitor numbers. 

• Shipping depends on access to navigable waters and functioning port infrastructure. Changes in 
sea level, sediment dynamics or land-use restrictions can affect logistics, supply chains and the 
need for investment. 

• Wastewater companies depend on assimilative capacity of receiving waters, i.e. the ability of the 
sea and coastal waters to dilute chemicals and metabolise nutrients. If the ecosystem’s capacity is 
impaired by, for example, eutrophication or excessive concentrations of chemicals, the same 
discharge can lead to greater environmental impacts, and thus stricter requirements and 
increased costs. 

6. Dependencies and financial materiality 

45

Ocean Institute



 

Side 47 af 61 

 

Table 5 Examples of dependencies and their possible consequences. 

Activity Dependency Potential financial implications 

Shipping Access to the sea, ports and 
navigable waters 

Increased security costs and the need for investment in 
infrastructure 

Fisheries Healthy fish stocks Decline in catches and turnover 

 
Wastewater 

companies 
 

Assimilative capacity 
If the ecosystem’s capacity deteriorates (e.g. eutrophication, 
lower oxygen levels), the same discharge can cause greater 
damage 
→ stricter requirements, higher operating costs. 

Offshore wind Stable seabed, low erosion, 
stable wind patterns 

 
If the ecosystem’s capacity deteriorates (e.g. eutrophication, 
lower oxygen levels), the same pressure can cause greater 
damage → stricter requirements, higher operating costs 

 

6.2 When dependencies become financially material 
Companies’ dependence on the sea can develop into nature-related risks when the state of the sea 
deteriorates, or when society’s response to this changes the economic conditions. 
These risks describe how changes in the marine environment can have economic consequences for the 
companies through their effects on resources, production, market access, supply chains and liability. 
 
This section presents the three main types of nature-related risks that companies should address: physical 
risks, transition risks and legal risks. When these risks can have a significant influence on the company’s 
financial performance, position or future cash flows, they become financially material. 
 
Biodiversity loss and ecosystem collapse are no longer merely environmental issues, but are now 
recognised as significant strategic risks. In the World Economic Forum’s Global Risks Report 2026, 
‘biodiversity loss and ecosystem collapse’ is ranked as the second most serious global risk over a 10-year 
horizon. The risk has thus moved significantly up the international agenda since 2024, and while 
geopolitical unrest, political polarisation and cyber security dominate the short-term outlook, biodiversity 
loss and ecosystem collapse are expected to be a key risk in the longer term. Those companies that 
understand and manage their pressures on marine biodiversity at an early stage will be in a stronger 
position in terms of risk mitigation, investment and their future market position (Dasgupta, 2021). 
 
Understanding how dependencies on the sea become financially significant is therefore not just a matter of 
environmental concerns, but of safeguarding the company’s business foundation. 
  

6.2.1 Physical risks 

Physical risks arise when changes in the ecological and physical state of the ocean often exacerbated by 
climate change, affect the environment in which the company operates. Weakened ecosystems and the 
resulting deterioration of ecosystem services can reduce the availability of resources, increase exposure to 
extreme events and affect the value of physical assets. 
 

 

Side 47 af 61 

 

Table 5 Examples of dependencies and their possible consequences. 

Activity Dependency Potential financial implications 

Shipping Access to the sea, ports and 
navigable waters 

Increased security costs and the need for investment in 
infrastructure 

Fisheries Healthy fish stocks Decline in catches and turnover 

 
Wastewater 

companies 
 

Assimilative capacity 
If the ecosystem’s capacity deteriorates (e.g. eutrophication, 
lower oxygen levels), the same discharge can cause greater 
damage 
→ stricter requirements, higher operating costs. 

Offshore wind Stable seabed, low erosion, 
stable wind patterns 

 
If the ecosystem’s capacity deteriorates (e.g. eutrophication, 
lower oxygen levels), the same pressure can cause greater 
damage → stricter requirements, higher operating costs 

 

6.2 When dependencies become financially material 
Companies’ dependence on the sea can develop into nature-related risks when the state of the sea 
deteriorates, or when society’s response to this changes the economic conditions. 
These risks describe how changes in the marine environment can have economic consequences for the 
companies through their effects on resources, production, market access, supply chains and liability. 
 
This section presents the three main types of nature-related risks that companies should address: physical 
risks, transition risks and legal risks. When these risks can have a significant influence on the company’s 
financial performance, position or future cash flows, they become financially material. 
 
Biodiversity loss and ecosystem collapse are no longer merely environmental issues, but are now 
recognised as significant strategic risks. In the World Economic Forum’s Global Risks Report 2026, 
‘biodiversity loss and ecosystem collapse’ is ranked as the second most serious global risk over a 10-year 
horizon. The risk has thus moved significantly up the international agenda since 2024, and while 
geopolitical unrest, political polarisation and cyber security dominate the short-term outlook, biodiversity 
loss and ecosystem collapse are expected to be a key risk in the longer term. Those companies that 
understand and manage their pressures on marine biodiversity at an early stage will be in a stronger 
position in terms of risk mitigation, investment and their future market position (Dasgupta, 2021). 
 
Understanding how dependencies on the sea become financially significant is therefore not just a matter of 
environmental concerns, but of safeguarding the company’s business foundation. 
  

6.2.1 Physical risks 

Physical risks arise when changes in the ecological and physical state of the ocean often exacerbated by 
climate change, affect the environment in which the company operates. Weakened ecosystems and the 
resulting deterioration of ecosystem services can reduce the availability of resources, increase exposure to 
extreme events and affect the value of physical assets. 
 

46



 

Side 47 af 61 

 

Table 5 Examples of dependencies and their possible consequences. 

Activity Dependency Potential financial implications 

Shipping Access to the sea, ports and 
navigable waters 

Increased security costs and the need for investment in 
infrastructure 

Fisheries Healthy fish stocks Decline in catches and turnover 

 
Wastewater 

companies 
 

Assimilative capacity 
If the ecosystem’s capacity deteriorates (e.g. eutrophication, 
lower oxygen levels), the same discharge can cause greater 
damage 
→ stricter requirements, higher operating costs. 

Offshore wind Stable seabed, low erosion, 
stable wind patterns 

 
If the ecosystem’s capacity deteriorates (e.g. eutrophication, 
lower oxygen levels), the same pressure can cause greater 
damage → stricter requirements, higher operating costs 

 

6.2 When dependencies become financially material 
Companies’ dependence on the sea can develop into nature-related risks when the state of the sea 
deteriorates, or when society’s response to this changes the economic conditions. 
These risks describe how changes in the marine environment can have economic consequences for the 
companies through their effects on resources, production, market access, supply chains and liability. 
 
This section presents the three main types of nature-related risks that companies should address: physical 
risks, transition risks and legal risks. When these risks can have a significant influence on the company’s 
financial performance, position or future cash flows, they become financially material. 
 
Biodiversity loss and ecosystem collapse are no longer merely environmental issues, but are now 
recognised as significant strategic risks. In the World Economic Forum’s Global Risks Report 2026, 
‘biodiversity loss and ecosystem collapse’ is ranked as the second most serious global risk over a 10-year 
horizon. The risk has thus moved significantly up the international agenda since 2024, and while 
geopolitical unrest, political polarisation and cyber security dominate the short-term outlook, biodiversity 
loss and ecosystem collapse are expected to be a key risk in the longer term. Those companies that 
understand and manage their pressures on marine biodiversity at an early stage will be in a stronger 
position in terms of risk mitigation, investment and their future market position (Dasgupta, 2021). 
 
Understanding how dependencies on the sea become financially significant is therefore not just a matter of 
environmental concerns, but of safeguarding the company’s business foundation. 
  

6.2.1 Physical risks 

Physical risks arise when changes in the ecological and physical state of the ocean often exacerbated by 
climate change, affect the environment in which the company operates. Weakened ecosystems and the 
resulting deterioration of ecosystem services can reduce the availability of resources, increase exposure to 
extreme events and affect the value of physical assets. 
 

 

Side 48 af 61 

Examples of physical risks include: 
 

• Disrupted supply chains, where both temporary and permanent changes may require 
diversification of inputs or changes to production. 
 

• Increased damage and insurance costs resulting from more frequent extreme weather events and 
increased exposure of coastal infrastructure. 
 

• Stranded assets that lose value due to environmental change or regulation. 
 

• Negative impacts on companies’ supply chains. The value chain may experience both temporary 
negative impacts as a result of extreme weather events, but value chains may also be permanently 
altered if, for example, ecosystems change to such an extent that it becomes necessary to ensure 
diversity within the value chain or even to use different inputs in production. 
 

• Extreme weather resulting from climate change can increase the risk of physical damage, which is 
expected to raise companies’ insurance premiums. This has been the case in the US, where 
insurance premiums have risen as a result of increasing costs for climate-related damage (CDP, 
2025). 
 

• The degradation of ecosystems can mean that production facilities are no longer suited to the 
available marine aggregate ressources. When ecosystems degrade, this usually means that they 
can no longer provide the same resources as before. When companies have invested in production 
facilities on the basis that a certain quantity of marine aggregate extraction and other resources is 
available, the degradation of marine ecosystems can have a significant importance to  the value of 
those investments (Dasgupta, 2021). 

 

6.2.2 Transition risks (society, regulation, reputation) 

Transition risks arise when societal norms, policies and market expectations change in response to the 
deterioration of the marine environment and the loss of biodiversity. 
 
Civil society and the media are paying increasing attention to companies’ pressures on the environment 
(Nielsen et al., 2024). When a company is associated with negative environmental impacts, such as damage 
to biodiversity or discharges into water bodies that are already in poor condition, the consequences can 
extend far beyond legal sanctions. 
 
6.2.2.1 Regulatory risks 
 
A growing focus on companies’ pressures on the environment may lead to regulatory changes. If there is 
increasing public pressure on politicians to internalise environmental externalities such as CO2 emissions, 
this could have significant financial consequences for individual companies’ finances (McCraine et al., 
2019). 
 
This is already evident in the fact that both the EU and Denmark are continually tightening requirements 
for the protection and sustainable use of the marine environment, not least as part of the implementation 
of the EU’s Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, the EU Green Deal, the EU Ocean Pact and national climate 
targets. These regulations have a direct influence on the business sector’s access to and use of marine areas 
and may therefore entail regulatory costs. 
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A key objective is that 30% of the EU’s marine areas should be protected by 2030, of which 10% should be 
strictly protected MPAs where exploitation is largely restricted or prohibited. Consequently, the green 
transition and the growing societal focus on marine protection entail increased costs for businesses, which 
can no longer operate in MPAs or which will have to finance measures to minimise the negative impact on 
MPAs. 
 
Companies should keep abreast of developments and respond in good time to new requirements and 
changes in the regulatory framework. Failure to adapt may result in unexpected restrictions or additional 
costs. 
 
Regulatory risks may, for example, relate to restrictions on access to natural and resource areas – 
particularly in ecologically sensitive marine and coastal zones – requirements for clean-up or 
compensation, stricter standards for public procurement, and changes to permit and licensing procedures, 
including possible halts to new permits (OECD Publishing, 2019). 
 
6.2.2.2 Reputational risks 
 
Similarly, the green transition of society can have economic consequences for businesses as a result of 
reputational damage. When businesses are associated with a negative pressure on the marine 
environment, this can lead to reputational risks in the form of consumer boycotts, difficulties in retaining 
and attracting qualified staff, or compromised relationships with suppliers, partners and investors, etc. 
(Nielsen et al., 2024) 
 
Similarly, there are several international examples showing that damage to a company’s reputation has led 
to falling share prices (Dasgupta, 2021), just as consumer demand for environmental action is becoming 
increasingly important to many CEOs (United Nations Global Compact & Accenture, 2025). These 
examples illustrate that companies’ management of their environmental impacts, or lack thereof, is often 
viewed by the public as an expression of general corporate responsibility. At a time of increasing focus on 
the marine environment and biodiversity, a weakened environmental profile can lead to critical scrutiny 
from NGOs, investors and customers, thereby affecting the company’s market access, employee retention 
and future investment opportunities. 
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Tabel 6 Marine-related dependencies / ecosystem services or dependencies for businesses (based 
on the ENCORE data tool). 

Ocean-related 
dependencies / 

ecosystem services 

 
Natural function 

 
Typical industries dependent on it 

 
 

Erosion and coastal 
protection 

 
• Natural protection of the coastal 
zone (dunes, vegetation, reefs) 
• Attenuation of wave energy and storm surges 

 
Shipping, ports, offshore wind, 
agriculture (coastal), aquaculture 

 
Water supply and 

accessibility 

• Sufficient quantity and quality of 
surface and seawater 
• Groundwater balance (relevant for 
coastal facilities) 

 
Aquaculture, agriculture, wastewater, 
ports 

 
 

Biological control and 
health 

• Control of diseases and ‘pests’ 
• Genetic diversity and 
resilience 
• Natural competition and balance in 
ecosystems 

 

 
Aquaculture, fisheries, agriculture 

 
Stability and 
resilience in 

the ecosystem 

• The ability of ecosystems to recover from 
disturbances 
• Ecological resilience to extreme 
events 

 
All, but particularly offshore wind, 
fisheries and aquaculture 

 
Natural 

protection of 
infrastructure 

• Coastal erosion protection 
• Buffer against storm surges 
• Sediment transport and maintenance of 
port access 

 
 

Shipping traffic, offshore wind, port  
facilities 

Excavation of 
marine aggregates 

 
• Availability of sand, gravel and shells Marine aggregate extraction, 

port facilities, offshore 
installations 

 
Cultural ecosystem 

services 
• Natural landscape, biodiversity, 
recreational value 
• Cultural and local connection to the sea 

 
Coastal tourism, ports, fisheries, offshore 
wind (social acceptance) 
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6.2.3 Strict liability for environmental damage 

Legal risks refer to the financial consequences of legal liability for environmental damage, irrespective of 
fault. This is known as strict liability. 

EU and Danish case law shows that companies can be held financially liable for environmental damage, 
even when activities are carried out within the framework of a permit (Federal Ministry of the Republic of 
Austria, 2023). 

Several judgments from the Court of Justice of the European Union (including C-529/15 and C-297/19) 
have established that companies are liable for damage to protected species, habitats and the aquatic 
environment irrespective of fault. This follows the principle of strict liability, where it is not decisive 
whether the company has acted negligently. The sole criterion is that damage has been caused as a result of 
the company’s activities. 

The time factor is also significant. Liability may arise long after an activity has taken place if the damage is 
only identified later, e.g.in the case of slowly accumulating pressures or the loss of species. This means that 
activities approved in the past do not necessarily exempt the company from subsequent liability. 

These principles are reflected in Danish law through the Environmental Protection Act (Act No. 1093 of 6 
June 1991) and the Environmental Damage Act (Act No. 923 of 17 June 2008), which implement the EU 
Environmental Liability Directive (2004/35/EC). Danish case law has established that a permit from a 
public authority does not necessarily exempt a company from liability if the damage proves to exceed what 
may be considered environmentally permissible. For example, in cases concerning groundwater pollution 
and the destruction of natural habitats, the High Courts have awarded liability for damages, even where the 
activities were carried out in accordance with applicable authorisations. 

In both the EU and Danish contexts, environmental authorities have extensive powers to require the 
restoration of damaged nature, preventive measures, and, in certain cases, compensatory measures if the 
original condition cannot be restored. This can result in significant and unpredictable financial liabilities 
for businesses, particularly in cases involving insufficient documentation, inadequate baseline data, or 
cumulative effects. 

6.2.4 Financial consequences 

The above types of risk can have significant financial consequences for businesses – directly through 
operating costs and asset losses, and indirectly through changes in insurance terms, regulation and market 
conditions. 

When businesses exert pressure on the marine environment, this can have a significant influence on their 
operations and financial performance, so-called nature-related risks (Dasgupta, 2021). A financially 
prudent company should therefore address these risks on a par with other financial risks, thereby reducing 
the economic consequences of nature-related risks. Nature-related risks can be classified into three broad 
groups: physical risks, risks related to societal transition, and legal risks related to liability for 
environmental damage. This is an agenda that is already dominating global boardrooms. For example, a 
survey of UN Global Compact members shows that 59 per cent of CEOs globally use various sustainability 
criteria as part of the internal evaluation of their organisations’ performance (United Nations Global 
Compact & Accenture, 2025), just as 75 per cent of CEOs today are actively working on responsible value 
chains (United Nations Global Compact & Accenture, 2025). 
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Firstly, nature-related risks can lead to increased physical risks, which may have negative consequences for 
the company’s finances. These physical risks materialise in that weakened ecosystems can adversely affect 
the supply reliability within the company’s value chains. At the same time, physical risks can affect the 
value of the company’s assets if the risk of material damage to them increases as a result of weakened 
ecosystems (Dasgupta, 2021), just as the availability and cost of insurance may change significantly 
(Dasgupta, 2021). 

Secondly, a company’s financial position may be adversely affected as a result of society’s green transition. 
Companies that are particularly affected by new or amended regulatory frameworks, as well as those that 
are unable to adapt at the same pace as the rest of society, are expected to be particularly hard hit 
financially, As society transitions, it is necessary for individual companies to continuously adapt to new 
regulations, changes in demand, societal norms and technological developments (Dasgupta, 2021). 

Thirdly, a company’s nature-related risks may manifest as increased financial risk arising from legal 
proceedings concerning liability for environmental damage (Dasgupta, 2021), see section 6.2.3. 

Common to all three types of financial risk described is that it is difficult to predict when and how they will 
materialise in practice, and in this context, historical and current data are often misleading when it comes 
to accurately assessing and pricing future risk. If historical data is used as the basis for assessing future 
risk, it is implicitly assumed that future conditions will resemble those of the past. As the climate and 
environment change, so too do the conditions within which companies operate, and this should be factored 
into the assessment of future risk (Dasgupta, 2021). 

This argues in favour of companies adopting the precautionary principle in the management of both 
environmental and financial risks. 

 

” 
 Action for the ocean is not a trend 

— it is a necessity 
The collaboration with Musholm and DPPO demonstrates how 
companies with marine nature data from across the value chain can 
take responsibility where their environmental footprint is greatest. 

By mapping the environmental footprint, we gain the insights needed 
to take targeted action, benefiting both the sea and the decision-
making process. 

It also makes good business sense: it reduces risk and can strengthen 
the company’s market value. 

 

—  Maren Moltke Lynggaard, 
Lead Advisor Ecology & Biology, WSP 
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Eelgrass, Lynæs
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7.1 Nature-related opportunities 

Whereas Chapter 6 described how companies’ dependence on the sea can pose financial risks, this section 
focuses on the potential for value creation: how investments in more sustainable use of the sea can create 
economic value and competitive advantages. 

Experience shows that companies which actively work to document, reduce or restore their pressures on 
the marine environment can achieve tangible business benefits, as illustrated by the case studies on the 
Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation and Musholm. 

In some cases, marine sustainability initiatives can present a direct business case, where a tangible 
reduction in pressures or investment in nature-enhancing measures leads to measurable economic 
benefits. This could, for example, be through reduced operating costs, more efficient use of resources or 
technological solutions that strengthen competitiveness in tenders and contract awards. 

 

 

  

7. Opportunities, nature-positive contributions and 
communication 
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Positive contributions and nature-related opportunities are related, but fundamentally distinct concepts. 

 

In other cases, the business case is indirect, with the value primarily linked to framework conditions and 
market position rather than to an immediate financial return. This may include, amongst other things: 

• Access to capital and financing, as banks and investors increasingly prioritise projects with a 
documented low environmental impact, cf. the case studies on the Danish Pelagic Producers’ 
Organisation and Musholm. 

• Competitive advantage and market access, where documented consideration for the sea 
constitutes a customer requirement or a differentiating factor in tenders. 

• Reputation and trust, where the company’s ability to act responsibly towards the sea becomes 
part of its brand and stakeholder value. 

• An enhanced ability to attract and retain talent, as studies indicate that younger employees are 
increasingly prioritising companies’ sustainability efforts – including their approach to nature 
and biodiversity – when choosing where to work (Deloitte, 2025) 

 

In other areas, it is not yet possible to build a robust business case. For example, it is difficult to make a 
business case for shipping companies to invest in noise-reducing technology, even though underwater 
noise is well documented as having significant impact on marine biodiversity (European Maritime Safety 
Agency, 2025). Because the pressure of noise has not been valued and factored into the price of maritime 
transport, the investment will not yield a direct commercial return. 

Only when economic market forces fully value nature – for example, by making it clear what the loss and 
displacement of fish stocks due to underwater noise mean for ecosystems and the economy – will the true 
price of goods and services be able to reflect the total environmental costs (Sustainable Shipping Initiative, 
2014). Until then, the incentive rests primarily on legal requirements, current policy instruments such as 
taxes, levies and quotas on CO2, NOx and others, investor expectations, and pressure from society rather 
than on a self-sustaining business logic. 

. 

  

Opportunities
(nature-related opportunities)

Refers to economic value for the 
company, and can be achieved 
through risk reduction, innovation, 
market access or capital. Does not 
inherently require improvement of 
the state of the environment.

Contributions
(nature positive outcomes)

Refers to measurable improvements 
in the environmental state, and 
requires documentation of eco- 
logical effects. Cannot replace 
reduction of negative pressures.
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7.2 Positive contributions to the ocean - opportunities and limitations 

As companies are increasingly expected to identify and reduce their pressures on biodiversity and 
ecosystems, there is also growing awareness of how the business sector can make a nature-positive 
contribution to the marine environment. In a marine context, nature-positive contributions may, for 
example, include the restoration of coastal habitats such as seagrass beds, salt marshes, rocky reefs and 
biogenic reefs, where these have historically been present. It may also include nature-inclusive design in 
connection with offshore installations where local ecological conditions warrant it, or nature restoration as 
an extension of existing activities, such as mussel farming. 
 
Nature-positive contributions may also consist of making marine data publicly available, provided that it 
can be demonstrated that the data has specifically supported research, management decisions or nature-
enhancing measures. 
 
However, the concept of nature-positive contributions is not unambiguous. Depending on which 
framework or standard is used – for example, the European Sustainability Reporting Standard E4, the 
Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures, the EU Taxonomy or the Kunming-Montreal Global 
Biodiversity Framework – both definitions and documentation requirements vary. Some frameworks 
distinguish between positive interactions (e.g. activities with a potential but not documented effect) and 
actual contributions to biodiversity improvement, where the documentation requirements are significantly 
higher. 
 
Across different frameworks, however, there is one clear common denominator: nature-positive 
contributions cannot be used to offset negative pressures. Avoiding harm and reducing pressure on the 
marine environment is always the top priority. Positive actions should therefore be viewed as a 
supplement, which – where technically and methodologically sound – can enhance the company’s overall 
contribution to marine biodiversity and ecological resilience (TNFD, 2025b). Particular caution should 
therefore be exercised when using the concept, and it should be ensured that any nature-positive 
contributions are long-term, measurable and not used as offsets. 
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Case: Musholm og Science-based Targets  
for Nature Ocean Pilot   
 

 

 
 
 

  

SScciieennccee--bbaasseedd  TTaarrggeettss  ffoorr  NNaattuurree  ((SSBBTTNN))  ––  OOcceeaann  PPiilloott  

SBTN is a global initiative aimed at 
supporting companies in setting 
science-based targets to keep 
pressures on nature and help keep the 
pressure on nature within ecological 
limits. 

SBTN Ocean Pilot is a pilot programme 
focusing on the ocean and marine 
ecosystems. 

The pilot aims to develop and test 
methods for how companies can 
identify, assess and prioritise their 
pressures and dependencies in marine 
environments in a systematic and site-
specific manner. 

The pilot project addresses specific 
challenges relating to the ocean, 

including the lack of clear baseline data, 
cumulative pressures from multiple 
actors, and difficulties in linking 
individual activities to ecological effects. 
Therefore, emphasis is placed on 
geographical delineation, a common 
data foundation, stakeholder 
engagement and a focus on pressures 
where reductions can be documented. 

The experiences from Ocean Pilot are 
being used to further develop Science-
based Targets for Nature’s 
methodologies for the ocean and 
contribute to the broader development 
of frameworks for nature-related risk 
management, target setting and 
reporting. 
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Photo: Musholm A/S
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The case is a concrete and practical example of how an organisation works with frameworks and 
the systematisation of its own knowledge on pressures on the marine environment. The case 
reflects Musholm’s own account of its work with the Science-based Targets for Nature Ocean Pilot 

Musholm states that they have always been closely 
connected to the natural environment on which their 
business is built. The company’s production facilities 
and largest marine aquaculture facility are closely 
linked to Reersø Harbour; a daily reminder of how 
dependent they are on healthy marine environments. 
Over the years, Musholm has voluntarily undertaken 
nature restoration initiatives, including the removal of 
barriers and the re-meandering of watercourses at their 
fish farm in Jutland. These initiatives have been carried 
out on a case-by-case basis in collaboration with 
authorities and nature and environmental groups, 
focusing on concrete solutions and local engagement. 
With Science-based Targets for Nature, this can be 
achieved more effectively through a comprehensive 
strategy with a particular focus on the ocean. 

By participating in the Science-based Targets for Nature 
Ocean Pilot, Musholm aims to ensure comprehensive 
documentation of the pressures on the ocean, both for 
its own business and throughout its value chain. This 
requires a methodological framework capable of 
collecting data, creating transparency and providing a 
more reliable basis for decision-making – both to 
better understand risks to the marine environment and 
to safeguard the company’s long-term development 
opportunities. 

The work in the Science-based Targets for Nature 
Ocean Pilot marks the start of a more general and 
strategic approach to nature-enhancing measures and 
sustainability initiatives that go beyond regulatory 
requirements and the company’s own ASC certification. 
Musholm operates on the basis of a data-driven 
understanding of both its own pressures, such as 
nutrient discharge and potential changes to the seabed 
fauna, and of the company’s dependence on stable 
marine conditions, water quality and natural resilience. 

 

Stronger data, better decisions and new market 
positions 

Science-based Targets for Nature has provided 
Musholm with a structured framework for collecting 
and analysing data. Tools such as ENCORE and WWF’s 
Biodiversity Risk Filter have given the company a clearer 
understanding of where pressures are greatest and how 
production, environmental conditions and risks are 
interlinked. This has strengthened both technical 
capacity and internal decision-making. 

The stronger data foundation has also resulted in 
tangible business benefits. Together with a joint venture 
partner, Musholm has recently won two tenders in 
Latvia, where the company assesses that its experience 
with documenting environmental impacts, ecological 
status and risks provided a competitive advantage. This 
has strengthened the company’s position in export 
markets and demonstrated that systematic nature data 
is an increasingly important competitive parameter, as 
it is increasingly requested by customers. 

 

Ambitious data is a complex task 

Achieving full data transparency across the 
entire value chain is a major undertaking. 
Musholm points out that the Science-based 
Targets for Nature initiative is technical, 
time-consuming and requires significant 
internal resources – and that most 
companies need external guidance to 
achieve the level of data and analysis that 
the framework requires. 

Musholm therefore hopes that the pilot 
phase can help ensure that future versions 
of Science-based Targets for Nature 
become more streamlined and operational, 
particularly when it comes to data reporting 
and validation. 

At the same time, the company emphasises 
that the work – despite its complexity – 
provides a clear technical direction and 
better control over its own data, which in 
itself is a significant strength. 

 

Data as the foundation for future-proof 
aquaculture 

For Musholm, Science-based Targets for 
Nature is not a one-off project, but a first 
step towards a more future-proof 
aquaculture industry, where environmental 
considerations and business strategy are 
developed in parallel. The company expects 
that: 

• documentation of pressures will 
become a key competitive factor, 

• the sector will demand standardised, 
transparent, science-based methods, 

• and that the experiences from Science-
based Targets for Nature can form the 
basis for future targets and indicators 
for aquaculture. 

• The public expects transformative 
approaches to nature conservation 

 

If we as an industry can scientifically 
document our pressures in relation to the 
actual state of nature, we can take the 
necessary responsibility for the natural 
environment in which we operate and set 
concrete targets for nature-positive 
actions for the marine environment, says 
Teis Volstrup. 
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This case study is a concrete, practical example of how an organisation works with 
framework tools and the systematisation of its own knowledge regarding the 
pressures on the ocean. The case study presents the Danish Pelagic Producers’ 
Organisation’s own account of its work with Science-based Targets for Nature Ocean 
Pilot and is included in this publication as a practical example to illustrate this 
report. The case represents a stakeholder perspective and does not reflect the 
professional assessment or recommendation of the Ocean Institute. 

The Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation represents 
Danish fishermen who catch species such as herring, 
mackerel, sand eel and sprat, accounting for 
approximately 65% of fish landings in Denmark and 
around 10% of total fishing in the EU. For the Danish 
Pelagic Producers’ Organisation, this is not merely a 
business foundation, but a social responsibility. “When 
you run a business based on such a large share of 
Danish society’s natural resources, it comes with 
obligations. We will continue to honour that social 
contract,” says Director Esben Sverdrup-Jensen. 

This is precisely why the Danish Pelagic Producers’ 
Organisation was the first trade association to join the 
Science-based Targets for Nature’s Ocean Pilot. The aim 
is to develop methods for mapping and understanding 
the key pressures of fishing on marine nature, and 
ultimately to demonstrate how pelagic fisheries can 
actively contribute to improving the health of the ocean. 

 

Strategic motives and rising expectations from the 
outside world 

The commitment to Science-based Targets for Nature is 
based on a clear strategic assessment: the necessary 
documentation of marine impacts is becoming a 
competitive factor, and the Danish Pelagic Producers’ 
Organisation intends to lead the way. The Science-based 
Targets for Nature pilot project follows on from several 
recent changes in the industry, including Marine 
Stewardship Council certification (MSC certification) in 
2007, which sets standards for sustainably certified 
fisheries, and the transition to fully documented fishing 
by 2024, where all vessels now have video surveillance, 
sensors and AI monitoring on board – the first solution 
of its kind in Europe. Data can be made available to the 
authorities for monitoring and research. 

One of the reasons for committing to the Science-based 
Targets for Nature initiative – in addition to the fact that 
financial stakeholders are increasingly demanding 
systematic evidence of the fishing industry’s 
environmental impact and resilience – is the Danish 
Pelagic Producers’ Organisation’s desire to reinvest in the 
natural environment on which the fishing industry has 
depended for many years. In line with Science-based 
Targets for Nature Ocean, reinvestment is understood as 
actions that address our own pressures by reducing 
pressure and contributing to a better ecological status in 
the affected marine areas. 

Although various methods for structuring data on the 
pressures on nature already existed, the Danish Pelagic 
Producers’ Organisation did not use a single, 
comprehensive and consistent framework prior to the 
Science-based Targets for Nature pilot project. The 
organisation had access to large amounts of data, 
including through camera and sensor technology, but 
the data was not organised according to a common 
method that made it usable in a nature- and risk-based 
context. Science-based Targets for Nature provided a 
clear structure and a common technical framework, 
which made it possible to systematise, analyse and 
communicate the large volume of data in a way that 
effectively supports fishermen and financial 
stakeholders. 

Insights and learning 

Specifically, the Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation has 
so far worked to map the pressures  on fish stocks (fishing 
pressure, stock health and fisheries management, the 
pressures on environmental  conditions, food webs, 
biodiversity and ecosystem functions), and dependencies 
on the productivity and resilience of the sea. 

The pilot work has established an important foundation for 
future science-based targets. Ultimately, the ambition is for 
the Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation to set targets 
for those fishing grounds which, based on the Science-
based Targets for Nature work, are found to have the 
greatest environmental footprint. 

They must monitor and report on these targets. This 
represents a step beyond legally regulated quotas. 

As part of its assessment of the pressures of fishing, the 
Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation has, amongst other 
things, used ICES data as a basis for stock assessments 
and gained experience with various analytical methods that 
can strengthen evidence-based work in the future. There is 
still a lack of tools regarding the general status of marine 
nature in fishing areas to assess the overall condition of 
marine nature in fishing areas, but these are under 
development. 

For many fishermen, the transition to structured 
environmental management, documentation and externally 
defined requirements is not merely a technical change, but 
a cultural one. The fishing industry has strong traditions of 
autonomy and freedom, and the introduction of 
monitoring, data-based reporting and environmental 
management requires internal dialogue and mutual trust. 

The Science-based Targets for Nature process has 
therefore also driven a cultural shift, with the Danish 
Pelagic Producers’ Organisation working to establish a 
common ground: if the fishing industry is to have a strong 
future, it requires unity, documentation and proactive 
nature management. 

 

Looking ahead: A fishing industry that documents its 
contribution to the health of the ocean 
For the Danish Pelagic Producers’ Organisation, Science-
based Targets for Nature is not an isolated project, but a 
long-term development perspective for pelagic fisheries. It 
is not just about quotas, selective gear and certification, 
but also about documented pressures on ecosystems and 
scientifically defined targets for improvement. 

“If we as a sector can demonstrate 
that we are helping to protect the 
health of the oceans, we can 
strengthen biodiversity and secure 
the future of the fishing industry,”  
— Esben Sverdrup-Jensen. 
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catch)
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reproduction and 
behavior
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not previously been 
present, thereby 
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to environmentally 
hazardous substances

	▪ Periodic high-frequency 
impulse noise can 
permanently or 
temporarily damage 
animals’ hearing

	▪ Continuous low-
frequency underwater 
noise can mask 
and disrupt animal 
communication, 
reproduction and 
behaviour 
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	▪ Habitats (seabed and 
water column)

	▪ Marine mammals
	▪ Fish
	▪ Benthic species
	▪ Plankton
	▪ Seabirds
	▪ Seagrass and seaweed

	▪ Habitats (seabed and 
water column)

	▪ Marine mammals
	▪ Fish
	▪ Benthic species
	▪ Plankton
	▪ Seabirds
	▪ Seagrass and seaweed

	▪ Habitats (seabed)
	▪ Marine mammals
	▪ Fish
	▪ Benthic species
	▪ Seabirds
	▪ Seagrass and seaweed

	▪ Habitats (seabed)
	▪ Fish
	▪ Benthic species
	▪ Seagrass and seaweed

	▪ Negative impacts 
on wildlife from 
environmentally 
hazardous substances 
(heavy metals, oil 
substances and 
pharmaceuticals, etc.)

	▪ Changes in animal 
behaviour due to 
environmentally 
hazardous substances

	▪ Changes in species 
composition due to 
eutrophication

	▪ Increased algal 
blooms and shading of 
seagrass and seaweed

	▪ Increased oxygen 
depletion

	▪ Disturbance of species 
(warming of seawater)

	▪ Changes in species 
composition due to 
eutrophication

	▪ Increased algal 
blooms and shading of 
seagrass and seaweed

	▪ Increased oxygen 
depletion

	▪ Adverse effects on 
marine species in the 
case of environmentally 
hazardous substances 
(pesticides, residues of 
medicines from slurry 
and sludge spread on 
fields)

	▪ Changes in animal 
behaviour due to 
environmentally 
hazardous substances

	▪ Loss and alteration 
of seabed and thus 
habitats (removal of 
sediment)

	▪ Repeated disturbance of 
the seabed

	▪ Changes to the seabed 
ecosystem and species 
composition

	▪ Periodic shading, e.g. of 
seagrass and seaweed, 
due to resuspension of 
sediment

	▪ Covering of benthic 
fauna and plants with 
resuspended sediment

	▪ Displacement of native 
species

	▪ Adverse effects on 
marine species due 
to environmentally 
hazardous substances 
(medicine residues, 
anti-fouling agents)

	▪ Changes in animal 
behaviour due to 
environmentally 
hazardous substances

	▪ Changes in species 
composition due to 
eutrophication

	▪ Increased algal 
blooms and shading of 
seagrass and seaweed

	▪ Increased oxygen 
depletion

59

Ocean Institute



 

Side 61 af 61 

 
 
 
Biodiversity & Business: 
Marine biodiversity as a basis for responsible business conduct.  
 
Ocean Institute. March 2026. 

Authors: Lene Westergaard, Sune Agersnap, Mathilde Mammen og Liselotte Hohwy Stokholm  

Graphics: Mads Lundgård og Pernille Schou Jacobsen 

 

Citation: 

Ocean Institute. 2026. Biodiversity & Business: Marine biodiversity as a basis for responsible business 
conduct. 

ISBN: 978-87-976716-8-9 

 

Tænketanken Hav  

Læderstræde 20, 1201 København K  
CVR: 42479446  
Tlf: +45 4498 8000  

info@taenketankenhav.dk  
www.taenketankenhav.dk  

 

 

About the Ocean Institute 

The Ocean Institute represents the sea. The Institute was established on the initiative of the VELUX 
FOUNDATION and was set up to contribute to a healthy and clean sea around Denmark, where the sea is 
used sustainably and with respect for animal and plant life.  
The Ocean Institute provides analyses, proposes concrete measures and facilitates dialogue across all 
ocean-related interests – in politics, business and among the general public – for the benefit of the stressed 
marine environment. 

The Ocean Institute is an independent, knowledge-based think tank, established as a members’ 
association. The Ocean Institute operates independently of financial considerations and party-political 
interests. The Ocean Institute does not represent the interests of individual members, but members are 
involved and their perspectives are considered important for the quality and development of the Ocean 
Institute’s work. The Ocean Institute is financially independent of members’ subscriptions.  
Members of the Ocean Institute have no decision-making authority regarding the think tank’s analyses, 
conclusions and recommendations. In preparing the analysis, the Ocean Institute has involved members 
and other stakeholders. These stakeholders have shared their knowledge in the field, and this knowledge 
has subsequently been collated and processed by the Ocean Institute.  

60



61

Ocean Institute

 

Side 61 af 61 

 
 
 
Biodiversity & Business: 
Marine biodiversity as a basis for responsible business conduct.  
 
Ocean Institute. March 2026. 

Authors: Lene Westergaard, Sune Agersnap, Mathilde Mammen og Liselotte Hohwy Stokholm  

Graphics: Mads Lundgård og Pernille Schou Jacobsen 

 

Citation: 

Ocean Institute. 2026. Biodiversity & Business: Marine biodiversity as a basis for responsible business 
conduct. 

ISBN: 978-87-976716-8-9 

 

Tænketanken Hav  

Læderstræde 20, 1201 København K  
CVR: 42479446  
Tlf: +45 4498 8000  

info@taenketankenhav.dk  
www.taenketankenhav.dk  

 

 

About the Ocean Institute 

The Ocean Institute represents the sea. The Institute was established on the initiative of the VELUX 
FOUNDATION and was set up to contribute to a healthy and clean sea around Denmark, where the sea is 
used sustainably and with respect for animal and plant life.  
The Ocean Institute provides analyses, proposes concrete measures and facilitates dialogue across all 
ocean-related interests – in politics, business and among the general public – for the benefit of the stressed 
marine environment. 

The Ocean Institute is an independent, knowledge-based think tank, established as a members’ 
association. The Ocean Institute operates independently of financial considerations and party-political 
interests. The Ocean Institute does not represent the interests of individual members, but members are 
involved and their perspectives are considered important for the quality and development of the Ocean 
Institute’s work. The Ocean Institute is financially independent of members’ subscriptions.  
Members of the Ocean Institute have no decision-making authority regarding the think tank’s analyses, 
conclusions and recommendations. In preparing the analysis, the Ocean Institute has involved members 
and other stakeholders. These stakeholders have shared their knowledge in the field, and this knowledge 
has subsequently been collated and processed by the Ocean Institute.  

 

Side 62 af 61 

Andersen, J., Bendtsen, J., Hammer, K., Harvey, E. T., Knudsen, S., Murray, C., Carstensen, J., Petersen, I., Sveegaard, 
S., Tougaard, J., Edelvang, K., Egekvist, J., Olsen, J., Vinther, M., Al-Hamdani, Z., Jensen, J., Leth, J., Kaae, B., 
Olafsson, A., & Yocum, D. (2020). ECOMAR: A data-driven framework for ecosystem-based Maritime Spatial 
Planning in Danish marine waters. 

Bekendtgørelse Af Konvention Af 5. Juni 1992 Om Den Biologiske Mangfoldighed (Biodiversitetskonventionen) 
(1996). 

BirdLife International. (2023). The criteria used to identify IBAs have evolved into a global standard. 

Braulik, G., Hoyt, E., Lanfredi, C., Minton, G., Notarbartolo di Sciara, G., Panigada, S., Politi, E., Tetley, M. J., 
Zanardelli, M., Ardron, J., Barr, B., Bortolotto, G. A., Boyd, C., Fernandez, M., Genov, T., Kaschner, K., 
Kershaw, F., Reeves, R., Rosenbaum, H., … Yesson, C. (2024). The IMMA Handbook. 

Brundtland, G. Harlem. (1987). Our common future. Oxford University Press. 

CDP. (2025). The Disclosure Dividend 2025. 

Convention on Biological Diversity. (2022). Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework. 
Https://Www.Cbd.Int/Doc/Decisions/Cop-15/Cop-15-Dec-04-En.Pdf. 

Convention on Biological Diversity. (2023a). Danish Kattegat. 
https://chm.cbd.int/en/database/record?documentID=263478 

Convention on Biological Diversity. (2023b). Danish Skagarrek. 
https://chm.cbd.int/en/database/record?documentID=263477 

Damania, R., Ebadi, E., Mayr, K., Russ, J., & Zaveri, E. (2025). Reboot Development - The Economics of a Livable 
Planet. 

Dansk Erhverv. (2024). 3 ud af 10 af Dansk Erhvervs medlemmer har fokus på biodiversitet. 

Dasgupta, Partha. (2021). Economics of Biodiversity: The Dasgupta Review. HM Treasury. 

DCE – Nationalt Center for Miljø og Energi. (2023). Iltsvind i danske farvande 24. august – 21. september 2023. 

Deloitte. (2025). 2025 Gen Z and Millennial Survey. 

Den Europæiske Unions Tidende. (2008). EUROPA-PARLAMENTETS OG RÅDETS DIREKTIV 2008/56/EF af 17. juni 
2008 om fastlæggelse af en ramme for Fællesskabets havmiljøpolitiske foranstaltninger 
(havstrategirammedirektivet). 

Den Europæiske Unions Tidende. (2023). Kommissionens delegerede forordning (EU) 2023/2772 af 31. juli 2023 om 
supplerende regler til Europa-Parlamentets og Rådets direktiv 2013/34/EU for så vidt angår standarder for 
bæredygtighedsrapportering. http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2023/2772/oj 

8. References 



 

Side 63 af 61 

Donald, P. F., Fishpool, L. D. C., Ajagbe, A., Bennun, L. A., Bunting, G., Burfield, I. J., Butchart, S. H. M., Capellan, S., 
Crosby, M. J., Dias, M. P., Diaz, D., Evans, M. I., Grimmett, R., Heath, M., Jones, V. R., Lascelles, B. G., 
Merriman, J. C., O’Brien, M., Ramírez, I., … Wege, D. C. (2019). Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas (IBAs): 
the development and characteristics of a global inventory of key sites for biodiversity. Bird Conservation 
International, 29(2), 177–198. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959270918000102 

EMODnet. (2023). EMODnet Human Activities, Cables, Telecommunication, Actual Routes. https://ows.emodnet-
humanactivities.eu/geonetwork/srv/api/records/39ebe289-410b-4a5d-88a4-51bfcde538de 

Energistyrelsen. (2023). Om olie og gas. https://ens.dk/ansvarsomraader/olie-gasproduktion/om-olie-og-gas 

Europa-Parlamentet. (2009). EUROPA-PARLAMENTETS OG RÅDETS DIREKTIV 2009/147/EF af 30. november 2009 om 
beskyttelse af vilde fugle. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/DA/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32009L0147 

Europa-Parlamentets Og Rådets Direktiv (EU) 2022/2464 (2022). 

Europa-Parlamentets Og Rådets Direktiv (EU) 2024/1760 (2024). 

European Commission. (2023). European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS), Section S4 Consumers and end-
users. 

European Environment Agency. (2019). Marine Messages II: Navigating the Course Towards Clean, Healthy and 
Productive Seas Through Implementation of an Ecosystem-Based Approach. 

European Maritime Safety Agency. (2025). NAVISON Final Report: Calculation and analysis of shipping sound maps 
for all European seas from 2016 to 2050. 

Federal Ministry Republic of Austria. (2023). Acces to justice in cases related to biodiversity protection - Case C-
529/15 (Gert Folk). 

Finance for Biodiversity Foundation. (n.d.). The global network for finance and biodiversity. 
Https://Www.Financeforbiodiversity.Org/. 

GEUS. (2025). MARTA - Marin råstofdatabase. 
https://data.geus.dk/geusmap/?mapname=marta#baslay=baseMapDa&optlay=&extent=146872.427983539
12,6024411.008230452,968127.5720164608,6425588.991769548 

Global Reporting Initiative. (2025). GRI 101: Biodiversity 2024. 

Haapaniemi, J., Shinoda, D., Kaitaranta, J., Berg, T., Taubner, I., & Pinarbasi, K. (2016). State of the Baltic Sea Third 
HELCOM holistic assessment. www.helcom.fi 

Haines-Young, R., & Potschin-Young, M. (2018). Revision of the Common International Classification for Ecosystem 
Services (CICES V5.1): A Policy Brief. One Ecosystem, 3. https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.3.e27108 

Halpern, B. S., Frazier, M., O’Hara, C. C., Vargas-Fonseca, O. A., & Lombard, A. T. (2025). Cumulative impacts to 
global marine ecosystems projected to more than double by mid-century. Science, 389(6766), 1216–1219. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.adv2906 

Halpern, B. S., Frazier, M., Potapenko, J., Casey, K. S., Koenig, K., Longo, C., Lowndes, J. S., Rockwood, R. C., Selig, E. 
R., Selkoe, K. A., & Walbridge, S. (2015). Spatial and temporal changes in cumulative human impacts on the 
world’s ocean. Nature Communications, 6. https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms8615 

Hansen, J. W., & Høgslund, S. (2024). Marine områder 2022. NOVANA. 
https://dce.au.dk/fileadmin/dce.au.dk/Udgivelser/Videnskabelige_rapporter_500-599/SRxxx.pdf 

Human Rights Council. (2025). Resolution adopted by the Human Rights Council on 3 April 2025. In 
https://docs.un.org/en/A/HRC/RES/58/16. 

ICES. (2025). Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VME). Copenhagen, Denmark, https://vme.ices.dk. 

62



63

Ocean Institute

 

Side 63 af 61 

Donald, P. F., Fishpool, L. D. C., Ajagbe, A., Bennun, L. A., Bunting, G., Burfield, I. J., Butchart, S. H. M., Capellan, S., 
Crosby, M. J., Dias, M. P., Diaz, D., Evans, M. I., Grimmett, R., Heath, M., Jones, V. R., Lascelles, B. G., 
Merriman, J. C., O’Brien, M., Ramírez, I., … Wege, D. C. (2019). Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas (IBAs): 
the development and characteristics of a global inventory of key sites for biodiversity. Bird Conservation 
International, 29(2), 177–198. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959270918000102 

EMODnet. (2023). EMODnet Human Activities, Cables, Telecommunication, Actual Routes. https://ows.emodnet-
humanactivities.eu/geonetwork/srv/api/records/39ebe289-410b-4a5d-88a4-51bfcde538de 

Energistyrelsen. (2023). Om olie og gas. https://ens.dk/ansvarsomraader/olie-gasproduktion/om-olie-og-gas 

Europa-Parlamentet. (2009). EUROPA-PARLAMENTETS OG RÅDETS DIREKTIV 2009/147/EF af 30. november 2009 om 
beskyttelse af vilde fugle. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/DA/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32009L0147 

Europa-Parlamentets Og Rådets Direktiv (EU) 2022/2464 (2022). 

Europa-Parlamentets Og Rådets Direktiv (EU) 2024/1760 (2024). 

European Commission. (2023). European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS), Section S4 Consumers and end-
users. 

European Environment Agency. (2019). Marine Messages II: Navigating the Course Towards Clean, Healthy and 
Productive Seas Through Implementation of an Ecosystem-Based Approach. 

European Maritime Safety Agency. (2025). NAVISON Final Report: Calculation and analysis of shipping sound maps 
for all European seas from 2016 to 2050. 

Federal Ministry Republic of Austria. (2023). Acces to justice in cases related to biodiversity protection - Case C-
529/15 (Gert Folk). 

Finance for Biodiversity Foundation. (n.d.). The global network for finance and biodiversity. 
Https://Www.Financeforbiodiversity.Org/. 

GEUS. (2025). MARTA - Marin råstofdatabase. 
https://data.geus.dk/geusmap/?mapname=marta#baslay=baseMapDa&optlay=&extent=146872.427983539
12,6024411.008230452,968127.5720164608,6425588.991769548 

Global Reporting Initiative. (2025). GRI 101: Biodiversity 2024. 

Haapaniemi, J., Shinoda, D., Kaitaranta, J., Berg, T., Taubner, I., & Pinarbasi, K. (2016). State of the Baltic Sea Third 
HELCOM holistic assessment. www.helcom.fi 

Haines-Young, R., & Potschin-Young, M. (2018). Revision of the Common International Classification for Ecosystem 
Services (CICES V5.1): A Policy Brief. One Ecosystem, 3. https://doi.org/10.3897/oneeco.3.e27108 

Halpern, B. S., Frazier, M., O’Hara, C. C., Vargas-Fonseca, O. A., & Lombard, A. T. (2025). Cumulative impacts to 
global marine ecosystems projected to more than double by mid-century. Science, 389(6766), 1216–1219. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.adv2906 

Halpern, B. S., Frazier, M., Potapenko, J., Casey, K. S., Koenig, K., Longo, C., Lowndes, J. S., Rockwood, R. C., Selig, E. 
R., Selkoe, K. A., & Walbridge, S. (2015). Spatial and temporal changes in cumulative human impacts on the 
world’s ocean. Nature Communications, 6. https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms8615 

Hansen, J. W., & Høgslund, S. (2024). Marine områder 2022. NOVANA. 
https://dce.au.dk/fileadmin/dce.au.dk/Udgivelser/Videnskabelige_rapporter_500-599/SRxxx.pdf 

Human Rights Council. (2025). Resolution adopted by the Human Rights Council on 3 April 2025. In 
https://docs.un.org/en/A/HRC/RES/58/16. 

ICES. (2025). Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VME). Copenhagen, Denmark, https://vme.ices.dk. 

 

Side 64 af 61 

IMO. (2005). Revised guidelines for the identification and designation of particularly sensitive sea areas . 

IUCN MMPATF. (2024). Global Dataset of ImportantMarine Mammal Areas (IUCN-IMMA) 2026. 
http://www.marinemammalhabitat.org/imma-eatlas 

Jones M., Polasky S., Rueda X., Brooks S., Carter Ingram J., Egoh B. N., von Hase A., Kohsaka R., Kulak M., Leach K., 
Loyola R., Mandle L., Rodriguez-Osuna V., Schaafsma M., & Sonter L. J. (2026). Summary for Policymakers of 
the Methodological Assessment Report on the Impact and Dependence of Business on Biodiversity and 
Nature’s Contributions to People. 

Jouffray, J. B., Blasiak, R., Norström, A. V., Österblom, H., & Nyström, M. (2020). The Blue Acceleration: The 
Trajectory of Human Expansion into the Ocean. One Earth, 2(1), 43–54. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2019.12.016 

Jouffray, J. B., Virdin, J., Bebbington, J., Blasiak, R., Dunchus, A., Lo Presti, M., Pare, J., Prosi, D., Quintero, J. P., 
Rosenthal, R., Tortora, P., & Vermeer, D. (2025). Identifying and closing gaps in corporate reporting of ocean 
impacts. Nature Sustainability, 8(11), 1371–1380. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-025-01631-8 

Lammerant, J., & Verhelst, J. (2024). Biodiversity Disclosure Measures. 

Landbrugsstyrelsen. (2025). LandbrugsGIS. https://landbrugsgeodata.fvm.dk/ 

Mackelworth, P., Fortuna, C. M., Antoninić, M., Holcer, D., Abdul Malak, D., Attia, K., Bricelj, M., Guerquin, F., 
Marković, M., Nunes, E., Perez-Valverde, C., Ramieri, E., Stojanović, I., Tunesi, L., & McGowan, J. (2024). 
Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas (EBSAs) as an enabling mechanism for transboundary marine 
spatial planning. Marine Policy, 166, 106231. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2024.106231 

McCraine, S., Anderson, C., Weber, C., & Shaw, M. R. (2019). The Nature of Risk: A Framework for Understanding 
Nature-related Risk to Business. 

Miljø- og ligestillingsministeriet. (2019). Danmarks Havstrategi II. 

Miljø- og Ligestillingsministeriet. (2025a). Danmarks Havstrategi III - Tilstandsvurdering. 
https://prodstoragehoeringspo.blob.core.windows.net/64125d77-ae90-4880-8408-
1bc9af9156a9/Tilstandsvurdering - Havstrategi III.pdf 

Miljø- og Ligestillingsministeriet. (2025b). Danmarks Havstrategi III Tilstandsvurdering - Høringsversion. 
https://prodstoragehoeringspo.blob.core.windows.net/64125d77-ae90-4880-8408-
1bc9af9156a9/Tilstandsvurdering%20-%20Havstrategi%20III.pdf 

Miljøministeriet. (2023a). Bekendtgørelse af lov om miljøvurdering af planer og programmer og af konkrete 
projekter (VVM): LBK nr. 4 01/03/2023. 

Miljøministeriet. (2023b). Udpegning af beskyttede havstrategiområder. 

Miljøministeriet. (2024). Udpegning af beskyttede havstrategiområder - Tillæg til indsatsprogrammet for Danmarks 
Havstrategi II. https://mim.dk/media/4l0ijb1f/udpegning-af-beskyttede-havstrategiomraader-tillaeg-til-
indsatsprogrammet-for-danmarks-havstrategi-ll_.pdf 

Miljøstyrelsen. (2023). MiljøGIS for Natura 2000 planer 2022-27. 
https://miljoegis.mim.dk/spatialmap?profile=natura2000planer3-2022 

Miljøstyrelsen. (2025). MiljøGIS for offentliggørelse af vandområdeplaner 2021-2027. 
https://miljoegis.mim.dk/spatialmap?profile=vandrammedirektiv3-2022 

Ministeriet for Grøn Trepart. (2024). Udkast til genbesøg af vandområdeplanerne 2021 - 2027 (VP3). 

Nielsen, Linda., Mouyal, L. Wandahl., & Pristed, Flemming. (2024). Bæredygtighedsret. Djøf Forlag. 

OECD. (2023). OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises on Responsible Business Conduct. 



 

Side 65 af 61 

OECD Publishing. (2019). Biodiversity: Finance and the Economic and Business Case for Action. OECD Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1787/a3147942-en 

OSPAR. (2023). OSPAR Thematic Assessment Report. https://oap.ospar.org/en/ospar-assessments/quality-status-
reports/qsr-2023/thematic-assessments/ 

Rådet for de Europæiske Fællesskaber. (1992). RÅDETS DIREKTIV 92 /43 /EØF af 21. maj 1992 om bevaring af 
naturtyper samt vilde dyr og planter. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/DA/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31992L0043 

Responsible Investor. (2025). RI Nature and Investor Survey 2025: Results. Https://Www.Responsible-
Investor.Com/Ri-Nature-and-Investors-Survey-2025-Results/. 

Richardson, K., Steffen, W., Lucht, W., Bendtsen, J., Cornell, S. E., Donges, J. F., Drüke, M., Fetzer, I., Bala, G., von 
Bloh, W., Feulner, G., Fiedler, S., Gerten, D., Gleeson, T., Hofmann, M., Huiskamp, W., Kummu, M., Mohan, C., 
Nogués-Bravo, D., … Rockström, J. (2023). Earth beyond six of nine planetary boundaries. Science Advances, 
9(37). https://doi.org/10.1126/SCIADV.ADH2458/SUPPL_FILE/SCIADV.ADH2458_SM.PDF 

Rieder, J., Jahnke, M., André, C., Christiansen, H., de Wit, P. R., Faust, E., Green, L., Jonsson, P. R., Laikre, L., Laugen, 
A. T., Rafajlović, M., Sandström, A., Tomasini, M., & Volckaert, F. A. M. (2025). Seascape genomics: Assisting 
marine biodiversity management by combining genetic knowledge with environmental and ecological 
information. Marine Policy, 182, 106867. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2025.106867 

Søfartsstyrelsen. (2023). Havplanredegørelse. 

Storebrand. (n.d.). Group Sustainable Investment Policy. Https://Www.Storebrand.Com/Sam/Nl/Asset-
Management/Sustainability/Policies-and-Governance/Policy-on-Nature. 

Styrelsen for Grøn Arealomlægning og Vandmiljø. (2025). Vandområdeplanerne 2021-2027 efter genbesøget. 

Sustainable shipping initiative. (2014). Vision 2040. 

The KBA Partnership. (2018). Guidelines on business and KBAs: managing risk to biodiversity. IUCN, International 
Union for Conservation of Nature. https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.CH.2018.05.en 

TNFD. (2023). Recommendations of the Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures. 

TNFD. (2025a). Discussion-paper-on-measurement-of-ocean-related-issues. 

TNFD. (2025b). Guidance on the identification and assessment of nature-related issues: The LEAP approach. 

UN environment programme. (2023). European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS) . 
Https://Www.Unepfi.Org/Impact/Interoperability/European-Sustainability-Reporting-Standards-Esrs/. 

United Nations Global Compact & Accenture. (2025). Turning the Key: The 2025 UN Global Compact–Accenture CEO 
Study. 

van der Reijden, K. J., & Eigaard, O. (2023). The seafloor footprint of Danish fishing. Online resource. Technical 
University of Denmark. https://doi.org/doi.org/10.11583/DTU.23617944 

Vaughan, D., Korpinen, S., Nygård, H., Andersen, J. H., Murray, C., Kallenbach, E., Jensen, J. N., Tunesi, L., Mo, G., 
Agnesi, S., Klančnik, K., Vina-Herbon, C., Singleton, G., Pagou, K., Borja, Á., & Reker, J. (2019). Biodiversity in 
Europe’s seas. https://icm.eionet.europa.eu/ 

Willsteed, E., Gill, A. B., Birchenough, S. N. R., & Jude, S. (2017). Assessing the cumulative environmental effects of 
marine renewable energy developments: Establishing common ground. Science of The Total Environment, 
577, 19–32. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SCITOTENV.2016.10.152 

World Benchmark Alliance. (2024). Methodology for the 2026 ocean benchmark. 

  

64



65

Ocean Institute

 

Side 65 af 61 

OECD Publishing. (2019). Biodiversity: Finance and the Economic and Business Case for Action. OECD Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1787/a3147942-en 

OSPAR. (2023). OSPAR Thematic Assessment Report. https://oap.ospar.org/en/ospar-assessments/quality-status-
reports/qsr-2023/thematic-assessments/ 

Rådet for de Europæiske Fællesskaber. (1992). RÅDETS DIREKTIV 92 /43 /EØF af 21. maj 1992 om bevaring af 
naturtyper samt vilde dyr og planter. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/DA/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31992L0043 

Responsible Investor. (2025). RI Nature and Investor Survey 2025: Results. Https://Www.Responsible-
Investor.Com/Ri-Nature-and-Investors-Survey-2025-Results/. 

Richardson, K., Steffen, W., Lucht, W., Bendtsen, J., Cornell, S. E., Donges, J. F., Drüke, M., Fetzer, I., Bala, G., von 
Bloh, W., Feulner, G., Fiedler, S., Gerten, D., Gleeson, T., Hofmann, M., Huiskamp, W., Kummu, M., Mohan, C., 
Nogués-Bravo, D., … Rockström, J. (2023). Earth beyond six of nine planetary boundaries. Science Advances, 
9(37). https://doi.org/10.1126/SCIADV.ADH2458/SUPPL_FILE/SCIADV.ADH2458_SM.PDF 

Rieder, J., Jahnke, M., André, C., Christiansen, H., de Wit, P. R., Faust, E., Green, L., Jonsson, P. R., Laikre, L., Laugen, 
A. T., Rafajlović, M., Sandström, A., Tomasini, M., & Volckaert, F. A. M. (2025). Seascape genomics: Assisting 
marine biodiversity management by combining genetic knowledge with environmental and ecological 
information. Marine Policy, 182, 106867. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2025.106867 

Søfartsstyrelsen. (2023). Havplanredegørelse. 

Storebrand. (n.d.). Group Sustainable Investment Policy. Https://Www.Storebrand.Com/Sam/Nl/Asset-
Management/Sustainability/Policies-and-Governance/Policy-on-Nature. 

Styrelsen for Grøn Arealomlægning og Vandmiljø. (2025). Vandområdeplanerne 2021-2027 efter genbesøget. 

Sustainable shipping initiative. (2014). Vision 2040. 

The KBA Partnership. (2018). Guidelines on business and KBAs: managing risk to biodiversity. IUCN, International 
Union for Conservation of Nature. https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.CH.2018.05.en 

TNFD. (2023). Recommendations of the Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures. 

TNFD. (2025a). Discussion-paper-on-measurement-of-ocean-related-issues. 

TNFD. (2025b). Guidance on the identification and assessment of nature-related issues: The LEAP approach. 

UN environment programme. (2023). European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS) . 
Https://Www.Unepfi.Org/Impact/Interoperability/European-Sustainability-Reporting-Standards-Esrs/. 

United Nations Global Compact & Accenture. (2025). Turning the Key: The 2025 UN Global Compact–Accenture CEO 
Study. 

van der Reijden, K. J., & Eigaard, O. (2023). The seafloor footprint of Danish fishing. Online resource. Technical 
University of Denmark. https://doi.org/doi.org/10.11583/DTU.23617944 

Vaughan, D., Korpinen, S., Nygård, H., Andersen, J. H., Murray, C., Kallenbach, E., Jensen, J. N., Tunesi, L., Mo, G., 
Agnesi, S., Klančnik, K., Vina-Herbon, C., Singleton, G., Pagou, K., Borja, Á., & Reker, J. (2019). Biodiversity in 
Europe’s seas. https://icm.eionet.europa.eu/ 

Willsteed, E., Gill, A. B., Birchenough, S. N. R., & Jude, S. (2017). Assessing the cumulative environmental effects of 
marine renewable energy developments: Establishing common ground. Science of The Total Environment, 
577, 19–32. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SCITOTENV.2016.10.152 

World Benchmark Alliance. (2024). Methodology for the 2026 ocean benchmark. 

  

 

Side 66 af 61 

 

 

  




