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BRAND: MICROSOFT

Date: 24 July 2024

Based on the provided "Microsoft 2024 Environmental Sustainability Report," here is an
evaluation of Microsoft's corporate biodiversity performance using the specified DeTrust Lab
Biodiversity Methodology:

Stage 1: Biodiversity Pressures and Priority Areas (30%)

1. Summary of Biodiversity Pressures (15%)
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Score: 3 (Fair)

Justification: The report outlines Microsoft's commitment to improving
biodiversity at their campuses and datacenters and protecting more land than
they use. However, detailed information on specific biodiversity pressures
caused by their activities is limited. The focus is more on general
environmental impacts and mitigation efforts rather than specific pressures on
biodiversity.

2. Priority Species, Habitats, and Ecosystem Services (15%)
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Score: 2 (Poor)

Justification: There is mention of protecting ecosystems and enhancing local
biodiversity around their datacenters. However, the report lacks a detailed list
of priority species, habitats, and ecosystem services that are the focus of their
biodiversity efforts. The efforts seem to be more general without specific
measurable targets for biodiversity.

Stage 2: Vision, Goals, and Strategies (40%)

1. Corporate Biodiversity Vision (10%)

o

o

Score: 4 (Good)

Justification: Microsoft has a clear vision for biodiversity, committing to
protect more land than they use by 2025 and incorporating regenerative design
solutions that enhance local biodiversity. The vision is well-articulated and
results-oriented, focusing on creating a positive impact on biodiversity through
their operations.

2. Scalable Biodiversity Goals and Objectives (15%)
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Score: 3 (Fair)

Justification: While there are goals related to protecting land and enhancing
biodiversity at datacenters, the report does not provide detailed, scalable
objectives that address the priority pressures and dependencies identified. The
goals are more qualitative than quantitative, lacking precise descriptions of
desired biodiversity states.

3. Key Strategies to Deliver Goals and Objectives (15%)
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Score: 3 (Fair)

Justification: The report describes several strategies, such as regenerative
design solutions, improved stormwater management, and Al-driven insights
for ecosystem health. However, these strategies are not comprehensively
linked to specific biodiversity goals and objectives, making it challenging to
assess their effectiveness fully.



Stage 3: Indicator Framework and Strategic Plan (20%)

1. Framework of Core Indicators (10%)

o Score: 2 (Poor)

o Justification: The report lacks a detailed framework of core pressure-state-
response-benefit indicators specifically for biodiversity. While there are
indicators related to overall environmental performance, biodiversity-specific
metrics are not well-defined or prominently featured.

2. Elements of a Biodiversity Strategic Plan (10%)

o Score: 3 (Fair)

o Justification: The strategic plan includes elements such as protecting
ecosystems, managing local biodiversity, and using Al for ecosystem insights.
However, it does not comprehensively outline common indicators or specific
strategies tailored to biodiversity conservation across all company operations.

Stage 4: Monitoring and Reporting (10%)

1. Monitoring Plan (5%)

o Score: 3 (Fair)

o Justification: The report mentions using Al-driven insights to monitor
ecosystem health and incorporating regenerative design. However, a detailed
monitoring plan with specific indicators for habitat cover, species conservation
status, and other biodiversity metrics is not provided.

2. Database of Relevant Data (2.5%)

o Score: 2 (Poor)

o Justification: There is no mention of a dedicated biodiversity database that
includes relevant data from global sources like the [IUCN Red List or Protected
Planet. The focus seems to be more on internal data and general environmental
metrics.

3. Monitoring and Reporting Systems (2.5%)

o Score: 2 (Poor)

o Justification: The report does not detail standardized monitoring and
reporting systems specifically for biodiversity data. There is a general
emphasis on transparency and environmental data, but not specifically tailored
for biodiversity reporting.



Summary of Scores

‘ Stage H Sub-element HWeightHScore (0-5) ‘Weighted Score‘
‘Stage lHBiodiversity Pressures and Priority AreasH30% H H ‘
‘ HSummary of biodiversity pressures HIS% H3 H0.45 ‘
‘ HPriority species and habitats HIS% H2 H0.30 ‘
‘Stage 2HVision, Goals, and Strategies H40% H H ‘
‘ HCorporate biodiversity vision HIO% H4 H0.40 ‘
‘ HScalable goals and objectives HIS% H3 H0.45 ‘
‘ HKey strategies HIS% H3 H0.45 ‘
‘Stage 3HIndicat0r Framework and Strategic Plan H20% H H ‘
‘ HFramework of core indicators HIO% H2 H0.20 ‘
‘ HElements of a strategic plan HIO% H3 H0.30 ‘
‘Stage 4HMOnitoring and Reporting HIO% H H ‘
‘ HMonitoring plan HS% H3 HO 15 ‘
‘ HDatabase of relevant data H2.5% H2 H0.0S ‘
‘ HMonitoring and reporting systems H2.5% H2 H0.0S ‘
Total | 1100% || 12.80 |

Concluding Summary

o Total Weighted Score: 2.80 out of 5

e Overall Justification: Microsoft demonstrates a clear commitment to biodiversity
through various initiatives and a strong corporate vision. However, there is a need for
more detailed, specific goals, indicators, and comprehensive strategies directly tied to
biodiversity. Improved monitoring and reporting systems specifically for biodiversity
would also enhance their performance evaluation. The strengths lie in their vision and
some innovative strategies, while the areas for improvement include detailed pressure
assessments, specific biodiversity goals, and comprehensive indicator frameworks.



