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Background

Records retrieved from database 

using Scopus, Web of Science, Google 

Scholar

n = 542

Records remaining after duplicates 

removed

n = 379

Records kept after assessing for 

English, >=1993, full PDF available 

and included type (article, book 

chapter, book)

n = 266

Records kept after refined filtering 

focused on financing mechanisms

n = 25 

Duplicate titles removed

n = 163

Records excluded in other 

languages, past years, 

proceedings, book reviews, 

letters/notes or not 

available

n = 113

Records excluded with no 

specific mention of a 

biodiversity financing 

solution in title, abstract or 

keywords

n = 241

Methodology

Key Findings

Implications
Objectives:

Potential Solution Key References

Initial Risk & Biodiversity 

Assessment

To determine premium 

prices and current 

biodiversity levels

Insurance Scheme

Premiums paid to insurance 

company (Higher risk = 

higher premiums)

PES Scheme

Payments to local 

stakeholders to conserve 

biodiversity present with 

resilience measures

Natural Disaster or 

Extreme Event

Payout to users of scheme 

to restore land and 

biodiversity

Risk level 

decreases with 

increased 

biodiversity

Savings on insurance 

premiums as risk level 

decreases – can be used for 

operating costs

Private sources 

pay premiums

Public & 

Philanthropic 

sources support 

PES project

Schemes work concurrently to 

support collaboration

Biodiversity assessed 

at all levels

75% 
Land altered by 

human drivers 

1 Million 
Species facing extinction 

within the decade

$711 Billion 
Biodiversity financing 

gap per year (USD)

Biodiversity is essential to the functioning of life on Earth as it provides 

key ecosystem services. However, it is in a steep decline and requires 

significant finance for solutions. This current lack of finance has been 

deemed the “biodiversity finance gap”. Past literature has focused 

more on individual finance mechanisms to close the gap, with few 

endeavors to discover overall trends in the field. This leads to the 

research question: 

What financial mechanisms are currently 

being deployed to increase capital flows into 

biodiversity? 

• To provide a comprehensive review of biodiversity finance mechanisms

• Contribute to the discourse and increase the knowledge base in this field

9 Mechanisms

Public
38%

Philanthropic
8%

Private
31%

Mixed
23%

46% 
Of financing from public & philanthropic sources

Payments for Ecosystem Services

Debt-for-Nature Swaps

Ecological Fiscal Transfers

Biodiversity Offsets/Offset Markets

Impact Investing

Resilience Insurance

Environmental Tariffs

Philanthropic Funding

Access and Benefit Sharing
Ecosystem

73%

Species
18%

Genetic
9%

73% 
Of mechanisms targeting ecosystem level

Addressing Limitations Catalyzing Private Finance Species and Genetic level

Room for additional research on innovative 

mechanisms to address common limitations: 

short time frame, lack of regulations, unequal 

share of resources, high transaction costs, lack 

of community input

Can use blended finance structures to mobilize 

more private sector capital. This works by utilizing 

public and philanthropic finance during initial 

stages to attract private finance in the later stages 

when the risk is lower

Integrating the genetic and species 

level of biodiversity into mechanism 

designs can ensure more thorough 

protection of ecosystem services

PES-Insurance Scheme
A combination of PES and resilience insurance to 

address limitations found throughout the literature

A systematic literature review was conducted using the protocol 

visualized below to gather 25 papers for assessment of biodiversity 

financing solutions:
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