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Summer hols – CDs – Great Speeches of the 20th century

Nelson Mandela, Roosevelt, Churchill, and two that caught my ear – Earl Spencer oratoration at Diana’s Funeral, and Martin Luther Kings great rousing speech on the steps of ...... inspiring the USA civil rights movement. 

My take of what Earl Spencer said, at that extraordinary moment, celebrating the life of his (beautiful) sister:
· Pointed, barded, critique of the establishment, in every other phrase

· Power of the media (back then!!) determined to destroy ‘goodness’

· The inappropriate but oh so meaningful applause that developed from the public  listening outside Westminster Abbey..
So, moments arrive.......some of excruciating poignancy, others suggesting great moments of change and transformation.  Tomorrows CSR is certainly one to watch. It sets the tone for very many of the interests we all have in this hall. 

Where we have been certainly hasn’t been up to the challenges ahead.....we need a Comprehensive Environment Review just as much as the spending review. The forthcoming NEWP might help this along, the 2013 CAP review might (or might not depending on how you understand lasts weeks leak (or flood) from the EC) I don’t know. Lets see.
RSPB strap line = ‘Nature’s Voice’ – a million voices
A quick look at the state of the living planet:

WWFs  ‘Living Planet index’– a FTSE 100 - measuring declines and increases across thousands of species on land, in rivers and at sea (8,000 populations of more than 2,500 different species of mammals, reptiles, amphibians, birds and fish) – has declined by 30% overall, and  by a massive 60% in the tropics. (since 1970’s) 

In parlance of today - "a bonfire of biodiversity".
Couple of weeks back a report by Kew Gardens confirmed that 1 in 5 of the world’s plants are at risk of disappearing.
Back home in the UK, the RSPB, its partners & friends have been reporting the state of our wild birds for a long time now, through the Breeding Bird Survey. Now around 3500 volunteers give their expertise freely to build up a picture of the state of widespread bird populations. 

This years report - noting that it is International Year of Biodiversity takes a long term view and compares the population trends of birds in the pre-1994 period with the post-1994 period - as 1994 saw the inception of the UK Biodiversity Action Plan which was a UK follow-up to the Convention on Biological Diversity. (Nagoya this week...)
When you look at the species which have done well, then reassuringly, some of them are the species at which the RSPB & others have thrown an awful lot of effort - corncrake, bittern, cirl bunting, stone curlew and roseate tern are examples, and they tend to have restricted distributions.  
But the species where things are getting worse or haven't improved tend to be the widespread species of farmland and woodland - the turtle doves, spotted flycatchers, cuckoos and corn buntings.  
So we haven't cracked it yet! 
Who would have thought 20 years ago that the house sparrow would be red-listed in the UK because of its widespread and massive population declines?

In answer to the stark question - 'Has the UK met its bit of the global target of slowing the rate of biodiversity loss by 2010?' the answer is, according to the bird population health check, a very clear 'No!'.
The UK certainly isn't alone in this, but the failure of the UK and other EU countries shows that there is much more to do.  The ray of hope  - this experience with restricted range species, such as corncrakes, both show that quick and effective recovery is possible.  
But nature needs a helping hand (and it often costs money). 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

You will have heard all this before but we should just remember.... healthy ecosystems form the basis of all we have - lose them and we destroy our life support systems – the stuff we smilingly teach our young children.

How are we doing? We’ve talked about production choices and effects, lets remember some consumption effects - measurements of the "ecological footprint" of different countries – the area required to provide the resources consumed by the population or average person in a year, compiled by the Global Footprint Network, shows the richest countries consume, on average, five times the quantity of natural resources as the poorest countries.
Again in a contemporary parlance - "we're squandering the natural capital we have on this planet". Alongside the fiscal deficit we have a massive ecological deficit.

As WWF say - using the equivalent of 1.5 planets' worth of natural resources. There is no planetary overdraft available – we cant keep doing this.
And there’s climate change!!  Forests 30% of stored C, oceans 50% of sequestration- all mediated by nature. We’ve not a chance of reducing the climate damage and shifting to a safer future unless we fix our ecosystems. The gap between nature and the great biophysical processes of the planet is of course a fag paper thin.

This concept of a ‘safe operating space for humanity ’is neatly explored in a 2009 paper (google it?!?). Another kind of health check for seven global variables: climate, biodiversity loss, lands use change, freshwater use, nitrogen and phosphorus cycles, ocean acidification, chemical pollution & atmospheric aerosol loading. This looks back at the variation in these planetary boundaries, back over the last 10,000 years of the Holocene, the ecological and climate contexts in which humanity has blossomed and suggests as ‘safe’ the limits in this variability during that period. To live and operate safely we need to stay within these limits. 
Anyway this paper suggests we are way past the limits for rates of biodiversity loss, climate change is at the tipping point, and the nitrogen cycle is pushed well into the danger zone. Ocean acidification, phosphorus and land use change are coming up fast.
So, were not doing very well on this living planet, We are busting these safe operating limits. Humanity as ecosystem engineers indeed!
Have you noticed this interesting conversation - baby boomers, never had it so good - pensions, health care, middle classes creaming off wealth from ever larger property bubbles, free university even!......And in this context leaving a massive environmental deficit........not you, me, but on our watch! 

Add to that a global, or north –south perspective -– in what we are bequeathing the worlds children. 
But back to the summer hols - Martin Luther King in his movement-lifting preaching - descended into the valley of despair (bigotry, racism, and ignorance), but escaped by climbing the mountain to ‘have his dream’ – that little black children and little white children in the USA could share the same playground. 
It’s become a cliché characterising the environmental movement - trades on nightmares. Are we in the wrong space? Have found the way to climb the mountain? Or even had that dream? Maybe we should be more self-critical as a movement? 
Flooding, heat waves and other extreme weather over the last few months has had a devastating affect on agriculture in the U.S., Russia, Mexico, Pakistan, China and elsewhere. These weather events - consistent with global climate change— not waiting for a new global climate treaty, or a U.S. climate bill.

If you hadn’t noticed it yet - Food Security is on the agenda people!- President Sarkozy has committed to making agriculture a central part of the G20 meeting that France will host next May.  

It's great to see that the topic is preoccupying governments. It should be. 
In a global sense no-one has more at stake in the fight against climate change than farmers. Their lives and livelihoods are literally on the front lines. Changing weather patterns are affecting access to food and water, pests, weeds and disease—not to mention animal health and crop yield. At the same time, more sustainable agriculture practices are uniformly considered essential to sequester carbon and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Despite the fact that farmers are at the center of experiencing climate change, debates at the national and international level have largely considered agriculture as a side issue — often as simply a tool for offsets so larger polluters can continue polluting.
Back home this isn’t helped by the NFU – they just can't get around the fact that agriculture is a major polluter.  It isn't really good enough to be in denial about it. 
Saying that there isn't a problem is sticking agriculture's head in the sand.  
The future of farming has to be a less-polluting future as well as a more productive future.

There’s a guy called Prof Dieter Helm (Oxford economist – google him – he’s influential) who at a recent event in London, argued that nature that is not measured in economic terms is not conserved, and where biodiversity does not have a price then its loss is not seen as a cost and that, at present, polluters don't pay for the consequences of their pollution, and so destruction continues.

He raised a few hackles when he suggested that farming may reduce our natural assets sufficiently to cancel out the benefits from food production. 

This is just another way of saying that many current farming practices are truly unsustainable. And hackles of some remained high when he suggested that just as farmers pay for fuel they should also pay for  the bugs that are lost from the countryside.

In the ensuing debate, it was pointed out that although farmers can be characterised as 'polluters', in this sense we all purchase those goods. So we are all the polluters really. True enough - and that's why we need to reduce consumption. 
As a purchaser I rarely get much choice about whether to buy 'highly damaging' or 'less damaging' goods - the case of biofuels in my fuel comes immediately to mind. And would I choose the right ones anyway? 
The 'r' word, regulation, was hardly mentioned of course.
Thinking about one more of Dieter Helm's arresting phrases - for the coalition government to be the Greenest Government Ever they need to stop the spiral of biodiversity loss, and if government doesn't pay for this then the polluter must!
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

The Agriculture Minister's, James Paice's, has an oft-repeated phrase that farming has to produce more from less in future. More: food, wildlife, carbon storage; less: money, water pollution and fewer greenhouse gas emissions. 
Hilary Benn had an analogy, of describing food security, climate change, energy security and biodiversity loss as being separate - but only in the sense that the fingers of a hand are separate. 
They are all joined up then really. Defra is clear....but not our friends at the NFU...

The farming industry here already receives £2.5billion in single farm payment but there is significant resistance to reforms that would make more of this work for protecting the environment. A lot of this resistance comes from the NFU, In the form of Peter Kendall it seems to say 'let's not worry too much about that environmental stuff', meanwhile contrast the fact that Allan Buckwell (of the CLA) says that farming is (very often) unsustainable.
Maybe you will join me in a couple of questions:
1. Does the NFU believe in public payment for public goods or is that all old hat now?

2. Does the NFU really believe that more food can be produced in the UK and yet reduce greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture?  And if so - please tell the rest of us how it will be done.

3. How does the NFU support for biofuels square with its concentration on food security?

And lets add:

4. Is the NFU serious about the environment - and if so why does it have such a low profile on your own website?

 ‘Stern’ like, we are about to see the TEEB (The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity) reporting the huge costs to society of failing to halt biodiversity loss (7% 0f GDP by 2050). The costs of doing not enough get far exceeded by the damage we do to ourselves. . If the economics of the proposition is so strong, why doesn’t it happen? Have we have failed to create the mechanisms where our investment, consumption or otherwise can make the right impact? Just how difficult is this????
The acceptance of policies that counteract our interests, ‘carrying on- carrying’ on shifting more and more of those great biophysical systems to outside safe operating limits for human development, is the pervasive mystery of the 21st century. Why don’t we do what we have to do for our species safety?

Back to Earl Spencer and Diana – just how is available knowledge treated in the public arena, e.g. the media and politics;

How do we understand the various levels of denial (economically, ideologically and psychologically driven) which are causing a kind of sleepwalk towards disaster?
I’m assuming most of you in the hall are not climate change deniers, that most of you understand we do depend for our future on this living planet...Should note just how we are failing, be self critical, 
From another world it seems lets note that the conservatives in the US (Tea Party) generally avoid debating facts and figure, instead they frame issues in ways that appeal to and reinforce extrinsic values. 
Q? Has the progressive attempt to appeal to self-interest has been a catastrophe? 
A? Empathy not expediency, must drive our campaigns. 
We need to put the price tag on nature’s role in providing the clean air and water for our cities, the healthy soils and fisheries for our food and the genetic secrets and chemistry for our health.”  
WE can understand this in the south west most easily - suggested that farmers might get paid for farming water and carbon, particularly in the uplands, instead of, or, more likely, as well as, farming livestock:

· 34,000 ha of internationally important moorland habitats and associated wildlife, along with peat soils storing in excess of 85 million tons of CO2, 90% of the drinking water for the 1.6million people of Devon & Cornwall, 10% of England’s Scheduled Monuments, 285 square miles of public access, and landscapes that are core to the SW regions £5billion tourist industry, yet they are in trouble.. 
Yes we have to properly incorporate the values of biodiversity into national accounts, development and regeneration strategies and planning processes. But we also have to understand much more the social construction of reality. 

Understood this on the one hand by Freud’s defining attribute of humanity - its ability to deceive itself, a blind eye to mass rape in Bosnia, genocide in Rwanda, fretting about ‘fairness’ when the how many millions of our compatriots living on less than a dollar a day. Deeply loving caring parents, the baby boomers point, robbing their children of this most beautiful world, bequeathing them a planet unsafe for humanity. 
So just like Earl Spencer we need to find a way to talk that has a better impact, that sharply critiques the establishment,  that touches the heart of the people, that rises to the moment. Just like Luther King we need to understand the nightmare that is what we are doing to this living planet and then to climb out of the valley of despair. 

Let’s not be afraid of our values, stop burying them, ignoring them and instead explain and champion.
In the context of the question ‘ conflict or consensus?’, I feel like saying ‘god help us’ if we are at consensus now. 
END
