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Julia ML:
[G8 environment ministers] ...I get to represent nature around that table – the IUCN director-general has been invited to these meeting since 2005 so I get to represent all of you – and we discussed there that it would be very important to have this sort of review and we were very lucky that the European Commission, which also sit at that table, and the German government decided to actually make this happen. And Ladislav, let me tell you – I can see you: Ladislav Miko is here from the European Commission [Ladislav Miko stands] –Thank you for your enthusiasm, and on behalf of all of us, to your Commission colleagues. 
So today we’re going to be talking about the first phase of the ‘TEEB’ study which began very quickly after that decision was made. And we were very lucky to have Pavan Sukhdev – and Pavan, this report is not going to be called the TEEB report, but I think the ‘Sukhdev Report’ (but TEEB is also a very good name). 
So we’re going to be talking about the first phase of this report today and then tomorrow at 8.30 PM in this very room there’s going to be another session about valuing nature and the next phase of the report and how to get involved. 

So some people have asked me why did I choose this particular study as one of my D.G sessions, as I said, people were fighting over rooms at this point of over 800 sessions there was a lot of competition and we had to turn some of them away. 

Well I think it’s very important now to move out of discussing the issues of biodiversity conservation which we all care about, move it out from the community that knows all the acronyms, know what it means and when things are serious, and get it into the hands of others; decision makes, politicians, and the general public. 
And it seems, and I think you will agree, that economic arguments carry weight with policy makers, the business community and, more and more, the media and the public. 
So, I also believe that efforts to raise the visibility about the loss of biodiversity, like the Millennium Ecosystems Assessment and even our Red List, - and I ‘m wearing red today because we are launching today our 2008 Red List – even that, I think, so far has failed, I think, to marshal convincing economic reasons to conserve nature in the way, I think, that we know it needs to be conserved. 
So we hope, and we expect, and we know it will actually, that the TEEB study will create increased awareness of the economic significance of biodiversity loss and that it will actually generate the action that we need to change the way we go/the world is being run right now. 
So this is, I believe, this study is extremely important. It has already received a great deal of attention and recognition even though it is only moving into phase two right now. 
So I’m very happy to introduce the study leader. We were very fortunate that we were able to talk Pavan Sukhdev into taking this on. Pavan has had a long and glorious career in the Deutsche Bank and I’m sure that he would still be there, but he wanted to do something different for a while and so he’s taken this on. But already the fact that Pavan is passionate about the environment shows in the list of environment related activities that he’s taken on. I don’t know when you get a chance to do this Pavan, perhaps in you so-called ‘free time’, but I’ve never understood how you can squeeze so many things into 24 hrs. 
So Pavan is also founder director of the Green Accounting for Indian States Project which he calls GIST – and this is a very interesting project; then he is the president of Conservation Action Trust; and he’s a co-founder trustee of Indian Environment Trust; and then he’s taken on this project with TEEB; and he’s also been nominated by the UNEP to lead a major two year initiative to demonstrate that the greening of economies is not a burden to growth but rather a new engine for growth – and a source for better development. 

So as you can see all these things are related and really the magical combination for a person to lead this Sukhdev report. 
We are also very lucky to have a very distinguished moderator Robert Lamb. This morning I realised, as I was there listening to our 6 person panel, that 3 out of the 6 had worked for IUCN at one point. Well Robert, I realised that so did you at one point and I hope that either many of you have or may one day will one day, it seems to be a good place to begin. 

Robert has done an awful lot of very distinguished things in the media, in reporting, and especially about the environment. When he ran the Television Trust for the Environment he was also editor of the Earth Report and in 2005 I think you decided to step down from that and you joined dev.tv, a Swiss non-profit organisation where you’ve got a very interesting programme going on which is exactly about the topic we’re discussing. 

And so Robert, over to you. And I’m sorry you don’t have space for me at that table but I’m looking forward to being able to sit in the audience and watch you and I hope you all have a very good session. By a miracle I am able to stay until the end which I’m very grateful for as well. 

THANK YOU

Robert Lamb: Well Julia thank you very much for those kind words.
It’s true I was in the IUCN – in fact my first GA was in ‘Ashkhabad’ in the soviet era – things didn’t go too well – lots got food poisoning and we called in from Ashkhabad to ashka-worse’ when half the assembly went down with food poisoning – that’s where the Ashkha-worse comes from – And that’s where I first heard the words ‘ecological services’  when we discussed the first draft of the World Conservation Strategy which I think was the turning point in how we see the world – where the environment and development are two sides of the same coin – that came from the IUCN in 1981 and it’s spawned a very distinguished number of reports of which Pavan’s is the latest one. 
So without more ado I’d like to ask Pavan to come make the keynote address but just to say one thing: as Julia mentioned one of the things we do is a series on BBC World and TV Cinque and MediaSat for the Arab world called Nature Inc and we’re going to record some fo the parts of this talk and put it out next year. So what i’d ask the panellists to do is be quite quick in their responses to Pavan’s keynote speech because what I’d really like to do is do Q&A with you, the audience, because that makes a much better programme than big pieces from the panel and then you can fire your questions at Julia, at Pavan, and at these very, very distinguished panellists. 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH

00:09:02

Pavan Sukhdev: Thank you very much and thank you Julia for your very elaborate and kind introduction. 

I welcome everyone here to day and the subject I will try and address in the next 20 minutes is the economics of ecosystems and biodiversity and in particular I’ll try and cover what we discovered in the process of writing our interim report – which, if you haven’t seen it, looks like this [holds up]. This is, by the way, a story as to why the lettering is tilted. We used the image of a defective compass to describe our current way of measuring progress – GDP growth being one of them. And obviously if you’ve got a defective compass you have to tilt it before you actually get sense. 
00:09:46

As has been mentioned, Lord Stern’s review showed how the economic case was very useful: it created awareness, it created an understanding of sustainability, it focused on equity. And by the way these three things are on those lovely red banners that were there at the opening event and the forth banner, interestingly, was biodiversity and I think it’s really that link between climate change and biodiversity that I’d like to focus on: that link created TEEB. 

I first want to talk to you about a personal story which also follows that same link between climate change on the one side and biodiversity on the other.  And this story begins about eight and a half years ago in a country that some of you might be familiar with, Australia, and it begins in what I consider to be the most important part of Australia which is, of course, Tarzali in the Atherton table lands- because that’s where i holidayed and we discovered some pasture there and the idea struck me because I had been wondering how to offset some of my carbon footprints as the then head of Asian Money Markets Pacific for Deutsche. I used to have 8 Asian countries to go to,and then Australia and then Japan and I had to do that journey every month so you can imagine I was racking up Carbon Dioxide like nobody’s business and feeling tremendously guilty. Of course in those day there was no easily available credits available – you couldn’t fill in a form on the aeroplane and cover yourself- or at least think you have covered yourself – so I had to do it the old fashioned way  - Let’s Plant Trees.

So this project began, and with some help from the neighbours, local people, we started planting the local rainforest. Now this is a CMVF 1 Vier complex Mesival vine forest (SP?) – and this is what it looks like on day one – little pathetic little one and a half foot saplings – low and behold, 9 months of this carbon sequestration later [shows picture] – that is the group of volunteers from TREAT and some of my neighbours. You can tell this is Australia without even knowing it because they all wear hats. 
9 months later, in this same place, I was walking through – actually I was weeding, as you can see, just shooting poison at leaves. 

00:12:02

This is what I found, this is on a Lemon Aspen tree which is about this height [show a meter] about 9 months old – this is an Eastern Dwarf tree frog – not a common species – a semi-rare species - give nature half a chance and within 9 months it comes back, and that stunned me because I had started this thing through carbon sequestration and of course what it had become a biodiversity project. That is a lesson tht has stayed with me a long time and you have to go back yto your roots and in some ways these are my biodiversity roots. This is where I learnt what little I know of your subject.

The problem is, of course, how do you value all this, because it is often said that economists know the price of everything and the value of nothing and if the recent credit crisis is anything to go by then we clearly don’t know the price of credit either. But it is a tough ethical point we have to address, and we have to address it and I’ll tell you why:

Firstly, nature is wonderful, complex and it is being lost because, effectively, other things are worth more money and nature’s services are not, and we have to figure out a counter weight, if you like, if you look at a factory that destroys a forest to create 13 hundred jobs and some products and some additional GDP, well that would be seen as a good thing – net GDP grows – but the reality is that if you look at nature’s interactions with humanity – you can’t really capture nature in any sense, but you can capture nature’s interaction with us – you can try and give some of those interactions, not necessarily all of them,  a money value.  Because money is today’s yardstick
00:13:46

Then you have a response. So there’s a forest near a small town – it’s not necessarily generating cash-flow but it’s creating value, and you should look at that before saying yes to a factory that creates 13 hundred jobs. 
At present people – and this is an actual example, this 1300 number struck me, it was in Germany – a local administrator said this actually happened and he was wondering if our project would produce the answer and I had to tell him: ‘well pointed out, maybe in phase two you can get something you can play about with and come to answers which are sensible – but that is the direction we are headed for. 

00:14:23

What if we don’t do this, well guess what’ in the absence of the counterweight you don’t have the ability to respond to the traditionalist. The power of economic thinking just dictates itself and translates itself into policies and it becomes ingrained – it’s not as if anybody is deliberately destroying nature, they’re just doing things which the system suggests they should do.
And it suggests this because this has been built in – everything is tilted towards manufacture, towards production, towards the traditional economy, and towards a lack of awareness of the values that flow to us, economic values, from nature. 

00:15:00

So our first report, ‘The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity’, covered several areas but if I would try to select my favourite bits from these there are three:

1. The first which is that the economic size and the size of the welfare shortfall of these losses is massive and I want to say a little bit about that and

2. The second is that there is a deep and inextricable link with poverty and

3. The third is that discounting the future, which we do when we are economists and we are valuing things, discounting the future is an ethical choice, it is not something that you have to do or have to do at a particular discount rate
00:15:49

Let me say a few other things about what we said in the report which were valuable: 

We went through a number of actual cases where the problem of nature’s services not being valued was actually addressed we demonstrated the value of these services and we demonstrated their links with poverty but also we talked about how governments could rethink today’s subsidies towards tomorrow’s priorities and not have them fixated on yesterday s priorities. 

We also talked about how governments must reward unrecognised benefits and penalise un-captured costs – so basically taxes were something that should be considered and rewarding benefits was something that should be done. 
We also looked at how the benefits of conservation should go across to communities – an example of that, which is mentioned in our report, is Uganda: %20 of ecotourism receipts go across to the local communities and that has helped building up species again. 

00:16:37

And of course we must measure what we manage and there’s no point in trying to build improvements in health and education and not measure them in GDP.
This goes back, and I want to give one other example from an economist who actually understood the difference between price and value, and this is what he said, he said ‘not all that is very useful to us commands a high price, water for example, and not everything that is highly priced is very useful, such as a diamond’ now that’s a lovely way of expressing that the nature of value is not easily understood; and also that nature has a value. The interesting things about this comment is that is Adam Smith so it is 230 years old, it’s from his great classic ‘An Enquiry in to the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations’. So I do think there are economists that understand the difference between one and the other but the sad thing is is that we don’t institutionalise that. And that is what the rest of our report focused on.
00:17:41

The size of the losses? Huge. Humongous. And guess what: we had only looked at 8 out of the 18 ecosystems services of forests for this purposes and we predicted that based on the OECD baseline model there would be, over the 50 year horizon we were looking at between now and 2050, we’d be looking at a loss of 7% of GDP. But another way of doing that would be by looking at the present value of that loss, and here you have the ethical choice coming in: because you can discount it at what, on average, most studies do which present value (the future benefits that come to human beings), which is about 4% (between 3-5%) or you could use something more like 1%, which is less unethical I would say... 

00:18:30

...And the answers are huge – we are talking about between $2 trillion (that’s €1.35 trillion) and $4.5 trillion (that’s €1.3 to €3.1 trillion) is the size of these natural capital losses. 
Worse to come: we have to look at the human welfare impact – so, of course, we are all aware that 75% of fisheries are over-fished, and in that process we are heading towards a time where in 40 years time there may be no fisheries. Half of the wild marine fisheries are fully exploited and another quarter are beyond exploitation. Now what is at risk here? You could look at it with pure economics as $800 billion [?stutter on figure?) of industry gone or you could say this means 27 million jobs – that’s people out of work if we don’t have this business. 
00:19:25

Worse: if you look at the health impact because fish feed and provide the main source of animal protein for a billion people in the world’s poorest countries. So if you go a little further away from the economics into the employment story and the poverty story that’s when you really get the message – that this is wrong; there is something seriously amiss out here if we don’t get this and if we do nothing to correct it. 

00:19:46

We went to town on the MDGs. Now I’ve said this before and I’ll say it again: all of the of the MDGs are susceptible to the maintenance of good conservation practice – if there isn’t enough ecosystem and biodiversity support none of the MDGs will be met – and the classic example, which we high-lighted, was from Haiti where less than 3% of forest cover remains of the original (over 90%) it is, of course, the poorest country in the Western hemisphere. In the last 40-50 years the amount of arable land has almost halved, just because of soil erosion as a result of flash floods. Why? Because of lack of forests. Deforestation has caused huge problems like siltation and poverty – therefore looking at MDGs 1 and 5 and 8 – but at the same time it has even caused a situation which is a health problem for children – so, according to a statistic, 90% of Haitian children are chronically infected with intestinal parasites simply because of the nature of the water they drink. And I think there you have MDG 4. So you can see there is a strong causality here and that if we don’t attend to nature and conserving what we have then we can just forget about the MDGs.
00:21:09

One aspect of this loss of economic value which, perhaps, people don’t focus on enough, I’d like to comment on here. I’d like to acknowledge my thanks to the help of Prof. Muhammad Yunis, who, and I’ll read form a note he has in his book ‘Banker to the Poor’: he doesn’t look at GDP- he says, ‘Development should be redefined: it should mean positive change in the economic status of the bottom 50% of the population of any given society’. How does this work with us? When we look at nature’s services and the loss of natural capital, the loss of all of the services that flow from nature to society.
00:21:54

Lets look at the: Flood prevention; Drought control; The flow of nutrient from the forest to the field; the flow of water from the forest to the field through rivers and aquifers: who does this effect if you stop this? It doesn’t bother you or me because we can go to the shops and buy food at slightly higher prices, and we have other incomes so we don’t depend on farming. It really affects the subsistence farmer – it effects animal husbandry – it effects non-timber forest product gathering – and it effects coastal fisheries. These are the people that will suffer and, guess what, these are the occupations are largely the livelihoods of most of the world’s poor – the bottom quartile of the population do exactly this. How will they replace this if these ecosystems services are lost? Well, if they try replacing it, and that is our other calculation, with artificial means – as in irrigation, fertilizers, pesticides – then that could potentially cost them, in the example from India we worked on in Green Accounting [i.e. GIST] – then that could cost them over twice their income. 
00:22:54

So when we talk about these adjustments to GDP you can look at iit ina clinical sort of way and say ‘oh well, 7% of GDP is a problem, but it’s a big GDP’, it’s growing, so what’s the problem really?’ Well guess what, the problem is that it’s 7% of overall GDP – but it’s 57% of the GDP of the poor. That’s the staggering thing, and the fact that two thirds of GDP of the poor, and in fact twice their income if they have to replace it with some artificial means, that’s the staggering thing.

00:23:24

So, what do we have next? Well, we have phase two coming up and for those you interested we have in fact launched a website on the European Union website and we’ve launched a call for evidence and tomorrow evening at 8.30 PM right here we will talk about all the things we expect from phase two. But I’ll just mention briefly some of the things we are going to mention so to whet your appetites hopefully. 
00:23:53

Phase two enlarges the work that we’ve done in phase two and phase two purpose is very simple – it’s about mainstreaming. I’ve heard Julia Morton-Lefebvre saying this a few times but it is about taking this message across to people. So we have separate packages coming out for policy makers, for administrators, for businesses and for consumers. And these packages are not just booklets, they are communication and we will have a strategy around each of these. And of course, all of this rests upon the firm foundations of science and economics and firming up the issues we know need to be explored in further depth. And there are many issues; for example, in valuation we have to considered the issues of ecosystems dynamics and the effects of issues like thresholds and resilience, we have to look at biodiversity beyond the forest biome that we have explored – so we have to look at urban and agricultural biodiversity –and not least we have to look at the oceans because a lot of value resides in oceans and coral reefs. To give you a brief example of this, these are just visuals to stimulate [shows slides], Alzheimer’s disease and cancer have potential cures in the coral reefs and as you’ve heard, probably a couple of times before, those 1 or 2 degree of change in temperature could potentially lose you that. So we do have huge values here and huge potential risks to those values – but more of that tomorrow. 
00:25:17

Now I just want to end with a quote seeing as I want to bring in the economics again, the IUCN president Valli Moosa yesterday made an interesting remark, and I quote ‘Only profit maximisers cannot, on their own, create sustainability.’ And I agree to that because there have to be very many different approaches to business. Interestingly enough that fully reflects the idea of sustainability, that fully reflects an old Indian economist’s called J.C Kamarupa ([SP?]. And Kumarupa was well read by people like Ghandi and he wrote a book called ‘An Economy of Permanence’ and that was his vision of sustainability. And he drew from nature, he looked at natural economies as being parasitic or predatory or economies of enterprise (and by that he meant like hummingbirds and flowering plants – you know, when one pollinates the other and the other feeds the one) and economies of gregation [SP?] where basically people do things altruistically for society and community (such as honey bees again), or economies of service – all mothers in nature look after their children, and it is an economy of service – so he talked about all those economies and I think our problem is, if I may try and paraphrase Kumarupa, is that we in our current economy think only about enterprise, parasites and predation and we are not looking enough at the other two economies. So with this philosophical thought, and I know that T.S. Eliot said there is only so much bad news that the human mind can take, but I’ll leave that with you and I’ll look forward to a very interesting and engaging discussion with some very distinguished panel members. 
SO THANK YOU VERY MUCH

00:26:59

RL
Pavan Sukdev, thank you very much. I think a few questions arise out of that… 

We heard this morning’s session, I think somebody quoted Greenpeace saying that everything that is free will always be misused. So I think one of the issues that possibly the panel might like to assess is how do we really properly value public goods, and how do we offer hard-headed business professionals something to offer their shareholders? Which seems to me to be very important. And how can we do all of this without reducing nature to a simple commercial transaction? And is there a way of actually reforming GDP or is this just moving the deckchairs on the Titanic? Can we really reform GDP and the way we think about it or do we have to start with something completely new and wait for some sort of dreadful catastrophe such as the disappearance of pollinators like bees and the like? Well, I don’t know – these are some of the questions we try to address in some of our series and that possibly the panellists, and perhaps later on the audience can do so. So without more ado I’m going to ask some of the panellists to address some of the issues Pavan has discussed and that is in his document – phase one – if you haven’t read it I would urge you to do so, it’s excellent, it’s very, very good indeed. And most of it – I don’t understand the dismal science – but I could understand at least 90% of it which is quite an achievement to explain that to me. So what I’m going to do is move inwards then outwards, I think, and first ask, to talk for three or four minutes would be Georgina Mace. She’s professor of conservation science at Imperial College in London and also director of the Natural Science Research Council’s Centre for Population Biology. She was previously director of science at the Zoological Society London from 2000-2006. 
00:29:14

Georgina Mace: Ok, Thank you very much. And thank you for the speech [to Pavan]
Let me just say from the outset that I am very pleased to see this study underway. I was involved in the Millennium Ecosystems Assessment and I think that many people will agree that one of the big gaps in that assessment was the work on valuation. And one of the reasons that turned out to be difficult was that it was a process that was built up from lots of expert’s opinions and in the natural sciences we just about manage to make our opinions converge. In the social sciences they had a little bit more problems and the economists couldn’t converge at all. So I think this process is really a good way to tackle what’s a very complicated question. I’m no economist but I do understand something about biodiversity and ecosystems services and that is a very complicated area. 
00:30:08

So let me just say just a couple of things. 

Firstly, as I understand it you have to be able to measure things in order to be able to value them and I think the IUCN community can contribute a lot towards the measurement of biodiversity – it’s something we’ve been working on for a while. And increasingly when we’ve been working on it we’ve been thinking about what it is that biodiversity does in an ecosystem, not just a static measures so species and so on, so I hope that will be helpful.
00:30:35

The other thing that I think about this work is that it’s much easier to measure the emergent properties of ecosystems, the things that people are actually benefitting from, rather than delving into the processes that deliver those. And as someone who is not only interested in and cares about biodiversity but as somebody that understands a little bit about the complexities of those processes  I think that if you only value and conserve the emergent properties you may be losing some things underneath. And there are some very key issues about the way biodiversity underpins ecosystems services; sometimes it matters what species are there; it matters that they share certain traits; sometimes there are really critical pathways between the traits that are shared by some species and some other things. So I think it is really necessary to put some of that work into the valuation process and it would be really good to think about that. I think that is very complicated – the good news is that within that work there is some real information about resilience and thresholds and so I think these three areas of better measures, and actually looking at resilience and thresholds within the processes that underpin ecosystems services would be a nice thing to add. 
THANK YOU.

00:32:03

RL

Thank you. And to my left is Mr Julian Matthews. 
He’s the founding director of Discovery Initiatives, a travel company dedicated towards conserving nature, wildlife and conservation through responsible wild-life tourism. 
00:32:23

Julian Mathews: Thank you Robert

I must say it is a very fascinating report. I’d be interested to ask first of all how many people in the room is within the tourism sector, just put your hands up, I’d be interested to know how many there are that are even involved in an income stream from the sector. [few people raise their hands] Considering it supplies 1 in 10 of the world’s jobs it’s a rather damning indictment of my own industry. But maybe we’ll encourage it a bit more considering we are so dependant on biodiversity for our very product
00:33:12

I’ve been asked to give my opinion on how this study can influence consumer demand and it’s very interesting and undoubtedly will have some effect on consumer demand. But what really drives consumer demand is, sadly, is, first of all, disasters, they are a key driver of change and sadly the real disasters that are happening are still not feeding back into people’s consumption choices. And the other, of course, is supply and demand. 

00:33:49

And even though I’ve seen a lot within my industry that I find particularly poor I think that our industry has, in some respects, been pioneering. The idea for economic payment for natural services, for instance, if you look at some of the projects that NGOs and private enterprises and community conservancies have been doing around the world, and doing extraordinarily well – I’ve seen wildernesses around the globe that have been transformed from degraded habitat back to extraordinary examples of wildlife and support for wildlife.
00:34:26

So, and I always say this about what we do, humans must avoid trying to manage nature; nature will restore itself – we’ve got to manage ourselves in part of this process. 
THANKS

00:34:40

RL

Our next speaker is from Germany.

Jochen Flasbarth is Director General, Nature Conservation and Sustainable Use of Nature, at the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety, in Germany. 

And we’ve asked him the question ‘Why did Germany, as the main financier of the TEEB, make that decision’
00:35:06

Jochen Flasbarth:  Well thank you very much

Actually I have to say it is two years ago, on a panel like this on biodiversity, (not the economics of biodiversity), and it was a couple of weeks after the stern report had been published – and I got a question from the audience which was something like’ does Germany intend to publish something like the stern report for biodiversity under your G8 presidency?’ and my answer was ‘no’ and I explained that I remember when I had studied economics and I remembered my marketing lectures and I learnt there that ‘me too’ strategies would never fly – so I thought; better not do it. 

Anyway, I took this idea to my minister and immediately he was excited. And some of you know Sigmar Gabriel and he gets a feeling for the story and so I explained a little bit about what we could do if we would do it and he said ‘this is the first time I understand the broader picture behind all the little things in your biodiversity agenda’ so we went ahead and prepared it for the G8 +5 ministers meeting in Potsdam that Julia mentioned – and I saw from there that this issue was not just exciting for my ministry but we really could reach the political sector with that. And we got also, luckily, not only the support of ideas but also the financial support by the European Commission and from then on we got tremendous backing for this project. 

00:36:57

We also put this on our CBD agenda. As you know Germany hosted the CBD COP in Bonn last May and in preparing that be tried to identify keys to put biodiversity on a higher political agenda. And this project is certainly one of those. IPBAS, by the way, is another one. Including the private sector into the picture is another one. So we are following those lines. 

When we were preparing [the report] – and I was asked to answer about the political imperatives – we thought we have to meet some conditions in order to make it a success. The first one was to find a credible well received, well recognised economist for it - because you can forget about it if the findings of the report are not understood and accepted by the economic family. So finding Pavan was very lucky for us. We were very happy to find such an economist and also we could stop having to talk about the Sternberg Report and so now we have our ‘Pavan Report’, as Julia Mentioned. 

And a second condition, and I have to thank you Julia and IUCN because we got an early warning by IUCN, we had to make sure that this was not seen as just an EU/German project, as a ‘Northern’ project but we had to ensure that we created broad ownership around the world and that developing countries, particularly developing countries, doesn’t see this as another attempt by the industrialised world to gain ownership of their biodiversity. And bringing this under the direction of UNEP I think we managed to fulfil this condition as well. And the third one is that we had to overcome the suspicion in the NGO family because usually environmentalists and conservationists get a little confused when we talk about the economics of biodiversity because they feel it is much closer to God than to bankers...

00:39:17

.... so I think again that with Pavan we were lucky to have a personality that can explain to our family that we just provide another, and very important instrument, that doesn’t say anything about the hierarchy of arguments and of course ethics and morals and aesthetics are still there and very important for most of us. And I think we are all still much more motivated, and can fill our batteries from the beauty of our lives instead of the beauty of figures but still we have additional very good argument and I already know we got the right one already with the interim report and I’m sure that the findings from phase two will really make a big difference for global biodiversity debate. 

00:40:13

RL

Thank you very much

Our next panellist is Tom Albanese. He is chief executive of Rio Tinto. He has been a Director of Rio Tinto plc and Rio Tinto Limited since March 2006 and was last elected by shareholders at the 2008 annual general meetings. Mr Albanese joined Rio Tinto in 1993 on Rio Tinto's acquisition of Nerco. 

I’d just like to ask you, having heard what Pavan has just said about how alarming the trends are, does the corporate world share that alarm? 

00:40:54

Tom Albanese: I think that is a good question

What does this have to with business? For our sector- and with mining this might seem counter-intuitive with this – but it is very much linked. Mining, and the private sector is very much part of the solution and shouldn’t be seen, necessarily, as part of the problem. 

I was really tickled to see that the example you started with Pavan was in Queensland. Queensland represents one of our largest bases of employment and business. We are one of the largest private employers in Queensland. Queensland also represents the site of our largest forest banks. For our offsets. And so we recognise the benefits of Queensland – I was just there last week in fact – and it is an important part of our business. And it does show that you can have employment and you can have these landbanks side-by-side.  In addition this is not just an issue that you can typically associate with poor or emerging countries issues, it’s very much an OECD country point. 

00:42:00

And I do want to mention another point – sorry to embarrass you Anne - but we have a person, Anne deVille, who manages our wildlife offset program and birdlife offset program in Salt Lake since the mid 1990s. And in Salt Lake City we have one of our most profitable businesses – it’s been around for over 100 years – and we are still creating some cutting-edge products in that area. 

In western Australia we are spending millions of dollars a year identifying these things called troglophona which are this tiny little things like a cross between a millipede and a spider, certainly nothing you’d see in our annual report but it is very much part of the enablement and risk mitigation of our business there and again that was on one of our most profitable businesses last year. 
And again we can again look at businesses in emerging countries, whether they are Madagascar, or Guinea, Peru, Brazil, a lot of other countries around the world that this represents an important part of the business. We cannot do this alone – we do this with partners – because, again, we cannot be seen to be so self-centred as to say ‘we have the science’ – this is a relatively new science and we need to be grabbing, and working with resources in all directions. And we do do that- we do work very closely with partners and we want to continue to work with partners and this is a good example of that type of partnership relationship.
00:43:19

I do believe that this is and that this can be made to be good for business. I think from our perspective it is an enabler for new projects – like our two most profitable businesses in Rio Tinto last year, this is part of our license to operate. 

00:43:33

We are only in a location if, essentially, society allows us to stay in that location. 

And finally, if we can do it better than our competitors then we can get a sense of competitive advantage. From a hard-nosed, business perspective, we have shown that this something we can make work. I see it being value-creating for us and hopefully for those shareholders that hopefully keep electing me year after year. 
THANK YOU

RL

Thank you

Our penultimate panellist is Joan Martínez-Alier, who is Professor in the Department of Economics and Economic History in the Autonomous University of Barcelona, Spain, since 1975. Over the past quarter century, Professor Martínez-Alier has been recognized as Europe's foremost student and spokesman in the field of "ecological economics." 
And in your note before this discussion Prof. you were saying that the recession might actually be a very good thing for the environment and that it might give it some rest-bite. But possibly you might elaborate on that in your 5 minutes. 

00:44:44

Joan MA
Thank you
Well in fact I wrote a note because I know that there might not be much time to speak here. And the note is outside so when you go outside. But I want to make three points very briefly.

And well one would be talking about Rio Tinto – because I know Rio Tinto from history books – Rio Tinto got it’s name from Andalusia in Spain in the 1880s – [turns to Tom Albanese] so much before your time, you have nothing to do with it – but the was a big complaint against Rio Tinto in 1888 with many people got killed by the army because they were complaining about sulphur dioxide. So the history books are right but the accounting books are wrong because they did not take into account the damage that was being done to the local people- peasants and workers also. And this has happened so much in the history of industrial systems and it is still happening.

00:45:45

At the macro level, we know, and I’m going to quote from the book by Fredrick Soddy who used to be a professor of chemistry at Oxford and [who received] a Nobel prize in chemistry, not in economics [the book is called] ‘Wealth, Virtual Wealth and Debt’ – a book of 1926. Very topical for what is happening today and yesterday and tomorrow probably. 

00:46:06

It is easy to increase the debts in the economic system – to count this as increases in GDP and wealth – but this is not the real story. The real real economy is based on the fossil fuels, as he said at this time, and nowadays it is based on carbon dioxide and oil and coal and therefore on the services of nature to absorb the carbon dioxide. Which is true that if carbon dioxide emissions in the western economies are going to go down this year, probably next year as well, then Kyoto is going to be easier to fulfil, the carbon market is going to collapse, unless the cap would be much stronger as it probably should be – because it is a good moment now it is a good time to think about sustain de-growth – I think somebody has already said this in one of the plenary session already – sustainable de-growth, which Georescu Rego and Herman Alek [sp?] have been proposing (or were posing when they were alive – one of them – 30 years ago). What has this got to do with what we have here and what is being proposed in this report? 
00:47:18

Well I’m here because I like Pavan Sukhdev, I even like Kumerupa more than Pavan Sukhdev, and I know the work and I like the work he did in India, and especially this ideas of the ‘GDP of the poor’: you see poor people depend very much – and we all depend on the environment, and the richer we are the more we depend on the environment but – the poor people depend very directly on the environment. If somebody in the India, the water is polluted by Veranta [sp?] bauxite mining perhaps, which is probably the case, they cannot afford to buy plastic bottles or this kind of water [holds up conference bottled water] because this would cost to people who are earning €1 per day so, she – a woman – she cannot afford to buy 20 cents of a € bottle. So that’s the idea of the ‘GDP of the poor’: environmental services are very relevant to the poor people. However, and to finish what I am going to say here and this is a panel so there should be some discussion, I think that we should not exclude other languages of valuation. Economic valuation is an instrument that some people understand very well and it is very relevant. But we have a whole orchestra of instruments…
00:48:38

... to talk about valuation; ancestral rights, aesthetics, ecological, sacredness for many people around the world, tribal people, are also very relevant valuers.  And more than ever, and more than anywhere else, at this congress where there has been an explicit attempt – and one can see it also in this book which is called ‘Transitions to Sustainability’ to try to bring together, perhaps in the next congress, this mainstream conservation movement with the environmentalism of the poor and the environmental justice movements around the world, who are not usually talking the language of economics: because in economic terms it is very easy to buy off one person who is making 1€ or 2€ per day: poor people sell themselves cheap – they sell themselves cheap and they sell their own properties cheap – and therefore the language of economic valuation can cut both ways. 

00:49:45

I would like to contribute this to the debate, despite my intense liking for Pavan Sukhdev and what they are trying to do, of which I approve of a s a tactical move in a way. 

RL

Thank you

Well this is a harmonious panel indeed. I can’t imagine when I referred to 1979 to have a chief executive of a mining company and people from government and a banker all agreeing with each other.

Anyway

00:50:17

Let’s hear from Ms Victoria Tauli-Corpuz who is the Chairperson of the United Nations Permanent Form on Indigenous Issues. She is the Founder and Executive Director of Tebtebba (Indigenous Peoples’ International Centre for Policy Research and Education) based in Baguio City, Philippines.  

00:50:37

Victoria TC
Well thank you 

I am happy I came after Mr. Alier and I think I totally agreed with the points he raised. In fact, that was one of the main points I wanted to raise here: of course we do understand the value of couching this in economic terms but I do think that for a lot of the indigenous people of the world I think the things that matter most to them are not just the economic value but also of course the cultural and spiritual values of ecosystems and biodiversity. I think we always talk of biodiversity side-by-side with cultural diversity because I think that in our own lives we cannot separate the two and I think that this needs to be made very explicit when there are other studies done on ecosystems and biodiversity. And just as an aside – I saw the report is called T-E-E-B and in my Ingonot language we say ter-erb and teeb for us means ‘famine’ [laughs] and maybe it is so apt because if you don’t value your existence and your biodiversity you will really end up with famine! 

00:52:00

And just to finish and say really that cultural diversity cannot really be separated from biological diversity and indigenous people clearly understand that. And this is why we are often very worried about efforts to reduce ecosystems and biodiversity into economic terms. And maybe the question that was asked earlier on about the danger of reducing this into commercial terms is really something very real for us, and this is one of the reasons we are very concerned about the REDD that is now being fully supported by a lot of countries because if again it reduces our forests to payments for ecosystems services, carbon sequestration then it doesn’t take into account our rights to our lands and our territories and our rights to continue practicing our natural resource management practices then I think that all the money that will be put into that will be wasted. So again it’s because if you just shape the argument in economic terms or even in carbon market terms then I am going to assure you that that whole effort is going to fail. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH 

00:53:22

RL

Thank you very much, and thank you all the members of the panel.

And if brevity is a virtue then this is a very virtuous panel. 

Well if TEEB means famine in Tagalog then it’s definitely the ‘Pavan Report’ now, that’s just the way it’s got to be!     
00:53:44

We’ve just heard that in phase two of this report that ecosystems are very dynamic and they’re very complex and although this report pays heed to someone like me who really doesn’t understand economics, we’ve really got to take account of the processes and how complex they are. 

00:58:04

We’ve heard that disasters, which I mentioned at the beginning, are often the drivers of change, and let’s hope that they’re not – if that’s really the status quo then that’s really a dismal outlook.

But we heard from a spokesman from a G8 country that it’s very important and it’s driving up the agenda inside the German government which is very important as it’s a very influential country around the world so I think we can take hope from that. 

00:54:35

And we’ve heard from a business leader and about the importance of partnerships and how they make for good business. 

And we learnt as well how nature has been left off the books for a long time and somehow or other we’ve got to find a way of getting it back on the books. 

Now I’m going to throw open the floor for the last half an hour – or an early cup of tea if that’s what we want to do if we don’t get enough. But I’d like to say first of all say that Julia is sitting in the front and I’m sure she wouldn’t mind, as Director General of the IUCN, taking any questions you might want to direct to her. But I’m going to take advantage of my role sitting here and direct my first question I think to Pavan.

00:55:25

There really is no such thing as a free market and at the end of the day, as we’ve seen with the recent credit crunch, that governments have to intervene. Isn’t this, when we really look at the mitigation banking or the Montreal Protocol, at the end of the day no matter how strong public opinion is governments have really got to intervene to create markets for this?

00:55:47

Pavan:
Yes. I think you are quite right 

If we look at perhaps the best known popular market in the environmental space, the carbon market, it’s a cap-and-trade market. And if you ask me what is important then it’s the cap. Because create the cap, create the limitations on issuance, and automatically allow market trading then you will get all the features of the market – which is price discovery, transparency, liquidity, allocation of capital efficiently etc. But without the cap there is no trade – And I think the challenge that people like us in the world of ecosystems and biodiversity are facing is the sheer complexity of the ‘underlying’ – if I may put it this way, ‘the thing that is’ – how on earth do you have markets in nature? It’s just too complicated. And so therefore we have to perhaps create surrogates. Professor Alier has mentioned this before but HANPP (the Human Appropriation of Net Primary Productivity) is a very interesting way of looking at how much humans take out of a particular natural ecosystem in terms of its productive power and how much we pre-empt from it [sp?].  The IUCN has a Red List Index and we in TEEB in phase one have used a rather emotionally neutral index called MSA – Mean Species Abundance – which would not differentiate between a tiger and a toad, it would just take each species as one and take an average – so there are these few indices which in a collective way are at least able to capture a part of...

00:57:25

... this complex and wonderful thing called biodiversity – so maybe, and I wouldn’t give up, there are small markets in places – there’s a wetlands banking market in the USA, there’s a biodiversity market in the USA, there’s a bio-banking market in Australia, and so on, so there are a few markets here and there that are attempting to limit some extent of ecological damage by creating offsets and y allowing trading within those offsets. 

00:57:52

But finally it’s up to governments.   Governments have a huge role here in providing the infrastructure that provides the ability   for markets to be efficient – because mere efficiency is not the end game – I mean we’ve seen efficient markets going wrong – what you need is infrastructure, regulation, the ability to have a fairness and open access and entry and all kinds of other issues and also the ability not to have a market which is a barrier to entry itself. So there’s all these other aspects of markets that come into play...
00:58:31

RL

I think Tom Albanese would like to just quickly respond to that...

TA
Yeah I think one thing, and you referred to the crisis in the credit markets – For there to be structured these kind of financial instruments they’re going to need to be kept very simple. I think unfortunately the credibility of exotic instruments is going to be much at stake over the next couple of years – if financiers can’t value their own instruments and they ask governments to intervene on that then how will financiers or anyone else be trusted creating exotic ‘eco-based’ or ‘carbon-based’ instruments which someone is going to try and create a derivatives strip on and market it on to somebody else      
Tape 1 ends.

TEEB Event Transcript – Tape 2

Man Asking Question (=Q):
…but I am not an economist, I am an environmental planner.  Two questions…one is regarding the discounting phenomenon.  Dr. Sukhdev mentioned that discounting is an ethical choice.  And while I agree with that at one level, the reason why there is discounting has to do with uncertainty.  And so, the main issue I think grappling with uncertainty is if you have too low of a discount rate, you may also encourage risk-taking behaviour, which is one of the causes of the current financial crisis.  So, I was wondering if you could comment on this trade-off between risk-taking behaviour versus the ethical aspects of valuing future generations.  The second issue has to do with development and GDP.  I agree that GDP is not an accurate measure, especially for mature economies, but what do we do with the issue of inequality and dealing with the GDP of the poor, as you said is very small, but you don’t want the poor to stay in that GDP, right, I would imagine.  So that 57% there are surviving on agriculture economies and so on, but if they are going to have slightly better livelihoods, in all likelihood they will have to develop, you may need to have a mining company come in for example, and that may diminish, and much of my empirical work has been in the extractive industries.  That may diminish the natural capital but we have to consider that it may be replenishable.  How do we capture the issue of restoration and the irrevocability of some kinds of impact?

Robert Lamb:
Sorry, you sneaked in a third question there, yeah.  Anyway, before Pavan answers that, are there any other members of the panel who would like to address any of those issues?  Or leave it to Pavan?  Okay, Pavan.

Pavan Sukhdev:

00:01:49:00
These are good questions, and complex questions.  Let me address the first one on discounting and uncertainty.  Hark back to the options markets; hark back to the insurance markets.  See, uncertainty can equally be a cause for the increase in the premium.  At the end of the day, if you are trying to insure and secure a future, and ultimately that is what we are doing – we are securing our own survival through purchasing certainty, if you like, in biodiversity and ecosystems, in stable climate.  So, we should really be paying a premium.  So, the question is, when something is uncertain, that doesn’t necessarily mean that you discount it, it could conversely mean that you actually increase its value with time.  In other words, you are paying more for the future service, or securing the future service, because it is that much more uncertain.  So, unfortunately the argument can work in either direction.  A second facet of the discounting conundrum is that typically you discount because you believe that there are growth situations, where the same commodity of good is going to be more in future that it is today.  So your marginal utility from that good in future is less that it is today.  And of course you discount because, you know, it is nice to have something today rather than tomorrow.  You have a time preference.

00:03:08:15
Go to the second one I mentioned in terms of the supply of the good or service tomorrow versus today, and look at what’s happening with nature services.  Ecosystems are declining – this is not climate change – this is an actual observation.  Ecosystems are reducing.  The GDP loss that we calculate is based on the size of Australia being lost over the next 50 years, if current rates of loss of natural areas continue.  That’s huge.  7,500,000km2.  So, we are reducing the availability of natural areas, therefore reducing the ability of the services of these natural areas.  Therefore, and I’m sorry, at the same time we are increasing human population, unless something goes wrong.  So, we are per capita reducing the amount of natural goods and services, or the utilities of nature, to our future generations.  Then, what is the ethics of discounting in that situation?  You should really be looking at a premium, you should be looking as some people have argued, at negative discount rate.  So, unfortunately, because of the option theory point, and because of the declining supply of natural goods and services per capita into the future, it is quite a tough choice.  It is not a clear case that you must discount.  That’s the view that I take.

00:04:20:00
Coming to your second question, which is also fascinating, which is the head on clash…the reason we did GDP of the poor, Mr. Alier is kind in his appreciation of that, was because we were struggling to get away from the 6-7-8%, I mean every study seems – China had a study which produced 8%, I believe they revised the terms to 6 – our studies are between 8 and 15%, but you know we are taking the simplistic view that the total GDP is what we are trying to manage.  It’s not.  You have to manage, as Professor Younis rightly says, the wealth of the poor.  If you are really serious about creating wellbeing, then you have to look at those parts of your society where the wellbeing is visibly released.  Where poverty exists.  Where the ability to have self-respect is the lowest.  You have to focus on the poor.  So the GDP that you should be focussing on, as an administrator, as a policy maker in poor countries, is the GDP of the poor.  And on that, I absolutely agree – that you should try and increase that.  The question is, how, and what are the risks, and the problems by doing it, if you like, the classical route.  If you allow, the 57% that you mentioned, is basically what happens if the utilities of nature flow into the farmer, the animal husbandry industry - the agriculturalists basically - the poor subsistence farmer, the person looking after cattle and sheep and goats and the person depending on forests for gathering, what happens if we withdraw the services of forest from that group in India, that was the specific example.  And, well the answer is you’d be taking out about 60% of that family’s income.  But worse, you’d be putting them in a position where to reinstate those incomes – if there were some other employments – fine, but if there weren’t, to reinstate themselves they need to spend two and a half times what they earn.  That’s impossible.  Where would they get the money from?  And then the question is, if we add of these people across – not just India, but Brazil, Indonesia and everywhere, and Africa, you’re looking at a population, no matter how you cut it, I know numbers of 1.3 billion – our estimate is 1.5 – but there is a billion and half odd people, approx, who are in this line.  Now, how much mining, and how many more cars and how much more laptops and computers can be produced by these if that is the direction that you are taking them in.  That’s point one, which is, if you look at global IT sector – that’s five and a half million employees; global car industry – five million employees.  Global steel – four and half million employees.  These are not huge numbers.  How will you create those alternative employments using the traditional paradigm of development?  That’s point one, and point two – I’m sure Rio Tinto is doing the right thing by Queensland and I’m absolutely delighted to hear that by the way – but not every company is Rio Tinto and not everyone is focussing on local communities as beneficiaries for their economic activity.  So you have situations where in Congo you put up a huge hydroelectric project, but there are poor villages just next to it who don’t get electricity.  So where do the benefits flow?  Do the benefits of so-called development actually flow to the poorest?  I question that, I question that just on pure observation.  It’s not necessarily the case.  So these are the issues.  I agree with the question’s direction, but I don’t agree with its implicit assumption, if you like, if you know what I mean.

Robert Lamb

00:07:21:00
Thank you.  If you could say where you come from.

Female, F&C Mgmt - Q:
(…question for Tom Albanese)


To date, we have seen your leadership in biodiversity as an indicator of quality in management and indicates you have very effective risk management processes in place.  But really, if we take to heart what is being discussed today it looks inevitable that ecosystem services are going to be valued and so it is not inconceivable that in time shareholders might see companies that don’t look at these issues well – might experience unexpected costs.  For example, if they have to pay more for areas such as forests if the carbon has been correctly quantified.  On the other hand, there are some upside opportunities, and I’m just interested to know, given that you are already leading a lot of the thinking in this area, what does Rio Tinto see as the upside opportunities from valuation of ecosystem services that would make you a better investment story for people like FNC?

Tom Albanese:

00:08:26:00
Thank you.  I think that we’ve seen over the past ten years a rising level of stakeholder expectation for companies like ourselves.  But we’ve also seen, and what I find is quite troubling, sort of an expectation there is a two tier grouping of companies – ones that are required to push the envelope on stakeholder issues; others that are not recognised as being rich enough or not being big enough or companies themselves coming from emerging countries that aren’t yet in a position to afford that.  And I think that, from our perspective, we would expect that society should place the same burden on everyone within our sector.  Now, from our expectation, we keep pushing the envelope up, and we see that as benefit for competitive advantage.  I love hearing the fact that our investors actually make this point, but I’d say that the bulk of my investor readings that I’m at it’s about dollars, and then it’s about dollars and then maybe it’s about euros.  There is a need to continue to push the envelope and avoid the situation of second tier, or a lower level performance.  From our perspective, and I’ve been on public record earlier this year, for example to say that we would welcome partnerships with Chinese SOEs, senior SOEs, but it’s on the basis that they embrace our own principles about the way we want to work.  ‘Cause we want to use this as a way, like I said before, partnering where we could bring partners along on that curve and where we could actually, and I’d certainly like to see in the case of Chinese SOEs, some of them standing out from others and be seen as leaders within their respective peer group, and then others would try to emulate.  And then investors, again I think, then chase after all of us.  From my perspective, the more that that happens, the more that those that do stay at the front end of the curve will have competitive business advantage that will generate superior shareholder return.
00:10:28:00

Male, Consultant – Q:
How do you address the issue of the relative value of ecosystems of biodiversity? The value itself is just a subjective value – local people have a different conception of the value of monkeys from the director of national parks and a policy maker.  For the farmer, a monkey in his pan has more value than the policymaker. Can you address this issue on a geographic, time, policy maker and income level in terms of the valuation?

Professor Martinez Alier:

00:11:33:00
I think it is a very good question.  There is something which, where he said there has been a lot of talk about not too much monkeys recently, but pollination, because bees are disappearing for causes which are not so clear to everybody.  There is an article in Ecological…Journal saying the value of pollinators, and even in some of the papers for this congress that I read this morning, 4 billion in the US.  This article I think says around 153 billion around the world.  And they thought with the bail-out you could buy 40 more years perhaps of pollination.  This is not I think what TEEB is attempting to do.  It is not to say we have put a value there you can buy and you can compensate, we can buy the coral reefs – the remaining coral reefs so much, capitalising the services at even 1% discount rate.  Or we can buy the whole remaining mangroves in the world because it would be easy to do.  I mean, the values are large but they are not, precisely for the reasons have been said before, sometimes we don’t know, you can tell different technologies to put the values.  Replacement costs or subjective values, as you said.  And therefore, these values, I think as I said before, these are double knife.  They are good for some things, but some times they can become too protective/interpretive (?) for the reasons we’ve said.

Robert Lamb:

00:13:14:00
Thank you.  You know, one of the things with our series, and we get letters coming in from the BBC viewers, is one of the things that we talk in this little bubble, and this is still a little bubble, and one viewer wrote to us and we did a story about the almond crop in California is worth $2.8 billion and it is utterly 100% dependent on bees.  And they are having to fly in bees from Australia.  You can’t talk to any of those almond growers who don’t know the value of pollination services now.  Which they took for granted 4-5 years ago.  And it is those kind of examples, I think, that Joe Public out there can really understand, rather than some of the rarefied language.  The gentleman there by the microphone, if you could be very brief….

Male, Inuit rep Canada – Q:

00:14:10
My question comes from an indigenous perspective, and it is my own…what is the value of a fish if no humans on the planet….  When a mining company or so forth comes in to the area and does an impact statement or assessment and benefits agreement and so forth, that type of process, how is that equitable, in this whole issue?

Robert Lamb

00:16:08
Thank you very much…will ask Tom to answer that…but will take a second question from the gentleman in the corner as well….

Male, Wildlife 

Conservation Society – Q:

00:16:23:00
…back to a foundation point Professor Mace made…addressing the issue of the science that is underpinning the conclusions on which the case studies are based that are drawn for this report.  The level and extent of the science is very different…while our colleagues in the genetic engineering world are busy preparing new life forms that may very well provide more environmental services than the natural world does and if we’re not too careful about the values we say are assigning to the natural world we may really end up on thje short end of the stick in the long run.

Robert Lamb:

00:18:07:00
Thank you…will ask Pavan, but first Victoria on both points.

Victoria Tauli-Corpuz:

00:18:18:00
Yes, I think that the point has been made over and over again by indigenous people that really valuing something in economic terms has a lot of limitations and if we would like to really do something that will come out with something that is going to change policy and mindsets then maybe the point that was raised in the book, in your report – about looking at drivers for biodiversity loss, for instance, maybe that is really something that has to be done very extensively because if we do understand not only the reasons that biodiversity loss is not caused by the physical act of cutting the forests, but also the cultural, the values, the mindsets and the philosophies of the peoples who are taking care of those forests.  I think we have to look at the mind frame and understand it better and see how it can also influence the policies that governments and businesses will come up in the end.

Robert Lamb:

00:19:29
Any more questions…please make it very quick….

Holly, Species Survival 

Commission – Q:

00:19:40:00
Because it is such an esteemed panel, I wanted to ask a question that I haven’t found an answer to.  I wonder if you’ve had any ideas on how private sector can pay out to their shareholders in something other than money…what I am seeing is wealthy people are most after experiences with biological diversity.  How can that be done?

Robert Lamb

00:20:16:00
Thank you.  Start with Tom…go across panel for closing thoughts…then Pavan to give us his summary.

Tom Albanese

00:20:32:00
Thank you I’d like to finish my final thoughts with an answer to John’s question. As you know John, with the work we’ve been doing at diavic [sp?] where we’ve been focusing on net positive impacts as a condition to get the mine goin g in the first place we had to make commitments around the preservation of traditional knowledge- which I think comes back to this point about not only biodiversity but also cultural preservation. I think we can do both but I think we have to see that as something that is expected from us. Rio Tinto has been pioneering this approach called ‘Net Positive Impacts’ and to some extent that basically avoids the specifics of valuing because what we are trying to do is create ‘better’ [suppress giggle] effects than what we’ve had before, especially when we’re working in areas where there has already been natural degradation and/or poverty induced degradation, by bringing in some industrial activity and making commitments then we can create a net positive impact – it doesn’t really matter whether you value it at 1X or 2X or what the discount rate is because in the end the impact will be positive. 

00:21:50:00

Julian Mattews 
Thanks very much

Just to expand on what I mentioned in regards to the tourism industry, which is where my area of expertise lies, we’ve been to some extent already exploring the idea of costs and benefits and we talk, for instance if you go to the Mara, you will see that the tourism sector, in certain parts of it where the Maasai communities have ownership of it and landscape and are actually making a living and restoring landscapes through eco-tourism; it’s incredibly impressive. And that’s actually expanding into lots of other parts of Southern Africa and in fact for my own stake I’m trying to get that instituted into India as a way forward for them too. So there are already models and these models are 15 years old in some respects, let’s take a mountain gorilla for instance – you pay $500 to go see a mountain Gorilla – those mountains are now treated by the Ugandan government as oilfields. These are incredibly important – and under that is this incredible biodiversity that is being sustained at the same time – in fact it’s even being rolled back in some places, often by private enterprise – individuals putting in the money who are wealthy, and often happy to see the returns to their investment being paid in biodiversity gains – and I see that as something that is increasingly coming through the kind of work being generated. Rather bizarrely from my point of view in my own business I had investors actually investing in my business at the very start – 10-12 years ago – who were very prepared to accept that there was going to be a long haul on this one, and that their benefits would be to experience some of the benefits I experienced as part of that. So it wasn’t just a cash return, thankfully, because it was hard to start with.
THANK YOU

00:23:55

Georgina Mace.   
Just a couple of comments really. Firstly I think I read in the report, or maybe one of the appendices of the phase 1 report, that it is recognised that there is an intrinsic value to biodiversity which is separate from the economic value that is part of the process here. I don’t think that necessarily answers things – in fact it raises as many questions as it answers. But it is an important point to realise: that people value biodiversity without any economic system. That may actually relate, in a very indirect way, to the question Holly Dublin asked: people have personal values to biodiversity that is not connected to the ecosystems services argument. I, of course, agree with Ken Redford’s point about the potential disconnect between biodiversity and ecosystems services and I think that that is really important to address – but it’s also important that we don’t hold up the work getting the economic valuation done – and we’ve addressed other complicated problems like this in other sectors and you just have to accept a ‘No Regrets’ point at which you set the limits, recognising that there are just some things that aren’t understood – and for me that’s the big challenge that is out there. 
00:25:16

RL

It’s very interesting, as a humble hat, to meet somebody who has read the appendices! 

JFlasbarth
First of all this discussion shows me that we are at very beginning because on other issues you always get the feeling you have heard the arguments 100s of times and with this it is definitely not the case.  What we are doing at the moment is to start to better understand the economic value of biodiversity and ecosystems services and we are at the very beginning and we have to try and capture aspects that are we are not used to trying to capture like the knowledge of indigenous people and their ways to use biodiversity - so this is not excluding those aspects and I will come back to those in a couple of sentences or so. The second thing is we have to develop out of this insight that there is a value of biodiversity that we didn’t capture up until now to make it run on the market. I will give you an example: I discussed about this with one of the most successful business men in Germany and he told me (well these are huge amounts of money, or value, we are talking about) and he told me ‘well, I couldn’t care less unless you the government make it work on the market’. So we want to see a system where those who take care of our biodiversity don’t suffer from their doing and that they benefit – it has to be easier to make money with respecting biodiversity than with destroying it. And this means that the system we are going to establish will not be an easy one I think this doesn’t mean that this allows us to ignore other rights and other aspects. When you talk about REDD, and I believe that REDD is a very important step forward, but this doesn’t mean at al that if you start to trade with virgin rainforest territories that you are allowed to ignore indigenous people’s right, no not at all. So these are things we have to develop and these are things we have to discuss through different parts of society. 
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