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We have heard that the BAP was designed to be the roadmap for 

achieving the 2010 target of halting biodiversity loss in Europe. And we 

have heard this morning that we will not meet the target.  So it has not 

worked.  Why not? What can we learn?  This is the question I was asked 

– not how to put it right.  That is for the next sessions – but what can we 

learn. 

 

I think it has to be said at the outset that it is not only in Europe that we 

have a public policy failure. It is after all a systemic failure.  As everyone 

here knows, we are not valuing biodiversity or ecosystem services in our 

conventional national accounting or in market prices and the costs of 

products and services.   Like climate change, it is an externality, and 

perhaps as Lord Stern said –along with climate change the biggest and 

potentially most catastrophic market failure ever.   
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So the BAP at best has to be seen as a box of band aids, or dressings, 

necessary and welcome in themselves to staunch the wounds but not 

sufficient to complete the healing.  In the case of the EU habitats directive 

and birds directive, effective, popular and communicable and necessary 

on the ground legislation – and even working in some cases - but still it 

has to be said a finger in the dyke. 

 

We must reflect on the enormity of the crisis we are now in. The 

disappearance of nature on such a scale is something that has happened in 

my lifetime. As we heard from Jim Leape this morning, the Living Planet 

index records an almost 1/3rd decline in 30 years.  The Milleniem 

Ecosystem Assessment records Europe as being the worst continent for 

loss of biodiversity.  

 

 

The EU’s 2006 Biodiversity Action Plan and the accompanying 

Technical Annex with over a hundred measures is no different from any 

of the other warnings we have had over these 30 years. .  The message 

from Malahide two years before it and the Mid-term assessment of the 

implementation of the BAP two years afterwards in December 2008 are 

all part of the same pattern.   
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So it goes back to my rhetorical question?  What can we learn?  I will try 

to keep the lessons to four in the hope that one or two of them might find 

their way into the message from Athens. 

 

First, in EU terms, the action plan framework is among the weakest type 

of instruments. The similar and equivalent Environment Action 

Programmes from 1972 have not been without out merit.  Far from it.  

But it is the policies and measures contained in the action plans rather 

than the action plans per se that give them firepower. And if the policies 

and measures are lacking, so too is the effort.   

 

But no doubt integration with other policies has been the weakest part.  

The 1986 Single European Act which required environmental protection 

to be integrated into the definition and implementation of Community 

policies in article 130.  This was then elevated to Article 6 in the 

Amsterdam and blessed by Heads of State and Government at the Cardiff 

Summit in 1998.   But there is no real legislative muscle – it is 

aspirational intent.   We have been relying on a language of integration 

and mainstreaming that is difficult to comprehend.    

 

And there are no real sanctions. Either legislative or financial.  

Legislative in that we still have a gap in nature fighting back through the 
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courts.  Catch 22 – European courts must show direct and individual 

concern.  And national courts saying that they are not empowered to rule 

on EU legislation. 

 

And financial sanctions – the withholding of structural funds for the non-

implementation of EU environmental laws. This was the breakthrough 

with Margot Wallström and Micel Barnier, and before them Ritt 

Bjeregaard and Monika Wulf-Mathis.  It would be interesting to know 

how often that sanction route has been used for nature conservation? 

 

Second, there is simply not enough political will to get biological 

diversity as a priority.  Lack of political will is not a cause of policy 

failure – for me it is a symptom.  A symptom that there is not enough 

political understanding of what biodiversity is and why is it important.  

And that this extends too to the corporate world and even the financial 

world, the investment community. That even if they are beginning to get 

climate change, and perhaps even in the margins resource constraints, 

perhaps starting with water, then natural diversity still comes a long way 

down.   

 

We have not been able to link the biodiversity agenda  with security, 

competitiveness, jobs and now the financial crisis transforming into the 
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worst economic crisis on record all conspire to leave biodiversity a distant 

backmarker.   I think it could be – linking jobs in rural areas through 

recreating nature but that takes me into the solutions that come later. 

 

Third, we must sooner or later embrace spatial planning as the way to 

resolve the competing demands on terrestrial and marine space - we 

simply cannot afford to ignore this tool for resolving competing demands 

for fuels, foods, fibres and space for biodiversity and space for people.   

Jim said it – space for nature.  Appealing for coherence among policies is 

not enough – coherence bites when it can be mapped spatially. 

 

Fourth, I think the biodiversity community in general has focused on the 

local upwards – which is understandable.  But we have missed I believe 

the global dimension.  Controversially, I say we may be keeping our 

biodiversity at the expense of others losing theirs.  Jim Leape said in the 

press conference this morning that Europeans are living currently on 3 

planets in terms of their lifestyles and consumption patterns. When you 

start to thin about that it means that biodiversity in a country like 

Madagascar is getting lost for our insatiable demands for luxury goods.  

So the lesson from a footprint analysis, from only one planet living, is 

that in external relations will be seen as a way of paying for mitigation 

(REDD), paying for adaptation, paying for ecological debt, helping pave 
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the way to a successor Kyoto Treaty – what I call a kind of global 

cohesion fund.   Paying the ecological creditor nations (in footprint 

language) for the ecological overshoot that has been sustaining our 

consumerist bubble. 

 

Thank you for your attention. 

 


