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In preparing for this conference we held a series of discussions which resulted in our ‘Changing Landscapes’ paper in your conference pack.  Do please take the time to read it as it conveys more fully the ideas David Fursdon and Hugh Coghill have mentioned and many of the points I will make.  ‘Changing Landscapes’ looks at where we are now for land business, landscape and land the public and the state, and it considers the pressures for change, and some implications for landowners.  
This morning I want to take a broader look at the challenges we face this century and consider some of the policies to deal with these challenges.  I’m going to do this starting from a global perspective with two challenges – a food challenge and an environmental challenge.  I will then explore how these inter-related challenges are affected by global climate change.  I then bring this back to Europe and pose questions about our response to these challenges.  This leads me to the future of EU rural and environmental policy.  The overall message is clear – you land managers have an incredibly important role in global affairs this century. 
The food challenge is simple to state: it is to feed the human population, and preferably better than we are currently achieving.  We have learned in the last century that this challenge is very much more complicated than simply the quantum of food production: access to food for the world’s poor, agricultural systems, farm policy, food costs and variety, nutrition and health are far from simple matters.   

The environmental challenge is more complex.  It is to preserve biodiversity, cultural landscape, and to both exploit and protect the vital natural resources of soil, air, water and energy.  There is of course a strong interrelationship between the two.  Food production, at base, farming, depends critically on nature; but nature, in most countries, depends fairly heavily on land managers, especially farmers.   
The Food Challenge
The most important underlying factor in the food challenge is population growth.  The world’s population is predicted to rise from its current 6.6 billion to 9.4 billion by 2050.  Each year it is growing by nearly 80 million, the population of Germany.  Half of the increase will be in Asia where it is also expected that there will continue to be strong economic growth.  We hope there will be also be strong economic growth in Africa, but it is hard to be optimistic about this.  There are important demographic changes taking place within the overall growth – aging in the developed world; youth in the developing world; gender balance in China, and migration. 
Total world grain production is still growing.  However grain production per person peaked in 1985 and has been slowly declining since.  Also, as countries get richer they consume more livestock products, eggs, dairy produce, and meat and demand for grain tends to grow even faster.

Future growth of food output depends on the cropland available and the yields per hectare of crops.  The global area of agricultural land is 4.9 b Ha, accounting for about 37% of the world land area.  Estimates of how much more land could be brought into cultivation vary widely from 0.5 b Ha to 1.8 b Ha, and most of this is in Africa and S America.  However this land would have lower productivity, and most of it will come from forest land with significant negative climatic and biodiversity effects.  There is a range of estimates of how much agricultural land will be lost to urbanisation.  But generally the area projected to be lost to the towns and cities is much less than the potential new agricultural land.  Therefore analysts do not see the sheer area of land for agriculture as the problem, the problem is how much we can grow on it.
Within total agricultural land, arable land per capita is steadily declining, e.g. from 0.35 ha /head in 1970 to 0.24 ha/head in 1994.  This implies that the intensity of that land use; crops harvested per year, and its productivity, yields per hectare, will have to rise.  Intensity and yields have been rising, but the bad news is that with a few exceptions the growth of yields has been slowing since 1982. Grain yields world wide grew at an average of 2.1% p.a. from 1950 to 1990 but dropped to just under one percent between 1990 and 1997. The reasons are complex.  In N America and Europe this has mostly been because policies changed in order to reduce the growth in production. In the former Soviet Union it is the result of the collapse of the planned production system.  In Asia it is because of the high level of land intensity and input use already achieved. There is also evidence that a slow down in public investment in research and irrigation infrastructure has slowed yield growth.

Two critical factors which affect productivity are soil loss and water availability.

There is much debate about the extent of soil losses due to wind and water erosion and loss of organic matter.  The data worldwide on this is not adequate.  The debate is not whether soil is being lost and that this is reducing yields, but at what rate this damage is being done.  A recent USDA study based on detailed data from 179 studies in 37 countries, for 38 crops on 9 soil types estimated mean losses of soil of between 8 and 15 tonnes per hectare per year.  This is undoubtedly an important factor in the reduced yield growth.

However most analysts of the global food situation agree that even more critical than the availability of land and soil loss is the availability of water.  To achieve the staggering feat of the last half century of more than doubling the world population; increasing living standards of a large part of that population, and keeping grain production growth  just nudging ahead  of consumption growth, has put massive strain on the availability of fresh water.  We are now at a stage where, globally, 70% of water pumped from underground or diverted from rivers is used for agriculture, 20% for industry and 10% for domestic use.  Water stress is indicated by falling water tables, and low flow in rivers.  Water is being pumped from aquifers in major grain producing regions of the world at rates far in excess of their recharge rate so the water table drops.  The fall in river flow in some systems is frightening, for example in the Yellow River in China which now regularly fails to reach the sea for a large part of the year.  Crop production is highly demanding of water; 1000 to 3000 litres of water to produce 1 Kg rice, and maybe six times this to produce a kilo of grain-fed beef. With economic development, agriculture will find it harder to compete for water with urban & industrial demand because the value produced is so much lower.  Many arid countries, e.g. in the middle East, are therefore importing their water by importing their food.
The FAO’s Director General said in 2007 that water scarcity already affects every continent.  By 2025, 1.8 billion people will be living in countries or regions with absolute water scarcity, and two-thirds of the world population could be living under water stressed conditions.”  Increasing efficiency of water use in agriculture is therefore critically important – and in addition we have to deal with the fact that more the water we have is polluted.

The Environmental Challenge
The success of economic development in the last two centuries in raising living standards, health and longevity for a rapidly growing population has come at considerable environmental cost.

The expansion of urban areas and the transport infrastructure which connects them; the exploitation of forests, then coal, oil, gas and minerals; and the increase of the cultivated and grazed areas and the changes in agricultural technology substituting mechanisation, fertilisers and crop protection products for labour, have all literally dug into natural habitats and brought about a significant fall in biodiversity.  
Butterfly and bird species occurring in different habitat types across Europe show population declines of between -2% and -37% since the early 1970s. Similar trends can be observed in the land-cover change for related habitats between 1990 and 2000, especially for heaths and scrubs as well as mires, bogs and fens, which are specific wetland habitats.
There is little merit in debating whether we could have achieved our current living standards with considerably less habitat and biodiversity loss.  We are where we are, and there is now in place international action in the form of the Convention on Biodiversity which seeks to halt this loss by 2010.  The EU is taking this extremely seriously with its Habitats and Birds Directives and a range of policy measures, including some under the Common Agricultural Policy to try and achieve this ambitious objective.

Not only is mankind reducing genetic diversity on land and in the oceans, but we are also fouling the soil, water and air.  There is undoubtedly a depletion of soil organic matter in most of our farmed areas. I referred earlier to soil erosion losses and there are also indications of loss of vital trace elements in soils with implications for crop productivity and human health.  Water quality is also suffering from the impacts of human activity.  In parts of the developed world we made great strides in the 19th and 20th Centuries in dealing first, with preventing human faecal waste contaminating fresh water; and then by reducing point source pollution of water from industrial activity.  However for the last two decades we seem intent on exporting our manufacturing industry, and thereby much pollution with it, to Asia as we increasingly import manufactured products from this region.  Is this their problem, or a shared problem?  The focus in the developed world now is on diffuse pollution – much of it from agriculture.  As we sought to solve the food challenge, we discovered this creates an environmental challenge: soil, and residues of fertilisers and crop protection and animal health products do reach our rivers and ground water.  Europe now has in place the highly ambitious, and no doubt laudable, objective of bringing all its water bodies into good ecological status.  

At the development levels we have achieved in Europe, and also considering our history, what we mean by ‘the environment’ is more than the natural environment (biodiversity, habitats, and resource protection). It also embraces what we nowadays refer to as the cultural landscape.  This refers to the aesthetic and heritage aspects of the countryside.  It partly refers to topography, but also to field patterns and their changes through the seasons, the mix of farms, forests, ponds and other water, moorlands, and importantly the man-made features the banks, hedgerows, copses, stonewalls and dykes and the farm and village buildings and many historical features.  This cultural landscape is also threatened by general economic development and the necessary changes in technology and scale of farming.  The particular landscapes and landscape features societies treasure are of course very different in different parts of the world, but they exist in all societies.
 The interaction between these two challenges
It goes without saying that food production and the quality of the environment are closely interrelated.  Before the agricultural and industrial revolutions, and given the far lower population pressure at that time, what we have called first generation agriculture was not intrusive on nature.  The second generation agriculture, turned to science and technology to increase productivity massively, to cope with soaring population, but, we discover, at significant environmental cost.  The challenge we now face is to find a third generation agriculture, to enable us to keep pace with the still growing population worldwide and yet do so in a dramatically less environmentally intrusive way.  
This is a very tall order.  It places a huge responsibility on land managers and those who create the conditions and regulations within which they operate.  Meeting these twin challenges will require the very best of science and technology; of research and development; of the diffusion of innovation based on private incentive; of far-sighted and wise government; and of co-operation between private sector land managers and environmental NGOs. We’re all in this boat together!

The CLA has been saying for some time now that the global and EU focus on getting a more market oriented agriculture, which is being pursued through the WTO and through  reforms to protectionist agricultural policies in the developed world, is necessary, but it is not sufficient, to deal with the double challenge.  Of course markets can better deal with marketed produce; but markets alone will simply not deal with the pervasive environmental market failures surrounding food production.  Add to these market failures the extraordinary volatility of food markets exposed to weather, climate, pests and diseases, with which the highly fragmented farming industry is ill-equipped to deal, and then add the huge market imbalance between this industry and the powerful upstream input supply industries and downstream food processing and retailing sector, and we can see the enormity of the task we face.  

Globalisation adds yet further dimensions to the challenges.  Both plant and animal disease transmission is facilitated by growing international trade and economic integration.  New and improved technology has a critical role to play in confronting these challenges.  We have no choice but to develop ways of satisfying human needs with least demands on natural resources and with least impact on the natural environment.  This is what sustainable development means.  It would be astonishing if European agricultural and environmental science did not play a major role in the required future developments – as it has done in the past.  It will be equally astonishing if Europe continued to turn its back on safe applications of biotechnology.  Transgenics, for example, offers scope for yield improvement, disease and drought resistance, but there is still, in Europe, consumer and green NGO resistance to the adoption of these technologies.
Now add a dose of Climate Change   
The overwhelming scientific consensus is that climate change is happening; it is man made; and, depending on our collective response, it will increase average temperatures 2 to 5 degrees this century.  In doing so it will make the food and environmental challenges even more challenging.

The research effort and literature on the potential impacts of climate change on the environment and on food production are booming.  But it is early days for this relatively new science and projections decades ahead are necessarily broad brush and highly dependent on assumptions.  
As far as the environmental impacts are concerned, studies have focussed on land and water resources and the competition from agriculture.  Demand for irrigation may reduce water available for wildlife and natural ecosystems.  There is also likely to be more deforestation in moist tropical regions.  But going beyond such generalities requires site specific studies. 

As far as agricultural production is concerned, there are great unknowns about the combined effects of higher temperatures and greater CO2 concentrations.  Scientists talk of the CO2 fertilisation effect on crops which can certainly lead to higher yields. However a great deal depends on the degree of water stress.  So the impacts of climate change vary enormously by crop and by region.  They will also depend greatly on the combined skills of scientists and farmers to adapt to the changing climate.

The 2001 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) assessment, using grain prices as an indicator of the production and consumption balance, concluded that provided global temperature increase is below 2.5°C and especially if this is accompanied by a modest increase in precipitation, then real agricultural prices will continue the long term decline of the last several decades.  However, a global temperature rise of more than 2.5°C is likely to exceed the capacity of the global food system to adapt without price rises.  Note however they offer this conclusion ‘with low confidence’.  What is clear is that the vulnerability to climate change will be very uneven.  In the tropics where crops are already near their maximum temperature tolerance and in the large areas where non-irrigated dry-land agriculture predominates, yields will decrease even with small climate change.  There are very large numbers of people in these affected regions and the most vulnerable will be the smallholders, pastoralists, rural wage labourers, urban poor, refugees and displaced people.  Where do we suppose these displaced people will seek to come? 
The more recent 2007 IPCC assessment has only just been published and the full scientific papers are not available.  The table below is based on their executive summary.
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It is ironic indeed that despite being the major contributors to the cumulative increase in atmospheric CO2 to date, the developed countries in mid latitudes N America, Europe and Japan, seem relatively less negatively affected than other parts of the world.  In addition, these countries also have the industrial structures, the technology and the research capacity to help their societies and their food production systems to adapt.  It could be concluded that these countries therefore have both the capacity, and one could add the moral responsibility, to steward their own resources in such as way as to be capable of increasing their net exports of food grains as this century progresses.

The studies referred to up this point have not embraced a more recent development which complicates the story still further.  This is the rapid development of bio-energy.  At the very general level it seems entirely sensible to produce this years’ energy from this year’s sunshine using crop plants rather than burning up, in a few decades, the cumulated sunshine of millions of years by using fossil fuels.  

It is certain that during the next couple of decades, we will divert crops into production of biofuels; the Brazilians have been doing it for a long time, the Americans are piling into it with their typical (over) confidence.  This can only have the effect of raising agricultural prices, indeed it is already evident.  Such price rises will be welcomed by grain farmers, but not by livestock farmers, still less the hungry and malnourished in net grain importing countries. 

This must be carefully monitored.  There is no sense whatsoever in producing energy from crops if this is not a cost-effective way of reducing GHG emissions.  Whilst energy security concerns are an understandable motive; this is a political problem which really should be solved in other ways.  If the global numbers of malnourished people were to rise because the developed world diverts grain exports to keep their fuel-guzzling cars and air conditioning running, this does not seem a morally sound resource use.  It is therefore essential that we quickly establish internationally agreed benchmarks for the life-cycle impacts on GHG of the bio-energy production systems in use.  For their other environmental effects, on biodiversity and water quality, there is no reason to treat these crops any differently from existing agricultural crops.

Whatever the longer-run future for producing our liquid transport fuels from crops, there are exciting prospects for other bio-energy sources, especially biogas, which can help us deal with waste, reduce pollution and recycle nutrients, and also biomass.  Second generation biomass processes will enable us to better utilise the energy of the whole crop, leaving the grain for food use, as well as woody materials.  This has the potential to contribute a large quantum of renewable energy, and to transform land management.  

In his weighty report last autumn Sir Nicholas Stern called climate change the biggest market failure facing mankind.  He argued that collective action now, which, of course, will impose costs on current activity, is cheaper than doing nothing and clearing up the damage later.  A hot debate is now raging on what collective action to take.  What should be the mix of: exhortation; information and awareness raising; regulation; and incentivising different behaviour?  This latter has to be done adding the social cost of carbon to the constellation of costs and prices to which citizens and businesses must adjust.  In turn, this can be done by capping and trading carbon, or by taxing it.  There are problems with both. Because climate change is global, implementing these schemes demands a degree of global co-operation which it is hard to be optimistic mankind is capable of achieving.

If this somewhat pessimistic conclusion is merited, then it suggests we are not going to be able to take the action necessary to limit global warming to the lower levels projected so prudent policy would take flood and coastal defence more seriously to protect property, food production capacity and nature.  57% of UK Grade 1 agricultural land, and 10% of UK’s notified nature reserves are less than 5 Metres above sea level.  Need I say more?  
I now focus on policy, focusing on the European Union. 
The European response.

I take a European perspective because that’s where we live, because of the sheer political and economic importance of Europe, and because the critical policies for food and the environment, and increasingly for energy, are within EU competence.
The EU is the largest economic bloc in the world.  It is not well endowed with agricultural land per capita, but what it has is highly productive.  We have already seen that it will suffer less damage from climate change than some other producing regions.
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It is an appropriate moment to be questioning Europe’s role in the global food and environmental challenges because it was agreed at the 2005 Brussels European Council that in the next two years the EU will conduct three important reviews.  First, the constitutional and institutional arrangements for the much expanded Union have to be sorted out.  Second it will review all EU policies, including the CAP.  Third, the budgetary resources and how they are allocated to the broad policy areas will be reviewed.  We are rather keen that these matters are dealt with in this order.  There is more than a hint that some are seeking to squeeze down the budget before the debate on what it is for has opened, far less concluded. 

Two key aspects of the European construction of the last half century have been to modernise its agriculture thereby ensuring plentiful and safe food supplies, and to set, and try to deliver, high standards of environmental protection.  The thrust of this paper is that these challenges will intensify, so they must remain core activities of the EU, and must have the budget resources to do the job.  There is a self-interest and moral duty to meet these challenges.
We are suggesting, as a contribution to the EU policy reviews, that a key part of EU policy for the coming decades should focus on the twin, related, goals of food and environmental security.  
In the remainder of this paper I will outline why this should be an EU competence and I will indicate the main objectives and tasks of such policies.  There in not time today to explain in detail how we should adjust existing policies, the CAP and the various environmental directives. First we must debate the general vision.

The Case for European Food and Environmental Security 

Why should this be an EU concern?  The answer is because there is no sense in ditching the last half century of carefully constructed supra-national agreements and every reason to build on the key aspects of what we have already achieved.  Thus the EU treaties, the single market, the Goteborg commitment on sustainable development and the Lisbon commitment to a knowledge based economy together form the basis of a an integrated European economic space we must build on. 

Because nearly all aspects of Europe’s natural and cultural environment cross national boundaries, and because of the existence of the single market a large part of environmental policy is designed and agreed at an EU level within framework directives: e.g. for birds, habitats, nitrates, waste, water and soil.  It therefore makes sense that EU policy should play a key role in securing food and environmental security.   These insights were presumably behind the naming of the second heading in the EU Budget for the current Financial Perspective (2007-2013) the “Preservation and Management of Natural Resources”.  Currently, the main element of this part of the budget is the CAP.  The policy task is therefore to build on these achievements and to develop these established building blocks to deal with the future challenges. 
For better or worse, the CAP has been the major public policy instrument impacting on land management and its environmental impacts in Europe.  During the sequence of reforms since 1992 there has been a strong development in measures to deal with environmental market failures and to encourage farmers to deliver environmental and cultural landscape services.  However outside specialist interests, these developments are not well understood or acknowledged.   

Therefore the changing nature and purpose of Europe’s key land management policy could perhaps be better explained to the public by using the terminology of Food and Environmental Security.  This approach would allow us to move on from the negative associations which the CAP arouses amongst many interest groups around Europe and the world outside of EU farming circles.   It is simply the case that arising out of the notorious grain, beef and butter mountains and wine lake of the 1980s the CAP is still routinely scorned in finance and economic Ministries; amongst trading interests in and outside Europe; amongst environmental and third world development NGOs, and most general journalists.  Many of these groups may know little about the CAP and the industry it supports, and still less about the reforms of the last decade, but they carry the view that it is a piece of EU nonsense.   This is most demoralising for farmers themselves.  It creates a negative defensive atmosphere and great uncertainty, because the legitimacy of the policy is constantly under question.  
It could be highly invigorating for farmers and other land managers to feel they were part of something positive helping to overcome two of the biggest challenges of the 21st Century.  Linking food and environmental security can also bring together groups in civil society who have been more often in the past at each others throats; farmers and other land managers and environmental NGOs.  The political power of the former has diminished, that of the latter has grown.  Yet they need each other.  Far sighted environmentalists acknowledge that they will not achieve their goals without working closely and constructively with farmers; they also realise that farming and forestry are not charitable activities but businesses which must make normal returns on their investment.  Equally, while farmers are, understandably, highly nervous of being told how to manage their land by those who have no interest in economic returns, they appreciate that they have a wider social role in environmental management.   We can legitimately ask who are the real ‘greens’ the farmers who do it, or the NGOs who talk about it?  Perhaps it is better to conclude we are all green now.
The challenge is to turn the whole mindset of the public, politicians, and land managers to create a new rural policy fit for the 21st Century.  This is the sort of vision a European Food and Environmental Security Policy could grasp – with land management is at its core.  The objective of such a new policy could be summarised as 
“enabling and incentivising private sector rural resource managers to produce the socially optimal quantities of the highest quality food, renewable energy, biodiversity, landscape, heritage, and soil, water and air management.”  
The elements of Food and Environmental Security Policy 

These will have to emerge from the existing instruments, and this will undoubtedly take a great many years to achieve.

The long run aim of the food security policy is to feed the European population and contribute appropriately to feeding parts of the rest of the world too.  The core of such policy is to protect the long run food production capacity of the EU.  This refers of course to its agricultural land – particularly the most fertile land, but also to the knowledge, skills and commitment of its farmers, and to research, development and extension capacity.  

Farmers will say, this is no problem at all, give us remunerative prices, free us from bureaucratic shackles, and we’ll do the job!  The problem is how?  We know the approaches which do not work, namely state intervention into commodity markets for example by setting prices; market management, production and export subsidies.  We have plenty of experience of how these instruments distort production and trade – and do not provide long run profitable conditions for farmers either.  In the developed world we are still struggling to find the best mix of instruments to encourage the structural and technological developments in farming which create the best guarantee of food security, namely profitable farming.  This requires the right balance of domestic agricultural support measures, competition policy and regulation.  In the EU we have a two-Pillar CAP with a decoupled, land based Single Payment System dominating one and a mix of modernisation, rural development and agri-environment schemes in the other.  In the United States there is still a massive dependence on various price stabilisation schemes and publicly assisted income insurance.            
Some of the elements of the policy are thus well understood they are to:

· improve food productivity and competitiveness;
· stimulate private and public sector R&D

· help farmers integrate farming and the environment to reduce pollution

· encourage them to share resources & work together to deal with imbalanced market power in the food chain;

· help raise product quality and marketing;

· ensure food safety, and

· deal better with environmental, market and policy volatility. 

The devil is in the detail of delivering these elements within the larger farming policy framework and economic conditions likely to prevail in coming decades.

The aims of environmental security policy are to achieve the food security goals but to do so with out unnecessarily degrading the environment.  This language will undoubtedly trouble environmentalists; but does it make any real difference if I speak instead of ‘socially optimal protection of biodiversity, landscape, soil, water and air’?  However it is expressed, there are uncomfortable trade-offs to be managed between ensuring acceptable living standards, in particular basic food needs, for the population and the preservation of natural capital.  

Our contribution in Europe is to continue to experiment with, and develop, public policies which seek the shared goal of reducing the resource intensity of food (and all other) production, and reducing its unwanted spill-over effects.  The elements of this policy will concern the protection and enhancement of:

· biodiversity: habitats and species;
· landscape including heritage;

· agricultural and forest soils;

· water quality and quantity

· carbon in soils and in forests

· land based renewable energy

and it will be essential to pay special attention to these issues for remote, mountainous and otherwise marginal areas.

The EU does not start from scratch in developing practicable ideas and instruments for rising to these challenges.  We have over a decade of experience of trying to deal with environmental market failures by developing schemes to pay private sector land managers to deliver public environmental services, and at the same time to improve protection of natural resources.  The Water Framework Directive contains within it important principles of identifying programmes of measures to ensure water quality which are cost effective and do not impose disproportionate costs.  However there is a long way to go to successful implementation of these ideas.
The devilishly difficult task is to integrate the Food and Environmental security measures: to ensure that they are coherent and mutually supportive, they are operationally practicable, and they can work in a globalised world.  

It is all too easy to say that the food security is best achieved by liberalising markets.  (Full stop).  This overlooks the integrated nature of multifunctional land management. We want both Food and Environmental security – not just one or the other.   Farmers don’t only deliver food, they deliver, or could deliver, the nine F-words listed on page 10 of our ‘Changing Landscape’ paper.  We can sensibly tell our farmers to be market oriented for the marketed part of what they produce (e.g. food and fibre) but this will not help the correct supplies of their non-market outputs. 

The practical operation of policy is similarly difficult to achieve.  What we mean by the environment is fantastically complex, multi-dimensional, interactive and dynamic.  There are very difficult balances to be struck; measures to reduce GHG pollution, may increase water pollution, or diminish biodiversity, or impair landscape to a degree.  Schemes to incentivise land managers to improve the environment have to cope with these problems and also be manageable by our public administration, and not to drown out the entrepreneurial spirit of our farmers and foresters.  

And as if that is not already quite a challenge, as I have tried to argue, the food and environmental security problems are global.  There is no point whatsoever in Europe ‘solving’ these challenges within its own borders only to find that this is at the expense of reduced biodiversity, more GHG elsewhere in the world, and intensified pressures for immigration.  No one said this is going to be easy!

The EU Budget to achieve Food and Environmental Security 
I finish on what you might think is the rather squalid point about money, specifically the EU budget.  This analysis argues that delivering food and environmental security is a far greater challenge for Europe for the next half century than that addressed by the CAP over the last 50 years.  It therefore does not seem outrageous to suggest that it is likely to require no less of a budget.  Budget heading 2 is set to average about €53 billion per annum for the period 2007-2013.  This represents less than 0.5% of current EU GDP, or about 1% of EU total public expenditure.  This expenditure currently deals with 80% of EU territory, 40% of its population, 5% of the working population engaged in land based activity, and 3% of EU GDP arising in agriculture.  
I have argued that the challenges faced by the food and environmental sectors will increase in the future, not decline, so there is no case for reducing budget heading 2, and a very serious case to expand it, especially so as the EU territory and population expands.  It is necessary to say this because we sense that there is British-led campaign currently underway to reduce the EU budget in toto, and certainly to reduce the expenditure in Budget Heading 2, currently dominated by the CAP.       

All academic studies and surveys show that the public value the rural environment very highly – measured in the billions of Euro.  At the same time, many billions of euros of other business in local food chains, rural tourism and in countryside sports are dependant on the maintenance of the rural environment.  These spill-over landscape and biodiversity benefits are key for the directly affected businesses such as rural tourism, and they are also part of the attraction for many other businesses, and the increasing population who moved to the countryside for the benefits that they perceive it provides.
Now is the time for land management and environmental interests to make the case for the policies and resources they feel will be necessary for Europe to play a responsible part in meeting the challenges I have outlined. 
In summary

The demands on what global society wants from land managers are increasing.  We want more food, but we also want higher standards of environmental stewardship too. 

Land managers have a critical role in achieving food and environmental security.

Markets have a vital role in signalling the best use of resources and must be allowed to play a stronger role in achieving food security; but equally it must be recognised that there are pervasive market failures, of which climate change is the biggest, and these especially surround the environmental impacts of land management.

Therefore significant collective action is required to deal with these challenges.  In Europe dealing with these specific food and environmental security challenges has, correctly, been allocated to EU competence. 

It is vital therefore that private and public environmental, land management, and international development interests, find a new approach to work together to make the case for these policies in the reviews of the next two years, and to ensure the EU budget for these purposes is adequate to the task.        
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