“It might cost the Earth – but why should we care?”
Some philosophical and ethical issues and questions on the environment 
( What constitutes good evidence of climate change and other environmental problems? How can we distinguish good evidence from bad? (See http://www.darkoptimism.org/DenialismDebunked.pdf.)
( Should we base our thinking about the environment on the “precautionary principle”: for, example, following the advice of those who say we must cut carbon emissions by 80% because if they’re wrong we don’t lose much by cutting back, but if they are right and we don’t act terrible things will happen? (Similar to “Pascal’s Wager” about the existence of God?)
( Does it matter when a species dies out? Why, or why not? Would it matter if humanity died out (or was “culled” as environmentalist James Lovelock predicts)? Were the mass extinctions of the past a bad thing? Does it matter that the smallpox virus has been eradicated? What, if anything, differentiates these cases morally? Are there “good” and “bad” species – how do we judge, and where would humanity fall? Is it “speciesism” (see below) to prefer human survival to that of other species?

( Should we continue to let the human population grow? Is it immoral today to forbid contraception or voluntary euthanasia for the old and/or ill? 

( What environmental obligations do we have towards others? Do we have moral obligations to people who live far away or in the future, and are likely to suffer more than we will from the effects of climate change? Or is this no longer relevant? As Professor Martin Parry, co-chairman of the IPCC working group on climate change impacts, said in Sept 2007: "We are all used to talking about these impacts coming in the lifetimes of our children and grandchildren. Now we know that it's us." 
( Nature or humanity, forests or farming? Should we continue to clear forests for the sake of human consumption (for agriculture, biofuels etc)?  Is it right for humans to knowingly cause the extinction of a species for the convenience of humanity?
( How much do we need to consume to have a good life, to be happy? If it is as little as many environmentalists and psychologists assert, why have so few, including our politicians, realised this? Is carbon off-setting just an indulgence for rich people, letting them carry on consuming because they’ve paid for a few trees?
*******
Some basic ethical theories and terms (which may or may not help in your discussions):

Most theories of ethics have traditionally been concerned with how humans relate to and treat each other. Can/should they be extended to the rest of the natural world? (Wikipedia is not a bad place to start finding out more, and there are also many good books for beginners – see Useful Reading on the website.)
( Consequentialism holds that the consequences of an action are what count when judging its morality; a morally right action is one that produces a good outcome. Utilitarianism is the best-known version of consequentialism; it judges the morality of actions by the amount of happiness they produce or suffering they avoid or prevent. See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consequentialism and http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Utilitarianism. 

( Deontological ethics, or deontology (from the Greek for "obligation” or “duty"), judges the rightness or wrongness of actions by the intentions or motives behind them, for example respect for rights, duties, or principles. Many religious moral codes are essentially deontological. See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deontological_ethics 

( Virtue ethics emphasises character, rather than duties, rules or consequences, as the key element of ethical thinking; morality stems from the identity and/or character of the individual, rather than being a reflection of actions or consequences. The main question is what kind of person you are, or aspire to be. See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Virtue_ethics 
( Environmental ethics is the branch of philosophy which considers the extension of the traditional boundaries of ethics from humans to the non-human world. See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Environmental_ethics. 

( Spieciesism is the term for a prejudice or irrational preference akin to racism or sexism: if a non-human sentient (conscious, capable of suffering pain) being is not given the same moral consideration as a human being, it would be a case of speciesism.
