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Animal Agriculture and the          
Global Climate Crisis
Farm animals’ welfare involves both their physical and psychological well-being. How farm animals are raised and    
treated can have important repercussions, not just for animal welfare, but for environmental sustainability, food 
security, and the economic well-being of farmers.

The animal agriculture sector is one of the largest contributors to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions worldwide, 
responsible for an estimated 18% of human-induced emissions.¹ A 2010 study in the Proceedings of the National Academy 
of Sciences projected a 39% rise in emissions from animal agriculture by 2050.² Practically every stage of meat, egg, and dairy 
production exacerbates the climate crisis by releasing GHGs into the atmosphere or by reducing the absorption of these gases 
by carbon sinks.³ Establishing a food secure, sustainable, and welfare-friendly future requires immediate changes in farm animal 
production and consumption patterns.

ACTION
1. Any successor agreement(s) to the Kyoto Protocol must include agriculture. Climate change poses significant threats 

to ecosystems and biodiversity,4 as well as human health, especially in low-income nations.5 Considering animal agriculture’s 
large, global impacts on climate change, policymakers should seek to implement agricultural policies and programs that not 
only respond to climate change but also improve food security, promote the long-term sustainability and viability of agricultural 
systems, and respect animal welfare.

2. The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) Ad Hoc Working Group for Long-term 
Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) should, as a part of its Durban decisions, create a Subsidiary Body for Scientific and 
Technological Advice (SBSTA) work program on agriculture that improves food security and long-term sustainability, 
enhances the ability of farmers and farming systems to adapt to climate change, mitigates emissions, and respects 
animal welfare. Climate change mitigation and adaptation policy solutions must be evaluated for their impacts on other social 
and environmental goals. In the case of agricultural solutions, it is imperative that the UNFCCC adopts equitable solutions that 
enhance adaptation to climate change while improving food security, and promoting farm animal welfare.

3. The SBSTA decision in Durban should request submissions from all Parties and admitted observers on the drivers 
of both deforestation and forest degradation (REDD+). The submission deadline should be early enough to allow 
the secretariat to prepare documentation in response that allows informed discussion at the next SBSTA meeting. 
Deforestation and forest degradation, of which animal agriculture is a significant driver,6 destroy carbon sinks in addition to 
releasing billions of metric tons of CO2 into the atmosphere. REDD+ must address the drivers of deforestation, pursuant to the 
Cancun Agreements (Decision 1/CP.16, Appendix II(a)). Submissions should, at least, address: (1) international drivers as well as 
national; and (2) how drivers interact with, or may interfere with, other aspects of the REDD+ mechanism. 

4. National, regional, and local strategies to reduce GHG emissions and adapt to climate change must specifically 
include humane solutions for farm animal production. Although climate change is a global problem, requiring global 
solutions, there is also a need for national and sub-national solutions. Such solutions should address agriculture in an equitable 
manner that promotes resilient landscapes, food security, animal welfare, and the ability to adapt to climate change.

5. Governments and civil society must raise awareness about the health, climate, and environmental benefits of 
reducing meat, egg, and milk consumption, particularly in developed nations and amongst higher income urban 
consumers in mid-income nations. A shift toward plant-based diets will reduce GHG emissions.7,8,9,10,11 Leading public health 
and nutrition experts have confirmed that such a shift can be achieved without compromising nutrition12,13 and that a reduction   
in the consumption of animal products will likely lead to health benefits,14 as well as other environmental benefits.15
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