
Joint-Statement on GWP* and Livestock Methane 
The livestock industry is increasingly lobbying for governments to adopt GWP* as a metric for 

reporting the Global Warming Potential (GWP) of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. This is 

extremely concerning: if governments adopt GWP* - also being pushed by the livestock 

industry under alternative names such as “no added warming” – then this could completely 

derail efforts to address livestock emissions in national and international climate regulations. 

We, the undersigned, strongly advise against the adoption of GWP* as a climate metric at 

country or company-level – either for GHG reporting, or as a guide for climate mitigation 

policies. We instead recommend maintaining the use of GWP100 (or GWP20) for measuring 

the atmospheric heating caused by greenhouse gases aggregated at the country and company 

level, alongside increased reporting of individual greenhouse gases to reduce reliance on 

equivalence metrics in general. We also recommend maintaining the use of GWP100 (or 

GWP20) as a guide to climate mitigation policies. 

There is a high risk that adoption of GWP* at country or company level would: 

1) Allow livestock companies to greenwash their production systems or products as “climate 

neutral” or “climate negative” whilst continuing to cause large amounts of emissions 

2) Unjustly reward historically high methane emitters (at country and company level, usually 

those in the Global North) whilst heavily penalising countries in the Global South for 

comparatively low methane emissions 

3) Seriously undermine international efforts to reduce global greenhouse gas emissions in line 

with the Paris Agreement target of 1.5°C: 

a) Severely damage international efforts to restrict global methane emissions from the 

livestock sector, and  

b) Significantly compromise efforts to reduce global CO2 and N2O emissions in other sectors by 

allowing potential for minor methane reductions to be used as offsets for other emissions 

An effective climate metric should answer the question “If I emit this ton of substance X, how 

much more or less warming do I cause compared to a world in which I had not emitted 

anything?”.1 A successful climate metric needs to measure the total global warming contribution 

of a greenhouse gas – including the ongoing warming impact of methane which is being 

replaced in the atmosphere. GWP* fails on both these counts. It narrowly measures changes in 

global warming contribution, rather than total ongoing GWP impacts. This means that the use of 

GWP* at country or company level can distort GHG emissions reporting and incentivise perverse 

climate change mitigation policies: 

• GWP* is open to significant abuse, because depending on the choice of baseline year, the 

same volume of methane emissions can be described as causing warming, no warming 

or even cooling.2 

• Under GWP*, when the warming impact of a country or company’s methane emissions is 

ongoing but does not change, it can be declared “climate neutral” – when in fact, the 

warming impact of the methane being actively replaced in the atmosphere is 

considerable and doing continued harm.  

• Under GWP*, even minor reductions in methane can be rewarded as having a net-cooling 

impact, and used to offset other CO2 or N2O emissions – when in fact, their warming 

impact has only declined compared to their historical impact, and they are still having a 

significant ongoing warming impact. 



• Under GWP*, countries least responsible for climate change can be disproportionately 

punished for any growth in methane emissions, whilst historically large emitters of 

methane are allowed to continue polluting with minimal reductions.3 

To illustrate these perverse effects: Under GWP*, the US beef and dairy industry could claim 

“climate neutrality”, whilst actually continuing to emit all its current CO2 and N2O emissions and 

68-82% of its current methane emissions by 2050.4 Under GWP*, New Zealand could declare 

itself climate neutral whilst actually still emitting 76% of its current methane and continuing 

current CO2 and N2O emissions from all other sectors by 2050.5 Using GWP* would allow a free 

pass or actively reward a large multinational livestock corporation like JBS, which is estimated to 

cause as many greenhouse gas emissions as Spain,6 whilst heavily punishing small-scale 

livestock farmers in the Global South if they increase their methane emissions from a low 

baseline – for instance, by expanding the size of their cattle herd. 

Defences of GWP* often misleadingly argue that biogenic (non-fossil) methane is part of a 

natural cycle, and therefore has a significantly lower impact than methane from fossil fuels. 

However, the IPCC AR6 report categorically shows that biogenic methane has only about 3% less 

warming impact than fossil methane over a 20-year period, and 9% less than over a 100-year 

period7 – an almost identical effect. The livestock sector accounts for an estimated 31% of 

global methane emissions,8 and increases in livestock numbers led to an estimated 332% 

increase in methane emissions from ruminant livestock between 1890 and 20149. The IPCC 

estimates that methane has contributed an estimated 0.5 °C of global warming since 1850-

190010. Reductions in methane would rapidly reduce global warming in the short-term – and 

thus, could be crucial to avoid breaching the Paris Agreement target of 1.5°C and to avoid 

reaching climate tipping points such as melting of permafrost11. 

Moreover, GWP100 is embedded in the Paris Climate Agreement, countries’ Nationally 

Determined Contributions and numerous other mechanisms such as emissions trading 

schemes; it would be impractical and politically damaging to renegotiate these using GWP*, 

wasting valuable time and undermining efforts to reach the Paris Agreement target of 1.5°C.12 

While GWP* is a useful model for narrowly measuring the change in warming impact of methane 

emissions over time at global level, it is totally inappropriate as a metric for measuring progress 

on climate impact by businesses and countries,13 or for measuring the total ongoing warming 

impact of greenhouse gas emissions globally. 

Scientists have raised the alarm that significant reductions in methane are required – by at least 

33% by 203014 and 47–60% by 205015 – to meet the Paris Agreement. Therefore, a “no added 

warming” approach of merely stabilizing the impact of major methane emitters is insufficient, 

particularly in a context where likely overshoot of 1.5 degrees global warming makes 

temperature reduction necessary.16 The Paris Agreement calls for governments to implement 

policies which reflect their “highest possible ambition” – a “no added warming approach” is 

directly contrary to this, diminishing ambition. 

In conclusion, the risks of GWP* significantly outweigh the benefits, and we strongly advise 

against its adoption at country or company level – either as the primary measure of methane 

emissions, or alongside existing metrics such as GWP100. This would open the door to the 

significant risks above, enabling countries and companies to misuse GWP* to lower their climate 

ambitions and greenwash progress. We urge governments, businesses and regulators globally to 

do everything within their power to ensure that methane is substantially reduced, particularly by 

2030, to keep 1.5°C alive – and not to give the livestock industry a free pass through GWP*. 
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Full list of signatories: 

1. Foodrise (International) 

2. Changing Markets Foundation (International) 

3. Greenpeace (International) 

4. Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (International) 

5. ActionAid International (International) 

6. Environmental Investigation Agency (International) 

7. Rainforest Action Network (International) 

8. Mighty Earth (International) 

9. International Accountability Project (International) 

10. Bank Information Center (International) 

11. Forests & Finance Coalition (International) 

12. Compassion in World Farming (International) 

13. Sinergia Animal (International - Global South) 

14. BankTrack (International) 

15. Youth Building The Future Global (International) 

16. Plant Based Treaty (International) 

17. ProVeg (International) 

18. World Animal Protection (International) 

19. FOUR PAWS International (International) 

20. Madre Brava (International) 

21. Food Tank (International) 

22. Small World Consulting (International) 

23. Global Youth Coalition (International) 

24. Stop Financing Factory Farming (International) 

25. Beyond Cruelty Foundation (International) 

26. PlantBasedData.org (International) 

27. Freedom Food Alliance (International) 

28. Friends of the Earth U.S. (United States) 

29. Center for Biological Diversity (United States) 

30. Seeding Sovereignty (United States) 

31. Brighter Green (United States) 

32. A Well-Fed World (United States) 

33. European Environmental Bureau (EEB) (Europe) 

34. Zero Waste Europe (Europe) 

35. TAPP Coalition (Europe/International) 

36. AirClim (Sweden/Europe/International) 

37. Circ.eco (Europe) 

https://feedbackglobal.org/
https://changingmarkets.org/
https://www.greenpeace.org/international/
https://www.iatp.org/
https://actionaid.org/
https://eia-international.org/
http://www.ran.org/
https://mightyearth.org/
https://accountabilityproject.org/
https://bankinformationcenter.org/en-us/about
https://forestsandfinance.org/
https://www.ciwf.org.uk/
https://www.sinergiaanimalinternational.org/
https://banktrack.org/
https://youthbuildingthefutureglobal.com/
http://www.plantbasedtreaty.org/
https://proveg.org/
https://www.worldanimalprotection.org/
http://www.four-paws.org/
http://www.madrebrava.org/
http://www.foodtank.com/
http://www.sw-consulting.co.uk/
https://theglobalyouth.co/
https://stopfinancingfactoryfarming.com/
http://www.beyondcruelty.org/
file:///C:/Users/Martin/My%20ShareSync/1-Programmes/The%20Meat%20Soil%20Energy%20Nexus/2-Big%20Livestock/GWP%20Declaration/NGO%20statement/PlantBasedData.org
https://www.freedomfoodalliance.org/
https://foe.org/
http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/
http://www.seedingsovereignty.org/
http://www.brightergreen.org/
https://www.awfw.org/
https://eeb.org/
https://zerowasteeurope.eu/
https://tappcoalition.eu/
https://www.airclim.org/
https://www.circ.eco/


38. JPIC Kalimantan (Indonesia) 

39. Peace Point Development Foundation-PPDF (Nigeria) 

40. Sustainable Holistic Development Foundation (SUHODE) (Tanzania) 

41. Friends of the Earth (England, Wales & Northern Ireland) 

42. Green Alliance (United Kingdom) 

43. Deutsche Umwelthilfe e.V. (Germany) 

44. Profundo (Netherlands) 

45. Ecoteca NGO (Romania) 

46. Plant-Based Health Professionals UK (United Kingdom) 

47. Zachran jidlo, z.s. (Czech Republic) 

48. Humusz Szövetség (Hungary) 

49. Polish Zero Waste Association (Poland) 

50. The Vegetarian Society of Denmark (Denmark) 

51. Olio (United Kingdom) 

52. Plant-Based Canada (Canada) 

53. VšĮ "Žiedinė ekonomika" (Lithuania) 

54. Hindu Climate Action (United Kingdom) 

55. Umanotera (Slovenia) 

56. Hubbub (United Kingdom) 

57. Institute for Circular Economy (Slovakia) 

58. Green REV Institute (Poland/Europe) 

59. Bond Beter Leefmilieu (Flanders, Belgium) 

60. ZERO- Association for the Sutainability of the Earth System (Portugal) 

61. Real Food Systems Youth Network (Switzerland/International) 

62. Biologists without Borders (United States) 

63. World Food Forum – Argentina (Argentina) 

64. Legambiente (Italy) 

65. Carbon Market Watch (Belgium) 

66. Lawyers for Climate Action NZ (Aotearoa New Zealand) 

67. Friends of the Earth Ireland (Ireland) 

68. Friends of the Irish Environment (Ireland) 

69. Sustain: the alliance for better food and farming (United Kingdom) 

70. Wales Environment Link (Wales) 

71. TalamhBeo (Ireland) 

72. Forest & Bird (Aotearoa New Zealand) 

73. Environment and Conservation Organisations of New Zealand (Aotearoa New Zealand) 

74. Feasta (Ireland/Europe/Global) 

75. River Action UK (United Kingdom) 

76. OraTaiao: Aotearoa NZ Climate & Health Council (Aotearoa New Zealand) 

77. Environmental Pillar (Ireland) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://jpickalimantan.org/
http://www.ppdfng.org/
https://friendsoftheearth.uk/
https://green-alliance.org.uk/
http://www.duh.de/
http://www.profundo.nl/
http://www.ecoteca.ro/
https://plantbasedhealthprofessionals.com/
http://www.zachranjidlo.cz/
https://www.humusz.hu/
http://www.zero-waste.pl/
http://www.vegetarisk.dk/
file:///C:/Users/Martin/My%20ShareSync/1-Programmes/The%20Meat%20Soil%20Energy%20Nexus/2-Big%20Livestock/GWP%20Declaration/NGO%20statement/olioapp.com
http://www.plantbasedcanada.org/
http://www.circulareconomy.lt/
http://www.hinduclimateaction.org/
http://www.umanotera.org/
https://www.hubbub.org.uk/
https://www.incien.sk/
http://www.greenrev.org/en
https://www.bondbeterleefmilieu.be/
http://www.zero.ong/
https://www.realfoodsystems.org/
https://biologistswithoutborders.org/climate-change/
https://www.world-food-forum.org/
http://www.legambiente.it/
https://carbonmarketwatch.org/
https://www.lawyersforclimateaction.nz/
http://www.friendsoftheearth.ie/
https://www.friendsoftheirishenvironment.org/
https://www.sustainweb.org/
https://waleslink.org/
http://www.talamhbeo.ie/
https://www.forestandbird.org.nz/
http://www.eco.org.nz/
http://www.feasta.org/
https://riveractionuk.com/
https://orataiao.org.nz/
https://environmentalpillar.ie/
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