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Open Letter to the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization
Concerning Sustainable Livestock Development

August 21, 2025


Bruno Telemans
Yewon Sung,
FAO Headquarters, 
Viale delle Terme di Caracalla 
00153 Rome, Italy	

Dear Bruno Telemans, Yewon Sung, 
Thank you very much for your letter politely declining our request for a side event at the FAO Global Conference on Sustainable Livestock Transformation. We sent you a proposal for a parallel event, in the hope that the latest scientific research would be welcomed, particularly in the light of the recent Nature publication, “The Other Climate Crisis”; this paper identified major regional discrepancies between comprehensive climate model predictions and the observational record, with many surprises where climate signals were the opposite of what was expected [1]. This leads to the inevitable conclusion that contemporary climate science is far from settled, and that the reality is much more positive than is publicly perceived
We cannot fail to remind you that science seeks truth; and truth is discovered using the scientific method and not achieved by voting or consensus. That is why we cannot refrain from reminding you that the issues of climate change as being supposedly entirely a result of anthropogenic greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and of the supposed livestock influence on this phenomenon are critical scientific questions, worthy of ongoing fundamental and applied research. We refer you to the attached recent paper by Professors Lindzen and Happer [2], and the Appendix to this letter. The latest climate research simply cannot be ignored.
At no point has science been a matter of majority opinion or even top-down decisions by legal authorities. We see that the FAO is running the risk of finding itself on the wrong side of history if it unethically suppresses free scientific discourse. 
We therefore strongly recommend that FAO returns to its original mandate of eradicating hunger, food insecurity, and malnutrition, eliminating poverty and driving forward economic progress for all, based on the latest objective climate research. 
Sincerely yours,

Gregory Wrightstone, Executive Director, CO2 Coalition, expert reviewer of IPCC-AR6
Guus Berkhout, President of Clintel Foundation
Albrecht Glatzle, Asociación Rural del Paraguay
James Ferguson, VMD, MS, MAR, ACT, ACVN, Professor Emeritus Univ. of Pennsylvania, School of Veterinary Medicine
Jim O’Brien, Chair of the Irish Climate Science Forum, expert reviewer of IPCC-AR6
Donal O'Callaghan, B.E. (Elec), PhD
William Happer, Professor Emeritus in the Department of Physics at Princeton University
William van Wijngaarden, Professor of Physics, York University, Canada
Blanca Parga Landa, Foro Iberoamericano Clima y Energía
Camino Limia, President of the World Association of Sustainable Livestock
Alfred Fast, President of the Federación de Cooperativas de Producción, Paraguay

cc.  QU Dongyu, Thanawat Tiensin ,Timothy Robinson, Ermias Kebreab, Michelle Cain, Jun Murase, Ariella Glinni

Appendix. Five points of criticism of the greenhouse gas-based climate narrative and the idea that livestock could be a major culprit

1) Climate history shows that carbon dioxide is not the main driver of climate change. 
The strong correlation between temperature and CO2 over the last several millions of years (confirmed by ice cores from Antarctica during the latter stages of the Pleistocene epoch), with its alternating glacial advances and warmer interglacial periods, was first misinterpreted as cause-and-effect by science, and by Al Gore in the 2006 movie, An Inconvenient Truth. However, change of temperature preceded change of the CO2 concentration. Therefore, CO2 did not cause temperature change but vice versa: Cooling oceans dissolved and captured CO2 from the atmosphere, outgassing it when temperature was rising. 
Moreover, during the Holocene (last 10,000 years, mostly pre-industrial), characterized by low CO2 levels, there have been warm periods, such as the Medieval Warm Period when the Vikings engaged in agriculture and livestock farming in Greenland, the Roman Warm Period, when Hannibal crossed the almost ice-free Alps with his elephants, and the Holocene Climate Optimum when trees grew well above the present day tree line of mountains across the globe.

2) The global warming potential of GHGs has been generally overestimated. 
Over the past two decades, much fundamental research has shown that the warming effects of GHGs (water vapour, H2O; CO2; methane, CH4; and nitrous oxide, N2O) in the real atmosphere are less than what is predicted by IPCC models [3,4,5,6]. The IPCC models (which are also inherent in the Paris Agreement) do not reflect reality but rather overestimate the warming potential of GHGs. They disregard: 
(i) the logarithmic decline of the warming capacity of a given quantity of GHG added to the real atmosphere, as the GHG-concentration increases, and
(ii) the thermostatic role of water in the atmosphere, which readily changes between phases with completely different radiative properties, e.g. water vapour being a greenhouse gas (~75 times as abundant as CO2) on the one hand, and clouds being primarily a cooling agent through sunlight reflection on the other hand [7]. Even more, it should be noted that all IPCC models have the same conceptual development as Syukuro Manabe's model. An analysis of the errors in Syukuro Manabe's model is provided in [8].  

3) The dynamics of GHGs are often disregarded. 
All agricultural GHGs form part of natural cycles, and what counts is not the quantity emitted (as estimated and documented in the National GHG Inventories) but rather the concentration in the air, which is the result of a steady-state equilibrium between sources and sinks [5,9]. All ecosystems in equilibrium, from desert to tropical forest, emit as much CO2 as they capture on average over the years – the Fast Carbon Cycle [10]. Only about half of humanity's total emissions of additional CO2 (e.g. from fossil fuels, deforestation and cement production) is still present in the atmosphere. 
It is a fundamentally wrong assumption in the Paris Agreement that there is a direct relationship between CO2-emissions and temperature rise. There is, moreover, no defined or ideal pre-industrial temperature as the IPCC suggests (whose climatological worldview starts around 1750, right in the Little Ice Age). 

4) There are beneficial effects of additional CO2 for nature and global food security
The increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration, from ~ 0.03% to ~ 0.04% since the beginning of industrialization, has only benefited nature, agriculture, and global food security [11], as indicated by: 
(i) increased global Gross Primary Production [12], higher Leaf Area Index [13] and improved Water Use Efficiency [14], primarily attributed to the rise in CO2 fertilization effect. Additional drivers of crop productivity during the past 200 years are plant breeding, phyto-sanitary protection measures, increased and efficient use of (nitrogen) fertilizer, improved cropping and harvesting techniques, and lengthened growing seasons;
(ii) vegetation cover on ice-free land areas has increased. Consequently, the proportion of bare soil has decreased [15], and the earth has become greener, particularly in more arid areas [16]. 
It is astonishing that this good news (which comes as no surprise to anyone familiar with Liebig's law of the minimum and with the fact that CO2 is the only carbon source for all life through photosynthesis and food chains) is generally ignored. When analyzed objectively, increasing CO2 does not at all threaten human nutrition!

5) There are systematic overestimations of man-made GHG-emissions from managed agro-ecosystems and omissions of ecosystemic relationships, committed by FAO and IPCC.
In the IPCC Guidelines for National GHG Inventories [17], the CH4 and N2O emissions from pristine ecosystems are explicitly omitted, as they are, of course, not man-made. However, all managed ecosystems substituted for native ones at some stage in history. Therefore, emissions from managed ecosystems must be corrected for emissions from native ecosystems in the absence of any human influence, in order to arrive at the anthropogenic fraction. The IPCC guidelines do not provide for those corrections. A systematic overestimation of livestock born net methane emissions from grazing ecosystems is the consequence, e.g. enteric methane emissions from bison, elk, and deer in the pre-settlement period were estimated at 86% of current emissions from farmed ruminants in the United States [18]. 
Additionally, other omissions of ecosystemic relationships, by FAO and IPCC, also lead to overestimation of the significance of anthropogenic agricultural GHGs: 
(i) Livestock methane emissions are insignificant in the global methane budget.  Due to the omnipresent methanotrophic bacteria, some pasture ecosystems may even represent a methane sink rather than a methane source. Even dung patches on pastures represent only a short-term methane source and thereafter become a methane sink, just like the rest of the pasture [19].  However, the national GHG inventories show only methane emission estimates, at various levels of precision. Unsurprisingly, neither the geographical methane distribution (as measured and averaged over time by satellite), nor the average historical methane evolution, bear any noticeable livestock fingerprint [20, 21].
(ii) [bookmark: _Hlk205804357]Nitrous Oxide (N2O) is a trace by-product of the N-cycle (particularly of aerobic nitrification and anaerobic denitrification). All nitrogen excreted by livestock originates from ingested herbage - not a single nitrogen atom is added to the N-cycle through livestock. Even though herbage consumption might somewhat accelerate the N-turnover rate, it is untenable that all N2O released from feces and urine is attributed to livestock and thus declared man-made. The nitrogen contained in herbage is subject to the N-cycle, releasing N2O, whether it passes through the digestive tract of animals or not. 
Furthermore, where grassland has replaced forests or scrub (e.g., in Europe and parts of South America), it is highly probable that the native vegetation cover contains and circulates more nitrogen annually through leaf fall (and therefore releases more N2O) than the unfertilized grass-based pasture at the same location. Unfortunately, FAO and IPCC (and all national GHG inventories) seem to have overlooked such details. In the report, Tackling Climate Change through Livestock (2013), FAO attributes 23% of the emission intensity of South American beef to N2O-emissions from manure, whereas the true value could even be negative when corrected for the entirely natural N2O emissions from pristine vegetation prior to its conversion to grassland [21]. The omission of these corrections has been shown to be another case of a gross overestimation of GHG emissions from agriculture or livestock farming!
Those deficiencies also form an integral part of the famous FAO report, Livestock’s Long Shadow (2006), which attributes 18% of human-induced greenhouse gas emissions to global livestock [22]. With this attribution, FAO (whose mandate is to promote global food security) has caused the greatest damage to the good reputation of livestock farming in history.
(iii) [bookmark: _Hlk206232604][bookmark: _Hlk206232575][bookmark: _Hlk206258922]The projected contribution of all methane emissions to global warming is only about 0.025°C by 2050, so small as to be irrelevant. The outdated (from 2007) GWP100 metric, as currently retained in AR6, is doubly biased against methane, with its short lifetime [23]. The warming effect of additional nitrous oxide is less than that of additional methane  [24].
As ice core analyses show, the concentrations of agricultural greenhouse gases (CO2, CH4, N2O) in the atmosphere remained largely constant during the Holocene, apart from minor fluctuations. Sources and sinks were therefore in equilibrium. An increase only occurred with the beginning of industrialization. In the case of CO2 and methane, this increase closely followed the expansion of fossil fuels as energy sources, which caused massive emissions of these trace gases, to an extent that exceeded short-term sink capacities, while seeking equilibrium at a higher concentration level. There is no reason to look for other minor emissions, e.g., related to animal production. And in the case of N2O, the increase (in the ppb range!!!) can easily be explained by the increase in nitrogen salts in circulation, i.e., the nitrogen cycle. This occurred in the 19th century due to the massive extraction and use of Chilean saltpeter (as fertilizer and raw material for dynamite) and from the 20th century onwards due to the massive production and use of synthetic nitrogen fertilizers. To blame animal production for the observed increase in N2O concentration in the atmosphere is a scientific absurdity that FAO should disclose (in fulfillment of its mandate) and not continue to pursue.

All the above overestimates of agricultural warming effects seem to be based on a lack of ability or willingness to recognize or analyze obvious ecosystemic relationships.
Grassland-based livestock farming has been practiced for thousands of years (and therefore in a sustainable manner). It certainly has caused some environmental or soil degradation problems at times, which have, however, been repeatedly solved and restored over generations. However, wanting to "promote sustainability" through transformation of livestock farming by means of reducing greenhouse gas emissions is a questionable undertaking. Yet this seems to be the subject of the upcoming FAO Conference on Sustainable Livestock Transformation. The first step should be an honest cost-benefit analysis to assess the impact of the observed increase in the aforementioned greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere.
In our opinion, the current increase in CO2 concentration can only be considered beneficial for the reasons mentioned above. The existing studies on the social costs of carbon are virtually useless, because they attribute an exaggerated climate sensitivity to CO2, and they categorically ignore, or at least downplay, the indisputable beneficial properties of slightly more air-borne CO2, for nature, agriculture, and global food security. 
In the case of methane, emissions from the biosphere cannot be very high and methane persistence in the atmosphere is low. Methane is a common carbon and energy source for bacteria under aerobic conditions and it certainly cannot produce dangerous warming. Methane concentrations have often increased during volcanic eruptions and then rapidly decreased again without any lasting consequences. As mentioned above, livestock is a minor player in the global methane budget. Trying to constrain animals to excrete less methane is irrational, has nothing to do with sustainability, and at best serves to increase the cost of animal-based foods and may even reduce the capacity of ruminants to utilize cellulose (the most abundant substance in the biosphere). 
Finally, reversing the causes of increased N2O concentrations in the atmosphere would predictably lead to famines, as it would be impossible to ensure food security for humanity without the production and use of synthetic nitrogen fertilizers. Even in the unlikely event that the slight increase in N2O in the atmosphere would cause measurable global warming, the only one ethically responsible decision would favour the use of nitrogen fertilizers, accepting an increase of nitrogen in circulation in the biosphere and slightly more emission of N2O!
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