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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
1. Climate change is arguably the most critical and difficult challenge of the 21st century. The 
industrial revolution of the 18th century made burning fossil fuels a necessity, and today, economic 
development is still highly dependent on them. However, as humanity has discovered, the 
enormous release of greenhouse gases (GHGs) associated with fossil fuel consumption is 
detrimental to life on Earth.  
 
2. In 2014, the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) released its latest 
comprehensive report – its fifth after 1990, 1995, 2001, and 2007. The Fifth Assessment Report 
makes clear that “warming of the climate system is unequivocal” and that it is extremely likely               
(i.e. with a confidence level of 95-100%) that GHGs produced by human beings have been “the 
dominant cause of the observed warming since the mid-20th century”.1 Furthermore, the continued 
emission of GHGs “will cause further warming and long-lasting changes in all components of the 
climate system, increasing the likelihood of severe, pervasive and irreversible impacts for people 
and ecosystems.” 
 
3. In 2010, governments met as the Conference of the Parties (COP) of the 1992                       
United Nations (UN) Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in Cancun (COP16). 
All UN member states and the European Union (EU) are parties to the UNFCCC. They agreed that 
“deep cuts in global greenhouse gas emissions are required”, in order “to hold the increase in 
global average temperature below 2°C above preindustrial levels”. Governments set this target as 
most scientists judge that global warming of 2°C or more would lead to unacceptable 
consequences for life on Earth. A sizeable share of scientists even believes that the threshold for 
catastrophic impacts lies around 1.5 °C of global warming.  
 
4. In 2015, the international community seeks to adopt a universally applicable agreement on 
climate change at the 21st meeting of the COP (COP21) in Paris under the aegis of the UNFCCC 
and in parallel to the Kyoto Protocol. Such an agreement will seek to fulfil the ultimate objective of 
the UNFCCC’s Article 2: “to achieve, in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Convention, 
stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent 
dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system.”  
 
5. COP21, also called Climate Conference Paris 2015, will take place six years after the latest 
attempt to reach a global climate agreement at COP15 in Copenhagen – an attempt that failed 
unreservedly. Since Copenhagen, enough progress has been made on elements towards a global 
deal. Also, political momentum has been built up during 2014. However, it is by no means certain 
that a deal can be reached. Indeed, the history of international climate negotiations teaches to be 
very cautious. Therefore, with this Special Report, the NATO Parliamentary Assembly’s (NATO 
PA) Science and Technology Committee (STC) wants to provide additional political impetus to the 
successful conclusion of COP21. The Committee has a long-running interest in climate change 
and its global security implications – through the adoption of reports and resolutions as well as 
through briefings.2 For example, in 2014, the Committee visited the IPCC Secretariat in Geneva to 
discuss the Fifth Assessment Report in-depth. The NATO PA has been consistent in its support 
for a concerted global response to the challenge of climate change. It has also repeatedly called 
for the inclusion of climate change in NATO’s political agenda. Climate change is a significant 
threat multiplier and thus needs to be addressed both by the NATO PA and NATO.  

1  Unless otherwise noted, all scientific assertions are based on the IPCC’s Fifth Assessment Report and 
the contributions to the Report by the IPCC’s Working Group I, II, and III: 
http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/index.shtml.   

2  Find the relevant STC reports from 2005, 2007, 2009, and 2010 as well as the 2007 Assembly 
resolution here: http://www.nato-pa.int/Default.asp?SHORTCUT=16; 

 http://www.nato-pa.int/Default.asp?SHORTCUT=1270.   
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6. This report examines a) the status of climate change science, including possible future 
scenarios and efforts to cope with climate change; b) the links between the effects of climate 
change and international security, including various Allied perspectives; and c) the building blocks 
already in place as well as an overview of several important actors’ positions in the run-up to 
COP21. 
 
 
II. CLIMATE CHANGE: A SCIENTIFIC UPDATE 
 
7. The science of climate change is becoming ever more refined, even though significant gaps 
still exist between what the scientific community knows about the Earth’s climate and what it ought 
to know, in order to best inform policy decision (for example, regarding regional and local impacts 
of climate change). This section explains the basic mechanism of climate change, the current 
status of climate change, effects, and future prospects, as well as options to cope with climate 
change. 
 
8. One of the basic mechanisms of the Earth’s climate is the balance between Sun energy 
stored on Earth and its loss into space, which determines the temperature of the planet. The Sun 
sends two types of energies towards the Earth: short-wave radiation (mainly ultraviolet (UV) 
radiation and visible light) and long-wave infrared radiation (or “heat”). Short-wave radiation 
passes through the atmosphere almost without interference, but about a third of long-wave 
infrared radiation is reflected straight back into space. The remainder is absorbed by the Earth’s 
land and oceans, which in turn, radiate some of the energy in the form of “heat” back into the 
atmosphere. Atmospheric gases such as water vapour, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and 
nitrous oxide (N2O) are GHGs as they absorb some of this “heat”, thus warming the atmosphere. 
This greenhouse effect is a necessity for life; without it, the Earth would be at least 35°C colder.  
 
9. Atmospheric GHG concentrations have been rising since the industrial revolution. CO2, CH4, 
and N2O concentrations in the atmosphere are higher now than at any point in time within at least 
the last 800,000 years. Based on direct observation of atmospheric CO2 concentrations, 
measurements in ice core samples, and other methods, scientists have established that in 
pre-industrial times the concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere was 280 parts per million by 
volume (ppmv). In 1958, when atmospheric measurements began, the concentration was                     
316 ppmv. Today, it is over 400 ppmv. Over the 20th century, humans have emitted more GHG 
into the atmosphere than the amount of carbon that was emitted during the long natural 
glacial-interglacial cycles, i.e. the geological intervals of warmer global average temperature 
lasting thousands of years that separates consecutive glacial periods within an ice age. And over 
the next 30 years, the world could release the same amount of CO2 into the atmosphere as was 
emitted in the last 265 years.  
 
10. The first major source of anthropogenic CO2 emissions is the burning of fossil fuels. Indeed, 
about 80% of worldwide CO2 emissions stem from energy production, industrial processes, and 
transport. North America, Europe, and Asia emit over 90% of the global industrially produced CO2. 
As developed states started industrialisation much earlier than developing countries, they have 
historically emitted much more GHG. The second major source amounts to roughly 20% of global 
CO2 emissions and results from land use, land use change, and forestry. Such human activities 
have an impact on so-called “carbon sinks”. Forests, for example, are the one of the main “carbon 
sinks” (the biggest “carbon sink” is the global ocean), as they absorb more carbon than they 
release. Over the last centuries, humans have dramatically reduced the amount of forests in the 
world. When forests are cut down, GHG concentration in the atmosphere rises. South America, 
Asia, and Africa are responsible for over 90% of such emissions today. However, also here, 
developed states have historically cut down very substantial amounts of forests in order to fuel 
industrialization.  
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11. Global population growth increases the strain on the global climate system because, at 
present, more people on the Earth mean increased total GHG emissions. By 2030, the global 
population is likely to increase to 8.3 billion people from today’s roughly 7.2 billion. This significant 
and fast rise is partially due to longer life expectancy and high fertility rates in many developing 
countries. Indeed, developing countries are likely to account for approximately 97% of global 
population growth by 2050. The pressure of global population growth illustrates the scale of the 
problem of decoupling economic growth from GHG emissions. 
 
12. The peak in GHG concentrations has already raised global temperature. Between 1880 and 
2012, the global average temperature has increased by 0.85°C. In turn, the oceans have warmed, 
precipitation over mid-latitude land areas of the Northern Hemisphere has increased, polar ice has 
melted, and the global mean sea level has risen by 19 cm. In order to make projections about 
future impacts, the IPCC’s Fifth Assessment Report developed four Representative Concentration 
Pathways (RCPs), based on more sophisticated and a greater number of climate models 
compared to earlier assessments: a stringent mitigation scenario (RCP2.6), representing a 
pathway that makes it likely that the world could avoid global warming over 2°C above preindustrial 
levels; two intermediate scenarios (RCP4.5 and RCP6.0); and a very high GHG emissions 
scenario (RCP8.5). For all four RCPs, the below table indicates the mean and likely increases by 
2081-2100 in global warming compared to preindustrial levels as well as sea level rise compared 
to the period 1986-2005. 
 

Table 1: IPCC Representative Concentration Pathways 
 

 Global warming Global sea level rise 

Scenario Mean and 
likely range 

Mean and 
likely range 

RCP2.6: 
Stringent mitigation 

1.0°C (0.3 to 1.7) 0.40m (0.26 to 0.55) 

RCP4.5: 
Intermediate scenario 

1.8°C (1.1 to 2.6) 0.47m (0.32 to 0.63) 

RCP6.0: 
Intermediate scenario 

2.2°C (1.4 to 3.1) 0.48m (0.33 to 0.63) 

RCP8.5: 
Very high emissions 

3.7°C (2.6 to 4.8) 0.63m (0.45 to 0.82) 

 
 
13. All of these scenarios will have a large impact on human, animal, and plant life. A certain 
degree of climate change is inevitable at this point, and nearly all countries and aspects of human 
society will be affected over the next 30 years. Nevertheless, in principle, three ways of confronting 
climate change exist: mitigation, adaptation, and climate engineering. As some level of further 
climate change is inevitable, mitigation and adaptation are complementary strategies that need to 
be put into place in order to reduce and manage the risks of climate change. Indeed, at COP16 in 
Cancun, governments agreed that adaptation and mitigation have the same level of priority. 
 
14. Mitigation aims to reduce GHG emissions. Several ways to mitigate GHG emissions exist, 
including an increase in the amount of energy produced by low- or GHG-free energy; energy 
efficiency and conservation; and the promotion of “carbon sinks”. The more the world can slow 
down and eventually reduce GHG emission rates, the fewer risks the world will have to face and 
the easier adaptation will become. It is currently assessed that without additional mitigation efforts, 
global warming is more likely than not to exceed 4°C. Given high levels of uncertainty in the 
medium- and long-term, many climate change experts have begun to advocate ‘no-regrets’ 
forecasting methods when developing climate change scenarios and possible policy response, 
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rather than ‘predictive’ forecasting methods used today. ‘No-regrets’ forecasting methods take 
uncertainty into account and, thus, should provide a more solid basis for risk management. 
Adaptation is the provision of protection for the animal, human, and plant life against the harmful 
effects of climate change. At this point, the world cannot avoid global warming; it can only limit its 
degree and impact. Hence, harmful effects will be triggered; their scale will depend on mitigation 
scenarios. Human communities – but not all flora and fauna – can live in almost any extreme 
climate, from deserts to the Arctic. Still, as the environment changes, vulnerable and exposed 
communities must adapt. 
 
15. Ultimately, it is up to states to develop national mitigation and adaptation policies, 
considering their national circumstances, advantages, and disadvantages. However, as                
Section IV.A shows, innovative and useful tools for improving the efficiency, effectiveness, and 
fairness of mitigation and adaptation efforts do exist. Such tools often involve co-operative 
international efforts and cross the divide between developed and developing countries. Examples 
of mitigation policy options are establishing carbon trading schemes, which would correct the 
market failure and account for negative externalities of GHG emissions; putting new energy 
subsidies into place, while reducing others already in place, most importantly on fossil fuels; or 
taxing GHG emissions. Equally, actors at all levels – from the international community down to the 
individual – have a multitude of options to adapt to climate change. They can prepare for climate 
risks through institutional options, for example through taxes, subsidies, insurance schemes, 
social policies, and regulations etc.; through social components such as awareness raising, 
outreach, and community efforts; or through physical adaptations policies, for example water 
management, more efficient irrigation and fertilization methods, or ecosystem-based measures. 
 
16. Climate engineering is seen in some quarters as a last-ditch effort if the world does not 
achieve sufficient mitigation or adaptation to avoid the most harmful consequences of climate 
change. However, virtually all scientists and policymakers view climate engineering as far the 
worst climate action option, compared to mitigation and adaptation, not least because of high risks 
associated with climate engineering. In principle, two ways of engineering Earth’s climate are 
explored by scientists: solar radiation management, which seeks to reduce the amount of solar 
energy absorbed on Earth, or carbon dioxide removal, which would involve large-scale extraction 
of GHGs from the atmosphere. Solar radiation management aims to modify the Earth’s albedo 
factor, i.e. making the Earth more reflective. Examples include cloud seeding, the injection of 
reflective aerosols into the atmosphere, and placing large mirrors into space. Carbon dioxide 
removal seeks to extract CO2 from the atmosphere through direct extraction (“scrubbing”) or 
indirect methods such as reforestation or ocean fertilization, i.e. increasing the uptake of CO2 by 
plankton. Some also consider carbon capture and storage, which is the removal of CO2 during 
industrial processes, as a climate engineering technique; others see it as a low-carbon technology. 
Substantial research is underway to explore climate engineering options because the world is 
currently not on a path to global warming below 2°C. Climate engineering research is thus seen by 
some scientists as an insurance policy against the international community’s failure to stem 
climate change. In February 2015, for example, the US National Academy of Sciences argued 
that, while there is no substitute for dramatic GHG reductions and adaptation, it is “prudent to also 
examine other options for countering the impacts of climate change. Climate intervention 
strategies could one day become part of a portfolio of climate response strategies, but currently 
these technologies are at a very early stage of development”.  Nevertheless, your Rapporteur 
believes that policymakers need to very carefully weigh the significant environmental, social, legal, 
economic, ethical, and political risks associated with climate engineering. 
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III. CLIMATE CHANGE AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 
 
17. A recent study by the American Security Project, chaired by former New Jersey Governor 
Christine Todd Whitman, shows that 110 countries perceive climate change as a threat to national 
security. This represents 71% of the 155 states for which information is available. 
For 32 countries, climate change is strictly an environmental concern, and 13 states do not include 
it as a concern in their foreign and security policies. All NATO member states share the view that 
climate change can have implications for international security. The 2014 Wales Summit 
Declaration states that climate change is a key environmental and resource constraints which “will 
further shape the future security environment in areas of concern to NATO and have the potential 
to significantly affect NATO planning and operations.” In 2013, NATO adopted a Green Defence 
Framework, which aims to improve operational effectiveness, environmental protection, and 
energy efficiency – NATO’s own, albeit limited, contribution to climate change mitigation.3 This 
section lays out how the negative effects of climate change can affect international security and 
examines how key countries of the Alliance view the issue. 
 

A. LINKS BETWEEN CLIMATE CHANGE AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 
 
18. In its contribution to the IPCC Fifth Assessment Report, Working Group II assessed patterns 
of risks and potential benefits of climate change (the former will outweigh the latter by a wide 
margin.). The WG II identified the climate-related drivers of impacts on natural or human systems: 
warming and drying trends; higher frequencies of extreme precipitation and temperatures as well 
as damaging cyclones; changes in precipitation; loss of snow cover; sea level rise; ocean 
acidification; and carbon dioxide fertilization. Under all climate pathways, these drivers will lead to 
increased global as well as sectorial and regional risks, which in turn, can indirectly or directly 
impinge on international security. These risks are a result of the interaction between climate 
change-related hazards and the vulnerability and exposure of particular communities.  
 
19. Before examining the links between climate change and international security, it is worth 
pointing out that some of the most severe negative climate change effects concerns biodiversity, 
as a large fraction of species faces extinction. Extinction rates are already 100 to 1,000 times 
higher than the background natural rate. Climate change will exacerbate this because many 
species are unable to shift geographical ranges sufficiently fast to adapt to climate change; live in 
particularly vulnerable and/or exposed geographical locations; or are threatened by the 
encroachment of human activity due to climate change, particularly shifting farming and 
urbanization patters. 
 
20. Natural disasters: In all climate change scenarios elaborated by the IPCC, the frequency of 
extreme weather events will rise. The more global temperature increases, the more extreme 
weather events the world will experience. If the world and individual states do not mitigate or adapt 
to climate change, an increase of loss of life, injury, or other negative health impacts will occur, 
either directly or indirectly due to their impact on infrastructure networks and critical services. For 
example, low-lying coastal zones and small islands will experience more storm surges and coastal 
flooding and will be affected by the rise in sea level; certain regions will suffer from more inland 
flooding and other extreme weather events such as heat waves; and drying regions will see more 
wildfires and droughts.  
 
21. It is extremely difficult to link singular natural disasters to climate change, but two disasters 
in 2015 make the danger clear. In January, the tropical Storm Amang or Mekkhala made landfall 
over the Philippines, killing two people. And in March, Cyclone Pam, the largest ever-recorded 
tropical storm, ravaged Vanuatu. Six people were confirmed dead and 90% of homes were 

3  For more on NATO’s military energy efficiency efforts, see the 2013 STC report [159 STCEES 13 E]: 
http://www.nato-pa.int/Default.asp?SHORTCUT=3212#STC. 
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damaged in the capital city, Port Vila. Such natural disasters will only become more frequent as 
climate change takes hold.  
 
22. Water security: Water scarcity will increase as the planet warms.4 According to the 2015 
study “A New Climate for Peace”, an independent report commissioned by the G7 member states, 
the water security of about 80% of the world’s population is already under threat. For each 1°C of 
global warming, 7% of the global population will lose at least 20% of its renewable water 
resources. Climate change may increase renewable water resources in some regions. However, 
even those areas might experience short-term shortages due to increasingly variable rainfalls and 
reduced snowfall. As water demand grows and climate change impacts affect availability and 
quality, competition over water will likely increase the pressure on both national and international 
governance structures in exposed and/or vulnerable regions. Indeed, transboundary waters have 
been and will continue to be frequent sources of international tension.  
 
23. Food security: Climate change will negatively affect food production in tropical and 
temperate climates, although certain areas may benefit from global warming. Global and regional 
food security will thus come under stress, due to warming and drying trends as well as higher 
frequencies of extreme weather events. Exposed and/or vulnerable regions will suffer from risks to 
all aspects of food security, including food access, utilization, and price stability, and could even 
experience full breakdowns of food systems. 
 
24. Economic security: Food and water security are intimately linked with economic security, 
and risks to economic security will rise in exposed and/or vulnerable communities. The livelihood 
of communities living in coastal areas will come under pressure, due to hazards to their 
ecosystems, biodiversity, and the goods, functions, and services they provide. In particular, people 
in the tropics and the Arctic will be affected. Certain other inland regions will see similar effects 
due to climate-change related hazards.  
 
25. Public health: As the planet warms, exposed and/or vulnerable communities will see an 
increase in public health risks. According to the 2015 Commission on Health and Climate Change 
of The Lancet (the most prestigious medical journal in the world), the implications of climate 
change threaten to undermine the last half-century of gains in development and global health. 
Public health for large swathes of the global population is endangered because of climate change 
impacts, such as heat stress, floods, drought, and increased frequency of intense storms. Indirect 
effects include adverse changes in air pollution, the spread of disease vectors, food insecurity and 
under-nutrition, displacement of people, and mental ill health. 
 
26. The climate-related drivers, global and regional sea-level rises, the increased frequency of 
natural disasters, the risks to food, water, and economic security, as well as to public health will 
likely lead to the displacement of people in affected regions and lead to migration pressures 
within states as well as to other regions. Furthermore, in these climate-stressed regions, groups 
and states will likely compete for ever scarcer resources. As Working Group II argues, climate 
change can thus “indirectly increase risks of violent conflicts in the form of civil war and                   
inter-group violence by amplifying well-documented drivers of these conflicts such as poverty and 
economic shocks”. Most states therefore see climate change as a threat multiplier or a catalyst 
for crises. In terms of Euro-Atlantic security, climate change-related impacts that can lead to 
indirect and direct threats to security will become increasingly visible in regions such as the Arctic, 
the Middle East and North Africa, and Central Asia, as these regions are exposed and/or 
vulnerable to the rising hazards they will face under climate change. 
 

4  For more on food and water security and the impact on international security, see the 2011 STC report 
[188 STCEES 11 E]: http://www.nato-pa.int/Default.asp?SHORTCUT=2542. 
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B. NATIONAL PERCEPTIONS OF CLIMATE CHANGE’S SECURITY IMPLICATIONS 
 
27. While all NATO member states agree that climate change can impact international security, 
individual states' opinions vary on how much and what kind of impact it might have, or how 
integrated climate change goals should be in their foreign and security policies. It is thus 
instructive to examine more closely how some of the Allies perceive the link between international 
security and climate change.5 
 
28. United States: Strategic thinking about the impact of climate change on international 
security began within elements of the US government in the middle of the 1990s. However, a 
report of the Department of Defense’ (DOD) Office of Net Assessment in 2003 energized the 
debate. Despite several subsequent studies, climate change as a factor was first articulated in the 
2010 US National Security Strategy and the DOD’s 2010 Quarterly Defence Review.                          
The 2010 National Security Strategy posited that “[t]he danger from climate change is real, urgent, 
and severe. The change wrought by a warming planet will lead to new conflicts over refugees and 
resources; new suffering from drought and famine; catastrophic natural disasters; and the 
degradation of land across the globe.” In the 2015 National Security Strategy, climate change is 
one of the “top strategic risks to our interests” and “an urgent and growing threat to our national 
security”. The 2014 Quarterly Defence Review argues that “climate change poses another 
significant challenge for the United States and the world at large.” In 2014, the DOD released a 
Climate Change Adaptation Roadmap. The DOD argues that “[t]he effects of the changing climate 
will be felt across the full range of Department activities, including plans, operations, training, 
infrastructure, and acquisition.” 
 
29. United Kingdom: For a number of years, the UK has focused on the national security 
aspects of climate change. In 2010, the UK published its policy documents currently guiding its 
foreign and security policy. In its National Security Strategy, the government states that “[t]he 
physical effects of climate change are likely to become increasingly significant as a ‘risk multiplier’, 
exacerbating existing tensions around the world,” highlighting both domestic as well as global risks 
of climate change. Unsurprisingly, one of the priority areas in the Strategic Defence and Security 
Review was “Climate Change and Resource Competition: Security Impacts”. The Review points to 
the risk of climate change exacerbating instability in countries with ineffective governments, weak 
security and high poverty rates, while increasing “the likelihood and impact of some natural 
hazards.” The UK Ministry of Defence (MOD) takes climate change very seriously. In 2011, it 
published a Defence Sustainable Development Strategy that articulated steps to “become 
increasingly sustainable during the period 2011-2030.” Furthermore, the same year, the 
Government Office for Science released a foresight report on “International Dimensions of Climate 
Change”. It underlined that “the consequences for the UK of climate change occurring in other 
parts of the world could be as important as climate change directly affecting these shores. The UK 
will inevitably be affected by these global impacts, and will need to give careful consideration to 
the implications for diplomacy and foreign policy, security, resources and commodities, finance 
and trade, human health and social values.” 
 
30. Germany: The German Foreign Office calls climate change “one of the greatest challenges 
of the 21st century and also a key foreign policy task.” Already in its 2006 Defence White Book, 
the MOD argued that climate change may compound the effects of supply and distribution 
problems in parts of Africa and Asia, which in turn impinges on political and social stability. In the 
government’s 2012 strategy paper “Shaping Globalization – Expanding Partnerships – Sharing 
Responsibility”, it argued that climate change as well as resource scarcity, natural disasters, and 
lack of food security – all of these are negatively affected by climate change – may exacerbate 
conflicts. The MOD, which will release a new White Book in 2016, spelled out its view of climate 

5  For more on Allied military energy efficiency efforts, see the 2013 STC report [159 STCEES 13 E]: 
http://www.nato-pa.int/Default.asp?SHORTCUT=3212#STC. 
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security more clearly in the 2011 Defence Policy Guidelines. It points to the second-order effects 
of climate change, namely desertification, water scarcity, and migration pressures. 
 
31. France: A 2011 paper of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, entitled "French External Action 
Against Climate Change," argues that climate change "has become a factor of instability and an 
issue for collective security. Conflicts over natural resources and migration due to lack of access to 
water and land are increasing social tension and undermining political stability." Furthermore, it 
points to risks to global food security and public health. In contrast, for the French MOD’s, climate 
change as a factor affecting international security is not as well established as for its counterparts 
in the United States, the UK, and Germany. The 2013 White Paper on Defence and National 
Security only states that “certain climate change studies suggest that the scale or frequency of 
extreme events may increase and further weaken the regions that are already most vulnerable to 
them.” While it argues that “precise regional consequences of global warming over the next few 
decades are still very uncertain”, it nevertheless recognizes that “the reduction in Arctic Sea ice 
already has strategic consequences and the prospect of regular use of new Arctic shipping lanes 
is drawing closer.” However, the French MOD recently commissioned an in-depth study on climate 
security, which gives a number of recommendations on how the MOD should think about, mitigate, 
and adapt to climate change. Your Rapporteur hopes that this study will prompt more concrete 
policies in the MOD. 
 
32. Other Allies: Canada’s government as well as the remaining European Allies also clearly 
link climate change and international security. Emphases differ, however. Canada, for example, 
points more to the challenges that climate change poses to development, and some smaller 
European states underline local consequences rather than global effects. A handful of European 
states have incorporated climate security strategies into their national policies in concrete terms.  
 
 
IV. INTERNATIONAL CLIMATE CHANGE NEGOTIATIONS: TOWARDS PARIS 2015 
 
33. COP15 in Copenhagen set itself up for high expectations. Under the Bali Road Map, agreed 
in 2007, the goal was to agree on a framework for international climate change cooperation to 
replace the Kyoto Protocol, set to lapse in 2012. Governments saw hopeful signs – such as a new 
President of the United States, new ambitious EU climate change targets, and meaningful 
proposals put forward by developing countries. However, the meeting was an unmitigated failure in 
the eyes of most observers. The Parties only agreed to take note of the Copenhagen Accord, 
which was the result of negotiations outside texts developed in subsidiary bodies under the 
UNFCCC. The United States, China, South Africa, India, and Brazil were the primary drafters of 
the Accord, but important players were left outside of the negotiations, which were characterized 
as lacking transparency. While progress was made on certain issues at COP15 and at subsequent 
meetings, only at COP17 in Durban, South Africa, in 2011 did governments agree on the need to 
draw up a new universal framework. Furthermore, they decided to extend the Kyoto Protocol, with 
a second commitment period. However, at the time of writing, only 38 developed countries, 
including the EU and its member states, have signed on to the second Kyoto period; representing 
merely 14% of global emissions. 
 
34. It is still uncertain whether a new global climate deal emerges at COP21 in Paris. 
Nevertheless, actions and measures on key issues such as mitigation, adaptation, finance, 
technology development and transfer, capacity-building, and transparency have been undertaken 
over the last years. They will become the building bricks of any agreement. This section lays out 
key building blocks as well as the position of key states on arguably the most crucial issue: 
pledges on mitigation efforts. 
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A. RECENT KEY ACTIONS AND MEASURES  
 
35. Intended Nationally Determined Contributions (INDC): At COP20 in Lima, governments 
agreed that countries should submit Intended Nationally Determined Contributions, i.e. national 
pledges that will contribute to achieving the objective of the UNFCCC’s Article 2. All countries were 
invited to communicate their pledges to the UNFCCC secretariat well in advance of COP21, ideally 
by the end of March 2015. The sum of these Contributions will become the foundation of climate 
change efforts after 2020 if a new agreement comes into effect. One of the main tasks for the 
UNFCCC Secretariat in 2015 will be to calculate how large the “ambition gap” will be with this set 
of pledges, i.e. how well the sum of Contributions corresponds to the ambition of avoiding more 
than 2°C of global warming. As of 9 September 2015, 58 countries had submitted INDCs to the 
UNFCCC, including all EU member states, Canada, Iceland, Norway, and the United States, 
representing, depending on the estimates used, between 56 to 62% of the total emissions of 
GHG.  
 
36. National Adaptation Plans: During COP16, the Cancun Adaptation Framework established 
the National Adaptation Plan process. Governments can formulate and implement such Plans, in 
order to identify medium- and long-term adaptation needs as well as to develop and implement 
strategies and programmes to address them. COP20 in Lima increased visibility of these Plans by 
enhancing the UNFCCC website, thus raising the probability of financial backing.                                 
The Green Climate Fund (see below) will also discuss how these Plans can be supported. 
Furthermore, a Global Network involving Peru, the United States, Germany, the Philippines, Togo, 
the United Kingdom, Jamaica, and Japan, was created in Lima as well. 
 
37. Multilateral Assessment: Already during COP16 in Cancun, countries agreed that 
transparency of national actions needed to be improved. Stronger rules on monitoring, reporting, 
and verification of emissions and of climate finance need to be in place to make any climate deal 
stick, not least to build confidence among the Parties. In Cancun, governments agreed on an 
International Assessment and Review for developed countries and of an International Consultation 
and Analysis for developing countries. Indeed, at COP20 in Lima, 17 developed countries were 
assessed under this Review to test the assessment’s viability. 
 
38. Green Climate Fund: Although there were earlier precedents, dedicated climate finance 
originated in grant form when the Global Environmental Facility was established to serve the 
UNFCCC as its financial mechanism in 1991. However, recognising that the international 
architecture for climate finance is fragmented and not helping to catalyse low carbon, resilient 
development at sufficient scale or pace, COP15 in Copenhagen conceived of a new Green 
Climate Fund to counter climate change. The Fund is a paradigm shift in helping poor countries 
onto low-carbon and climate resilient development pathways. It is envisaged as the main 
multilateral vehicle for mobilising increased climate finance. It was launched at COP17 in Durban 
and subsequently refined. In May 2014, the Fund was declared open for business, or at least open 
to begin an initial resource mobilisation process. As of mid-2015, more than USD 10 billion have 
been pledged. The Fund will play a key role in reaching a pledge by developed countries to jointly 
mobilise USD 100 billion climate finance per year by 2020, from public, private and alternative 
sources, to address the needs of developing countries.  
 
39. Warsaw Framework for Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest 
Degradation+ (REDD+): The idea of developing an instrument on “carbon sinks” within the global 
climate regime was first introduced COP11 in Montreal in 2005, referred to as RED (Reduced 
Emissions from Deforestation). The UN REDD+ programme was agreed in principle at COP13 in 
Bali. REDD+ is visualized as a win-win solution that can protect forests and ecosystems, promote 
reforestation, and protect forest dwellers from and compensate for lost income. Despite initial 
problems, REDD+ has built up significant political momentum over the years and shown early 
successes. Thus, in 2013, at the COP19 in Warsaw, governments put into place the Warsaw 
Framework for REDD+. The package of decisions will lead to more transparency, strengthened 
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integrity, and better co-ordination of support. Initial financial pledges amount to USD 280 million for 
payments if developing countries can demonstrate results.  
 
40. Warsaw Mechanism for Loss and Damage: At COP19 in Warsaw, Parties agreed to 
establish the Warsaw International Mechanism on Loss and Damage. The aim is to enhance 
support on loss and damage, for example from extreme weather events or slow onset events, 
including finance, technology, and capacity building. The mechanism is to be initially set up under 
the Cancun Adaptation Framework, but the mandate, structure, and effectiveness, including the 
institutional arrangement, is subject to review by 2016.  
 
41. Technology Co-operation: At COP16 in Cancun, governments established a Technology 
Executive Committee and a Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN). These efforts seek 
to stimulate technology co-operation, enhance climate technology development and transfer, and 
assist developing countries. The CTCN consists of a climate technology centre as well as a 
network of institutions that can respond to requests from developing countries. 
 

B. MITIGATION PLEDGES OF KEY STATES  
 
42. While the above building blocks will be crucial in any final agreement, the most important 
matter is arguably the combined pledges of the largest emitters of CO2. The overview below 
shows the pledges of the six biggest emitters (as of July 2015), ranked by absolute emissions. 
Combined, they are responsible for more than 70% of global CO2 emissions.  
 
43. China (28% of global CO2 emissions): In 2010, China pledged a 40-45% reduction of CO2 
emissions per unit of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) by 2020, compared to 2005 levels; also, it 
pledged to increase the share of non-fossil fuels in its energy mix to 15%. In November 2014, the 
United States and China published a Joint Announcement on Climate Change and Clean Energy 
Cooperation, which many experts called a historic moment. China announced that its emissions 
would peak around 2030 and that the share of non-fossil fuels would rise to 20%. With both 
pledges, absolute levels of course depend on future GDP growth. According to Climate Action 
Tracker, an independent science-based assessment site led by the lead author of the 2007 IPCC 
Assessment Report, China is on track on these pledges and plans.6 In June 2015, China 
submitted its INDC. It reaffirmed that its emissions would peak around 2030 at the latest. By 2030, 
it furthermore aims to:  
 

- “To lower carbon dioxide emissions per unit of GDP by 60% to 65% from the 2005 level; 
- To increase the share of non-fossil fuels in primary energy consumption to around 20%; and 
- To increase the forest stock volume by around 4.5 billion cubic meters on the 2005 level.” 

 
44. United States (16.5% of global CO2 emissions): In 2010, the United States pledged a 
17% reduction of emissions by 2020, compared to 2005 levels. In the US-China Joint 
Announcement, President Obama pledged a new goal to cut net GHG emissions by 26-28% 
compared to 2005 levels by the year 2025. This pledge was reiterated in the INDC submitted in 
March 2015. While the country appears to be on track for the 2020 target, it is unlikely that it will 
fulfil its 2025 target without additional efforts, according to Climate Action Tracker. 
 
45. The European Union (11.4% of global CO2 emissions): In October 2014, the EU adopted its 
new 2030 Framework for Climate and Energy Policy. Under the Policy, the EU aims for a minimum 
of 40% of emissions reduction by 2030, compared to 1990 levels. This pledge was reiterated in 
the INDC submitted in March 2015. However, current policies do not put the EU on a path to 
achieving this goal, Climate Action Tracker believes, but rather to a 23-35% reduction. The 
long-term vision is to reduce by 80-95% under its 2050 Energy Roadmap. 

6  Emission shares in this overview are based on Yale’s Environmental Performance Index 2014. 
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46. India (5.8% of global CO2 emissions): In 2010, India pledged to reduce the emission 
intensity of its GDP by 20-25% by 2020 compared to 2005 levels (excluding land use, land-use 
change and forestry). Climate Action Tracker argues that the target is in line with current policies, 
but the absolute level of emission is of course dependent on economic growth.  
 
47. Russia (5.3% of global CO2 emissions): In 2010, Russia pledged to reduce emissions by 
15-25% below 1990 levels by 2020. In September 2013, the country committed to the lower end of 
this range. While seemingly on track towards 23-24%, according to Climate Action Tracker, this 
still equates with a 16-17% increase compared with the 2010 level. Russia submitted its INDC in 
April 2015. It aims to reduce GHG emissions by 25-30% from 1990 levels by 2030. 
 
48. Japan (3.8% of global CO2 emissions): In 2013, Japan announced a new pledge, which aims 
to reduce emissions by 3.8% below 2005 levels by 2020. This would constitute an increase of 
5.2% above 1990 levels, and depending on whether the country utilizes “carbon sinks” and climate 
credits, could rise to 10.5%, argues Climate Action Tracker. In stark contrast, Japan pledged a 
25% decrease compared to 1990 at COP15 in Copenhagen. In July 2015, Japan submitted its 
INDC, setting an emissions reduction target of 26% below 2013 levels by 2030.  
 

 
VI. CONCLUSION 
 
49. The International Energy Agency (IEA) has come to the conclusion that global CO2 
emissions from the energy sector have stalled in 2014. It is the first time in 40 years that a halt or 
reduction was recorded which was not tied to major global economic weakness. The IEA attributes 
the halt in emissions growth to changing patterns of energy consumption in China and OECD 
countries. For China, 2014 was a turning point in terms of electricity generated from renewable 
energy. And in OECD economies, efforts to promote greater energy efficiency and more 
renewable energy are beginning to decouple economic growth from CO2 emissions. This is good 
news, in the eyes of the Rapporteur, but cannot be an excuse for complacency. The world needs a 
global climate deal in 2015. 
 
50. The year 2014 saw a number of decisions and announcements that have contributed to 
growing political momentum going into COP21. Among others, China, the EU, and the 
United States took new significant steps in their climate policies, even though their combined 
pledges likely do not yet live up to what is deemed necessary. Furthermore, even though 
governments enter the run-up to negotiations with optimism, it is still entirely possible that the 
momentum will vanish after all national pledges are accounted for or that negotiations fail at 
COP21, as they did in Copenhagen in 2009. In this context, it was a positive development that the 
UN member states reached agreement on a new global sustainable development agenda set to be 
adopted in September 2015. Climate change is a persistent red thread throughout. While 
acknowledging that the UNFCCC is the primary forum for countering climate change, the 13th goal 
of the agenda is to “[t]ake urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts”. The sub-goals 
include a strengthening of resilience and adaptive capacity; integration of climate change 
measures at the national level; improvement of education, awareness raising, and human and 
institutional capacity; and implementation of climate financing commitments. 
 
51.  Still, a fundamental divide runs between developed and developing countries, which still 
proves itself to be difficult to bridge. Historically, developed countries have emitted most of the 
anthropogenic GHGs. In other words, their contribution to global climate change is larger than that 
of developing countries. At the 1992 “Rio Earth Summit”, the international community enshrined 
the principle “common but differentiated responsibilities” for climate change action. However, 
governments have since then struggled to turn this principle into concrete actions. Developing 
states were exempt from the Kyoto Protocol’s responsibilities. Yet today, developing countries, in 
particular emerging economies like China, India, South Africa, or Brazil, are increasing their 
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emissions of GHG at large rates, as their economies grow at exceptional rates. Indeed, since 
2007, China has been the biggest emitter of CO2 behind the United States; even though per capita 
China’s emissions are still only about a quarter than the United States. Many developing countries 
feel that they need to develop first before they can reduce emissions, and it seems only logical 
that developed countries both reduce their emissions to a larger extent and help pay for a 
significant part of the cost of the mitigation and adaptation efforts of these developing countries. 
This divide was in many ways at the heart of the Copenhagen breakdown. However, many 
observers see in the Joint Announcement between China and the United States a major departure 
from the unwillingness to commit on the part of developing states. Similar US efforts to induce a 
more meaningful pledge from India seemed not to be successful yet. In the end, developing 
countries expect major financial commitments from developed states, accompanied by sufficient 
reduction pledges. 
 
52. If the world wants to stop unacceptable damage to the planet, governments must agree to 
an ambitious, legally-binding, and rules-based agreement on climate change that applies to all 
countries. All countries must commit to reduce emissions globally, with clear, fair, and ambitious 
targets that are consistent with a path towards limiting global warming to below 1.5 or 2°C. The 
targets will need to be regularly updated going forward. Indeed, the international community 
should err on the side of caution and should commit to a path that it will not regret in the future. 
The agreement must allow for effective multilateral assessments of national commitments to 
mitigate, adapt, and finance climate actions of those who need it, holding all countries accountable 
– to each other and to the public – for meeting their targets. 
 
53. Such a result will be extremely hard work over the next few weeks. At this point, it is still too 
early to speculate on the outcomes in Paris. Your Rapporteur has therefore introduced a draft 
resolution to the STC which contains a strong set of policy recommendations. He urges the 
members of the Committee to support a strong resolution. This will send a powerful signal to the 
international community, as it approaches COP21 in Paris in December 2015.  
 
54. In parallel to negotiations of a climate deal, the international community must also strengthen 
the resilience of states and societies vulnerable and/or exposed to climate-change related risks. 
As the G7-commissioned study “A New Climate for Peace” rightly argues increased climate 
change adaptation efforts, development and humanitarian aid, and peacebuilding and conflict 
prevention programmes are key policy sectors for improved efforts. 
 
55. No matter the outcome in Paris, the Assembly, and this Committee in particular, should 
continue to serve as a forum for climate change discussions among legislators of the Euro-Atlantic 
community. This is essential to mobilise public support and political impetus. The Committee and 
Assembly should also continue to push that climate change is included more visibly on the political 
agenda at NATO. Indeed, there is scope for increasing the attention the Alliance pays to the 
impacts of climate change on Allied security, its crisis management operations, and co-operative 
security efforts (especially with NATO partners that are vulnerable and exposed to climate change 
risks). As already pointed out, climate change-related impacts will become increasingly visible in 
neighbouring regions such as the Arctic, the Middle East and North Africa, and Central Asia. 
Expert, military, and political consultations should therefore happen more frequently within NATO 
structures. In particular, Allies should share their views on how much and what kind of impact 
climate change might have or how integrated climate change goals should be in their foreign and 
security policies. Furthermore, Allied leaders should raise the profile of security-related climate 
change effects at NATO summits. Lastly, NATO should continue and deepen its NATO’s smart 
energy agenda, following through on in its Wales Summit commitment to “work towards 
significantly improving the energy efficiency of our military forces.” 
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