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Summary of presentations 

The workshop started, after a welcome from the kind hosts Kiyoshi Sawada and the 
Japanese Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, with Masayuki Sagisaka, of the 
National Institute of Advanced Industrial Science and Technology (AIST), Japan, introducing 
the science of lifecycle assessment and presenting some results from Japan. He stressed 
that care must be taken in selecting appropriate data sources and in interpreting the results. 
He also showed through comparison of emissions from power stations using biomass and 
liquid natural gas at different efficiencies, that technological innovation was key to achieving 
emissions reductions from a given natural resource base. 

Karen Laughlin, of US EPA, then provided an overview of the GBEP Common 
Methodological Framework for GHG LCA of Bioenergy, stating that its chief purpose is to 
allow transparent communication of GHG LCA approaches, given that the results of GHG 
LCA can differ greatly depending on methodological choices. The Framework is available for 
testing on the GBEP website, where there is also a clearinghouse on GHG LCA of 
bioenergy, containing useful documents relating to the subject and links to institutions 
working in this field. Karen also described the US legislation on biofuels – the Renewable 
Fuel Standard – and the role that GHG LCA played in incentivising the use of biofuels with 
certain GHG savings. She stressed that the appropriate GHG LCA methodology would 
depend on the policy question it was being used to address. Karen also noted that a long-
term commitment to developing national capacity in GHG LCA was essential. 

Horst Fehrenbach of IFEU, Germany, then described in some detail the mechanics of how to 
undertake a GHG LCA of bioenergy, some of the major technical issues and pros and cons 
of different approaches. Methodologically, the definition and determination of those 
feedstocks that could be classified as wastes and residues was important. Direct land-use 
change could lead to significant emissions and countries would need to develop carbon 
maps for both soil and biomass. Accurate measurement of net emissions from different crop 
rotation and soil management practices was required in order to incentivise good practices. 
(Indirect land-use change – ILUC – was to be addressed in Uwe Fritsche’s presentation.) 
Horst showed that each country starting out on the road to building capacity to undertake 
GHG LCA needs to decide whether and when to invest in research and training in direct 
measurement of GHG emissions and national lifecycle inventorying or whether to rely on 
available calculators and default values. The former approach will lead to more locally 
applicable results and a better understanding of the GHG impacts of bioenergy, which can 
then better inform policymaking. The latter may in some cases be sufficient for showing 
compliance with certain voluntary or regulatory schemes featuring GHG thresholds. 

Joaquim Seabra of the University of Campinas then provided an overview of GHG LCA work 
on bioenergy in Brazil. He stressed the importance of sample size and co-product allocation. 
He also mentioned some of the numerous collaborative activities in this field that Brazil is 
undertaking with international partners. 

Yuki Kudoh of AIST, Japan, then introduced the work of the Economic Research Institute of 
ASEAN and South Asia’s Working Group on sustainable biomass in selected East Asian 
countries. This Working Group has piloted a set of three indicators – lifecycle GHG 
emissions, Human Development Index and Gross Value Added – and is now working on 
more detailed socioeconomic indicators, such as job creation and access to modern energy. 



 

Next, Daniel May, of GIZ, Germany, presented GHG LCA results from the field in Thailand. 
He discussed the challenges and lessons learnt when trying to build human and institutional 
capacity for GHG LCA of bioenergy and the potential for other countries to emulate the 
examples of Thailand and of Thai-German cooperation. 

Then, Jane Romero, of the Institute for Global Environmental Strategies, Tokyo, discussed 
opportunities and challenges with regard to securing financing for bioenergy projects and 
programmes through the CDM (including Programmes of Activities) and NAMAs and through  
climate funds under the UNFCCC. Jane pointed out that various ways to simplify the process 
of using the CDM – especially for bioenergy projects and programmes – were being 
developed. Lessons from CDM could be learned in developing the NAMAs regime, which 
held great promise for bioenergy programmes at the national level. 

Uwe Fritsche, of Oeko-Institute, Germany, and leader of GBEP’s workstream on indirect 
effects, then gave an overview of the status of ILUC science and scientific discussion around 
the world and of ILUC-relevant policy measures being implemented or discussed. He 
highlighted the value of discussing options for mitigating risks of adverse ILUC, as opposed 
to a focus on means of quantifying it, and of GBEP’s role in broadening participation in the 
ongoing ILUC discussion. 

Finally, Luisa Marelli and Robert Edwards of the European Commission’s Joint Research 
Centre described the role of GHG LCA in the EU Renewable Energy and Fuel Quality 
Directives, the EU LCA methodology, how the default values in this legislation were derived, 
and how producers and third countries could use these default values or provide verified 
alternatives. 

Summing up and moving forwards 

In summing up the workshop and looking forwards to possible capacity building activities 
under the new GBEP Working Group on Capacity Building for Sustainable Bioenergy, the 
GBEP Co-Chair, Mariangela Rebuá, Brazil, mentioned the contribution that GBEP could 
make through disseminating GHG LCA methodologies used in Partner or Observer 
countries, as well as sharing related data. She noted that in the workshop it was shown that 
there are methodological and technical challenges in conducting GHG LCA. However, it was 
also shown that such LCA can make a valuable contribution to informing policymaking 
towards climate change mitigation. 

Mariangela highlighted the GBEP Common Methodological Framework for GHG LCA of 
Bioenergy as a collection of factors one should take into account when making comparisons 
between different methodologies and to ensure some degree of comparability. Although 
complex, its 10 steps, along with the 24 GBEP sustainability indicators, may serve as a 
reference to policymakers. She also identified another important point emerging from the 
workshop as the amount and quality of knowledge and data regarding GHG LCA that can be 
shared. Previous GBEP work was stressed as an important contribution.  

Brazil would go on, in the first meeting of the GBEP Working Group on Capacity Building for 
Sustainable Bioenergy, to propose a study tour for capacity building in sustainable bioenergy 
as another means to add to the examples presented in the workshop of cooperation between 
countries and institutions around the world that have enabled the exchange of experiences 
and the building of capacity. Indonesia specifically requested that GHG LCA be included 
within the work of this Activity Group. Capacity building towards the measurement of lifecycle 
GHG emissions from bioenergy production and use (and comparison with fossil fuels) will 
also feature within the projects to pilot the GBEP sustainability indicators (current projects in 
Colombia, Ghana and Indonesia). Experiences in this area will be exchanged through 
another Activity Group and discussed at the next meeting of the Working Group. 


