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Abstract

Life cycle assessment (LCA) is increasingly important for the 
environmental assessment of dairy systems. While efforts to 
standardize procedures are being made, many studies define 
the functional unit and reference flow in a different way even 
though they all refer to energy corrected milk (ECM). The ref-
erence flow should be the amount of ECM at the farm gate to 
account for losses and milk fed to calves. The calculation of 
raw milk to ECM consists of the calculation of energy of raw 
milk and the scaling to the energy content of ECM. While the 
different formulas to calculate the energy content of raw milk 
differ only slightly, no consensus exists on the energy con-
tent of ECM, as it has been an arbitrary choice in all instances. 
Calculating the feed demand based on milk yield is also sen-
sitive to the ECM calculation. Different energy demands for 
the same amount of ECM can lead to different calculated 
feed intakes, and consequently different resource efficien-
cies and environmental impacts. Consequently, when no 
information on the definition and calculation procedure of 
ECM is given, LCA results may face a severe uncertainty. We 
evaluated the effects of different settings on carbon foot-
print of milk in a calculation example and found an uncer-
tainty of 33 % to either side of the results. In order to provide 
valid LCA results, the definition and calculation procedure of 
the functional unit and reference flow must be transparently 
disclosed.

Key words: Life cycle assessment, ECM, comparison, agricul-
ture, milk

Zusammenfassung

Auswirkungen von Wahl des Referenz-
flusses und der Formel zur Energiekor-
rektur auf Ökobilanzergebnisse in der 
Milchproduktion

Ökobilanzierung (Life cycle assessment, LCA) wird für die 
Beurteilung der ökologischen Nachhaltigkeit von Milchvieh-
systemen immer wichtiger. Obwohl Ansätze zur Standardi-
sierung vorliegen, erfolgt die Definition von funktioneller 
Einheit und Referenzfluss unterschiedlich, auch wenn diese 
jeweils als energiekorrigierte Milch (ECM) angegeben wer-
den. Der Referenzfluss sollte die Milchmenge am Hoftor sein, 
um Verluste und Kälberfütterung mit einzubeziehen. Die 
Energie-korrektur von Rohmilch besteht aus der Berechnung 
des Energiegehaltes der Rohmilch und der Skalierung auf 
den Energiegehalt von ECM. Während die Formeln zur Ener-
giegehaltsberechnung nur wenig voneinander abweichen, 
existiert kein Konsens über den Energiegehalt von ECM. Dies 
ist in allen Fällen eine willkürliche Festlegung. Die Futterauf-
nahme auf Basis der Milchleistung zu berechnen, ist ebenfalls 
abhängig von der ECM-Berechnung. Verschiedene Energie-
bedarfe für dieselbe Menge ECM kann zu unterschiedlichen 
Futteraufnahmen führen und daraus folgend zu unterschied-
lichen Bewertungen der Ressourceneffizienz und Umwelt-
auswirkungen. Werden also keine Informationen zu Berech-
nung und Definition von Referenzfluss und ECM gegeben, 
unterliegen LCA-Ergebnisse einer großen Unsicherheit. Wir 
haben verschiedene Parameterkombinationen in einer Bei-
spielrechnung für den Carbon Footprint von Milchproduk-
tion untersucht und eine Unsicherheit von 33 % der Ergeb-
nisse gefunden. Um sinnvolle und vergleichbare LCA- 
Ergebnisse zu produzieren, müssen die Definition und die 
Berechnung von Referenzfluss und funktioneller Einheit 
transparent dargestellt werden.

Schlüsselwörter: Ökobilanz, EKM, Vergleichbarkeit, Agrar-
wirtschaft, Milch
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1	 Effect of Energy Correction on LCA

1.1	 Introduction
Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) plays an increasing role when 
assessing the environmental performance of dairy produc-
tion (Baldini et al., 2017). However, LCA results may face 
acceptance problems due to high uncertainty or lacking 
trust in the uncertainty assessment (Herrmann et al., 2014). 
Many studies tackle various aspects of uncertainty when 
assessing carbon footprints. These aspects include emission 
factor uncertainty (Chen and Corson, 2014; Schueler et al., 
2018a), activity data and parameter uncertainty (Basset-Mens 
et al., 2009b; Wolf et al., 2017; Zehetmeier et al., 2014), or spa-
tial or temporal variability (e.g. Guerci et al., 2013; Schueler et 
al., 2018b).

With ‘A common carbon footprint approach for the dairy 
sector’ from the International Dairy Federation (IDF, 2015) 
and the product category rules for raw milk according to 
ISO 14025 from International EPD® System (www.environdec.
com) two guidelines exist that aim to produce reproducible 
and comparable results and stress their relationship to the 
LCA norm 14040 (ISO, 2008). While the IDF guidelines have 
notably been used for carbon footprinting in the dairy sector 
(e.g. Dalgaard et al., 2014; Daneshi et al., 2014; Gollnow, 2014; 
Jayasundara and Wagner-Riddle, 2014), both guidelines are 
not binding.

A common scope for carbon footprinting is the cradle-to-
farm gate analysis where the functional unit is defined as 
“1 kg energy-corrected milk (ECM)”. Differences in the defini-
tion and calculation of ECM have been found in Baldini et al. 
(2017) and Yan et al. (2011) but dismissed as “slightly differ-
ent” (Baldini et al., 2017). Of the two guidelines, IDF demands 
energy-corrected milk (as “fat and protein-corrected milk”) 
while the International EPD® System obtains carbon foot-
prints per kg raw milk.

Our hypothesis is that definition and calculation of ECM 
as functional unit is an important source of uncertainty in 
LCA. We test this hypothesis by showing that uncertainty 
induced by definition and calculation of ECM results in rele-
vant differences in carbon footprint of milk when assessed 
with different approaches.

1.2	 Material and Methods
In the following, we will address three problems that arise 
when using ECM as a functional unit and might influence the 
results:

yy reference flow definition
yy reference flow calculation
yy calculation of feed intake based on produced ECM

To check the effects different modelling choices or algorithm 
choices might have in carbon footprinting of milk, we used 
average data from 35 dairy farms from a network of organic 
and non-organic dairy farms in Germany (www.pilotbetriebe.
de; Hülsbergen and Rahmann, 2014). The average number of 
cows in 2015 was 102 with 7,376 kg raw milk produced per 
cow. Average fat content was 3.83 % and average crude 

protein content was 3.37 %. These values are based on 
monthly milk control data, assessing each cow. Of this milk, 
on average only 6,169 kg were delivered, which includes  
private use and direct marketing. The remaining production 
had either been fed to calves or had been discarded due to 
retention periods.

For the sake of simplicity, we assumed yearly greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions of 1,200 tons CO2-equivalents for the 
entire dairy system of which 1,000 tons CO2-eq (83 %) are allo-
cated to milk. This leaves 1.59 kg CO2-eq per kg delivered raw 
milk. Comparable carbon footprints of milk production are 
also reported in studies of Pirlo (2012) or Guerci et al. (2013).

1.3	 Results and discussion
Reference flow definition
According to ISO 14040:2006 the reference flow in LCA is 
defined as ‘measure of the outputs from processes in a given 
product system required to fulfil the function expressed by 
the functional unit’ (ISO, 2008).

This definition of the reference flow, in which the output 
of a product system is used as a measure, is not ambiguous. 
Nonetheless, in practical use two basic options have emerged 
and have been used for definition of the reference flow in 
cradle-to-farm gate assessments: the produced amount of 
milk (e.g. Basset-Mens et al., 2009; Haas et al., 2001) or the 
delivered amount of milk (e.g. Castanheira et al., 2010; Ceder-
berg and Mattson, 2000; Thomassen et al., 2008; van der Werf 
et al., 2009).

In some reports, the choice is unclear (e.g. Casey and 
Holden, 2006; del Prado et al., 2010; Schils et al., 2006). In case 
the delivered milk is defined as ‘sold milk’ it is still possible 
that private use, e.g. for direct selling or own processing, 
remains unaccounted for. We suggest clarifying that the 
functional unit includes both, sold milk and private use.

Reference flow calculation
When ECM is chosen as reference flow, the output of raw milk 
is scaled to the energy content of ECM. The scaling factor – 
that is multiplied with the amount of raw milk – therefore 
comprises two elements: the energy content of the raw milk 
and the energy content of ECM. The generalized algorithm 
for the correction formula is found in Gaines (1928):

Formula (1)  

For the calculation of the energy content of milk, various 
algorithms exist that take various components of raw milk 
into account. The energy content of ECM can be expressed 
explicitly with a unit of energy or implicitly with appropriate 
fat and crude protein contents. When fat and protein con-
tents are given, these have to be inserted into an appropriate 
algorithm to obtain the corresponding energy content.

To compare the effect of choice of algorithm we chose 
four different energy calculation formulas that are frequently 
used. We only considered algorithms that have coefficients 
for both, fat and protein content of raw milk and a linear 

kgECM = kgrawmilk x 
Energycontent rawmilk

Energycontent ECM

www.environdec.com
www.environdec.com
www.pilotbetriebe.de
www.pilotbetriebe.de
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factor for all other components (Table 1). The general form of 
these algorithms is:

Formula (2)	

The formula from Sjaunja et al. (1991) was used numerous 
times in LCA and carbon footprint studies involving Scandi-
navian countries (Yan et al., 2011). The formula from NRC 
(2001) is the basis for ECM calculation in the IDF guidelines 
(IDF, 2015). However, in the IDF guidelines true protein is 
used instead of crude protein and the energy content was 
included implicitly into the formula, i.e. the factors x1, x2, and 
x3 were divided by 0.7576 Mcal kg-1 ECM, which is equiva-
lent to 3.172 MJ kg-1 ECM. The formula from GfE (2001) is 
used for the German milk control system and forms the basis 
for feed demand calculations of dairy cows in Germany. The 
formula from Tyrell and Reid (1965) has been used frequently 
for the evaluation of feeding strategies in the Journal of Dairy  
Science (e.g. Bernard and Calhoun, 1997; Boyd et al., 2013).

Energycontentrawmilk = x1 x fat% + x2 x crudeprotein% + x3

(4 % fat and 3.5 % crude protein, 3.17 MJ). Similarly, GfE (2001) 
does not justify the choice of 3.28 MJ (4 % fat and 3.4 % crude 
protein) as standard, whereas Tyrell and Reid (1965) chose 
3.14 MJ kg-1 ECM (340 kcal pound-1 ECM) to reflect a fat content 
of 4 % as introduced by Gaines (1928). Nonetheless, the energy 
prediction formula of Tyrell and Reid (1965) is also often used 
in conjunction with fat and crude protein contents of 3.5 % 
and 3.2 %, respectively. Examples are Bernard and Calhoun 
(1997), Boyd et al. (2013), and Pagani et al. (2016). This would 
mean 1 kg ECM contains 2.86 MJ (Formula 2 with coefficients 
from Table 1). These contents are the pricing standard for milk 
in the United States of America (Neil Michael, Arm and Hammer 
Animal Nutrition, Princeton, NJ, personal communication and 
Jerry Cessna, Economic Research Service, USDA, personal 
communication), which appears to be the reason for this 
choice in the studies mentioned above.

With the different formulas, we calculated the energy 
content and the amount of ECM for milk with the different fat 
and protein contents from the sources and the average val-
ues from the German pilot farms (Table 2). For comparability, 
we changed units to SI units.

We found that the energy contents we calculated with 
the different standards are very similar at the same protein 
and fat contents, except for the results gained with the coef-
ficients of GfE (2001). As stated above, they refer to feed ener-
gy demand per kg ECM and consequently calculations end-
ed up in higher results. Subtracting 0.1 MJ difference 
between energy content and energy demand (GfE 2001) 
would close this gap to ~1%.

Using a different energy content of 1 kg ECM led to larger 
differences. Assuming 2.93 MJ kg-1 ECM (3.5 % fat and 3.2 % 
crude protein, according to Tyrell and Reid (1965)) yielded up 
to 9 % more ECM than assuming 4.0 % fat and 3.5 %, increas-
ing with increasing protein content.

When different assumptions of fat and protein content of 
standard milk would be made, the ECM scaling may be even 
further off. For example, Rotz et al. (2010) assumed 3.5 % fat 
and 3.1 % protein without disclosing whether they mean 
crude protein or true protein.

To summarize, the choice of energy calculation formula is 
not an important source of differences but the choice of 

Table 1 
Coefficients for the calculation of energy content of milk  
adapted to the generalized form and metric units

Source Fat coefficient 
x1

Crude protein 
coefficient x2

Linear factor 
x3

Sjaunja et al. (1991) 0.383 0.242 0.783

Clark et al. (2001) 0.389 0.229 0.803

GfE (2001) 0.380 0.210 1.050

Tyrell and Reid (1965) 0.376 0.209 0.948

The amount of energy in ECM has been an arbitrary choice in 
all correction formulas (Formula 1) used by the different 
authors. Sjaunja et al. (1991) justify their choice of 3.14 MJ as 
being the average value of other published values. The IDF 
guidelines provide no rationale for the choice of 0.7576 Mcal 

Table 2  
Energy contents (MJ) and scaling factors (kg ECM) for raw milk to ECM resulting from of the different energy correction  
formulas and different fat and protein contents according to different standards

Settings Calculation results

Fat Crude protein Sjaunja (1991) Clark et al. (2001) GfE (2001) Tyrell and Reid (1965)

% % MJ kg ECM MJ kg ECM1 MJ kg ECM MJ kg ECM2

3.50 3.20 2.90 0.92 2.90 0.91 3.05 0.93 2.93 1.00

3.83 3.37 3.07 0.98 3.06 0.97 3.21 0.98 3.09 1.05

4.00 3.30 3.11 0.99 3.11 0.98 3.26 0.99 3.14 1.07

4.00 3.40 3.14 1.00 3.14 0.99 3.28 1.00 3.16 1.08

4.00 3.50 3.16 1.01 3.17 1.00 3.31 1.01 3.18 1.09

1	 Assuming 4.0 % fat and 3.5 % crude protein 
2	 Assuming 3.5 % fat and 3.2 % crude protein
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energy content (fat and protein contents) is very important. 
Consequently, when neither energy content nor fat and pro-
tein contents of ECM are disclosed, the uncertainty of results 
will be very high.

Calculation of feed intake
In most LCA studies, feed intake of the cattle is a very impor-
tant factor and will influence the results on environmental 
performance. The feed intake can be calculated based on the 
energy demands for metabolism and production (e.g. Flysjo 
et al., 2011; Jayasundara and Wagner-Riddle, 2014). Typically, 
the offered amount of some feed components and their 
quality are known. The quality of others, as well as the actual 
intake of most components are unknown. As common 
approach, the energy supplied by known feed components 
is subtracted from the feed energy demand for metabolism, 
live mass increase and milk production to estimate the 
uptake of unknown components of the ration. Consequently, 
any uncertainty of total energy demand has a direct impact 
on the estimation of the uptake of unknown components. As 
an example, we assume that the difference between well-
known feed uptake in form of feed conserves (roughage and 
concentrates) and total available feed is 1042 %. These 10 % 
are taken in by grazing. Increasing the total feed demand of 
cattle 5 % with constant feed offer by the feed conserves, 
would increase the calculated grazing intake by 50 % This 
could affect the assessment of resource efficiency of pastures 
within a given system.

As described, depending on the availability of data, the 
feed demand may also serve to calculate other feed compo-
nents. Then a higher estimate of feed demand could lead to 
higher estimations of resource use and associated emissions 
in the process chain of production on farms.

So, during crop production, when using an IPCC 
Tier  1-type approach (IPCC, 2006) for emission calculation, 
higher feed demand would also lead to higher estimates in 
yields, and consequently in crop residues and increased 
associated N2O-emissions. This is also valid for higher than 
Tier  1 approaches for the calculation of greenhouse gas 
emissions during crop production when they are sensitive to 
crop yields (e.g., Bouwman et al., 2002). This means that, just 
as with IPCC Tier 1, a higher yield calculated from a higher 
feed demand leads to an increase in calculated N2O-emis-
sions from crop residues. In addition, Tier  2- or Tier  3-type 
approaches for estimation of methane emissions from enter-
ic fermentation of cattle may lead to higher values, when 

feed demand changes by model settings. In short, the esti-
mation of the feed demand may have significant effects on 
the results of a milk carbon footprint.

When calculating feed demand from different ECM formu-
las, different assumptions of energy content for the same 
amount of ECM can occur. For 4.0 % fat and 3.4 % protein both 
Sjaunja et al. (1991) and GfE (2001) assume 1 kg of ECM (Table 2). 
However, the energy content of Sjaunja et al. (1991) is 3.14 MJ 
while GFE assumes 3.28 MJ. The reason is that GfE (2001) distin-
guishes between energy content of milk (3.18 MJ kg-1 ECM) and 
feed energy demand for the same amount of milk (3.28 MJ feed 
demand kg-1 ECM) while Sjaunja et al. (1991) claim that 3.14 MJ 
kg-1 ECM ‘seems to be accepted for application for feeding pur-
poses’. In return, this means that for the same amount of milk 
with 4.0 % fat and 3.4 % protein Sjaunja et al. (1991) accept 
3.14  MJ energy requirement while GfE (2001) assume an ener-
gy requirement of 3.28 MJ. This is an increase of 4.5 %, which 
may have the system-wide effects described above.

Calculation example
We calculated the carbon footprint of our simple example 
(milk with 3.37 % fat, 3.07 % crude protein) with different ref-
erence flow definitions (milk delivered, milk produced) and 
with the different energy contents for ECM as given in Table 2 
resulting from the different formulas. The lowest energy con-
tent of 2.86 MJ kg-1 ECM produced the lowest carbon foot-
print in this comparison when produced milk is addressed 
(Table 3). Whereas sold milk with 3.17 MJ kg-1 ECM had the 
highest carbon footprint. That means that for the same dairy 
system we could arrive at values between 1.23 kg CO2-eq kg-1 
ECM and 1.64 kg CO2-eq kg-1 ECM, i.e. a difference of 33 % just 
from the different definitions of the reference flow. Of these, 
around two thirds come from the definition of the reference 
flow and one third from the energy content of ECM. As men-
tioned above the different parameters for the energy con-
tent calculation lead to very similar results.

This difference directly translates into results’ uncertain-
ty. When identical results from two studies are given without 
any context on the definition and calculation of the reference 
flow or calculation, one of the systems could have 33 % high-
er product-related GHG emissions than the other. Vica versa, 
dairy systems with similar environmental performance could 
be judged to be far apart, due to lack of transparency in the 
calculation process.

This uncertainty does not apply, when two different sys-
tems are compared within the same study. Multiple studies 

Table 3  
Calculation example for the effect of choices of reference flow and energy correction formula with different assumptions of 
energy content in ECM

Reference flow Unit Sjaunja (1991) Clark et al. (2001) Tyrell and Reid (1965) No correction

1 kg ECM ≙  3.14 MJ 1 kg ECM ≙ 3.17 MJ 1 kg ECM ≙ 2.86 MJ 1 kg raw milk

1)	 Produced milk 
	 7,376 kg cow-1 yr-1

kg CO2-eq kg-1 ECM 1.36 1.38 1.23 1.33

2)	 Sold milk 
	 6,169 kg cow-1 yr-1 

kg CO2-eq kg-1 ECM 1.63 1.64 1.47 1.59
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could consistently find relevant differences between differ-
ent farming strategies, e.g. organic versus non-organic farm-
ing. However, when comparing different results across differ-
ent studies, e.g. for deriving regional differences, the scaling 
of the functional unit may lead to false conclusions.

2	 Conclusion

The method of scaling to the reference flow does not prohib-
it improving the understanding of a production system, as 
can be an aim of LCA (Hellweg and Canals, 2014). However, 
when the aim is to provide results for use in comparative 
assertions, the scaling to the reference may significantly alter 
the interpretation. Hence, it is of upmost importance to pro-
vide a high transparency on the methods and data and not 
assume terms such as ECM to be sufficiently self-explanatory. 

We suggest defining the functional unit and reference 
flows as follows: “The functional unit is 1 kg energy corrected 
milk (ECM) at the farm gate (including private use, if applica-
ble). The energy correction is performed using the formula 
given by IDF (2015) and scales to 3.17 MJ per kg ECM.”

References

Baldini C, Gardoni D, Guarino M (2017) A critical review of the recent evolution 
of life cycle assessment applied to milk production.  
J Cleaner Prod 140:421-435

Basset-Mens C, Kelliher FM, Ledgard S, Cox N (2009b) Uncertainty of global 
warming potential for milk production on a New Zealand farm and impli-
cations for decision making. Int J LCA 14(7):630-638

Bernard JK, Calhoun MC (1997) Response of lactating dairy cows to mechani-
cally processed whole cottonseed. J Dairy Sci 80(9):2062-2068

Bouwman AF, Boumans LJM, Batjes NH (2002) Emissions of N2O and NO from 
fertilized fields : summary of available measurement data.  
Global Biogeochem Cycles 16(4):13

Boyd J, Bernard JK, West JW (2013) Effects of feeding different amounts of 
supplemental glycerol on ruminal environment and digestibility of  
lactating dairy cows. J Dairy Sci 96(1):470-476

Castanheira ÉG, Dias AC, Arroja L, Amaro R (2010) The environmental perfor-
mance of milk production on a typical Portuguese dairy farm.  
Agric Syst 103(7):498-507

Casey JW, Holden NM (2006) Quantification of GHG emissions from sucker- 
beef production in Ireland. Agric Syst 90(1-3):79-98

Cederberg C, Mattson B (2000) Life cycle assessment of milk production :  
a comparison of conventional and organic farming.  
J Cleaner Prod 8(1):49-60

Chen XB, Corson MS (2014) Influence of emission-factor uncertainty and 
farm-characteristic variability in LCA estimates of environmental impacts 
of French dairy farms. J Cleaner Prod 81:150-157

Dalgaard R, Schmidt J, Flysjo A (2014) Generic model for calculating carbon 
footprint of milk using four different life cycle assessment modelling  
approaches. J Cleaner Prod 73:146-153

Daneshi A, Esmaili-Sari A, Daneshi M, Baumann H (2014) Greenhouse gas 
emissions of packaged fluid milk production in Tehran.  
J Cleaner Prod 80:150-158

del Prado A, Chadwick D, Cardenas L, Misselbrook T, Scholefield D, Merino P 
(2010) Exploring systems responses to mitigation of GHG in UK dairy 
farms. Agric Ecosyst Environ 136(3-4):318-332

Flysjo A, Henriksson M, Cederberg C, Ledgard S, Englund JE (2011) The impact 
of various parameters on the carbon footprint of milk production in New 
Zealand and Sweden. Agric Syst 104(6):459-469

Gaines WL (1928) The energy basis of measuring milk yield in dairy cows.  
Bulletin / Agric Experiment Stat 308:403-438

GfE - Ausschuss für Bedarfsnormen der Gesellschaft für Ernährungsphysiolo-
gie (2001) Empfehlungen zur Energie und Nährstoffversorgung der 
Milchkühe und Aufzuchtrinder. Frankfurt a M : DLG-Verl, 136p, Energie 
Nährstoffbedarf landwirtsch Nutziere 8

Gollnow S (2014) Carbon footprint of milk production from dairy cows in  
Australia. Int Dairy J 37(1):31-38

Guerci M, Knudsen MT, Bava L, Zucali M, Schönbach P, Kristensen T (2013)  
Parameters affecting the environmental impact of a range of dairy farm-
ing systems in Denmark, Germany and Italy. J Cleaner Prod 54:133-141

Haas G, Wetterich F, Köpke U (2001) Comparing intensive, extensified and  
organic grassland farming in southern Germany by process life cycle  
assessment. Agric Ecosyst Environ 83:43-53

Hellweg S, Canals LMI (2014) Emerging approaches, challenges and opportu-
nities in life cycle assessment. Science 344(6188):1109-1113

Herrmann IT, Hauschild MZ, Sohn MD, McKone TE (2014) Confronting uncer-
tainty in life cycle assessment used for decision support developing and 
proposing a taxonomy for LCA studies. J Ind Ecol 18(3):366-379

Hülsbergen KJ, Rahmann G (2014) Klimawirkungen und Nachhaltigkeit ökolo-
gischer und konventioneller Betriebssysteme : Untersuchungen in einem 
Netzwerk von Pilotbetrieben ; Forschungsergebnisse 2013-2014 [online]. 
To be found at <https://www.thuenen.de/media/publikationen/
thuenen-report/Thuenen_Report_29.pdf> [quoted 05.09.2018]

IDF (2015) A common carbon footprint approach for the dairy sector : the IDF 
guide to standard life cycle assessment methodology [online]. To be 
found at <https://www.fil-idf.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Bulletin 
479-2015_A-common-carbon-footprint-approach-for-the-dairy-sector.
CAT.pdf> [quoted 05.09.2018]

IPCC (2006) 2006 IPCC guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories 
[online]. To be found at <https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/ 
2006gl/> [quoted 06.09.2018]

ISO 14040 (2008) Environmental management : life cycle assessment ; princi-
ples and framework. Geneva. Switzerland : ISO

Jayasundara S, Wagner-Riddle C (2014) Greenhouse gas emissions intensity of 
Ontario milk production in 2011 compared with 1991.  
Can J Anim Sci 94(1):155-173

NRC – National Research Council / Subcommittee on Dairy Cattle Nutrition,  
Committee on Animal Nutrition, Board on Agriculture, National Research 
Council (2001) Nutrient requirements of dairy cattle.  
Washington DC : Nat Acad Pr, 381 p

Pagani M, Vittuari M, Johnson TG, De Menna F (2016) An assessment of the 
energy footprint of dairy farms in Missouri and Emilia-Romagna.  
Agric Syst 145:116-126

Pirlo G (2012) Cradle-to-farm gate analysis of milk carbon footprint : a de-
scriptive review. Ital J Anim Sci 11(1):e20, doi.org/10.4081/ijas.2012.e20

Rotz CA, Montes F, Chianese DS (2010) The carbon footprint of dairy production 
systems through partial life cycle assessment. J Dairy Sci 93(3):1266-1282

Schils RLM, Verhagen A, Aarts HFM, Kuikman PJ, Šebek LBJ [2006) Effect of im-
proved nitrogen management on greenhouse gas emissions from inten-
sive dairy systems in the Netherlands. Global Change Biol 12:382-391

Schueler M, Hansen S, Paulsen HM (2018a) Discrimination of milk carbon 
footprints from different dairy farms when using IPCC Tier 1 methodolo-
gy for calculation of GHG emissions from managed soils.  
J Cleaner Prod 177:899-907

Schueler M, Paulsen HM, Berg W, Prochnow A (2018b) Accounting for  
inter-annual variability of farm activity data for calculation of greenhouse 
gas emissions in dairy farming. Int J LCA 23(1):41–54

Sjaunja O, Bævre L, Junkkarinen L, Pedersen J, Setälä J (1991) A nordic pro-
posal for an energy corrected milk (ECM) formula. In: Gaillon P, Chabert Y 
(eds) Performance recording of animals : state of the art 1990.  
Wageningen : PUDOC, pp 156-157

Thomassen MA, van Calker KJ, Smits MCJ, Iepema GL, de Boer IJM (2008)  
Life cycle assessment of conventional and organic milk production in the 
Netherlands. Agric Syst 96(1-3):95-107

Tyrell HF, Reid JT (1965) Prediction of the energy value of cow’s milk.  
J Dairy Sci 48(9):1215-23

Van der Werf HMG, Kanyarushoki C, Corson MS (2009) An operational method 
for the evaluation of resource use and environmental impacts of dairy 
farms by life cycle assessment. J Environ Manage 90(11):3643-3652

https://www.thuenen.de/media/publikationen/thuenen-report/Thuenen_Report_29.pdf
https://www.thuenen.de/media/publikationen/thuenen-report/Thuenen_Report_29.pdf
https://www.fil-idf.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Bulletin
479-2015_A-common-carbon-footprint-approach-for-the-dairy-sector.CAT.pdf
https://www.fil-idf.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Bulletin
479-2015_A-common-carbon-footprint-approach-for-the-dairy-sector.CAT.pdf
https://www.fil-idf.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Bulletin
479-2015_A-common-carbon-footprint-approach-for-the-dairy-sector.CAT.pdf
https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/
2006gl/
https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/
2006gl/


44   
M. Schueler, H. M. Paulsen  ·  Landbauforsch  ·  Appl Agric Forestry Res  ·  3/4 2018 (68)39-44

Wolf P, Groen EA, Berg W, Prochnow A, Bokkers EAM, Heijungs R, de Boer IJM 
(2017) Assessing greenhouse gas emissions of milk production : which 
parameters are essential? Int J LCA 22(3):441-455

Yan MJ, Humphreys J, Holden NM (2011) An evaluation of life cycle assess-
ment of European milk production. J Environ Manage 92(3):372-379

Zehetmeier M, Gandorfer M, Hoffmann H, Müller UK, de Boer IJM, Heißen- 
huber A (2014) The impact of uncertainties on predicted greenhouse gas 
emissions of dairy cow production systems. J Cleaner Prod 73:116-124


	Abstract
	Zusammenfassung
	1 Effect of Energy Correction on LCA
	1.1 Introduction
	1.2 Material and Methods
	1.3 Results and discussion

	2 Conclusion
	References

