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Seyyed Hassan Pishgar-Komleh, Alfons Beldman, 2022. Literature review of beef production systems 
in Europe. Wageningen Livestock Research, Report 1364. 
 
 
Commissioned by the European Roundtable for Beef Sustainability, a literature review was conducted 
on the environmental impact of beef and leather production systems in Europe. The literature review 
was restricted to the studies that applied attributional LCA methods. The average carbon footprint of 
20.5 kg CO2eq per kg carcass (ranged between 7.0 and 45.7 kg CO2eq per kg carcass) was found for 
beef production in Europe. Our literature scan showed the higher greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions per 
kg carcass for suckler-based systems compared to the dairy-based system. The GHG emissions of 
organic farms was almost similar to the non-organic farms. Comparison of a concentrate-based diet 
with the roughage-based diet showed the lower GHG emissions for concentrate-based diet. The review 
of studies for beef production systems showed a high potential for mitigating the GHG emissions. Due 
to high turnover and environmental impacts of leather industry, the literature review was extended to 
leather production. A high variation was seen in results of leather carbon footprint because of 
methodological differences (e.g., system boundary and functional unit), quality of product and final 
use of finished leather. The average carbon footprint of reviewed papers was 24.6 kg CO2eq per m2 
finished leather ranged between 7.75 and 53.7 kg CO2eq per m2 finished leather. 
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Foreword 

Climate change is the major challenge for humanity in the 21st century and to overcome it, reduction 
of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions is essential. Livestock production plays an important role in 
climate change by emitting GHG either directly (from enteric fermentation and manure management) 
or indirectly (from feed production and conversion of forest into pasture). More attention has been 
paid to reduce production of GHG emissions of beef production systems.  
There is a high variation in the reported GHG emissions of beef production where different factors 
(e.g., intensive or extensive systems, origin of calves, organic or non-organic systems, diet 
composition, animal species, local or regional socioeconomic and market context) and also different 
methodological choices play a role in the variation of reported carbon footprint of beef in Europe.  
The European Roundtable for Beef Sustainability (ERBS) is a multi-stakeholder platform, hosted by 
SAI Platform, focused on European beef sustainability from farm to fork. The ERBS unites and 
coordinates sustainability programmes around a common agenda to deliver positive impact within the 
beef value chain. One of the key outcome areas the ERBS is focused on is the reduction of GHG as 
part of improving the environmental footprint of farming systems. 
The Sustainable Agriculture Initiative Platform (SAI Platform) is a not-for-profit organisation 
transforming the global food and drink industry to source and produce more sustainably. With over 
150 members, from companies and organisations in the food and drink value chain, SAI Platform is at 
the forefront in pioneering solutions to common challenges and promoting sustainable agriculture in a 
pre-competitive environment.  
The Beef sector in Europe recognises that GHG emissions produced at farm level are contributing to 
climate change. The European Roundtable for Beef Sustainability (ERBS) is committed to having a 
positive impact on driving down GHG emissions in the sector, and our members are actively working 
on this. To further enable this change, the ERBS created a project dedicated to identifying known and 
practical solutions to mitigate GHG emissions at farm level, and as part of this, understanding GHG 
impact studies at farm level in Europe. This literature search on beef impact studies helps to 
understand the environmental impact of different beef production systems and therefore where the 
opportunity for improvements are. For the next phase of the project, the content of both reports will 
be translated into a simpler toolbox format to reach a wider audience. 
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Summary 

Livestock, specifically beef sector has a high contribution to environmental impacts. The Food and 
Agriculture Organization (FAO) estimation showed that from 4.6 Gt CO2eq per year of livestock sector 
emissions, 2.5 Gt CO2eq per year was from beef cattle. The most important sources of greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions in the beef sector are feed production (51% of the sector emissions) and enteric 
fermentation (43% of the sector emissions). Manure storage and processing (in total around 5% of 
the sector emissions) and other off-farm and post-farm activities including transportation (around 1% 
of total emissions) are the other important sources of GHG emissions in beef production systems (Opio 
et al., 2013). 
Over the last decade, more attention has been paid to reduce production of GHG emissions of beef 
production systems. There is a high variation in the reported GHG emissions of beef production. 
Different factors (e.g., intensive or extensive systems, origin of calves, organic or non-organic 
systems, diet composition, animal species, local or regional socioeconomic and market context) and 
also different methodological choices are the main reasons of the differences. Assessing different beef 
production systems by doing a comprehensive literature review, helps to identify the environmental 
hotspots in beef production systems, and where further improvements can be made. 
Studies which applied life cycle assessment (LCA) methodology and Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC) emission guidelines to estimate GHG emissions and conducted for beef 
production in Europe were considered in this literature review. To make the results comparable, 
carbon footprints (CFs) were calculated per kg carcass as functional unit (FU). Moreover, since the 
majority of LCA studies on beef production assessed the environmental impacts up to the farm gate, 
we limited the system boundary from cradle to farm gate. Therefore, for studies assessing post-farm 
stages, results were adopted to farm gate.  
To perform a LCA, two approaches can be applied: attributional and consequential. An attributional 
LCA quantifies the environmental burdens of a product (e.g., beef) while a consequential LCA 
estimates how the environmental burdens are affected by a change in the production and use of the 
product. The majority of LCA studies in livestock production systems applied the attributional LCA 
approach rather than consequential. Thus, we restricted our review to attributional LCA studies. 
Therefore, based on the considered criteria, the literature review was limited to publications that 
evaluated beef production systems in Europe, used an attributional LCA, included a system boundary 
at least from cradle to farm-gate, and included beef and/or milk as the main product of the system. 
Among the 60 scientific publications reviewed, 21 studies met the defined criteria. To compare 
different beef production systems, three classifications were defined as following: 

 Origin of calves; including dairy-based and suckler-based systems. In a dairy-based system, the 
surplus male calves are separated from dairy cows and fattened and finished. However, in a 
suckler-based system beef originates from the suckler cows and their offspring. 

 Diet composition; including concentrate-based diet (a diet with an average proportion of at least 
50% concentrate and grain crops) and roughage-based diet (less than 50% concentrate in diet). 

 Production method; including organic and non-organic beef production systems. 
Our literature scan showed the higher GHG emissions per kg carcass for suckler-based systems 
compared to the dairy-based system. In a dairy-based system, the emissions related to maintaining 
the mother cows are allocated to both products (milk and meat) while in a suckler-based system, 
emissions are attributed to just meat. The GHG emissions of organic farms were almost similar to the 
non-organic farms. However, the average GHG emission of organic farms in Europe was slightly lower 
than the non-organic farms due to fewer GHG emissions associated with the production of animal 
feeds. Because of the variation of reported CFs, the difference between organic and non-organic farms 
were not statically different in terms of GHG emissions. Comparison of a concentrate-based diet with 
the roughage-based diet showed the lower GHG emissions for concentrate-based diet. The higher 
enteric methane of roughage digestion and lower growth rate (longer finishing time) of calves in 
roughage-based systems can be the reasons for the higher GHG emissions of roughage-based diets 
compared to the concentrate-based one. Applying better feeding management to increase the growth 
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rate in a roughage-based system and also shifting from low productive grasslands to the high 
productive ones reduces the CF of grass fed or pasture reared beef. 
Recently, carbon sequestration has been paid attention to in livestock production due to use of grass 
as one of the important feed components to provide nutritional animals’ needs. Few studies took into 
account carbon sequestration in LCA of beef production. Different and contradictory results have been 
reported for the impact of carbon sequestration on total GHG emissions, as has been presented in this 
report. Although grazing results in mitigating emissions, its high potential on overall livestock 
emissions is still under discussion. 
The review of studies for beef production systems showed that there is a high potential for mitigating 
the GHG emissions. Different studies have shown the potential for mitigating GHG emissions in beef 
systems i.e., dairy- and concentrate-based beef systems. However, the feed-food competition issues 
should be considered when a concentrate-based system is recommended. In addition to changing the 
production system, some specific strategies can be considered including i) increasing the production 
efficiency by applying different feeding groups (based on the animal nutritional need), ii) reducing 
overfeeding by providing more fibre-rich roughages (in case the dairy × beef crossbred cattle is 
growing in herd with a higher feed efficiency), iii) reducing the number of unproductive animals and 
iv) modifying the dietary composition (e.g. use of feed additives, use of dietary supplements, 
reduction of N excretion by optimization of N content of diet). 
Due to high turnover and environmental impacts of leather industry, the literature review was 
extended to leather production. Similarly, to beef, we restricted the literature review to those studies 
that applied attributional LCA methods. Because there was a wide range for the defined system 
boundaries in previous leather studies, we limited the system boundary to production of finished 
leather (i.e., cradle to factory gate). Among the two common FUs (kg and m2 of finished leather), m2 
of finished leather was applied for comparison of the results. The literature scan showed that most of 
LCA leather studies in Europe were carried out in Italy, Spain and Turkey. A high variation was seen in 
results because of methodological differences (e.g., system boundary and FU), quality of product and 
final use of finished leather. Therefore, it was difficult to compare the studies in terms of GHG 
emissions. We applied some conversion factors to make the comparison possible. The average Carbon 
footprint (CF) of reviewed papers was 24.6 kg CO2eq per m2 finished leather ranged between 7.75 and 
53.7 kg CO2eq per m2 finished leather. Supplying energy and chemicals contributed most to the total 
GHG emissions of leather production. Conventional production systems had higher environmental 
impacts than the production systems with new technologies and applying new technologies was 
mentioned as the main strategy to reduce CF of leather. To overcome the high variations in the 
reported results, it is recommended to apply standard approaches such as PEFCR for environmental 
assessments of leather product for future studies. 
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1 Introduction 

Climate change is the major challenge for humanity in the 21st century and to overcome it, reduction 
of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions is essential. In 2015, all nations reached an important agreement 
to tackle the climate change problems, accelerate the actions and investments, and to support 
developing countries to do so. The central aim of the Paris Agreement was setting a global framework 
to avoid the threats of climate change by keeping the global average temperature rise below 2⁰C and 
pursuing efforts to limit it even further to 1.5⁰C. To achieve these ambitious goals, an appropriate 
mobilisation and provision of financial resources, a new technology framework and enhanced capacity-
building needs to be considered. This takes place through “nationally determined contributions” 
(NDCs) in which each country should express their national mitigation target. Therefore, countries 
have been committed to determine, plan and report regularly on their emissions and implement 
efforts to mitigate global warming. In this regard, the member states of the EU have committed 
themselves to reduce the GHG emissions by at least 40% (1990 baseline) by 2030, and the European 
Commission recently proposed to increase the ambition to 55% reduction. The longer-term ambitious 
goal for the EU is to be climate-neutral by 2050. To achieve the net zero carbon target, first the 
human induced emissions should be reduced as close to zero by applying mitigation strategies. Next, 
the remaining human induced emissions should be removed from the atmosphere by applying carbon 
removal technologies or processes (e.g., afforestation or air capture and storage technologies). 
However, most of the national targets have not yet been made sector specific, which makes it 
complicated to translate these overall targets to individual targets at sector, company or farm level. 
Moreover, not all NDCs or national targets are yet Paris compliant. This is however also part of the 
set-up of the Paris Agreement. Countries can and have to strengthen their target every 5 years based 
on a periodic stock taking. 
The agricultural sector including livestock and crop production, forestry and other land use was 
estimated to be responsible for about 30% of GHGs. According to FAO, the livestock sector is 
responsible for 14.5% of the global GHG emissions directly (e.g., from enteric fermentation and 
manure management) and indirectly (e.g., from feed production activities and land use change) 
(Gerber et al., 2013a; Gerber et al., 2013b; Buratti et al., 2017). The livestock sector contributes to 
about 7.1 Gt CO2eq per year of which about 4.6 Gt CO2eq comes from the cattle sector (milk and beef 
production) with beef production being responsible for about 2.5 Gt CO2eq per year (35% of GHG 
emissions from the livestock sector) (Opio et al., 2013). The environmental impact of livestock 
production has received increasing attention over the last years due to the high contribution to 
environmental impacts (Steinfeld et al., 2006).  
As a protein source, meat has been a part of the human diet for thousands of years. Beef production 
has doubled over the last 40 years (Herrero et al., 2016). Based on FAO data, cattle meat production 
has more than doubled since 1961, increasing from 28 million tonnes per year to 68 million tonnes in 
2014 (FAO, 2020). To meet the growing demand for animal protein products, the livestock sector and 
specifically the beef sector is under high pressure. However, due to animal welfare and environmental 
issues, a large number of people around the world are turning to a plant-based diet instead, to reduce 
the consumption of meat. The European Union (EU) ranked third in world beef production in 2018 
(Hocquette et al., 2018). Not only the beef production system is important for European food security 
but also for socioeconomic reasons and the livelihood of European rural communities. Figure 1 shows 
the beef production trend in Europe from 1992 to 2018. As can be seen, the production was more than 
16 million tonnes in 1992 and declined to 10.2 million tonnes in 2013. However, production was 
almost stable in the EU and varied between 10.4 million tonnes (highest production in 1992) and 7.4 
million tonnes (lowest production in 2013). Based on FAO statistics, beef production from the whole of 
Europe in 2018 was 10.6 million tonnes of which the production in Western, Eastern, Northern and 
Southern European countries was 3.6, 3.1, 2.1 and 1.8 million tonnes, respectively (Figure 1) (FAO, 
2020). 
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Figure 1 Beef production in Europe, 1992-2018. Note: data are given in terms of dressed carcass 
weight, excluding offal and slaughter fats. Source: Food and Agricultural Organization of 
the United Nation (FAO) (FAO, 2020). 

 
Figure 2 illustrates the beef production situation in EU (FAO, 2020). As shown, Russia, France and 
Germany were the main producers in Europe with a production of 1.6, 1.4 and 1.1 million tonnes, 
respectively, followed by the UK, Spain, Ireland and Poland with a production of 0.92, 0.67, 0.64 and 
0.60 million tonnes, respectively. 
 

 

Figure 2 Beef production in European countries in 2018. Note: data are given in terms of dressed 
carcass weight, excluding offal and slaughter fats. Source: Food and Agricultural 
Organization of the United Nation (FAO) (FAO, 2020). 
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Over the last years, more attention has been paid to reduce the environmental impacts of the meat 
production system. Beef was the subject of different research studies. Previous studies showed that 
GHG emissions of beef production systems vary largely (from 8.6 to 35.2 kg CO2eq per kg of edible 
beef) (De Vries et al., 2015). This variation can be due to different production systems (e.g. intensive 
or extensive systems, origin of calves, organic or non-organic systems, diet composition, animal 
species, local or regional socioeconomic and market context) and also different methodological choices 
(De Vries et al., 2015; Bragaglio et al., 2018). Much research has been conducted to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of different beef production systems. Some of these studies illustrated the 
lower GHG emissions of intensive beef production systems (Bragaglio et al., 2018). 
An environmental assessment of beef production requires an approach to quantify the total emission. 
LCA is a widely accepted method to assess the environmental impacts of a product during the whole 
life cycle (Guinée et al., 2002). Many research studies applied LCA to determine the environmental 
impacts of beef production (Hocquette et al., 2018; McAuliffe et al., 2018; Presumido et al., 2018; 
Vitali et al., 2018; Hessle et al., 2019). Assessing different beef production systems by doing a 
comprehensive literature review gives a better insight into the environmental hotspots in beef 
production systems. Such an assessment is also crucial for further improvements in beef production. 
The main objective of this literature review is assessing the CF of different beef production systems in 
Europe. Therefore, we reviewed the LCA studies focused on beef production in Europe to assess and 
compare environmental impacts of various production systems. 
An important by-product of livestock production systems is leather. Leather production is an important 
industry with a high turnover. Around 10,000 tanneries are active in the world with a turnover of 
almost US$ 50 billion (Giannetti et al., 2015; Tasca and Puccini, 2019). The leather and related goods 
sector in Europe comprises about 36,000 enterprises and generates a turnover of EUR 48 billion. 
These enterprises employ around 435,000 people in Europe (LEI, 2008). Italy, with an average 
production of 135 million m2 of leather and hides, is the leading country in Europe and in the world. 
The leather production of Italy accounts for about 65% of EU production. Spain ranks second with a 
production of 28 million m2 which accounts for about 13% of EU production (Notarnicola et al., 2011), 
and France ranked third among the main EU producers. 
The leather tanning industry converts the raw hide and skin into finished leather which is used as raw 
material by different manufacturers. The most important EU products from finished leather are 
footwear (41%), leather goods (19%), furniture (17%), automotive products (13%), clothes (8%) and 
other (2%) (EC, 2021). 
During the last century, the leather industry evolved from the traditional vegetable-tanned leather to 
the modern chrome-tanned leather. Many innovations have been introduced in the leather industry in 
terms of chemicals, new processing methods and finished properties (Saravanabhavan et al., 2004; 
Covington, 2008; Navarro et al., 2020). 
Along with the growth and development of the leather industry, environmental concerns have 
increased regarding this industry. Many questions have been raised about environmental impacts of 
leather production such as water consumption and wastewater treatment, solid-waste recovery and 
the avoidance or reduction of some chemicals like chromium, sodium sulphide, etc (Hu et al., 2011). 
Generally, the leather industry in Europe is under lots of environmental (strong environmental 
regulations) and economic (high labour costs) pressures and these pressures led to a move of leather 
production from Europe to other countries (such as India, China, Latin America, etc.) (Notarnicola et 
al., 2011; Navarro et al., 2020). 
To mitigate the environmental impacts of this sector, the first step is assessing the current situation to 
provide a comprehensive view of the leather industry. Many attempts have been made to address the 
environmental issues related to the leather industry and in this report, we aim to review them to 
provide a holistic evaluation and further help to improve the production in terms of environmental 
aspects. 
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2 Material and methods 

As has been mentioned before, there are some variations between the beef production systems. Beef 
can be produced in different systems, the two principal ones being dairy systems and specialised beef 
production systems. In a dairy system, dairy cows produce milk and meat and surplus calves are 
fattened for meat production (De Vries et al., 2015). In contrast, in a specialised beef production 
system, meat is the main product and produced from beef cows and their calves. In Europe, beef from 
dairy cows is very common. For example, a high portion (60%) of Swedish beef originates from dairy 
cattle (Hessle et al., 2019). In England, around half of total beef is a product of dairy cattle (Pick, 
2020). However, in some countries like Norway, specialised beef production systems are common 
(Samsonstuen et al., 2020). 
Besides the difference in the origin of the calves, depending on whether the production is intensive or 
extensive, the type of feeding can be different. For instance, in Brazil, most beef calves are fattened in 
pastures (Dick et al., 2015) while in the USA, beef calves are commonly fattened on feedlots and the 
main feed component is concentrate (Pelletier et al., 2010).  
These differences in beef production may have an impact on the CF of beef. Therefore, we will also 
consider these differences to have a better insight into the impacts they have on the CF of beef 
production systems in Europe. 

2.1 Life cycle assessment 

To quantify the environmental impacts of beef production systems, different approaches can be used. 
LCA, which is the most popular method, is used to quantify the environmental impacts of a product 
through the whole life cycle. For the literature review it is important to compare results which are 
based on the same methodology or approach. We considered the studies which applied LCA 
methodology and IPCC emission guidelines (IPCC, 2006) to estimate the GHG emissions. This is the 
most accepted approach for the environmental assessment of livestock products. 
Depending on the goal of study, different function units (FUs) can be used for the LCA of beef 
production including 1 kg of live weight, carcass weight, or edible beef (Pishgar-Komleh et al., 2019). 
One kg of protein can also be applied when the aim of production is meeting a human body's protein 
requirements. The FU is the main function of a production system and all the environmental impacts in 
a LCA study are expressed based on it. Given that the GHG emissions are presented in different FUs, 
to make the results comparable all the GHG emissions were calculated per kg carcass. In other words, 
1 kg carcass weight was defined as the main FU in this study and the results of studies used different 
FUs (kg live weight or edible beef) were updated to 1 kg of carcass. It was assumed that 57.5% of live 
weight is carcass (LEI, 2008; De Vries et al., 2015) and around 60% of carcass is boneless meat 
(Extension, 2021). 
The system boundary can be defined from cradle to farm gate, slaughter, processing factory door, or 
to end market gate. Figure 3 shows the system boundary for the whole life cycle of beef production. 
The majority of LCA studies on beef production assessed the environmental impacts until the farm 
gate. Because the level of variations for the post-farm stages (e.g., live animal transport, slaughtering 
and processing operations and market) is high, we limited the system boundary from cradle to farm 
gate. For studies which assessed post-farm stages (such as slaughtering, packaging, transporting to 
retail and etc.,), results were adopted to farm gate. 
For the life cycle impact assessment (LCIA) phase, various impact categories such as global warming 
potential (GWP), acidification potential and eutrophication have been quantified. However, this 
literature review focuses on GWP (also known as the CF). To aggregate the CO2, N2O and CH4 
emissions, almost all LCA studies used conventional GWP equivalence, however, recently GWP* has 
been introduced as a new concept. In this report GWP* was not studied since this new approach is 
based on changes in CH4 emissions rates and is not applicable in attributional LCA and also because 
comparing the impact of GWP and GWP* on environmental impacts of beef was not in scope of this 
study. 
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Figure 3 System boundary of a beef production system (De Vries et al., 2015). 
 
To perform a LCA, two approaches can be applied; attributional and consequential (Thomassen et al., 
2008a). An attributional LCA quantifies the environmental burdens of a product (e.g., beef) while a 
consequential LCA quantifies how the environmental burdens are affected by a change in the 
production and use of the product. The majority of LCA studies in livestock production systems apply 
attributional LCA. Some studies applied consequential LCA to study the impacts of different strategies 
on reduction of GHG emissions. However, to the best of our knowledge all of them focused on dairy 
production systems (Thomassen et al., 2008a; Nguyen et al., 2013a; Styles et al., 2018). Because the 
aim of this study is identifying the CF of beef products, we considered the studies which applied 
attributional LCA. However, for the GHG mitigation options the results of consequential LCA studies 
were also considered. 
One of the most challenging issues in modelling the environmental impacts in a system with multiple 
outputs is the method for partitioning the total environmental burdens to different products. For this 
reason, ISO 14044 provides a mandatory hierarchy for dealing with co-production and suggests 
process subdivision, system expansion, bio-physical allocation, physical allocation (e.g. mass 
allocation) and economic allocation as the methods for the partitioning issue (ISO, 2006). Partitioning 
in a beef production system is applied for the production of feed (e.g. soybean meal and oil), for the 
milk and meat products (in a dairy-based system) and for the meat and other co-products (after the 
slaughtering and processing stage) in case slaughtering and processing is involved in the system 
boundary (De Vries et al., 2015). Economic allocation is the most commonly used method which is 
also suggested by the European Commission (Product Environmental Footprint Category Rules - 
PEFCR) for the production of feed, husbandry stage (in case manure has economic value) and for 
post-slaughtering stage (Zampori and Pant, 2019). In a dairy-based beef system, biophysical 
allocation method is applied to allocate emissions between milk, culled cows and surplus calves based 
on the factors recommended by International Dairy Federation (IDF, 2015).  
In addition to the specified methodological choices which might affect the CF of beef products, other 
assumptions and choices such as diet calculations, manure handling, slaughter age and weight, and 
construction and maintenance of capital goods such as buildings might influence the LCA results (De 
Vries et al., 2015). These issues should be considered as possible factors explaining differences in 
results. 
One of the important issues regarding environmental impacts of agricultural activities is land use (the 
use of land for current human or economic activities) and land use change (the process of converting 
a land from one application to another) which affects carbon sequestration. In most LCA studies, land 
use or land use change is presented as how much area is required in a certain period to produce a unit 
of product. This evaluation is a useful way to assess the efficiency use of land when different 
production systems can be applied. Two ways can be applied to quantify the value of lands. The first 
way is called “opportunity cost of land” which shows the value of land for alternative use e.g. forestry 
(Garnett, 2009). Transforming the land to forest would have high positive impact on carbon 
sequestration. Therefore, the loss of carbon sequestration for land used for forage and cereal crops 
needs to be considered. Second is the potential of land use change due to an increased demand for 
land-based products. The growing demand for feed to support meat production increases the pressure 
on land use globally and results in land use change (Stehfest et al., 2009). Because land use and land 
use change were out of the scope of this literature review, we did not focus on its impact on beef 
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production. However, we tried to provide some brief discussion about land use impacts by applying 
grazing. 
For the environmental impacts of leather production, also the LCA approach was applied. It is the main 
approach for assessing the environmental impacts of leather products. In this study we provided an 
overview of LCA studies such as scientific papers and reports related to leather production which have 
been published in peer-reviewed journals.  
Generally, depending on the purpose of leather and the preference of the tanner, there would be 
between 20 and 40 process steps involved in the production of finished leather (Laurenti et al., 2017). 
Tanners can be classified based on the processes which are carried out in their tannery. The Leather 
working group (LWG) classifies the tanners into six categories as follows (Laurenti et al., 2017): 

 Raw hide to tanned hide 
 Raw hide to crust leather 
 Raw hide to finished leather 
 Tanned hide to finished leather 
 Crust leather to finished leather 
 Tanned hide to crust leather 

Therefore three main steps can be considered for tanners i.e. raw hide to tanned hide, tanned hide to 
crust leather, and crust leather to finished leather (Laurenti et al., 2017). In this literature review we 
considered the studies in which the final product was the finished leather.  
As mentioned before, LCA is a useful approach which provides a better understanding of the materials 
and energy flows throughout the complete life cycle of a product, service or system (which may 
include technologies or organizations), and their related environmental impacts (ISO, 2006). We 
considered leather studies which applied attributional LCA. Because the subsystem boundary in LCA 
studies of leather may cover all steps of production and consumption (i.e., “cradle to grave”), and 
because there was a wide range for the defined system boundaries in previous studies, we limited the 
system boundary to production of finished leather (i.e., “cradle to factory gate”). Generally, the whole 
production chain of finished leather is presented in Figure 4. Two most common FUs which applied in 
previous studies were kg and m2 of finished leather. Because the thickness of the final product is also 
important, thickness was also included in the selected FUs (Chen et al., 2014). For the final 
comparison m2 of finished leather was used as the main FU. 
For the impact assessment several impact categories including global warming, eutrophication, ozone 
depletion, smog, human toxicity, etc. can be considered. Product environmental footprint  category 
rules (PEFCR) suggests climate change (or global warming), ozone depletion, human toxicity-cancer, 
human toxicity-non cancer, particulate matter, ionisation radiation-human health, photochemical 
ozone formation-human health, acidification, eutrophication terrestrial, eutrophication fresh water, 
eutrophication marine, ecotoxicity freshwater, land and water use and abiotic resource depletion 
(minerals and fossil fuels) impact categories for assessing environmental impacts of leather production 
(De Rosa-Giglio et al., 2018). The main focus in this study was evaluating the GHG emissions of 
leather product so we only considered climate change (global warming potential). 
 
 

Figure 4 System boundary of a leather production system. 
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2.2 LCA studies of beef production 

The search for the LCA studies of beef production was limited to the scientific reports and scientific 
papers which have been published in peer-reviewed journals. Different key words (such as life cycle 
assessment, environmental impacts, beef production, suckler, meat, etc.) were used as the subject for 
the papers and LCA studies were included in this literature review which: 
 

 Evaluated beef production system in Europe 
 Used attributional LCA 
 Included a system boundary at least from cradle to farm-gate 
 Included beef and/or milk as the main product of the system 

 
According to the above criteria, 21 LCA studies were selected among 55 papers (which assessed the 
beef production systems) for further evaluations. 

2.3 Comparison of production system 

As mentioned before, environmental impacts of beef production vary depending on the production 
system (e.g., intensive or extensive system, origin of calves, organic or non-organic system, diet 
composition, animal species, local or regional socio economic and market context). To enable a 
systematic comparison, farms were classified based on three main characteristics suggested by De 
Vries et al. (2015), namely origin of calves, diet composition and production method (conventional or 
organic). 

2.3.1 Origin of calves (dairy-based and suckler-based systems) 

With regard to the origin of calves, we considered dairy-based and suckler-based systems. In a dairy-
based system, the surplus male calves are separated from dairy cows and fattened and finished. 
However, in a suckler-based system beef originates from the suckler cows and their offspring (Nguyen 
et al., 2010). In case both suckler and dairy-based systems were included in a beef production, the 
system was classified based on the source of the majority of calves. 

2.3.2 Type of production (organic and non-organic production) 

The second grouping of previous LCA studies was based on the organic and non-organic production. 
Based on a general definition in an organic beef production system, animals must be raised using 
organic management practices and organically raised livestock must be separated from their 
conventional animals. The main differences between organic and non-organic beef production systems 
are related to feed production and grassland management (e.g., absence of inorganic fertilisers and 
pesticides) and animal husbandry (e.g., absence of antibiotics). 

2.3.3 Diet composition (concentrate-based and roughage-based diet) 

The third classification was based on the diet composition during the fattening period. Because of high 
variations in the diet compositions of beef production we applied the approach proposed by De Vries et 
al. (2015) where the portion of concentrate and grain crops in a diet was used for classification. 
Therefore, two categories were defined as: i) concentrate-based diet (a diet with an average 
proportion of at least 50% concentrate and grain crops), ii) roughage-based diet (less than 50% 
concentrate in diet).  
The main impact of diet composition is on GHG emissions associated with the enteric fermentation and 
production of feed. The methane (CH4) rate is highly dependent on the diet composition where a 
concentrate-based diet produces less CH4 emissions compared with a roughage-based diet (Nguyen et 
al., 2010). 
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2.4 LCA studies of leather production 

For the literature scan of leather production, we used various key words such as life cycle assessment, 
environmental impacts, leather, etc. as the subject of the papers. Some of the found papers assessed 
one step of a leather production process or studied leather waste treatments or recycling or provided 
some discussion regarding the methodology development. To have a better assessment we limited our 
study to the papers which: 
 

 Assessed the whole leather production process (including at least tanning process)  
 Evaluated leather production in Europe 
 Used attributional LCA 

 
Based on these criteria few numbers of studies have been found, therefore it was decided to highlight 
some studies from outside the EU and we came to 9 LCA studies. 
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3 Results and discussion 

Based on the literature scan and according to the defined criteria, 21 and 9 LCA studies analysing beef 
and leather production were selected for further evaluations. In the next sections, a short review of 
them is presented, and the results are compared. 

3.1 The main contributors to GHG emissions of beef 
production 

A key starting point for assessing the GHG emission of beef production system is understanding the 
main contributors of total GHG emission. According to estimations from 1995 to 2005, between 5.6 
and 7.5 Gt CO2eq per year were emitted by the livestock sector (Herrero et al., 2016). Cattle 
production contributed 64-78% (depending on the study (MacLeod et al., 2013; Opio et al., 2013)) to 
the whole sector’s total emissions. An FAO estimation showed that from 4.6 Gt CO2eq per year of 
livestock sector emissions, 2.5 Gt CO2eq per year were from beef cattle while 2.1 Gt CO2eq per year 
were from dairy cattle (Gerber et al., 2013a; Opio et al., 2013; Herrero et al., 2016). The breakdown 
of global GHG emissions from the beef sector showed that feed production contributed most (51%) to 
the total emissions and followed by enteric fermentation (43%). Manure management (5%) and other 
off-farm and post-farm activities including transportation (around 1%) were ranked as other sources 
of GHG emissions (Opio et al., 2013). Between the GHGs, methane (CH4) accounts for 43% of total 
livestock sector emissions while the share of nitrous oxide (N2O) and carbon dioxide (CO2) was 29% 
and 27%, respectively (Herrero et al., 2016). It should be noted that the estimation does not include 
carbon sequestration in grasslands.   

3.2 Literature review results for beef production 

Based on the literature scan, 21 studies were found in the databases including Scopus, Web of 
Science, ScienceDirect, etc. which used attributional LCA to determine the GHG emissions of beef 
production systems in Europe (Table 1 shows the detailed information). Given that the GHG 
emissions are presented in different FUs, to make the results comparable all the GHG emissions were 
calculated per kg carcass based on conversion factors discussed in previous sections. To have a better 
insight into GHG emissions of different beef systems, the selected studies were classified according to 
the chosen criteria (origin of calves (dairy or pure beef), type of diet and the production method). As 
mentioned before, studies which covered both on-farm and off-farm emissions (cradle to at least farm 
gate) were considered for further evaluation. A short description of selected studies is described in the 
following. 
Due to the high variation in beef production and subsequently the environmental impacts, Bragaglio et 
al. (2018) compared the cradle to farm gate sustainability of four different Italian beef production 
systems, in terms of global warming, using the LCA methodology. The primary data were obtained 
from 25 farms for: a) Native breed - cow-calf suckling (grazing + Grain diet fattening at barn); b) 
Specialised extensive – cow-calf suckling (grazing + Grain diet fattening at barn); c) Cow-calf 
Intensive - cow-calf suckling at barn with high-grain diets fattening at barn; d) Fattening system - 
high-grain diets fattening of imported calves at barn. FU was 1 kg of live weight of marketed beef 
cattle. Results showed the higher GHG emissions for intensive production than the extensive system 
(pasture-based system).  This has been outlined in the next sections of this report. 
In a study conducted by Casey and Holden (2006b) the GHG emissions of Irish suckler-beef 
production were quantified. Different scenarios were developed to examine the impacts of using both 
beef-bred animals (Charolais, Simmental and Limousin) and dairy-bred animals (Holstein-Frisian) on 
total GHG emissions of beef production systems. The specific fraction (96.6% to milk and 3.4% to 
meat) based on mass allocation was applied for partitioning the total GHG emissions of a dairy system 
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to beef. Results showed the 11.26 kg CO2eq per live weight per year for a typical suckler-beef system. 
Scenario analysis showed higher GHG emissions for suckler-based system than for dairy-based 
system.  
In order to study the impact of increasing milk production on GHG emissions in dairy-based beef 
systems, the link between milk and beef production was studied by Flysjö et al. (2012). To this aim, 
the correlation between the CF of milk and the amount of milk delivered per cow for both organic and 
conventional systems was investigated for 23 dairy farms in Sweden. A fixed allocation ratio based on 
economic value was applied for partitioning the total GHG emissions to the milk and beef products. 
Results showed almost equal CFs (8.2 and 7.0 kg CO2eq per kg carcass weight) for both organic and 
conventional systems. Results indicated that increasing milk production per cow does not necessarily 
reduce the CF per kg milk, when also considering the alternative production of the by-product beef.  
Nguyen et al. (2010) studied the environmental impacts of beef meat production in the EU. Four beef 
production systems including three dairy-based systems and one suckler-based system. The difference 
between these systems is presented in Table 1. The systems were further classified into three 
categories based on their diet composition: i) calves reared indoor on concentrates; ii) calves, 
fattened indoor on a mixed ration of concentrates and roughage (the share of roughage was more 
than 50%); and iii) steers, fattened on roughage. FU was defined as one kg slaughter weight delivered 
from farms. The system boundary was from cradle to farm gate. Results showed the greater CF for 
suckler-based systems (27.3 kg CO2eq per kg slaughter weight) compared to the dairy-based systems 
(on average 17.9 kg CO2eq per kg slaughter weight). Comparison of production systems based on diet 
composition illustrated the lower CF (16.0 kg CO2eq per kg slaughter weight) for concentrate based. 
The CF of calves fattened indoor on a mixed ration of concentrates and roughage was 17.9 while for 
steers, fattened on roughage, the CF was calculated as 19.9 kg CO2eq per kg slaughter weight. 
Buratti et al. (2017) applied LCA to calculate the CF of two typical Italian beef production systems 
(organic and conventional) from “cradle to farm gate”. Given that no direct land use change occurs in 
lands used for feed production emissions from direct land use change were excluded from the 
analysis. Because of lack of site-specific data, soil carbon changes were not included in GHG 
calculations. The main feed components were maize silage, hay (e.g., ryegrass and alfalfa), barley, 
maizemeal, faba bean, sorghum meal, triticale meal etc. The LCA results showed that an organic 
system produces more GHG emissions (24.62 kg CO2eq per kg live weight) than a conventional 
system (18.21 kg CO2eq per kg live weight). Enteric fermentation contributed most (50–54%) to the 
total GHG emissions. The difference between the production systems was due to the higher methane 
emissions from enteric fermentation and manure management in organic systems. Despite the 
absence of synthetic fertilizers that led to lower GHG emissions for feed production, the longer 
finishing period and the type of diet caused the higher total emissions in organic systems compared to 
the conventional system. 
In a study conducted by Mogensen et al. (2015) the GHG emissions of the typical beef production 
systems in Denmark and Sweden were assessed and compared. The beef production from both dairy-
based and suckler-based systems were evaluated. The impact of diet composition on GHG emissions 
was also assessed. The system boundary covered all emissions in the production chain to the farm 
gate where the animals left the farm. Results for the environmental assessment of typical beef 
production systems in Denmark showed higher GHG emissions for suckler-based systems (23.1 and 
29.7 kg CO2eq per kg carcass weight) than the dairy-based systems (8.9, 9.0 and 16.6 kg CO2eq per 
kg carcass weight). Higher GHG emissions in dairy-based systems was reported for systems based on 
a roughage-based diet. Like Denmark, higher GHG emissions (25.4 kg CO2eq per kg carcass weight) 
was reported for suckler-based systems in Sweden compared to the dairy-based systems (9, 11.5 and 
17.0 kg CO2eq per kg carcass weight). The highest GHG emissions in a dairy-based system was 
reported for a system based on a roughage-based diet. Based on the obtained results it was revealed 
that in addition to the production system (dairy or suckler-based), feed use per kg carcass weight is a 
main driver for variations in GHG emissions. 
Presumido et al. (2018) evaluated a semi-intensive system (SIS) and an extensive organic system 
(EOS) of beef production systems in Portugal. The diet for animals consisted of forage (local hay) and 
concentrated feeds. In the EOS, cows spent their whole life in the pasture. The assessment considered 
all the emissions related to the production chain of cattle from feed production to the slaughterhouse 
i.e., the system boundary was from “cradle to slaughterhouse gate”. The total GHG emissions for SIS 
and EOS were 22.3 and 16.4 kg CO2eq per kg carcass weight, respectively. Methane and nitrous 
oxides from enteric fermentation and manure management contributed most to the total GHG 
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emissions. The share of carbon dioxide produced from use of energy and fuel was low compared to 
other sources of emissions. The main difference between two system was related to the enteric 
fermentation and manure management. The difference of emissions related to the slaughter of 
animals and feed production for SIS and EOS was not significant. Lower weight gain in a shorter time 
in SIS had also impact on higher footprint compared to the EOS. Therefore, increasing the animal 
weight gain in a shorter time and improving animal production efficiency can be considered to reduce 
environmental impacts of SIS. Given that the system boundary was up to the slaughterhouse gate we 
adjusted the obtained result for up to the farm gate boundary. Therefore the reported CF was 
subtracted by 0.19 kg CO2eq per kg carcass (which was the average GHG emission for the 
slaughtering process based on Mogensen et al. (2016) and Desjardins et al. (2012) studies). 
Roer et al. (2013) studied the environmental burdens from combined milk and meat production in 
Norway. Three typical farms in the most important regions (central, central southeast and southwest) 
for milk and meat production in Norway were selected and GHG emissions of all activities at the farm 
gate were determined. The total GHG emissions were reported based on one kg carcass (calculated as 
live weight multiplied by 0.5) as FU. An economic allocation approach was used to allocate the GHGs 
to milk, carcass, surplus offspring and manure. Because the share of total energy intake from 
concentrates for the studied farms was less than 50% (34%, 40% and 48% for southwest, central and 
central southeast, respectively), the production system was considered as a forage-based system. The 
total GHG emissions per kg carcass for central, central southeast and southwest was 18.4, 17.7 and 
18.2 kg CO2eq, respectively. Based on the obtained results it was revealed that field emissions from 
forage production and enteric fermentation contribute most to the environmental burdens of meat 
production. 
A study was carried out by Vitali et al. (2018) to assess the GHG emissions associated with a local 
organic beef supply chain. An organic Italian farm (in central Italy) where cows are fattened for meat 
production was evaluated. The system boundaries included the fattening of animals, slaughtering 
operations, meat processing (e.g., production of packaging, retail activities, transport), consumption 
(e.g., home storage, cooking and waste disposal) phases. Since live animals are the only product in a 
suckler-based beef production system, no allocation was made for farm activity (breeding and 
fattening). The overall burden was 24.46 kg CO2eq per kg cooked meat. The breeding and fattening 
phase was the main source of GHG emissions in the production chain, accounting for 86% of the total 
emissions. Among the fattening phase, enteric methane emission was the greatest source of GHG 
(47%). In order to calculate the GHG emission per kg carcass, it was assumed that 60% of carcass is 
boneless meat (Extension, 2021). Therefore, the GHG emission of beef production was calculated to 
be 12.59 kg CO2eq per kg carcass. 
Webb et al. (2013) compared the meat product produced in the UK (in a dairy-based beef production 
system) and imported from Brazil (mostly produced in a suckler-based beef production system) from 
an environmental perspective. A roughage-based diet was considered for comparison of beef 
production in Brazil and the UK. The system boundary included all production inputs up to the retail 
distribution centre. Environmental burdens were allocated based on the economic value. Results 
showed a greater GHG emission for beef production in Brazil than the UK due to greater enteric CH4. 
Another reason for lower GHG emissions in beef production in the UK was the origin of the calves. 
Around 30% of the beef calves finished in the UK originate from the dairy sector and due to allocation, 
the emissions related to the breeding were less in a dairy-based system. The estimated GHG emission 
for the UK was 16 kg CO2eq per kg carcass at farm gate. Enteric fermentation was the main source of 
GHG emission. Besides enteric fermentation, substantial emissions were calculated for production of 
forages and the maintenance of grazed pastures due to the application of fertilizers. It was concluded 
that extensive beef production essentially does not lead to smaller GHG emissions per kg product than 
intensive production. 
McAuliffe et al. (2018) determined the emission intensity of on-farm beef cattle reared on three 
pasture-based production systems (permanent pasture (PP), white clover/high sugar grass mixture 
(WC), and high sugar grass monoculture (HS)). In PP system no field was reseeded for at least 20 
years, in WC system around 30% of ground cover is white clover and in HS system the latest 
improved grass varieties are planted. The background emissions (including feed and diesel production) 
were not considered. The potential effect of changes in soil carbon stock on total emissions was not 
considered in this study. Since the system boundary was limited to the on-farm activities we removed 
this study from the listed studies and do not present it in Table 1. Results showed the higher emission 
intensity for HS (20.17 kg CO2eq per kg live weight) compared to the PP (18.47 kg CO2eq per kg live 
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weight) and WC (15.96 kg CO2eq per kg live weight). In all three production systems enteric 
fermentation contributed most (varying between 38 and 48%) to the total GHG emissions. Emissions 
associated with manure management were the other main contributor. 
In a study conducted by Cederberg and Stadig (2003), environmental impacts of a Swedish organic 
suckler-based system were determined. The system was based on roughage, of which 50% of fodder 
(dry matter basis) must be home grown. The GHG emissions of 22.3 per kg bone free meat was 
reported. 
Nguyen et al. (2013b) evaluated the effects of farming practice scenarios (modified grassland and 
herd managements, replacing protein sources, and increased n-3 fatty acid content) aiming to reduce 
GHG emissions of a beef cattle production system in France. The baseline scenario included a standard 
cow-calf herd (a diet based on grazing) and a standard bull-fattening herd (a diet mainly based on 
maize silage). GHG emissions of 27.8 kg CO2eq per kg carcass were reported for the baseline 
scenario. The CF ranged from 24.2 to 27.9 kg CO2eq per kg carcass for different scenarios. 
The environmental performance of five Charolais beef production systems (three specialised beef 
production systems in grassland and two mixed crop-livestock farms with a more intensive production 
system) in France was assessed by Veysset et al. (2010). The GHG emissions varied from 14.9 to 17.1 
kg CO2eq per kg live weight for the specialised beef production system in grassland. For the mixed 
crop-livestock farms a range of 14.3 to 19.0 kg CO2eq per kg live weight was reported. 
In a study conducted by Veysset et al. (2014) 59 Charolais suckler-cattle farms in France were 
investigated in terms of the GHG emissions and non-renewable energy (NRE) consumption over the 
years 2010 and 2011. The system boundary covered all the direct and indirect emissions (i.e., cradle 
to farm gate). The main factors impacting the GHG emissions and NRE consumption per kg of live 
weight beef were: (i) animal productivity (kg of live weight produced per livestock unit); (ii) farm size 
and stocking rate (area and herd); and (iii) degree of specialisation in beef production. Results 
indicated that increasing the herd size reduces the animal productivity and leads to higher 
environmental impacts per product. Findings also showed that the large and diversified farms (mixed 
crop-livestock farming systems) have more environmental impact than the moderate-sized and 
specialised beef farms. Comparison of beef farms with the highest and lowest GHG emissions showed 
that there is a potential to reduce 50% of the GHG emissions through better management. The 
average GHG emissions amounted to 12.79 kg CO2eq per kg live weight. Enteric fermentation and 
manure management contributed most to the total GHG emissions by 78%.  
The environmental impacts of different organic and conventional beef production systems in South 
Tyrol was examined by Angerer et al. (2021). GHG emissions of conventional calf-fattening, organic 
suckler and conventional heifer/steer fattening farms were determined. The organic suckler and 
conventional heifer/steer fattening farms aimed to produce marketed beef while the purpose of 
conventional calf fattening system was marketed veal. Results showed higher GHG emissions for 
conventional calf-fattening (32.7 kg CO2eq per kg live weight) than the other two systems (19.8 and 
17.1 kg CO2eq per kg live weight). The higher GHGs of calf fattening system can be explained by the 
low live weight of calves when they were sent to the slaughterhouse. Due to high GHG emissions we 
decided to not include it in Table 1. No significant difference was seen between the organic and the 
conventional systems. Due to the high feed consumption and very low output (189 kg live weight per 
calf) high CF was reported for the conventional calf-fattening farms. Among different sources of 
emissions, enteric fermentation contributed most to the total GHG emissions, followed by feed 
production (e.g., permanent grassland and concentrate production). 
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Table 1  Characteristics of LCA studies on beef production system in Europe. 

Reference country type of beef system Origin of 
calves 
(Dairy/ 
Suckler) 

Type of production 
(Organic/non-
organic) 

Diet 
(roughage/ 
concentrate) 

FU CF 
(kg 
CO2e
q per 
FU) 

CF 
(kg 
CO2eq 
per kg 
carcass) 

Cederberg and 
Darelius (2002) 

Sweden Conventional dairy-bred bulls fattened 
on forage/grain 

Dairy Non-organic Roughage kg bone free meat 17.0 10.20 

Conventional dairy-bred bulls fattened 
on mainly concentrate 

Dairy Non-organic Concentrate kg bone free meat 16.2 9.72 

Organic dairy-bred bulls Dairy Organic Roughage kg bone free meat 16.9 10.14 

Organic suckler-bred calves Suckler Organic Roughage kg bone free meat 20.1 12.06 

Cederberg and Stadig 
(2003) 

Sweden Organic beef production Suckler Organic Roughage kg bone free meat 22.3 13.38 

Williams et al. (2006) United 
Kingdom 

Organic, non-organic, suckler, dairy Dairy Non-organic N.A.1 t Carcass weight 15,43
3 

15.43 

Suckler Non-organic N.A. t Carcass weight 25,30
0 

25.30 

Dairy Organic N.A. t Carcass weight 14,16
8 

14.17 

Suckler Organic N.A. t Carcass weight 24,54
1 

24.54 

Casey and Holden 
(2006a) 

Ireland Conventional Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg carcass weight 13.0 13.00 

Organic Suckler Organic Roughage kg carcass weight 11.1 11.10 

Casey and Holden 
(2006b) 

Ireland Beef-bred males in intensive indoor 
feedlot 

Suckler Non-organic Concentrate kg live weight 10.8 18.78 

Typical Irish beef-suckler system Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg live weight 11.3 19.65 

Dairy-bred males in an intensive indoor 
feedlot 

Dairy Non-organic Concentrate kg live weight 7.6 13.22 

Dairy-bred system Dairy Non-organic Roughage kg live weight 9.8 17.04 

Nguyen et al. (2010) Europe  Suckler N.A. Roughage kg carcass weight 27.3 27.30 

Dairy N.A. Concentrate kg carcass weight 16.0 16.00 

Dairy N.A. Roughage kg carcass weight 17.9 17.90 

Dairy N.A. Roughage kg carcass weight 19.9 19.90 

Veysset et al. (2010) France Specialised (beef) in grassland area (A: 
calf-to-weanling and fattened females; 
B: calf-to-weanling 100% grassland 
farm; C: calf-to-beef. Beef steers 
production) 

Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg live weight 16.00 27.83 

Mixed crop-livestock (D: calf-to-beef. 
Intensive baby beef production; E: calf-
to-weanling and cereals production) 

Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg live weight 16.55 28.78 
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Reference country type of beef system Origin of 
calves 
(Dairy/ 
Suckler) 

Type of production 
(Organic/non-
organic) 

Diet 
(roughage/ 
concentrate) 

FU CF 
(kg 
CO2e
q per 
FU) 

CF 
(kg 
CO2eq 
per kg 
carcass) 

Alig et al. (2012.) Switzerland Bull-fattening Dairy Non-organic Roughage kg live weight 8.8 15.30 

Suckler cow Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg live weight 15.3 26.61 

Organic suckle cow Suckler Organic Roughage kg live weight 14.8 25.74 

Flysjö et al. (2012) Sweden Swedish conventional system Dairy Organic N.A. kg carcass weight 8.2 8.24 

Swedish conventional system Dairy Non-organic N.A. kg carcass weight 7.0 7.02 

Opio et al. (2013) Western 
Europe 

Western Europe dairy meat Dairy Non-organic 
 

N.A. kg carcass weight 12.9 12.90 

Western 
Europe 

Western Europe beef Suckler Non-organic. N.A. kg carcass weight 31.0 31.00 

Eastern 
Europe 

Eastern Europe dairy meat Dairy Non-organic. N.A. kg carcass weight 8.0 8.00 

Eastern 
Europe 

Eastern Europe beef Suckler Non-organic. N.A. kg carcass weight 29.1 29.10 

Roer et al. (2013) Norway Norwegian typical farm in central Dairy N.A. Roughage kg carcass weight 18.4 18.40 

Norwegian typical farm in central 
southeast 

Dairy N.A. Roughage kg carcass weight 17.7 17.70 

Norwegian typical farm in southwest Dairy N.A. Roughage kg carcass weight 18.2 18.20 

Webb et al. (2013) UK A dairy-based beef production system Dairy N.A. Roughage kg carcass weight 16.0 16.00 

Clarke et al. (2013) Ireland grass-based suckler beef production 
systems (Bull/heifer system) 

Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg carcass weight 20.54 20.54 

grass-based suckler beef production 
systems (Steer/heifer system) 

Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg carcass weight 22.70 22.70 

Nguyen et al. 
(2013b) 

France cow-calf and a bull-fattening herd Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg carcass weight 26.91 26.91 

Veysset et al. (2014) France Charolais suckler-cattle farms Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg live weight 12.79 22.24 

Mogensen et al. 
(2015) 

Denmark Danish beef breed extensive Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg carcass weight 29.7 29.70 

Danish beef breed intensive Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg carcass weight 23.1 23.10 

Danish bull calves (slaughter at 9.4 
months) 

Dairy Non-organic Concentrate kg carcass weight 8.9 8.90 

Danish bull calves (11.5 months) Dairy Non-organic Concentrate kg carcass weight 9.0 9.00 

Danish steers (25.0 months) Dairy Non-organic Roughage kg carcass weight 16.6 16.60 

Sweden Swedish beef breed intensive Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg carcass weight 25.4 25.40 

Swedish bull calves (slaughter at 9.0 
months) 

Dairy Non-organic Concentrate kg carcass weight 9.0 9.00 

Swedish bull calves (19.0 months) Dairy Non-organic Concentrate kg carcass weight 11.5 11.50 



 

Wageningen Livestock Research Report 1364 | 24 
 

Reference country type of beef system Origin of 
calves 
(Dairy/ 
Suckler) 

Type of production 
(Organic/non-
organic) 

Diet 
(roughage/ 
concentrate) 

FU CF 
(kg 
CO2e
q per 
FU) 

CF 
(kg 
CO2eq 
per kg 
carcass) 

Swedish steers (25.4 months) Dairy Non-organic Roughage kg carcass weight 17.0 17.00 

Buratti et al. (2017) Italy Conventional beef production Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg live weight 18.2 31.67 

Organic beef production Suckler Organic Roughage kg live weight 24.6 42.82 

Bragaglio et al. 
(2018) 

Italy Native breed – Cow-calf suckling 
(grazing + Grain diet fattening at barn) 

Suckler N.A. Roughage kg live weight of 
marketed beef 
cattle 

26.3 45.74 

Specialized extensive-Cow-calf suckling 
(grazing + Grain diet fattening at barn) 

Suckler N.A. Roughage kg live weight of 
marketed beef 
cattle 

25.41 44.19 

Cow Calf Intensive-Cow-calf suckling at 
barn + high-grain diets fattening at 
barn 

Suckler N.A. Concentrate kg live weight of 
marketed beef 
cattle 

21.94 38.16 

Fattening System-High-grain diets 
fattening of imported calves at barn 

Suckler N.A. Concentrate kg live weight of 
marketed beef 
cattle 

17.62 30.64 

Presumido et al. 
(2018) 

Portugal Extensive organic system (EOS) Suckler Organic Roughage kg carcass weight 16.2 16.21 

Semi-intensive system (SIS) Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg carcass weight 22.1 22.11 

Vitali et al. (2018) Italy A local organic beef supply chain Suckler Organic N.A. kg cooked meat 20.98 12.59 

A local organic beef supply chain Suckler Organic N.A. kg carcass weight 12.59 12.59 

Angerer et al. (2021) Italy Organic and conventional beef 
production in Alpine mountain regions 

Suckler Organic Roughage kg live weight 19.80 34.43 

Suckler Non-organic Roughage kg live weight 17.1 29.74 

1 N.A.: detailed information was not available  
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3.3 Comparison of different beef production systems  

In this section, GHG emissions of different beef production systems are compared based on the origin 
of calves, diet composition and production method (conventional or organic). Besides different 
categories defined in the present study for comparison, beef systems may differ in terms of beef 
breed, applying growth hormones in production and etc., which were not considered in our 
comparisons. 

3.3.1 Origin of calves 

Among the selected studies, seven studies specifically compared the environmental impacts of beef 
systems in terms of origin of calves (Cederberg and Stadig, 2003; Casey and Holden, 2006b; Williams 
et al., 2006; Nguyen et al., 2010; Alig et al., 2012.; Opio et al., 2013; Mogensen et al., 2015). Figure 
5 shows the variability of CF (kg CO2eq per kg carcass) for the suckler and dairy-based system in 
previous studies. Variation of CF in suckler-based systems was greater than in dairy-based systems. 
As can be seen, the CF of suckler-based systems was consistently higher than that of the dairy-based 
systems. Based on the literature review, the average CF of dairy and suckler-based systems was 
13.50 and 25.46 kg CO2eq per kg carcass, respectively. In suckler-based systems, all the emissions 
related to maintaining the mother cows are attributed to beef while in dairy-based systems the 
majority of dairy farm emissions are allocated to milk and not to beef (i.e. 83-97%, Cederberg and 
Darelius (2002); Casey and Holden (2006b); Alig et al. (2012.); Opio et al. (2013); Mogensen et al. 
(2015)). Therefore, the contribution of the cow-calf stage can explain the higher CF for suckler-based 
systems (De Vries et al., 2015). It was also concluded by Zehetmeier et al. (2012) and Hessle et al. 
(2019) that the environmental impacts of systems with dual purpose (meat and milk) is lower 
compared to the suckler-based systems in which meat is the only product. Despite the lower GHG 
emissions of dairy-based systems per kg of beef, the other issues such as possible lower quality of 
beef from dairy-bred calves or culled dairy cows needs to be taken into account. Meat products from 
dairy-based systems often receive criticism for their meat quality (Grunert et al., 2004; van Selm et 
al., 2021). However, Bown et al. (2016) believed that under similar growing conditions, the difference 
in meat quality will be small. Integration of dairy and beef production by changing sire breed can be 
an option to overcome the issue. However, calving difficulty of beef sires compared to dairy breeds 
such as Jersey makes application of this option difficult (Oliver and McDermott, 2005). Selective 
breeding for easy-calving offers opportunities to solve this issue (Burggraaf and Lineham, 2016). 
According to van Selm et al. (2021) findings integrating dairy and beef production through dairy beef 
calves would lead to 2 Mt kg CO2eq reduction in annual GHG emission of New Zealand beef 
production. One of the reasons for a preference of suckler-beef systems over dairy-based systems is 
that suckler cow farming is less labour intensive and gives more flexibility to the farmer to manage the 
farm (Angerer et al., 2021). 
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Figure 5 Variability of GHG emissions per kg carcass of the suckler and dairy-based system for the 
selected studies. The midpoints of each box plot represent median (the 50th percentile); 
lower and upper edges of the boxes show the 25th and 75th percentiles, respectively; and 
the whiskers denote the 10th and 90th percentiles. The red cross (+) is the average value 
and blue diamonds (♦) show the minimum and maximum values of the CF for the 
selected studies. 

3.3.2 Type of production 

Among the selected studies eight of them compared the environmental impacts of organic and non-
organic beef production systems (Cederberg and Darelius, 2002; Casey and Holden, 2006a; Williams 
et al., 2006; Flysjö et al., 2012; Alig et al., 2012.; Buratti et al., 2017; Presumido et al., 2018; 
Angerer et al., 2021) (Table 1). Figure 6 shows the variability of reported CF for organic and non-
organic systems in all LCA studied conducted for beef production in Europe. Results showed almost 
similar variation of CF for both organic and non-organic systems. On average CF for organic and non-
organic farming systems was 18.31 and 19.13 kg CO2eq per kg carcass, respectively. Due to high 
variation of CF for both organic and on-organic farming systems it is difficult to conclude that beef 
organic farming has less environmental impact. The difference was not statistically significant. Less 
use of synthetic fertiliser and pesticides in production of feeds in an organic beef production system 
results in lower CO2 and N2O emission compared to the non-organic production system. Generally, in 
organic beef systems the share of roughage in rations is higher than in non-organic systems, which 
leads to higher enteric methane production. Therefore, the reduction of CO2 and N2O in organic 
systems is higher than the increase of enteric CH4. The same argument was reported by Casey and 
Holden (2006a); Thomassen et al. (2008b); De Vries et al. (2015); Buratti et al. (2017) for the lower 
GHG emissions of organic beef production systems. Besides the impact of inclusion of higher roughage 
in rations, the lower use of concentrate and the types of concentrate were found by Casey and Holden 
(2006a) to be the reasons behind less GHG emissions of organic systems. In organic systems, the 
feed components are mainly unprocessed feed products and produced locally which have a lower CF 
(Williams et al., 2006; Alig et al., 2012.; De Vries et al., 2015). Generally, inclusion of concentrate 
results in lower enteric fermentation while the GHG emissions associated with the production of 
concentrate is higher than roughages. The comparison of concentrate- and roughage-based diets will 
be discussed in the next section where concentrate-based beef system has lower GHG emissions. 
Although, roughages result in higher CF of beef product, the organic roughages (mainly home-made 
roughages) may have lower GHG emissions compared to processed feed products (e.g., concentrate). 
Based on the study conducted by Picasso et al. (2014), productivity of grassland plays an important 
role in the reduction of GHG emissions on organic farms. The CF of suckler calves raised on low 
productive pastures in Uruguay, was more than twice higher than the calves pastured on seeded 
grasslands and finished in feedlots. The higher CF can be explained by the lower weight of calves and 
longer growth period. Shifting from low productive grasslands to high productive ones (intensive 
farming) can be considered as an option for GHG reduction in beef production systems (Dick et al., 
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2015; Ruviaro et al., 2015). However, it should be noted that intensive farming may cause other 
environmental impacts such as habitat and wildlife loss, soil erosion and nutrient run-off (Angerer et 
al., 2021). 
 
 

  

Figure 6 Variability of GHG emissions per kg carcass of the organic and non-organic systems for 
the selected studies. The midpoints of each box plot represent median (the 50th 
percentile); lower and upper edges of the boxes show the 25th and 75th percentiles, 
respectively; and the whiskers denote the 10th and 90th percentiles. The red cross (+) is 
the average value and blue diamonds (♦) show the minimum and maximum values of the 
CF for the selected studies. 

3.3.3 Diet composition 

Figure 7 shows the average and range of GHG emissions per kg carcass for the concentrate and 
roughage-based systems in previous studies conducted in Europe. The average CF of roughage-based 
systems was 23.43 kg CO2eq per kg carcass (varied between 12.62 and 37.79) while for the 
concentrate-based system the CF was 17.47 kg CO2eq per kg carcass (varied between 9.00 and 
30.64). Among the selected studies, a number of them (Cederberg and Darelius, 2002; Casey and 
Holden, 2006b; Nguyen et al., 2010; Mogensen et al., 2015; Bragaglio et al., 2018) compared the 
GHG emissions of concentrate and roughage-based diets in beef production systems in their studies. 
The first reason for the lower GHG emissions of concentrate-based systems compared to the 
roughage-based might be the lower enteric methane of concentrate digestion than from roughage. 
The feed components of a roughage-based diet are very diverse but the main components can be 
grass (fresh grass and grass silage), maize silage and straw (Casey and Holden, 2006b; Nguyen et al., 
2010; Mogensen et al., 2015). It was reported that there is no difference between a diet consisting of 
grass products only and a diet including both grass and non-grass roughage products in terms of GHG 
emissions (De Vries et al., 2015). The lower CF for concentrate-based systems can also be explained 
by the higher growth rate of calves in this system compared to the roughage-based system. Lower 
finishing weight or longer finishing time means higher GHG emissions per kg carcass (Lovett et al., 
2006; De Vries et al., 2015; Mogensen et al., 2015). The average daily gain of 1.2 and 0.8 kg per day 
was determined for concentrate and roughage-based systems (De Vries et al., 2015).  
In most of the studies reviewed, the roughage yield (both grazing and harvesting yields) was assumed 
to be high. The high yields are achieved by use of high levels of fertilisers in grassland. If a lower 
productive grassland is used for a roughage-based beef system, the CF of beef products will be even 
higher. The animal growth and reproduction will reduce significantly in a low-productive grassland 
(due to low diet quality). This leads to higher CF of beef products. Therefore, shifting from low-
productive to high-productive grasslands can be considered as an option for reduction of roughage-
based beef production systems (De Vries et al., 2015; Dick et al., 2015; Ruviaro et al., 2015). 
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However, the negative impacts (e.g., nutrient leaching and loss of habitats) of fertiliser application on 
ecosystems should be also considered. 
Carbon sequestration is an important environmental factor which should be taken into account when 
the roughage- and concentrate-based systems are compared. Carbon sequestration capacity strongly 
depends on the age of pasture. Old pastures have a high level of SOC but their capacity for carbon 
sequestration is low. In a favorable condition, soil sequesters carbon until equilibrium is reached and 
after equilibrium level the carbon sequestration is stopped. In many parts of the world, the potential of 
carbon sequestration via grazing management is limited or absent (Garnett et al., 2017). Many factors 
including soil types and quality, grazing level, climate conditions, precipitation level, etc. will influence 
the level of carbon sequestration. Some studies evaluated the impacts of soil organic carbon (SOC) 
sequestration on GHG emissions (Nguyen et al., 2010; Pelletier et al., 2010; Beauchemin et al., 2011; 
Lupo et al., 2013; Mogensen et al., 2015). In a study commissioned by National Trust (2012), the 
carbon sequestration rate of 0.88 t CO2 per year was assumed for permanent grassland (whether 
animal is on pasture or not) and the results showed that conversion from conventional to organic 
farming leads to carbon gain of 1.5 t CO2 per year for grassland. Regarding the impact of SOC 
sequestration on total GHG emissions, different and contradictory results have been reported. Nguyen 
et al. (2010) and Pelletier et al. (2010) found the lower GHG emissions in roughage-based systems 
compared to those of concentrate-based when the SOC sequestration potential was taken into account 
in GHG calculations. Contrary to these findings, the GHG emissions of concentrate-based systems 
were found to be lower compared to the grass-based systems, even when SOC sequestration is 
accounted for (Lupo et al., 2013; Mogensen et al., 2015). Based on Garnett et al. (2017), the carbon 
sequestration potential from grazing is between 295 and 800 Mt CO2eq per year which offsets between 
20% and 60% of annual emissions of grazing cattle sector and compared to the whole livestock 
sector, its potential is not high. One important issue regarding carbon sequestration is that the 
sequestration potential reduces over time until the equilibrium level is achieved. There is a discussion 
about the difference between sequestration in forage and concentrate production, how soil carbon 
sequestration decreases, permanence of soil carbon, and the wider potential benefits to agricultural 
production through increased SOC. In addition to high potential for carbon sequestration in grass and 
arable lands, the positive impacts of woodlands and hedges on carbon sequestration needs to be taken 
into account to mitigate the GHG emissions. More information regarding carbon sequestration can be 
found in Koopmans et al. (2020); Lesschen et al. (2020). Overall, although carbon sequestration can 
be considered as a measure to reduce GHG emissions in the beef sector, there is genuine scientific 
uncertainty around the role of grazing systems in affecting soil carbon (Garnett et al., 2017). 
Although the lower GHG emissions were reported for concentrate-based systems compared to the 
roughage-based systems, the other aspects of concentrate-based diets need to be taken into account. 
Given that cereal is the main feed component in concentrate-based systems which also can be 
consumed by humans, the feed food competition should be considered as an important factor in terms 
of sustainability. 
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Figure 7 Variability of GHG emissions per kg carcass of the concentrate and roughage-based 

systems for the selected studies. The midpoints of each box plot represent median (the 
50th percentile); lower and upper edges of the boxes show the 25th and 75th percentiles, 
respectively; and the whiskers denote the 10th and 90th percentiles. The red cross (+) is 
the average value and blue diamonds (♦) show the minimum and maximum values of the 
CF for the selected studies. 

3.4 GHG mitigations in beef production 

Following the Paris Agreement where the countries committed to tackle the climate change problems 
by planning and implementing efforts to mitigate the GHG emissions, efforts should also be 
implemented in beef production in Europe to mitigate emissions. The review of studies for beef 
production systems showed that there is a high potential for mitigating the GHG emissions. Based on 
the conducted literature review, it was concluded that the amount of GHG emissions highly depends 
on the origin of calves (dairy or suckler-based systems), types of production (organic or nonorganic 
systems) and diet composition (roughage or concentrate-based systems). 
Obtained results from reviewed papers showed the higher potential to produce beef with lower CF in 
concentrate-based systems compared to roughage-based systems. The average GHG emissions of 
organic systems were slightly lower than the non-organic systems in the reviewed papers. However, 
due to high variation of results, the difference was not statistically significant. Lower fertilizer 
application rates play an important role in lower GHG emissions of organic production systems. It 
should be noted that extensive organic farming leads to higher GHG emissions of organic farming. 
Shifting from extensive organic beef farming (low productive grasslands) to intensive organic farming 
(high productive grasslands) increases the daily weight gain of calves and reduces the growth period 
(Peters et al., 2010). This leads to lower GHG emissions per kg of beef. 
Shifting from low productive grasslands to the high productive ones reduces the CF of beef. Based on 
previous studies, the CF of beef in low productive pastures was more than two times higher than the 
seeded grasslands. It should be noted that the available lands can be applied for both crop (used for 
animal feeding purpose) and grass production. Based on previous studies and evaluations, grazing in 
beef production in countries where the land is less suitable for crop production can be an appropriate 
option, otherwise allocating available land (which are suitable for crop production) for crop production 
might lead to reduction of GHG emissions in beef systems. 
A deeper comparison showed that in both roughage and concentrate-based diets, dairy-based beef 
systems had lower emissions compared to the suckler-based systems (Casey and Holden, 2006b; 
Nguyen et al., 2010). Given the preference of dairy-based beef production systems over suckler-based 
systems in terms of GHG emissions, more focus on beef production may be essential through e.g. 
increased cross-breeding with beef breeds or optimizing dairy and beef production (De Vries et al., 
2015). Generally, since dairy and beef systems are connected to each other, the potential for 
reduction of GHG emission in both systems needs to be analysed simultaneously. For example, 
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applying more efficient dairy production strategies (e.g. increasing dairy cow longevity) results in 
reduction of beef products and in the production of calves (Vellinga and De Vries, 2018). To maintain 
the needs, more beef from suckler-based systems should be supplied, which means higher GHG 
emissions per kg meat product.  
GHG impacts of beef production systems can be further reduced by improving the growth performance 
and feed efficiency of dairy-bred beef cattle (Hietala et al., 2014; De Vries et al., 2015). Increasing 
the production efficiency is the main and most important factor for reduction of environmental impacts 
of livestock production (both dairy and beef) (Roer et al., 2013; Mogensen et al., 2015; Vitali et al., 
2018). Moreover, reducing the number of unproductive animals in the farm is also beneficial (Vitali et 
al., 2018). 
Adapting the ration based on the animal requirements and applying different feeding groups increases 
the time required to manage the herd and needs attention to detail to achieve a higher feed efficiency 
of animals. The feed can also be adjusted based on the environmental impacts of the individual feeds 
(e.g., change in ration to allow for better crop rotation and providing environmental benefits). 
According to Hessle et al. (2019), for suckler cows, the feed adjustments can be about reducing 
overfeeding (energy and protein) by providing more fibre-rich roughages, whereas dairy cows and 
growing cattle need to get more digestible (earlier harvested) forages. At the crop and forage 
production step, reduction of emissions associated with the feed production is also critical (Hessle et 
al., 2019). 
Carbon removal or carbon sequestration is a strategy in livestock sector to remove CO2 from the 
atmosphere by increasing the soil carbon storage. Because carbon sequestration has long-term 
impact, there are many discussions in the techniques to measure its impact. Although inclusion of 
carbon sequestration into LCA calculations of beef studies provides additional information regarding 
the environmental impacts, typically, due to high uncertainty regarding the rates and permanence, it 
is excluded (McConkey et al., 2019). Garnett et al. (2017) also showed that the potential of carbon 
sequestration on reduction of GHG emissions in beef production system is low. To calculate the carbon 
sequestration, further work and testing on the ground needs to be done. In a study carried out by 
McConkey et al. (2019) the average carbon sequestration for rangelands and non-permanent pastures 
in France were reported as 570 and 80 kg C per ha per year, respectively (McConkey et al., 2019). 
Additionally, growing legume fodder crops in grasslands makes it possible to eliminate the use of 
synthetic fertilisers in grasslands. Shifting from temporary to permanent grasslands provides better 
environmental performance because permanent grasslands creates higher levels of carbon 
sequestration compared to the temporary grasslands (Hessle et al., 2019). However, it should be 
considered that older pastures have lower capacity for carbon sequestration because the soil has 
achieved the equilibrium level. 
Besides the options mentioned in this study, some other options are available and can be considered 
as GHG mitigation strategies for beef production. The methane emissions from enteric fermentation, 
which are the main source of GHG emissions in beef production, can be reduced by modifying the 
dietary composition and increasing the feed conversion efficiency (Doreau et al., 2011; Gollnow et al., 
2014). To this aim, several actions are applicable such as i) the use of feed additives to reduce the 
methane emission up to 30% by modifying the rumen microbial fermentation (Luo et al., 2015; 
Buratti et al., 2017), ii) the use of dietary supplements such as tannins and saponins or forage 
additives, such as ionophores and defaunation (Williams et al., 2009; Luo et al., 2015; Buratti et al., 
2017), iii) reduction of N excretion and subsequently nitrous oxide emissions from manure 
management by optimisation of N content of diet (reducing/optimising the crude protein content of 
diet) (Powell et al., 2008; Buratti et al., 2017).  
Applying manure management techniques can also contribute to reduction of GHG emissions from 
beef production. Manure separation immediately after excretion reduces the production potential of 
methane and nitrous oxide from manure. Besides using biogas digester to extract the methane from 
manure, promoting or avoiding anaerobic conditions in solid manure storages by decreasing the 
storage time underneath pit or frequent turning of manure piles will be helpful. Chadwick et al. (2011) 
reported a 0.5% reduction of initial C content of manure due to frequent turning of the manure pile. 
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3.5 LCA studies of leather production 

Table 2 shows the description of found papers in the scientific literature related to the leather 
production in Europe and some other studies carried out outside Europe. In Europe, most of the 
leather LCA was carried out in Italy, Spain and Turkey. It should be noted that some of the studies 
compared environmental impacts of conventional tanning processes and alternative processes focusing 
on a specific process. Since these studies cannot provide a holistic view of the whole production, we 
ignored them for further evaluations. As can be seen, the variation between the studies was high. 
System boundaries were different and different FUs were applied for reporting the GHG emissions. To 
make the results comparable we used conversion factors to convert the different FUs to m2 finished 
leather (the last column of Table 2). However, it should be mentioned that the uncertainty of this 
approach is high. In the next section we provide some detailed information about the reviewed 
studies. 
 
Table 2  Characteristics of LCA studies on leather production system. 

Reference Country Type of study Production 
process 
F: farming 
S: slaughterhouse 
T: tannering 

FU CF 
(kg 
CO2eq 
per FU) 

CF 
(kg 
CO2eq 
per m2) 

Milà i Canals et al. 
(1998) 

Spain LCA of footwear F+S+T N.A. N.A. N.A. 

Milà i Canals et al. 
(2002) 

Spain LCA for ecolabel of 
leather 

F+S+T kg of salted 
hide 

19.80 146.7 b 

F kg of salted 
hide 

12.53 92.8 b 

S kg of salted 
hide 

0.66 4.9 b 

T kg of salted 
hide 

6.59 48.8 b 

Notarnicola et al. 
(2011) 

Italy  Italian and Spanish 
leather production 
systems 

T m2 with 
thickness of 
1.3 mm 

8.93 a 8.93 b 

 Spain   m2 with 
thickness of 
1.3 mm 

7.71 a 7.71 

Kılıç et al. (2018) Turkey CF of a tanning 
company in Turkey 

T + waste 
management 

m2 finished 
calf leather 

63.16 63.16 

T m2 finished 
calf leather 

45.77 45.77 

Chen et al. (2019) Chile 
 

T kg finished 
leather 

3.98 18.43 c 

China 
 

T kg finished 
leather 

5.33 24.68 c 

India 
 

T kg finished 
leather 

7.26 33.61 c 

Italy 
 

T kg finished 
leather 

5.41 25.05 c 

Spain 
 

T kg finished 
leather 

3.41 15.79 c 

Joseph and Nithya 
(2009) 

India LCA of leather S+T m2 152 152 

Chen et al. (2014) Taiwan LCA of leather F+S+T m2 with 
thickness of 
1.5 ± 0.1 
mm 

64.8 64.8 

m2 with 
thickness of 
1.7 ± 0.1 
mm 

74.5 74.5 

m2 with 
thickness of 
1.9 ± 0.1 
mm 

79.6 79.6 

m2 with 
thickness of 
all 
thicknesses 

73 73 

Tasca and Puccini 
(2019) 

Italy LCA of leather 
production  

T (including 
retanning, 
fatliquoring, and 
dyeing processes) 

kg tanned 
leather 

2.64 12.22 c 
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Reference Country Type of study Production 
process 
F: farming 
S: slaughterhouse 
T: tannering 

FU CF 
(kg 
CO2eq 
per FU) 

CF 
(kg 
CO2eq 
per m2) 

Laurenti et al. 
(2017) 

Spain LCA of raw hide to 
finished leather 
(limited to energy 
and fuel) 

T (chromium 
tanning) 

m2 with 
thickness of 
1.2-1.4 mm 

2.5 2.5 

Taiwan 
 

T (chromium 
tanning) 

m2 with 
thickness of 
1.2-1.4 mm 

4.95 4.95 

Australia 
 

T (chromium 
tanning) 

m2 with 
thickness of 
1.2-1.4 mm 

12 12 

Argentin
a 

 
T (vegetable 
tanning) 

m2 with 
thickness of 
1.2-1.4 mm 

2.3 2.3 

Spain  T (vegetable 
tanning) 

m2 with 
thickness of 
1.2-1.4 mm 

4.97 4.97 

a. slaughtering stage is not included 

b. using conversion factor of 7.41 kg raw hides or skins per m2 finished leather (De Rosa-Giglio et al., 2018) 

c. using conversion factor of 4.63 kg finished leather per m2 finished leather (De Rosa-Giglio et al., 2018) 

d. N.A.: detailed information was not available  

 
The first application of LCA for calculating the environmental impacts of leather belonged to Milà i 
Canals et al. (1998) where the Spanish leather industry was evaluated and the environmental 
hotspots in the footwear production were identified. Cattle raising, slaughterhouse, tannery and 
footwear manufacture were in the system boundary. Results showed that cattle raising, tanning, 
waste management and footwear manufacture are the main polluters in the leather industry. Because 
detailed inventory data was not provided in this study, deeper evaluation was not possible. Only the 
share of environmental impacts for leather production were presented for different impact categories. 
The environmental hotspots in the chrome-tanned leather production used for shoe uppers in Spain 
were identified in a study carried out by Milà i Canals et al. (2002). The LCA covered all processes in 
the animal production (including feed production stage), slaughtering and tanning stages. The FU of 
slated hide was chosen instead of finished leather because it was more common. Among the different 
stages it was concluded that tannery is an important stage in terms of environmental impacts. Also, 
animal production had an important role in total GHG emissions. The total GHG emissions were 
calculated as 19.8 kg CO2eq per kg salted hide. Cattle raising, tannery, agriculture stage (feed 
production) and slaughterhouse (including storage) had the highest contribution to total GHG 
emissions by 6.99, 6.59, 5.54 and 0.66 kg CO2eq per kg salted hide, respectively. 
Notarnicola et al. (2011) assessed environmental impacts of Italian and Spanish bovine leather 
production systems to identify the hotspots and compare different production technologies and 
cooperative managements. The FU was defined as delivery of the surface area of a typical leather 
delivery to a shoe company. Therefore, FU was 185.8 m2 of chrome-tanned bovine leather with a 
thickness of 1.3 mm to be used for the manufacture of women’s shoes, which is equivalent to a 
leather mass of 200 kg. The system boundary included all materials and inputs related to the 
slaughtering, storage, transport and leather production processes. The husbandry was kept out of the 
system boundary. As shown in Figure 8, tannery contributed most to the total GHG emissions (global 
warming potential - GWP) of leather production in both countries, followed by solid and water waste 
treatment. The impacts of the slaughterhouse and storage phases were low. In the tanning process 
the main environmental impacts belonged to the chemical supply (67-80%) and energy load (19-4%). 
Obtained results showed the high contribution of tanning to total GHG emissions. Energy consumption, 
industrial processes and solid waste managements were identified as the main levels which need more 
consideration when the aim is to mitigate the GHG emissions of leather production. The results 
underlined the higher GWP for Italian tannery (8.93 kg CO2eq) compared to the Spanish system (7.71 
kg CO2eq) per m2 chrome tanned with thickness of 1.3 mm. 
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Figure 8 LCA of a Spanish and Italian leather (from slaughterhouse to finished leather) 
(Notarnicola et al., 2011). Impact categories were energy consumption (EC), abiotic 
resource depletion potential (ADP), global warming potential (GWP), acidification 
potential (AP), photochemical oxidant creation potential (POCP), human toxicity potential 
(HTP), fresh aquatic eco-toxicity potential (FAETP), terrestrial eco-toxicity potential 
(TETP), and nutrification potential (NP). 

 
The environmental impact of leather production in Turkey was studied by Kılıç et al. (2018). The LCA 
included beamhouse, retaining and finishing processes. Beamhouse operation in the production of 
leather is between curing and tanning and includes some activities such as soaking, liming, removal of 
extraneous tissues. The reference unit of m2 of finished leather was used for reporting the results of 
environmental assessments. GHG emissions were calculated for three scopes. Scope 1 included the 
emissions which arise directly from the tannery process, Scope 2 is the emissions associated with the 
production of material and energy inputs which are used in leather production and finally Scope 3 
related to emissions associated with the production of material and energy inputs which are not 
controlled by the tannery. Results showed the higher contribution of Scope 3 compared to Scope 1 
and Scope 2. CF of finished calf leather was calculated as 63.16 kg CO2eq per m2, which reported as 
28.4 kg CO2eq per kg of finished leather. Results indicated the substantial environmental impacts 
during the tannery process related to electricity production and solid waste landfilling. 
Chen et al. (2019) quantified and analysed the CF of leather production process. Two impact 
categories (IPCC 2013 GWP 100 years and GHG Protocol) were applied for the assessments. Results 
showed that to process 1000 kg of raw hides, tanneries in Chile, China, India, Italy, and Spain emitted 
882, 1180, 1608, 1198, and 755 kg of CO2eq, respectively. The CF ranged from 3.41 to 6.30 kg of 
CO2eq per kg of finished leather. Using conversion factor of 4.63 suggested by PEFCR (De Rosa-Giglio 
et al., 2018), the CF was calculated per m2 of finished leather (Table 2). Energy consumption was the 
main contributor to total GHG emissions and followed by the consumption of acrylic resin, and 
chromium tanning.  
Joseph and Nithya (2009) assessed environmental impacts of leather production in India. The system 
boundary covered the slaughtering and leather production processes. The FU was defined as 100 m2 

finished leather used for making shoe uppers. The results revealed that production of 100 m2 leather 
leads to 15,190 kg CO2eq (equal to 15.19 kg CO2eq per m2 leather). It was revealed that tanning and 
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finishing of leather have the highest environmental impacts. Fossil fuels as the source of energy 
contributed most to the total GHG emissions of leather production. 
Chen et al. (2014) carried out a research to quantify CF of the finished bovine leather in Taiwan using 
LCA in a cradle to gate system boundary. The environmental impacts were reported in a unit of 1 m2 
finished aniline leather for four different thicknesses (1.5 ± 0.1 mm, 1.7 ± 0.1 mm, 1.9 ± 0.1 mm, 
and all thicknesses). The results were 64.8, 74.5, 79.6 and 73 kg CO2eq per m2 of different thickness 
(1.5 ± 0.1 mm, 1.7 ± 0.1 mm, 1.9 ± 0.1 mm and of all thicknesses), respectively. The breakdown of 
the total GHG emission is shown in Table 3. 

Table 3  Summary of CFP of the aniline leather (Chen et al., 2014). 
Aniline Unit All thicknesses 1.5±0.1mm 1.7±0.1mm 1.9±0.1mm 

Raw material extraction kg CO2eq per m2 56.8 48.8 58.3 63.3 

Manufacturing kg CO2eq per m2 16.2  16.0 16.1 16.4 

Distribution kg CO2eq per m2 0.01  0.005 0.01 0.01 

Total kg CO2eq per m2 73.0  64.8 74.5 79.6 

 
Tasca and Puccini (2019) performed a LCA to calculate the environmental impacts of retanning, 
fatliquoring and dyeing processes during production of 1 kg of crust leather. Results showed the total 
GHG emissions of 2.64 kg CO2eq per kg tanned leather. The emissions of retanning, fatliquoring and 
dyeing processes was calculated as 1.19, 0.74 and 0.71 kg CO2eq per kg tanned leather, respectively. 
Electricity was the major contributor to the total GHG emissions. It was concluded that replacing fossil 
fuels with cleaner alternatives would strongly enhance the environmental performance of the leather 
production system. Also, the high amount of wastewater and its treatment was found to have high 
negative impacts on marine eutrophication. This issue can be reduced by reduction, reusing, recycling 
and recovering of solid waste and tannery effluents.  
Laurenti et al. (2017) studied the GHG emissions of leather making processes for 12 tanners in 
different countries (for instance in Spain, Taiwan, Australia, Argentina, China, Mexico and Brazil) to 
compare the GHG emissions of chromium- and vegetable-tanned leather processes. The system 
boundary was limited to the production of leather and a limited number of inputs. Upstream processes 
such as animal farming, slaughtering, chemical production and water extraction, and after production 
processes, were not included in the system boundary. GHG emissions associated with the production 
and application of energy inputs (electricity/fuel) were considered in the system boundary. The 
downstream processes such as solid waste and wastewater treatment were not included in the 
calculations. FU was defined as 1 m2 of finished leather with a thickness of 1.2-1.4 mm. Most of the 
tanners applied a chromium tanning technology while three applied a vegetable tanning technology. 
Obtained results for the companies (in Spain, Taiwan, Australia, and Argentina) that processed the 
raw hide to produce the finished leather, showed that CF of finished leather varied from 2.35 to 12 kg 
CO2eq per m2 of finished leather. Based on the findings no significant differences between the CF of 
chromium and vegetable leather processes was reported. 
In a study conducted by Rivela et al. (2004), a representative leather tannery industry (chromium 
tanning) in Chile was evaluated from an environmental point of view. The system boundary was from 
cradle to gate and the FU was chosen as 1 tonne of wet salted hides per year used in the production of 
shoes. System boundary covered beamhouse, tan yard, retanning processes, and wood furnace as 
well as energy and chemicals supply. The control and reduction of chromium and ammonia emissions 
were the critical points for reduction of environmental performance of leather production. 
Bacardit et al. (2015) evaluated a new sustainable continuous system for processing bovine leather in 
Spain and compared it with the conventional system in terms of GHG emissions. Results showed that 
the new process results in reductions of 30.6% in water use, 50.2% in chemical use and 16.4% in 
process time. LCA for the tanning processes showed the lower GHG emissions for new systems (23% 
less than the conventional system). Since the amount of GHG emissions per kg product was not 
provided by this study it was not possible to compare it with other countries. 
Reviewing the results obtained from LCA studies carried out for leather production showed the 
importance of leather production in terms of environmental impacts. Nowadays, new technologies are 
being introduced to reduce the environmental impacts of leather. LCA as an important approach can 
help the leather industry to have a wider view of environmental issues and guide new technologies 
and innovations to more sustainable production.  
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The carried-out literature review showed a high variation in the CF of leather. There are different 
reasons for this high variation, such as application of final product (i.e., different quality), tannery 
method (chrome or vegetable), animal origin, different range of thickness, etc. Generally, there are 
four markets (end-user) for tanned leather including i) leather for automotive interiors and furniture 
upholstery, ii) leather for upper footwear and leather goods (e.g., bags, belts, wallets, …), iii) leather 
for garment and gloves, iv) sole leather. Depending on the use of finished leather they have different 
characteristics. Table 4 provides detailed information regarding target markets, origin of leather and 
the type of processing applied to each product. Given the high variation on quality of finished leather 
applying conversion factors to convert the reported values to the same FU leads to a high uncertainty 
on the final results. To solve this issue, applying a standard or guideline for environmental assessment 
of leather production is strongly suggested. Recently, PEFCR provided a guideline for environmental 
assessment of leather industry. This guideline makes it possible to compare environmental impacts of 
various types of leather products. Using the PEFCR guideline, the LCA studies should provide more 
detailed information regarding the conducted assessment. More information regarding the guideline 
can be found in De Rosa-Giglio et al. (2018). 

Table 4  Characteristic of various kind of leather (De Rosa-Giglio et al., 2018). 
End use Chrome-Tanned  Vegetable-Tanned Free of Chrome Animal Origin 

Automotive and upholstery 63% 0% 37% Bovine (100%) 

Footwear and leather goods 75% 22% 3% 
Bovine (66%), Calf (12%), 
Caprine (11%), Ovine 
(11%) 

Garments and Gloves 100% 0% 0% Calf (20%), Caprine 
(16%), Ovine (64%) 

Sole leather 0% 100% 0% Bovine (100%) 

 
Besides the methodological differences in reporting the environmental results, there is a high variation 
in activities carried out in leather processing units. It is hardly possible to find two tanneries following 
the same finishing procedure with similar finishing formulation even when the same raw material is 
used, and the same finished leather is produced. Some of the studies were more or less comparable 
and we selected and presented them in Table 5 to provide more insight about CF of leather 
production in Europe. The system boundary was limited to slaughtering and/or tannering steps. 
Therefore, the studies in which it was not possible to exclude emissions associated with the fattening 
step, were not mentioned in Table 5. Among the other studies, Laurenti et al. (2017) reported a very 
low CF compared to others. Since the aim of that study was comparing chromium and vegetable 
tanning, the system boundary was limited to a few numbers of inputs. Therefore, a lower CF was 
reported. Joseph and Nithya (2009) reported a high CF (152 kg CO2eq per m2 finished leather) in India 
which can be explained by the high environmental impacts due to applying conventional processing in 
the production process. Therefore, these two studies were excluded from the final comparison. As it is 
shown, CF of leather ranges between 7.75 and 53.7 kg CO2eq per m2 finished leather. The average CF 
was 24.6 kg CO2eq per m2 finished leather. The highest CF was reported in Turkey (Kılıç et al., 2018) 
where the emissions associated with the waste treatments were considered in the environmental 
assessment. Also, a long list of chemicals and inputs were considered in the life cycle inventory of that 
study which can be the reason of higher reported GHG emissions. By skipping the waste treatment, 
the CF was 45.77 kg CO2eq per m2 finished leather. Another higher CF was reported by Milà i Canals 
et al. (2002) in which compared to other studies, older technology was applied in the leather 
production. The lowest CF was reported by Notarnicola et al. (2011) for Italy and Spain. 
  



 

Wageningen Livestock Research Report 1364 | 36 
 

Table 5  The selected study for final comparison. 
Reference Country System boundary CF (kg CO2eq per m2 finished leather) 

Milà i Canals et al. (2002) Spain Slaughtering + 
Tannering 53.7 

Notarnicola et al. (2011) 
Italy Slaughtering + 

Tannering 8.97 

Spain Slaughtering + 
Tannering 7.75 

Kılıç et al. (2018) Turkey Tannering 45.77 

Chen et al. (2019) 

Chile Tannering 18.43 

China Tannering 24.68 

India Tannering 33.61 

Italy Tannering 25.05 

Spain Tannering 15.79 

Tasca and Puccini (2019) Italy Tannering 12.22 

 
To sum it up, as it has been mentioned, various technologies and approaches are being used in leather 
production in Europe which makes comparison of production systems complicated. Given the wide 
range of leather products with different qualities would result in an uncertain comparison. Moreover, 
application of different approaches for reporting the results will add to the complexity. Therefore, 
application of PEFCR as a comprehensive guideline can be an important solution. 
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4 Conclusion 

A literature scan was carried out to evaluate environmental impacts of different beef production 
systems and leather production in Europe. More than 60 scientific publications were reviewed and 
papers which met the defined criteria were selected for deeper evaluations. For the beef literature 
review, 21 studies were selected which applied LCA for environmental assessments. Based on the 
literature scan it was found that the two main important sources of GHG emissions in beef production 
are feed production and enteric fermentation. Manure management and post-farm processing were 
the other sources of emissions in beef farming. CH4 contributed most to the total emissions and CO2 
and N2O had the lower contributions. Because the CF of beef products highly depends on different 
production systems (e.g., origin of calves, organic or non-organic system, and diet composition) we 
classified the reviewed studies based on these three parameters. Results showed the higher GHG 
emissions per kg carcass for suckler-based systems compared to the dairy-based system. The GHG 
emissions of organic farms was slightly, but not significantly, lower than the non-organic farms due to 
fewer GHG emissions associated with the production of animal feeds (including grass/forage). 
Comparison of a concentrate-based diet with the roughage-based diet showed that the cattle fed 
concentrate-based diet had lower GHG emissions, mainly due to higher daily weight gain. Reviewing 
beef studies showed the high potential for mitigating GHG emissions in beef systems. Increasing the 
production efficiency can be considered as the most important factor to reduce of GHG emissions in 
beef production. To this aim, adopting the ration based on the animal need (applying different feeding 
groups), reducing overfeeding by providing more fibre-rich roughages (in case the dairy × beef 
crossbred cattle is growing in herd with a higher feed efficiency) and reducing the number of 
unproductive animals can be helpful. Detailed evaluations showed that using a production system with 
lower CF (dairy-, organic- and concentrate-based beef systems) can mitigate GHG emissions. Besides 
the main mitigation strategies, modifying the dietary composition (e.g., use of feed additives, use of 
dietary supplements, reduction of N excretion by optimisation of N content of diet) leads to the lower 
CH4 emissions. 
A literature scan of leather production in Europe showed that most studies focused on an 
environmental assessment of leather production in Italy, Spain and Turkey. A high variation was seen 
in the LCA results because of methodological differences (e.g., system boundary, FU) and differences 
in use of final product, tannery method (chrome or vegetable), animal origin, different range of 
thickness, etc. Because few studies were found in Europe, we also added studies conducted outside 
Europe. Reviewing the results obtained from LCA studies showed the importance of leather production 
in terms of environmental impacts. Supplying energy and chemicals contributed most to the total GHG 
emissions of leather production. Conventional production systems had higher environmental impacts 
than the production systems with new technologies. It was illustrated that applying new technologies 
has substantial impact on the reduction of leather CF. The average CF was 24.6 kg CO2eq per m2 
finished leather (ranged between 7.75 and 63.16 kg CO2eq per m2 finished leather). Besides the 
technologies and approaches to reduce the environmental impact of leather, applying a standard 
approach such as PEFCR for environmental assessments of leather product can be considered as an 
important solution. 
 
 
 
 



 

Wageningen Livestock Research Report 1364 | 38 
 

References 

Alig, M., F. Grandl, J. Mieleitner, T. Nemecek, and G. Gaillard. 2012. Ökobilanzvon Rind-, Schweine-und 
Geflügelfleisch, Schlussbericht September 2012. Agroscope Reckenholz-Tänikon ART, Zürich, 
Switzerland.   

Angerer, V., E. Sabia, U. K. von Borstel, and M. Gauly. 2021. Environmental and biodiversity effects of 
different beef production systems. Journal of Environmental Management 289:112523.  

Bacardit, A., G. Baquero, S. Sorolla, and L. Ollé. 2015. Evaluation of a new sustainable continuous system 
for processing bovine leather. Journal of cleaner production 101:197-204.  

Beauchemin, K. A., H. H. Janzen, S. M. Little, T. A. McAllister, and S. M. McGinn. 2011. Mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions from beef production in western Canada–Evaluation using farm-based life 
cycle assessment. Animal Feed Science and Technology 166:663-677.  

Bown, M. D., P. D. Muir, and B. C. Thomson. 2016. Dairy and beef breed effects on beef yield, beef quality 
and profitability: a review. New Zealand Journal of Agricultural Research 59(2):174-184.  

Bragaglio, A., F. Napolitano, C. Pacelli, G. Pirlo, E. Sabia, F. Serrapica, M. Serrapica, and A. Braghieri. 2018. 
Environmental impacts of Italian beef production: A comparison between different systems. Journal of 
Cleaner Production 172:4033-4043.  

Buratti, C., F. Fantozzi, M. Barbanera, E. Lascaro, M. Chiorri, and L. Cecchini. 2017. Carbon footprint of 
conventional and organic beef production systems: An Italian case study. Science of the total 
environment 576:129-137.  

Burggraaf, V. T., and D. B. Lineham. 2016. Effect of easy calving beef sires on the birth weight and growth 
of dairy beef cattle. NZGA: Research and Practice Series 16:329-332.  

Casey, J. W., and N. M. Holden. 2006a. Greenhouse gas emissions from conventional, agri‐environmental 
scheme, and organic Irish suckler‐beef units. Journal of Environmental Quality 35(1):231-239.  

Casey, J. W., and N. M. Holden. 2006b. Quantification of GHG emissions from sucker-beef production in 
Ireland. Agricultural Systems 90(1-3):79-98.  

Cederberg, C., and K. Darelius. 2002. Using LCA Methodology to Assess the Potential Environmental Impact 
of Intensive Beef and Pork Production. Department of Applied Environmental Science, Göteborg 
University, Sweden, Ph.D. thesis.   

Cederberg, C., and M. Stadig. 2003. System expansion and allocation in life cycle assessment of milk and 
beef production. The International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 8(6):350-356.  

Chadwick, D., S. Sommer, R. Thorman, D. Fangueiro, L. Cardenas, B. Amon, and T. Misselbrook. 2011. 
Manure management: Implications for greenhouse gas emissions. Animal Feed Science and Technology 
166:514-531.  

Chen, K.-W., L.-C. Lin, and W.-S. Lee. 2014. Analyzing the carbon footprint of the finished bovine leather: A 
case study of aniline leather. Energy Procedia 61:1063-1066.  

Chen, M., Y. Duan, L. Dong, and M. Chen. 2019. Country-level life cycle assessment of carbon footprint in 
processing of bovine upper leather. Journal of the American Leather Chemists Association 114(6) 

Clarke, A. M., P. Brennan, and P. Crosson. 2013. Life-cycle assessment of the intensity of production on the 
greenhouse gas emissions and economics of grass-based suckler beef production systems. The journal 
of agricultural science 151(5):714.  

Covington, A. D. 2008. Quo vadit chromium? The future directions of tanning. Journal of the American 
Leather Chemists Association 103(01):7-23.  

De Rosa-Giglio, P., A. Fontanella, G. Gonzalez-Quijano, I. Ioannidis, B. Nucci, and F. Brugnoli. 2018. Leather 
product environmental footprint category rules (leather PEFCR).   

De Vries, M., C. E. Van Middelaar, and I. J. M. De Boer. 2015. Comparing environmental impacts of beef 
production systems: A review of life cycle assessments. Livestock Science 178:279-288.  

Desjardins, R. L., D. E. Worth, X. P. C. Vergé, D. Maxime, J. Dyer, and D. Cerkowniak. 2012. Carbon 
footprint of beef cattle. Sustainability 4(12):3279-3301.  

Dick, M., M. A. da Silva, and H. Dewes. 2015. Life cycle assessment of beef cattle production in two typical 
grassland systems of southern Brazil. Journal of Cleaner Production 96:426-434.  

Doreau, M., H. M. G. Van Der Werf, D. Micol, H. Dubroeucq, J. Agabriel, Y. Rochette, and C. Martin. 2011. 
Enteric methane production and greenhouse gases balance of diets differing in concentrate in the 
fattening phase of a beef production system. Journal of Animal Science 89(8):2518-2528.  

EC. 2021. The leather industry in the EU. European Commission. Avilable at: 
<https://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/fashion/leather/eu-industry_en>. last access: 01.07.2021.   

Extension, K.-S. R. a. 2021. How Much Meat To Expect From Your Animal. Kansas State University 
Agricultural Experiment Station and Cooperative Extension Service. https://www.douglas.k-
state.edu/crops-livestock/livestock/Overall%20Cutout.pdf. 

FAO. 2020. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) (2020). 
Flysjö, A., C. Cederberg, M. Henriksson, and S. Ledgard. 2012. The interaction between milk and beef 

production and emissions from land use change–critical considerations in life cycle assessment and 
carbon footprint studies of milk. Journal of Cleaner Production 28:134-142.  

Garnett, T. 2009. Livestock-related greenhouse gas emissions: impacts and options for policy makers. 
Environmental science & policy 12(4):491-503.  

Garnett, T., C. Godde, A. Muller, E. Röös, P. Smith, I. de Boer, E. K. H. J. zu Ermgassen, M. Herrero, C. van 
Middelaar, and C. Schader. 2017. Grazed and confused. Food climate research network 127:522.  

Gerber, P. J., B. Henderson, and H. P. S. Makkar. 2013a. Mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions in livestock 
production: a review of technical options for non-CO2 emissions. Food and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations (FAO), Rome. 

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/fashion/leather/eu-industry_en
https://www.douglas.k-state.edu/crops-livestock/livestock/Overall%20Cutout.pdf
https://www.douglas.k-state.edu/crops-livestock/livestock/Overall%20Cutout.pdf


 

Wageningen Livestock Research Report 1364 | 39 
 

Gerber, P. J., H. Steinfeld, B. Henderson, A. Mottet, C. Opio, J. Dijkman, A. Falcucci, and G. Tempio. 2013b. 
Tackling climate change through livestock: a global assessment of emissions and mitigation 
opportunities. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). 

Giannetti, B. F., F. Agostinho, L. C. Moraes, C. M. V. B. Almeida, and S. Ulgiati. 2015. Multicriteria cost–
benefit assessment of tannery production: The need for breakthrough process alternatives beyond 
conventional technology optimization. Environmental Impact Assessment Review 54:22-38.  

Gollnow, S., S. Lundie, A. D. Moore, J. McLaren, N. van Buuren, P. Stahle, K. Christie, D. Thylmann, and T. 
Rehl. 2014. Carbon footprint of milk production from dairy cows in Australia. International Dairy Journal 
37(1):31-38.  

Grunert, K. G., L. Bredahl, and K. Brunsø. 2004. Consumer perception of meat quality and implications for 
product development in the meat sector—a review. Meat science 66(2):259-272.  

Guinée, J. B., M. Gorrée, R. Heijungs, G. Huppes, R. Kleijn, A. de Koning, L. van Oers, A. Wegener Sleeswijk, 
S. Suh, H. A. Udo de Haes, H. de Bruijn, R. van Duin, M. A. J. Huijbregts, E. Lindeijer, A. A. H. Roorda, 
B. L. van der Ven, B. P. Weidema, and E. Lindeijer. 2002. Handbook on life cycle assessment: 
operational guide to the ISO standards (Eds.). Institute for Environmental Sciences, Leiden, The 
Netherlands. Springer Science & Business Media. 

Herrero, M., B. Henderson, P. Havlík, P. K. Thornton, R. T. Conant, P. Smith, S. Wirsenius, A. N. Hristov, P. 
Gerber, and M. Gill. 2016. Greenhouse gas mitigation potentials in the livestock sector. Nature Climate 
Change 6(5):452-461.  

Hessle, A., M. Therkildsen, and K. Arvidsson-Segerkvist. 2019. Beef production systems with steers of dairy 
and dairy× beef breeds based on forage and semi-natural pastures. Animals 9(12):1064.  

Hietala, P., P. Bouquet, and J. Juga. 2014. Effect of replacement rate, crossbreeding and sexed semen on 
the efficiency of beef production from dairy herds in Finland. Acta Agriculturae Scandinavica, Section A—
Animal Science 64(4):199-209.  

Hocquette, J.-F., M.-P. Ellies-Oury, M. Lherm, C. Pineau, C. Deblitz, and L. Farmer. 2018. Current situation 
and future prospects for beef production in Europe—A review. Asian-Australasian journal of animal 
sciences 31(7):1017.  

Hu, J., Z. Xiao, R. Zhou, W. Deng, M. Wang, and S. Ma. 2011. Ecological utilization of leather tannery waste 
with circular economy model. Journal of Cleaner Production 19(2-3):221-228.  

IDF. 2015. A common carbon footprint approach for Dairy. The IDF guide to standard life cycle assessment 
methodology for the dairy sector. Bull. Int. Dairy Fed. Brussels, Belgium.  

IPCC. 2006. IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Prepared by the National Greenhouse 
Gas Inventories Programme. In: H. S. Eggleston, L. Buendia, K. Miwa, T. Ngara and K. Tanabe, editors, 
Ch. 10,, Cambridge Univ. Press, 2006. 

ISO. 2006. ISO 14044:2006 Environmental management – Life Cycle Assessment – Requirements and 
Guidelines. Technical Committee of International Organization for Standardization. 

Joseph, K., and N. Nithya. 2009. Material flows in the life cycle of leather. Journal of Cleaner Production 
17(7):676-682.  

Kılıç, E., R. Puig, G. Zengin, C. A. Zengin, and P. Fullana-i-Palmer. 2018. Corporate carbon footprint for 
country Climate Change mitigation: A case study of a tannery in Turkey. Science of the total 
environment 635:60-69.  

Koopmans, C., B. Timmermans, J. de Haan, M. van Opheusden, I. S. Noren, T. Slier, and J. P. Wagenaar. 
2020. Evaluatie van maatregelen voor het vastleggen van koolstof in minerale gronden 2019-2023: 
Voortgangsrapportage 2020 (in Dutch), Louis Bolk Instituut. 

Laurenti, R., M. Redwood, R. Puig, and B. Frostell. 2017. Measuring the environmental footprint of leather 
processing technologies. Journal of Industrial Ecology 21(5):1180-1187.  

LEI. 2008. Land-en tuinbouwcijfers 2008 (Agricultural and Horticultural Statistical Data in the Netherlands 
2008). LEI Wageningen UR and Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek (CBS), ’s-Gravenhage.   

Lesschen, J. P., T. Vellinga, S. Dekker, A. van der Linden, and R. Schils. 2020. Possibilities for monitoring 
CO2 sequestration and decomposition of soil organic matter on dairy farms.   

Lovett, D. K., L. Shalloo, P. Dillon, and F. P. O’Mara. 2006. A systems approach to quantify greenhouse gas 
fluxes from pastoral dairy production as affected by management regime. Agricultural Systems 88(2-
3):156-179.  

Luo, T., Q. Yue, M. Yan, K. Cheng, and G. Pan. 2015. Carbon footprint of China's livestock system–a case 
study of farm survey in Sichuan province, China. Journal of Cleaner Production 102:136-143.  

Lupo, C. D., D. E. Clay, J. L. Benning, and J. J. Stone. 2013. Life‐Cycle Assessment of the Beef Cattle 
Production System for the Northern Great Plains, USA. Journal of environmental quality 42(5):1386-
1394.  

MacLeod, M., P. Gerber, A. Mottet, G. Tempio, A. Falcucci, C. Opio, T. Vellinga, B. Henderson, and H. 
Steinfeld. 2013. Greenhouse gas emissions from pig and chicken supply chains–A global life cycle 
assessment. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 

McAuliffe, G. A., T. Takahashi, R. J. Orr, P. Harris, and M. R. F. Lee. 2018. Distributions of emissions 
intensity for individual beef cattle reared on pasture-based production systems. Journal of Cleaner 
Production 171:1672-1680.  

McConkey, B., K. Haugen-Kozyra, J. Alcock, T. Maynes, and C. Vinke. 2019. Global Assessment of Beef 
Emissions Quantification Standards and Tools. Global Roundtable for Sustainable Beef (GRSB) Phase I 
Report| June 7, 2019.   

Milà i Canals, L., X. Domènech, J. Rieradevall, P. Fullana, and R. Puig. 1998. Application of life cycle 
assessment to footwear. The international journal of life cycle assessment 3(4):203-208.  

Milà i Canals, L., X. Domènech, J. Rieradevall, R. Puig, and P. Fullana. 2002. Use of life cycle assessment in 
the procedure for the establishment of environmental criteria in the Catalan eco-label of leather. The 
International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 7(1):39-46.  

Mogensen, L., T. Kristensen, N. I. Nielsen, P. Spleth, M. Henriksson, C. Swensson, A. Hessle, and M. 
Vestergaard. 2015. Greenhouse gas emissions from beef production systems in Denmark and Sweden. 
Livestock Science 174:126-143.  



 

Wageningen Livestock Research Report 1364 | 40 
 

Mogensen, L., T. L. T. Nguyen, N. T. Madsen, O. Pontoppidan, T. Preda, and J. E. Hermansen. 2016. 
Environmental impact of beef sourced from different production systems-focus on the slaughtering 
stage: input and output. Journal of cleaner production 133:284-293.  

National Trust. 2012. What’s your beef? National Trust, Swindon, UK.   
Navarro, D., J. Wu, W. Lin, P. Fullana-i-Palmer, and R. Puig. 2020. Life cycle assessment and leather 

production. Journal of Leather Science and Engineering 2(1):1-13.  
Nguyen, T. L. T., J. E. Hermansen, and L. Mogensen. 2010. Environmental consequences of different beef 

production systems in the EU. Journal of Cleaner Production 18(8):756-766.  
Nguyen, T. T. H., M. S. Corson, M. Doreau, M. Eugène, and H. M. G. van der Werf. 2013a. Consequential 

LCA of switching from maize silage-based to grass-based dairy systems. The International Journal of Life 
Cycle Assessment 18(8):1470-1484.  

Nguyen, T. T. H., M. Doreau, M. Eugène, M. S. Corson, F. Garcia-Launay, G. Chesneau, and H. M. G. Van Der 
Werf. 2013b. Effect of farming practices for greenhouse gas mitigation and subsequent alternative land 
use on environmental impacts of beef cattle production systems. Animal 7(5):860-869.  

Notarnicola, B., R. Puig, A. Raggi, P. Fullana, G. Tassielli, C. De Camillis, and A. Rius. 2011. Life cycle 
assessment of Italian and Spanish bovine leather production systems. Afinidad 68(553) 

Oliver, L., and A. McDermott. 2005. More beef calves from the dairy industry: a survey. In: Proceedings of 
the New Zealand Grassland Association. p 73-79. 

Opio, C., P. Gerber, A. Mottet, A. Falcucci, G. Tempio, M. MacLeod, T. Vellinga, B. Henderson, and H. 
Steinfeld. 2013. Greenhouse gas emissions from ruminant supply chains–A global life cycle assessment. 
Food and agriculture organization of the United Nations. 

Pelletier, N., R. Pirog, and R. Rasmussen. 2010. Comparative life cycle environmental impacts of three beef 
production strategies in the Upper Midwestern United States. Agricultural Systems 103(6):380-389.  

Peters, G. M., H. V. Rowley, S. Wiedemann, R. Tucker, M. D. Short, and M. Schulz. 2010. Red meat 
production in Australia: life cycle assessment and comparison with overseas studies. Environmental 
science & technology 44(4):1327-1332.  

Picasso, V. D., P. D. Modernel, G. Becoña, L. Salvo, L. Gutiérrez, and L. Astigarraga. 2014. Sustainability of 
meat production beyond carbon footprint: a synthesis of case studies from grazing systems in Uruguay. 
Meat science 98(3):346-354.  

Pick, S. 2020. Dairy beef production systems, Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board. No. 70034 
1023. Available at: 
<https://projectblue.blob.core.windows.net/media/Default/Beef%20&%20Lamb/DairyBeefProdMan_236
x166_241120_WEB-1.pdf>. 

Pishgar-Komleh, S. H., P. Sefeedpari, N. Pelletier, and M. Brandão. 2019. Life cycle assessment methodology 
for agriculture: some considerations for best practices. 

In: Assessing the environmental impact of agriculture. Editor: Weidema, B.,. Burleigh Dodds Science 
Publishing. 

Powell, J. M., G. A. Broderick, and T. H. Misselbrook. 2008. Seasonal diet affects ammonia emissions from 
tie-stall dairy barns. Journal of dairy science 91(2):857-869.  

Presumido, P. H., F. Sousa, A. Gonçalves, T. C. Dal Bosco, and M. Feliciano. 2018. Environmental impacts of 
the beef production chain in the northeast of Portugal using life cycle assessment. Agriculture 
8(10):165.  

Rivela, B., M. T. Moreira, C. Bornhardt, R. Méndez, and G. Feijoo. 2004. Life cycle assessment as a tool for 
the environmental improvement of the tannery industry in developing countries. Environmental science 
& technology 38(6):1901-1909.  

Roer, A.-G., A. Johansen, A. K. Bakken, K. Daugstad, G. Fystro, and A. H. Strømman. 2013. Environmental 
impacts of combined milk and meat production in Norway according to a life cycle assessment with 
expanded system boundaries. Livestock Science 155(2-3):384-396.  

Ruviaro, C. F., C. M. de Léis, V. d. N. Lampert, J. O. J. Barcellos, and H. Dewes. 2015. Carbon footprint in 
different beef production systems on a southern Brazilian farm: a case study. Journal of Cleaner 
Production 96:435-443.  

Samsonstuen, S., B. A. Åby, P. Crosson, K. A. Beauchemin, and L. Aass. 2020. Mitigation of greenhouse gas 
emissions from beef cattle production systems. Acta Agriculturae Scandinavica, Section A—Animal 
Science 69(4):220-232.  

Saravanabhavan, S., P. Thanikaivelan, J. R. Rao, B. U. Nair, and T. Ramasami. 2004. Natural leathers from 
natural materials: progressing toward a new arena in leather processing. Environmental science & 
technology 38(3):871-879.  

Stehfest, E., L. Bouwman, D. P. Van Vuuren, M. G. J. Den Elzen, B. Eickhout, and P. Kabat. 2009. Climate 
benefits of changing diet. Climatic change 95(1):83-102.  

Steinfeld, H., P. Gerber, T. D. Wassenaar, V. Castel, M. Rosales, M. Rosales, and C. de Haan. 2006. 
Livestock's long shadow: environmental issues and options. Food & Agriculture Organization (FAO), 
Rome, Italy. 

Styles, D., A. Gonzalez‐Mejia, J. Moorby, A. Foskolos, and J. Gibbons. 2018. Climate mitigation by dairy 
intensification depends on intensive use of spared grassland. Global change biology 24(2):681-693.  

Tasca, A. L., and M. Puccini. 2019. Leather tanning: Life cycle assessment of retanning, fatliquoring and 
dyeing. Journal of Cleaner Production 226:720-729.  

Thomassen, M. A., R. Dalgaard, R. Heijungs, and I. De Boer. 2008a. Attributional and consequential LCA of 
milk production. The International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 13(4):339-349.  

Thomassen, M. A., K. J. van Calker, M. C. J. Smits, G. L. Iepema, and I. J. M. de Boer. 2008b. Life cycle 
assessment of conventional and organic milk production in the Netherlands. Agricultural systems 96(1-
3):95-107.  

van Selm, B., I. J. M. de Boer, S. F. Ledgard, and C. E. van Middelaar. 2021. Reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions of New Zealand beef through better integration of dairy and beef production. Agricultural 
Systems 186:102936.  

Vellinga, T. V., and M. De Vries. 2018. Effectiveness of climate change mitigation options considering the 
amount of meat produced in dairy systems. Agricultural Systems 162:136-144.  

https://projectblue.blob.core.windows.net/media/Default/Beef%20&%20Lamb/DairyBeefProdMan_236x166_241120_WEB-1.pdf
https://projectblue.blob.core.windows.net/media/Default/Beef%20&%20Lamb/DairyBeefProdMan_236x166_241120_WEB-1.pdf


 

Wageningen Livestock Research Report 1364 | 41 
 

Veysset, P., M. Lherm, and D. Bébin. 2010. Energy consumption, greenhouse gas emissions and economic 
performance assessments in French Charolais suckler cattle farms: Model-based analysis and forecasts. 
Agricultural Systems 103(1):41-50.  

Veysset, P., M. Lherm, D. Bébin, M. Roulenc, and M. Benoit. 2014. Variability in greenhouse gas emissions, 
fossil energy consumption and farm economics in suckler beef production in 59 French farms. 
Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 188:180-191.  

Vitali, A., G. Grossi, G. Martino, U. Bernabucci, A. Nardone, and N. Lacetera. 2018. Carbon footprint of 
organic beef meat from farm to fork: a case study of short supply chain. Journal of the Science of Food 
and Agriculture 98(14):5518-5524.  

Webb, J., A. G. Williams, E. Hope, D. Evans, and E. Moorhouse. 2013. Do foods imported into the UK have a 
greater environmental impact than the same foods produced within the UK? The International Journal of 
Life Cycle Assessment 18(7):1325-1343.  

Williams, A. G., E. Audsley, and D. L. Sandars. 2006. Determining the environmental burdens and resource 
use in the production of agricultural and horticultural commodities. Main Report. Defra Research Project 
IS0205. Cranfield University and Defra, Bedford, Available on /www.silsoe.cranfield.ac.uk, and 
www.defra.gov.ukS.   

Williams, Y. J., S. Popovski, S. M. Rea, L. C. Skillman, A. F. Toovey, K. S. Northwood, and A.-D. G. Wright. 
2009. A vaccine against rumen methanogens can alter the composition of archaeal populations. Applied 
and environmental microbiology 75(7):1860-1866.  

Zampori, L., and R. Pant. 2019. Suggestions for updating the Product Environmental Footprint (PEF) method. 
EUR 29682 EN. Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg doi: 10.2760/424613, 
JRC115959 

Zehetmeier, M., J. Baudracco, H. Hoffmann, and A. Heißenhuber. 2012. Does increasing milk yield per cow 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions? A system approach. Animal 6(1):154-166.  

 



Rapporttitel Verdana 22/26
Maximaal 2 regels
Subtitel Verdana 10/13
Maximaal 2 regels

Namen Verdana 8/13
Maximaal 2 regels

Wageningen Livestock Research creates science based solutions for a sustainable 
and profitable livestock sector. Together with our clients, we integrate scientific 
knowledge and practical experience to develop livestock concepts for future 
generations.

Wageningen Livestock Research is part of Wageningen University & Research. 
Together we work on the mission: ‘To explore the potential of nature to improve 
the quality of life’. A staff of 6,500 and 10,000 students from over 100 countries 
are working worldwide in the domain of healthy food and living environment for 
governments and the business community-at-large. The strength of Wageningen 
University & Research lies in its ability to join the forces of specialised research 
institutes and the university. It also lies in the combined efforts of the various 
fields of natural and social sciences. This union of expertise leads to scientific 
breakthroughs that can quickly be put into practice and be incorporated into 
education. This is the Wageningen Approach.

Wageningen Livestock Research
P.O. Box 338
6700 AH Wageningen
The Netherlands 
T +31 (0)317 48 39 53
E info.livestockresearch@wur.nl
www.wur.nl/livestock-research

CONFIDENTIAL


	This report can be downloaded for free at https://doi.org/10.18174/567148 or at www.wur.nl/livestock-research (under Wageningen Livestock Research publications).
	Table of contents
	Foreword
	Summary
	1 Introduction
	2 Material and methods
	2.1 Life cycle assessment
	2.2 LCA studies of beef production
	2.3 Comparison of production system
	2.3.1 Origin of calves (dairy-based and suckler-based systems)
	2.3.2 Type of production (organic and non-organic production)
	2.3.3 Diet composition (concentrate-based and roughage-based diet)

	2.4 LCA studies of leather production

	3 Results and discussion
	3.1 The main contributors to GHG emissions of beef production
	3.2 Literature review results for beef production
	3.3 Comparison of different beef production systems
	3.3.1 Origin of calves
	3.3.2 Type of production
	3.3.3 Diet composition

	3.4 GHG mitigations in beef production
	3.5 LCA studies of leather production

	4 Conclusion
	References
	Lege pagina



