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In the past, many studies have demonstrated different Greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts 

from the use of LNG (Buhaug et al 2009; Bengtson et al 2011; Verbeek et al 2011; Chryssakis 

and Stahl 2013; Concawe and EUCAR 2013; Øberg 2013; Bengtson et al 2014; Brynolf et al 

2014; Brynolf et al 2014a; Verbeek 2015; Lindstad et al 2015; Bouman et al 2017; Lindstad 

2018). In theory, using emission and energy coefficients in combustion only, liquified natural 

gas (LNG) results in about 25% lower GHG emissions than diesel (MGO) or bunker oil (HFO). 

However, larger well to tank (WTT) emissions for the LNG supply chain as well as un-

combusted methane (CH4) from the ship's engine might more than nullify any GHG gains 

(Stenersen and Nilsen, 2010; Lindstad and Sandaas 2016; Stenersen and Thonstad, 2017).  

 

A recent study performed for SEA\LNG and SGMF by the company Thinkstep 

(Thinkstep, 2019) reports that if the whole world fleet shifted from traditional fuels to LNG, 

the maritime greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions could be reduced by around 15%. This 

measured on a well to wake basis (WTW). Metrics that weight emitted gases according to 

their global warming potential (GWP), to report them in terms of "CO2 equivalents", have 

become standard currency to benchmark and communicate the relative and absolute 

contributions to climate change (Shine, 2009). GWP is usually calculated for 20 or 100-year 

time horizon consistent with Houghton et al. (1990), where the shortest time horizon gives 

greater weight to the short-lived climate forcers. 

A key question to ask when such large reduction figures are presented is how they got 

there. To understand the assumptions, hypotheses and limitations in the Thinkstep (2019) study, 

I created a simple spread-sheet model. I find that the favourable result for LNG comes as a 

result of assumptions employed when Thinkstep (2019) calculate well to tank emissions 

(WTT); their assumption of higher thermal efficiency for LNG than for diesel in the (engine) 

combustion process; and their low amounts of un-combusted methane in the exhaust gas from 

the ship's engines.  

 

For the Well to tank (WTT) calculations, Thinkstep (2019) have used: LNG 18.5 Gram 

of CO2 per MJ; MGO 14.4 Gram CO2 per MJ; HFO 13.5 Gram CO2 per MJ. The LNG and the 

MGO figures are in line with previously published figures both in magnitude and in relative 

difference (Concawe and EUCAR 2013; Verbeek 2015; Lindstad 2018). In contrast, the HFO 

figure is high if we consider HFO to be ‘the bottom of the barrel’ and the waste from the refinery 

process.  

Since the 2020 Sulphur cap was first introduced in 2008, we have consistently been 

reminded that desulfurizing residual fuel oils implies cost and complexity similar to conversion 

from residual to distillate. This means that conversion from HFO to diesel costs up to 10 % - 

15% of the energy content in the HFO (Shell 2016; Lindstad et al 2017). With new modern 

refineries set up to convert all crude into higher priced products, HFO will hence from 2020 

come from existing refineries where it’s share of the energy consumption is next to zero. If we 

acknowledge the lower energy consumption in delivering HFO and deduct the refinery part 
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from the Thinkstep (2019) figures, we get 9.6 gram of CO2 eq. per MJ for HFO, rather than 

13.5 gram of CO2 eq. per MJ.  

To convert from gram of CO2 per MJ to gram of CO2 per kWh we multiply by 3.6 and adjust 

for the thermal efficiency. The calculation for a two-stroke engine running on MGO is 14.4 * 

3.6 / 48% = 108gram CO2 eq. per kWh and for LNG 18.5 * 3.6/ 48% = 139gram CO2 eq. per 

kWh. This gives 28% higher Well to Tank (WTT) emissions per kWh for LNG than for MGO. 

Here Thinkstep (2019) has apparently used a different conversion method, since they with the 

same input end up with 121gram CO2 eq. per kWh for MGO and 132gram CO2 eq. per kWh 

for LNG, which is only 9% higher WTT emissions for LNG than for MGO. For the overall 

calculation, the Thinkstep (2019) conversion method employed here, which I question in this 

note, gives LNG a favour of 3% on the total WTW emissions. 

 

For thermal efficiency, Thinkstep (2019) has used a higher figure for LNG fuelled 

engines than for diesel fuelled engines. I interpret the Thinkstep figures as 46% versus 45% on 

four (4) – stroke engines and 49% versus 48% on two (2) – stroke engines. At high power, LNG 

might give a marginally better thermal efficiency, while at power lower than 50%, the diesel-

based option gives much better fuel utilization (Ushakov 2018). With most ships today using  

around 50 % of installed power to operate at speeds 2 to 4 knots or more bellow the design 

speed  (Smith at al 2014; Fairplay 2018) there are no good reasons for using a higher thermal 

efficency for LNG than for diesel (Lindstad 2018; Ushakov 2018)  . This assumed 1%  

difference in thermal efficiency by Thinkstep (2019) acconts for 2 % on the fuel and GHG 

emissions in favour of LNG. The explanation is that a thermal efficiency of 48%, means that 

48% of the energy in the fuel is converted to mechanical energy for propulsion and 52 % is heat 

loss through the exhaust gas and cooling water. 

 

Un-combusted Methane: HFO and diesel fuels are used in traditional diesel engine, 

while LNG is used in two types of alternative dual fuel engines, high pressure (HP) and low-

pressure systems (LP), plus in pure gas engines (LP-LNG) (Lindstad 2018; Ushakov 2018). 

Dual fuel (DF) means that the engine can run on traditional fuel such as HFO or MGO in 

addition to LNG. Only the high pressure 2-stroke engine (HP-DF-LNG) has low emissions of 

un-combusted methane. For all other LNG engine options, the amount of un-combusted 

methane is significant and hence a challenge. Methane gives an GHG impact 28 – 34 times 

higher per gram emitted than CO2 in a one hundred-year perspective (IPCC, 2013). In a shorter-

term perspective such as 20 years, the warming impact of methane is 85 time larger per gram 

than CO2 (IPCC, 2013). 

 

Thinkstep has chosen to use the testbed data from the NOx testing cycle for their 

estimate of un-combusted methane (they have used the average of the manufacture's figures for 

each of the engine types). The weakness of this approach is if the purpose is to find 

representative figures, that the NOx test cycle assumes that the engine operates at 75 – 100% 

power, 70 % of the total time, which is not representative for how the world fleet is operated 

today  (Smith at al 2014; Fairplay 2018).  

 

More worrying: at these high loads the un-combusted methane for LNG is lowest. In 

addition, testbed values tend to be lower than when measurements are performed based on the 

same testing cycle at vessels at the sea. This is well document in the SINTEF Study: GHG and 



NOx emissions from gas fuelled Engines- Mapping, verification, reduction technologies 

(Stenersen and Thonstad, 2017), which is publicly available through the Norwegian NO-fund 

homepage.  

 

Comparing the results from the SINTEF report Stenersen and Thonstad, 2017 with Thinkstep 

(2019) for 4 stroke engines we get: 

Low Pressure (LP-LNG) = 4.4 gram per kWh (Thinkstep = 2.0 gram per kWh) 

Low pressure dual fuel (LP-DF-LNG) = 5.3 gram per kWh (Thinkstep = 3.9 gram per kWH)  

 

For 2- stroke the SINTEF report does not have measurements, but it we assume same 

tendencies:  

High pressure (HP-DF-LNG) = 0.3 gram per kWh (Thinkstep = 0.14 gram per kWh) 

Low pressure dual fuel (LP-DF-LNG) = 4.0 gram per kWh (Thinkstep = 2.18 gram per kWh)  

 

Combining all of this outlined above and keeping all other values as described in the 

Thinkstep (2019) report, it is feasible to compare the results. The figures bellow shows the CO2 

equivalent emission in grams per kwh. First my own calculation (Lindstad 2019) and then the 

Thinkstep (2019) calculations both with a 100-year time horizon (GWP 100), followed by own 

calculations with a 20-year time horizon (GWP 20). In the figures the blue colour is used for 

WTT, for TTW we spilt with a red colour for CO2 and grey for un-combusted methane. At the 

right end the percentage shows the WTW emissions relative to the MGO option.  

 

The results from my own calculations (Lindstad 2019) indicate that the only LNG option 

which contributes to reducing GHG emissions, is the 2–stroke high pressure dual fuel option 

(HP-DF-LNG). For all other LNG options, the GHG emissions increases or are equal to using 

MGO or HFO. This in comparison to the results from Thinkstep (2019), which indicates a 

reduction potential for all LNG options. If we take a short-term view (GWP 20), motivated by 

the need to rapidly reduce GHG emissions, the results for LNG is even worse (apart from the 

2-stroke HP-DF option), because the un-combusted methane really boost global warming the 

first years after it has been emitted.  

 

In addition, as a carbon-based fuel of fossil origin, combustion of LNG still results in 

continued CO2 emissions. Considering that the residence time of CO2 in the atmosphere is 

thousands of years (Archer et al., 2009), and that there is a clear carbon budget associated 

with the goals set forward in the Paris agreement, even with the high pressure dual fuel option 

(HP-DF-LNG) risks lock-in the sector into a high-carbon infrastructure not commensurate 

with required commitments in the long term (Gilbert, 2014).   

This letter is based on my own analysis and the best intentions of contributing to sound 

analysis and decision making. In case anything has been misinterpreted or misunderstood please 

challenge my analysis.  



 

 



 

 

 

 

 



REFERENCES  

Archer, D., Eby, M., Brovkin, V., Ridgwell, A., Cao, L., Mikolajewicz, U., Caldeira, K., 

Matsumoto, K., Munhoven, G., Montenegro, A., Tokos, K., 2009. Atmospheric Lifetime of 

Fossil Fuel Carbon Dioxide. Annu Rev Earth Pl Sc 37, 117-134. 

Bengtsson, S., 2011. Life cycle assessment of present and future marine fuels, Department of 

Shipping and Marine Technology. Chalmers University of Technology, Gothenburg, p. 71. 

Bengtsson, S.K., Fridell, E., Andersson, K.E., 2014. Fuels for short sea shipping: A 

comparative assessment with focus on environmental impact. Proceedings of the Institution of 

Mechanical Engineers, Part M: Journal of Engineering for the Maritime Environment 228(1), 

44-54. 

Bouman, E., A., Lindstad, E., Rialland, A. I, Strømman, A., H., 2017 State-of-the-Art 

technologies, measures, and potential for reducing GHG emissions from shipping - A Review. 

Transportation Research Part D 52 (2017) 408 – 421 

Brynolf, S., Magnusson, M., Fridell, E., Andersson, K., 2014. Compliance possibilities for the 

future ECA regulations through the use of abatement technologies or change of fuels. Transp. 

Res. Part D 28, 6–12. 

Brynolf, S., Fridell, E., Andersson, K., 2014a. Environmental assessment of marine fuels: 

liquefied natural gas, liquefied biogas, methanol and bio-methanol. J Clean Prod 74, 86-95. 

Buhaug, Ø.; Corbett, J.J.; Endresen, Ø.; Eyring, V.; Faber, J.; Hanayama, S.; Lee, D.S.; Lee, 

D.; Lindstad, H.; Markowska, A.Z.; Mjelde, A.; Nelissen, D.; Nilsen, J.; Pålsson, C.; 

Winebrake, J.J.; Wu, W.–Q.; Yoshida, K. (2009). Second IMO GHG study 2009. IMO - 

International Maritime Organization. London. 

Chryssakis, C., Stahl, S., 2013 Well-To-Propeller Analysis of Alternative Fuels for Maritime 

Applications, Paper 265, CIMAC 2013 Shanghai 

Concawe and EUCAR 2013 WELL-TO-TANK Report Version 4.0 JEC WELL-TO-WHEELS 

ANALYSIS. ISBN 978-92-79- 

Fairplay. Pace Race – Slow Steaming not a Sulphur cap saviour. Fairplay Magazine, 2018. 

Volume. 391, page 24 – 26. 

Gilbert, P., Bows-Larkin, A., Mander, S., Walsh, C., 2014. Technologies for the high seas: 

meeting the climate challenge. Carbon Management 5(4), 447-461. 

Houghton, J. T., G. J. Jenkins, and J. J. Ephraums (eds.), 1990: Climate Change. The IPCC 

Scientific Assessment. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New 

York, NY, USA, 364 pp. 

IPCC, 2013.  FIFTH ASSESSMENT REPORT OF THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON 

CLIMATE CHANGE. www.ippc.ch 

Lindstad, Eskeland, Psaraftis, Sandaas, Strømman, 2015 Maritime Shipping and Emissions: A 

three-layered damage-based approach. Ocean Engineering, 110 (2015), page 94–101  

Lindstad, H., E., Sandaas, I., 2016 Emission and Fuel Reduction for Offshore Support Vessels 

through Hybrid Technology. Journal of Ship Production and Design, Vol. 32, No. 4, Nov 

2016, page 195-205.  



Lindstad, E, Rehn C., F., Eskeland, G., S. 2017 Sulphur Abatement Globally in Maritime 

Shipping. Transportation Research Part D 57 (2017) 303-313    

  

Lindstad, E.2018. Alternative Fuels versus Traditional Fuels in Shipping. SOME SYPOSIUM 

by Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers 20.- 21 March 2018 Athens Greece  

Lindstad, E. 2019 Increased use of LNG might not reduce maritime GHG emissions at all.  

Shell 2016. THE BUNKER FUELS CHALLENGE: HOW SHOULD YOU RESPOND?  

TECHNOLOGY TRENDS TO WATCH, http://www.shell.com/business-customers/global-

solutions/industry-focus/the-bunker-fuels-challenge.html 

 

Shine, K., 2009: The global warming potential-the need for an interdisciplinary retrial. Clim. 

Change, 96, 467–472 

Smith, T.; Jalkanen, J.; Anderson, B.; Corbett, J.; Faber, J.; Hanayama, S.; O’Keeffe, E.; Parker, 

S.; Johansson, L.; Aldous, L.. Third IMO GHG study 2014., IMO, London, UK, 2014. 

Stenersen, D., Nielsen, J, 2010. Emission factors for CH4, NOx, Particulates and Black 

Carbon for Domestic shipping in Norway. Report for the Norwegian NOx fond. 

(www.nho.no/nox)  

Stenersen, D., Thonstad, O., 2017. GHG and NOx emissions from gas fuelled Engines- 

Mapping, verification, reduction technologies. Sintef Ocean. OC2017 F-108. Report for the 

Norwegian NOx fund (unrestricted) 

Thinkstep 2019, Life Cycle GHG Emission Study on the Use of LNG as Marine Fuel, 10th of 

April. Thinkstep AG 

Ushakov, S., Stenersen, D., Einang, P., M., 2018 Methane slip from gas fuelled ships: a 

comprehensive summary based on measurements data. Journal of Marine Science and 

Technology https://doi.org/10.1007/s00773-018-00622-z  

Verbeek, R., et.al. 2011 Environmental and economic aspects of using LNG as a fuel for 

shipping in The Netherlands. TNO report TNO-RPT-2011-00166.  

Verbeek, R. 2015. LNG for trucks and ships fact. TNO Report 2014 R11668 Netherlands 

Øberg, M. M. 2013 Life Cycle Assessment of Fuel Choices for Marine Vessels. Master thesis 

NTNU 

 

 

 

http://www.shell.com/business-customers/global-solutions/industry-focus/the-bunker-fuels-challenge.html
http://www.shell.com/business-customers/global-solutions/industry-focus/the-bunker-fuels-challenge.html
http://www.nho.no/nox

