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A B S T R A C T

The analysis of complex systems requires an integrated application of different assessment methods also taking
into account different scales and points of view to gain a systemic understanding of the investigated case study.
Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) and Emergy Accounting (EMA) are both environmental assessment methods,
showing many similarities in the way they are performed, especially with respect to the inventory construction
and to the interpretation of results. They also show great differences, the main residing in the different per-
spectives they give. LCA applies a consumer side perspective, and its space and time scales are set at a boundary
capable to include all the process phases in terms of location and durability and their direct impacts on the
investigated areas. On the other hand, throughout its donor side perspective, EMA expands the boundaries of the
system over the entire biosphere space and time scales. Differences and similarities between LCA and EMA may
gain added value by their implementation within a procedural framework which exploits the characteristics of
the two methods. The present work proposes a methodological procedure based on the sequential and integrated
application of LCA and EMA methods, called LEAF (LCA & EMA Applied Framework). The traditional Amalfi
paper production is used as a test case study. The procedure stems include: (i) an ex-ante LCA analysis, to
identify the hotspots of the investigated case study; (ii) the assessment of the environmental performance of the
system through the development of different EMA-based improvement scenarios built around the chosen hot-
spots; and (iii) an ex-post LCA application built on each scenario results in order to detect the different en-
vironmental burdens. The application of LEAF to the traditional Amalfi paper production shows that the use of a
more sustainable energy source is an effective solution (among the set of proposed options) to increase the
sustainability of the investigated system.

1. Introduction

Science presents highly specialization features: most often it re-
quires a specialized knowledge base and a likewise approach to pro-
blems. This induced science to develop a wide range of specialties and
subspecialties delineating separate fields of study and widening their
knowledge base, making specialization unavoidable as the amount of
information becomes too large for any individual scientist to deal with
(Casadevall and Fang, 2014). The reductionist approach relies on the
notion that fundamental entities form complex systems, whose prop-
erties are always found among those of their parts. According to re-
ductionist views, knowledge of the parts is both necessary and sufficient
for understanding the whole (Keller, 2019). Reductionism contributed
to the development of science and to many of the advances of human
civilization, but it also presents drawbacks, in the form of information

overload, boundaries imposed to the flow of knowledge and over-
simplification (Gallagher and Appenzeller, 1999). Although having
proved very beneficial to the development of specific aspects of
knowledge, reductionism often neglects that “the whole is greater than
the sum of its parts” and it fails in providing solutions for human en-
vironment, social systems, economics, and survival, for “the missing
information is not wholly in the microscopic components or in identi-
fication of the parts” (Odum, 2007). A top-down, or outward/inward,
perspective is necessary, trying to explain the lower levels behavior
from “the next larger scale” (Odum, 1996). This is not sufficient by
itself though, as it is likely to provide an equally incomplete view as the
traditional reductionism. One way strategies, top-down or bottom up,
are invariably disregarding important parts of the picture, and only
multi-perspective approaches can achieve a broader, if not full, un-
derstanding of systems (Nielsen, 2019). A step back is thus required in
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order to see the big picture, joining the parts is beneficial for under-
standing networks and investigate the performance of larger systems.
Because of this, science also needs to adopt holistic perspectives to look
at the problems, including environmental problems, at a larger scale, in
order to see the complete picture (Odum and Odum, 2001). Systems
presenting emerging properties cannot be described only by listing the
composing elements: it is necessary to capture, understand, and de-
scribe the emerging system properties (Jorgensen, 2012).

When analyzing systems or processes, the simultaneous application
of different assessment methods may be advantageous in the perspec-
tive of looking at them from different scales and points of view in order
to gain a systemic understanding of the investigated case study. A wide
range of environmental assessment methods have been developed
through the years, each one of them answering to different questions
and bringing different perspectives when tackling environmental pro-
blems (Eurostat, 2001; Finn, 1976; ISO, 2006; Jorgensen, 1995; Odum,
1996; Wackernagel and Rees, 1996). Some of them show comparable
results, some apply entirely different perspectives, others show
common features, whether giving separate results. The simultaneous
application of different methods may be capable of providing different
but complementary information. This is the case with Life Cycle As-
sessment (LCA) and Emergy Analysis (EMA) methods. The two methods
bring to separate conclusions, LCA results regarding the burdens of
human activities and EMA showing the environmental support to
complex systems, not only human dominated. Nevertheless, LCA and
EMA show similarities in the way they are carried out, mainly within
the inventory and characterization steps (Santagata et al., 2019). Sev-
eral researchers are attempting to combine LCA and EMA, and EMA has
also been proposed to be considered as an additional upstream cost and
impact within a Life Cycle Impact Assessment (LCIA) (Buonocore et al.,
2015; Cano Londoño et al., 2019; Duan et al., 2011; Ingwersen, 2011;
Kursun et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2017, 2019; Marvuglia et al., 2013;
Nimmanterdwong et al., 2018; Raugei et al., 2007, 2014; Reza et al.,
2014; Rugani and Benetto, 2012).

LCA focuses on a cradle to grave or a cradle to cradle approach,
taking into consideration resources under human control, while EMA
expands over the biosphere time and scales, accounting for resources
generation, ecosystem services and societal aspects embedded in direct
and indirect labor. In these terms, LCA addresses a ‘consumer-side’
perspective, while EMA adopts a ‘donor-side’ perspective (Cano
Londoño, 2018; Gala et al., 2015; Raugei et al., 2014; Viglia et al.,
2013).

Differences between LCA and EMA can be acknowledged and
highlighted as complementary perspectives providing different insights
and answers to different questions.

This work proposes a procedural method, named LEAF (LCA & EMA
Applied Framework) for the integration of LCA and EMA by their se-
quential application to the case under investigation and by testing
different scenarios, in order to gain a holistic understanding of the
proposed solutions, to assess their feasibility and their constraints and
to suggest solutions. This is of paramount importance also when as-
sessing waste recovery and recycling pathways, characterized by multi-
level frameworks that require complex, holistic accounting methods
(Brown, 2015; Santagata et al., 2020). The proposed procedure is ap-
plied to the Amalfi paper production system as a case study. Although a
number of LCA studies have been conducted about pulp and paper
production and recycling (Ben Daya and Nourelfath, 2019; Corcelli
et al., 2018a; Da Silva Vieira et al., 2010; Dias et al., 2007; González
et al., 2011; Hohenthal et al., 2019; Jawjit et al., 2007; Li et al., 2020;
Lopes et al., 2002; Nabinger et al., 2019; Silva et al., 2015), a much
smaller number of EMA investigations can be found in the literature
(Corcelli et al., 2018b; Ren et al., 2010). Moreover, analyses about
common paper production cannot be applied to the very peculiar
Amalfi paper, produced in Campania Region (Italy) since the XIII cen-
tury, due to its particular production process. This makes the case study
very telling to the purpose of the proposed assessment procedure.

The LEAF procedure is composed by different steps: i) an Ex-Ante
LCA, identifying the hotspots within the investigated case study; ii) a
number of EMA scenarios, modeled around the selected hotspots, to
evaluate the performances of proposed solutions; iii) Ex-Post LCAs of
each EMA scenario, to assess to what extent each proposed solution has
addressed and maybe removed the hotspots identified by the Ex-Ante
LCA. Solutions capable to address the hotspots will then be judged on
the basis of environmental costs from EMA scenarios and their feasi-
bility assessed. The sets of results delivered by the LEAF integrated
procedure are therefore capable to provide a multi-perspective, multi-
criteria assessment of the whole system under study. The integrated
method moves a step ahead beyond the simple simultaneous applica-
tion of LCA and EMA and provides a comprehensive set of results based
on the sequential and iterative application of the two approaches that
affect each other until the best feasible solution is achieved.

2. Material and methods

2.1 Life Cycle Assessment

The LCA framework is defined by ISO standards and ILCD
Handbook guidelines (ISO, 2006; ISO4, 2006, 1404; JRC, 2010). Life
Cycle Assessment is a methodological framework to assess the potential
environmental impacts and resources used throughout a product’s life
cycle, from raw material acquisition, via production and use phases, to
waste management. The resulting environmental impacts are caused by
consumption of resources, emissions of substances into the natural
environment, and other environmental exchanges. LCA provides in-
dicators related to many different environmental impact categories,
such as climate change, stratospheric ozone depletion, depletion of
resources, toxicological effects, among others (Pennington et al., 2004).
LCA is a relatively recent method that has rapidly grown to become a
standard tool to investigate the environmental performance of a wide
range of human-dominated processes. It is standardized as a four stages
tool (definition of goal and scope, inventory analysis, impact assess-
ment and interpretation) for environmental management at global
level. This study has been performed utilizing the SimaPro software
version 9.0.0.49 (https://network.simapro.com/rg), the Ecoinvent da-
tabase version 3.5 (Wernet et al., 2016), and the ReCiPe Midpoint (H)
v.1.03 method (Huijbregts et al., 2017) for impacts assessment. The
ReCiPe method provides characterization factors to quantify the con-
tribution of processes to each impact category and normalization fac-
tors to allow a comparison across categories (Huijbregts et al., 2017).
Characterized results cannot be compared, due to their different phy-
sical units, therefore a normalization procedure is applied. Normal-
ization is a life cycle impact assessment tool used to express char-
acterized impact indicators in a way that they can be compared, with
reference to average impact values calculated for a given area in a given
year (Goedkoop et al., 2009; Wegener Sleeswijk e al., 2008). The LCA
impact categories explored in this study are listed in Table 1.

2.2 Emergy analysis

Emergy is defined as the available energy of one kind directly or
indirectly used in a system for transformations leading to a product or a
service (Brown and Ulgiati, 2004a; Odum, 1996). Emergy takes in
consideration different kinds of support to the investigated system, like
renewable and non-renewable local resources, imported resources and
manufactured goods, information and know-how, and finally labor and
services (L&S). Each item included in the inventory is characterized by
a different hierarchical quality. The unit of EMA is the solar emjoule
(sej), expressing the amount of available energy of one kind (solar)
converging into a product, resource or service. The total emergy (U) is
the whole environmental support to products and services, obtained
multiplying all input items by an appropriate “environmental cost
factor” named Unit Emergy Value (UEV, measured as sej/unit-of-
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inflow) to convert raw resource inflows into the corresponding emergy
values and finally summing them into a total emergy U. The UEV of a
product is obtained by dividing U by the yield of product delivered.
UEVs are called transformity when expressed as sej/J. Solar transformity
is the solar emergy required to deliver one joule of a service or product.
Since in each transformation step the available energy is used up to
produce a smaller amount of energy of another form (Odum, 1996), the
number of resource transformations processes and their efficiency affect
the total demand of resources and the final value of the transformity.
All emergy values refer to a Global Emergy Baseline (GEB), re-
presenting the total annual emergy driving the biosphere. This work
makes reference to the 12.0E + 24 seJ/y GEB (Brown et al., 2016) and
therefore all UEVs taken from the literature and calculated with re-
ference to other baselines were converted accordingly.

The resources used in a system can be classified as locally available
renewable (R) and non-renewable (N), and imported non-renewable (F)
(Odum, 1996). Starting from this classification, several emergy based
indicators can be calculated (Brown and Ulgiati, 2004b). Emergy in-
dicators in this work, besides U and UEV values with and without L&S,
include:

• Emergy Yield Ratio: EYR = U/F, measuring the performance in
providing a yield by investing outside resources. The lowest value is
when a process provides the same amount of emergy invested, and it
is equal to 1.

• Environmental Loading Ratio: ELR = (N + F)/R, quantifying the load
of a system on the environment as the amount of non-renewable on
renewable resources used.

• Environmental Sustainability Index: ESI = EYR/ELR, combining the
imported/local and the non-renewable/renewable dimensions, as-
sessing the ability of using the least share of imported resources with
the minimum load.

• Renewable fraction of emergy used: %REN = R/U. %REN indicates
the fraction of emergy from local renewable resources.

Unlike LCA indicators, EMA indicators do not provide information
about generated impacts but instead points out the process sustain-
ability at the biosphere scale. The total emergy U is an extensive in-
dicator, giving information about systems’ dependence on direct and
indirect environmental support, while UEVs, intensive indicators, ex-
press the quality of energy and material flows going through sub-
sequent convergence and transformation stages (Odum, 1996). The
other sets of indicators add the missing information about scale de-
pendence, self-reliance, convergence and renewability (Santagata et al.,
2019). These can be considered different kinds of quality-related

Impact Categories, to integrate the impact-related ones from LCA. The
renewability of selected imported items (splitting the related emergy
flow as renewable fraction FR and non-renewable fraction FN) has been
considered in this work for the calculation of indicators.

EMA indicators, as LCA impact categories, fulfill the task of ex-
plaining the behavior of investigated systems regarding the surrounding
environment.

2.3 LCA/EMA integrated procedure

Previous studies provided first attempts in integrating LCA and EMA
assessment methods. According to Duan et al. (2011), by applying of
both EMA and LCA methods a systematic assessment of each phase of
the investigated process becomes possible, through the understanding
of emissions, impacts, environmental support and renewability.
Ingwersen (2011) proposed the use of EMA as an “upstream” impact
category, acknowledging the difficulties related to the lack of an or-
ganized UEVs database coupled with highly developed LCA software
and databases and highlighted the issues related to LCA allocation
rules, not present in EMA. Marvuglia et al. (2013) developed a first
attempt of a software application complying with EMA algebra rules,
allowing for the calculation of emergy flows from the Ecoinvent data-
base. Raugei et al. (2014) underlined how EMA is a valuable addition to
LCA thanks to their complementary perspectives, with EMA providing a
measure of the environmental support (i.e. the work of environmental
processes needed to replace resources used up). Buonocore et al. (2015)
confirmed that performing EMA together with LCA includes resource
inflows not considered by LCA, in so expanding its focus and generating
additional performance indicators. The different perspectives applied
by LCA and EMA when dealing with co-products and/or by products
were also tackled by Gala et al (2015), who insisted on how the peculiar
emergy algebra might represent a barrier for the integration, since the
LCA user-side perspective differentiates among by-products and waste,
while EMA's biosphere-side perspective does not make distinction
among output flows. Liu et al. (2017) argued that the effects of emis-
sions and burdens can be considered (and quantified through EMA) in
terms of the indirect additional demand for resource investment. In Liu
et al. (2019) the simultaneous LCA/EMA application was advocated as
beneficial; these authors also suggest the adoption of the emergy unit
measure (solar emergy joule, sej) when dealing with different air
emissions in order to facilitate the comparison of mitigation strategies.

It clearly appears that most of the previous studies focused on the
much needed complementary application of the two methods and of the
interpretation of results, demonstrating how the perspectives adopted
can be simultaneously taken into account.

The proposed LCA/EMA integrated procedure is depicted in Fig. 1.
The LEAF procedure is based on the sequential application of LCA and

Table 1
ReCiPe Midpoint (H) Impact Categories.

Impact Category Label Unit

Fine particulate matter formation potential PMFP kg PM2.5 eq
Fossil resource scarcity potential FSP kg oil eq
Freshwater ecotoxicity potential FETP kg 1,4-DCB
Freshwater eutrophication potential FEP kg P eq
Global warming potential GWP kg CO2 eq
Human carcinogenic toxicity potential HCTP kg 1,4-DCB
Human non-carcinogenic toxicity potential HNTP kg 1,4-DCB
Ionizing radiation potential IRP kBq Co-60 eq
Land use potential LUP m2a crop eq
Marine ecotoxicity potential METP kg 1,4-DCB
Marine eutrophication potential MEP kg N eq
Mineral resource scarcity potential MSP kg Cu eq
Ozone formation, Human health potential OFHP kg NOx eq
Ozone formation, Terrestrial ecosystems potential OFTP kg NOx eq
Stratospheric ozone depletion potential ODP kg CFC11 eq
Terrestrial acidification potential TAP kg SO2 eq
Terrestrial ecotoxicity potential TETP kg 1,4-DCB
Water consumption potential WCP m3

Fig. 1. LEAF LCA/EMA integrated procedure framework.
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EMA. The first step includes the implementation of a preliminary LCA
to provide a picture of the state of the system. This ex-ante LCA is
needed in order to identify the hotspots of the investigated case study,
in this work the Amalfi paper production, to be used as leverage points
for building scenarios. Several hypotheses can be put forward by as-
suming different technological patterns capable to remove the identi-
fied hotspots. Scenarios are therefore based on specific improvement
steps and then evaluated by means of EMA, to assess the demand for
biosphere resource support and the environmental performance of the
proposed solutions. Scenarios may adopt different points of view, in
order to explore, among others: 1) a business as usual perspective,
aimed at investigating the effect of better management of the process
and in particular of the identified hotspots, by means of planned im-
plementation of already well-known typologies of improvement (re-
source saving care and best available technologies); 2) a technology-
based efficiency scenario, achieving an improvement of the system's
performance through energy and material technology efficiency (spe-
cial savings due to technology improvements, such as, for example, use
of light emission diodes or replacement of a production pattern with a
better designed one); 3) an eco-efficiency perspective, substituting en-
ergy and material hotspots with others characterized by better en-
vironmental performance ones (i.e., using renewable resources or at
least less environmental demanding materials). The explored scenarios
are expected to provide different emergy-based performances in terms
of resource amounts and quality, in so showing different sustainability
perspectives at the scale of biosphere. This means that we are in the
presence of several different process options, expected to provide lower
impacts at a given environmental cost. The actual results in terms of
decreased impacts can be then tested by means of an ex-post LCA for
each scenario, in order to assess if the hotspots and the related en-
vironmental cost have been actually removed. The ex-post LCA can
influence the EMA in the term of tweaking and modifying the devel-
oped scenarios according to the obtained results towards the most
sustainable solution.

This work investigates the paper production in Amalfi as case study
by means of LEAF integrated procedure. Table 2 shows the inventory
for the annual production of 8 tons of Amalfi paper. Machineries were
excluded because of the very long life span of the majority of compo-
nents (hundreds of years), contributing to very minimal extent to the

annual impact. Table 2 also highlights the different perspective applied
by the two methods within the inventory construction. While LCA fo-
cuses on the materials and energy flows under human control, EMA also
considers the contribution from renewable sources, from labor provided
directly as well as labor provided indirectly (i.e. services, infra-
structures, know-how, information). Data in Table 2 are primary data
coming from the staff of the investigated company, with the exception
of the free environmental sources (sun, deep heat, wind, rain and
runoff), estimated as in Brown et al. (2016). Emissions related to
transportation, steam generation and wastewater treatment are from
background data in the Ecoinvent database.

2.4 The Amalfi paper case study

Amalfi is a town in Campania Region, southern Italy, naming the
famous coast near Salerno. The well-known Amalfi paper, a high
quality and refined product, is produced here since the XIII century,
based on a technology imported from China (XI century) by the Arabs.
Nowadays, Amalfi paper is used for Vatican City State official docu-
ments, for high-end publications by publishing houses or for private
purposes, like artistic ones or for wedding invitations. This high-end
luxury paper was formerly made using scraps cotton, linen or hemp
cloths, macerated in river water, using wooden mallets with iron nails,
to obtain a fiber based sludge. The sludge was then mixed with animal
glue and placed in a wooden mold with brass filaments. The sludge-
containing molds were then stacked and pressed to remove water. The
paper sheets obtained were then air dried. Almost all ancient paper
factories have been destroyed by a flood, in 1954, and very few sur-
vived. Amalfi paper is currently made using cellulose and cotton fiber,
respectively imported from Finland and Spain, but the paper making
process is still the same as before. Ancient machinery, still working, is
now activated by means of electric energy, and some modern ma-
chinery was also introduced, like boilers to produce steam or waste-
water plants to treat process water before being discharged back into
the river.

Fig. 2 shows a system diagram of the investigated case study ac-
cording to the emergy algebra (Odum, 1996), that highlights all the
input and output flows included in the system boundary. Glue and fi-
bers are transported to the company site, where they are treated for

Table 2
Amalfi paper production inventory according to EMA and LCA methods.
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paper production, by means of direct labor and machinery activated
through electricity and steam generated from natural gas. The river
water used for pulp production is recirculated several times within the
production process before being treated in a small wastewater treat-
ment plant and discharged back to the river. For both the LCA and EMA
assessments, the annual production of Amalfi paper, equal to 8 tons, is
chosen as Functional Unit (FU).

3. Results and discussion

3.1 Ex-ante LCA

The first group of results is from the ex-ante LCA, analyzing the
system as it is. Table 3 lists both the characterized and normalized
ReCiPe midpoint results of the ex-ante LCA. The highest impacts are
observed for the toxicity related impact categories, in particular FETP
and METP, respectively amounting to 2.1E + 03 and 3.3E + 03 (ac-
cording to the normalized impacts).

In Fig. 3 the percentage contribution of inventory inflows to the
impact categories is also shown. The main contribution comes from the
electricity consumption, causing an average impact of about 45% in all
the investigated impact categories. Cotton fiber and heat consumption
generate about 18% of the impacts averagely, followed by cellulose
fiber (9%), transport phase (6%) and glue (3%). Only a negligible
contribution is attributable to wastewater.

Based on these LCA results and the advice of the staff from the paper
production company, three different technological scenarios have been
developed. The development of the following scenarios was performed
keeping in mind both the improved sustainability of the system, that is
the main goal of the proposed procedure, and the real feasibility of the

proposed solutions, achieved thanks to a strong collaboration between
researchers and company staff. Scenario 1 was developed as an im-
proved business-as-usual scenario, as there are no changes within the
company activities nor in the production of raw materials; the im-
provement consisted in choosing local sources thus avoiding transpor-
tation. Scenario 2 was developed avoiding changes within company

Fig. 2. System diagram of Amalfi paper production system.

Table 3
ReCiPe Midpoint H characterized and normalized results for the production of 8
ton of Amalfi paper.

Impact category Characterized Normalized

PMFP 7.7E + 01 kg PM2.5 eq 3.0E + 00
FSP 2.6E + 04 kg oil eq 2.7E + 01
FETP 2.6E + 03 kg 1,4-DCB 2.1E + 03
FEP 1.5E + 01 kg P eq 2.4E + 01
GWP 8.3E + 04 kg CO2 eq 1.0E + 01
HCTP 1.7E + 03 kg 1,4-DCB 6.1E + 02
HNTP 3.5E + 04 kg 1,4-DCB 2.4E + 02
IRP 5.7E + 03 kBq Co-60 eq 1.2E + 01
LUP 3.7E + 04 m2a crop eq 6.1E + 00
METP 3.4E + 03 kg 1,4-DCB 3.3E + 03
MEP 3.4E + 00 kg N eq 7.4E − 01
MSP 1.4E + 02 kg Cu eq 1.2E − 03
OFHP 1.3E + 02 kg NOx eq 6.3E + 00
OFTP 1.3E + 02 kg NOx eq 7.5E + 00
ODP 1.0E − 01 kg CFC11 eq 1.7E + 00
TAP 2.2E + 02 kg SO2 eq 5.5E + 00
TETP 1.2E + 05 kg 1,4-DCB 1.1E + 02
WCP 1.7E + 04 m3 6.5E + 01

Total
6.5E + 03
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activities, but considering a less impacting, electric energy source al-
ready available on the market. Scenario 3, on the other hand, took into
account a major action from the company itself, by means of the in-
stallation of PV modules for energy supply and the collection and use of
scrap cloths as source of textile fibers, demanding additional resources
for their treatment. Diagrams, EMA and LCA tables and graphs from
Scenario 1, Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 can be found in Appendix A.

3.2 Scenario 1

The improvement we have considered in Scenario 1 is the use of
local sources of textile and cellulose fibers, preventing the need for sea
transportation of fibers from Finland and Spain. Cotton is not grown in
Italy, so the scenario has been built taking into account the use of flax
fiber, considered feasible by the paper making company.

Tables 4 and 5 respectively reports EMA indicators and related ex-
post LCA results for Scenario 1.

U and UEV values decrease, from the value including L&S, of about
60% when L&S are not included. The percentage of renewability of 4%
indicates a system heavily reliant on fossil resources, as indicated by
other indicators. EYR value very near to 1 highlights how the process
relies almost entirely on outside, non-renewable resources (F), also
confirmed by the high ELR value, indicating how the non-renewable
emergy within the system is much higher than renewable emergy. This
reflects in a very low ESI value, in a way measuring the (low) sus-
tainability of the investigated process as a ratio between its dependence
from outside sources and from non-renewable ones. The general trend of the LCA results is unchanged, with the highest

values of normalized impacts in FETP and METP categories.
Nevertheless, a reduction of characterized impacts is recorded ranging
from 7% (in the case of FEP and GWP) up to 56% in ODP and 76% in
WCP, due to the avoided transport and use of cotton. These results
highlight the importance of local sources of textile fibers as well as the
differences in the supply chains of cotton and flax.

3.3 Scenario 2

Scenario 2 includes the same type of paper production, but fed by an
electricity mix composed of 100% renewable sources, provided in Italy
on request without additional costs, in order to lower the impacts

Fig. 3. Percentage contributions to the LCA characterized results of the production of Amalfi paper.

Table 4
Emergy indicators for Amalfi paper production Scenario 1.

Indicator Unit

U (w L&S) seJ 5.2E + 17
UEV Paper (w L&S) seJ/g 6.5E + 10
U (w/o L&S) seJ 2.2E + 17
UEV paper (w/o L&S) seJ/g 2.7E + 10
EYR 1.04
ELR 24.29
ESI 0.04
%REN 4%

Table 5
ReCiPe Midpoint H characterized and normalized ex-post LCA results for the
production of 8 ton of Amalfi paper Scenario 1.

Impact category Characterized Normalized

PMFP 6.4E + 01 kg PM2.5 eq 2.5E + 00
FSP 2.4E + 04 kg oil eq 2.5E + 01
FETP 2.4E + 03 kg 1,4-DCB 2.0E + 03
FEP 1.4E + 01 kg P eq 2.1E + 01
GWP 7.7E + 04 kg CO2 eq 9.6E + 00
HCTP 1.5E + 03 kg 1,4-DCB 5.3E + 02
HNTP 2.8E + 04 kg 1,4-DCB 1.9E + 02
IRP 5.4E + 03 kBq Co-60 eq 1.1E + 01
LUP 2.5E + 04 m2a crop eq 4.1E + 00
METP 3.1E + 03 kg 1,4-DCB 3.0E + 03
MEP 2.9E + 00 kg N eq 6.2E-01
MSP 9.8E + 01 kg Cu eq 8.1E-04
OFHP 1.1E + 02 kg NOx eq 5.2E + 00
OFTP 1.1E + 02 kg NOx eq 6.3E + 00
ODP 4.4E-02 kg CFC11 eq 7.4E-01
TAP 1.9E + 02 kg SO2 eq 4.6E + 00
TETP 9.1E + 04 kg 1,4-DCB 8.8E + 01
WCP 4.0E + 03 m3 1.5E + 01

Total
5.8E + 03

Fig. A1, Table A1 and Fig. A2 in Appendix A respectively report the system
diagram, the emergy accounting and the percentage contributions to LCA
characterized results for Scenario 1.
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generated by electricity consumption. This electricity mix is composed
by hydro power (≈50%), geothermal power (≈24%), wind power
(≈24%) and photovoltaic power (≈2%), with an estimated emergy
renewability fraction of 68%.

In Tables 6 and 7 EMA and LCA results for Scenario 2 are listed
respectively.

Compared to Scenario 1, Scenario 2 shows lower U and UEV values
(≈20% without L&S and ≈12% with L&S). The lower UEV value and
its improved renewability determines a slightly better EYR value than
Scenario 1 (1.07 compared to 1.04), while ELR value is almost halved,
indicating the decreased environmental pressure achieved by reducing
the non-renewable emergy fraction, also generating ESI and %REN
values almost doubled, because of the increased sustainability.

In this Scenario, the reduction of characterized impacts is even more
marked than in Scenario 1, corresponding to more than 70% in FETP,
IRP and METP and around 50% in PMFP, HNTP, TAP and TEPT com-
pared with the system as it is (Table 3). On the other hand, the impact
on LUP is higher than in Scenario 1 (3.4E + 04 versus 2.5E + 04 m2a
crop eq) and the impact on WCP (1.8E + 04 m3) overcomes that re-
corded in the system as it is (1.7E + 04 m3).

3.4 Scenario 3

Scenario 3 investigates the possibility of feeding the system only
with locally installed photovoltaic power and using scraps cloths as
source of textile fibers, as done in ancient times. This scenario has been
confirmed as theoretically feasible by the paper making company,

although the photovoltaic system cannot be directly installed on the
company's building, due to restrictions for historical buildings; the
cloths are supposed to be entirely made of white cotton and
properly shredded. EMA and LCA results for Scenario 3 are reported in
Tables 8 and 9 respectively. The effect of using a recovered feedstock
(scraps cloths) but a less renewable energy source when compared to
Scenario 2, causes Scenario 3 to have lower U and UEV values, but a
slightly worse performance in the other indicators. PV electricity only
shows an emergy renewability fraction of 2% (Kursun, 2016), due to
the non-renewable emergy sources needed for panel construction,
installation, maintenance and disposal much higher than the energy
source itself (i.e. sun, with a transformity value equal to 1). Thus, the
fraction of non-renewable emergy remains high, generating a EYR
equal to 1.05, a higher pressure on environment (ELR = 20.75) and a
lower sustainability (ESI = 0.05), with an overall renewability
equal to 5%.

The achieved LCA results are almost the same as in Scenario 2 in
some impact categories, namely PMFP, FSP and IRP, whereas the
generated impacts are generally lowered. In particular, significant en-
vironmental benefits are gained in ODP (80% lower than in the system
as it is) and the impact on LUP is strongly reduced in comparison with
Scenario 2 (2.4E + 04 m2a crop eq). For FETP, FEP, HCTP, HNTP and
METP, the generated impacts are higher than in Scenario 2 but still
lower than in the system as it is, while the only impact higher than in all
the other scenarios is recorded in TETP (1.4E + 05 kg 1,4-DCB versus
1.2E + 05 in the system as it is).

The presented LEAF integrated procedure provides a combined set

Table 6
Emergy indicators for Amalfi paper production in Scenario 2.

Indicator Unit

U (w L&S) seJ 4.6E + 17
UEV Paper (w L&S) seJ/g 5.7E + 10
U (w/o L&S) seJ 1.7E + 17
UEV paper (w/o L&S) seJ/g 2.1E + 10
EYR 1.07
ELR 13.35
ESI 0.08
%REN 7%

Table 7
ReCiPe Midpoint H characterized and normalized ex-post LCA results for the
production of 8 ton of Amalfi paper Scenario 2.

Impact category Characterized Normalized

PMFP 3.9E + 01 kg PM2.5 eq 1.5E + 00
FSP 1.9E + 04 kg oil eq 1.9E + 01
FETP 6.8E + 02 kg 1,4-DCB 5.6E + 02
FEP 5.6E + 00 kg P eq 8.6E + 00
GWP 5.9E + 04 kg CO2 eq 7.4E + 00
HCTP 9.8E + 02 kg 1,4-DCB 3.6E + 02
HNTP 1.8E + 04 kg 1,4-DCB 1.2E + 02
IRP 1.5E + 03 kBq Co-60 eq 3.1E + 00
LUP 3.6E + 04 m2a crop eq 5.9E + 00
METP 9.5E + 02 kg 1,4-DCB 9.2E + 02
MEP 2.5E + 00 kg N eq 5.5E − 01
MSP 1.0E + 02 kg Cu eq 8.5E − 04
OFHP 7.5E + 01 kg NOx eq 3.7E + 00
OFTP 7.9E + 01 kg NOx eq 4.4E + 00
ODP 8.0E − 02 kg CFC11 eq 1.3E + 00
TAP 1.0E + 02 kg SO2 eq 2.4E + 00
TETP 6.0E + 04 kg 1,4-DCB 5.8E + 01
WCP 1.8E + 04 m3 6.7E + 01

Total
2.1E + 03

Fig. A3, Table A2 and Fig. A4 in Appendix A respectively report the system
diagram, the emergy accounting and the percentage contributions to LCA
characterized results for Scenario 2.

Table 8
Emergy indicators for Amalfi paper production Scenario 3.

Indicator Unit

U (w L&S) seJ 3.8E + 17
UEV Paper (w L&S) seJ/g 4.8E + 10
U (w/o L&S) seJ 1.2E + 17
UEV paper (w/o L&S) seJ/g 1.5E + 10
EYR 1.05
ELR 20.75
ESI 0.05
%REN 5%

Table 9
ReCiPe Midpoint H characterized and normalized ex-post LCA results for the
production of 8 ton of Amalfi paper Scenario 3.

Impact category Characterized Normalized

PMFP 3.9E + 01 kg PM2.5 eq 1.5E + 00
FSP 1.9E + 04 kg oil eq 1.9E + 01
FETP 8.9E + 02 kg 1,4-DCB 7.2E + 02
FEP 6.6E + 00 kg P eq 1.0E + 01
GWP 5.7E + 04 kg CO2 eq 7.2E + 00
HCTP 1.1E + 03 kg 1,4-DCB 3.8E + 02
HNTP 2.1E + 04 kg 1,4-DCB 1.4E + 02
IRP 1.5E + 03 kBq Co-60 eq 3.2E + 00
LUP 2.4E + 04 m2a crop eq 3.9E + 00
METP 1.3E + 03 kg 1,4-DCB 1.2E + 03
MEP 2.0E + 00 kg N eq 4.4E − 01
MSP 9.1E + 01 kg Cu eq 7.6E − 04
OFHP 7.2E + 01 kg NOx eq 3.5E + 00
OFTP 7.6E + 01 kg NOx eq 4.3E + 00
ODP 2.0E − 02 kg CFC11 eq 3.3E − 01
TAP 9.3E + 01 kg SO2 eq 2.3E + 00
TETP 1.4E + 05 kg 1,4-DCB 1.4E + 02
WCP 1.0E + 03 m3 3.9E + 00

Total
2.7E + 03

Fig. A5, Table A3 and Fig. A6 in Appendix A respectively report the system
diagram, the emergy accounting and the percentage contributions to LCA
characterized results for Scenario 3.
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of LCA and EMA indicators for the built scenarios, with the aim of re-
ducing environmental load and burdens of the investigated case study.
Fig. 4 shows the characterized results of the current production of
Amalfi paper as well as of the three proposed scenarios, presented in
Tables 3,5,7 and 9. These results point out how Scenario 2 and 3 seem
to be the most environmentally feasible choices, in terms of emissions
and resources depletion. Scenario 2 shows an average reduction of
≈41% over all categories, the most relevant being within IRP (−74%),
FETP (−73.7%) and METP (−71.7%). The smallest reduction is related
to LUP (−3%), while a little increase equal to 2.4% can be observed
within WCP. This change in burdens is entirely related to the different,
renewable electricity mix adopted within Scenario 2. Scenario 3 is
characterized by an average reduction of all categories equal to 47.4%,
the largest within WCP (−94%), ODP (-80%) and IRP (−74%). The
smallest reduction is observed for FSP (−28%). Scenario 3 is also
characterized by a significant increase in TETP (+23%), even higher
than the same impact category in the ex-ante LCA, caused by PV sys-
tems.

According to normalized results, the least impacting scenarios are
Scenario 2, with a total normalized impact of 2138 points, and Scenario
3, 2662 points, compared to Scenario 1 (5841 points) and the current
production, with a total normalized impact of 6505 points.

Fig. 5 sums up and compares the EMA indicators of the three sce-
narios listed in Section 3. Scenario 3 is characterized by a lower total
emergy U, both with and without L&S, translating into a lower UEV for
the produced paper. Other indicators, i.e. EYR, ELR, ESI, %REN, are
more beneficial within Scenario 2. This is caused by the greater share of
the renewable fraction of input emergy flows, as shown in Appendix A.
The use of more environmentally sound sources in the electricity mix
has the effect of lowering U and UEV values of the system, thanks to
their lower UEVs compared to common fossil sources. They also present
a larger renewability fraction. These two factors cause the reduction of
the FR/FN fraction, delivering better performing indicators.

Based on the obtained LCA and EMA results, Scenario 2 and
Scenario 3 are the most environmentally feasible solutions, presenting
the lowest burdens and the lowest loads. Between the two, Scenario 2
can be implemented more easily, only depending on the substitution of

the present electricity mix with another one already available to the
consumers. Scenario 3 calls for the development of practices char-
acterized, at present, by difficult implementation, i.e. the collection of
white cotton-made scraps and the implementation of a photovoltaic
system on the top of a building with a relevant historical value, pro-
tected by regulations not allowing any modification. Scenario 3 is also
affected by the low value of the emergy renewability of PV electricity, a
figure that may be increased by the adoption of novel techniques such
as organic solar cells (Ajayan et al., 2020), demanding for new assess-
ments.

The rationale of the LEAF procedure is that the ex-ante LCA pro-
vides a diagnosis of the impacts generated by the process as it is; the
EMA studies identify the environmental and resource costs of proposed
solutions, in order to understand how feasible they are from a supply
side point of view; and finally the ex-post LCA provides a final check
about the actual ability of the proposed solution to remove the ex-ante
identified impact(s). The combination of LCA and EMA results obtained
by the application of the proposed procedure provides a multi-per-
spective donor/consumer side assessment for a more holistic approach
to environmental problems and complex systems. In principle, there is
no limit to the set of options that can be put forward to improve the
process under study based on solutions suggested by stakeholders, ad-
ministrators, managers and scientists. On the basis of the obtained in-
formation, the analyst should be able to watch at the investigated fra-
mework from different angles, and find better solutions. The final
policy issue is to ascertain to what extent society can afford the “cost”
for impact removal or if the investigated process must simply be dis-
continued within a precautionary principle framework. However, the
application of the LEAF procedure may be very time demanding with
the addition of multiple scenarios, as it needs specific data for each
proposed solution, to be analyzed through two different assessment
methods. In particular, EMA is performed through calculations and
modeling personally made by the analyst, unlike the standardized LCA,
which benefits of several widely accepted databases and software, still
lacking within the EMA method. This work purposely proposed a
straightforward, simple case study, in order to efficiently explain the
proposed procedure. The proposed LEAF procedure successfully

Fig. 4. Characterized LCA results comparison of the current production of Amalfi paper with the three proposed scenarios. The Y-axis is linear between 0 and 1 values
and logarithmic for values greater than 1.
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delivered a LCA/EMA integrated analysis whose results and findings are
capable of influencing each other to propose possible and meaningful
solutions and investigate their feasibility from multiple perspectives.
The mutual influence engaged between the two methods and their se-
quential application is the added value of the proposed procedure. As
highlighted in Fig. 1, EMA scenarios and their LCA burden analysis are
designed to be mutually interconnected and iterative, in order to design
and assess the best possible solutions. This represents a step forward
compared to an independent application and interpretation of LCA and
EMA methods to systems under investigation, as the sequential appli-
cation of the two methods depicted in Fig. 1 is characterized by the
possibility of reiterating the EMA-based building of scenarios and their
LCA testing until the optimal conditions for the investigated systems are
obtained. Within more complex systems, characterized by a larger
number of steps, material and energy flows and diverse adopted tech-
nologies, reliable scientific solutions would be difficult to reach without
a multidimensional, transparent and synergic framework as the one
proposed. The integrated procedure is capable of generating indicators
that can be used within the discussions between stakeholders and policy
makers, in a precautionary principle perspective advocated by entities
as the European Union and UNESCO when uncertainty and unsustain-
ability features related to the use of resources become evident. The
tendency towards an effective and fulfilling integration between LCA
and EMA is clear. A conceptual framework capable of taking into ac-
count and successfully consolidating the different aspects considered by
the two methods is much needed in order to gain a wider understanding
of the analyzed systems, and the proposed LEAF procedure represents a
step forward in that direction. Furthermore, a standardization of EMA
method, the development of a recognized UEVs database and, perhaps,
pieces of software to support the work of analysts would surely be very
beneficial.

4. Conclusion

The proposed LEAF LCA/EMA integrated procedure is developed
through the sequential application of LCA and EMA methods, providing
a multi perspective analysis system. In this work, the procedure has

been applied to the Amalfi paper production case study, through the
creation of different optimization scenarios and the identification of the
source of electric power as one of the most significant contributors,
adding load to the ecosystem. The alternate application of LCA and
EMA provided insights from the donor side (EMA) and from the con-
sumer side (LCA), allowing a better and deeper understanding of the
different investigated options and their feasibility, performances and
burdens. The proposed procedure allows to investigate several options
from different points of view with different approaches, revealing
strengths and weaknesses of each designed scenario. The simultaneous
calculation of LCA and EMA indicators successfully highlight the hot-
spots to be taken in consideration within the investigated case study,
making possible the exploration of a holistic set of results reporting
both the upstream environmental support to the analyzed system and
the downstream impacts loading on the environment, analyzing, whe-
ther in the system as it is or in the scenarios proposed, the major con-
tributions of every part to the whole. This enables a more holistic and
multi-criteria approach to decision making and environmental man-
agement.
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Appendix A

Scenario 1

.

Table A1
Emergy Accounting of Amalfi paper production Scenario 1.

# Item Unit Inputs UEV
(sej/unit)

Emergy Flow
(sej/year)

Refs

Renewable Inputs
tripartite

1 Sun J 5.35E + 12 1.00E + 00 5.35E + 12 [1]
2 Deep heat J 4.87E + 08 4.90E + 03 2.39E + 12 [1]

2nd and 3rd sources
3 Wind J 2.97E + 09 7.00E + 03 2.08E + 13 [1]
4 Rain J 1.59E + 09 8.00E + 02 1.27E + 12 [1]
5 Runoff, geo J 5.39E + 07 1.28E + 04 6.90E + 11 [1]
6 Runoff, chem J 2.59E + 06 2.13E + 04 5.51E + 10 [1]

Larger between sum of tripartite and 2nd and 3rd sources 2.08E + 13

Imported Inputs
7 Cellulose fibre J 2.48E + 11 1.47E + 04 3.64E + 15 [2]
8 Flax fibre g 6.00E + 06 1.24E + 10 7.47E + 16 [3]
9 Vegetal glue g 4.00E + 05 6.78E + 04 2.71E + 10 [4]
10 Electricity J 2.30E + 11 2.13E + 05 4.91E + 16 [5]
11 Natural gas J 6.22E + 11 1.41E + 05 8.77E + 16 [6]
12 Wastewater treatment g 1.80E + 04 4.83E + 05 8.69E + 09 [7]
13 Labor Unit 5.00E + 00 4.35E + 16 2.18E + 17 [8]
14 Services € 5.40E + 04 1.66E + 12 8.96E + 16 [8]

Output
15 Amalfi paper (w L&S) g 8.00E + 06 6.53E + 10 5.22E + 17 [3]
16 Amalfi paper (w/o L&S) g 8.00E + 06 2.69E + 10 2.15E + 17 [3]

[1] Brown and Ulgiati (2016); [2] After Tilley and Felix (2009); [3] This work; [4] After Yan and Odum (2001); [5] After Brown and Ulgiati (2004b); [6] After Brown
et al. (2011); [7] After Siracusa and La Rosa (2006); [8] After Pereira et al. (2013).
FR considered: 35% cellulose; 1% Flax fiber; 6% L&S.

Fig. A1. System diagram of Amalfi paper production system Scenario 1.
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Scenario 2

.

Fig. A2. Percentage contribution to the LCA characterized results of the production of Amalfi paper Scenario 1.

Fig. A3. System diagram of Amalfi paper production system Scenario 2.
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Table A2
Emergy Accounting of Amalfi paper production Scenario 2.

# Item Unit Inputs UEV
(sej/unit)

Emergy Flow
(sej/year)

Refs.

Renewable Inputs
tripartite

1 Sun J 5.35E + 12 1.00E + 00 5.35E + 12 [1]
2 Deep heat J 4.87E + 08 4.90E + 03 2.39E + 12 [1]

2nd and 3rd sources
3 Wind J 2.97E + 09 7.00E + 03 2.08E + 13 [1]
4 Rain J 1.59E + 09 8.00E + 02 1.27E + 12 [1]
5 Runoff, geo J 5.39E + 07 1.28E + 04 6.90E + 11 [1]
6 Runoff, chem J 2.59E + 06 2.13E + 04 5.51E + 10 [1]

Larger between sum of tripartite and 2nd and 3rd sources 2.08E + 13

Imported Inputs
7 Cellulose fibre J 2.48E + 11 1.47E + 04 3.64E + 15 [2]
8 Cotton fibre g 6.00E + 06 1.06E + 10 6.37E + 16 [3]
9 Vegetal glue g 4.00E + 05 6.78E + 04 2.71E + 10 [4]
10 Electricity (Renewable mix) J 2.30E + 11 6.85E + 04 1.58E + 16 [3]
11 Natural gas J 6.22E + 11 1.41E + 05 8.77E + 16 [6]
12 Wastewater treatment g 1.80E + 04 4.83E + 05 8.69E + 09 [7]
13 Transport, van t*km 1.10E + 03 1.80E + 11 1.98E + 14 [9]
14 Transport, ship t*km 1.32E + 05 1.20E + 07 1.58E + 12 [10]
15 Labor Unit 5.00E + 00 4.35E + 16 2.18E + 17 [8]
16 Services € 4.13E + 04 1.66E + 12 6.85E + 16 [8]

Output
17 Amalfi paper (w L&S) g 8.00E + 06 5.71E + 10 4.57E + 17 [3]
18 Amalfi paper (w/o L&S) g 8.00E + 06 2.14E + 10 1.71E + 17 [3]

[1] Brown and Ulgiati, 2016; [2] After Tilley and Felix, 2009; [3] This work; [4] After Yan and Odum, 2001; [6] After Brown et al., 2011; [7] After Siracusa and La
Rosa, 2006; [8] After Pereira et al., 2013; [9] After Federici et al., 2003; [10] Estimated from Ecoinvent database.
FR considered: 35% cellulose; 4% Cotton fiber; 68% Electricity (Renewable Mix); 6% L&S.

Fig. A4. Percentage contributions to the LCA characterized results of the production of Amalfi paper Scenario 2.
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Scenario 3

.

Fig. A5. System diagram of Amalfi paper production system Scenario 3.

Table A3
Emergy Accounting of Amalfi paper production Scenario 3.

# Item Unit Inputs UEV
(sej/unit)

Emergy Flow
(sej/year)

Ref

Renewable Inputs
tripartite

1 Sun J 5.35E + 12 1.00E + 00 5.35E + 12 [1]
2 Deep heat J 4.87E + 08 4.90E + 03 2.39E + 12 [1]

2nd and 3rd sources
3 Wind J 2.97E + 09 7.00E + 03 2.08E + 13 [1]
4 Rain J 1.59E + 09 8.00E + 02 1.27E + 12 [1]
5 Runoff, geo J 5.39E + 07 1.28E + 04 6.90E + 11 [1]
6 Runoff, chem J 2.59E + 06 2.13E + 04 5.51E + 10 [1]

Larger between sum of tripartite and 2nd and 3rd sources 2.08E + 13

Imported Inputs
7 Cellulose fibre J 2.48E + 11 1.47E + 04 3.64E + 15 [2]
8 Scraps cloths g 6.00E + 06 6.57E + 08 3.94E + 15 [11]
9 Vegetal glue g 4.00E + 05 6.78E + 04 2.71E + 10 [4]
10 Electricity (Photovoltaic) J 2.30E + 11 9.91E + 04 2.28E + 16 [12]
11 Natural gas J 6.22E + 11 1.41E + 05 8.77E + 16 [6]
12 Wastewater treatment g 1.80E + 04 4.83E + 05 8.69E + 09 [7]
13 Transport, van t*km 8.66E + 02 1.80E + 11 1.56E + 14 [9]
14 Transport, ship t*km 1.24E + 05 1.20E + 07 1.48E + 12 [10]
15 Labor Unit 5.00E + 00 4.35E + 16 2.18E + 17 [8]
16 Services € 2.75E + 04 1.66E + 12 4.56E + 16 [8]

Output
17 Amalfi paper (w L&S) g 8.00E + 06 4.77E + 10 3.81E + 17 [3]
18 Amalfi paper (w/o L&S) g 8.00E + 06 1.48E + 10 1.18E + 17 [3]

[1] Brown and Ulgiati, 2016; [2] After Tilley and Felix, 2009; [3] This work; [4] After Yan and Odum, 2001; [6] After Brown et al., 2011; [7] After Siracusa and La
Rosa, 2006; [8] After Pereira et al., 2013; [9] After Federici et al., 2003; [10] Estimated from Ecoinvent database; [11] After Odum, 1996; [12] Corcelli et al., 2017.
FR considered: 35% cellulose; 2% Electricity (Photovoltaic); 6% L&S.

R. Santagata, et al. Ecological Indicators 117 (2020) 106676

13



References

Ajayan, J., Nirmal, D., Mohankumar, P., Saravanan, M., Jagadesh, M., Arivazhagan, L.,
2020. A review of photovoltaic performance of organic/inorganic solar cells for fu-
ture renewable and sustainable energy technologies. Superlattices Microstruct. 143.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spmi.2020.106549.

Ben Daya, B., Nourelfath, M., 2019. Sustainability assessment of integrated forest bior-
efinery implemented in Canadian pulp and paper mills. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 214,
248–265. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.06.014.

Brown, M.T., 2015. Emergy and form: accounting principles for recycle pathways. J.
Environ. Account. Manage. 3, 259–274. https://doi.org/10.5890/JEAM.2015.03.
004.

Brown, M.T., Ulgiati, S., 2004a. Emergy analysis and environmental accounting. In:
Encyclopedia of Energy. Elsevier, pp. 329–354. https://doi.org/10.1016/B0-12-
176480-X/00242-4.

Brown, M.T., Ulgiati, S., 2004b. Energy quality, emergy, and transformity: H.T. Odum’s
contributions to quantifying and understanding systems. Ecol. Model. 178, 201–213.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2004.03.002.

Brown, M.T., Campbell, D.E., De Vilbiss, C., Ulgiati, S., 2016. The geobiosphere emergy
baseline: a synthesis. Ecol. Model. 339, 92–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.
2016.03.018.

Brown, M.T., Ulgiati, S., 2016. Emergy assessment of global renewable sources. Ecol.
Model. 339, 148–156. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2016.03.010.

Brown, M.T., Protano, G., Ulgiati, S., 2011. Assessing geobiosphere work of generating
global reserves of coal, crude oil, and natural gas. Ecol. Model. 222, 879–887.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2010.11.006.

Buonocore, E., Vanoli, L., Carotenuto, A., Ulgiati, S., 2015. Integrating life cycle assess-
ment and emergy synthesis for the evaluation of a dry steam geothermal power plant
in Italy. Energy. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2015.04.048.

Cano Londoño, N.A., 2018. Sustainability Assessment of Alluvial and Open Pit Mining
Systems in Colombia: Life Cycle Assessment, Exergy Analysis, and Emergy
Accounting. Universidad Nacional de Colombia.

Cano Londoño, N.A., Velásquez, H.I., McIntyre, N., 2019. Comparing the environmental
sustainability of two gold production methods using integrated Emergy and Life
Cycle Assessment. Ecol. Ind. 107. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2019.105600.

Casadevall, A., Fang, F.C., 2014. Specialized science. Infect. Immun. https://doi.org/10.
1128/IAI.01530-13.

Corcelli, F., Ripa, M., Ulgiati, S., 2017. End-of-life treatment of crystalline silicon pho-
tovoltaic panels. An emergy-based case study. J. Clean. Prod. 161, 1129–1142.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JCLEPRO.2017.05.031.

Corcelli, F., Fiorentino, G., Vehmas, J., Ulgiati, S., 2018a. Energy efficiency and en-
vironmental assessment of papermaking from chemical pulp – a Finland case study. J.
Clean. Prod. 198, 96–111. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.07.018.

Corcelli, F., Ripa, M., Ulgiati, S., 2018b. Efficiency and sustainability indicators for pa-
permaking from virgin pulp—an emergy-based case study. Resour. Conserv. Recycl.
131, 313–328. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.11.028.

Da Silva Vieira, R., Canaveira, P., Da Simões, A., Domingos, T., 2010. Industrial hemp or
eucalyptus paper?: an environmental comparison using life cycle assessment. Int. J.
Life Cycle Assess. 15, 368–375. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-010-0152-y.

Dias, A.C., Arroja, L., Capela, I., 2007. Life cycle assessment of printing and writing paper
produced in Portugal. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 12, 521–528. https://doi.org/10.
1065/lca2006.08.266.

Duan, N., Liu, X.D., Dai, J., Lin, C., Xia, X.H., Gao, R.Y., Wang, Y., Chen, S.Q., Yang, J., Qi,
J., 2011. Evaluating the environmental impacts of an urban wetland park based on
emergy accounting and life cycle assessment: a case study in Beijing. Ecol. Model.
222, 351–359. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2010.08.028.

Eurostat, 2001. Economy-wide material flow accounts and derived indicators. A
Methodological Guide. European Commission, Luxembourg.

Federici, M., Ulgiati, S., Verdesca, D., Basosi, R., 2003. Efficiency and sustainability in-
dicators for passenger and commodities transportation systems. The case of Siena,
Italy. Ecol. Indic. 3, 155–169. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1470-160X(03)00040-2.

Finn, J.T., 1976. Measures of ecosystem structure and function derived from analysis of
flows. J. Theor. Biol. 56, 363–380. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5193(76)
80080-X.

Gala, A.B., Raugei, M., Ripa, M., Ulgiati, S., 2015. Dealing with waste products and flows
in life cycle assessment and emergy accounting: methodological overview and sy-
nergies. Ecol. Modell. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2015.03.004.

Gallagher, R., Appenzeller, T., 1999. Beyond reductionism. Science (80-.). https://doi.
org/10.1126/science.284.5411.79.

Goedkoop, M., Heijungs, R., Huijbregts, M., DeSchryver, A., Struijs, J., VanZelm, R.,
2009. ReCiPe 2008 — a life cycle impact assessment method which comprises har-
monised category indicators at the midpoint and the endpoint level. Report I:
Characterisation. Den Haag.

González, P., Vega, M., Zaror, C., 2011. Life Cycle inventory of pine and eucalyptus
cellulose production in Chile: effect of process modifications. In: Towards Life Cycle
Sustainability Management. Springer, Netherlands, pp. 259–266. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-94-007-1899-9_25.

Hohenthal, C., Leon, J., Dobon, A., Kujanpää, M., Meinl, G., Ringman, J., Hortal, M.,
Forsström, U., 2019. The ISO 14067 approach to open-loop recycling of paper pro-
ducts: making it operational. J. Clean. Prod. 224, 264–274. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jclepro.2019.03.179.

Huijbregts, M.A.J., Steinmann, Z.J.N., Elshout, P.M.F., Stam, G., Verones, F., Vieira, M.,
Zijp, M., Hollander, A., van Zelm, R., 2017. ReCiPe2016: a harmonised life cycle
impact assessment method at midpoint and endpoint level. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess.
22, 138–147. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-016-1246-y.

Ingwersen, W.W., 2011. Emergy as a life cycle impact assessment indicator: a gold mining
case study. J. Ind. Ecol. 15, 550–567. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9290.2011.
00333.x.

ISO 14044, 2006. Environmental management – Life cycle assessment – Requirements
and guidelines [WWW Document].

ISO, 2006. UNI EN ISO 14040 – Environmental management – Life cycle assessment –
Principles and framework.

Jawjit, W., Kroeze, C., Soontaranun, W., Hordijk, L., 2007. Options to reduce the en-
vironmental impact by eucalyptus-based Kraft pulp industry in Thailand: model de-
scription. J. Clean. Prod. 15, 1827–1839. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2006.10.
003.

Jorgensen, S.E., 1995. Exergy and ecological buffer capacities as measures of ecosystem
health. Ecosyst. Heal. 1, 150–160.

Jorgensen, S.E., 2012. Introduction to Systems Ecology. CRC Press.
JRC, 2010. International Reference Life Cycle Data System (ILCD) Handbook – General

guide for Life Cycle Assessment – Detailed guidance, Constraints. Publications Office
of the European Union, Luxembourg. https://dx.doi.org/10.2788/38479.

Keller, D.R., 2019. Reductionism, holism, and hierarchy theory. In: Ecology and
Justice—Citizenship in Biotic Communities. Springer International Publishing, pp.
89–108. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-11636-1_5.

Fig. A6. Percentage contributions to the LCA characterized results of the production of Amalfi paper Scenario 3.

R. Santagata, et al. Ecological Indicators 117 (2020) 106676

14

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spmi.2020.106549
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.06.014
https://doi.org/10.5890/JEAM.2015.03.004
https://doi.org/10.5890/JEAM.2015.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/B0-12-176480-X/00242-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/B0-12-176480-X/00242-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2004.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2016.03.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2016.03.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2016.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2010.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2015.04.048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2019.105600
https://doi.org/10.1128/IAI.01530-13
https://doi.org/10.1128/IAI.01530-13
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JCLEPRO.2017.05.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.11.028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-010-0152-y
https://doi.org/10.1065/lca2006.08.266
https://doi.org/10.1065/lca2006.08.266
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2010.08.028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0095
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1470-160X(03)00040-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5193(76)80080-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5193(76)80080-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2015.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.284.5411.79
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.284.5411.79
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-1899-9_25
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-1899-9_25
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.03.179
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.03.179
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-016-1246-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9290.2011.00333.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9290.2011.00333.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2006.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2006.10.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0165
https://dx.doi.org/10.2788/38479
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-11636-1_5


Kursun, B., 2016. Are renewable energy technologies really sustainable: Is less bad good
enough? In: Technology, J. of N.E.S.& P.G.Technology, J. of N.E.S.& P.G. (Ed.),
Journal of Nuclear Energy Science & Power Generation Technology. London, https://
doi.org/10.4172/2325-9809.C1.002.

Kursun, B., Bakshi, B.R., Mahata, M., Martin, J.F., 2015. Life cycle and emergy based
design of energy systems in developing countries: centralized and localized options.
Ecol. Model. 305, 40–53. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOLMODEL.2015.03.006.

Li, J., Mei, M., Han, Y., Hong, M., Man, Y., 2020. Life cycle cost assessment of recycled
paper manufacture in China. J. Clean. Prod. 252. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.
2019.119868.

Liu, G., Hao, Y., Dong, L., Yang, Z., Zhang, Y., Ulgiati, S., 2017. An emergy-LCA analysis
of municipal solid waste management. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 120, 131–143.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2016.12.003.

Liu, Z., Liu, W., Adams, M., Cote, R.P., Geng, Y., Chen, S., 2019. A hybrid model of LCA
and emergy for co-benefits assessment associated with waste and by-product re-
utilization. J. Clean. Prod. 236. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.117670.

Lopes, E., Dias, A., Arroja, L., Capela, I., Pereira, F., 2002. Application of life cycle as-
sessment to the Portuguese pulp and paper industry. J. Clean. Prod. 11, 51–59.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-6526(02)00005-7.

Marvuglia, A., Benetto, E., Rios, G., Rugani, B., 2013. SCALE: software for CALculating
Emergy based on life cycle inventories. Ecol. Model. 248, 80–91. https://doi.org/10.
1016/J.ECOLMODEL.2012.09.013.

Nabinger, A., Tomberlin, K., Venditti, R., Yao, Y., 2019. Using a data-driven approach to
unveil greenhouse gas emission intensities of different pulp and paper products. In:
Procedia CIRP. Elsevier B.V., pp. 689–692. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2018.
12.001.

Nielsen, S.N., 2019. Reductions in ecology and thermodynamics. On the problems arising
when shifting the concept of exergy to other hierarchical levels and domains. Ecol.
Ind. 100, 118–134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2018.04.062.

Nimmanterdwong, P., Chalermsinsuwan, B., Piumsomboon, P., 2018. Development of an
emergy computation algorithm for complex systems using depth first search and
track summing methods. J. Clean. Prod. 193, 625–641. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
JCLEPRO.2018.05.088.

Odum, H.T., 1996. Environmental Accounting: Emergy and Environmental Decision
Making. John Wiley & Sons Inc, New York.

Odum, H.T., 2007. Environment, Power, and Society for the Twenty-first century: The
Hierarchy of Energy. Columbia University Press.

Odum, H.T., Odum, E.C., 2001. A Prosperous Way Down: Principles and Policies.
University Press of Colorado.

Pennington, D.W., Potting, J., Finnveden, G., Lindeijer, E., Jolliet, O., Rydberg, T.,
Rebitzer, G., 2004. Life cycle assessment part 2: current impact assessment practice.
Environ. Int. 30, 721–739. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2003.12.009.

Pereira, L., Zucaro, A., Ortega, E., Ulgiati, S., 2013. Wealth, trade and the environment:
carrying capacity, economic performance and wellbeing in Brazil and Italy. J.
Environ. Account. Manage. 1, 159–188. https://doi.org/10.5890/JEAM.2013.05.
005.

Raugei, M., Bargigli, S., Ulgiati, S., 2007. “Nested Emergy Analyses”: Moving Ahead from
the Spreadsheet Platform. In: Brown, M.T., Bardi, E., Campbell, D.E., Haung, S.-L.,

Ortega, E., Rydberg, T., Tilley, D.T., Ulgiati, S. (Eds.), EMERGY SYNTHESIS 4: Theory
and Applications of the Emergy Methodology. The Center for Environmental Policy,
Department of Environmental Engineering Sciences, University of Florida.

Raugei, M., Rugani, B., Benetto, E., Ingwersen, W.W., 2014. Integrating emergy into LCA:
potential added value and lingering obstacles. Ecol. Modell. 271, 4–9. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2012.11.025.

Ren, J.M., Zhang, L., Wang, R., song,, 2010. Measuring the sustainability of policy sce-
narios: emergy-based strategic environmental assessment of the Chinese paper in-
dustry. Ecol. Complex. 7, 156–161. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2010.04.004.

Reza, B., Sadiq, R., Hewage, K., 2014. Emergy-based life cycle assessment (Em-LCA) of
multi-unit and single-family residential buildings in Canada. Int. J. Sustainable Built
Environ. 3, 207–224. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.IJSBE.2014.09.001.

Rugani, B., Benetto, E., 2012. Improvements to emergy evaluations by using life cycle
assessment. Environ. Sci. Technol. 46, 4701–4712. https://doi.org/10.1021/
es203440n.

Santagata, R., Viglia, S., Fiorentino, G., Liu, G., Ripa, M., 2019. Power generation from
slaughterhouse waste materials. An Emergy Accounting assessment. J. Clean. Prod.
223, 536–552. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.03.148.

Santagata, R., Zucaro, A., Viglia, S., Ripa, M., Tian, X., Ulgiati, S., 2020. Assessing the
sustainability of urban eco-systems through Emergy-based circular economy in-
dicators. Ecol. Ind. 109. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2019.105859.

Silva, D.A.L., Raymundo Pavan, A.L., Augusto De Oliveira, J., Ometto, A.R., 2015. Life
cycle assessment of offset paper production in Brazil: hotspots and cleaner production
alternatives. J. Clean. Prod. 93, 222–233. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.01.
030.

Siracusa, G., La Rosa, A.D., 2006. Design of a constructed wetland for wastewater
treatment in a Sicilian town and environmental evaluation using the emergy analysis.
Ecol. Model. 197, 490–497. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2006.03.019.

Tilley, D.R., Felix, E., 2009. Perpetuation of partial transformities through sequential
analyses for refined emergy accounting and index development. In: EMERGY
SYNTHESIS 5: Theory and Applications of the Emergy Methodology. The Center for
Environmental Policy, Department of Environmental Engineering Sciences,
University of Florida, Gainesville, FL, pp. 569–580.

Viglia, S., Nienartowicz, A., Kunz, M., Franzese, P.P., 2013. Integrating environmental
accounting. life cycle and ecosystem services assessment. J. Environ. Account.
Manage. 1, 307–319. https://doi.org/10.5890/JEAM.2013.11.001.

Wackernagel, M., Rees, W., 1996. Our Ecological Footprint: Reducing Human Impact on
Earth. New Society Publishers.

Wegener Sleeswijk, A., van Oers, L.F.C.M., Guinée, J.B., Struijs, J., Huijbregts, M.A.J.,
2008. Normalisation in product life cycle assessment: an LCA of the global and
European economic systems in the year 2000. Sci. Total Environ. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.scitotenv.2007.09.040.

Wernet, G., Bauer, C., Steubing, B., Reinhard, J., Moreno-Ruiz, E., Weidema, B., 2016.
The ecoinvent database version 3 (part I): overview and methodology. Int. J. Life
Cycle Assess 1218–1230.

Yan, M.C., Odum, H.T., 2001. New visual angle to view eco-economic system: Emergy
evaluation case studies of Chinese regional eco-economic system. China Zhigong
Publishing House, Beijing.

R. Santagata, et al. Ecological Indicators 117 (2020) 106676

15

https://doi.org/10.4172/2325-9809.C1.002
https://doi.org/10.4172/2325-9809.C1.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOLMODEL.2015.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119868
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119868
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2016.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.117670
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-6526(02)00005-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOLMODEL.2012.09.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOLMODEL.2012.09.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2018.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2018.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2018.04.062
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JCLEPRO.2018.05.088
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JCLEPRO.2018.05.088
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2003.12.009
https://doi.org/10.5890/JEAM.2013.05.005
https://doi.org/10.5890/JEAM.2013.05.005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0255
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2012.11.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2012.11.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2010.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.IJSBE.2014.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1021/es203440n
https://doi.org/10.1021/es203440n
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.03.148
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2019.105859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.01.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.01.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2006.03.019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0300
https://doi.org/10.5890/JEAM.2013.11.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2007.09.040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2007.09.040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1470-160X(20)30613-0/h0325

	Developing a procedure for the integration of Life Cycle Assessment and Emergy Accounting approaches. The Amalfi paper case study
	Introduction
	Material and methods
	2.1 Life Cycle Assessment
	2.2 Emergy analysis
	2.3 LCA/EMA integrated procedure
	2.4 The Amalfi paper case study

	Results and discussion
	3.1 Ex-ante LCA
	3.2 Scenario 1
	3.3 Scenario 2
	3.4 Scenario 3

	Conclusion
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Acknowledgment
	mk:H1_15
	References




