Date:
8 September, 2003

To:
Helias Udo de Haes


Angeline de Beaufort

CC:
Guido Sonnemann

Subj:
Revision of LCI Definition Study, in relation to Peer Review concerns

From:
Greg Norris

Dear Helias and Angeline,

In this document I have pasted the summary findings and all of the detailed comments from the peer review group.  I then have used the “Track changes” feature of MS Word to highlight responses from me, in which I indicate how we have addressed the concerns in the final Definition Study (DS) which includes the Terms of Reference for the 5 LCI Task Forces.

Again let me thank both of you all the input into shaping this document.  I hope we will have success in carrying forward on our plans!

Best regards,

Greg

1. The PRG finds that the workplan needs more detailed information such as budget, main organiser, procedure for potential participants to apply for work packages, the process, the time and location, funding agency(ies) and the deliverables.
This has been addressed to the maximum extent possible, in the TF ToRs.
2. The PRG recommends to include a central message stating that the aim is not to transplant the LCA method to new countries and regions without caring about local conditions.  
This excellent theme which was emphasized in the PRG comments has been taken absolutely to heart in shaping the entire LCI program’s approach to capacity-building, especially in shaping the approach of TFs 4 and 5.
3. The PRG recommends to clear the overlap between different parts of the text, because it may confuse the reader. Though the overlap has reduced to a large extent, it still remains in certain parts. 
I have done my best on this.
4. The PRG agrees that the survey of users needs is an important input, but has its limits as addressed in the report, such as non-users did not considerable contribute. Agreed.
5. Check the report for consistent use of terminology, include a glossary of terms in the beginning of the report.
I have tried to make the document’s use of terminology more consistent, addressing the terms and places noted by the PRG.  On this topic, it may be best for the Initiative to agree as a matter of procedure in our future work, to try to adhere to a given set of definitions for key terms, perhaps adopting an existing glossary as our starting basis and then being clear about cases where we as an Initiative differ from that basis. Proliferation of alternative definitions in competing glossaries would increase the problem rather than solve it.
A very minimal LCA glossary is provided at http://www.epa.gov/ORD/NRMRL/lcaccess/lca101.htm#glo 
A more extensive glossary of LCA terms is provided on pages 528-531 of Environmental Assessment of Products, volume 1, Henrik Wenzel, Michael Hauschild and Leo Alting, Kluwer, 1997.
ISO definitions relevant to our LCI program are found in the Sections 3 of ISO 14040 (1997), 14041 (1998), and 14048 (2001) which provide definitions for key LCA, LCI, and data documentation format-related terms, respectively.  A key advantage of these definitions is of course their status as part of the international standard.  A disadvantage is that they are not, to my knowledge anyway, published as such on the web.
The SETAC Working Group on Data Quality and Data Availability’s chapter on Evaluating Data Uncertainty in Life Cycle Inventories (Huijbregts et al. 2003) provides an Appendix with definitions for 20 terms particularly relevant to data quality and uncertainty issues.
Best of all, in my humble opinion, is the up-to-date glossary of LCA terms provided on pages 91-99 of the CML Guide, Appendix A of Guide Part 2A; A special advantage of the CML glossary is that it uses asterisks to note how the definitions relate to those appearing in the ISO standards. 

In light of the above considerations, what course of action shall we take with the LCI Definition Study?  I recommend adopting the text above into a very small section, added to perhaps each Definition Study (?), that provides recommended sources for LCA Glossaries.  I don’t feel confident in making a declaration of Life Cycle Initiative policy related to what will become the official glossary source for the Initiative, but perhaps Helias and Angeline do?  If not, perhaps we raise this point to the ILCP at a future meeting, along with a proposed solution?

6. Topics such as data exchange format, allocation, system boundary, marginal modelling, data quality and uncertainty issues, computational structure, deserves more attention than what is presented now, and also they should be dealt with not as a survey of existing methods but as a platform for a globally common understanding.
Such a platform for common understanding has indeed been added, in the form of two task forces, TFs 2 and 3, addressing precisely these issues.
Table 1: Detailed comments from members
	Nr
	M
	Ch
	Page
	Comment

	
	AC
	General overlap
	
	Different parts of the text overlap. The reader may find that confusing. ‘Topic areas’ from 4.4, especially the LCI data documentation, are also described in 4.3. The ‘differentiated users’ in 3.3 are also described in 2, with a very similar structure. The introducing chapter addresses the overlap, but this overlap raises also the question whether there will be overlap in the deliverables, too (Since it appears also in Chapter 4, Work Plan). Not desirable given the limited means of the LCI.

( I recommend re-structuring the text so that overlap is avoided as much as possible. If two sections both need statements (such as the different user types), then there should be either a reference from the 2nd section to the 1st, or, the ‘shared text passage’ shall be transferred into a new chapter, and both sections refer to this new chapter.



	
	AC
	General know-how transfer
	
	The assumption of a One-Way know-how transfer
The text assumes in many places that there is expertise and know-how, which shall be spread and disseminated to regions where there is no such knowledge today. I think this is too simple. 

It is in line with the understanding of (as an example) German engineers in the 60s, who thought that we can transfer our then high technology to other regions (a steel work to Rourkela in India, German cows and plants to Latin America), and that this high tech will fit nicely in the new environment and give benefit to local people. A learning from those projects was that these technologies also had a tail of new problems with them, which should better be cared for before introducing the new technique. These hard lessons taught how vital it is to care for local conditions under which a technique shall work, and if necessary adapt the technique to better meet local conditions. As a 2nd point, this also shows respect to local people, environments, and so forth.

The other side of the problem is that there shall be no new method development within the LCI (which I agree to, in principle).

This problem is barely addressed in the text, which makes the text appear somewhat naïve (do we assume that the LC method will work and is applicable in any country, unchanged?), and which makes it probably less attractive for new countries to join in (since the LCA method is then a ‘transplanted technique’, imported). At least, there is the question about new impact categories for developing countries, and there is, I am glad to say that, point D in chapter 4.4.

( A pledge: Address this in a central chapter, and draw conclusions that find in the topic and work plan chapter. With added point: 

For a region that is candidate for an LCA application, listen to local scientists, ‘stakeholders’, and analyse the situation / conditions in the area relevant, for finding ways to apply the LCA method in a sound way (I see this is far-reaching. The local experts need not necessarily be LCA users today). Some important aspects: Allocation method; data collection method & validation (esp. with respect to different production conditions); applicable data (technological, geographical differences); use of background data. ‘Consideration’ of necessary changes, or additional needs, could be a deliverable.

I couldn’t agree more with the statements of the reviewer! Nor can the importance of this issue for the Initiative hardly be overestimated.  I hope that we have addressed this concern at the core of the design for TFs 4 and 5.  (See also Summary point 2, above).


	
	SM
	General know-how transfer
	
	The draft is clearly Euro-centric - just look at the participants, as well as the user needs survey results (might even say German-centric!).  We should have more points about how surveying/participation tried again or harder in non-European regions.  Yes, this has been added to section 2. Otherwise, the 'user needs' section looks good.  This affects the capacity building section too (by motivating regional approaches).



	
	SS
	General
	
	There are a number of important areas of study in LCI that are lacking or received less attention in the current draft. I believe that making LCA a global tool, which is supposed to be the overall objectives of the initiative, should be supported by lively platforms of discussion on major methodological issues such as the 1) data exchange format, 2) allocation, 3) system boundary, 4) marginal modelling 5) data quality and uncertainty issues, 6) computational structure 7) etc. Although at least part of these topics are mentioned in the work plan, 4.4., I believe each of these topics deserves more attention than what is presented now, and also they should be dealt with not as a survey of existing methods but as a platform for a globally common understanding. GN: relate to data devel, capacity-building, and local relevance of AC too. For this, if possible at this stage, inputs from relevant experts of each field as authors of the draft seem desirable.
See also Summary Point 6, above.  This major point has been addressed by the creation of Task Forces 2 and 3.

	
	AC
	General Procedure
	
	The text does not talk about a procedure for assigning the tasks, nor mention the budget.

I support the EoI-idea (somebody interested in working on a task must apply by an Expression of Interest. The budget shall be stated explicitly. This makes the procedure more transparent. Transferring the selection to a committee makes the whole thing a lot more complicated (who is elected how in the committee? How does this committee reach consensus, decisions?). 

I would leave the selection in the hands of the programme director.
Important point.  I would call on Helias and Guido to work with the other members of the Executive Committee to draft a very clear and transparent statement of the procedure for expressing interest, and most importantly a very clear procedure which will be followed, by whom, in the selection of the TF members.  In my view, this is quite essential for the credibility of, and the “good favor” towards, the Initiative.  We may not have not done as well as we should on this issue in all instances so far (in my opinion, although we have tried hard at times), but now is the most important time to really do it well.

	
	KS
	General Procedure
	
	It is suggested to include the proposed budget in the definition study (see Budget proposal (in USD) for 2003 to be presented to the ILCP on 24 January 2003). Thus, the financial budget related to the work packages becomes transparent to the public and public can add views, if the budget is balanced properly among the work packages according to the user needs.

This relates to the point above, (and Summary Point 1) and I concur as well.  I would ask that as part of the call for Expressions of Interest, that the Initiative budget, including allocations to task forces, be spelled-out clearly.

	
	KS
	General Procedure
	
	The Definition Study proposes a detailed work plan, but does not describe the procedure for potential participants to apply for work packages. The procedure for participation in the proposed working packages should be made transparent. Therefore it is recommended, that

(1) planned working packages have to be announced on the initiatives web site,

(2) interested potential participants have to submit short expressions of interest, and

(3) a committee to be installed decides, who will be charged with the specific working package

This comment echoes (adding emphasis to) the two previous, and Summary Point 1.

	
	SS
	General Procedure
	
	General remarks on procedure: I wished the peer review process had taken place at each stage of development including design and planning instead of once at final, where the work has been more or less finished and there is no more time to reflect the review comments. It was not also very clear to me when to react on what and to which degree. I hope they can be more clearly noted with overall scheduling in advance instead of something like "until the end of this week" e-mailed on Thursday.
Important point.  I was careful to give very ample time for two rounds of input on the Task Forces.

	
	AdB
	General
	
	Be consistent in definitions and use of terms. E.g., data quality on page 17 is restricted to stochastic and systematic errors. 

On page 20 the report talks about “depth and quality” of databases

On page 28 reviewed quantitative and qualitative information.

On page 29 dataset quality (in terms of process-specific technical quality, LCI methodology, stochastic overall standard error and documentation issues).
Issues above addressed.  See also Summary Point 5.

	
	KS
	General
	
	If there are problems with consistent use of terminology there should be a terminology definition section in the beginning of the report
Summary Point 5.

	
	AdB
	General
	
	I think more stress should be put on the need to overcome the barriers for data exchange and publication in whatever form. Exchanges between data providers and maintenance of an information system just do not happen by themselves. What are the benefits for the data provider, why should he do it, and, if he does it, how can things be made more attractive? This can be described in chapter 3.
We have tried to build this important consideration into the methodology of Task Force 1, which will create an international “Data Registry”.  Note that TF1 is not asking data providers to actually make their data available, but only to make detailed information about the data available to an international clearing-house.  Still, the overall incentive issue discussed above relate to this need as well, and we have tried to address them with the registry.

	
	AC
	1
	2
	(‘five potential deliverables’ is followed by an enumeration of 2, and then 4, points)
Fixed
‘consideration’ of an exchange format as a deliverable: I see that the wording is weak by intention, here (it would be a too-high aim to state that a must deliverable is a ‘new and internationally agreed data format); but a ‘consideration’ seems not to produce any outcome for me, and hence no deliverable. ( ?
These points have been addressed in the text.


	
	AC
	1
	3
	the quality of LCI results..’: these are good points, I think there is a 4th, which is worth being mentioned: how the data is treated in the LCA (includes allocation methods).

This excellent point added in the text.

	
	AC
	2
	11

13


	A really nice job, I think. With clear and logically developed results. No comments on that part, except:

· verification and validation are used as near synonyms. Since both terms are not synonyms (‘verification’ means the check if something within a model or theoretical structure is correct; validation if a result or model is applicable or ‘holds value’ in reality), the DS should rely on the terminology of the user needs survey (‘judge and validate’) for sake of clarity (p.11).

· Addressed in text.

· I support the conclusion drawn that ‘measures to address impacts relevant for developing countries were given low priority in Barcelona because there were not many participants from developing countries’. Another reason: The impacts are not directly linked to the inventory, and may get lower priority by inventory people for that reason alone.

· My recollection is that the voting for priorities took place in the plenary, with “impact assessment people” and “LCM people” there, too.


	
	AdB
	3.2
	15-16
	Include a clear definition of “capacity” and “capacity building”. GN: Relate this to the other DC work. Now it is only defined as that it is “much more than simply training and includes ……”
A definition has been added (for what it is worth, since I tend to be skeptical of most definitions; reality tends not to honor them much.)
A quick search of the web found that capacity building is defined in different ways in each of several different fields. You may find http://webster.directhit.com/webster/search.aspx?qry=capacity-building&qsrc=53 to be of interest.

	
	AdB
	3.2
	15-17
	Capacity Buidling Activities: not only needs assessment but also benefit assessment for motivation reasons.

We attempt to address the motivation for developing capacity in LCA primarily through the LCA case studies library (TF4), which will illustrate what LCA can achieve and how its findings can be used to influence decisions, policy, etc.  We don’t propose here the need for an analysis of the need for capacity building. 
It seems more logical to mention it here rather than under capacity building for developing countries, where it is appears as “ a need to raise awareness….”. This applies for both developing AND developed countries. 

The same goes for “In addition… “, first bullet point lack of specific local data. This is a good point, but it describes a problem that needs to be taken into account, it does not describe a strategy to do so.

This section 3 identifies needs.  Section 4 (the TFs) proposes strategies for their solution.  I have removed the (rather misleading) heading of “strategies” from this section, since, as you correctly state, the section tended to identify needs rather than propose solutions.
In the problem identification on page 15 training needs and strategies are identified. It is not entirely clear how these are covered by the strategy.

Please see note above.
Tertiary institutions (universities and colleges) are covered in the strategy, does that mean that “LCI training” covers the strategy for building capacity for industrial managers, product designers, engineers, purchasing department employees, consultants, public policy makers and NGO’s, EHS responsible people in other than developing countries? 

See note above, and in relation to your good point, note that we have structured both the capacity-building TFs as 2-way, meant to involve and benefit parties across sectors in both LCA-experienced countries and LCA-novice countries.


	
	AC
	3.2
	
	· what is meant by the term ‘capacity building’? I assume it is more or less: build knowledge and ‘capacity’, throughout the world, that is apt to perform LCA studies adequately ( This should be stated somewhere.

· Point addressed above, re: AdB pages 15-16.

( Especially in this chapter, I recommend adding 1-2 sentences stating that knowledge transfer will happen in both ways, and making sure that this indeed happens is an important task for capacity building. .
Summary Point 2.
A possible way for pushing an application and capacity building might be to perform more than one case studies per region, with local and non-local expert participation.

We start with engaging people in many regions to review case studies, in the LCA library task force.
I think there is also a lack of publicly available, useful LCA tools, ideally adaptable to meet local requirements. The authors should consider whether making available a tool is an option.

Intersting point.  I added a (foot)note on this point to the discussion of TF 5, related to widespread development of LCI data.

	
	SM
	3.2
	
	In capacity building, we have a fairly simple bullet point for 'students'. 

While this might be a small current user base, it will likely grow 

significantly.  I would suggest having much more detail in here, such as focusing on graduate and undergraduate students, and specific fields: engineering, natural sciences, business and management..  As such it will then be important to establish partnerships with professional organizations to accomplish that.
I searched and searched for a bullet “students” but could not find.

The partnership approach to capacity building across sectors (academia plus industry, professional organizations) has been built into TFs 4 and 5

	
	SM
	3.2
	17
	The 'Industrial Ecology curriculum' is mentioned, but no detail given. 

There are not many IE programs in the world.  And they certainly have no common curriculum!

This sentence was deleted.

	
	AC
	3.3
	
	(1st part is a repetition).

Deleted.
Data quality is, additionally, described as technological and geographical differences, which seems very much applicable for the worldwide LCA (see e.g. [1-2]). ( please, take this into account.



	
	AC
	3.3
	21
	‘Harmonisation’ of approaches: means characterisation (as far as it is not done in the reviewing) and structuring, not a changing of the projects’ methods?
Proposed approach” section has been deleted since it is addressed in the TFs and the archive of original chapter 4.

	
	AdB
	3.3/4.3
	
	It would be good to include “Strengthening the demand side” as a strategy. It is now only the workplan in 4.3. Also I propose to take that as a title rather than include “locally”, because I do not see that point. What is good in one situation does mean it is good in any situation. May be “customised” awareness-raising campaigns etc., would describe what is needed and not only in developing countries!!!

Please see earlier response to AdB pp. 15-17 above.
There could be lessons learned form other disciplines {{GN: FBA}} such as economics (micro, macro level; cost accounting which faces similar aspects of dealing with data collection, allocation, uncertainties) and communication (techniques for information transfer, informing, creating awareness, attitudes, trust buidling).

Therefore it might be an idea to include in the workplan: investigate what you can learn/use from such other disciplines. 
I find this suggestion to be very interesting indeed.  It is slightly addressed within the current scope of the Methodology TF (3).

Helias/Guido, can you see any other location/way to include this thought? 

	
	AC
	3.4
	
	Again, I miss a statement that the gaps (which shall be identified and listed in guides) may be different for different parts of the world. See also my general comment ‘The assumption of a One-Way know-how transfer’, above.
Summary Point 2.

	
	KS
	4.1
	
	It is assumed that the LCA library will be used by the potential users as a starting point for own LCAs on a specific topic. It is agreed that existing LCA case studies are a premier data source for such purposes, but additional supporting data sources, such as statistics, roadmaps, process descriptions, partly environmental reports etc. are of utmost importance for closing data gaps and for specific data as well. Literature research for these additional data sources is very time consuming especially for LCA practioners who are not familiar with the product topic or industry sector. It is expected, that the user benefit of this additional data will make this LCA library much more attractive for a large audience. It is stated in chapter 3.1 that "technical expertise and understanding is the main problem for many consultants and universities performing studies for different industries". By now, this statement is not properly reflected by the work plan. Consequently, it is suggested

(1) to include additional data sources, which add significant value for the LCA practitioner, into the proposed LCA library,

(2) that at least one partner of the meta-study topic area has got an technological and economic background in the specific industry resp. product topic
Excellent points, which have been added to the ToR of TF 4.

	
	KS
	4.2
	
	A new sub-chapter is recommended:

„Dissemination of LCA expertise among technologists“

A dialogue between LCA experts and technology R&D staff from industry and universities has to be intensified. To make technologists, which by now rarely have contact with LCA issues, familiar with LCA approaches and to disseminate LCA benefits for technology R&D, LCI related sessions and workshops have to be organised at technology focused conferences.

Activities

· analysis of suitable technology focused conferences, where LCA topics should be placed

Deliverables

· LCA experts participation at these conferences
· organising presentations / workshops at these conferences
This is a very important point, that frankly goes beyond the scope of the LCI program, and relates to the activities of SETAC and its LCA-related membership.  I know this point has been raised to SETAC LCA leadership before, and the increasing joint conferences with ISIE are progress on this front.  Helias, how can SETAC be sure to address this need more fully, and more broadly than ISIE?

	
	AC
	4.2
	
	Good point: The need for low cost software. Additionally, it is important that the tool is flexible and allows to be adapted to different conditions, and, for academia, it might be helpful to be able to change the software itself. 

A linux-like LCA software would be great fro the LCI.

Point addressed earlier.
Deliverable: again (see comment to 3.2) a one-way learning is described. Maybe there is just a sentence missing, since ‘user oriented’ may imply also an analysis of the different users.
Summary point 2.

	
	KS
	4.3
	
	Database harmonisation and data quality standards are in the interest of the LCA practitioner, but also in the interest of the database provider as harmonisation and improved quality will foster application of these databases. It is assumed, that database harmonisation and high quality standards through peer-review procedures turns out to be an economic advantage for providers, which offer database tools commercially. Due to the limited budget of the Initiative it is recommended, that

(1) database providers (offering databases commercially) contribute with a significant portion to the budget of this work packages
A very interesting suggestion!!

Helias and Guido, what about approaching the providers to become sponsors!?
The task for a "check-list type handbook listing typical input- and output flows of most important types of processes" is seen as a really huge task, facing an enormous variety of processes (and technological changes) even within one industry branch. Therefore, the user benefit reached with sensible efforts for this deliverable seems to be limited. Consequently, it is suggested

(1) to give a low priority to this task now, and

(2) to put the task onto the agenda again after finishing the first meta-studies for the LCA library and to discuss possibilities for such valuable check-lists again, which then should cover the same product-topic as the meta-studies and thus making elaboration of the check-lists much more efficient (based on gained know-how)

The suggested revision is reflected in the ToR for TF 2.

	
	AC
	4.3
	28
	A very abbreviated text; and I am not sure whether I understand everything (“two-level tabular LCA-database characteristics overview”?). The text should be reformulated to make it more understandable. 

The first deliverable mentioned (“double-peer reviewed two-level LCI-database matrix overview of all worldwide available LCI datasets”) – do you think that feasible (even if it is taken from another project)? Please omit the “all”. 

Please see new ToR for TF1.
The meta information system described as a deliverable overlaps with the web based information resource described in the Case Study Library chapter. It will certainly be no good if in the end, the deliverables end up in (say) 4 different web portals. Even if a site is based on results of another project, there should be a common design, and a common standard for user interaction, within the separate portals, or, better, these should be linked in a way not visible for the user.
Linkage between TFs 1 and 4 now clarified in document.
The text should make clear what is meant by harmonisation. Not a transformation, as I understood.

See TORs for TFs 2 and 3.
I miss an activity on parametric process modelling to better meet the demands of technological and geographical differences in data, that seem relevant for the initiative.

Relates to decision tree in TF3 ?

	
	AC
	4.3
	29
	The task on stochastic error calculation is a good point, that addresses not the only, but an important aspect of data quality highly relevant when working with aggregated data, as the “filter user” probably will do.

‘harmonised data format’: This is a heavy task with large implications. Care must be taken that not the one performing this task prescribes his / her own format as the new standard. Not the first attempt for reaching an agreed upon format, either. 

Agreed.
Validation guidance documents: 

Several comments on this: 

· typical input and output flows must be distinguished by process and by region (e.g., the flows of a MSWI in Japan are different from those of a MSWI in Germany or Russia, due to different legislation, and different waste input)

· a problem will be the nomenclature of the processes’ flows

· since most data today are from non-developing countries, a danger lies in that a validation report cements these data characteristics also for other regions where the characteristics may be different. 



	
	AC
	4.3
	28
	Database harmonisation: Overlap with 4.1.

a) directory b) filter & experts that may be asked.



	
	AC
	4.4
	31
	The three methodological topic areas strongly overlap with 4.3; 

I am glad that, in the end, the DS has point D in 4.4; the only passage that directly addresses the problem that ‘our LCA method’ may not be suitable or wanted by people in other regions, without any changes. I miss implications of this task. An international meeting might not be most appropriate, but more a visit to local companies and administration.
Deliverables could be expanded to a controlling function for the overall LCI work, whether deliverables are applicable worldwide.




