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Why did we have this week?
Gas Fest is a unique ‘for industry, by
industry’ platform that convenes key
players across the fuel value system to
explore the role of gas as a marine
fuel on the Maritime Zero Pathway.

Through these workshops, we
wanted to:
• Get back together in the only way
currently possible
• Re-start critical conversation
• Commit to continuing these
conversations virtually until we can
meet again
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Workshop 1: What does it
mean to be 'future-proof'?
Mon 19 Apr, 14.00-15.30 BST
De-risking vessel decisions with LNG technologies
A year of travel restric/ons and hamstrung economies has not
derailed the industry’s focus on the future of mari/me
transport – or hindered the growing awareness of LNG fuel’s
beneﬁts and investment case. Par/cipants agreed that despite
the challenges of the pandemic, there had been progress
towards clarity for shipowners seeking to safeguard future
vessel investments.
The discussion theme encouraged a closer look at how LNG
can contribute towards the decarbonisa/on of shipping.
Striking a balance between the fuels available now and in the
future is challenging when making vessel propulsion decisions
for 20-30 years ahead – especially when clean fuels may
emerge very quickly. Flexible dual-fuel technology allows
shipowners to adopt cleaner fuels as they emerge. But it also
comes with challenges, including mul/plying training and
infrastructure requirements across several fuels.
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The key for LNG, par/cipants noted, is that it allows
shipowners to make steps towards decarbonisa/on without
knowing what the ul/mate solu/on may be. Even without
retroﬁNng for new fuels in the future, there are several
pathways for shipowners who have bought LNG technology to
further reduce greenhouse gas emissions: by sourcing LNG
with lower emissions footprint; replacing fossil methane with
biological or synthe/c sources; or by using clean fuels in
conjunc/on with LNG (as a drop-in fuel).
A Sphera report released last week – commissioned by SGMF
and SEA-LNG - iden/ﬁed that methane slip from all LNG
engine technologies will be minimised by around 2030. This
highlights another aspect of future-prooﬁng. LNG technologies
increasingly being op/mised to improve environmental
footprint. Users of LNG technology can therefore make big
strides in reducing impact even before cleaner fuels become
available.

The lifecycle analysis (LCA) in the Sphera report is cri/cal for
conﬁrming LNG’s creden/als as a tool for future-prooﬁng fuel
choices. There had been liWle work on LCAs for shipping fuels
un/l the study. The next part of the report – to be released
later this year – will compare LNG’s lifecycle impact with that
of emerging alterna/ve candidate fuels.
Future-prooﬁng is ul/mately a ques/on of risk. The best way
for shipping to de-risk its decisions is by op/ng for a ﬂexible
solu/on. While shipowners can choose liquid or gas engine
routes to decarbonisa/on, today it is the gas route that oﬀers
the greatest ﬂexibility and the greatest emissions impact.
The biggest risk a shipowner could take today is inac/on; by
not switching to LNG, shipowners risk missing out on
signiﬁcant GHG savings un/l clean fuel op/ons – and the
technologies to use them – become available.

Workshop 2: What lessons
have we learnt from LNG's
voyage?
Tue 20 Apr, 09.00-10.30 BST
Accelerating learnings for alternative fuels

alternative fuels.

The LNG as marine fuel sector has developed over the past 20
years. Today, 94 ports and 20 LNG bunker vessels support LNG
bunkering for around 190 gas-fuelled ships. In the second
discussion of the week participants looked at some of the
lessons that can be drawn from that growth.

Similar safety frameworks to those established for LNG
bunkering can be deployed in ports for other fuels. But the
need for standardisation bodies was highlighted to ensure
that shipowners do not face different demands at every port.
Early dialogue with authorities and regulators is needed as it
can take a lot of time to put regulations in place. But lack of
regulation and standardisation should not discourage decisive
action; these factors only arose for LNG when industry forged
ahead with use of the fuel.

Communication challenges rather than technical issues
dominated the session. The debate around LNG remains
polarised despite growing uptake. One lesson was that the
sector could have benefited from bringing academics onside
at an earlier stage. Their objections can make it difficult for
politicians and financers to grasp the upside of LNG. The
complexity of LNG messaging was also contrasted to the
simplicity of calling for an end to all fossil fuels, for example,
or demanding that ships simply slow down to reduce
emissions.
On a more practical level, several lessons were discussed on
the regulatory, safety, training, technology and supply aspects
of LNG that could help ease the introduction of emerging
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Early measurement of emissions impact is also essential for
encouraging further uptake. Methane slip is a prime example.
Although this has been reduced dramatically, it could have
been cut faster – and perhaps the public concerns minimised
– if the industry had monitored methane emissions from the
first generations of LNG-fuelled ships. Alternative fuel users
and suppliers should take heed when considering, for
example, the NOx emissions and ammonia slip from
ammonia-fuelled engines.

The last year of pandemic disruption has also illuminated the
need to invest in training crew to handle new fuels. This
challenge will grow as more LNG-fuelled vessels enter service,
and then be multiplied several times when the coming
tranche of alternative fuels enter the market. Preparing for
this potential roadblock could help accelerate uptake of
ammonia, methanol, hydrogen and others.
But how far can learnings from LNG smooth the path for these
fuels? After two decades, LNG remains a niche sector in the
marine fuel market, even though landside supply
infrastructure had already been well-established. Other fuel
candidates will need to make an impact in a much shorter
timeframe without this pre-existing network and from a much
lower stage of technological maturity.
The lessons from LNG’s evolution in shipping could assist
other fuels being brought to the market. But there is also a
clear need to carry on communicating the benefits of LNG as a
transitional step towards decarbonisation. Having identified
shortfalls in previous messaging efforts, can the LNG marine
fuel industry learn the lessons of its past?

Workshop 3: 2021 Lifecycle
Analysis (LCA) study results –
where to from here for
LNG?
Tue 20 Apr, 14.00-15.30 BST
Making the most of LNG’s lifecycle advantages
Just because LNG has come out favourably in a lifecycle
analysis (LCA) study doesn’t mean that shipping will adopt the
fuel overnight. There is the economic case to make, the
methane slip challenge and the wildly differing results in other
studies to tackle, as well as the fact that well-to-wake analyses
are not yet embraced by all shipowners, projects and
regulators.
There is a lot to achieve, but building a case starts with
knowing the facts. The second Sphera LCA study,
commissioned by SGMF and SEA-LNG, reported last week that
LNG offers well-to-wake greenhouse gas emission benefits of
up to 23% compared to VLSFO. The high-quality study using
ISO-approved methodology draws on primary data from inservice engines and the latest global supply information.
According to participants in the third workshop, the lifecycle
figures are widely accepted by the shipping industry. Widely,
but by no means unanimously.
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One point of dissent is the impact of methane slip.
Participants welcomed the study’s approach – particularly in
highlighting that, by 2030, methane slip will be negligible on
all engine technologies. However, alternative studies have
relied on older, second-hand data to draw less favourable
conclusions of LNG’s emissions impact. Those studies use a
shorter timeframe for calculating methane slip impact,
magnifying its effect. These timeframes are not used when
assessing emissions from other industries.
Participants suggested that shipping stakeholders should be
made aware of how much the different timeframe distorts
methane slip results. Regardless, methane slip should not be
used as an excuse for not acting early, participants agreed.
Understanding LNG’s lifecycle advantages is one thing, but
the reality is that the lifecycle approach is not always
reflected in industry. Some shipowners have argued that they
are only concerned about emissions from their funnels, for
example. This could change as IMO looks set to introduce
well-to-wake consideration of fuel emissions impact into its
future greenhouse gas regulations. If the Carbon Intensity

Index uses well-to-wake calculations, for example, LNG could
be an important tool in helping vessels to meet the annual
benchmark and stay competitive. SGMF will continue to
provide evidence to help inform IMO decisions.
Lifecycle analysis may help to convince shipowners that LNG
is an environmentally viable fuel, but the business case
remains to be made. Owners place emphasis on capex,
meaning that the opex advantages of LNG can be hard to
convey. The fuel flexibility advantage is also only useful in
reducing future costs, not initial outlay. The LCA study
therefore needs to be supplemented with better definition of
the business case to entice capex-focused shipowners.
The Sphera study is a landmark for proving LNG’s credentials
to shipowners, benchmarking them against fuel alternatives.
SGMF and SEA-LNG have committed to continue this
benchmarking and urged other LNG stakeholders to take
advantage of the powerful new arguments the study provides.

Workshops 4 & 5: Are we
forgetting LNG's 'cleaner
cousins' in the race to future
fuel options? (I + II)
Wed 21 Apr, 09.00-10.30 BST
Wed 21 Apr, 14.00-15.30 BST
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Workshops 4 & 5: Are we
forgetting LNG's 'cleaner
cousins' in the race to future
fuel options? (I + II)
Wed 21 Apr, 09.00-10.30 BST
Wed 21 Apr, 14.00-15.30 BST
Bigging up biofuels
Non-carbon fuels in shipping might be some years away, so
could renewable biomass-derived hydrocarbons – bio-LNG,
bio-diesel, bio-ethanol and bio-methanol for example - be
easier to deploy? In the fourth and fifth sessions of the week,
participants explored opportunities and challenges associated
with these fuels.
Biomass-derived methane and diesel are already being used in
shipping, although remaining relatively low profile compared
to the fanfare around ammonia and methanol projects.
Promoting these frontrunners could help accelerate uptake,
particularly combined with Sphera’s research showing the
dramatic lifecycle benefits that can be achieved by using even
relatively modest amounts of bio-LNG as drop-in fuel with
fossil LNG. However, participants noted that the lifecycle
perspective has yet to be accepted in all areas of shipping,
including in green financing.
Biofuels have a technical advantage over hydrogen or
ammonia because the combustion and fuel handling
technologies needed to use them on ships already exist. If
the ships being built today – or those that are already sailing -
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are going to decarbonise, biological or synthetic versions of
today’s fuels will be needed.

work remains for the IMO to create a scheme that would
cover all global shipping.

But some potential obstacles were identified. As is often the
case in shipping, cost is crucial. While potential sources are
plentiful – waste products can be used for small-scale
production in many places – the resulting fuels can be very
expensive. Will the industry and ultimately customers be
willing to accept this increased cost? And how will the cost
compare to those of e-fuels, which will also be more
expensive than today’s bunkers?

The certification of biofuels was another strand of discussion.
What is considered a sustainable biofuel varies from one
country or region to another, as does the definition of grey,
blue or green fuels. For an international business, a level of
standardisation is needed. Similarly on the regulation front,
the approach from IMO towards biofuels remains unclear.

Despite optimistic projections and some promising
developments in specific regions, wide availability of bioderived fuels is not assured. With international shipping
needing around four million barrels a day, biofuels are
unlikely to be able to fulfil that demand for several years,
especially with demand from the on-road vehicle sector. Even
if adequate volumes are produced, shipping might struggle to
secure an allocation when competing against other sectors.
Regulatory drivers and carbon pricing could accelerate supply
growth. Incentives should encourage both supply and uptake
of biofuels, and while there are moves to regulate for ship
fuels with lower carbon intensity in some regions, a lot of

Certification and regulation issues also extend to some thorny
problems – for example, is the methane slip from biofuels
allowable as ‘carbon-neutral’? The answer will depend on
how the fuel’s contents are accounted for. Again, there is little
evidence of global standards arising or being discussed in this
area.
Supply, cost and certification are interlinked challenges
affecting biofuel uptake. Ultimately, a regulatory framework is
needed to improve both availability and affordability. That
comes down to political will. And with electro-fuels sitting in
the industry spotlight, biofuels will need to make some more
noise if they are going to attract the attention they deserve in
shipping.

Workshop 6: 2021 Lifecycle
Analysis (LCA) study results –
where to from here for
Alternatives to LNG??
Thu 22 Apr, 09.00-10.30 BST
Shipping needs an alternative education
After a robust analysis of LNG in Sphera’s second Life Cycle
GHG Emission Study on the Use of LNG as Marine Fuel, there
is a clear need for similar research into other alternative fuels,
participants agreed at the final session of the week. While this
work is underway as Part B of the Sphera study, there are
challenges to finding reliable information at this early stage in
the development of these alternatives.
Assessing the cost and CO2 impact of producing and
distributing emerging fuels is not simple, and many
participants voiced frustration that several shipowners and
interest groups appear to be taking “uninformed, ill-informed
or wrongly motivated” decisions to wait for these new fuels
without being aware of the true impact. In many cases, there
is virtually no production of green fuels, let alone the
infrastructure for widespread supply. For LNG, by contrast, the
costs and environmental footprint is clear.
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The lifecycle analyses of alternative fuels will enable a clearer
comparison between these emerging options and LNG, which
is currently the only available, investable alternative fuel. It
will also help to illustrate the path from LNG towards net-zero
carbon fuels. Participants acknowledged that discussing LNG
alone with shipowners was not always persuasive: designers
and shipbuilders need to explain how vessels can continue
to reduce their environmental footprint beyond LNG, via
drop-in fuels or retrofitting if needed. The best way to
combat indecision is to show the flexibility and cost benefits
of solutions available today.
Alternatives need to be comparable on the same page – and
the industry also needs to be on the same page about the
fuels they are discussing. Too often the solutions are lumped
together in vague ‘magical’ terms. But not all ammonia,
methanol or even LNG is the same in terms of environmental
footprint. Once there is a common understanding of these
various fuels – including the impact of their feedstocks,

production methods and distribution – the industry can finally
have an educated discussion about alternative fuels. This can
enable the regulatory framework needed to drive uptake as
well as providing an accurate basis for green ship financing.
SGMF envisions updating the lifecycle analyses regularly to
provide up-to-date information to owners, regulators and
investors. As has often been the case, communication is the
critical component. Transparency and hard facts are the only
way to combat the misconceptions that are forcing some
shipowners into stagnation as they await the arrival of distant
solutions.

Who was in the r(Z)oom?
Participants:
Abdoulaye Diouf, GTT
Alberto Corbellini, Qatar Petroleum
Alexandre Tocatlian, GTT
Anne-Sophie Corbeau, bp
Barry Compagnoni, Disney Cruises
Benoit Queney, GTT
Blake Littauer, Puget LNG
Bruce Moore, Howe Robinson Partners
Bud Darr, MSC Group
Cees Boon, Port of Rotterdam
Christian Hoepfner, Wessels Marine
Cory Dibble, Canaveral Port Authority
Cyril Hugoo, Total Marine Fuel
David Haynes, SGMF
Divek Chinnadurai, Rio Tinto
Felix Leggewie, Bernhard Schulte
Fenna Sleeswijk Visser, Shell
Gianpaolo Benedetti, SGMF

Hannah McDowell, Puget LNG
Harly Penner, Seaspan
Himanshu Singh, Wilhelmsen Ship Mgt
Ina Foo, MPA
John Boreman, bp Trading & Shipping
John Lindquist, GAC
John Murray, Canaveral Port Authority
Mark Bell, SGMF
Mark McCrory, Shell International
Mathias Jansson, Wärtsilä
Maud Eijgendaal, Port of Rotterdam
Maurice van Erp, Shell
Michael Schaap, Titan LNG
Miltiades Sfantsikopoulos, Maran Tankers
Peter Bergeron, Canaveral Port Authority
Peter Kirkeby, MAN-ES
Sjaak Klap, SGMF
Spyros Karapanos, Maran Tankers

Stelios Troulis, Angelicoussis Group
Stephen Cadden, SEA-LNG Ltd.
Steve Esau, SEA-LNG
Tom Strang, Carnival Corp
Viktor Gingsjö, Foreship
Volkmar Galke, Winterthur Gas & Diesel
William Hickey, USCG
Wim Hoebée, Port of Rotterdam Authority
Winfried Krüger-Sprengel, Novatek

Crew:
Banu Kannu – SGMF
Marcus Magee – Uncommon Conferences
Tim Hamons – Art of Awakening
Gavin Lipsith – Wake Media
Lydia Dorai – SGMF

6 workshops | 9h+ conversation | 30 organisations | 45 participants | ONE COMMUNITY

23 “veterans” + 22 “newcomers”

WE’LL SEE YOU IN NOVEMBER

Join us as partners in delivering Gas Fest:
www.gasfest.com
gasfest@sgmf.info

