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Methane mitigation solutions evaluation

TABLE 1
Methane mitigation solutions evaluation

EDF and Ceres do not endorse specific solutions or the research associated with each solution. Companies should evaluate solutions before adoption, as their applicability can vary widely
depending on each company’s unique supply chain.

This table is part of the Dairy Methane Action Plan guide. Please refer to the full guide for additional context and details, including definitions
of solutions and their rankings.
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FARM CHARACTERISTICS
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() Indicates the solution can be used in certified organic farming systems

(0*) Organic acids (e.g., citric acid, acetic acid) can be used in organic farming systems. Further research is needed to determine if using sulfuric acid would violate organic standards and what (if any) long-term effects might exist
from continued application of sulfur-treated manure on soil and forage.

Table 3 Footnotes:

2 After safety and efficacy review, Elanco has received FDA permission to market 3-NOP for this intended use in the United States.
b More easily adopted in intensive or non-pastoral smallholder systems, as it is easier to continuously supplement and control feed. This solution can still be applied in pastoral systems but with more difficulty.
¢ Further research is needed to better understand the impact that feeding Asparagopsis sp. has on animal health and the toxicological risks associated with bromoform residues in milk.

d1n North America, various federal regulations make transit problematic to transport milk across state lines without approval from the FDA. The use of Asparagopsis sp. is allowed within states with the submission of an
uncontested GRAS application.

€ The range of reductions is generally based on dosage. Planned dosage levels demonstrate reductions of around 60%, which categorizes this solution as having a high GHG reduction potential.
fWhile the cost of Rumensin is currently low, the manufacturer is attempting to monetize the carbon savings which could drive up the price.

€The methane reduction potential estimates are over 25-30 years, so considerably less over the near term of a 2030 or 2035 corporate goal.

" This solution is applicable to all climates but is most impactful in warm climates.

This solution includes multiple solution technologies which may have varying methane reduction potentials.

JA critical design and maintenance consideration for anaerobic digesters is ensuring they remain airtight throughout their lifetime operation. Even a small leak in the methane path to the generator or pipeline can release methane
directly into the atmosphere and negate much of the digester’s reduction potential.

kK Pasture-based systems can impact all intervention pathways. Manure methane is expected to decrease, while enteric emissions may increase or decrease depending on forage quality. Further, depending on how well the grazing
is managed, carbon can either be sequestered or released from the soil.
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