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As global decarbonisation
efforts increasingly rely on
bioenergy and bio-based
systems, biogenic carbon
now plays a central role in
climate mitigation
strategies.
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However, the way biogenic
carbon is accounted for
varies across methodologies.
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OBJECTIVE METHODOLOGY

This study investigates accounting Systematic |ite rature review

practices within the bio-based system,
with a focus on biogenic carbon.
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RESULTS

Despite thematic overlap, few literatures mention lifecycle There is high variability in assessments due to different goals and

assessment, and even fewer mention biogenic carbon. methodologies : :
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FINDINGS OF THE STUDY RESEARCH IMPACTS

Different results

Hinder cross-comparison of systems

Different treatment of May lead to bias
® ° ° b. i o)
. Lifecycle assessment choices are important because — » , -
the methods and assumptions used can significantly LCA variability LSy not refiect sctual atmospheric concitions

cha nge the results. Different existing Hinder deployment of bio-based systems & solutions

« Biogenic carbon accounting varies significantly,
with different goals and boundaries across sectors.

accounting methodologies

Hinder reaching net-zero and net-negative climate goals

« Treating biogenic carbon as “neutral” is misleading,

risking credipility. Carbon accounting is not just about numbers; its impact on the

+ We need an approach with clear definitions and climate depends on when, where, and how it Is accounted.

transparent methods. Inconsistent accounting not only distorts figures, but also alters
how we understand, value, and respond to climate solutions.
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