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Abstract: The objective of this article is to assess the carbon footprint across the Continuous Deep
Mixing Method (CDMM) life cycle, considering its implementation in the context of sustainable, zero-
emission, and decarbonising construction. Amidst global climate change challenges of greenhouse
gas emissions in the construction sector, the CDMM emerges as a potentially effective solution
to mitigate environmental impact. This study aims to address the gap in the existing scientific
literature by evaluating the environmental aspects of CDMM application, with a focus on identifying
primary emission sources. This research extends beyond the conventional focus on construction
materials to include energy consumption from equipment and transportation, offering a holistic view
of the technology’s environmental impact. This analysis identified cement as the major greenhouse
gas emission source for the CDMM, underscoring the technology’s potential as an alternative to
traditional geotechnical methods, in line with integrated design solutions and meeting growing social
expectations for sustainability. The added value of this study comes from data derived from an
actual project, enabling a realistic assessment of CDMM’s environmental impact and resource and
energy efficiency.
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1. Introduction

Geotechnical works, due to their energy-intensive and material-intensive nature, can
have a significant impact on the efficiency of sustainable construction practices [1–3]. The
field of geotechnical engineering encounters specific challenges arising from the diversity
of soil types and the necessity of tailoring design solutions to individual needs and site
conditions [4].

Foundation works are an integral part of most construction projects, and assessing
their environmental impact is becoming increasingly important in the context of changing
regulations (the Fit for 55 package [5]) and rising social expectations [6]. Specifically, the
issue of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions contributing to global warming has become
a priority area of interest and is subject to restrictions. As a result, the geotechnical
sector may not only voluntarily undertake pro-environmental actions, but these actions
are becoming a necessity, particularly in light of factors such as the Emissions Trading
System [7]. Decarbonising the construction sector through technological innovations and
efficient resource management is crucial for achieving global climate goals [8,9]. These
efforts include the development and implementation of construction methods that minimise
the use and emission of GHGs, including the use of materials with a lower environmental
impact [8,10] and techniques that reduce energy consumption.

The measure of GHG emissions is the carbon footprint (CF). According to ISO 14067:2018 [11],
the carbon footprint is “the sum of GHG emissions and GHG removals in a product system,
expressed as CO2 equivalents and based on a life cycle assessment using the single impact
category of climate change”. By translating all effects of global warming into a common scale (CO2
equivalents—CO2e), it is possible to easily compare outcomes and assess the overall impact [12,13].
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The substantial development of geotechnical technologies has resulted in a wide range
of applicable methods. One of the significant groups of technologies in this field is the Deep
Mixing Methods (DMMs) [14]. In the deep mixing process, the soil is mechanically mixed
in situ, potentially with the addition of hydraulic or pneumatic methods, while a binder,
typically cement- or lime-based, is introduced using specialised machinery. The deep
mixing method can be categorised based on its execution process and the mode of binder
injection. There are two installation methods depending on how the binder is introduced
into the soil, either with or without the addition of water: wet and dry mixing methods [15].
The classification of DMMs along with their examples is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Classification of Deep Mixing Methods based on “binder”. Own elaboration based
on [16,17].

Within the spectrum of Deep Mixing Methods (DMMs), the Continuous Deep Mixing
Method (CDMM) stands out as a notable technique. This technology is also recognised by
various names in different regions: Trenchmix (TRMX) by Soletanche-Bachy in France, the
FMI system in Germany, and the Power Blender in Japan. The Trenchmix method involves
the creation of vertical soil–cement panels using a trenchmixer (depicted in Figures 2c and
3a) [18]. The trenchmixer is equipped with a specially designed sword featuring a rotating
chain with mixing blades, tailored for the injection of cement slurry. This configuration
allows for the homogeneous mixing of the soil across the entire height of the panels and
controlled injection of the cement slurry, i.e., with specified speeds of the chain on the sword
and the advancement of the sword in the soil [19,20]. This process results in a panel that is
uniform across its profile, with intentionally modified, controlled strength and filtration
properties. The speed of the chain on the sword and its advancement in the soil, along
with the parameters of the binding material delivered, are adjusted based on the soil being
mixed. The slurry (usually cement-based) is typically prepared on-site, necessitating the
construction site to be equipped with silos (for storing cement), water connections/tanks,
a mixing and pumping unit for delivering the slurry, and pressure lines to connect the
pumps with the trenchmixer (illustrated in Figure 2).

The individual steps in the creation of a single panel are as follows:

1. Preparation of the trenchmixer work site—clearing the land and removing the topsoil.
2. Positioning the machine along the axis of the barrier (Figure 3a).
3. Beginning of soil excavation (Figure 3b).
4. While the soil is being mixed with the slurry, the device moves at a suitably chosen

speed to ensure the continuity of the barrier being constructed.
5. The finished panel (Figure 3c).
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Figure 3. The panel construction process. Own elaboration. (a) Positioning the machine along the
axis of the barrier; (b) Mixing soil with slurry; (c) The finished panel.

Due to its unique characteristics, the Trenchmix technology is applied in various
construction sectors:

• In hydraulic engineering—for the construction of anti-seepage barriers;
• In cubature construction—temporary retaining walls;
• In environmental protection—barriers against the migration of contaminants;
• In infrastructure—strengthening of the soil substrate under roads and embankments,

including railway ones.

Transforming civil engineering practices to align with sustainable development ne-
cessitates evaluating the impacts throughout the full life cycle of a project [21,22]. The
life cycle of a construction object includes four main stages: the product stage, the con-
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struction process stage, the use stage, and the end-of-life stage. In the context of DMMs,
the first two stages are particularly significant, as they constitute key elements of environ-
mental assessment and are often the only ones considered. The structures created after
the construction process stage do not require further intervention during the use stage,
and at the end-of-life stage, most underground constructions typically remain an integral
part of the soil or are utilised as foundations for new objects [23]. Among the sources
of harmful emissions, the following groups can be distinguished: materials, transport
(materials to the construction site—freight, equipment—mobilisation/demobilisation, and
workers—transportation), energy, and waste.

Cement, a key material in DMM technologies, is known for its high carbon footprint
due to the highly energy-intensive production process, significantly influencing the overall
environmental impact of the technology [24]. Furthermore, additional ecological chal-
lenges, such as soil alkalisation (impacting ecosystems, urban water runoff, and plant
life), highlight the urgency for eco-friendly and sustainable substitutes for cement in order
to diminish its CF [25]. Consequently, numerous studies focus on exploring alternative
materials (often of waste origin [26]) or modifying the slurry formula to mitigate this
impact [27,28]. One such analysis demonstrated that substituting a portion of cement
with substitutes like ground granulated blast furnace slag (GGBS), steel slag, or waste
concrete powder can lead to a significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions (GWP).
Replacing 60% of Portland CEM I cement with the aforementioned materials resulted in
a GWP reduction of 34.7%, 34.5%, and 35.8%, respectively, for a Deep Cement Mixing
(DCM) project [29]. Among the sought-after cement substitutes for Deep Dry Soil Mixing
(DDSM) technology, GGBS [30], bottom ash, marble dust, and tire rubber powder [31] are
notable. Similarly, another study assessing the impact of using cement substitutes for Deep
Mixing revealed a 40% reduction in GHG emissions for slag stabilisation and 50% for fly
ash compared to traditional cement [32]. The article [33] introduces the Streamlined Energy
and Emissions Assessment Model (SEEAM), a methodology for quantifying environmental
impacts such as embodied energy (EE) and CO2 emissions in geotechnical construction
projects, exemplified by its application to the LPV 111 levee project in New Orleans using
DSM techniques.

Focusing solely on the materials used in DMM processes is not always justified. A
study [34] comparing various types of foundation projects indicated that 70% of GHG
emissions in methods of soil substrate strengthening (without specifying technologies)
are due to energy consumption. However, in the carbon footprint analysis for DSM, the
main source of emissions is the materials used [35]. Therefore, when assessing different
technologies, it is important not to overlook issues related to energy consumption, as
the contribution of different emission sources varies depending on the method chosen.
Despite the extensive application of CDMM technology in geotechnical engineering, there
is a noticeable lack of studies addressing its carbon footprint assessment. Without such
evaluations, it is difficult to accurately determine the contributions of various emission
sources within CDMM processes. This lack of data hinders the ability to develop effec-
tive strategies for emission reduction and improving the environmental sustainability of
CDMM technology.

Understanding the specific contributions of energy consumption and material use
to the overall carbon footprint of CDMM technology is crucial. This knowledge will be
instrumental in identifying key areas where improvements can be made, whether through
optimising energy use, selecting more sustainable materials, or implementing more efficient
processes. Moreover, having a detailed breakdown of emission sources will support efforts
to comply with environmental regulations and achieve sustainability targets within the
construction industry. This is particularly important as it demonstrates how the balance
of emissions sources can vary widely; for example, materials constitute 64% of emissions
in Deep Cement Mixing [29], while in Deep Soil Mixing (DSM) [35], they account for 85%.
An integrated approach was employed in research on DSM technology, where attempts
to reduce harmful emissions were made through changes in the cement composition and
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the use of more efficient tools (larger diameter), which allowed for a 40% reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions compared to the original project version [36].

Additionally, CDMM technology has the potential to serve as an alternative to other
soil substrate strengthening methods such as DSM columns [37], soil replacement [38],
Continuous Flight Auger (CFA) piles [39], gravel columns [40], and gravel piles [41]. There-
fore, it is important to have an estimated level of emissions to compare its environmental
impact with that of other technologies. By understanding the carbon footprint of the
CDMM, stakeholders can make informed decisions about adopting this technology as a
more sustainable option, potentially replacing more environmentally harmful methods.
This comparison is essential for guiding both policy and practical decisions in the pursuit
of greener construction practices.

The subject of the study is the slope stabilisation of excavations using a spatial system
of soil–cement panels made with CDMM technology. The work is carried out as part
of the following task: the “Excavation stability for S1 Dankowice—Suchy Potok road”
interchange in Poland. The CDMM panels were designed with a width of 40 cm. CEM II
cement was used for their construction, with a water–cement ratio of 1.0. The designed
uniaxial compressive strength is 2.0 MPa, achieved on a sample after 56 days of curing.
The panels perpendicular to the road axis are installed at intervals of 2.8 m. The depth of
the panels was selected so that they are fully contained within the slope of the excavation.
In the plan, the panels start 5 m from the upper edge of the slope towards the road axis
and end between 0.5 and 2.0 m from the lower edge of the slope. The panels parallel to
the road axis are installed at a distance of 4.8 m from the upper edge of the slope towards
the road axis, and their depth is equal to the depth of the panels perpendicular to the road
axis. Slope stabilisation using soil–cement panels made with CDMM technology provided
adequate protection of the area for the construction of the S1 road. The project subjected to
analysis is presented in Figure 4. This specific case study was selected because it represents
a substantial investment, which allows for a thorough examination of the carbon footprint.
Analysing a large-scale project provides a comprehensive perspective that can be useful for
understanding the environmental impact of similar future projects.
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The aim of this article is to assess the carbon footprint across the entire life cycle of
the CDMM panels. Section 2 presents the Materials and Methods, while Section 3 offers
the analysis in Results and Discussion. The existing literature lacks comprehensive carbon
footprint assessments for this specific technology. Therefore, this work aims to fill that gap
in the research. The conducted analysis will also identify the main sources of emissions
associated with the CDMM technology, which will help pinpoint key areas for potential
reduction and direct future research efforts. This could be significant in light of goals
related to reducing greenhouse gas emissions—decarbonisation. Additionally, the analysis
was conducted for two types of cement—CEM I and CEM II.

2. Materials and Methods

The carbon footprint assessment was conducted in accordance with ISO 14067:2018 [11],
involving four phases: goal and scope definition; life cycle inventory; impact assessment;
and result interpretation.

Throughout the preparation of the materials for this article, translation support was
utilised from an artificial intelligence (AI) system—ChatGPT-4 [42]—developed by OpenAI.
To ensure the precision of the translations, all results underwent additional verification and
correction by the research team.

2.1. Goal and Scope Definition

The subject of the analysis is an investment involving the construction of panels with
a total area of approximately 18,370 m2 and a thickness of 0.4 m. The functional unit (FU)
is 1 m3 of a CDMM panel. The study analysed two variants of the investment execution:
the use of CEM II (as in the actual investment) and an alternative variant using CEM I. The
difference concerned only the type of material, while the other parameters of the analysis
(amount of material, fuel consumption, etc.) remained unchanged.

The assessment covered the entire life cycle of the CDMM panels (cradle to grave),
assuming that phases B and C do not require any processes. Therefore, the CF assessment
measures up to considering emissions related to the following:

• The production of materials (A1–A3)—water, binder;
• Transport (A4) of equipment (mobilisation, demobilisation), water, binder, fuel;
• The construction process (A5)—site preparation, production of the cement slurry,

panel construction.

The system boundaries of this study are illustrated in Figure 5.
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2.2. Inventory Analysis and Impact Assessment

The inventory data used in the analysis are based on actual consumption and data
collected by the contractor of the CDMM panels. This includes detailed records such
as invoices, material purchase records, and energy usage logs. Data collection relied on
various operational logs and consumption records maintained throughout the duration of
the project. Specifically, daily consumption register reports were utilised.

The calculation of the potential impact on climate change from each greenhouse gas
(GHG) emitted or absorbed by the product system is to be carried out by multiplying the
quantity of GHG emitted or absorbed by its 100-year Global Warming Potential (GWP)
(Table 1) as specified by the IPCC [43].

Table 1. GWP100 use in analysis. Own elaboration based on [43].

Pollutant GWP100

CO2 1
CH4—fossil origin 29.8

CH4—non-fossil origin 27.2
NO2 273

The total carbon footprint CF (Equation (1)) for the complete life cycle of the CDMM
panels is determined as the quotient of the sum of individual CFi values across the specified
ranges A1–A5 by the overall volume (V) of the panels in the structure.

CF =
∑A5

i=A1(CFi)

V

[
kgCO2e

m3

]
(1)

The analysis utilised the following data sources:

• Environmental Product Declarations (EPDs);
• JEC Well-to-Tank Report V5 [44];
• EMEP/EEA air pollutant emission inventory guidebook 2023—1.A.3.b.i–iv Road

transport [45];
• EMEP/EEA air pollutant emission inventory guidebook 2023—1.A.4 Non-road mobile

machinery 2023 [46].

2.2.1. The Production of Materials (A1–A3)

The data used for the assessment of the production phase (A1–A3) are presented in
Table 2. The total emission CFA1–A3 (Equation (1)) is equal to the sum of the products of the
individual emissions CFj for the materials used and their demand qj.

CFA1–A3 = ∑n
j=1 CFj·qj [kgCO2e] (2)

Table 2. Life cycle inventory for A1–A3. Own elaboration.

Material Amount qj Unit Source of Emission Factor

Cement—CEM II/CEM I 1975 t [47]
Water—Fresh water 1975 t [48]

2.2.2. Transport (A4)

The impact of transport CFA4 was assessed according to the Well-to-Wheel model
(Equation (3)) [49]. This includes all greenhouse gas emissions from the production, trans-
portation, transformation (Well-to-Tank—CFWTT), and distribution of the fuel used to
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power the vehicle, as well as those from fuel combustion (Tank-to-Wheels—CFTTW). The
indicator for diesel CFWTT is 0.679 kgCO2e/L [44].

CFA4 = CFWTT·FC + CFTTWA4 [kgCO2e] (3)

Here, FC is the total fuel consumption (diesel).
To estimate the emissions associated with fuel combustion CFTTWA4, the Tier 2 Method-

ology according to the EMEP/EEA air pollutant emission inventory guidebook 2023
1.A.3.b.i–iv Road transport (Equation (4)) [45] was utilised. The method classifies emissions
based on the vehicle category k, fuel type m, and engine technology l. Engine classes are in
accordance with EU legislation on permissible emission standards.

CFTTWA4 = ∑p GWP100p·Ep = ∑p

[
GWP100p·

(
∑k ∑l Ep,k,l·lk,l + ∑m ∑k ∑l Ep,m,k,l·FCm,k,l

)]
[kgCO2e] (4)

Here, p is the pollution type; Ep the mass of emissions of pollutant p during the inventory
period; Ep,k,l the technology-specific emission factor of pollutant p for vehicle category
k and technology l; lk,l the total distance driven by all vehicles of category k and technology
l; Ep,m,k,l the emission factor of pollutant p for fuel type m consumption, vehicle category k,
and technology l; and FCm,k,l the fuel consumption for vehicle category k and technology l.

The data used in the analysis are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Life cycle inventory for A4. Own elaboration.

Transport of Vehicle Category k Legislation/Technology l Total Distance l [km] Source of Emission Factor

Equipment Heavy-duty trucks Diesel 16–32 t Euro 6 a/b/c 640

[45]

Equipment Heavy-duty trucks Diesel > 32 t Euro 6 a/b/c 160

Cement Heavy-duty trucks Diesel 16–32 t Euro 6 a/b/c 68,200

Water Heavy-duty trucks Diesel 16–32 Euro 6 a/b/c 1240

Fuel Heavy-duty trucks Diesel ≤ 7.5 t Euro 6 a/b/c 680

Excavated material Heavy-duty trucks Diesel 16–32 t Euro 6 a/b/c 10,440

2.2.3. The Construction Process (A5)

The emissions from equipment operation CFA5 were determined in a manner similar to
that for transportation, using the Well-to-Wheel model (Equation (5)). To estimate emissions
associated with fuel combustion CFTTWA4, the Tier 2 Methodology (Equation (6)) according
to the EMEP/EEA air pollutant emission inventory guidebook 2023—1.A.4 Non-road
mobile machinery 2023 [46] was utilised. The method classifies emissions based on the type
of equipment NFR Sector (1.A.2.g vii—Mobile combustion in manufacturing industries and
construction), fuel type m (diesel), and off-road equipment technology t (Table 4). Engine
classes are in accordance with EU legislation on permissible emission standards.

CFA5 = CFWTT·FC + CFTTWA5 [kgCO2e] (5)

CFTTWA5 = ∑p (GWP 100p·Ep

)
= ∑p

(
GWP100p·∑m ∑t FCm,t·EFp,m,t) [kgCO2e] (6)

Here, FCm,t is the fuel consumption of fuel type m by equipment category and of technol-
ogy type t, and EFp,m,t is the average emission factor for pollutant p for fuel type m for
equipment category and of technology type t.
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Table 4. Life cycle inventory for A5. Own elaboration.

Equipment NFR Sector Fuel Consumption
FC [L] Fuel Type m Off-Road Equipment

Technology t
Source of

Emission Factor

Excavator 1.A.2.g vii 2105 Disel Stage IV

[46]Binder plant 1.A.2.g vii 3750 Disel Stage IV

Trenchmixer 1.A.2.g vii 11,015 Disel Stage IV

3. Results and Discussion

The total CF for the assessed construction amounted to 1.43 × 106 kgCO2e (for CEM
II) and 1.75 × 106 kgCO2e (for CEM I), which translates to 194 kgCO2e (for CEM II) and
238 kgCO2e (for CEM I) per cubic meter when calculated per functional unit (Figure 6).
This means that the CO2e emissions for CEM I are approximately 23% higher than for
CEM II.
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The primary source of GHG emissions, accounting for as much as 91%, is from
the materials consumed (for CEM II). This high percentage indicates that optimising
the composition of materials could provide the most substantial benefits in reducing
emissions. The comparison between CEM I and CEM II clearly demonstrates that selecting
a lower-emission cement can yield significant results in terms of reducing the carbon
footprint. Additionally, other sources of emissions such as energy, transport, mobilisation,
and demobilisation contribute relatively little to the overall emissions in CDMM technology.
This suggests that focusing on reducing material-related emissions should be the primary
strategy for mitigating the carbon footprint of the CDMM.

Since the only difference concerns the type of material, while other analysis parameters
(fuel consumption, transportation, etc.) remain unchanged, the following sections of the
work present the discussion of the results for CEM II (due to its use in the actual project).

A results comparison to other assessments of DMM group technologies is presented
in Table 5. In all analysed studies, materials were the main component of the carbon
footprint [35,36,50], while other emissions were considered less significant. An exception
is the study [29], where emissions related to equipment use also qualified as relatively
significant. In comparison to the CDMM, other technologies have a larger share of emissions
related to processes, transport, and energy, which means their emission reduction strategies
need to be more diversified. The significant resource efficiency of the CDMM (generally
DMM) is associated with mixing concrete-like material directly in the ground by using in
situ soil as an aggregate, thus saving not only on transporting concrete to the construction
site but also on transporting excavated material off-site [50,51].
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Table 5. Comparison with other studies on methods from DMM group. Own elaboration.

Technology Source FU Emissions Involve in Analysis Mind Emission

CDMM Our
study m3 CDMM panel Materials, energy, freight, mob/demobilisation Materials 91%

DCM [29] t binder
Material preparation, material transportation,

DCM installation,
and other auxiliary construction processes

Materials 64%

Deep dry soil mixing [31]
1 m3 of

waste–cement–clay
blends

Material production,
transportation, and site application of

the mixtures
— —

Mixed-In-Place retaining
wall and BAUER LWS
silicate gel grout plug

[50] —
Materials, energy, transports for supply,

mob/demobilisation, people’s transportation,
assets, transports for disposal

Materials 88%

DSM [35] —
Materials, energy, freight,

mob/demobilisation, people’s transportation,
assets, waste

Materials 85%

DSM and Jet Grouting [36] —
Materials, energy, freight,

mob/demobilisation, people’s transportation,
assets, waste

Materials 68%

There is a noticeable challenge in making comparisons due to the diversity of func-
tional units or the absence of their definitions/conversion values. Functional units are
key in life cycle analyses (LCAs) because they provide a baseline to which inputs and
outputs are normalised, enabling meaningful comparisons between different technologies
or processes [1,52]. In the context of Table 5, functional units are varied or sometimes
undefined, making direct comparisons difficult. Therefore, a discussion of the results is left
only at the stage of percent shares of individual emission sources. Normalising emissions
to a common unit, such as m3 or tons of stabilised soil, could provide clearer conclusions
and make it easier to choose among several possible options. Addressing this issue through
standardisation, conversion metrics, and a comprehensive LCA framework will allow
for more accurate and meaningful comparisons, which will ultimately help make better
decisions about sustainable construction practices.

Figure 7 illustrates the breakdown of emission sources within the materials group
(A1–A3), transport (A4), and equipment (A5). Analysing the contribution of each element
to GHG emissions facilitates the identification of the main emission sources in the Trench-
mix process. Cement has the largest share in emissions, highlighting its significance in the
context of its impact on the carbon footprint. Existing research on alternative materials
and cement production methods provides a solid foundation for implementing innovative
solutions. Their practical application can lead to GHG emission reduction, increase energy
efficiency, and promote sustainable growth in the construction industry. Even a change
in the type of cement used, as shown by the comparison between CEM I and CEM II, can
significantly reduce emissions, demonstrating the potential for substantial environmental
benefits. Applying these research findings will accelerate progress towards achieving sus-
tainable development goals, contributing to the adoption of more eco-friendly engineering
practices in the construction sector. Variations in the share of different GHG emission
sources may not only result from technological differences but also from a wide range
of factors characteristic of a particular region, such as energy mixes, energy policy, the
availability of raw materials, and geographic and climatic conditions. A country utilising a
larger share of renewable energy might generate lower GHG emissions related to energy
production, which translates into a lower CF value in industrial processes, e.g., cement
production. A comparison of CF emissions for CEM II group cements in different countries
is presented in Table 6.
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Table 6. Comparison of carbon footprint for cement CEM II in different countries. Own elaboration.

CF [CO2e/t] 5.93 × 102 5.66 × 102 8.26 × 102 5.01 × 100 6.16 × 102 6.48 × 102

Country Ireland Germany United
Kingdom Türkiye Norway Poland

Source [53] [54] [55] [56] [57] [47]

Analysing the processes occurring during the construction phase, it is important to
note that the operation of the trenchmixer represents one of the main sources of emissions
resulting from equipment use. Similar to the emissions associated with cement, their
magnitude can vary depending on the specific project, particularly in the context of the
diversity of the machinery fleet characteristic of a given company (age, technology, or
degree of utilisation). Data shortages and a reliance largely on general assumptions rather
than actual measurements can lead to significant discrepancies. This is a crucial issue
since standards for estimating emissions often do not rely on actual measurements [58].
Therefore, it is important to consider this issue when analysing the study results and to
continue working on developing consistent measurement methodologies. Despite the
authors’ reliance on models concerning fuel combustion, an undeniable advantage of the
conducted study is that the inventory data come from an actual implementation. This
provides more reliable and representative information about the carbon footprint.

In contrast to building materials, for which Environmental Product Declarations
(EPDs) are available, data on emissions related to the use of construction equipment and
transportation are often limited in access, outdated, or require payment. The necessity of
incurring additional costs and the effort involved in finding the relevant data can discourage
the conduct of thorough and fully reliable analyses [59]. An example of good practice is the
ministry in the United Kingdom [60], which makes spreadsheets with methodology and
regularly updated emission data publicly available. Such initiatives can encourage more
comprehensive and accurate environmental analyses by increasing the availability and
transparency of data and reducing the costs and effort associated with their acquisition.

4. Conclusions

The aim of this article was to assess the carbon footprint of the CDMM technology,
which demonstrated the following:
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• The total CF for the assessed construction translates to 194 kgCO2e (for CEM II) and
238 kgCO2e (for CEM I) per cubic meter when calculated per functional unit;

• The presented CF results are significant from the perspective of the CDMM’s value as
a potential alternative to other DMMs in the context of seeking solutions compliant
with integrated design;

• An undeniable advantage of the conducted study is that the inventory data come from
an actual implementation. This provides more reliable and representative information
about the carbon footprint;

• The analysis demonstrated that the primary source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emis-
sions in CDMM technology is materials (91%), particularly cement. Other sources of
emissions, such as energy, transport, mobilisation, and demobilisation, contribute rela-
tively little to the overall emissions. This suggests that the main strategy for emission
reduction should focus on materials and the need to implement CF reduction practices
proposed in many studies;

• There are observed gaps in the generally available and current databases for a given
country regarding emissions related to the operation of construction equipment and
logistic processes, which undeniably complicates the promotion and credible environ-
mental assessments in any construction investment.
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