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ABSTRACT

The integration of wastewater heat recovery (WWHR) and wastewater reuse offers a numerous advantage, making its application possible in

various sectors. Nevertheless, this concept faced challenges to the identification of appropriate location. Existing research lacks comprehen-

sive evaluation methods that encompass a various factor for effective decision-making. This study introduces a new evaluation framework

that involves different aspects, including thermal energy potential and spatial distribution analysis. The novelty of this research lies in its

unique focus on the combination of WWHR and wastewater reuse. Moreover, it introduces a structured evaluation framework that considers

multiple criteria and expert opinions, enhancing decision-making precision. Multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) was applied to select

assessment criteria, which were categorized into three aspects: water–energy supplier, water–energy consumers, and water–energy station.

The relative importance of criteria was determined using the analytical hierarchical process (AHP). The results of the AHP highlight signifi-

cance of factors: treated wastewater flow rate; treated wastewater temperature; water–energy supply distance, and type of water–

energy consumer. These factors were assigned weight values of 0.297, 0.186, 0.123, and 0.096, respectively. It is emphasizing their influence

in the decision-making process that potential locations depend on the water–energy supplier and water–energy consumer as supply and

demand sources.
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HIGHLIGHTS

• The integration of heat recovery with treated wastewater reuse creates a powerful nexus between essential resources.

• An evaluation framework is a tool, empowering thoughtful water–energy planning and management.

• Water–energy supplier, consumer, and station stand as the key factor, shaping the future of water–energy integration.

• The analysis framework offers a comprehensive evaluation of optimal site selection.
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GRAPHICAL ABSTRACT

1. INTRODUCTION

Climate changes remain one of the most significant challenges faced by the global community. Sustainable energy plays a
crucial role in combating climate changes and mitigates its impacts. Heat recovery from wastewater is a promising approach
for sustainable and environmentally friendly energy utilization, offering advantages in terms of lower carbon emission

compared to fossil fuel combustion. The thermal energy content of wastewater can be effectively recovered through a
well-designed system that incorporates a heat exchanger and a heat pump installation. This system enables the extraction
of thermal energy from wastewater, making it a valuable renewable heat source. In general, there are three different locations

that are possible for heat recovery from wastewater: buildings, sewer systems, and the effluent of wastewater treatment plants
(WWTPs) (Kretschmer et al. 2016a, 2016b; Huber et al. 2020). Recent studies have reported that heat recovery from WWTP
effluent is advantageous in terms of stable flow rate and low variation temperature with a temperature drop of up to 8 °C

(Spriet et al. 2020; Arnell et al. 2021; Nagpal et al. 2021), minimizing the fouling effect in the heat exchanger (Somogyi
et al. 2018; Hao et al. 2019), while positively impacting the biological processes of the receiving water bodies (Neugebauer
et al. 2015; Simperler 2015). Since the implementation of the heat recovery process within effluent WWTP, the decreased

temperature due to thermal energy extraction does not have a negative impact on the biological nitrification process in
WWTP (Wanner et al. 2005; Hao et al. 2019; Arnell et al. 2021). Thus, the high potential of heat recovery from WWTP efflu-
ent is evident when compared to heat recovery from other location. Additionally, the treated effluent resulting from the heat
recovery process holds promise as a clean water resource suitable for wastewater reuse purposes.

The combination of heat recovery fromWWTP effluent and its subsequent reuse has positively impact on sustainability and
resource management. The recovery of thermal energy enhances the overall value of this renewable heat source, enabling its
utilization in various applications like space heating, water heating, or industrial process. Concurrently, the utilization of trea-

ted WWTP effluent for non-potable purposes, including irrigation, industrial processes, and toilet flushing, significant water
conservation is achieved, reducing the demand for freshwater resources (Lyu et al. 2016; Kehrein et al. 2020; Takeuchi &
Tanaka 2020; Ofori et al. 2021). The concept of water–energy nexus (WEN) offers a scientifically approach to effectively
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integrate heat recovery and its subsequent reuse. This concept emphasizes the intricate interdependencies and interrelates

between water and energy resources, highlighting the potential for integrated strategies to optimize resource utilization
and enhance overall system efficiency (Hamiche et al. 2016; Magagna et al. 2019; Fayiah et al. 2020). Adopting the
water–energy nexus perspective provide several key advantages including resource synergy and optimization, energy conser-

vation and efficiency, as well as enhanced system efficiency (Baur et al. 2014; Lee et al. 2017; Dai et al. 2018).
The integration of heat recovery and treated wastewater reuse presents numerous advantages; however, the concept faced

challenges in determining appropriate location for implementation. Key factors contributing to these challenges include geo-
graphical consideration and the variability in heat demand (Lichtenwoehrer et al. 2019). Additionally, the remote location of

WWTPs often results in disadvantageous energy supply distances, leading to increased heat losses during distribution. Con-
sequently, selecting an appropriate location is essential to ensure economic feasibility and process effectiveness. To address
the challenges in determining appropriate locations, a comprehensive approach is essential, involving detailed feasibility

studies, and site-specific evaluations. The approach for pre-assessment suitability locations was developed by applying rel-
evance tree methods, which consider both energetic and wastewater perspective (Huber et al. 2020). The relevance tree in
this method constitutes a scientifically rigorous tool for decision-making process with consider various criteria. However,

the specific focus in this methodology lies in assessing the suitability location for sewer heat recovery, with a particular
emphasis on predicting the effect of sewer heat recovery on the inflow temperature of WWTP. The study by Neugebauer
et al. (2015) and Spriet et al. (2020) evaluated the performance of heat recovery location utilizing WWTP effluent, but the

approach primary focus on spatial and temporal aspect, as well as energetic analysis.
Although these approaches have their strength, but existing literature lack a comprehensive evaluation framework that

incorporates various criteria related to the combination of heat recovery and treated wastewater reuse for quick and efficient
decision-making in selecting appropriate locations. To address this gap, this study develops a new evaluation framework to

assess appropriate locations of WWHR coupled with treated wastewater reuse considering rigorous assessments of thermal
energy potential, spatial distribution analysis, and infrastructure compatibility (potential consumer). A pre-assessment process
was conducted to identify potential water–energy suppliers (WWTPs) and consumers, utilizing a geographical information

system (GIS) to facilitate spatial analysis. The selection of assessment criteria and attributes was achieved through screening
process, incorporating key criteria from the literature review and novel criteria generated from experts’ group brainstorming.
To evaluate the performance of criteria, the AHP was performed based on expert opinion. Through the application of the

scientific evaluation framework, decision-makers gained valuable insights to determine the most suitable locations. The sys-
tematic integration of geospatial data, expert opinions, and assessment criteria ensured a thorough and objective analysis. To
the best of authors’ knowledge, this study presents the first conceptual evaluation framework specifically designed for identi-
fying the suitable location of thermal energy recovery from WWTP effluent combined with wastewater reuse. The utilization

of scientifically approach ensures the objectivity and reliability of the selection process suitable locations.

2. METHODOLOGY

The methodological approach to assess appropriate locations of WWHR coupled with treated wastewater reuse involves a
systematic three main steps process, comprising pre-assessment, develops evaluation framework by applying MCDA

methods, and site prioritization.
In the pre-assessment phase, relevant criteria are identified and selected to screening potential water–energy suppliers

(WWTPs) and consumers. The selection of key criteria is critical to ensure a comprehensive evaluation of potential locations

(Rahman et al. 2012; Sun et al. 2021). The next step involves the development of an evaluation framework using MCDA
methods. MCDA is an analytical approach that supports complex decision-making by comparing criteria and alternatives
using a scientific theory as a standard analysis (Plakas et al. 2016; Khosravi et al. 2019). In the context of this study, assess-
ment criteria related to the integration thermal energy recovery and treated wastewater reuse were identified. The selection of

attributes was carried out based on both spatial context and the operation characteristics of WWTPs in South Korea. These
attributes were chosen to ensure a representation of assessment criteria. To ascertain the relative importance of all criteria,
the AHP was applied. The AHP process involved expert opinion to determine the weightings of the criteria based on their

impact (Kharat et al. 2016; Akhtar et al. 2021). Subsequently, the developed evaluation framework is applied in a case
study to assess the selected potential WWTPs encompassing a consumer cluster. The assessment results are the utilized to
identify priority sites. These priority sites represent locations with favorable conditions and potential for implementing the
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integration heat recovery and treated wastewater reuse. Figure 1 provides a representation of the detailed procedure of the

methods in this study.

2.1. Study area

The target area in this study was selected based on the capacity of wastewater treatment facilities in South Korea, with a
specific capacity of more than 500 m3/day. Utilizing data from public authorities, in total 650 WWTPs were identified to
have a capacity of more than 500 m3/day across the country. Figure 2 illustrates the spatial distribution of wastewater treat-

ment facilities, highlighting the sites that were considered as potential sources for the combination of heat recovery and
treated wastewater reuse.

2.2. Pre-assessment of wastewater treatment facilities and consumer clusters

2.2.1. Selection of pre-assessment criteria

The objectives of the pre-assessment phase encompass the systematic screening of wastewater treatment facilities and consu-

mers. This phase is designed to establish a comprehensive foundation for the subsequent stages of the evaluation process. To
facilitate this, a set of pre-assessment criteria was defined. These criteria serve as guiding principles in the selection of WWTPs
and consumer clusters, which fulfill the roles of water–energy suppliers and consumers, respectively. Table 1 lists the three

pre-assessment criteria used in this process:

Figure 1 | Detailed procedure of the methods to assess appropriate location of WWHR coupled with treated wastewater reuse.
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The selection of the pre-assessment criteria involves a systematic consideration of key factors including the capacity of

WWTP. This criterion serves as a defining parameter, quantifying both the water and heat energy potential (Kretschmer
et al. 2016a, 2016b). According to the wastewater reuse policies in the enforcement decree of the act on promoting and sup-
porting of water reuse (MOE 2022), Article 12 states that for a treatment facility that has a capacity of treating 5,000 m3 of

wastewater per day, at least 10% of the volume of treated wastewater should be reused a day. The capacity of WWTP assumes
paramount significance within the context of our study, as it serves as an essential parameter delineating the thermal energy
potential inherent in treated wastewater and, in parallel, the potential for wastewater reuse. This particular parameter exhibits

Figure 2 | Wastewater treatment facilities with a capacity of more than 500 m3/day.

Table 1 | Pre-assessment criteria to select the candidate WWTPs and cluster consumers

No. Criteria Description

1 Capacity of the water–energy supplier (WWTP)
(m3/day)

The potential water–energy supplier (WWTP) has a minimum capacity of
treating 10,000 m3/day.

2 Distance between supplier to consumer (m) The distance between the water–energy supplier and the consumer is less than
500 m.

3 Total floor area of the building cluster in water–
energy consumer (m2)

The potential water–energy consumer has a total floor area of the building
cluster of more than 60,000 m2.
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an interdependence with the broader water–energy supply potential. In accordance with these pivotal parameters and regu-

latory standards, a minimum WWTP capacity is set at 10,000 m³/day. This selection is predicated on the principle that such a
WWTP can effectively operate as a potential water–energy supplier, which can fulfill the demands of a total floor area span-
ning approximately 60,000 m². Furthermore, the distance between WWTP and potential consumer emerges as a critical

criterion, which reflects the economic feasibility of energy transmission. In consideration of the energy supply distance,
the wastewater heat recovery manual for Japan have indicated an optimal spatial interval of approximately 500 m between
a potential supplier and consumer (MLIT 2015). In addition, the total floor area of the buildings assumes significance as
an indicator of potential consumers. This factor denotes the spatial capacity to accommodate the distribution and utilization

of renewable thermal energy and treated wastewater reuse. Aligned with the enforcement decree of the act on promoting the
new and renewable energy, specifically Article 15 (MOTIE 2021), and correspondingly in alignment with the enforcement
decree of the act on promoting water reuse, particularly Article 11 (MOE 2022), we defined the minimum total floor area

in the building cluster for the potential water–energy consumer of 60,000 m2.

2.2.2. Evaluation of potential water–energy supplier and consumer

2.2.2.1. Spatial analysis using GIS. The fundamental goal underlying the spatial analysis through the utilization of geospatial

information, pertains to the identification of potential consumers clusters that conform to the predefined criteria, specifically
criterion 3 related to the demand area. The spatial analysis entails a comprehensive examination of potential consumers that
fulfill the selected criteria (Scherson & Criddle 2014; Kollmann et al. 2017). Geospatial information data related to the total

floor area of facilities were obtained from the national spatial data infrastructure (NSDI) portal. The geospatial information
datasets were transferred into a GIS. Within this GIS layers, a features filtering process was applied to identified building
facilities with a total floor area of 60,000 m2 that align with the defined pre-assessment criteria, specifically criteria 3.

2.2.2.2. Selection the feasibility of the water–energy supplier (WWTPs) and consumers. The integration of the WEN concept
was applied into the selection of potential water–energy suppliers and consumers. It is important to underline that the WEN

concept represents the interdependencies between water and energy, indicating that water resources can be expressed as
energy resources and vice versa (DeNooyer et al. 2016). The determination of feasible WWTPs and compatible consumer
clusters depends on two critical criteria: the minimum capacity (criterion 1) and the distance between WWTP and

consumer clusters (criteria 2). A dataset encompassing a total of 650 WWTP shown in Figure 2 was screened to identify
those with a minimum capacity of over 10,000 m3/day. Subsequently, the dataset of building facilities with total floor area
more than of 60,000 m2 from previous step (Section 2.2.2.1) was overlaid in GIS and analyzed together. The proximity of

WWTP was analyzed in circular areas up to a maximum distance between WWTP and consumer of 500 m. Figure 3
serves a schematic depiction for the selection of feasibility water–energy suppliers with consumers.

2.3. Development evaluation framework using MCDA

MCDA is a part of the decision-making methodologies that has garnered significant attention across various fields due to its
effectiveness in facilitating complex decision process (Jaiswal et al. 2015; Martin-Gamboa et al. 2017). These methodologies
provide substantial support for conducting a comprehensive evaluation of both criteria and sub-criteria for decision options,
thereby contributing to investigating the best alternative to achieve the objective (Yalcin et al. 2022). In the context of this

study, MCDA was utilized as an important tool to develop an evaluation framework by identifying the important criteria
and their associated attributes. The AHP a component of MCDAwas used to evaluate the performance of criteria. By utilizing
the AHP, this research measures the relative importance of each criterion, thus facilitating an objective evaluation process.

2.3.1. Identification of criteria and attributes

The identification of relevant criteria and their subsequent classification is conducted in four subsequent steps: (i) the pre-
sented criteria from the previous study are screened for key aspects in connection with WWHR and treated wastewater

reuse. Water quality criteria represent an essential parameter in the context of treated wastewater reuse. A tertiary treatment
process including filtration technologies and/or ultraviolet (UV) disinfection is required to obtain water quality suitable for
high-quality reuse through the removal of contaminants and organic materials. Since the WWTP in South Korea has

implemented an advanced treatment process, specifically ultrafiltration, advanced oxidation process (AOP), and UV disinfec-
tion this study not considered the water quality criteria; (ii) the novel criteria are identified based on experts’ group
brainstorming consisting of professors, researchers, and engineers that considered the impact of criteria; (iii) the identified
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criteria are then compiled into a structured tabular format, constituting the foundation of an initial evaluation framework; (iv)
the identified criteria are categorized into three aspects: water–energy supplier, water–energy consumers, and water–energy

station. This categorization aligns with the proposed concept delineated in Figure 4, which underscores the integration of
WWHR with treated wastewater reuse.

In order to effectively mitigate the challenge of heat losses during distribution and ensure compliance with the regulations

outlined in renewable energy act policies, this research introduces the concept of a water–energy station. Notably, the
suggested facility is strategically situated within the confines of the consumer cluster. The attributes associated with each cri-
terion are identified through a brainstorming process guided by expert insights. This process takes into account the

operational dynamics of WWTP in South Korea, relevant details regarding the information of the potential consumer, and
pertinent findings from previous studies.

2.3.2. Evaluation criteria weight value based on the AHP

The AHP procedure was applied to determine the relative importance or weight value of the criteria based on expert opinion
through the AHP survey. The questionnaire survey was carried out with the active participation of 10 experts specializing in

wastewater resourcemanagement and environmental engineering that consist ofwater and energy experts. This panel of experts
encompassed individuals with diverse professional backgrounds, including five professors, three researchers, and two engin-
eers, ensuring a well-rounded perspective on the subject matter. The survey was carefully organized through the

administration of a structured questionnaire, and data collectionwasmeticulously conductedwithin a defined time frame, span-
ning 1 week. Each of the 10 experts received a questionnaire electronically and distributed via e-mail. The questionnaire was
structured into two distinct sections. In the first part, the 10 experts were asked to evaluate the relative importance of the
main criteria, following the reference materials associated with each question. In the subsequent section, these same 10 experts

were directed to assess the significance of the sub-criteria. All 10 questionnaires were completed and subsequently collected,
thereby constituting the complete dataset that comprehensive analysis. AHP is one of the techniques in theMCDAused to evalu-
ate relative importance through scoring and weighting criteria using pairwise comparisons and final ranking (Abel et al. 2018).
The extant literature fromDarko et al. (2018), emphasizes that there is no strict requirement for aminimumsample size of judges
or experts in AHP analysis. The adequacy of the sample size depends on two key factors: the consistency of the judgments pro-
vided by the experts and the practical validity of these judgments (Saaty & Ozdemir 2014).

Figure 3 | Schematic layout of how a potential water–energy supplier and consumer are selected.
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The initial steps in the AHP process include criteria identification, which was conducted to establish the hierarchical

relationship between the criteria and sub-criteria. Once the objective and criteria were established, a weight is assigned to
each criterion using pairwise comparison matrices as shown in Equation (1):

A ¼ [aij] ¼

1 a12
1
a12

1
. . .
. . .

a1n
a2n

..

. ..
. . .

. ..
.

1
a1n

1
a2n

� � � 1

2
666666664

3
777777775

(1)

Figure 4 | Overview of WWHR coupled with wastewater reuse with details of the water–energy station: (a) a concept of wastewater heat
recovery coupled with wastewater reuse consisting of the water–energy supplier, consumer, and station and (b) details the water–energy
station with the heat pump system (HPS).
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The comparison matrix is denoted as A, aij is formed by comparing n number of row elements (ai) with n number of column

elements (aj). Furthermore, the scoring is given based on expert opinion to determine the relative importance of the criteria.
For proper decision-making, decision-makers are provided with qualitative and quantitative data for the assigned weight of
each criterion in the multi-criteria evaluation (Odu 2019). The next step is to compute the principal eigenvector to obtain

the local priorities of the criteria. Verifying the consistency index (CI) and consistency ratio (CR) is an important aspect
to validate the consistency between the expert judgment. The CI is calculated using the following equation considering the
maximum eigenvalue of the matrix (lmax) and number of elements or criteria (n):

CI ¼ (lmax � n)
(n� 1)

(2)

The consistency of expert knowledge can be determined by calculating the CR, which is defined as:

CR ¼ CI
RI

(3)

where CI and RI are the consistency index and random index, respectively, based on the number of alternatives and can be
taken from a standard table provided by Saaty (2000). The evaluation criteria weight value of attributes depends on the score

or ratings for each attribute from 1 to 5. The weight value is obtained by normalizing the score of each attribute and the sum
value is 1.

2.3.3. Determination of an evaluation framework

The determination of an evaluation framework to assess the potential location of WWHR coupled with wastewater reuse is
made up of three subsequent steps: (i) the selected criteria, sub-criteria, and attributes that have been grouped into three
aspects are integrated into a table; (ii) in addition, the derived weight value assigned to criteria, sub-criteria, and attributes,

as determined through the AHP are transferred into a table; (iii) the global weight value of all criteria is calculated by mul-
tiplying the weight value of the criteria, sub-criteria, and attributes. It is important to highlight that the sum of these global
weight values is 1, wherein this cumulative global weight value serves as the basis for evaluation ratings. To demonstrate

its practicability and usefulness, the developed evaluation framework is applied in a case study application to select priority
sites by assessing the selected potential WWTP sites with consumers from pre-assessment results.

2.4. Selection of the priority sites

The prioritization of the most suitable locations was conducted through an assessment of selected potential WWTP sites with
the consumer cluster from preliminary assessment (Section 2.2), using an innovative evaluation framework. This procedure
consists of a subsequent step: (i) initial grouping involves categorizing the selected WWTP sites and consumer cluster based

on their geographical administrative district; (ii) subsequently, the novel evaluation framework is applied to evaluate the
WWTP sites, encompassing a straightforward analysis of several factors: the accessibility of feasible water and heat energy
suppliers including clean energy ratio in WWTP, capable of providing resources for WWHR and treated wastewater reuse.

The identification of demand sources (consumers) to benefit from renewable heat energy and water reuse, and the availability
of heat supply depends on the operation of HPS; (iii) the total global weight values ascribed to eachWWTP sites facilitates the
determination of priority rankings for both potential WWTP sites and the associated consumer clusters.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1. Potential WWTP sites with the consumer cluster

The identification of potential WWTP sites and consumers cluster was performed utilizing spatial analysis using GIS that was

explained in the previous section (Section 2.2.2) that considers three pre-assessment criteria. The analysis of 650 WWTPs by
applying pre-assessment criterion 1, resulting in the selection of 236 WWTPs that quantify as candidate water–energy suppli-
ers with a capacity exceeding 10,000 m3/day. In a parallel, the analysis of potential consumer clusters led to the selection of

893 building facilities designated as candidates for water–energy consumers. This selection criterion was based on total floor
area exceeding 60,000 m2 based on spatial data infrastructure. To optimize of heat distribution and the process effectiveness,
the analysis of these candidate water–energy supplier and consumer were expanded. Specifically, water–energy consumers
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were narrowed down based on their proximity to the WWTPs, limiting the distance less than 500 m. In alignments with the

heat recovery manual from Japan that have mentioned an optimal spatial interval of approximately 500 m between a potential
supplier and consumer (MLIT 2015). The detailed information regarding the selected potential WWTP sites with the consu-
mers cluster as the water–energy supplier and consumers, is presented in Table 2.

A total of 13 WWTPs sites with a cluster of water–energy consumers were selected as potential water–energy suppliers and
consumers. The information related water–energy consumer encompasses two key aspects: the total of buildings within the
respective cluster and the specific categorization of each building type or facility. The total floor area of the building cluster
for sites W07 and W09 was determined by summing the total floor areas of all buildings in the cluster of water–energy con-

sumers. The larger the total floor area of water–energy consumers, the higher the use of renewable heat energy and
wastewater reuse increases economic and environmental benefits (Rezaie & Rosen 2012). The selected of these 13 potential
WWTP will become case study sites for applying a novel evaluation framework in determining priority sites for WWHR

coupled with wastewater reuse.

3.2. Assessment criteria from MCDA

To construct a novel evaluation framework for the assessment of potential WWTP sites with the cluster of consumers, the
assessment criteria and attributes were selected through screening of key criteria from literature review and experts’ group
brainstorming. The assessment criteria were presented as a hierarchical structure as shown in Figure 5 and grouped into

three aspects as shown in Table 3.

3.2.1. Water–energy supplier

• Treated wastewater flow rate. This criterion is a major factor reflecting the water and thermal energy source that determines
the potential for WWHR and wastewater reuse. The higher the treated wastewater flow rate, the greater the water–thermal
energy that can be recovered (Nagpal et al. 2021), strongly defining the potential locations for WWHR coupled with waste-
water reuse. In alignment with the previously outlined concept and in compliance with the mandates of the water reuse act,

a minimum threshold of 10% of the treated wastewater volume has been established as the requisite criterion for water–
energy supply. Consequently, the attributes for the assessment were selected based on the potential of treated wastewater
flow rate from the selected WWTP as the water–energy supplier as shown in Table 4.

• Treated wastewater temperature. As already mentioned before, this criterion is a major factor that determines the available
heat energy potential for WWHR. Theoretically, the thermal energy potential can be calculated by following Equation (4)

Table 2 | Detailed information on the potential water–energy suppliers and consumers from the pre-assessment

Site no.

Criteria 1 Criteria 2 Criteria 3

Capacity of the water–
energy supplier (m3/day)

Distance between supplier
to consumer (m)

Total floor area of building
cluster in water–energy
consumer (m2)

Total no. of
buildings Type of building

1 (W01) 120,000 260 83,794 1 Factory

2 (W02) 65,000 367 114,240 1 Hospital

3 (W03) 120,000 435 84,904 1 Factory

4 (W04) 22,800 487 146,019 1 Factory

5 (W05) 330,000 483 101,443 1 Factory

6 (W06) 900,000 415 66,487 1 Office

7 (W07) 47,000 456 370,573 4 3 Office & 1 Education

8 (W08) 250,000 473 78,495 1 Railway station

9 (W09) 150,000 450 257,717 3 3 Commercial

10 (W10) 140,000 246 200,549 1 Warehouse

11 (W11) 65,000 490 66,561 1 Factory

12 (W12) 58,000 262 99,821 1 Warehouse

13 (W13) 32,000 459 199,678 1 Warehouse
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Figure 5 | Hierarchical structure based on the selected assessment criteria (Table 3).

Table 3 | Proposed assessment criteria for evaluation of potential WWTP sites with the consumer cluster grouped into water–energy
supplier, consumer, and station

Criteria Sub-criteria

Water–energy supplier (WES) Treated wastewater flowrate (m3/day) (WES-1)a

Treated wastewater temperature (°C) (WES-2)b

Clean energy ratio in WWTP (%) (WES-3)

Water–energy consumer (WEC) Water–energy supply distance (m) (WEC-1)c

Type of water–energy consumer (WEC-2)
Total floor area of water–energy consumer cluster (m2) (WEC-3)
Usage of renewable heat by water–energy consumer (WEC-4)d

Water–energy station (WET) Efficiency of HPS (WET-1)e

Operation type of HPS (WET-2)
Operation hours of HPS (Hour/years) (WET-3)f

Note: The key criteria were screened from aHuber et al. (2020); bKretschmer et al. (2016a, 2016b); cSpriet et al. (2020); dCulha et al. (2015); eNagpal et al. (2021); fNeugebauer

et al. (2015).

Table 4 | The potential water–energy supply from the selected WWTP sites based on the volume of treated wastewater flow rate

Site no. Volume treated wastewater flow rate (m3/day) The potential water and heat energy supply (m3/day)

W01 51,697 5,170

W02 39,076 3,908

W03 110,264 11,026

W04 13,014 1,301

W05 269,387 26,393

W06 752,385 75,238

W07 35,229 3,523

W08 194,596 19,460

W09 122,392 12,239

W10 113,106 11,311

W11 62,909 6,291

W12 25,541 2,554

W13 18,939 1,894
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(modified from the original equation proposed by Chae & Kang, 2013):

E ¼ Qef � ref � Cp,ef � DTef (4)

where E is the thermal energy (kJ), Qef is the treated wastewater flow rate (m3), ρef is the density of effluent (kg/m3), Cp, ef is
the specific thermal capacity of effluent (kJ/kg. °C), and ΔTef is the decrease in temperature of effluent WWTP (°C)

(extracted temperature from heat exchanger). The treated wastewater temperature in overall South Korea showed relatively
small seasonal fluctuation, ranging between 12 and 28 °C as compared to atmospheric temperatures spanning �12 °C to
30 °C. The differences between the air and the effluent temperature varied with the seasons, with the maximum in

winter (up to 26 °C) and the minimum in summer (0.4 °C) (Chae & Kang 2013). This observation suggest that the effluent
water promise consistent heat source for cooling and heating during warmer and colder season. In this study, treated waste-
water temperature was predicted to be directly related to the climate of the site’s location, which was divided into upper,
middle, and lower regions of the country. According to the data of treated wastewater temperature in overall the country,

the treated wastewater temperature in the upper, middle, and lower regions in the fall season (November) is approximately
19–20 °C; 21–22 °C; and 23–24 °C, respectively.

• Clean energy ratio in WWTP. This criterion captures the use of renewable energy in WWTP. The use of renewable

energy in the WWTP that gives an indirect impact on the WWHR and wastewater reuse, especially for pump systems
of treated wastewater and heat energy flow in which the use of clean energy can reduce CO2 emissions and operational
costs in the facility. The attributes of this criterion were determined according to the data use of renewable energy in

the selected WWTP from public authorities with the trend of clean energy ratio in the selected WWTP sites is approxi-
mately 1–23%.

3.2.2. Water–energy consumer

• Water–energy supply distance. This criterion determines the effectiveness of the WWHR, efficiency of water distribution,
and energy efficiency in the process of heat recovery and wastewater reuse, which is associated with the water and
energy supply to the water–energy consumer. This criterion reflects the impact of water–energy supply distance on econ-

omic feasibility regarding heat losses during distribution. Regarding the distance between supplier and consumer, the
appropriate distance was set in the pre-assessment section of less than 500 m and as a benchmark in determining attributes
for these criteria.

• Type of water–energy consumer. This criterion determines the technical aspects and economic conditions of the water–

energy supply related to the demand side as well as the operation of the HPS. The type of water–energy consumer is a
major factor in the energy supply concept that will affect the WWHR process (Kollmann et al. 2017). The size of the build-
ing, its thermal insulation, and heating-cooling requirements are factors that can impact the energy-consuming aspects of

heat recovery (Cecconet et al. 2020; Wehbi et al. 2022). The type of water–energy consumer was divided into the living
facility, medical facility, public facility, business and commercial facility, and another facility (station, airport, etc.). The
evaluation of water–energy consumer types is conducted by a thorough assessment of their advantages associated with

the utilization of renewable energy and wastewater reuse. Additionally, closely interrelated with the operation of HPS.
The use of renewable energy and wastewater reuse in living facilities such as apartment complexes is more advantageous
in terms of economic value and reduces fossil fuel consumption.

• Total floor area of water–energy consumer. The technical aspects of the HPS in terms of design, capacity, and operation
consider the type and total floor area of the water–energy consumer cluster. It is also an important factor that defines
the water–energy supply demands that impact energy efficiency as well as decrease the CO2 emissions and freshwater
demands. The minimum total floor area of the water–energy consumer was determined from the pre-assessment section

with a minimum of 60,000 m2. This information was used in determining the attributes of the criterion.

• Usage of renewable heat energy by water–energy consumer. The purpose of using renewable heat energy by the water–energy
consumer is used to define economic feasibility, CO2 emissions, and energy efficiency. The usage purpose of renewable

energy depends on the type of facility in the consumer cluster. For factories, renewable heat energy is used for pre-heating
and pre-cooling processes, whereas in offices, warehouses, and commercial facilities, it is used for space heating and cool-
ing in buildings.
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3.2.3. Water–energy station

• Efficiency of HPS. The coefficient of performance (COP) relates to the efficiency of HPS and directly depends on the treated
wastewater temperature (Chae & Kang 2013; Culha et al. 2015). The COP is a major factor affecting the economic value,

efficiency, and availability of thermal energy. The availability of thermal energy can be calculated following Equations (5)
and (6):

Ec ¼ E � COPc

COPc þ 1
(5)

Eh ¼ E � COPh

COPh � 1
(6)

where Ec is the available energy for cooling purposes (kcal), and COPc is the coefficient of performance for cooling. Eh is

the available energy for heating (kcal), and COPh is the coefficient of performance for heating purposes. The COP of the
HPS was assumed based on the treated wastewater temperature, in which the average COP was approximately 5.35 for
cooling purposes and 4.06 for heating purposes when the treated temperatures were 15–25 °C.

• Operation type of HPS. The energy supply-demand determines the operation type of HPS, where there is a correlation
between the operation type of the HPS and the type of water–energy consumer that impacts on the efficiency and effective-
ness of the HPS. The operation of HPS was divided into continuous and intermittent operations depending on the

operation of the facility.

• Operation hours of HPS. The operating hours depend on the heat demands based on the type and total floor area of the
water–energy consumers. The higher the operation hours of an HPS, the more efficiently it can be operated from an econ-
omic perspective. According to a study by Neugebauer et al. (2015), mixed facility structures such as residential buildings

coupled with commercial uses such as offices and warehouses show operation hours of HPS of up to 4,500 full load hours,
whereas simple residential buildings indicate1,500–2,200 full load hours. Based on these requirements, we considered oper-
ating hours of HPS for a medical facility up to 4,500 h per year or 12 h per day. For offices, factories, and warehouse

facilities, the operating hours of a HPS were approximately 3,000–3,600 h per year or 8–10 h per day.

3.3. A novel evaluation framework

The selected assessment criteria and attributes have been integrated to construct an evaluation framework. To provide a

better orientation for the user, the evaluation framework is grouped into three aspects: water–energy supplier, water–
energy consumer, and water–energy station. Following the AHP steps to evaluate the performance criteria, the weight
value was determined based on this obtained expert opinion. The pairwise comparison matrix was generated according to

the expert answers from the AHP survey. The CI and CR were calculated with a CR of less than 0.1. Once the weight
value of the criteria was obtained from the AHP process, a novel evaluation framework was structured consisting of criteria,
sub-criteria, attributes, and detailed weight values which are listed in Table 5.

Simply multiplying the weight value of the criteria, sub-criteria, and attributes results in the global weight value. The sum of
global weight is 1 and it is intended to be used as an evaluation grade for the assessment. According to the evaluation criteria
by the AHP, the water–energy supplier is the most important criterion (0.560), followed by the water–energy consumer

(0.319), and the water–energy station (0.121).
For the general assessment, the water–energy supplier that consists of treated wastewater flow rate, temperature, and clean

energy ratio in WWTP becomes the first assessment criterion in the evaluation framework. Based on the results of local pri-
orities from the AHP, treated wastewater flow rate and temperature are the most important factors as define the availability of

water and thermal energy potential with the weight value of 0.297 and 0.186, respectively. Here, the attributes of each sub-
criteria are determined according to the potentially treated wastewater flow rate indicated in Table 4, the overall treated
wastewater temperature in South Korea, and the trend of clean energy ratio in the selected WWTP as discussed in Section

3.2.1. Water–energy supplier.
The next assessment criteria in the evaluation framework concern water–energy consumers as a demand side that consists

of water–energy supply distance, type of water–energy consumer, total floor area of water–energy consumer, and usage of
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Table 5 | A new evaluation framework consisting of the criteria, sub-criteria, and attributes with the weight value from the AHP process

Criteria Sub-criteria Attributes Global weight

Water–energy supplier 0.560 Treated wastewater flow
rate (m3/day)

0.531 V, 5,000 0.067 0.020
5,000�V, 7,500 0.133 0.040
7,500�V, 10,000 0.200 0.059
10,000�V, 12,500 0.267 0.079
V� 12,500 0.333 0.099
Sub-total 1.000

Treated wastewater
temperature (°C)

0.332 T, 12 0.067 0.012
12� T, 16 0.133 0.025
16� T, 20 0.200 0.037
20� T, 25 0.267 0.050
T� 25 0.333 0.062
Sub-total 1.000

Clean energy ratio in
WWTP (%)

0.137 ,5% 0.067 0.005
5–10% 0.133 0.010
10–15% 0.200 0.015
15–20% 0.267 0.020
.20% 0.333 0.026

Sub-total 1.000 Sub-total 1.000

Water–energy consumer 0.319 Water–energy supply
distance (m)

0.388 D, 200 0.333 0.041
200�D, 300 0.267 0.033
300�D, 400 0.200 0.025
400�D, 500 0.133 0.016
D� 500 0.067 0.008
Sub-total 1.000

Type of water–energy
consumer

0.299 Living facility 0.333 0.032
Medical facility 0.267 0.026
Public facility 0.200 0.019
Business & Commercial
facility

0.133 0.013

Another facility 0.067 0.006
Sub-total 1.000

Total floor area of water–
energy consumer cluster
(m²)

0.206 ,60,000 0.067 0.004
60,00–70,000 0.133 0.009
70,000–80,000 0.200 0.013
80,000–90,000 0.267 0.018
.90,000 0.333 0.022
Sub-total 1.000

Usage of renewable heat
by water–energy
consumer

0.107 Water heating 0.067 0.002
Water heating, Space cooling 0.133 0.005
Water heating, Space heating 0.200 0.007
Space heating & cooling or
pre-heating & pre-cooling
process

0.267 0.009

Space heating & cooling,
water heating

0.333 0.011

Sub-total 1.000 Sub-total 1.000

Water–energy station 0.121 Efficiency of HPS 0.540 COP, 3.0 0.067 0.004
3.0�COP, 3.5 0.133 0.009
3.5�COP, 4.0 0.200 0.013
4.0�COP, 4.5 0.267 0.017
COP� 4.5 0.333 0.022
Sub-total 1.000

Operation type of HPS 0.163 Continuous operation 0.667 0.013
Intermittent operation 0.333 0.007
Sub-total 1.000

(Continued.)
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heat energy. According to the local priorities, water–energy supply distance and type of water–energy consumer are the third
and fourth important factors with a weight value of 0.123 and 0.096, respectively. These results confirm that the potential of

WWHR coupled with wastewater reuse depends on the water–energy supplier and water–energy consumer as supply and
demand sources. The potential water–energy supplier depends on treated wastewater flow rate and temperature, as well as
the potential consumers based on the water–energy supply distance and the type of water–energy consumer. The attributes

of each criterion are defined following the potential water–energy consumer information indicated in Table 2 and discussed
in Section 3.2.2. Water-energy consumer.

The last assessment criteria in the novel evaluation framework concern the water–energy station related to the availability
of thermal energy based on the efficiency and operation of HPS. As discussed in Section 3.2.3. Water–energy station, the effi-

ciency of HPS strongly depends on the treated wastewater temperature, and the operation of HPS depends on the type of
water–energy consumers. Consequently, the attributes of each sub-criteria are determined in close relation to the two criteria
as explained in Section 3.2.3. Water-energy station.

3.4. Case study application

The novel evaluation framework introduced in the preceding section will now be implemented in a case study to determine

priority locations. This will be achieved through an assessment of the selected WWTP sites as outlined in Table 2. Thirteen
identified potential WWTP sites with their respective consumer clusters, were systematically categorized into lower, middle,
and upper region based on geographical administrative districts. This categorization led to the placement of sites W01 and
W02 are in the lower region, sites W03–W05 are in the middle region, and sites W06–W13 are in the upper region of the country.

Figure 6 illustrates the representation of the assessment by comparing of the 13 WWTPs, while the prioritized ranking out-
comes resulting from the assessment process are documented in Table 6. In the case of the same weight value for two
locations, the ranking of priority was based on the facility with a larger WWTP capacity.

Through the assessment of 13 potential WWTP sites with the cluster consumer, site W05 was selected as a priority site fol-
lowed by sites W06 and W10 with the total global weight value of all criteria of 0.255, 0.240, and 0.229, respectively. As shown
in Table 4, site W05 has a potential treated wastewater flow rate as a source of water and heat energy of up to 26,939 m3/day.

The treated wastewater temperature is approximately 20 °C and the clean energy ratio of the facility is 13.5%. Site W05 has a
target consumer consisting of a factory facility at a supply distance of 483 m and a total floor area of 101,443 m2, with the
purpose of the use of renewable energy for the pre-heating and pre-cooling process. The operation of the HPS at up to

3,600 h per year with an intermittent operation.
Sites W06 and W10 have a potential treated wastewater flow rate of 75,238 and 11,311 m3/day, respectively. The treated

wastewater temperature is approximately 19 °C and the clean energy ratio of the facility is 20.2% in site W06. Sites W06

and W10 have a target consumer consisting of office and warehouse facilities with the usage of renewable heat for space heat-

ing and cooling. The operation of HPS is approximately 3,000 h per year. Figure 7 presents information on the availability of
the water–energy supplier, consumer, and station for the top three priority WWTP sites based on the weight value of the
evaluation framework.

Additional studies involving other aspects, particularly micro-level studies, may help further validate the presented meth-
odology, evaluation framework, and general results. The investigation or measurement of the treated wastewater temperature
is strongly recommended for a more detailed site assessment.

Table 5 | Continued

Criteria Sub-criteria Attributes Global weight

Operating hours of HPS
(hours/year)

0.297 HP, 1,500 0.067 0.002
1,500�HP, 2,200 0.133 0.005
2,200�HP, 3,600 0.200 0.007
3,600�HP, 4,500 0.267 0.010
�4,500 0.333 0.012

Sub-total 1.000 Sub-total 1.000 Sub-total 1.000

Total 1.000
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Figure 6 | Assessment comparison of 13 WWTPs with the total weight value of the water–energy supplier, consumer, and station.

Table 6 | Results of priority WWTP location ranking for WWHR coupled with wastewater reuse

WWTP W01 W02 W03 W04 W05 W06 W07 W08 W09 W10 W11 W12 W13

Capacity (103 m3/day) 120 65 120 22.8 330 900 47 250 150 140 65 58 32

Total global weight value 0.199 0.199 0.221 0.166 0.255 0.240 0.153 0.205 0.217 0.229 0.156 0.166 0.153

Priority rank 7 8 4 10 1 2 12 6 5 3 11 9 13

Figure 7 | Information related to the availability of the water–energy supplier, consumer, and station for the top three priority WWTP sites
based on the weight value of the evaluation framework.
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3.5. Sensitivity analysis

A series of sensitivity analyses was performed to both validate the accuracy of the AHP method and to comprehensively

examine the influence of modifications to the weight values of the main criteria on the prioritization of WWTP sites for
the WWHR combined with treated wastewater reuse. When the priority ranking remains consistent, it indicates the stability
and robustness of the proposed model (Milutinovic et al. 2017). The sensitivity analyses encompass three distinct scenarios to

evaluate the impact of variations in the weighting factors assigned to the criteria. These scenarios are as follows: (i) The
criterion WES has a weighting factor of 40%, while the remaining criteria, WEC and WET, each held a weighting factor
of 30%; (ii) both ‘WES’ and ‘WEC’ were attributed a weighting factor of 35%, whereas ‘WET’ received a weighting factor
of 30%; and (iii) all criterion has equal weighting factors of 33.33%.

The outcomes of the sensitivity analyses, conducted across scenarios 1, 2, and 3, consistently showed that the priority rank-
ing remained unchanged. In each scenario, Site W05 retained its position as a priority location for the implementation of
WWHR combined with treated wastewater reuse. These consistent indicate the stability and robustness of the proposed

model, facilitating suitability decision-making process. Detailed results of sensitivity analysis presented in Figure 8.

4. CONCLUSION

This study introduces a new evaluation framework that considers various factors, including thermal energy potential, spatial
distribution analysis, and the compatibility of HPS, to assess suitable locations for WWHR coupled with treated wastewater
reuse. The novelty of this research lies in its integrated approach, focusing on heat recovery coupled with treated wastewater

reuse, and its structured framework that incorporates multiple criteria and expert opinions. The methodology approach con-
sists of three-step process: pre-assessment process, develops evaluation framework by applying MCDA methods, and site
prioritization. The pre-assessment phase involving the screening of potential WWTP and consumers clusters through GIS

based on pre-assessment criteria. Subsequently, an evaluation framework is formulated by using MCDA methods. This
phase encompasses the identification and categorization of criteria into three aspects: water–energy supplier, water–
energy consumer, and water–energy station. To establish the relative importance of these criteria, the AHP is utilized. Finally,

Figure 8 | Results of priority WWTP ranking obtained from sensitivity analysis in three-scenario assessment.
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the evaluation framework is applied to ascertain and designate the priority locations for integration WWHR and treated

wastewater reuse.
Through the pre-assessment process with the support of pre-assessment criteria, 13 potential WWTP sites were selected

from a total of 650 WWTP with the capacity more than 500 m3/day across South Korea. These selected sites are in proximity

less than 500 m to consumer clusters. Analyzing of relative importance criteria indicates that the water–energy supplier is the
most important criterion, followed by the water–energy consumer, and the water–energy station with weight values of 0.560,
0.319, and 0.121, respectively. The local priorities of criteria from AHP showed that, treated wastewater flow rate, treated
wastewater temperature, water–energy supply distance, and type of water–energy consumer are the most important factor

with weight values of 0.297, 0.186, 0.123, and 0.096, respectively. These results state that there is a strong correlation between
the potential of WWHR coupled with wastewater reuse and the water–energy supplier as well as a water–energy consumer as
supply and demand sources. A detailed comparison of the 13 potential WWTP sites confirms the selection of three priority

locations: W05, W06, W10. These sites exhibited higher total global weight values of 0.255, 0.240, and 0.229, respectively. Con-
sidering the findings and framework development from this study, future research could involve a comprehensive techno-
economic analysis. Additionally, investigating the environmental impact and carbon footprint reduction resulting from the

integration of these practices could provide valuable insights. Furthermore, the synergies between WWHR with other renew-
able energy sources, such as solar or wind, could offer optimizing energy utilization within the wastewater management.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

E.R. contributed to conceptualization, methodology, validation, writing-original draft, formal analysis, data collection. J.O.
contributed to conceptualization, methodology, validation, supervision, writing-review and editing, fund acquisition.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This work was supported by the Chung-Ang University Young Scientist Scholarship (CAYSS) in 2021.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

All relevant data are included in the paper or its Supplementary Information.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The authors declare there is no conflict.

REFERENCES

Abel, E., Keane, J., Paton, N. W., Fernandes, A. A., Koehler, M., Konstantinou, N., Rios, J. C., Azuan, N. A. & Embury, A. M. 2018 User driven
multi-criteria source selection. Information Sciences 430–431, 179–199. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2017.11.019.

Akhtar, N., Ishak, M. I. S., Ahmad, M. I., Umar, K., Md Yusuff, M. S., Anees, M. T., Qadir, A. & Ali Almanasir, Y. K. 2021 Modification of the
water quality index (WQI) process for simple calculation using multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) method: A review. Water 13 (7),
905. https://doi.org/10.3390/w13070905.

Arnell, M., Ahlstrom, M., Warff, C., Saagi, R. & Jeppsson, U. 2021 Plant-wide modelling and analysis of WWTP temperature dynamics for
sustainable heat recovery from wastewater. Water Science and Technology 84 (4), 1023–1036. https://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2021.277.

Baur, D., Philbrick, M., Vallario, B., Battey, H., Clement, Z. & Fields, F. 2014 The Water-Energy Nexus: Challenges and Opportunities. US
Department of Energy (DOE), Washington.

Cecconet, D., Racek, J., Callegari, A. & Hlavinek, P. 2020 Energy recovery from wastewater: A study on heating and cooling of a multipurpose
building with sewage-reclaimed heat energy. Sustainability 12, 116. http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12010116.

Chae, K. J. & Kang, J. 2013 Estimating the energy independence of a municipal wastewater treatment plant incorporating green energy
resources. Energy Conversion and Management 75, 664–672. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2013.08.028.

Culha, O., Gunerhan, H., Biyik, E., Ekren, O. & Hepbasli, A. 2015 Heat exchanger application in wastewater source heat pumps for
buildings-A key review. Energy and Buildings 105, 215–232. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2015.07.013.

Dai, J., Wu, S., Han, G., Weinberg, J., Xie, X., Wu, X., Song, X., Jia, B., Xue, W. & Yang, Q. 2018 Water–energy Nexus- A review of methods
and tools for macro-assessment. Applied Energy 210, 398–408. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.08.243.

Darko, A., Chan, A. P. C., Ameyaw, E. E., Owusu, E. K., Parn, E. & Edwards, D. J. 2018 Review of application of analytical hierarchical
process (AHP) in construction. International Journal of Construction Management 19 (5), 436–452. https://doi.org/10.1080/15623599.
2018.1452098.

Water Science & Technology Vol 88 No 11, 3041

Downloaded from http://iwaponline.com/wst/article-pdf/88/11/3024/1340285/wst088113024.pdf
by guest
on 03 January 2024

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2017.11.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2017.11.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w13070905
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w13070905
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wst.2021.277
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wst.2021.277
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12010116
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12010116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2013.08.028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2013.08.028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2015.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2015.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.08.243
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.08.243
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15623599.2018.1452098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15623599.2018.1452098


DeNooyer, T. A., Peschel, J. M., Zhang, Z. & Stillwell, A. S. 2016 Integrating water resources and power generation: The energy-water nexus
in Illinois. Applied Energy 162, 363–371. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2015.10.071.

Fayiah, M., Dong, S., Singh, S. & Kwaku, E. A. 2020 A review of water–energy nexus trend, methods, challenges, and future prospects.
International Journal of Energy and Water Resources 4, 91–107. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42108-020-00057-6.

Hamiche, A. M., Stambouli, A. B. & Flazi, S. 2016 A review of the water–energy nexus. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 65,
319–331. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2016.07.020.

Hao, X., Li, J., Loosdrecht, M., Jiang, H. & Liu, R. 2019 Energy recovery from wastewater: Heat over organics. Water Research 161, 74–77.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2019.05.106.

Huber, F., Neugebaeur, G., Ertl, T. & Kretschmer, F. 2020 Suitability pre-assessment of in-sewer heat recovery sites combining energy and
wastewater perspectives. Energies 13 (24), 6680. https://doi.org/10.3390/en13246680.

Jaiswal, R. K., Ghosh, N. C., Galkate, R. V. & Tmoas, T. 2015 Multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) for watershed prioritization. Aquatic
Procedia 4, 1553–1560. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aqpro.2015.02.201.

Kehrein, P., Loosdrecht, M. V., Osseweijer, P., Garfi, M., Dewulf, J. & Posada, J. 2020 A critical review of resources recovery from municipal
wastewater treatment plants: Market supply potentials, technologies, bottlenecks. Environmental Science: Water Research & Technology
6, 887. https://doi.org/10.1039/C9EW00905A.

Kharat, M. G., Raut, R. D., Kamble, S. S. & Kamble, S. J. 2016 The application of Delphi and AHP method in environmentally conscious
solid waste treatment and disposal technology selection. Management of Environmental Quality: An International Journal 27 (4), 427–440.

Khosravi, F., Fischer, T. B. & Jha-Takur, U. 2019 Multi-criteria analysis for rapid strategic environmental assessment in tourism planning.
Journal of Environmental Assessment Policy and Management 21 (4), 1950013. doi:10.1142/S1464333219500133.

Kollmann, R., Neugebauer, G., Kretschmer, F., Truger, B., Kindermann, H., Stoeglehner, G., Ertl, T. & Narodoslawsky, M. 2017 Renewable
energy from wastewater-Practical aspects of integrating a wastewater treatment plant into local energy supply concepts. Journal of
Cleaner Production 155, 119–129. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.08.168.

Kretschmer, F., Neugebauer, G., Kollmann, R., Eder, M., Zach, F., Zottl, A., Narodoslawsky, M., Stoeglehner, G. & Ertl, T. 2016a Resource
recovery from wastewater in Austria: Wastewater treatment plants as regional energy cells. Journal of Water Reuse and Desalination.
6 (3), 421–429. https://doi.org/10.2166/wrd.2015.119.

Kretschmer, F., Simperler, L. & Ertl, T. 2016b Analyzing wastewater temperature development in a sewer system as a basis for the evaluation
of wastewater heat recovery potentials. Energy and Buildings 128, 639–648. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2016.07.024.

Lee, M., Keller, A. A., Chiang, P. C., Den, W., Wang, H., Hou, C. H., Wu, J., Wang, X. & Yan, J. 2017 Water–energy nexus for urban water
systems: A comparative review on energy intensity and environmental impacts in relation to global water risks. Applied Energy 205,
589–601. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.08.002.

Lichtenwoehrer, P., Erker, S., Zach, F. & Stoeglehner, G. 2019 Future compatibility of district heating in urban areas: A case study analysis in
the context of integrated spatial and energy planning. Energy, Sustainability and Society 9 (12). https://doi.org/10.1186/s13705-019-0192-5.

Lyu, S., Chen, W., Zhang, W., Fan, Y. & Jiao, W. 2016 Wastewater reclamation and reuse in China: Opportunities and challenges. Journal of
Environmental Sciences 39, 86–96. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jes.2015.11.012.

Magagna, D., Hidalgo, G. I., Bidoglio, G. & Peteves, S. 2019Water–energy Nexus in Europe. Publications Office of the European Union, Joint
Research Centre Science for Policy Report-European Commission, Luxembourg.

Martin-Gamboa, M., Iribarren, D., Garcia-Gusano, D. & Dufour, J. 2017 A review of life-cycle approaches coupled with data envelopment
analysis within multi-criteria decision analysis for sustainability assessment of energy systems. Journal of Cleaner Production 150,
164–174. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.03.017.

Milutinovic, B., Stefanovic, B., Dekic, P. S., Mijailovic, I. & Tomic, M. 2017 Environmental assessment of waste scenarios with energy
recovery using life cycle assessment and multi-criteria analysis. Energy 137, 917–926. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2017.02.167.

Ministry of Environment (MOE). 2022 Enforcement Decree of Promotion of and Support for Water Reuse act. Article 11-12.
Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism (MLIT). 2015 Wastewater Heat Manual. pp. 46–76.
Ministry of Trade Industry and Energy (MOTIE). 2021 Enforcement Decree of the act on the Promotion of the Development, use and

Diffusion of new and Renewable Energy. Article 15.
Nagpal, H., Spriet, J., Murali, M. K. &McNabola, A. 2021 Heat recovery from wastewater: A review of available resource.Water 13 (9), 1274.

https://doi.org/10.3390/w13091274.
Neugebauer, G., Kretschmer, F., Kollmann, R., Narodoslawsky, M., Ertl, T. & Stoeglehner, G. 2015 Mapping thermal energy resources

potentials from wastewater treatment plant. Sustainability 7 (10), 12988–13010. https://doi.org/10.3390/su71012988.
Odu, G. O. 2019 Weighting methods for multi-criteria decision making technique. Journal of Applied Science and Environmental

Management 23 (8), 1449–1457. https://doi.org/10.4314/jasem.v23i8.7.
Ofori, S., Puskacova, A., Ruzickova, I. & Wanner, J. 2021 Treated wastewater reuse for irrigation: Pros and cons. Science of the Total

Environment 760, 144026. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144026.
Plakas, K. V., Georgiadis, A. A. & Karabelas, A. J. 2016 Sustainability assessment of tertiary wastewater treatment technologies: A multi-

criteria analysis. Water Science & Technology 73 (7), 1532–1540. https://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2015.630.
Rahman, M. A., Rusteberg, B., Gogu, R. C., Ferreira, J. L. & Sauter, M. 2012 A new spatial multi-criteria decision support tool for site selection

for implementation of managed aquifer recharge. Journal of Environmental Management 99, 61–75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.
2012.01.003.

Water Science & Technology Vol 88 No 11, 3042

Downloaded from http://iwaponline.com/wst/article-pdf/88/11/3024/1340285/wst088113024.pdf
by guest
on 03 January 2024

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2015.10.071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2015.10.071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s42108-020-00057-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2016.07.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2019.05.106
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/en13246680
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/en13246680
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aqpro.2015.02.201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C9EW00905A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C9EW00905A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MEQ-09-2014-0133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MEQ-09-2014-0133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S1464333219500133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.08.168
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.08.168
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wrd.2015.119
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wrd.2015.119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2016.07.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2016.07.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13705-019-0192-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13705-019-0192-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jes.2015.11.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.03.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.03.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2017.02.167
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2017.02.167
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w13091274
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su71012988
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su71012988
http://dx.doi.org/10.4314/jasem.v23i8.7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144026
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wst.2015.630
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wst.2015.630
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2012.01.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2012.01.003


Rezaie, B. & Rosen, M. A. 2012 District heating and cooling: Review of technology and potential enhancements. Applied Energy 93, 2–10.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2011.04.020.

Saaty, T. L. 2000 Fundamentals of Decision Making and Priority Theory with the Analytic Hierarchy Process. RWS publications, Pittsburgh.
Saaty, T. L. & Ozdemir, M. S. 2014 How many judges should there be in a group? Annals of Data Science 1, 359–368. doi:10.1007/s40745-

014-0026-4.
Scherson, Y. D. & Criddle, C. S. 2014 Recovery of freshwater from wastewater: Upgrading process configurations to maximize energy

recovery and minimize residuals. Environmental Science & Technology 48 (15), 8420–8432. https://doi.org/10.1021/es501701s.
Simperler, L. E. N. A. 2015 Impact of Thermal Use of Wastewater in a Sewer on the Inlet Temperature of a Wastewater Treatment Plant.

Doctoral dissertation, University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences.
Somogyi, V., Sebestyen, V. & Domokos, E. 2018 Assessment of wastewater heat potential for district heating in Hungary. Energy 163, 712–

721. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2018.07.157.
Spriet, J., McNabola, A., Neugebauer, G., Stoeglehner, G., Ertl, T. & Kretschmer, F. 2020 Spatial and temporal consideration in the

performance of wastewater heat recovery systems. Journal of Cleaner Production 247, 119583. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.
119583.

Sun, L., Jiang, Y., Guo, Q., Ji, L., Xie, Y., Qiao, Q., Huang, G. & Xiao, K. 2021 A GIS-based multi-criteria decision making method for the
potential assessment and suitable sites selection of PV and CSP plants. Resources, Conservation and Recycling 168, 105306. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.105306.

Takaeuchi, H. & Tanaka, H. 2020 Water reuse and recycling in Japan – History, current situation, and future perspectives. Water Cycle 1,
1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watcyc.2020.05.001.

Wanner, O., Panagiotidis, V., Clavadetscher, P. & Siegrist, H. 2005 Effect of heat recovery from raw wastewater on nitrification and nitrogen
removal in activated sludge plants. Water Research 39 (19), 4725–4734. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2005.09.026.

Wehbi, Z., Taher, R., Faraj, J., Ramadan, M., Castelain, C. & Khaled, M. 2022 A short review of recent studies on wastewater heat recovery
systems: Types and applications. Energy Report 8, 896–907. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2022.07.104.

Yalcin, A. S., Kilic, H. S. & Delen, D. 2022 The use of multi-criteria decision-making methods in business analytics: A comprehensive
literature review. Technological Forecasting & Social Change 174, 121193. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121193.

First received 3 September 2023; accepted in revised form 10 November 2023. Available online 22 November 2023

Water Science & Technology Vol 88 No 11, 3043

Downloaded from http://iwaponline.com/wst/article-pdf/88/11/3024/1340285/wst088113024.pdf
by guest
on 03 January 2024

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2011.04.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40745-014-0026-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es501701s
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es501701s
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2018.07.157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119583
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119583
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.105306
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.105306
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watcyc.2020.05.001
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2005.09.026
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2005.09.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2022.07.104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2022.07.104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121193

	A new evaluation framework for the assessment of wastewater heat recovery potential coupled with wastewater reuse
	INTRODUCTION
	METHODOLOGY
	Study area
	Pre-assessment of wastewater treatment facilities and consumer clusters
	Selection of pre-assessment criteria
	Evaluation of potential water-energy supplier and consumer
	Spatial analysis using GIS
	Selection the feasibility of the water-energy supplier (WWTPs) and consumers


	Development evaluation framework using MCDA
	Identification of criteria and attributes
	Evaluation criteria weight value based on the AHP
	Determination of an evaluation framework

	Selection of the priority sites

	RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	Potential WWTP sites with the consumer cluster
	Assessment criteria from MCDA
	Water-energy supplier
	Water-energy consumer
	Water-energy station

	A novel evaluation framework
	Case study application
	Sensitivity analysis

	CONCLUSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	REFERENCES


