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Source separation ? Why ?

_Limits of big Cost of WWTP operation & infrastructure
Infrastructures Emissions from WWTP (N,0...)
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Separated vs mixed ? Centralised vs decentralised ?
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Coupling process modelling and LCA
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resources from wastewater
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Does urbanism matter ?




An integrated tool for modelling and evaluation
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Influent generator
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Influence of urbanism
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Comparison between districts
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Water reclamation potential (GW) ?? Nutrients (N, P) ??
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3 Scenarios : different levels of decentralisation
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Comparison for one type of district

Recovery N, P, COD
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Source separation:
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Comparison for one type of district

Life Cycle assessment
Endpoint Method (ReCiPe)
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Ratio of midpoint impact (Alternative/Reference)
for each case study
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1. Comparison for one type of district

Climate change impact
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1. Comparison for one type of district

Climate change impact
(kgCO,eq/year/PE)
Midpoint Method (ReCiPe, H)
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2. Comparison between districts

Strong influence of sewer infrastructure in
the low dense district

The direct emissions increases with the PE
density, increase in the N/PE ratio
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2. Comparison between districts
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Conclusions and Perspectives
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Conclusions

Source separation (urine, black water) can significantly decrease
environmental impacts (GHG) but scenarios and technologies matter

Greywater reuse can be negative for climate change. Energy and size
matter (decentralisation level)

Urbanisms matters !

Need for: Case studies, extending the focus (NBS, greywater and
rainwater) and criteria



