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Total Cost of Ownership (TCO)

Hubert micro screens are used in applications where high standards
are required. It can be used for surface water, industrial water, and

wastewater treatment.

Hubert is part of N Noardling



Total Cost of Ownership (TCO) -
330 m3/h

One major advantage of the micro screen compared to other filtration technologies (Sand and Cloth/Disc filters) is its
Total Cost of Ownership (TCO). A parameter that can be further enhanced with the use of Ultrasound, as it reduces the
pressurised water use, which end up reducing even further its water and energy consumption.

This ultrasound cleaning is considered in our automation system, which promotes a more continuous operation even
during endurance tests such as an sludge washout:

Depreciation yearly cost (€)
First, it is analysed the equipment’s purchase cost (€) lifespan (years) and their depreciation cost (€):

Table 1 Purchase cost (€), back-wash use (%), lifespan (years), energy cost per treated m3 (€) and yearly depreciation (€)

Operatioan yearly cost (€)

Third, the operational cost (€) of the sand filter is obtained from the University of New Hampshire (University of New
Hampshire, 2000). While the operational cost (€) of the cloth/disc filter, from an additional STOWA report (STOWA,
2020). As usual, the same parameter was established for the micro screen by our case studies:

Table 3 Maintenance cost (Year)

Parameter Sand Cloth/disc Micro screen | Micro screen and
automation
Operation/year (€) 4.856 1.716 1.213 1.274

Total yearly cost ($)

It is calculated the yearly cost, based on their depreciation, energy and operational costs. Additionally, it is defined
the cost per treated (m3). Lastly, it is compared the Total Cost of Ownership (TCO) of the micro screen, with automa-
tion, with the other filters:

Table 4 Total Cost (Depreciation + Maintenance)

Parameter Sand Cloth/disc Micro screen | Micro screen and
automation
Purchase (€) 748.473 214.500 264.300 320.220
Lifespan (years) 15 15 20 20
Depreciation/year (€) 49.898 14.300 13.215 16.011

Parameter Sand Cloth/disc Micro screen | Micro screen and
automation
Total/year (€) 150.150 57.036 37.324 33.026
Cost (m?3) 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.01
Total Cost of Owner- 4.55 1.73 1.13 1.00

ship (VS)

For the sand filter, the purchase cost (€) is calculated from an STOWA report (STOWA, 2006) and the lifespan is
obtained by literature review (Vidal, Hedstrom, & Herrmann, 2018). On the other hand, for the cloth/disc filter, the
purchase cost (€) is also calculated from an STOWA report (STOWA, 2011), while the lifespan is determined from

In the analysis, the micro screen has the best TCO, especially when compared with the sand filter, which is 4.55
higher. This is mostly attributed to its superior lifespan of 20 years and with the addition of ultrasound on its auto-
literature review (Enviromental experts, 2024). Lastly, for the micro screen, these parameters have been established mation.

based on internal references from our case studies.

Energy yearly cost (€)

Second, it is considered the pressurize water (%) and energy use (kWh/m3): References.

. Enviromental experts. (2024, November 12). Hydrotech - Disc Filters. Retrieved from Enviromental experts: https://www.environmental-ex-
Table 2 Energy cost (€)

pert.com/products/hydrotech-disc-filters-737674

Parameter Sand CIOth/dISC Micro screen Micro Scree_n and . Reid, T. K. (2001). SEQUENCING BATCH REACTOR AND CLOTH-MEDIA FILTRATION TECHNOLOGY FOR WATER REUSE. Proceedings of the
GUtomatlon Water Environment Federation, 657-668.
Pressurize Water Use (%) 5-10 2 2 1 . STOWA. (2006). FILTRATIETECHNIEKEN RWZI'S. Utrecht: Stowa.
Energy Use kWh/m3 (€) 0.1 0.043 0.024 0.017
. STOWA. (2011). Energiegebruik nageschakelde behandelingstechnieken op RWZI's. Amersfoort: Stowa.
Energy Cost/Year (€) 95.396 41.020 22.895 15.740

. STOWA. (2020). HAALBAARHEIDSSTUDIE PAK + DOEKFILTRATIE VOOR VERWIJDERING VAN MICROVERONTREINIGINGEN OP RWZI'S.

Amersfoort: Stowa.

Regarding the sand filter, the pressurized water use (%) is obtained from an STOWA report (STOWA, 2006) and the
energy use (kWh/m3) from another STOWA report (STOWA, 2011). On the other hand, for the cloth/disc filter, the e University of New Hampshire. (2000). Costing Summaries for Selected Water Treatment Processes. New Hampshire, United States.
pressurize water use (%) is defined from literature review (Reid, 2001) and the energy use (kWh/m3) from an STOWA

. : . . Vidal, B, Hedstrom, A, & H I. (2018). Phosph duction in filters for on-site wastewater treatment. I of Water P
report (STOWA, 2011). Lastly, these same parameters were established for the micro screen by our multiple case idal, B., Hedstrom, A., & Herrmann, I. (2018). Phosphorus reduction in filters for on-site wastewater treatment. Journal of Water Process

. Engineering, 210-217.
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Futureproof Water Technology

The Noardling company is engaged in Futureproof
Water Technology. With more than 250 years of
experience in moving and treating of water.
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Our Water Cycle

From water intake systems to water cooling, from
water management to wastewater treatment,
hydropower, pumping installations, and award-
winning innovations in the field of decentralised
wastewater treatment, discover the water cycle
here by scanning the QR-code.




