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Comparison of Ecogranularwater vs Reverse Osmosis
plant infrastructure

Inputs CARBON FOOTPRINT (kg CO2
eq)

INFRAESTRUCTURE (osmosis) 1,51E-04

INFRAESTRUCTURE 6,42E-03

(ecogranularwater)

CARBON FOOTPRINT
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Comparison of Ecogranularwater vs Reverse Osmosis
plant infrastructure

Impacts per m3 FU INFRAESTRUCTURA INFRAESTRUCTURA
(6smosis) (ecogranularwater)
Carbon footprint kg CO2 eq 1,51E-04 6,42E-03
Photochemical ozone kg NMVOC eq 5,42E-07 3,37E-05
formation
Acidification molc H+ eq 8,52E-07 3,90E-05
Freshwater eutrophication kg P eq 6,96E-08 2,38E-06
Freshwater ecotoxicity CTUe 3,94E-03 9,36E-02
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Results of the assessment of the Reverse Osmosis plant
infrastructure
Inputs CARBON FOOTPRINT (kg
CO2 eq)
PVC 2,23E-05
STEEL 1,97E-05
HDPE 4,66E-06
GFR 1,80E-05
TRANSPORT 7,99E-07

CARBON FOOTPRINT

PVC m STEEL = HDPE m GFRP TRANSPORT
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Characterization
Impacts per m3 FU PVC STEEL HDPE GFR TRANSPORT
Carbon footprint kg CO2 eq 2,23E-05 1,97E-05 4,66E-06 1,80E-05 7,99E-07
Photochemical ozone formation kg NMVOC eq 9,99E-08 6,77E-08 1,93E-08 1,15E-07 2,97E-09
Acidification molc H+ eq 7,48E-08 1,21E-07 1,87E-08 1,07E-07 3,29E-09
Freshwater eutrophication kg P eq 9,93E-10 1,38E-08 6,69E-11 5,14E-09 7,24E-11
Freshwater ecotoxicity CTUe 1,30E-04 2,06E-03 8,53E-06 1,21E-04 4,98E-06
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* Results of the assessment of the Ecogranularwater
plant infrastructure

Inputs CARBON FOOTPRINT (kg
CO2 eq)
PVC 1,19E-04
BRASS 3,24E-05
RUBBER 3,70E-05
PC 9,89E-05
PMMA 4,29E-04
STEEL 2,84E-04
HDPE 1,01E-04
GFR 4,02E-03
TRANSPORT 7,77E-05

CARBON FOOTPRINT

1%2% 1% 1% 2%
AR
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* Results of the assessment of the Ecogranularwater
plant infrastructure

Characterization

Impacts per m3 FU PVC BRASS RUBBER PC PMMA  STEEL HDPE GFR TRANTSPOR
Carbon footprint kg CO2 eq 1,19E-04 3,24E-05 3,70E-05 9,89E-05 4,29E-04 2,84E-04 1,01E-04 4,02E-03  7,77E-05
Photochemical ozone formation kg NMVOC eq 5,33E-07 3,13E-07 1,39E-07 2,31E-07 1,68E-06 9,74E-07 4,16E-07 2,57E-05  2,89E-07
Acidification molc H+ eq 3,99E-07 1,56E-06 2,14E-07 3,75E-07 2,51E-06 1,73E-06 4,03E-07 2,39E-05  3,20E-07
Freshwater eutrophication kg P eq 5,29E-09 2,74E-07 1,14E-08 2,72E-09 1,72E-08 1,99E-07 1,44E-09 1,15E-06  7,05E-09
Freshwater ecotoxicity CTUe 6,94E-04 1,12E-02 2,66E-04 1,75E-04 8,93E-04 2,97E-02 1,84E-04 2,70E-02  4,84E-04

Contributions (%)
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Comparison between the infrastructure and the
production process of the Ecogranularwater plant

Inputs CARBON FOOTPRINT (kg
CO2 eq)
Production process (ecogranularwater) 3,92E-01
Infraestructure (ecogranularwater) 6,42E-03

CARBON FOOTPRINT

M Proceso produccion {ecogranularwater) M Infraestructura |ecogranularwater)
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Comparison between the infrastructure and the production
process of the Ecogranularwater plant

Impacts per m3 FU

Proceso produccion
(ecogranularwater)

Infraestructura
(ecogranularwater)

Carbon footprint kg CO2 eq 3,92 E-01 6,42E-03
Photochemical ozone kg NMVOC 1,34E-03 3,37E-05
formation eq
Acidification molc H+ eq 2,63E-03 3,90E-05
Freshwater eutrophication kg P eq 1,04E-04 2,38E-06
Freshwater ecotoxicity CTUe 5,22 E+00 9,36E-02
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Comparison between the infrastructure and the
production process of the Reverse Osmosis

Inputs CARBON FOOTPRINT (kg CO2 eq)
Production process (osmosis) 1,02E+00
Infraestructure (osmosis) 1,51E-04

CARBON FOOTPRINT

Proceso Produccién (osmosis) B Infraestructura (osmosis)
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Comparison between the infrastructure and the
production process of the Reverse Osmosis plant

Impacts per m3 FU Proceso Produccion Infraestructura (osmosis)
(osmosis)
Carbon footprint kg CO2 eq 1,02E+00 1,51E-04
Photochemical ozone kg NMVOC eq 3,27E-03 5,42E-07
formation
Acidification molc H+ eq 8,17E-03 8,52E-07
Freshwater eutrophication kg P eq 3,34E-04 6,96E-08
Freshwater ecotoxicity CTUe 2,41E+01 3,94E-03
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Results of the assessment of the Ecogranularwater
plant production process

Inputs CARBON FOOTPRINT (kg CO2 eq)
Chemical organic 1,97E-01
Chemical inorganic 2,17E-02
MgS04 1,64E-03
Electricity 1,
1,72 E-01

CARBON FOOTPRINT

W Chemical organic m Chemical inorganic m MgS0O4 1 Electricity
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Results of the assessment of the Ecogranularwater
plant production process

Impacts per m3 FU Chemical Chemical MgSO4 Electricity
organic inorganic
Carbon footprint kg CO2 eq 1,97E-01 2,17E-02 1,64E-03 1,72 E-O1
Photochemical ozone formation kg NMVOC eq 7,16E-04 6,27E-05 4,41E-06 5,60 E-04
Acidification molc H+ eq 1,02E-03 1,85E-04 1,02E-05 1,41 E-03
Freshwater eutrophication kg P eq 3,96E-05 9,42E-06 1,40E-06 5,38 E-05
Freshwater ecotoxicity CTUe 1,01E+00 2,58E-01 1,53E-02 3,93 E+00
100
80
60
S 40 E— N
2 20
= —
=
[<]
© 0
QQ' 2 .\OQ O '\}
é\rz&\ 490 {\\orz;‘ @gf\ 06‘0
@ \0 '\b \,3\' ge‘
\~\\<°{b @db In?fgact Categories & g&‘o

O oS @
%Q@\Cr)nical organic M Chemical inorganichﬁ\/IgSO4 Electric?t&y



ECOGRANULARWATER

Results of the assessment of the Reverse Osmosis plant
production process

CARBON FOOTPRINT (kg

Inputs
CO2 eq)
Polycarboxylates 3,74E-02
Hydrochloric acid 2,96E-02
9,52E-01

Electricity

CARBON FOOTPRINT
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Results of the assessment of the Reverse Osmosis plant
production process

Characterization

Impacts per m3 FU Polycarboxylates Hydrochloric acid Electricity
Carbon footprint kg CO2 eq 3,74E-02 2,96E-02 9,52E-01
Photochemical ozone formation kg NMVOC eq 9,18E-05 7,58E-05 3,10E-03
Acidification molc H+ eq 1,50E-04 1,87E-04 7,84E-03
Freshwater eutrophication kg P eq 1,11E-05 2,53E-05 2,98E-04
Freshwater ecotoxicity CTUe 3,84E-01 5,31E-01 2,18E+01
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Comparison between the production processes of the
Ecogranularwater plant and the reverse osmosis plant

Inputs CARBON FOOTPRINT (kg CO2
eq)
ECOGRANULARWATER 3,92E-01
OSMOSIS 1,02 E00

CARBON FOOTPRINT

m PROCESO FiSICO (ésmaosis)
m PROCESO BIOLOGICO [ecogranularwater)
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Comparison between the production processes of the
Ecogranularwater plant and the reverse osmosis plant

Impacts per m3 FU ECOGRANULARWATER OSMOSIS
Carbon footprint kg CO2 eq 3,92E-01 1,02E+00
Photochemical ozone formation kg NMVOC eq 1,34E-03 3,27E-03
Acidification molc H+ eq 2,63 E-03 8,17E-03
Freshwater eutrophication kg P eq 1,04E-04 3,35E-04
Freshwater ecotoxicity CTUe 5,22 E+00 2,41E+01
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Comparison between Ecogranularwater and Reverse
Osmosis treatment plants

Inputs CARBON FOOTPRINT (kg CO2 eq)
PROCESO FiSICO (6smosis) 1,02E+00
PROCESO BIOLOGICO 3,980E-01

(ecogranularwater)

CARBON FOOTPRINT

m ECOGRANULARWATER m OSMOSIS



= & | ]
H B H B H B H B H B H B ECOGRANULARWATER ]
Comparison between Ecogranularwater and Reverse
Osmosis treatment plants

Impacts per m3 FU PROCESO FisICO PROCESO BIOLOGICO
(6smosis) (ecogranularwater)

Carbon footprint kg CO2 eq 1,02E+00 4,80E-01
Photochemical ozone kg NMVOC eq 3,27E-03 1,63E-03
formation

Acidification molc H+ eq 8,17E-03 3,36E-03
Freshwater eutrophication kg P eq 3,34E-04 1,32E-04
Freshwater ecotoxicity CTUe 2,41E+01 7,24E+00

100

Contributions (%)

Impact Categories

B ECOGRANULARWATER m OSMOSIS
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