
 
 
 
 
 
Environmental Engineering and Management Journal                                                  January 2019, Vol.18, No. 1, 159-170 

http://www.eemj.icpm.tuiasi.ro/; http://www.eemj.eu 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

“Gheorghe Asachi” Technical University of Iasi, Romania 
 

 

 

 

MULTI-OBJECTIVE ANALYSIS FOR THE SELECTION  

OF A SUSTAINABLE GREYWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM 
 

Mohammad Ramezanianpour, Muttucumaru Sivakumar* 

 
Sustainable Water and Energy Research Group, GeoQuest Research Centre, School of Civil, Mining and Environmental 

Engineering, Faculty of Engineering and Information Sciences, University of Wollongong, Wollongong, NSW 2522, Australia 
 

 
Abstract 
 
Greywater reuse is widely accepted as a suitable response to the increasing demand of fresh water in urban areas. On the other 
hand, strict environmental regulations have obligated the development and implementation of membrane separation technologies 
for production of municipal potable water, in industrial water supply and in wastewater treatment. Potential energy crisis in the 
future has highlighted the importance of using renewable source of energy for membrane separation processes. This research aims 
to compare three solar powered greywater treatment systems and select the most sustainable option based on the environmental, 
economic and social criteria. The selected systems are cost effective, have satisfactory quality of permeate water, consume 
minimum or no chemical additives and use solar energy. The three solar greywater treatment systems examined in this study are 
categorized into physical (vacuum membrane distillation), physico-chemical (electro-coagulation and ultra-filtration) and 
biological (membrane bioreactor) processes. The multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) technique is incorporated to identify the 
most sustainable technology option. Specifically, an analytic hierarchy process (AHP) is optimized to evaluate the treatment 
systems against the three sustainability pillars. Twelve sustainability indicators under the three major criteria have been 
incorporated in AHP for pairwise comparison. According to the analysis performed, the physical process of solar powered vacuum 
membrane distillation (SVMD) was selected as the most sustainable technology option for greywater treatment. The SVMD system 
uses both the electrical and thermal energy of solar power and has the ability to produce high quality permeate water within the 
acceptable standard for potable use. 
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1. Introduction 

 
Significant stress is exerted on available water 

and energy sources by a variety of industrial and 
agricultural activities, population growth, 
urbanization and affluence together with the effects of 
climate change. Water and energy scarcity throughout 
the world is leading to substantial effort to design 
sustainable water and wastewater treatment systems. 
Household greywater recycling is now accepted as a 
supplementary water supply option for urban areas. 
Greywater reuse as an alternative source not only 
reduces the massive volume of water consumption in 
urban areas, but also decreases the rate of wastewater 
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production. The water situation in many countries is 
reaching critical levels and the challenge is how to find 
sustainable alternative sources while significant 
efforts are being made to decrease per capita 
household water consumption. In central, western and 
southern arid regions of Australia, lack of finding 
alternative water sources may cause significant 
negative effects on one’s health and the environment. 
Several researches illustrated the role of brackish and 
grey water reuse in a sustainable manner (Al-Zouby et 
al., 2017; Friedler and Hadari, 2006, Paris and 
Schlapp, 2010). A typical Australian urban household 
produces 280 L/day of grey water that has the potential 
for recycling at the source. About 50% of all the 
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wastewater generated within a household can be 
reused depending on the permeate quality. Also, the 
Australian guideline for grey water non-potable reuse 
requires the treated water quality of BOD5 < 20 mg/L, 
TSS < 30 mg/L and Faecal coliform count < 10 
cfu/100mL (EPA, 2013). A variety of physical, 
chemical and biological treatment systems have been 
proposed for greywater treatment and reuse. 
Depending on the quality of the treated water, they can 
be reused for toilet flushing, gardening, washing and 
possibly drinking. Since, greywater includes a variety 
of contaminations from different sources, single 
physical, chemical or biological process may not be 
adequate to perform an efficient treatment. 
Investigation of the strengths and shortcomings of the 
available treatment technologies is necessary for 
comparative analysis. One of the earliest known 
physical processes for greywater recycling was a 
coarse filtration developed by Hypes et al. (1975). 
This, however, had a number of disadvantages, 
including the necessity of chemical usage for higher 
quality of the permeate, low product water quality and 
long payback time (March et al., 2004). These 
disadvantages are partly due to the physical processes 
alone that are not adequate for reducing organics, 
nutrients and surfactants to acceptable levels in the 
treated water (Li et al., 2009). The only proven 
physical technologies that can remove the required 
amounts of impurities are reverse osmosis (RO) and 
distillation processes, which requires high pressure 
feed-flow and an appropriate evaporation and 
condensation technique, respectively (Gryta et al., 
2006; Into et al., 2004; Onkal Engin et al., 2011). The 
evaporation and condensation technique eliminates 
suspended particles and dissolved impurities in a 
distillation process that mimics what occurs in nature 
within a water cycle. In this way, if heat and electrical 
energy can be provided by a renewable source to 
enhance evaporation, it not only improves the 
sustainability but also will reduce the costs of such a 
system.  

In recent years, greywater treatment systems 
tend to combine biological or chemical processes with 
membrane filtration to achieve a high quality effluent. 
Chemical processes such as coagulation, photo 
catalytic oxidation or advanced oxidation are more 
suitable for removing turbidity and organic matter 
from raw water (Pidou et al., 2008). Efficient 
disinfection can also be achieved via the use of a 
suitable chemical process such as chlorine or by 
means of UV (Chin, 2009; Winward et al., 2008). The 
one major drawback, however, is the high capital cost 
of such a system. Physico-chemical systems, 
including a combination of filtration coupled with 
chemical coagulation and disinfection, produce high 
quality water with no susceptibility to chemical shocks 
(Pidou et al., 2008). These systems are easy to scale 
up, however high costs and chemical consumption are 
required for operation (Sostar-Turk et al., 2005). 
Hence, one alternative for greywater treatment is 
electro-coagulation (EC) followed by filtration. The 
rate of chemical consumption in the EC process is 

much less than what occurs in conventional 
coagulation methods (Emamjomeh and Sivakumar, 
2009). The EC process also requires lower 
maintenance than technologies using chemicals 
directly. Further, the electro-coagulator is reliable and 
can be powered by solar energy.  

A variety of biological processes, such as the 
rotating biological contactor, the membrane bioreactor 
(MBR) and the biological aerated filter are being used 
for greywater treatment (Friedler et al., 2005; 
Hernandez Leal et al., 2008; Merz et al., 2007; Paris 
and Schlapp, 2010). The combination of physical and 
biological treatment system such as MBR is currently 
being preferred due to its small footprint, reliability 
and high quality of final product. The reviewed 
biological treatment systems show that BOD and COD 
reduction were excellent in MBR and RBC systems as 
well as TSS removal. However, the low strength of 
greywater and shock loading are the two major 
problems. These systems are easy to scale up and they 
produce high quality effluent. MBR appears to be an 
appropriate solution for medium and high strength 
greywater recycling (Friedler and Hadari, 2006; 
Lesjean and Gnirss, 2006; Surendran and Wheatley; 
1998). The application of renewable energy is 
essential in order to convert them into a green 
technology. 

According to the reviewed studies, three 
innovative solar-powered greywater treatment 
systems have been selected for evaluation in this 
research. The physical process based treatment 
system, a solar vacuum membrane distillation 
(SVMD), is chosen as the best thermally driven 
separation technique. The physico-chemical treatment 
system is a solar electro-coagulation and ultrafiltration 
(SECUF) technology. The biological system, a solar 
membrane bioreactor (SMBR), is a combination of a 
bioreactor with a membrane, such as microfiltration 
(MF) or ultrafiltration (UF). 

Many comparative studies focused only on the 
cost of the systems and ignored other important social 
and environmental dimensions (Banat and Jwaied, 
2008; Dharmappa and Hagare, 1999; Friedler and 
Hadari, 2006; Mohsen and Akash, 1997; Owen et al., 
1995). A sustainable system can be nominated through 
a comparative study that must include qualitative and 
quantitative criteria based on environmental, social 
and technical pillars. Realistic determination of 
qualitative and quantitative criteria has to be 
performed through a process involving a relative scale 
of the criteria and alternative comparison judgments. 
A systematic and analytic model is employed for 
decision makers to solve various complicated 
problems and nominate the best alternative (Garfì et 
al., 2009). Decision makers are the experts in the area 
in which the analysis was performed. In this research, 
the attitudes of academics in the water treatment 
section were considered for the judgment. Among the 
six multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) methods 
available, the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) was 
represented as one of the most widely applied pairwise 
comparison methods (Hajkowicz and Collins, 2007). 
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AHP establishes a weighting system for alternatives, 
and presents the results of the analysis with numerical 
units in order to sequence the relative importance 
between criteria (Huang et al., 2011). The AHP is 
applicable in several areas, such as logistics, 
manufacturing, government, education and water 
management (Delgado-Galván et al., 2010; Herath 
and Prato, 2006). The application of AHP was also 
incorporated with a simulation-based cost model by 
Lai et al. (2008). Economic evaluation was established 
in their study for public building construction projects 
through a questionnaire survey. The successful 
application of AHP was shown via incorporating first 
level and second level criteria. Totally 20 indicators 
were described and incorporated for this analysis. 
Delgado-Galván et al. (2010) studied the water 
leakage management for two alternatives of active and 
passive control leakage through AHP. Besides the cost 
factors in economic area, three more parameters 
associated with the level of leakage and developments 
of management alternatives were considered. It has 
been shown that AHP can be applied satisfactorily in 
water management problems via considering the 
social and environmental evaluation costs. However, 
only four parameters: damage to properties, planning 
development cost, restricted streets and supply 
disruptions had been evaluated. In the study conducted 
by Zhang et al. (2014), system dynamics was 
incorporated with AHP to establish an evaluation 
system for water ecological carrying capacity. The 
importance of each factor was determined by this 
combination as too many economic and 
environmental criteria were considered. 

AHP is an appropriate method in comparative 
judgment of water treatment alternatives. The most 
sustainable greywater treatment system was selected 
through an optimized version of AHP (OAHP) along 
with an evaluation of environmental, economic and 
social criteria. A critical review of greywater 
treatment systems established a comprehensive data 
base for selected criteria. Consequently, weighting 
was performed simply for both qualitative and 
quantitative criteria. A numeral approach was adopted 
to convert qualitative criteria into quantitative scales. 
Finally, the three greywater treatment system 
alternatives (SVMD, SECUF and SMBR), criteria and 
indicators were assessed and the most sustainable 
option was nominated. 
 
2. Solar powered greywater treatment systems 
 

In order to compare the three selected 
greywater treatment processes, similar equipment 
such as reservoir, pump and PV panel and equivalent 
operational parameters are set, so economic indicators 
can be readily estimated. Similar design parameters 
were considered for the selected greywater treatment 
alternatives to perform the pairwise comparison. A 
greywater flow-rate of 280 L/d for a typical Australian 
household and the availability of solar energy for 5 
hours per day were assumed. Available data from 
different greywater treatment systems are 

incorporated to identify the specific range for each 
indicator. Accordingly, the selected information is not 
limited to the proposed three technologies. A review 
of the literature assisted in the determination of 
specific values for environmental and social 
indicators. Decisions were made based on the 
reviewed studies for those indicators without 
sufficient data.  
 
2.1. Solar vacuum membrane distillation (SVMD) 

 
Membrane distillation is essentially a 

thermally driven separation process, however in a 
vacuum membrane distillation (VMD) system, 
greywater in contact with the feed side of the 
hydrophobic membrane is vaporized and is 
subsequently condensed back into a liquid state on the 
permeate side. Greywater is heated up by passing 
through a solar collector panel, while PV panels 
provide electrical energy to the pumps.  

A hydrophobic membrane usually designed for 
the removal of volatile organic compounds, bacteria 
and viruses acts as a barrier between the aqueous and 
gas phases (Khayet, 2011). A vacuum pump is used to 
create a lower pressure than saturation pressure of 
greywater at a given temperature through the 
condenser at the permeate side of the membrane. The 
tension force of the hydrophobic membrane surface 
prevents liquid solutions from entering the pores while 
the vacuum pump creates a negative pressure on the 
permeate side. Greywater is also warmed up at the 
beginning by passing through a condenser to convert 
vapor to the liquid phase as shown schematically in 
Fig. 1. 

VMD in comparison with conventional 
separation techniques has the advantage of operating 
at relatively low evaporation temperatures typically 
below 60 °C, and low cost energy source requirement 
to supply heat (Banat et al., 2003). VMD requires 1.2 
kWh/m3 whereas RO requires 2.4 kWh/m3 to achieve 
the same flux in terms of energy (Cabassud and Wirth, 
2003). Furthermore, it was shown that VMD 
performance was more economically viable than 
direct contact membrane distillation (DCMD) in terms 
of energy consumption, flux and evaporation 
efficiency (Criscuoli et al., 2008). A higher flux rate 
of 56.2 kg/m2h via a lab-made membrane module was 
achieved at 59.2°C of feed temperature using a 
permeate side absolute pressure of 1 kPa. Similarly, 
heat and mass transfer in the VMD system was studied 
by Mengual et al. (2004) to investigate the effect of 
temperature and velocity on the flux rate. A shell-and-
tube capillary membrane module with pore size of 0.2 
μm and an effective area of 0.1 m2 was used with pure 
water under absolute pressure of 4 kPa. It was 
concluded that an increase in feed velocity can raise 
the flux and heat transfer coefficient.  

In brief, an SVMD system has less investment 
cost and requires a smaller installation area, but the 
operation and maintenance costs are reasonably high 
in comparison with a conventional solar still (Wang et 
al., 2009). 
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Fig. 1. Solar powered vacuum membrane distillation system 
 

The significant advantage of VMD was 
reported by Sivakumar et al. (2013). A VMD system 
was used to treat sea water, mine water, groundwater 
as well as greywater. Water quality parameters such as 
TDS, BOD, total coliforms and concentration of Ca, 
Mg, Fe and Al were reduced from 36,850 mg/L, 285 
mg/L, 1,230 cfu/100mL, 14.4 mg/L, 338 mg/L, 0.32 
mg/L and 0.18 mg/L in the influent to 2.12 mg/L, 0.00 
mg/L, 0.00 cfu/100mL, 0.73 mg/L, 0.48 mg/L, 0.00 
mg/L and 0.00 mg/L, respectively in the effluent. 

The set-up cost for an SVMD system of a 
typical Australian household, including solar panels, 
collectors, reservoirs, pumps, membranes, condenser 
and pipes has been estimated at $4,235 AUD (retail 
cost) while ongoing costs, such as membrane 
replacement, sludge collection and disposal and 
similar operation and maintenance are estimated at 
$545 AUD/y within a ten year period. A small cost 
saving of $217 AUD/y can be obtained since high 
quality treated effluent can potentially be used for all 
household purposes including drinking, by replacing 
the current low cost town water. SVMD requires a 
relatively low level of membrane cleaning as the rate 
of flux decline in the SVMD is lower than in SECUF 
and SMBR. A screening unit is necessary as a pre-
treatment in order to increase the efficiency of the 
process. One of the disadvantages of the SVMD 
system is the fact that it poses a health risk since the 
temperature of the feed solution may exceed 60°C and 
this can cause burns if a leak occurs. Low acceptability 
among householders is expected due to its low flux 
rate. Also, a high level of knowledge and technology 
is assumed since knowledge of membrane and 
condensation is required. The application of vacuum 
pressure for vaporization makes the SVMD system 
technologically complex. 

 
2.2. Solar electro-coagulation and ultra filtration 
(SECUF) 
 

Coagulation followed by suitable filtration is a 
well-established water treatment process since it 

improves effluent quality as well as reducing the rate 
of fouling in membranes. Therefore, a combination of 
electro-coagulation, membrane filtration and electro-
disinfection operated by solar energy is chosen as the 
second alternative. Since chemicals are not involved, 
it requires low maintenance and can be powered by 
solar energy. Parameters such as the type of 
electrodes, conductivity of the influent, distance 
between electrodes, shape and size of an electrode, 
temperature and flow configuration have to be 
determined in the design of an electro-coagulator unit. 
Greywater is first pumped at a given flow-rate through 
the electro-coagulator. Aluminum electrodes and 
mono-polar parallel configuration in the EC increases 
filtration efficiency. A second high pressure pump is 
used to pass the effluent through a UF membrane as 
shown in Fig. 2. Finally, electro-disinfection is 
employed to achieve a high quality permeate. 

Coagulation prior to membrane filtration was 
used to improve the quality of the treated water and 
also to decrease membrane fouling (Li et al., 2009). 
The application of EC in wastewater treatment and the 
effect of significant parameters such as the type of 
electrodes, conductivity, temperature, shape and size 
of the electrodes and flow configuration were studied, 
and it was concluded that upflow configuration of an 
electro-coagulator followed by electro-flotation 
provided the better quality of effluent (Mollah et al., 
2004). The EC technology is potentially an effective 
process in dye removal depending on the pH level 
(Emamjomeh and Sivakumar, 2009).  

In this regard, the experimental results showed 
that aluminum electrodes are more efficient than iron 
electrodes, and the technology successfully removed 
heavy metals and nitrate. The evaluation of EC 
performance in surface water treatment was studied, 
and it was shown that the EC is more efficient than 
chemical coagulation in terms of the permeate quality 
(Bagga et al., 2008). Muller (2008) constructed a new 
treatment system applying EC, ultrafiltration and 
electro-disinfection. Clean water flux of 82 L/m2h 
was pumped at 100 kPa pressure of filtration. 
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Fig. 2. Solar powered electro-coagulation, membrane and electro-disinfection system 
 

The levels of turbidity, COD, BOD, TSS, TDS 
and E.Coli were reduced from 81 NTU, 282.5 mg/L, 
110.12 mg/L, 84 mg/L, 218 mg/L and 4*103 
cfu/100mL in greywater to 0.64 NTU, 92 mg/L, 6.82 
mg/L, 4 mg/L, 190 mg/L and 800 cfu/100mL in the 
effluent, respectively. 

The set-up cost of a typical SECUF system, 
including solar panels, reservoirs, pumps, membranes, 
electro-coagulator and pipes is estimated at $3,740 
AUD while the costs of membrane and plate 
replacement, sludge collection and disposal and 
similar operation and maintenance are predicted at 
$790 AUD/y for ten years. By reusing the treated 
water within the household, a cost saving of $175 
AUD/y is possible. The frequency of membrane 
cleaning is considered moderate in comparison to 
treatment technologies due to the pre-treatment 
provided by EC. The quantity of waste to be disposed 
of from the coagulator and membrane cleaning is 
relatively moderate. A screening unit and an electro 
disinfection unit are required as a pre-treatment and 
post-treatment, respectively. It is envisaged that only 
low level of knowledge is required to operate this 
system, however there is a moderate level of risk to 
health and safety due to the use of the EC process. In 
addition, there can be some questions of public 
acceptance of SECUF systems as they potentially 
require relatively large areas for installation of the 
treatment units. The system is also comprised of 
coagulator, filtration and disinfection units and this 
also makes it a moderately complex system. 
 
2.3. Solar membrane bioreactor (SMBR) 

 
One of the successful technologies for 

greywater treatment is MBR due to its ability to 
produce a high quality effluent. The proposed SMBR 
system using a submerged membrane is presented in 
Fig. 3. In addition, MBR, as a biological process, has 
a relatively small footprint and simple operation with 
minimal chemical consumption. Less energy is 

required in submerged MBRs than in side stream ones 
where the membrane is immersed within the 
bioreactor, and the filtered water is withdrawn via a 
vacuum pump (Laine, 2001). Greywater is aerated in 
the bioreactor using a compressor. The feed solution 
is passed through the submerged membrane module 
by a vacuum pump into a permeate trap. 

Paris and Schlapp (2010) were successful in 
using MBR with submerged UF modules for 
greywater treatment. A 92.2% and 97.2% removal of 
COD and BOD was reported, respectively. Total 
coliforms level met the Australian NSW guidelines for 
toilet flushing, laundry washing and irrigation. Four 
biological processes for greywater treatment were 
analyzed ant it was found that the submerged MBR 
and side-stream MBR achieved excellent BOD 
removal along with high quality effluent (Laine, 
2001). In a study conducted by Merz et al. (2007) a 
submerged ZeeWeed MBR system was operated to 
treat low strength greywater. The levels of turbidity, 
BOD, COD, faecal coliforms, total nitrogen and 
phosphorous were decreased from 29 NTU, 59 mg/L, 
109 mg/L, 1.4×105 cfu/100 mL, 15.2 mg/L and 1.6 
mg/L to 0.5 NTU, 1.5 mg/L, 1.15 mg/L, 68 
cfu/100mL, 5.7 mg/L and 1.3 mg/L, respectively.  

Also, Lesjean and Gnirss (2006) used a 
submerged plate and a frame MBR treatment unit to 
treat kitchen greywater. The SS, COD, TN and TP 
were reduced from 90 mg/L, 493 mg/L, 21 mg/L and 
7.4 mg/L in the influent to 1 mg/L, 24 mg/L, 10 mg/L 
and 3.5 mg/L in the effluent, respectively. A good 
performance was obtained under low hydraulic 
resistance time (HRT) and solids resistance time 
(SRT) by the proposed system.  

Similarly, using eight submerged hollow fiber 
membrane modules (Mitsubishi Rayon Co.) in a 
bioreactor for greywater treatment resulted in 
turbidity, SS, BOD and COD reduction from 146-185 
NTU, 15-50 mg/L, 99-212 mg/L, 130-322 mg/L to 1 
NTU, 0 mg/L, 5 mg/L and 40 mg/L, respectively (Liu 
et al., 2005).  
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Fig. 3. Solar powered membrane bioreactor system 
 
 The treatment of higher strength greywater 
via a flat plate submerged MBR system was operated 
for 87 days at a constant flux of 0.22 m3/m2d at a mean 
HRT of 13.6 h and the COD level was reduced from 
675 mg/L in the raw water to 26.3 mg/L in the 
permeate (Huelgas and Funamizu, 2010). 

Parameters such as temperature, SRT, HRT, 
trans membrane pressures (TMP), flux and aeration 
rate will determine the operating conditions of this 
system. The two major problems are membrane 
fouling and long HRT. The MBR set-up costs, 
including solar panels, reservoirs, pumps, membranes, 
diffuser and pipes are estimated at $3,610 AUD while 
the ongoing costs for membrane replacement, sludge 
collection and disposal and similar operation and 
maintenance are predicted at $575 AUD/y for ten 
years.  

A small cost saving of $175 AUD/y is 
achievable if the treated water can be reused within the 
households. The high level of membrane cleaning is 
required due to the fouling rate in this process. A 
screening and a disinfection unit are required to 
increase the efficiency of the treatment system. The 
quantity of waste disposal is assumed to be high in this 
technology. People are likely to accept it due to its 
high flux rate. Also, it is a simple process to operate 
and there is low level of risk to health and safety due 
to the low temperature of the feed solution. A 
moderate level of knowledge and technology is 
necessary to use this system. 
 
2.4. Environmental, economic and social comparison 
 

Table 1 presents information for the proposed 
three treatment options based on various 
environmental, economic and social indicators. The 
levels of BOD, turbidity, TSS, TDS and total 
coliforms in the effluent are considered as suitable 
environmental quality indicators.  

The level of turbidity, TSS, BOD5 and fecal 
coliform counts of treated water should be less than 2 
NTU, 5 mg/L, 10 mg/L and 2.2 cfu/100mL, 

respectively for unrestricted non-potable urban water 
reuse (Meays and Nordin, 2013). These values 
tolerated for outdoor gardening purposes are 5 NTU, 
45 mg/L, 10 mg/L and 10 cfu/100mL for turbidity, 
TSS, BOD5 and fecal coliforms, respectively (Al-
Jayyousi 2003). For restricted urban water reuse such 
as outdoor washing and toilet flushing, the turbidity, 
TSS, BOD5 and fecal coliform counts of treated water 
should be less than 5 NTU, 20 mg/L, 6 mg/L and 3 
cfu/100mL, respectively (Ernst et al., 2007). 

In order to align the five quality parameters, 
first the value of log removal was converted to 
percentage, and then the average of all parameters was 
calculated. A factor of two for total coliforms 
parameter was employed due to its importance among 
the selected ones. The level of fouling and cleaning 
requirement is selected as the second environmental 
criterion.  

The indicator "pre-treatment and post-
treatment" reflects the number of treatment processes 
required before or after treatment, such as screening, 
mineralization and disinfection. Also, the quantity of 
waste disposal ("solid/brine treatment") is specified 
for each treatment alternative. Capital costs are 
estimated in Australian dollars and maintenance costs 
and cost savings in Australian dollars per year. The 
estimated solar energy consumption of each system is 
given in kWh/m3. Social indicators are also evaluated. 

The abbreviations for levels used in Table 1 are 
employed to compare indicators such as: fouling and 
cleaning requirements, solid/brine treatment, public 
acceptance, simplicity, knowledge and technology and 
the level of risk to health and safety. 

 
3. Methodology 
 

The analytic hierarchy process (AHP) is a 
mathematical technique for multi-criteria decision 
making (Saaty, 1990). It enables designers to make 
decisions about complex problems based on 
principles, benefits, the best alternatives and 
resources. 
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Table 1. Comparison of major criteria and indicators of the proposed treatment systems 

 

Criterion Indicator Unit 
Systems◊ 

SVMD† SECUF‡ SMBR♦ 

Environmental 

Quality of 
effluent 

BOD mg/L % removal 0 100 10 94.9 1 99.3 
Turbidity NTU % removal 0.1 99 5.23 95.3 0.2 99.3 
TSS mg/L % removal 2 99 10.5 90.3 1.5 96.1 
TDS mg/L % removal 2.12 99.9 363 3.46 782 19.5 
Total CFU/100 Log 0 7 800 4.18 68 5.9 

Fouling and cleaning - L L M 
Pre-treatment and post-
treatment 

- Screening Screening and 
Disinfection 

Screening and 
Disinfection

Solid/brine treatment - M M H 

Economic 

Capital cost * AUD 4,235 3,740 3,610 
Operation and 
maintenance  

AUD/y 545 790 575 

Energy consumption kWh/m3 1.2 1.12 1.5 
Recycled water saving AUD/y 218 175 175 

Social 

Public acceptance - L M H 
Simplicity - C MC S 

Knowledge and 
technology 

- H L M 

Level of risk to health 
and safety 

- H M L 

Note: * Source: Friedler and Hadari (2006); † Source: Sivakumar et al. (2013); ‡ Source: Muller (2008); ♦ Source: Merz et al. (2007); ◊ Level : 
extremely high (EH), very high (VH), high (H), medium (M), low (L), very complex (VC), moderately complex (MC), complex (C), simple (S) and 
very simple (VS). 

 
In this method, decision makers have to specify 

the preference of each indicator versus the others. It 
makes the judgment difficult when two indicators 
from different criteria are compared directly. The 
indicators can be classified in major criteria groups in 
order to simplify the comparison judgment. This is 
incorporated in an optimized analytic hierarchy 
process (OAHP) under economic, environmental and 
social criteria. Three major criteria (economic, 
environmental and social), twelve indicators (quality, 
fouling and cleaning, pre-treatment and post-treatment 
units, waste management, capital cost, operation and 
maintenance, energy consumption, water saving, 
public acceptance, simplicity, knowledge and 
technology and safety) and three systems (SVMD, 
SECUF and SMBR) are compared by assigning a 
weighting ratio based on information shown in Table 
2. OAHP is applied for relative criticality weighting of 
indicators and relative criticality weighting of 
evaluators. Two levels of major criteria and indicators 
are selected in the OAHP. This helps decision makers 
to compare sustainability pillars as major criteria 
within the treatment topic. Nominated indicators in 
each criterion are then pair-wise compared rather than 
in a disorganized group. The real weight of each 
indicator was determined through the comparative 
judgment of both criteria and indicators. 

The four main steps of the methodology are: 
• Problem definition; 
• Criteria identification and selection; 
• Calculating relative weights: 

� Perform pairwise comparisons; 
� Compute the relative weights; 
� Assess consistency of pairwise judgment; 

• Comparison decision alternatives. 
The pairwise comparison matrix is derived 

through a scale of 1 to 9 as defined in Table 2. These 
steps must be applied to major criteria, indicators and 
systems. The pairwise comparison yields a reciprocal 
n-by-n matrix where n is the number of criteria 
considered. 

 
Table 2. Numerical scale for comparative judgments 

(Saaty, 1990) 
 

Intensity of importance Definition 
9 Extremely preferred 
7 Very strongly preferred 
5 Strongly preferred 
3 Moderately preferred 
1 Equally preferred 

2,4,6,8 Preferences between the intervals
 

The "intensity of importance" values from 
Table 2 are values to be selected for C11 to Cnn in Eq. 
(1). In the comparison matrix, for all indices i and j the 
condition is Cij=1/Cji. Using n as the number of 
criteria, the pairwise comparison matrix (C) yields a 
reciprocal n-by-n matrix as: 

 





















nnnn

n

n

CCC

CCC

CCC

C









21

22221

11211

                         (1) 
 
A normalized matrix (N) is achieved by 

dividing each element in the pairwise comparison 
matrix by its column summation as shown in Eq. (2). 
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           (2) 
The average of the elements in each row of the 

normalized matrix is obtained by dividing the 
summation of normalized weights of each row by the 
number of criteria. Therefore, the weight matrix can 
be obtained by Eq. (3). 
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The weight matrices for each major criteria and 
indicators can be achieved by Eqs. (1-3). As a result, 
the total weight of each criterion can be expressed as 
 

criteria
j

indicator
i

t
ij www                           (4) 

 
Also, three systems are compared together 

based on each indicator in order to assess the 
performance or characteristics of a system. 
Accordingly, the weight of a system allocated by each 
indicator, s, can be found by the pairwise comparison 
of m-by-m matrix where m is the number of the 
systems. Finally, the score of each system (M) is 
obtained using Eq. (5). 
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Different systems are compared based on each 

indicator in order to estimate the performance. This 
comparison will result in matrix S. Thus, the 
reciprocal m-by-m matrix, S, has to be created for each 
indicator. The final score of each system is obtained 
using the matrix S and the system weights. The 
consistency ratio is determined to evaluate the 
reliability of paired comparison as expressed in Eq. (6) 
(Saaty, 1990). 

 

)1( 



nRI

n
CR



             (6) 
 
where, n is the number of columns, λ is the average 
value of the consistency vector and RI is a random 

index that depends on the number of elements being 
compared.  
 The compatibility vector (λ-n)/(n-1) indicates 
the probability of random correspondence degrees. To 
calculate the compatibility vector, initial weight of 
each indicator was multiplied by its corresponding 
paired score. This function was performed for all 
indicators and the total results of multiplication were 
added together. The sum was then divided by the 
weight assigned to each indicator result in λ. Table 3 
shows the random average indices for various n 
(Saaty, 1990). The consistency ratio of less than 0.1 
indicates consistent judgment. 

 
Table 3. Average random indices (RI) for various n 

 
n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

RI 0.00 0.00 0.58 0.90 1.12 1.24 1.32 1.41 1.45 

 

So the pair wise comparison for the three major 
criteria, twelve indicators and three systems is 
performed and the final score of each system is 
derived by Eq. (5). 

 
4. Results and discussion 

 
The assigned scores for each criterion and 

indicator of the system must be scaled from 1 to 9 or 
0.11 to 1 in pairwise comparison. Indeed, the 
conversion factor is determined using the specific 
numerical scale of each indicator defined from 1 to 5 
or 0.2 to 1 for the comparison ratio of two systems. 
These numerical scales are developed to cover all 
possible data from a variety of water distillation 
systems. Lexical indicator ratios are converted into a 
scale of 1 to 5, as given in Table 4, since five groups 
of comparative judgments are proposed. The ratio of 
similar abbreviations results in a factor of 1 in this 
category. A numerical scale for comparative 
judgments is necessary for all indicators. Lexical 
indicators were defined using the abbreviations in 
Table 1 and the ratio is given a numerical value via the 
factors identified in Table 4. 

 
Table 4. Comparison factors referring to ratios of indicator 
levels obtained by comparative judgment of two systems 

(for abbreviations see footnote of Table 1) 
 

EH/L=VC/VS=5 

EH/M=VH/L=VC/S=MC/VS=4 

EH/H=VH/M=H/L=VC/C=MC/S=C/VS=3 
EH/VH=VH/H=H/M=M/L=VC/MC=MC/C=C/S=S/VS

2  

A range of data is used for other numerical 
indicators. This range is derived using all possible 
treatment systems for comparison. This will determine 
a consistent ratio between the alternatives against each 
indicator. Finally, a conversion factor for each 
indicator is presented in Table 5 to establish the 
importance of one alternative against the second one 
on a scale of 1 to 9. If the importance of one alternative 
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against the second one is less than 1, a value between 
0.11 to 1 from the Table has to be selected. 

The comparative judgment is accomplished 
based on an identified problem in hand which is 
determining a sustainable greywater treatment system. 
Future water and energy crises must be solved in an 
environmentally friendly and cost effective manner. In 
addition, the successful technology needs public 
acceptance. Therefore, the economic criterion is 
selected as the most important parameter in decision-
making. The preference level of economic versus 
environmental criteria is small due to the 
environmental significance of the treatment system. 
The tendency of decision makers to consider 
economic and environmental aspects more important 
than social criteria is observed in the comparative 
judgment. A ratio of 2 and 4 are selected for economic 
versus environmental and economic versus social, 
respectively as given in Eq. (7). According to Table 2, 
these values show the importance of moderate and 
strong preference of economic versus environmental 
and social criteria, respectively. On the other hand, a 
ratio of 3 is considered for environmental versus social 
criteria. Thus, the pairwise comparison matrix of 
major criteria can be represented as: 
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Based on Eq. (2) and Eq. (3), the normalized 
matrix and the weight of major criteria can be 
expressed as: 
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The pairwise comparison and normalized 

matrices of indicators are obtained by the same 
mathematical procedure, using Eq. (2) and Eq. (3). 
The weight of indicators in economic, environmental 
and social criteria can be denoted respectively as: 
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The consistency ratios are calculated for both 
W and S matrices. Table 6 indicates that all values are 
under 0.1 which shows satisfactory result for 
comparative judgment. The total weight (wt) of each 
indicator can be determined by multiplying the weight 
of indicators (windicator) to the weight of related major 
criteria (wcriteria). 

 
Table 5. Numerical scale for comparative judgment of system 1 vs. system 2 

 

conversion factor 
Indicator 

Range 
0.11 0.14 0.2 0.33 1 3 5 7 9 

Quality 0.5 0.57 0.67 0.8 1 1.25 1.5 1.75 2 
Fouling and Cleaning requirement 5 4 3 2 1 0.5 0.33 0.25 0.2 
Pre-treatment and Post-treatment 5 4 3 2 1 0.5 0.33 0.25 0.2 
Solid/Brine treatment 5 4 3 2 1 0.5 0.33 0.25 0.2 
Capital Cost 2.5 2.1 1.8 1.4 1 0.7 0.56 0.48 0.4 
O & M 2.5 2.1 1.8 1.4 1 0.7 0.56 0.48 0.4 
Energy Consumption 5 4 3 2 1 0.5 0.33 0.25 0.2 
Recycled water saving 0.67 0.73 0.8 0.9 1 1.12 1.24 1.37 1.5 
People acceptance 0.2 0.25 0.33 0.5 1 2 3 4 5 
Simplicity 5 4 3 2 1 0.5 0.33 0.25 0.2 
Knowledge and Technology 5 4 3 2 1 0.5 0.33 0.25 0.2 
Level of risk to Health and Safety 5 4 3 2 1 0.5 0.33 0.25 0.2 

 
Table 6. Consistency ratios for weighting matrices 

 

Matrix 
criteriaW  

indicator
talEnvironmenW  

indicator
EconomicW  

indicator
SocialW  S1 S2 S3 S4 

CR 0.016 0.011 0.008 0.020 0.004 0 0.001 0.000 

Matrix S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 

CR 0 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.035 0.001 0.046 
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The proposed treatment systems were 

compared based on each indicator. The s arrays are 
also identified by the information given in Tables 1 
and 6. Finally, using Eq. (5), the final score of each 
system is represented using Eq. (13). 

The first row of arrays, s11, s12, …, s1n, illustrate 
the weight of the SVMD system based on twelve 
indicators. The second and third rows are allocated to 
SECUF and SMBR, respectively. The important role 
of indicators such as capital cost, water quality and 
O&M in technology selection can be recognized from 
the total weight (wt) matrix. The weight of the 
economic criterion versus environmental and social 
criteria, the effect of water quality indicator among the 
environmental indicators and the importance of 
capital, operation and maintenance costs in 
comparison with energy consumption and water 
savings are the reasons for the total weight of 0.30, 
0.18 and 0.16 allocated to capital cost, quality and 
O&M indicators, respectively.  

Therefore, as indicated in Eq. (13), the 
proposed treatment systems SVMD, SECUF and 
SMBR are ranked by the score of 0.40, 0.26 and 0.34, 
respectively. Consequently, the SVMD system is 
considered as the most sustainable greywater 
treatment system. A variety of comparison ratios was 

used in Eq. (7) to show the flexibility of the OAHP 
method in treatment technology selection. Some 
realistic ratios between the three major criteria were 
assumed to investigate the flexibility of the OAHP 
method through all six possible priority ranks of the 
major criteria (economic > environmental > social, 
economic > social > environmental, environmental > 
economic > social, environmental > social > 
economic, social > environmental > economic and 
social > economic > environmental).  

The ratios of 4, 3 and 2 were selected for the 
first two criteria in each case while the ratios of the 
second versus the third and the first versus the third 
one varied between 2 and 8. In all projected cases, 
consistency ratio of less than 0.1, was observed. The 
SMBR process was determined to be the most 
sustainable technology when the priority rank of social 
> economic > environmental was used. The score of 
SMBR was 5% more than SVMD on average.  

For the priority rank of economic > 
environmental > social, either SVMD or SMBR was 
specified as the most sustainable technology for each 
proportion set as illustrated in Fig. 4. SVMD 
technology was the most sustainable one in the other 
four priority ranks. The score of SVMD was between 
5 to 47% higher than the SMBR score.  
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(a) 
 

(b) 
 

(c) 
 

Fig. 4. The score of each system against economic/social and economic/environmental criteria while a) environmental/social is 
4, b) environmental/social is 3 and c) environmental/social is 2 

 
A constant ratio of 4, 3 and 2 of the 

environmental criterion versus the social one is 
assumed in Figs.4 a, b and c, respectively. As shown 
in Fig. 4, the SVMD technology scored better than 
SMBR in the majority of proportion sets except in 
those cases where the economic criterion was 
strongly, very strongly or extremely preferred over the 
environmental and social criteria. In such a situation, 
the SMBR system achieves the highest score with a 
maximum of 6% difference. 
 
5. Conclusions 

 

A complex multiple objective problem was 
defined in MCDA with a view to determine the most 
sustainable solar-powered greywater treatment system 
considering different logical and realistic comparative 
judgments. It involved an optimized analytic hierarchy 
process (OAHP) to compare and evaluate three solar 
powered treatment systems: SVMD, SECUF and 
SMBR.  

The OAHP method assessed the alternatives 
using a multiple objective decision-making method 
and employing major sustainability criteria and 
indicators. Three major sustainability criteria 
(Economic, Environmental and Social) and twelve 
indicators were incorporated to avoid subjectivity in 
decision making and raise awareness of the actual 
effect of each parameter. This comprehensive method 
provided a practical analysis for sustainability 
comparison between greywater treatment options. 
Based on the analysis performed, the SVMD system 
was shown to be the most sustainable system due to its 
weights obtained in comparative judgment of systems 
and total weight of indicators.  

On the other hand, the diverse nature of the 
proposed systems was verified through various 
combinations of economic, social and environmental 
proportions. SVMD was the first rank in the majority 
of possible priority rankings of the major criteria due 
to its high quality effluent and reasonable maintenance 
costs. 
 
 

References 
 
Al-Jayyousi O.R., (2003), Greywater reuse: towards 

sustainable water management, Desalination, 156, 
181-192. 

Al-Zouby J.Y., Jehad Y., Al-Zboon K.K., Al-Tabbal J.A., 
(2016), Low-cost treatment of grey water and reuse for 
irrigation of home garden plants, Environmental 
Engineering and Management Journal, 16, 351-359. 

Bagga A., Chellam S., Clifford D.A., (2008), Evaluation of 
iron chemical coagulation and electrocoagulation 
pretreatment for surface water microfiltration, Journal 
of Membrane Science, 309, 82-93.  

Banat F., Al-Rub F.A., Bani-Melhem K., (2003), 
Desalination by vacuum membrane distillation: 
sensitivity analysis, Separation and Purification 
Technology, 33, 75-87. 

Banat F., Jwaied N., (2008), Economic evaluation of 
desalination by small-scale autonomous solar-powered 
membrane distillation units, Desalination, 220, 566-
573. 

Cabassud C., Wirth, D., (2003), Membrane distillation for 
water desalination: How to choose an appropriate 
membrane?, Desalination, 157, 307-314.  

Chin W.H., (2009), Greywater treatment by Fenton, Photo-
Fenton and UVC/H2O2 processes, PhD Thesis, 
University of Adelaide, Adelaide. 

Criscuoli A., Carnevale M.C., Drioli E., (2008), Evaluation 
of energy requirements in membrane distillation, 
Chemical Engineering and Processing: Process 
Intensification, 47, 1098-1105. 

Delgado-Galván X., Pérez-García R., Izquierdo J., Mora-
Rodríguez J., (2010), An analytic hierarchy process for 
assessing externalities in water leakage management, 
Mathematical and Computer Modelling, 52, 1194-
1202. 

Dharmappa H.B., Hagare P., (1999), Economic analysis and 
design of crossflow microfiltration for water treatment 
systems, Desalination, 121, 1-11.  

Emamjomeh M.M., Sivakumar M., (2009), Review of 
pollutants removed by electrocoagulation and 
electrocoagulation/flotation processes, Journal of 
Environmental Management, 90, 1663-1679. 

EPA, (2013), Guidelines for environmental management, 
code of practice – onsite wastewater management, 
Publication number 891.3,  



 
Ramezanianpour and Sivakumar /Environmental Engineering and Management Journal 18 (2019), 1, 159-170 

 

 170

 On line at: 
https://www.epa.vic.gov.au/~/media/Publications/891
%204.pdf. 

Ernst M.A., Sperlich X., Zheng Y., Gan J., Hu X., Zhao J., 
Wang M.J., (2007), An integrated wastewater 
treatment and reuse concept for the Olympic Park 2008, 
Beijing, Desalination, 202, 293-301. 

Friedler E., Hadari M., (2006), Economic feasibility of on-
site greywater reuse in multi-storey buildings, 
Desalination, 190, 221-234.  

Friedler E., Kovalio R., Galil N.I., (2005), On-site greywater 
treatment and reuse in multi-storey buildings, Water 
Science and Technology, 51, 187-194. 

Garfì M., Tondelli S., Bonoli A., (2009), Multi-criteria 
decision analysis for waste management in Saharawi 
refugee camps, Waste Management, 29, 2729-2739.  

Gryta M., Tomaszewska M., Karakulski K., (2006), 
Wastewater treatment by membrane distillation, 
Desalination, 198, 67-73.  

Hajkowicz S., Collins K., (2007), A review of multiple 
criteria analysis for water resource planning and 
management, Water Resources Management, 21, 1553-
1566.  

Herath G., Prato T., (2006), Using Multi-Criteria Decision 
Analysis in Natural Resource Management, Ashgate 
Publishing Co. 

Hernandez Leal L., Temmink H., Zeeman G., Buisman 
C.J.N., (2008), Comparison of three systems for 
biological greywater treatment, Water, 2, 155-169.  

Huang Y.F., Hsu K.H., Chen P.S., Dong S.H., (2011), 
Discussing performance index of human resource 
valuation with AHP-occupational safety section in T 
Company in Taiwan as the case study, Information 
Technology Journal, 10, 549-556.  

Huelgas A., Funamizu N., (2010), Flat-plate submerged 
membrane bioreactor for the treatment of higher-load 
graywater, Desalination, 250, 162-166.  

Hypes W., Batten C.E., Wilkins J.R., (1975), Processing of 
combined domestic bath and laundry waste waters for 
reuse as commode flushing water, Report NASA TN 
D-7937. 

Into M., Jönsson A.-S., Lengdén G., (2004), Reuse of 
industrial wastewater following treatment with reverse 
osmosis, Journal of Membrane Science, 242, 21-25.  

Khayet M., (2011), Membranes and theoretical modeling of 
membrane distillation: A review, Advances in Colloid 
and Interface Science, 164, 56-88.  

Lai Y.T., Wang W.C., Wang H.H., (2008), AHP – and 
simulation-based budget determination procedure for 
public building construction projects, Automation in 
Construction, 17, 623-632.  

Laine A.T., (2001), Technologies for greywater recycling in 
buildings, PhD Thesis, Cranfield Unniversity, UK. 

Lesjean B., Gnirss R., (2006), Greywater treatment with a 
membrane bioreactor operated at low SRT and low 
HRT, Desalination, 199, 432-434.  

Li F., Wichmann K., Otterpohl R., (2009), Evaluation of 
appropriate technologies for grey water treatments and 
reuses, Water Science and Technology, 59, 249-260.  

Liu R., Huang X., Chen L., Wen X., Qian Y., (2005), 
Operational performance of a submerged membrane 
bioreactor for reclamation of bath wastewater, Process 
Biochemistry, 40, 125-130.  

March J.G., Gual M., Orozco F., (2004), Experiences on 
greywater re-use for toilet flushing in a hotel (Mallorca 
Island, Spain), Desalination, 164, 241-247.  

Meays C., Nordin R., (2013), Ambient Water Quality 
Guidelines for Sulphate. Technical Note, Water 

Protection & Sustainability Branch Environmental 
Sustainability and Strategic Policy Division BC 
Ministry of Environment, On line at: 
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/environment/air-
land-water/water/waterquality/wqgs-wqos/approved-
wqgs/bc_moe_wqg_sulphate.pdf. 

Mengual J.I., Khayet M., Godino M.P., (2004), Heat and 
mass transfer in vacuum membrane distillation, 
International Journal of Heat and Mass Transfer, 47, 
865-875.  

Merz C., Scheumann R., El Hamouri B., Kraume M., (2007), 
Membrane bioreactor technology for the treatment of 
greywater from a sports and leisure club, Desalination, 
215, 37-43.  

Mohsen M.S., Akash B.A., (1997), Evaluation of domestic 
solar water heating system in Jordan using analytic 
hierarchy process, Energy Conversion and 
Management, 38, 1815-1822.  

Mollah M.Y.A., Morkovsky P., Gomes J.A.G., Kesmez M., 
Parga J., Cocke D.L., (2004), Fundamentals, present 
and future perspectives of electrocoagulation, Journal 
of Hazardous Materials, 114, 199-210.  

Muller A., (2008), Solar powered greywater treatment 
system, BE Environmental Engineering Thesis, 
University of Wollongong, Australia. 

Onkal Engin G., Sinmaz Ucar B., Senturk E., (2011), Reuse 
feasibility of pre-treated grey water and domestic 
wastewater with a compact household reverse osmosis 
system, Desalination and Water Treatment, 29, 103-
109.  

Owen G., Bandi M., Howell J.A., Churchouse S.J., (1995), 
Economic assessment of membrane processes for water 
and waste water treatment, Journal of Membrane 
Science, 102, 77-91.  

Paris S., Schlapp C., (2010), Greywater recycling in 
Vietnam - Application of the HUBER MBR process, 
Desalination, 250, 1027-1030.  

Pidou M., Avery L., Stephenson T., (2008), Chemical 
solutions for greywater recycling, Chemosphere, 71, 
147-155.  

Saaty T.L., (1990), How to make a decision: The analytic 
hierarchy process, European Journal of Operational 
Research, 48, 9-26. 

Sivakumar M., Ramezanianpour M., O’Halloran G., (2013), 
Mine water treatment using a vacuum membrane 
distillation system, APCBEE Procedia, 5, 157-162.  

Sostar-Turk S., Petrinic I., Simonic M., (2005), Laundry 
wastewater treatment using coagulation and membrane 
filtration, Resources, Conservation and Recycling, 44, 
185-196.  

Surendran S., Wheatley A.D., (1998), Greywater 
reclamation for non-potable reuse, Chartered 
Institution of Water and Environment Management, 12, 
406-413.  

Wang X., Zhang L., Yang H., Chen H., (2009), Feasibility 
research of potable water production via solar-heated 
hollow fiber membrane distillation system, 
Desalination, 247, 403-411.  

Winward G.P., Avery L.M., Stephenson T., Jefferson B., 
(2008), Chlorine disinfection of grey water for reuse: 
Effect of organics and particles, Water Research, 42, 
483-491.  

Zhang Z., Lu W.X., Zhao Y., Song W.B., (2014), 
Development tendency analysis and evaluation of the 
water ecological carrying capacity in the Siping area of 
Jilin Province in China based on system dynamics and 
analytic hierarchy process, Ecological Modelling, 275, 
9-21.  

 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


