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Abstract: The food manufacturing sector is one of the most dominant consumers of energy across the
globe. Food processing methods such as drying, baking, frying, malting, roasting, etc. rely heavily
on the heat released from burning fossil fuels, mainly natural gas or propane. Less than half of
this heat contributes to the actual processing of the product and the remaining is released to the
surroundings as waste heat, primarily through exhaust gases at 150 to 250 °C. Recovering this waste
heat can deliver significant fuel, cost and CO, savings. However, selecting an appropriate sink for
this waste heat is challenging due to the relatively low source temperature. This study investigates a
novel application of gas-to-air low temperature waste heat recovery technology for a confectionary
manufacturing process, through a range of experiments. The recovered heat is used to preheat a
baking oven’s combustion air at inlet before it enters the fuel-air mixture. The investigated technology
is compared with other waste heat recovery schemes involving Regenerative Organic Rankine Cycles
(RORC), Vapour Absorption Refrigeration (VAR) and hot water production. The findings indicate
that utilising an oven’s exhaust gases to preheat combustion air can deliver up to 33% fuel savings,
provided a sufficiently large heat sink in the form of oven combustion air is available. Due to a
lower investment cost, the technology also offers a payback period of only 1.57 years, which makes it
financially attractive when compared to others. The studied waste heat recovery technologies can
deliver a CO, savings of 28-356 tonnes per year from a single manufacturing site. The modelling and
comparison methodology, observations and outcomes of this study can be extended to a variety of
low temperature food manufacturing processes.

Keywords: waste heat recovery; baking; energy efficiency; food manufacturing; organic rankine
cycle; vapour absorption cooling

1. Introduction

The food and drink sector involving processing, packaging, transportation, retail, consumption
and disposal is heavily reliant on fossil fuel consumption, thereby making it one of the largest consumers
of fossil fuels worldwide [1-4]. In the EU, the food sector accounted for 17% of the gross energy
consumption in 2013, and around 79% of that energy came from fossil fuels [5]. A study on the US
food system reported 13.8% energy consumption by the food sector of the total in the country from
2000 to 2010 [6]. It also indicated an average growth of 34% in energy consumption of the US food
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system in the last 60 years. With the rapid increase in the world population and consequent rising
food demands, the energy consumption in the food manufacturing sector is expected to continue to
rise in the future [3,7-9]. A study conducted by Paolo et al. [10] showed a 3- and 2.5-fold increase in
global crop and animal production, respectively, in the past 50 years. The processing/manufacturing
phase in the food chain has considerably higher fossil fuel consumption rates [11]. In the UK, the food
and drink manufacturing sector consumed 60.5 TWh of energy compared to 12 TWh by agriculture
and 12 TWh by retail in 2011 [12]. An article published by the European Commission [5] reported that
6.6 GJ of energy was consumed by the processing phase alone in the EU, which is 28% of the total
energy consumption by the entire food chain.

The processing phase consists of food manufacturing operations such as baking, drying, frying,
roasting, general heating, etc. These manufacturing processes rely on the direct heat released from
burning fossil fuels, usually natural gas or propane, in specially designed equipment. A proportion of
the heat supplied to these ovens contributes to the actual product processing and the rest is vented
to the surrounding area with the exhaust gases as waste heat at 150 to 250 °C. In the UK alone,
the food and drink manufacturing sector releases circa 2.8 TWh of recoverable waste heat into the
atmosphere, annually [13]. Increasing the energy efficiency of modern manufacturing machinery
by design improvement is extremely challenging, as it may already be operating at high efficiency
according to the original design. However, an alternative option is to capture and recycle the waste
heat back into the system to reduce the overall energy footprint of the manufacturing site. It is
estimated that recovering waste heat from the UK food and drink manufacturing sector can potentially
save £70 million and 500,000 tonnes of CO, emissions, annually [13]. In order to realise this huge
opportunity for energy efficiency and carbon reduction, the Department for Business, Energy and
Industrial Strategy (BEIS) of the UK government has launched several ambitious grant programmes
for industry such the £18 million Industrial Heat Recovery Support (IHRS) [14] programme in 2018
and £315 million Industrial Energy Transformation Fund (IETF) [15] in 2020, especially targeting waste
heat recovery from industrial processes.

Many mature technologies for waste heat recovery and utilisation are commercially available
on the market, such as the Organic Rankine Cycle (ORC), to convert waste heat into electricity,
Vapour Absorption Refrigeration (VAR), to produce a cooling effect, production of hot water or
steam through an economiser, pre-heating combustion air through a recuperator and pre-heating the
feedstock using a regenerator. Numerous studies on the application of ORC and VAR for waste heat
recovery are available [16-28] in various industrial sectors. A few studies comparing ORC with VAR
are available [29]. However, there is little information on the process of systematically selecting the
best technical and economic solution from all the choices available, especially in food manufacturing
processes where the waste heat leaves through the exhaust air at relatively low temperatures [29-31].
The quantity and quality of heat source available from a food manufacturing process determine
the design operating conditions for ORC and VAR systems and have a direct influence on their
performances. Therefore, the existing ORC and VAR models in the literature cannot be directly used
for estimating their techno-economic feasibility against any other waste heat recovery solution such as
combustion air preheating for food manufacturing processes. Additionally, the option of air-to-air heat
recovery has not been adequately explored, especially for the food industry. Although the air-to-air
heat recovery technology is fairly established for power generation cycles where the temperatures
are comparatively higher, it is essential to assess its suitability for industrial baking, as the baking
mechanism, machinery and conditions are different [32-36].

The focus of this work is not on the development of new technology or improving existing
technology. Rather, the focus is on the development of a systematic approach for determining the best
heat recovery solution based on technical, environmental and economic considerations. This work
develops a systematic methodology for comparing various low grade waste heat recovery solutions
for the industrial baking process based on fuel savings, operational cost savings, CO, savings and
return on investment (ROI) using analytical and numerical models. It also carries out actual design,
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development and experimental testing of a novel low-grade gas-to-gas waste heat recovery solution for
the baking sector for pre-heating the combustion air. The recovered waste heat from an industrial-scale
baking oven at a UK-based confectionary manufacturing site was recycled to pre-heat the oven’s
combustion air. These experimental results were compared with analytical and modelling results for
other heat recovery technologies mentioned above to develop the methodology of arriving at the most
rewarding solution for heat recovery.

Not only the baking industry, but a variety of similar low temperature and energy-intensive food
manufacturing processes can benefit from the observations and findings presented in this work.

2. Methodology

Six different types of waste heat recovery solution involving direct fuel/gas saving, electricity
generation, cooling and hot water production have been investigated through modelling and
experiments. A detailed description of the industrial baking machinery used for analysis is given in
Section 2.1. A gas-to-gas low-grade waste heat recovery technology to preheat oven’s combustion
air using heat from exhaust gases was designed, developed and tested through experiments and
modelling. Its performance was compared with other existing waste heat recovery technologies,
ORC, VAR and gas-to-liquid heat recovery. Simulation models for ORC, VAR and gas-to-liquid heat
recovery technologies were developed using experimentally derived inputs and existing literature.
Sections 2.2-2.6 describe the experimental, modelling and techno-economic assessment methodology
followed for the comparisons.

2.1. Baking Oven

A fully automatic wafer baking oven, shown in Figure 1, producing flat rectangular wafer sheets,
was used for the experiments and analysis. A mixture of water, flour and flavouring ingredients was
used to prepare the batter, which was then poured onto the baking plates fixed in tong frames. The tongs
are fixed with graphite bearings and are revolved across the length of the oven using long chain drive
powered by a 5 kW electric motor. The baking plates are heated to the desired temperatures as they
are transported through the oven by burning a mixture of natural gas and ambient air (also called
combustion or primary air) in the triangular burners located below the tong chains. The baking plate
surface temperature, measured using a pyrometer, regulates the burner blower frequency and the
fuel-air mix flow through a Zero Pressure Regulator.
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Figure 1. Schematic of a pilot-scale wafer baking oven highlighting the key components of the oven [37].
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The Automatic Wafer Baking Machine consists of: 1. Service door. 2. Emission extraction unit. 3.
Burner device. 4. Baking space. 5. Batter depositing station. 6. Wafer take-off station. 7. Control pane.
8. Waste scraper. 9. Wafer inspection device.
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The batter is baked into wafer sheets in one revolution. These wafer sheets are carefully collected
in the wafer sheet take-off station and sent to the processing line. The oven is also supplied with a
cooling or secondary air flow through the sidewalls to protect the bearings from any damage resulting
from overheating. The products of combustion, cooling air and moisture from the batter are extracted
using an extractor fan operating at 40 Hz (1160 rpm). The fan speed is monitored using a differential
pressure control device. The overall exhaust gases from the oven are vented through a rooftop exhaust
duct. The temperature of the exhaust gases could vary from 130-205 °C depending on the batter recipe,
oven design, ambient conditions, operative regime, fuel used, etc. The heat lost in the exhaust gas is
not used in any other process downstream and is, hence, considered waste heat. The performance of
the wafer baking oven is measured in terms of fuel consumption to produce the unit weight of the
wafer product. This is also known as the oven productivity and is determined by Equation (1):

quel
Hbaking = ) p @
wafer

where Q fuel 1S the energy supplied (in kWh) to the oven over a unit time and @y, is the wafer
produced (in kilograms) in the same amount of time.

2.2. Combustion Air Preheating Experiments

The effect of combustion air temperature on the overall oven performance was determined through
conducting a series of experiments on pilot-scale baking oven, which is a scaled-down version of
the industrial oven explained in Section 2.1. At normal operating regime, combustion air is taken
directly from inside the factory building, which is at around 30 °C, and is supplied to the oven’s fuel-air
mixer. However, in the preheating experiments, the combustion air supply was gradually heated up
to 105 °C using a 25 kW electric resistance heater, shown in Figure 2a, to replicate the heat exchange
with hot air recovered from the oven. In an actual heat recovery system, the combustion air will be
preheated using the oven’s hot exhaust gases through a gas-to-gas heat exchanger. A bespoke control
system, shown in Figure 2b, was installed to control the electric heater, and hence, the combustion air
temperature. The control system provides the upper limit cut out for the electric heater and ensures
safe limits for differential pressure sensing for the extractor fan. The selection of the resistance heater
was based on the design parameters shown in Table 1.

Bespoke control system

Figure 2. The pilot-scale baking oven with retrofitted bespoke electric resistance duct heater and its
control system [38].
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Table 1. Design parameters for a combustion air resistance heater.

Parameters Unit Value
Fuel (natural gas) consumption Nm?3/hr 27
Primary air flow m3/s 0.14
Maximum temperature increase from ambient °C 105
Combustion air connection duct diameter mm 90

Pre-heating the combustion air would reduce the density of flow, thus, reducing the molar flow
rate of oxygen per unit volumetric flow of combustion air causing incomplete combustion of the fuel.
Therefore, the air regulator in the multi-flow valve of the fuel-air mixer needs resetting to maintain a
suitable air-fuel ratio. The burner flame colour and quality were observed for every increment made
in the combustion air temperature to ensure complete combustion of fuel. The parameters used to
analyse the oven performance are fuel consumption rate, wafer quality (moisture, weight, size, colour),
fuel conversion and temperatures in the oven. The effectiveness of the actual (with heat recovery)
combustion air preheating system is determined by Equation (2):

ans saved, Oven

)

Neombustion air preheating = O
exhaust

where ans saved, Oven 18 the reduction in oven’s gas consumption rate in kW, and Qexhaust is the rate at
which the recoverable waste heat is released (in kW) from the exhaust of a single oven. Figure 3 shows
a schematic of a baking oven with combustion air preheating process using the oven’s exhaust gases.

Oven
Exhaust Vent mmmmm Oven Exhaust
t mmsmsm Cold Combustion Air
Preheated combustion air
o Cold combustion air (from
) . . o 3.
= inside factory building)
o 8
s
s
[SSEuEEEE
] Preheated
combustion air
Extractor - 1 Oven Ex‘haust Duct
Fan  \_/ Fuel ——
F-A Mixer
Baking Oven

Figure 3. Schematic of combustion air preheating process using oven exhaust.

The combustion air preheating technology developed and discussed in this work can be applied
to any other food manufacturing processes involving pre-mixed air-fuel combustion.
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2.3. Hot Water Production System

Hot water is one of the key utilities in any industrial manufacturing process for a variety of
applications, such as space heating, cleaning, showers, etc. The temperature requirements of hot water
for the different types of applications are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Hot water temperatures for industrial applications.

Parameters Unit Value

Industrial Processes °C 70-95

Domestic or Industrial Space Heating °C 55-65

Dish washing and Laundry °C 40-60
Shower and Hand Wash °C 40
Surgical Scrubbing °C 43

The waste heat from the baking oven can be utilised in decentralised water heaters to heat the
returning process waters. A schematic diagram of such a system is shown in Figure 4. Simulations
of flowsheet models developed in Aspen Plus were conducted to analyse the system performance.
A counter-current heat exchanger was used to recover the waste heat in the oven exhaust. The overall
effectiveness of the heat recovery system reheating process water is determined by Equation (3):

Qboiter gas saved

Myeheat process water —

®)

Qexhuust

where Qboﬂer qus saved 18 the rate of gas saving in a centralised hot water boiler system by offsetting the

heating load by the recoverable waste heat from the oven, Qexhaust'

Oven
Exhaust Vent s Oven Exhaust
‘ mmmmm Water flom process

mmmmm Hot Water to Process

I Water returning from process

Heat
Exchanger

| {m—) Hot water entering process

Extractor

Fan A

Oven Exhaust Duct
|

Fuel Air
1 F-A Mixer

Baking Oven

L L

Figure 4. Schematic of the heating returning process water using oven exhaust.

2.4. Organic Rankine Cycle (ORC) Model

The ORC system works on the same principle as the steam Rankine cycle; however, it operates
at comparatively lower source temperatures and uses organic fluids such as alkanes as the working
fluid instead of water [39]. The organic fluids have lower boiling temperatures and higher molecular
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weights that create higher vapour pressures using low-grade heat (100400 °C) and provide higher
thermodynamic efficiencies than steam cycles [20]. The selection of organic fluid primarily depends
on the operating temperatures and is very critical to the ORC performance. Many research activities
on ORC have been carried out in the past to improve the performance by reducing complexity,
selecting appropriate working fluid, improving system configuration, optimising operating conditions,
etc. [40—45]. A two-loop Regenerative Organic Rankine Cycle (RORC), shown in Figure 5, has been
modelled in this study after a thorough literature search [20,46—49].

Oven
Exhaust Vent s Oven Exhaust
t Pump-CW mmmm Coolant (water)
Cooling water in s Refiigerant R245fa
PumpR ——= Condenser cooling water
Coolant rQ_ -
b L. 3
) £ =
s £ g 2
> = P ¢ = 3 e
= £ umpC 2 H g
Z - £ S
- — Ny
Electricity
Turbine
Extractor [/ Oven Exhaust Duct
) ]
Fan Fuel Air
1 F-A Mixer 1
Baking Oven

Figure 5. Schematic of a baking oven waste heat recovery system to produce electricity using the
Regenerative Organic Rankine Cycle.

The primary loop circulates a coolant (water) that recovers waste heat from the oven exhaust
gases and releases this heat into the evaporator of the RORC. In the secondary loop, an organic
refrigerant R245fa (also called working fluid) is pressurised in the feed pump and fed to the regenerator,
where it is preheated by the turbine exhaust [50]. It is then passed through the evaporator where it
turns into superheated vapour after absorbing the heat released by the coolant, which is at 100 °C.
The saturated pressurised refrigerant vapour is expanded in a turbine, which produces electricity
through the generator unit. The vapour refrigerant, after preheating the liquid refrigerant in the
regenerator, goes through a condenser, where it is re-condensed to liquid state. An Aspen Plus model
of the heat recovery system using RORC was developed for simulations and performance analysis.
The Peng-Robinson equation of state was selected to calculate the thermodynamic properties of the
refrigerant [49,51]. The operating parameters and inputs, as shown in Table 3, were used to model
RORC in Aspen Plus were obtained from literature [39,51-58]. The electrical efficiency of the RORC is
determined by Equation (4):

Wnet, RORC Wr = Wayx

(4)

Nelectrical, RORC = -
qupply Qexhuust

where Wm,t, rRORC is the net electrical output from the RORC system, WT is the electrical power output
of the ORC turbine and W,y is the electrical power consumption by auxiliary equipment.
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The effectiveness of the heat recovery system involving RORC is determined by Equation (5):

ans saved, ORC

©)

NORC =
Qexhaust

where Q qas saved, ORC 18 the rate of gas used by a typical gas engine to produce same amount of electricity

as produced by the RORC system using the recoverable oven waste heat Qex,must.

Table 3. List of operating parameters to the Regenerative Organic Rankine Cycle (RORC) Aspen

Plus model.
Parameter Unit Value
Oven exhaust temperature °C 165
Evaporator pressure bar 1.1
Condenser pressure bar 10
Oven exhaust volumetric flow rate m3/s 3.72
Oven exhaust gas outlet temperature (after heat transfer) °C 110
Refrigerant flow rate L/min 30.9
Coolant flow rate L/min 233.2
Turbine efficiency % 85
Pump efficiency Y% 80

2.5. Vapour Absorption Refrigeration (VAR) System Model

A VAR system, shown in Figure 6, is a closed loop cycle that produces a refrigeration or cooling
effect using heat as primary energy input instead of electrical power, which is used for driving a vapour
compression cycle [22]. The evaporation, expansion and condensation stages in a VAR system are the
same as the vapour compression refrigeration (VCR) system. However, an absorber, generator and
pump replace the compressor in a VCR system. A VAR model was developed in Aspen Plus using a
mixture of ammonia and water as the working fluid [59-61]. In the generator, the rich ammonia/water
mixture is heated to desorb the refrigerant. Hot water produced by extracting the waste heat from the
oven exhaust gases is used as a thermal energy input to the generator. The refrigerant vapour then
enters the rectifier, where it is cooled by the ammonia-rich solution. This preheats the ammonia-rich
solution before it is sent to the generator. The refrigerant vapour flows to the water-cooled condenser,
where it is completely liquefied. The liquefied refrigerant is further cooled in a refrigerant heat
exchanger and flows through the expansion valve. After pressure reduction, the refrigerant flows to
the evaporator unit, where heat from the chilled water evaporates the refrigerant. The refrigerant then
moves to the absorber, where it mixes with the lean ammonia solution and forms a rich solution. This
rich solution is then pumped back to the generator after some preheating in the rectifier.

Table 4 provides the detailed operating parameters and inputs used to model the VAR in Aspen
Plus. A Peng-Robinson equation of the state property method was used in the Aspen model to calculate
the thermodynamic properties of the working fluid.
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Table 4. List of input parameters of the Vapour Absorption Refrigeration (VAR) system in the Aspen

Plus model.
Parameter Unit Value

Evaporator pressure bar 2.75

Generator pressure bar 10

Turbine efficiency % 85

Pump efficiency % 80

Generator efficiency % 98

Exhaust gas inlet temperature °C 165

Minimum exhaust gas outlet temperature °C 110
Exhaust gas volumetric flow rate m3/s 3.72

Oven

Exhaust Vent s OQven Exhaust

‘ mmmm Water from process

mmmmm Hot Water to Process

Water returning

[l from VAC (e Wate T re turning
5L from process
5 2
£ 2 [
s
hd L) o
1 Hot water to VAC Chilled water to
1 i_f \_} process
Extractor [/ Oven Exhaust Duct
} ]
Fan Fuel Air
1 F-A Mixer 1
Baking Oven

Figure 6. Schematic of a baking oven waste heat recovery system top produce chilled water using a
vapour absorption system.

The cooling efficiency of the VAR system is determined by Equation (6):

Qcooling, VAR
Meooling, VAR = — (6)

exhaust
where Qcool,-ng, vAR is the cooling generation rate by the VAR system using the recoverable oven waste
heat Qexhuust' The electrical efficiency of the VAR system is determined by Equation (7):
Wycr

Nelectrical, VAR = — (7)
Qexhuust

where Wy g is the electrical power required by a VCR system to produce the same amount of cooling
as produced by the VAR system using the waste heat from the oven Q.-
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The effectiveness of the heat recovery system involving VAR is determined by Equation (8):

ans saved, VAR

®)

NyAR = 5
Qexhaust

where ans saved, VAR 18 the rate of gas used by a gas engine to produce electricity Wycr. The VAR

system produces the same amount of cooling as a VCR system would produce by consuming Wycr
amount of electrical power. Thus, the VAR system saves electrical power equal to Wycr.

2.6. Parameters for Economic Assessment

Detailed economic models for different waste heat recovery options investigated in this paper
are developed. The economic model of each option comprises of capital costs and operation and
maintenance costs of individual and overall system components such as pumps, heat exchangers,
turbines, etc. A set of correlations established by Turton et al. [62] for estimating the equipment
costs is used in this paper. The investment models are shown in Table 5. These are the standard
economic models that are widely used for calculating capital and manufacturing costs, and predicting
or assessing profitability or payback of chemical and process plant equipment. Firstly, we calculated
the purchase cost of each component Cp,, assuming the base conditions such as ambient operating
pressure and carbon steel construction. However, in actual cases, the operating pressure and material
types for the construction of components may not be the same as base conditions; rather, it can vary.
Additionally, there are direct and indirect costs, which we need to consider. Hence, to calculate actual
cost of a component, we calculated “bare module cost” Cgys, which represents the actual capital cost
including both direct and indirect costs and material and pressure correction factors. The direct costs
include labour, materials needed for installation such as piping, control management, insulations,
structural supports, electrical work, etc., while the indirect costs comprise shipping of components,
engineers and technicians salaries, etc. [63]. All the direct and indirect costs along with material
and pressure corrections of a component are represented by a bare module cost factor, Fgyy, which is
multiplied with the purchase cost of a component.

Table 5. Investment model of each component in waste heat recovery options and their coefficient
values (obtained from [64,65]).

Components Investment Model * Coefficient Values *
log Cp'p = Ky,p + K plog Wp + Kglp(log Wp)2 Ky,p =3.3892, Ky p = 0.0536, K3 p = 0.1538
Pump Iog Fp,p = Cl/p + CZ,P log Pp + C3,p(10g Pp)z Cl,P =0 CZ,I’ =0 C3,F' =0
(Centrifugal) Fpm,p = B1,p -+ Bo,pFu,pFp,p Bip =189 Byp= 135

Cemp = Cp,p X Fpmp

F,,p = 1.6 for carbon steel construction

Heat exchanger

log Cp e = Ki e + Ko g log Aptg + K e (log Anp )
log Fy e = C1 e + Coe log Pyg + Cs i (log Prr )

Double pipe (liquid to liquid), carbon steel :
KypE = 3.3444, K pp = 0.2745, K3 = —0.0472
Ci,He = 0, Co,ge = 0, C3 yg = 0 for pressure < 40 barg
Bipr = 1.74, By g = 1.55, Fy g = 1

(Dosl;g:ﬁf;e;md Fanp = Bupie + BotieFus e Fo Spiral tube (gas to liquid), carbon steel :
CBM,HE = Cp,l’ X FBM,HE Kl,HE =3.9912, KZ,HE = 0.0668, KS,HE = 0.2430
Ci,He = 0, Co,qg = 0, C3 g = O for pressure < 150 barg
Bi,ue = 1.74, Bo yg = 1.55, Fyy g =1
Turbine log CF,T = Ky,7 + Ky rlog Wt + K37T(10g WT)Z Ki,r = 2.2476K; 1 = 1.4965K3 1 = —0.1618
(Radial) Cem,r = Cpr X Fpm,r Fpm,T =3.5 for carbon steel construction

Process vessels

logCpve = Ki,ve + Ka,velogVy, + Kz v (log Vie)?
Fpyve=1
Fpm,ve = B1,ve + Bo,veFm,veFp,ve
Com,ve = Cp,ve X Fpm,ve

Horizontal vessels, carbon steel;
Kiye = 35565, Ko,y = 0.3776, K3 v, = 0.0905
Fp,ye = 1 for vessel thickness t < 6.3 mm
Byve =149, Byye =152, Fyye = 1

* where K1, K3, K3,C1, Ca, By and B; are coefficients in investment model, F, and F, are the pressure and material

factor, respectively, W is the power of turbine in kW, V is the volume of pressure vessel in m?, A is the area of a
heat exchanger in m?, P is the pump or pressure in bar, HE is the heat exchanger, T is the turbine and Ve is the

pressure vessel.
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All the correlations shown in Table 5 are for the base year 2001, and hence, we need to update the
economic cost by taking the inflation into account for the year of investment, which is 2017 in this
study. The CEPCI (Chemical Engineering Plant Cost Index) [4] is responsible for updating the cost
index yearly. The CEPCI is an important tool for chemical-process-industry (CPI) professionals when
adjusting process plant costs from one period to another. Based on the cost indexes for two different
years, the bare module cost for the year 2017 is estimated as follows:

CEPCly17 )

C =C x
BM,2017 BM,2001 (CEPClzool

where Cgp 2017 and Cpyy, 2001 are the bare module cost for the year 2017 and 2001, respectively.

CEPClyp17 and CEPClyg; are the cost index in 2017 and 2001 which are 567.5 and 397, respectively.
Total capital investment costs (C¢y) for investigated heat recovery options are calculated as follows:
Air preheater with one oven (AP1):

Ccr.art = CHEBM, 2017

Air preheater with five ovens (AP5):

Ccr.aps = CHE,BM, 2017

Water preheater (HW):
Ccr.aps = CHE,BM, 2017

Air preheater + hot water (APHW):
Cerapaw = CHE, Bm, 2017 + Cp, BM, 2017

Organic Rankine Cycle (ORC):

Ccrorc = CHE, BM, 2017 + Cp, BMm, 2017 + CT, BM, 2017

Vapour absorption refrigeration cycle (VARC):

Ccrvarc = Cyhe, BMm, 2017 + Cp, BM, 2017 + Cve, BM, 2017

where Cyg, M, 2017, Cp, BM, 2017, Cr, BM, 2017 and Cy,, pp, 2017 are the bare module cost for heat
exchangers, pumps, turbines and process vessels in the year 2017, respectively.

Total investment cost (C,,) for different waste heat recovery options is the summation of capital
cost and operation and maintenance cost:

Cn = Ccrn + Cfom X Cerp

where Cfoy. is the operation and maintenance cost factor, which was assumed to be 1.5% of the total
investment cost [62], n is the different waste heat recovery options.

The payback period is calculated by dividing the total cost by the fuel saving or cost avoided, CSy,
with a different option for one year as follows:

Cy
PB, = —-
" CS,
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3. Results and Discussions

3.1. Pilot-Scale Combustion Air Preheating Experiments

The pilot-scale wafer baking oven was operated at normal conditions, as described in Table 5,
at the beginning of the experiments to collect baseline data on key performance parameters such as
fuel and energy consumption, exhaust temperatures and flow rate, wafer quality and fuel conversion,
shown in Table 6. The average hourly fuel consumption without combustion air preheating was
recorded as 27.69 Nm?, indicating an energy consumption rate of 306.12 kW by the pilot oven. The oven
produced 90 kg of wafer per hour with an energy consumption of 3.4 kWh per kg of wafer produced.
The exhaust gases were released at 133 °C and 2.82 m?/s.

Table 6. Baseline key performance indicators of pilot-scale baking oven.

Parameter Units Value
Gas consumption per hour Nm?/h 27.69
Calorific value of gas KWh/m?3 11.0556
Load kW 306.12
Combustion air inlet temperature °C 30
Exhaust temperature °C 133
Exhaust flowrate m3/s 2.82
Oven productivity kWh/kg of wafer 3.40

After this, the combustion air was preheated from 30 °C to 105 °C with incremental steps of 20 °C,
using the industrial electrical resistance heater described in Section 2.2. For every increment made,
the key performance parameters were recorded. The effect of combustion air temperature on fuel
consumption rate is shown in Figure 7. Preheating the combustion air increases the burner flame
temperature, and consequently, also the baking oven plate temperature. The oven’s control system that
regulates the plate temperature responds instantly and brings down the temperature to the set point
condition by reducing the fuel supply to the oven burners. It was observed from the experiments that
the oven fuel consumption dropped by 1% for every 18.5-20 °C rise in combustion air temperature.
An overall drop in average fuel consumption by the oven of circa 4% was obtained by raising the
combustion air temperature by 75 °C (from 30 °C to 105 °C).
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Figure 7. Effect of combustion air temperature on the oven fuel consumption rate.
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Preheating the combustion air to higher temperatures reduces the air density, and hence, the oxygen
mass flow rate. Any failure of the oven’s control system to adjust to the preheated combustion air
conditions could cause incomplete combustion of the gaseous fuel in the oven burners. This will lead
to fuel wastage and formation of carbon monoxide (CO) and can negatively impact the wafer quality.
Therefore, the burner flame colours were regularly observed during the experiments to check if the
oven’s control mechanism can precisely handle the variations in the operating conditions and if the
fuel is being completely burned in the burners. A bluish flame with a yellow tip, as can be seen in
Figure 8, indicates complete combustion of fuel in the burners. Moreover, the quality (moisture, weight,
size, colour) checks performed on the wafer samples produced and collected during the experiments
showed no negative impact on the wafer quality.

Figure 8. Flame colour before (a) and after (b) combustion air preheating.

3.2. Savings for an Industrial-Scale Baking Oven

The observations and findings from the pilot-scale experiments were applied on an industrial-scale
baking oven, which is a scaled-up version of the pilot oven used in the experiments and has a
similar design, construction and working principle. The baseline key performance parameters of the
industrial-scale oven and the estimated changes after heat recovery are listed in Table 7. The average
baseline fuel consumption of the industrial oven was 75.55 Nm?3/h, equating to an energy consumption
rate of 835.25 kW. The oven produces 251.58 kg of wafer with a baseline productivity of 3.32 kWh per
kg of wafer. The exhaust gases were released at 165 °C and 3.72 m%/s.

Table 7. Key performance indicators of the industrial-scale baking oven before and after heat recovery
to preheat combustion air of a single oven.

Parameter Units Baseline After Heat Recovery
Gas usage Nm3/h 75.55 70.57
Load kW 835 780
Exhaust temperature °C 165 165
Combustion air inlet temperature °C 30 155
Effectiveness of heat recovery system % 32.96

Oven productivity kWh/kg of wafer 3.32 3.10
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The combustion air of the industrial oven can be preheated up to a temperature 10 °C below the
exhaust temperature. Thus, in the current scenario where the exhaust is at 165 °C, the combustion
air could be preheated up to 155 °C; 125 °C higher than the baseline temperature of 30 °C. Using
the relation between the combustion air temperature and oven fuel consumption obtained from the
pilot-scale experiments, it was estimated that a maximum fuel saving of ~6.6% i.e., 4.98 Nm?/h or
55.05 kWh could be achieved for the industrial baking oven by preheating its combustion air. The new
gas usage for the oven is calculated by subtracting the gas savings obtained due to heat recovery
from the baseline gas consumption of 75.55 Nm?®/h. A 6.6% of fuel savings will reduce the energy
consumption per kilogram of wafer production from 3.32 kWh to 3.10 kWh, thus making the oven
more efficient.

Contamination of the product is one of the greatest risks in a food manufacturing plant. The exhaust
gases contain moisture released from the batter and trace amount of sulphur oxides if the fuel used in
the oven (natural gas) contains sulphur. In this study, the lowest possible temperature of the oven
exhaust gas after heat recovery was set at 110 °C for all the heat recovery technologies, to avoid
moisture and acidic vapour condensation in the heat recovery unit. However, using this condition
limits the available heat for recovery per unit time in the exhaust to 167 kW. This is because most of
the vapour in the exhaust gas does not condense thus losing the latent heat of vaporisation of water.
This yields an effectiveness of 33%.

3.3. Heat Recovery for Hot Water Production

The industrial baking oven exhaust gases released at 165 °C and 3.72 m3/s are a lucrative source
of free waste heat that can be utilised to reheat process hot water streams. An Aspen Plus model was
developed to reheat a returning process water using exhaust’s heat. The simulation results indicate
that heat can be recovered at a rate of 167 kWh from the exhaust gases by reheating 13.1 t/h of process
hot water from 80 °C to 90 °C. To attain a similar output from an industrial gas boiler, 18.8 Nm3/h
or 207.84 kWh of natural gas will be required to burn, assuming an 80% efficiency for the overall
gas-based hot water generation system involving boiler, pressure valves, calorifier, etc. [66,67]. This gas
saving does not directly occur in the baking oven, but the overall energy consumption of factory can
be saved. However, the factory’s energy consumption savings were deducted from the oven’s energy
consumption for simplicity of the comparison with other heat recovery options. Table 8 provides
a comparison of the oven'’s performance parameters before and after heat recovery. The new gas
usage for the oven is obtained by subtracting the boiler gas savings of 18.8 Nm?/h, achieved due to
heat recovery, from the baseline gas consumption. The effectiveness (ratio of fuel consumed by an
industrial boiler to generate a similar result as the heat recovery system and the recoverable heat from
a single oven exhaust) achieved by the heat recovery system reheating the process water is 124.4%.
Incorporating the savings accomplished from heat recovery into the baseline parameters indicates a
25% improvement in the oven productivity.

Table 8. Key performance indicators of the industrial-scale baking oven before and after heat recovery
to reheat returning process water.

Parameter Units Baseline After Heat Recovery
Gas usage Nm?3/h 75.55 56.75
Load kW 835.25 627.40
Effectiveness of heat recovery system % - 1244
Oven productivity kWh/kg of wafer 3.32 2.49

3.4. Preheating Combustion Air and Reheating Process Water

The experiments revealed that preheating the combustion air flow from 30 °C to 155 °C provides
a relatively small heat sink due to a much lower flowrate of combustion air compared to the oven’s
exhaust gases. Hence, the waste heat in the exhaust gases are not recovered to the full potential due to
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the unavailability of sufficient heat sink or, in other words, a demand for the recovered heat in the
form of oven’s combustion air. This limitation of the combustion air preheating technology can be
overcome by adding an additional heat exchanger downstream of the combustion air preheater to
reheat the returning process water, as shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9. Schematic of combustion air preheating combined with reheating process water using oven
exhaust gases.

An Aspen Plus model of a heat recovery system combining preheating combustion air and
reheating returning process water was developed to evaluate the system performance. The simulation
results indicate that the combustion air preheating technology utilises only 19.08% of the total
recoverable heat from the exhaust that is available by cooling the exhaust to 110 °C. The remaining
heat is recovered by integrating an additional heat sink in the form of returning process water, after the
combustion air preheating system. The exhaust gases, after preheating combustion air, reheat a
returning process hot water stream flowing at 10.6 tonnes/h from 80 °C to 90 °C. The heat recovery
rate obtained by the process water reheating system from the oven’s exhaust gases is 135.02 kW.
A typical industrial gas boiler with an efficiency of 80% would require burning 15.26 Nm? or 168.7 kW
of natural gas to achieve a similar output. The fuel savings by the combined preheating and reheating
system is 20.24 Nm?/h or 223.76 kW. The new gas usage for the oven is obtained by subtracting the
overall gas savings of 20.24 Nm?, delivered after heat recovery in one hour, from the baseline gas
consumption. The overall system combining preheating combustion air and reheating process water
achieves an effectiveness of 134%. Incorporating the savings as shown in Table 9, accomplished from
the combined heat recovery technologies into the baseline parameters delivers a 26.8% improvement
in the oven productivity.
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Table 9. Key performance indicators of the industrial-scale baking oven before and after heat recovery
to preheat combustion air and reheat returning process water.

Parameter Units Baseline Savmgs/P‘r eheating Savings/Reheating Coml.nned
Air Savings
Gas usage Nm?3/h 75.55 70.57 60.29 55.3
Load kW 835.25 780.19 666.54 611.37
Effectiveness ofiheat % } 32.96 101 134
recovery unit
Oven productivity kWh/kg of wafer 3.32 3.10 2.65 2.43

3.5. Preheating Combustion Air of Multiple Ovens

As discussed in Section 3.4, the heat recovery system with preheating combustion air does not
fully recover the heat available in the exhaust due to having a smaller heat sink than the available heat.
An alternative solution for maximising the heat recovery is preheating combustion air of multiple
ovens by using exhaust heat from a single oven. Large confectionary manufacturing sites typically
operate more than one baking ovens simultaneously. These ovens are placed in parallel and close to
each other to facilitate batter supply from a common batter preparation unit, thus avoiding additional
equipment costs. Aspen Plus models of preheating combustion air were developed with gradual
increments in the number of combustion air streams with each stream representing a different oven.
It was assumed that all ovens have identical designs, sizes and operational parameters. The findings
from the Aspen Plus simulation models are shown in Figure 10.

—@— Heat available for recovery Heat Recovered (kWh)
Fuel Savings Heat recovery percentage
300 100
90
250 R0
200 0y
60 &
§ @ @ @ 9 s
Z 150 50 &
40 &
100 30
50 20
10
0 0
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Number of Oven

Figure 10. Savings obtained by preheating combustion air of multiple ovens.

It can be seen from the figure that a total of five combustion air streams or five baking ovens are
required to extract maximum recoverable heat from exhaust of a single oven. The five combustion
air streams manage to extract 95.4% of the 167 kW of recoverable heat available in the exhaust.
The cumulative gas savings achieved from all five ovens is 24.9 Nm3/h or 275.28 kW. This cumulative
gas saving has been transferred to a single oven for the simplicity of performance evaluation. Table 10
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provides a comparison of the oven’s key performance parameters before and after the heat recovery.
An overall system effectiveness, which is the ratio of gas savings from all five ovens and recoverable
heat from a single oven exhaust, of 164.8% was achieved by the heat recovery system. A 33.1%
improvement in the productivity of the oven used as heat source (exhaust gas) has been achieved after
the heat recovery.

Table 10. Key performance indicators of the industrial-scale baking oven before and after heat recovery
to preheat combustion air of five ovens.

Parameter Units Baseline After Heat Recovery
Gas usage Nm3/h 75.55 50.65
Load kW 835.25 559.96
Effectiveness of heat recovery system % - 164.8
Oven productivity kWh/kg of wafer 3.32 2.22

3.6. RORC for Oven Heat Recovery

The key performance parameters obtained from Aspen Plus simulation model for the proposed
RORC system generating electricity using the heat extracted from baking oven’s exhaust gases are
summarised in Table 11. A hot water stream at 2 bars and 90 °C is fed to a heat exchanger, where it
is heated to 100 °C by cooling the oven’s exhaust gases down to 110 °C and extracting 167 kW of
heat. This hot water, at 100 °C, is used in the evaporator to vaporise 3.9 litres of liquid refrigerant
every minute. The vapourised refrigerant at 90 °C and 10 bars is expanded to 1.1 bar in an expander,
producing 23.99 kW of electricity. The refrigerant stream exiting the expander at 38 °C and 1.1 bar
is sent to the regenerator to extract heat by preheating the liquid refrigerant before the refrigerant
is fed to the evaporator. The parasitic power consumed by the three pumps (refrigerant, condenser
cooling water and coolant; see Figure 5) is 0.97 kW. The RORC system delivers a net electrical output of
23.02 kW with a net thermal efficiency of 13.78%, which is comparable to the efficiency range reported
in literature [20,24-26,56].

Table 11. Results of the RORC Aspen Plus simulation.

Parameter Units Value
Heat available in the exhaust kw 167
Gross electricity generated by the turbine kW 23.99
Parasitic electrical power consumption kW 0.97
Net electrical output kW 23.02
RORC system efficiency (electrical) % 13.78

The key performance parameters of the oven before and after the heat recovery involving RORC
are summarised in Table 12. The RORC system converts waste heat into electrical output. However,
to maintain uniformity and continuity in the key performance parameters used for evaluation of the
studied heat recovery technologies, the electrical output was converted or represented in the form of
gas savings. A gas engine with an efficiency of 45% would require to burn 4.62 Nm?3/h or 51.15 kWh of
natural gas to generate 23.02 kW of electricity [68]. Therefore, the effectiveness achieved by the heat
recovery system involving RORC is 30.6%. A 6% improvement in the oven productivity was achieved
after the heat recovery using the RORC system.
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Table 12. Key performance indicators of the industrial-scale baking oven before and after heat recovery.

Parameter Units Baseline After Heat Recovery
Gas usage Nm?/h 75.55 70.93
Load kW 835.25 784.17
Effectiveness of heat recovery system % - 30.6
Oven productivity kWh/kg of wafer 3.32 3.11

3.7. VARC for Oven Heat Recovery

The simulation results summarised in Table 13 for the proposed heat recovery system involving
VAR indicates that cooling can be generated at a rate of 55.5 kW by recovering 167 kW of waste
heat available from the oven exhaust. The heat recovery system attains a cooling efficiency of 33.2%.
The parasitic power consumed by the auxiliary equipment is 1.03 kW. A VCR system with a coefficient
of performance (COP) of 3.5 [69,70] will consume 15.85 kW of electricity to produce the same cooling
effect as produced by the VAR. Thus, the VAR system saves 15.85 kW of electricity by recovering waste
heat and yields a net thermal efficiency of 9.49%.

Table 13. Aspen Plus simulation results of heat recovery system using VAR.

Parameter Units Value
Heat available in the exhaust kw 167
Cooling produced by the system kW 55.5
Cooling efficiency % 33.2
Parasitic power consumption kw 1.03
Net electricity saved kW 15.85
Electrical efficiency of VAR % 9.49

The cooling effect produced by VAR is first converted into electrical savings and then to gas
savings to maintain uniformity in comparison to the key performance parameters of the heat recovery
systems studied. A typical gas engine with an efficiency of 45% would require to burn 3.18 Nm3/h or
35.22 kW of natural gas to generate 15.85 kW of electricity. The key performance parameters of the
oven before and after the heat recovery involving VAR are summarised in Table 14. The effectiveness
achieved by the heat recovery system is 21.08%. The results also indicate an improvement of 4.2% in
the oven productivity.

Table 14. Key performance indicators of the industrial-scale baking oven before and after heat recovery.

Parameter Units Baseline After Heat Recovery
Gas usage Nm?3/h 75.55 72.37
Load kW 835.25 800.09
Effectiveness of heat recovery system % - 21.08
Oven productivity kWh/kg of wafer 3.32 3.18

3.8. Comparison of Heat Recovery Technologies

The performances of the heat recovery technologies discussed in Sections 3.1-3.7 are evaluated
against each other based on four key criteria: (i) oven gas consumption, (ii) oven productivity,
(iii) effectiveness of heat recovery system and (iv) cost savings payback period. Figure 11 illustrates the
graphical comparison of the heat recovery technologies based on the first three criteria, whereas the
fourth criteria is compared in Tables 15 and 16. The heat recovery system involving VAR technology
incurs the least gas savings of 4.2%, yielding a gas consumption rate of 72.37 Nm3/h against the baseline
consumption of 75.55 Nm?/h. The VAR technology is followed by RORC technology and preheating
technology for single oven with a gas consumption reduction by 6.11% and 6.59%, respectively.
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The heat recovery technology involving preheating combustion air of multiple ovens shows the most
promising outputs, with a 33% reduction in hourly gas consumption followed by combined preheating
and reheating technology with a 26.8% reduction. The process water reheating technology stands third
with fuel savings of 24.88%. A similar performance trend was observed for the other two comparison
criteria—productivity and effectiveness.
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Figure 11. Comparison of heat recovery technologies based on oven’s gas consumption, productivity
and effectiveness. Note: the oven productivity values have been multiplied by 10 to fit the graph.

Table 15. Annual energy, operational cost and CO, savings for the studied heat recovery technologies
based on 7000 h of operation per year.

Parameters Energy Operational CO, Emissions
Fuel Saved Savings Cost Savings Reduction

Recovery Technology (MWh/yr) (£/yr) (t/yr)
Preheating for single oven Gas 385 6938 71
Preheating for multiple oven Gas 1927 34,687 356
Reheating process water Gas 1455 26,189 269
Combined preheating and Gas 1567 28,209 290
reheating process water
RORC * Electricity 161# 9668 41
VAR Electricity 11# 6657 28

* Feed in Tariffs for exporting the electricity to the grid have not been considered here. ¥ MWH Electrical.
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Table 16. Annual energy, operational cost and CO; savings for the studied heat recovery technologies

based on 7000 h of operation per year.

Cost of Fuel/Electricity Pavback
Components Component Parameters Value Investment Saving i
Period (Years)
(£) (£/Year)
Preheating for One heat A =0.8261 m?,
single oven exchanger P = ambient 35616 6938 13
Preheating for One heat A =5461m2,
multiple oven exchanger P = ambient 54,557 34,687 157
Reheatin One heat A=399m?,
OcesS wa%er exchanger, P = 2 bar 59,346 26,189 2.26
P one pump Wp = 0.023 kW
Ayg,1 = 0.8261 m?,
3 — 2
rchestmgand_Iwohst Py = ambin
P '8 exchangers, HE,1 = @Mmoient, 92,914 28,209 325
reheating one pum Ppgp = 2bar,
process water pump Ppy = 2bar
Wp = 0.0188 kW
Apg, 1 =5m?,
Apgp = 0.674 m?,
Ayg, 3 = 0.657 m?,
AHE,4 =514 l’n2
PHE,l =10 bar,
Four heat Prie2 =10 bar,
PHE =15 bar, P = 2bar
exchangers 3 HEA
RORC three pum: ; Ppy = 10Dar, 152,335 9668 15.75
one tErbir}:e ' Ppy =15 bar,
Ppj3 = 2bar
Wp,1 = 0.584 kW,
Wpy = 0.35kW,
Wp 1 = 0.0247 kW
Py = 10 bar,
Wr = 23.02 kW
P P1 = 2 bar,
Pp/z =10 bar,
P P3 = 4 bar
Wp1 = 0.27 kW,
Wpy = 0.38 kW,
Three pumps, Wps = 0.22 kv‘ﬁ
) Apg, 1 =515m7,
five heat ’ 2
AHE 2= 9.26 m*~,
exchangers e 2
(including two air Ang 3 =3.6m’,
VARC & Afpq =78 m?, 217,824 6657 32.72
coolers with fans), / )
Apgs = 12.56 m
two process vessels ©
(generator and PrEy = 2 bar,
& PHE/Z = 10 bar ’

absorber) PHE,S =10 bar, pHEA = 4 bar ’

PHE,S = 1Dbar
Pg = 10 bar,
P4 =1bar,

Vyec =01 m?,

Vyea = 0.1 m3

Although some technologies provide higher savings than other, all the technologies discussed
in this work can be used for waste heat recovery in a food manufacturing site in a certain scenario.
The performances of all these technologies could vary with the production scales and the seasonal
variations. For instance, the heat recovery potential of the gas-to-liquid heat recovery technology
producing hot water highly depends on the hot water demand in the factory. The hot water demand
may fluctuate or drop due to changes in production level, thus, varying or reducing the heat recovery
system’s output. The system output will also vary with the ambient temperature if the hot water
produced is used for space heating. These irregularities in production level and ambient temperatures
can make the design of heat recovery system producing hot water challenging. In addition to that,
the distance between the heat source (ovens) and sink (processes with hot water demand) is also an
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important factor for consideration. This is because the capital cost of the heat recovery system and
operational heat losses are directly proportional to the distance. Moreover, in some factories, the whole
hot water demand is supplied by Combined Heat and Power systems. Therefore, there may be no
requirement for installing an additional hot water generation system.

On the other hand, the heat recovery technology involving preheating of combustion air is
independent of the hot water demand of the manufacturing site. However, for the preheating
technology to perform better than others, there should be adequate heat sinks (combustion air flow rate
or multiple ovens) available in the factory. This technology will deliver the best possible results if there
is more than one oven in the factory. In the absence of hot water demand and sufficient combustion air
sink, an RORC or VAR system can be considered to generate direct electrical savings, perhaps more
valuable form of energy than natural gas and can be exported to the grid.

Some heat recovery technologies perform notably better than others. However, in general,
all exhibit their own merits when energy and operating cost savings are considered, as shown in
Table 15. A wholesale price of £1.8 per MWh of gas and £6 per MWh of electricity taken from Ofgem
UK has been considered to calculate operational cost savings. While the electricity price is three times
more than the gas price, the RORC and VAR does not save enough electricity to be an attractive
option for operational (fuel) cost saving compared to gas saving cases. Implementing these heat
recovery technologies in food manufacturing will also reduce considerable amount of CO, emissions
(see Table 15), thus, making the food producers more complacent with the legislation.

A comparison of payback period for all the heat recovery options are given in Table 16.
The combustion air preheating technologies with single and multiple ovens used only one heat
exchanger, and therefore, were found to have the lowest investment cost of £35,616 and £54,557,
respectively. The reheating process water technology requiring a heat exchanger and a pump has
the third lowest investment cost of £59,346. The investment calculations considered that the heat
sink (water to be heated) is close to the oven. Hence, the cost of laying out long piping is not taken
into account. The same assumption is taken for the combined preheating and reheating process
water technology. It is found that air preheating using multiple ovens has the lowest payback period,
of 1.57 years, followed by reheating process water technology with 2.26 years and combined preheating
combustion air and reheating process water technology with 3.25 years. This is mainly because a high
operational saving was obtained on a nominal investment from these three technologies. The RORC
and VAR has a payback period of 15.75 and 32.72 years, respectively. Both these processes use several
units, such as heat exchangers, pumps, turbine and process vessels, and hence, have a significantly high
investment cost. In addition to that, the operational/fuel cost savings were also low, which ultimately
resulted in high payback periods.

3.9. Route to Election of Heat Recovery Technology

Figure 12 shows the systematic methodology or the process map for selecting a suitable waste
heat recovery technology for the baking process discussed in this work. It is recommended to operate
the baking oven at a fully optimised condition ahead of selecting a heat recovery system. This will
provide an accurate estimation of the available waste heat from the oven exhaust. Therefore, initially,
an optimisation study should be conducted to investigate the scope of the operational improvements.
Additionally, historical data on the oven performance accounting for the changes in production
scales, operational hours, cleaning and maintenance schedules should be obtained. This will help in
understanding the variations in the waste heat production by the oven and selecting a suitable heat
sink. Once the technical feasibility of a heat recovery solution is affirmed, it should be investigated
further for economic viability before proceeding with the construction and installation of the heat
recovery system. As understood from the results discussed above and indicated by the process map in
Figure 12, the heat recovery solution involving combustion air preheating is investigated first, followed
by hot water production (or combined hot water and combustion air preheating). The process map
recommends investigating VAR before ORC, although the results shown in Figure 11 and Table 14
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indicate higher energy savings for ORC compared to VAR. This is because a single VAR system can
fulfil two purposes, i.e., produce cooling and recover waste heat. On the other hand, an ORC system
will only recover waste and a separate VCR system will still be required to produce cooling. This may
increase the capital investment and require more installation space.
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Figure 12. Process map for the selection of suitable heat recovery technology.
4. Conclusions

Worldwide, the food manufacturing sector is an energy-intensive sector using fossil fuels which
is expected to grow in line with population growth. More than half of the heat supplied to food
manufacturing processes, such as baking, drying, frying, roasting, heating, etc. is vented to the
surroundings, with the exhaust gases as waste heat, without contributing to the processing of the
product. The UK food and drink manufacturing sector emits circa 2.8 TWh of recoverable waste heat
into the environment annually. This represents a significant opportunity for waste heat recovery.

This study investigated the performance of a novel low-grade gas-to-gas waste heat recovery
technology, to preheat combustion air, applied to wafer baking ovens. It also compared the newly
developed technology with other existing technologies, such as waste heat to hot water, organic Rankine
cycle and vapour absorption refrigeration, based on technical feasibility and energy savings. The work
presents a systematic methodology for developing and comparing low grade waste heat recovery
models for the food manufacturing sector. It also highlighted the key parameters that should be used
to evaluate the performance of manufacturing processes with integrated heat recovery systems.
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The findings revealed that the energy efficiencies of existing wafer baking processes and equipment
used in industry can be improved by ~33% by integrating them with a waste heat recovery unit.
The most promising results were obtained by recycling the waste heat back into the baking process,
i.e., by preheating the oven’s combustion air, which reduces the oven fuel consumption rate. Factors
such as production scales and fluctuations in heat sink should be carefully monitored and considered
while designing heat recovery systems. Apart from these two factors, the capital and installation costs
also have a significant role in the selection of an appropriate heat recovery technology. The study found
that the preheating combustion air technology has a payback period of 1.57 years, which is the lowest
among all by a fair margin, making it a financially attractive option. To conclude, the heat recovery
technology involving preheating combustion air is the most advantageous, provided a sufficiently
large heat sink is available.

Author Contributions: 5.M. was a postdoctoral researcher who led the experiments, modelling and analysis
along with writing the manuscript. A.A. was Co-Investigator and the academic supervisor who also contributed
to the planning, analysis and writing and reviewing of the manuscript. M.H. was the Principal Investigator who
provided the overview of the research programme and contributed to writing the manuscript. J.I.C. performed
the financial analysis and also contributed to the writing of the manuscript. All authors have read and agreed to
the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by Innovate UK's Collaborative Research & Development Programme,
grant number [102325] and the APC was funded by National Centre of Excellence for Food Engineering at Sheffield
Hallam University.

Acknowledgments: The authors thank Prof Michael Theodorou from Innovate UK for providing valuable
suggestions on the project. The authors also thank Ryan Mcneill from Nestle UK and Ben Frisby from Spirax-Sarco,
UK, for their cooperation and material support in the project.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Verma, M. Energy Use in Global Food Production; Springer: Adelaide, Australia, 2015.

2. Mujumdar, A.S. Energy in Food Processing. Dry. Technol. 1989, 7, 839-840. [CrossRef]

3. Parker, RWR,; Blanchard, ].L.; Gardner, C.; Green, B.S.; Hartmann, K.; Tyedmers, PH.; Watson, R.A. Fuel use
and greenhouse gas emissions of world fisheries. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2018, 8, 333-337. [CrossRef]

4. Compton, M.; Willis, S.; Rezaie, B.; Humes, K. Food processing industry energy and water consumption in
the Pacific Northwest. Innov. Food Sci. Emerg. Technol. 2018, 47, 371-383. [CrossRef]

5. Monforti-Ferrorio, F; Dallemand, ]J.F.; Pascua, PI.; Motola, V.; Banja, M.; Scarlat, N.; Medarac, H.;
Castellazzi, L.; Labanca, N.; Bertoldi, P; et al. Energy Use in the Eu Food Sector: State of Play and Opportunities
for Improvement; Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg, 2015.

6. Azzam, A. Energy consumption in the U.S. food system. Cornhusker Econ. 2012, 1-4. Available online:
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/agecon_cornhusker/598 (accessed on 20 October 2020).

7. Zhang,]; Qu, X,; Sangaiah, A.K. A Study of Green Development Mode and Total Factor Productivity of the
Food Industry Based on the Industrial Internet of Things. IEEE Commun. Mag. 2018, 56, 72-78. [CrossRef]

8. Conijn, J.G.; Bindraban, P.S.; Schroder, J.J.; Jongschaap, R.E.E. Can our global food system meet food demand
within planetary boundaries? Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2018, 251, 244-256. [CrossRef]

9.  FRS,].B.; House, K. Food, energy, water and the climate: A perfect storm of global events? Chief Scientific Adviser to
HM Government; UK Government Office for Science: London, UK, 2009; Available online: https://www.bl.
uk/collection-items/food-energy-water-and-the-climate-a-perfect-storm-of-global-events (accessed on 23
August 2020).

10. D'Odorico, P.; Davis, K.F; Rosa, L.; Carr, J.A.; Chiarelli, D.; Dell’Angelo, J.; Gephart, J.; MacDonald, G.K.;
Seekell, D.A.; Suweis, S.; et al. The Global Food-Energy-Water Nexus. Rev. Geophys. 2018, 56, 456-531.
[CrossRef]

11.  Dutilh, C.E.; Kramer, K.J. Energy Consumption in the Food Chain: Comparing alternative options in food
production and consumption. Ambio 2000, 29, 98-101. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07373938908916635
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0117-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ifset.2018.04.001
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/agecon_cornhusker/598
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/MCOM.2018.1700789
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.06.001
https://www.bl.uk/collection-items/food-energy-water-and-the-climate-a-perfect-storm-of-global-events
https://www.bl.uk/collection-items/food-energy-water-and-the-climate-a-perfect-storm-of-global-events
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2017RG000591
http://dx.doi.org/10.1579/0044-7447-29.2.98

Energies 2020, 13, 6446 24 of 26

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Tassou, S.; Kolokotroni, M.; Gowreesunker, L.; Stojceska, V.; Azapagic, A.; Fryer, P.; Bakalis, S. Energy
demand and reduction opportunities in the UK food chain. Proc. Inst. Civ. Eng. Energy 2014, 167, 162-170.
[CrossRef]

Law, R.; Harvey, A.; Reay, D. Opportunities for low-grade heat recovery in the UK food processing industry.
Appl. Therm. Eng. 2013, 53, 188-196. [CrossRef]

BEIS Industrial Heat Recovery Support Programme (IHRS). Available online: https://www.gov.uk/
guidance/industrial-heat-recovery-support-programme-how-to-apply#about-the-programme (accessed on
19 November 2020).

BEIS Industrial Energy Transformation Fund (IETF). Available online: https://www.gov.uk/
government/publications/industrial-energy-transformation-fund-ietf-phase-1-how-to-apply (accessed on
19 November 2020).

Oluleye, G.; Jobson, M.; Smith, R.; Perry, S.J. Evaluating the potential of process sites for waste heat recovery.
Appl. Energy 2016, 161, 627-646. [CrossRef]

Tassou, S.A.; Lewis, ].S.; Ge, Y.T.; Hadawey, A.; Chaer, I. A review of emerging technologies for food
refrigeration applications. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2010, 30, 263-276. [CrossRef]

Tchanche, B.E; Pétrissans, M.; Papadakis, G. Heat resources and organic Rankine cycle machines.
Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2014, 39, 1185-1199. [CrossRef]

Donnellan, P.; Cronin, K.; Byrne, E. Recycling waste heat energy using vapour absorption heat transformers:
A review. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2015, 42, 1290-1304. [CrossRef]

Liu, B.-T.; Chien, K.-H.; Wang, C.-C. Effect of working fluids on organic Rankine cycle for waste heat recovery.
Energy 2004, 29, 1207-1217. [CrossRef]

Bao, J.; Zhao, L. A review of working fluid and expander selections for organic Rankine cycle. Renew. Sustain.
Energy Rev. 2013, 24, 325-342. [CrossRef]

Srikhirin, P.; Aphornratana, S.; Chungpaibulpatana, S. A review of absorption refrigeration technologies.
Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2001, 5, 343-372. [CrossRef]

Kalinowski, P.; Hwang, Y.; Radermacher, R.; al Hashimi, S.; Rodgers, P. Application of waste heat powered
absorption refrigeration system to the LNG recovery process. Int. ]. Refrig. 2009, 32, 687-694. [CrossRef]
Pantaleo, A.M.; Fordham, J.; Oyewunmi, O.A.; de Palma, P.; Markides, C.N. Integrating cogeneration and
intermittent waste-heat recovery in food processing: Microturbines vs. ORC systems in the coffee roasting
industry. Appl. Energy 2018, 225, 782-796. [CrossRef]

Aneke, M.; Agnew, B.; Underwood, C.; Wu, H.; Masheiti, S. Power generation from waste heat in a food
processing application. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2012, 36, 171-180. [CrossRef]

Landelle, A.; Tauveron, N.; Haberschill, P.; Revellin, R.; Colasson, S. Organic Rankine cycle design and
performance comparison based on experimental database. Appl. Energy 2017, 204, 1172-1187. [CrossRef]
Wu, W.; Wang, B.; Shi, W.; Li, X. Absorption heating technologies: A review and perspective. Appl. Energy
2014, 130, 51-71. [CrossRef]

Yang, S.; Wang, Y.; Gao, J.; Zhang, Z.; Liu, Z.; Olabi, A.G. Performance Analysis of a Novel Cascade
Absorption Refrigeration for Low-Grade Waste Heat Recovery. ACS Sustain. Chem. Eng. 2018, 6, 8350-8363.
[CrossRef]

Wang, M.; Wang, Y.; Feng, X.; Deng, C.; Lan, X. Energy Performance Comparison between Power and
Absorption Refrigeration Cycles for Low Grade Waste Heat Recovery. ACS Sustain. Chem. Eng. 2018, 6,
4614-4624. [CrossRef]

Tchanche, B.F.; Lambrinos, G.; Frangoudakis, A.; Papadakis, G. Low-grade heat conversion into power using
organic Rankine cycles—A review of various applications. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2011, 15, 3963-3979.
[CrossRef]

Garcia, S.I; Garcia, RE; Carril, ].C,; Garcia, D.I. A review of thermodynamic cycles used in low temperature
recovery systems over the last two years. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2018, 81, 760-767. [CrossRef]
Milanese, M.; Torresi, M.; Colangelo, G.; Saponaro, A.; de Risi, A. Numerical Analysis of a Solar Air
Preheating Coal Combustion System for Power Generation. |. Energy Eng. 2018, 144, 4018038. [CrossRef]
Sorrentino, G.; Sabia, P.; de Joannon, M.; Bozza, P.; Ragucci, R. Influence of preheating and thermal power on
cyclonic burner characteristics under mild combustion. Fuel 2018, 233, 207-214. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1680/ener.14.00014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2012.03.024
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/industrial-heat-recovery-support-programme-how-to-apply#about-the-programme
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/industrial-heat-recovery-support-programme-how-to-apply#about-the-programme
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/industrial-energy-transformation-fund-ietf-phase-1-how-to-apply
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/industrial-energy-transformation-fund-ietf-phase-1-how-to-apply
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2015.07.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2009.09.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2014.07.139
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2014.11.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2004.01.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2013.03.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1364-0321(01)00003-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrefrig.2009.01.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2018.04.097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2011.12.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.04.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2014.05.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.8b00397
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.7b03589
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2011.07.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.08.049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)EY.1943-7897.0000553
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2018.06.049

Energies 2020, 13, 6446 25 of 26

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

Zenga, M.; Dua, L.X,; Liaoa, D.; Chua, W.X.; Wanga, Q.W.; Luob, Y.; Sunb, Y. Investigation on pressure drop
and heat transfer performances of plate-fin iron air preheater unit with experimental and Genetic Algorithm
methods. Appl. Energy 2012, 92, 725-732. [CrossRef]

Kick, T.; Kathrotia, T.; Braun-Unkhoff, M.; Riedel, U. An experimental and modeling study of laminar
flame speeds of alternative aviation fuels. In Proceedings of the ASME 2011 Turbo Expo: Turbine Technical
Conference and Exposition, Vancouver, BC, Canada, 6-10 June 2011; pp. 579-589.

Rivero, R. Application of the exergy concept in the petroleum refining and petrochemical industry.
Energy Convers. Manag. 2002, 43, 1199-1220. [CrossRef]

Mukherjee, S.; Asthana, A.; Howarth, M.; McNeil, R. Waste heat recovery from industrial baking ovens.
Energy Procedia 2017, 123, 321-328. [CrossRef]

Mukherjee, S.; Asthana, A.; Howarth, M.; McNeil, R.; Frisby, B. Achieving operational excellence for industrial
baking ovens. Energy Procedia 2019, 161, 395-402. [CrossRef]

Hung, T.C.; Shai, T.Y.; Wang, S.K. A review of organic rankine cycles (ORCs) for the recovery of low-grade
waste heat. Energy 1997, 22, 661-667. [CrossRef]

Zhai, H.; An, Q.; Shi, L.; Lemort, V.; Quoilin, S. Categorization and analysis of heat sources for organic
Rankine cycle systems. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2016, 64, 790-805. [CrossRef]

Lecompte, S.; Huisseune, H.; van den Broek, M.; Vanslambrouck, B.; de Paepe, M. Review of organic Rankine
cycle (ORC) architectures for waste heat recovery. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2015, 47, 448-461. [CrossRef]
Tocci, L.; Pal, T.; Pesmazoglou, I; Franchetti, B. Small Scale Organic Rankine Cycle (ORC): A Techno-Economic
Review. Energies 2017, 10, 413. [CrossRef]

Chen, H.; Goswami, D.Y,; Stefanakos, E.K. A review of thermodynamic cycles and working fluids for the
conversion of low-grade heat. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2010, 14, 3059-3067. [CrossRef]

Lion, S.; Michos, C.N.; Vlaskos, I.; Rouaud, C.; Taccani, R. A review of waste heat recovery and Organic
Rankine Cycles (ORC) in on-off highway vehicle Heavy Duty Diesel Engine applications. Renew. Sustain.
Energy Rev. 2017, 79, 691-708. [CrossRef]

Imran, M.; Haglind, E; Asim, M.; Alvi, J.Z. Recent research trends in organic Rankine cycle technology:
A bibliometric approach. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2018, 81, 552-562. [CrossRef]

Muhammad, U.; Imran, M.; Lee, D.H.; Park, B.S. Design and experimental investigation of a 1 kW organic
Rankine cycle system using R245fa as working fluid for low-grade waste heat recovery from steam.
Energy Convers. Manag. 2015, 103, 1089-1100. [CrossRef]

Imran, M.; Park, B.S.; Kim, H.J,; Lee, D.H.; Usman, M.; Heo, M. Thermo-economic optimization of
Regenerative Organic Rankine Cycle for waste heat recovery applications. Energy Convers. Manag. 2014, 87,
107-118. [CrossRef]

Mago, P].; Chamra, L.M.; Srinivasan, K.; Somayaji, C. An examination of regenerative organic Rankine cycles
using dry fluids. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2008, 28, 998-1007. [CrossRef]

Maraver, D.; Uche, J.; Royo, J. Assessment of high temperature organic Rankine cycle engine for polygeneration
with MED desalination: A preliminary approach. Energy Convers. Manag. 2012, 53, 108-117. [CrossRef]
Cho, S.-Y.; Cho, C.-H.; Ahn, K.-Y.; Lee, Y.D. A study of the optimal operating conditions in the organic
Rankine cycle using a turbo-expander for fluctuations of the available thermal energy. Energy 2014, 64,
900-911. [CrossRef]

Bruno, J.C.; Lépez-Villada, J.; Letelier, E.; Romera, S.; Coronas, A. Modelling and optimisation of solar organic
rankine cycle engines for reverse osmosis desalination. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2008, 28, 2212-2226. [CrossRef]
Quoilin, S.; Declaye, S.; Tchanche, B.F.; Lemort, V. Thermo-economic optimization of waste heat recovery
Organic Rankine Cycles. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2011, 31, 2885-2893. [CrossRef]

Quoilin, S.; van den Broek, M.; Declaye, S.; Dewallef, P.; Lemort, V. Techno-economic survey of Organic
Rankine Cycle (ORC) systems. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2013, 22, 168-186. [CrossRef]

Meinel, D.; Wieland, C.; Spliethoff, H. Effect and comparison of different working fluids on a two-stage
organic rankine cycle (ORC) concept. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2014, 63, 246-253. [CrossRef]

Yu, G; Shu, G,; Tian, H.; Wei, H.; Liu, L. Simulation and thermodynamic analysis of a bottoming Organic
Rankine Cycle (ORC) of diesel engine (DE). Energy 2013, 51, 281-290. [CrossRef]

Schuster, A.; Karellas, S.; Kakaras, E.; Spliethoff, H. Energetic and economic investigation of Organic Rankine
Cycle applications. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2009, 29, 1809-1817. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2011.08.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0196-8904(02)00008-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2017.07.259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2019.02.100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0360-5442(96)00165-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2016.06.076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.03.089
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/en10040413
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2010.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.05.082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.08.028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2015.07.045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2014.06.091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2007.06.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2011.08.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2013.11.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2007.12.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2011.05.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2013.01.028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2013.11.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2012.10.054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2008.08.016

Energies 2020, 13, 6446 26 of 26

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

Wei, D.; Lu, X;; Lu, Z.; Gu, J. Performance analysis and optimization of organic Rankine cycle (ORC) for
waste heat recovery. Energy Convers. Manag. 2007, 48, 1113-1119. [CrossRef]

Haoushui, Y.; Gundersen, T.; Feng, X. Process integration of organic Rankine cycle (ORC) and heat pump for
low temperature waste heat recovery. Energy 2018, 160, 330-340.

Sun, J; Fu, L.; Zhang, S. A review of working fluids of absorption cycles. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2012,
16, 1899-1906. [CrossRef]

Somers, C.; Mortazavi, A.; Hwang, Y.; Radermacher, R.; Rodgers, P.; Al-Hashimi, S. Modeling water/lithium
bromide absorption chillers in ASPEN Plus. Appl. Energy 2011, 88, 4197-4205. [CrossRef]

Mansouri, R.; Boukholda, I.; Bourouis, M.; Bellagi, A. Modelling and testing the performance of a commercial
ammonia/water absorption chiller using Aspen-Plus platform. Energy 2015, 93, 2374-2383. [CrossRef]
Turton, R.; Bailie, R.C.; Whiting, W.B.; Shaeiwitz, ]J.A.; Bhattacharyya, D. Analysis, Synthesis and Design of
Chemical Processes, 4th ed.; Prentice Hall: Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA, 2012.

Toffolo, A.; Lazzaretto, A.; Manente, G.; Paci, M. A multi-criteria approach for the optimal selection of
working fluid and design parameters in Organic Rankine Cycle systems. Appl. Energy 2014, 121, 219-232.
[CrossRef]

Wang, M.; Jing, R.; Zhang, H.; Meng, C.; Li, N.; Zhao, Y. An innovative Organic Rankine Cycle (ORC)
based Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion (OTEC) system with performance simulation and multi-objective
optimization. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2018, 145, 743-754. [CrossRef]

CEPCI. CEPCI Updates: January 2018 (Prelim.) and December 2017 (Final) 2018. Available online:
https://www.chemengonline.com/cepci-updates-january-2018-prelim-and-december-2017-final/ (accessed
on 15 October 2019).

Qu, M.; Abdelaziz, O.; Yin, H. New configurations of a heat recovery absorption heat pump integrated with
a natural gas boiler for boiler efficiency improvement. Energy Convers. Manag. 2014, 87, 175-184. [CrossRef]
Lee, S.; Kum, S.-M.; Lee, C.-E. Performances of a heat exchanger and pilot boiler for the development of a
condensing gas boiler. Energy 2011, 36, 3945-3951. [CrossRef]

Osagie, E.; Biliyok, C.; di Lorenzo, G.; Hanak, D.P; Manovic, V. Techno-economic evaluation of the
2-amino-2-methyl-1-propanol (AMP) process for CO2 capture from natural gas combined cycle power plant.
Int. ]. Greenh. Gas Control 2018, 70, 45-56. [CrossRef]

Arora, A.; Kaushik, S.C. Theoretical analysis of a vapour compression refrigeration system with R502,
R404A and R507A. Int. J. Refrig. 2008, 31, 998-1005. [CrossRef]

Srithar, K.; Rajaseenivasan, T.; Arulmani, M.; Gnanavel, R.; Vivar, M.; Fuentes, M. Energy recovery from a
vapour compression refrigeration system using humidification dehumidification desalination. Desalination
2018, 439, 155-161. [CrossRef]

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

@ © 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
@ article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2006.10.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2012.01.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2011.05.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2015.10.081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2014.01.089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2018.09.075
https://www.chemengonline.com/cepci-updates-january-2018-prelim-and-december-2017-final/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2014.06.083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2011.05.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijggc.2018.01.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrefrig.2007.12.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.desal.2018.04.008
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Methodology 
	Baking Oven 
	Combustion Air Preheating Experiments 
	Hot Water Production System 
	Organic Rankine Cycle (ORC) Model 
	Vapour Absorption Refrigeration (VAR) System Model 
	Parameters for Economic Assessment 

	Results and Discussions 
	Pilot-Scale Combustion Air Preheating Experiments 
	Savings for an Industrial-Scale Baking Oven 
	Heat Recovery for Hot Water Production 
	Preheating Combustion Air and Reheating Process Water 
	Preheating Combustion Air of Multiple Ovens 
	RORC for Oven Heat Recovery 
	VARC for Oven Heat Recovery 
	Comparison of Heat Recovery Technologies 
	Route to Election of Heat Recovery Technology 

	Conclusions 
	References

