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4 FOLLOWING THE MOTIVATIONS @, OUR FINDINGS

1 Landfills are the main final disposal method for MSW in Cuba.
1 Material recovery facilities (MRF) allows the recovery of marketable MULTICRITERIA ASSESSMENT
products, contributing to avoid the use of virgin resources with energy
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To select the most suitable alternative (MRF integrated with ERF) for
material and energy recovery from MSW in Havana based on an AHP-
MCDM analysis derived from experts' judgment and rigorous process
simulation models of well-established and emerging waste treatment

technologies.
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Level 3: Sub-criteria
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Sensitivity analysis: (a) main criteria equally weighted, (b), (C), and

(d) environmental, social and techno-economic sub-criteria equally
welghted, respectively.
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THE FINAL MESSAGE... REFERENCES

Implementing an MCDM-AHP analysis comprising environmental, techno-economic, and social
dimensions allowed selecting the most suitable scenario under Havana's conditions.

= The AHP's synthesized model showed that Havana's most appealing (~21% preference
scenario is an IWTF with anaerobic digestion as ERF (i.e., AD scenario).

= Further study needs to be undertaken to integrate cost-effective top-ranked scenarios
Comb+CC, Comb).

= The general approach of the applied methodology can be used for decision-makers to boost
sustainable waste management systems in Cuba and other emerging Latin American
economies.

1. lonescu et al.: Integrated municipal solid waste scenario
) model using advanced pretreatment and waste to energy
processes. Energy Conversion and Management 76, 1083-

(AD 1092 (2013).
§ 2. Kalogirou, N.E.: Waste-to-Energy Technologies and Global

Applications. CRC Taylor & Francis Group, Boca Raton, (2018).


mailto:jhosane.pages@usach.cl

