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Abstract: In this paper, the 4E assessment (Energetic, Exergetic, Exergoeconomic and Exergoenvi-
ronmental) of a low-temperature ORC activated by two different alternatives is presented. The first
alternative (S1) contemplates the activation of the ORC through the recovery of waste heat from a
flash–binary geothermal power plant. The second alternative (S2) contemplates the activation of the
ORC using direct heat from a geothermal well. For both alternatives, the energetic and exergetic
models were established. At the same time, the economic and environmental impact models were
developed. Finally, based on the combination of the exergy concepts and the economic and ecological
indicators, the exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental performances of the ORC were obtained.
The results show higher economic, exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental profitability for S1.
Besides, for the alternative S1, the ORC cycle has an acceptable economic profitability for a net power
of 358.4 kW at a temperature of 110 ◦C, while for S2, this profitability starts being attractive for a
power 2.65 times greater than S1 and with a temperature higher than 135 ◦C. In conclusion, the above
represents an area of opportunity and a considerable advantage for the implementation of the ORC
in the recovery of waste heat from flash–binary geothermal power plants.

Keywords: flash–binary power plant; organic Rankine cycle; waste heat; exergoeconomic;
exergoenvironmental; 4E assessment

1. Introduction

Geothermal energy is available in temperatures ranging from 50 to 350 ◦C [1]. Within
this range, various categories and uses of geothermal energy can be distinguished depending
on the temperature. For example, high temperature geothermal energy (T > 150 ◦C) is mainly
used for the production of electricity through single or double flash geothermal power plants,
medium temperature geothermal energy (100–150 ◦C) is mainly used for the production
of electricity through the Organic Rankine Cycle and the Kalina cycle (KAC), and low-
temperature geothermal energy (T < 100 ◦C) is used in the so-called direct uses and recently
in the generation of electricity through the use of low-temperature ORC technology [2].
Although the use of low-temperature geothermal energy is not considered feasible in the
generation of electricity on an individual basis, ORC technology is very attractive when
it comes to the recovery of low-temperature waste heat in geothermal plants [3]. In this
way, flash–binary geothermal power plants are distinguished, in which the waste heat of
the flash geothermal power plant is used as an activation resource for a binary plant to
substantially increase energy production [4]. In the same way, it contributes to harnessing
the geothermal resource in the best possible way and lower reinjection temperatures are also
reached. Within the binary plants coupled to geothermal power plants, the ORC stands out
for achieving good thermodynamic and economic performance compared to the existing
binary cycle technologies (Kalina cycle and Goswami cycle) [5]. It is due to the above
that the use of waste heat in geothermal power plants by implementing low-temperature
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ORC technology is one of the most promising strategies. Furthermore, the proposal of new
integrated cycles, based on well-known thermodynamic cycles, is an effective way to improve
the performance of traditional cycles. In recent decades, the integration of different cycles for
simultaneous power production has attracted great attention, for example, by using multiple
flash–binary power plants. These types of systems allow the efficient use of primary energy
resources, as well as increase the thermal efficiency of the systems and reduce the emission
of greenhouse gases [6].

Responding to the exposed situation, the scientific community has focused on investi-
gating this type of geothermal power plants from thermodynamic perspectives (exergetic,
exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental). From a thermodynamic point of view, exergetic
analysis has proven to be a powerful tool for identifying the location, magnitude, and sources
of thermodynamic inefficiencies in thermal systems [7]. Exergetic analysis has been imple-
mented to detect inefficiencies in thermodynamic systems and to improve energy efficiency
or reduce energy consumption in geothermal power plants. Some authors, [8–11], have
specifically focused on the exergetic evaluation of the ORC cycle integrated in flash–binary
geothermal power plants to increase their energy efficiency and reduce the magnitude of
thermodynamic inefficiencies. However, the exergetic analysis is limited to knowing the
costs of the thermodynamic streams of the system and the costs of its irreversible processes.
However, in practice, exergetic analysis is used in combination with exergoeconomic analy-
sis. Mohammadkhani et al. [12] describe exergoeconomic analysis as a relatively new and
powerful method that combines the second law of thermodynamics with economics. In
exergoeconomics, the costs associated with thermodynamic inefficiencies are related to the
total product cost of an energy conversion system [13]. Then, in order to reduce the cost of
products and improve the energy transformation process in geothermal power plants, the
community has conducted some research in this area [14–17].

In addition to exergetic and exergoeconomic methods, exergoenvironmental analysis,
which is a combination of exergetic analysis and life cycle assessment (LCA) concepts, is
a recent method for evaluating the environmental impacts of energy conversion systems,
such as geothermal power plants with waste heat recovery [18]. Several authors have
investigated this type of systems from this perspective [19–24]. Table 1 shows previous
works focused on evaluations of a low temperature ORC cycle.

Table 1. Background of the research work.

Refs. Assess. Summary

[8–11] 2E

The energetic and exergetic performance of geothermal power plants in different
configurations and the integration of the ORC cycle activated with waste heat in traditional
configurations have been investigated. Such a combination is well known from the concept
of binary-flash geothermal power plants.

[14–17] 3E
(Type I)

The energetic, exergetic and exergoeconomic feasibility of geothermal configurations, such
as flash–binary geothermal power plants, has been analyzed using the ORC cycle as a
binary subsystem in some cases. From the exergoeconomic point of view, fundamental
parameters such as component investment costs and equipment operation and maintenance
costs have been included to determine the feasibility of thermal systems.

[19] 3E
(Type II)

Based on energy and exergy analysis and the combination of environmental concepts, an
exergoenvironmental model of an ORC to obtain the environmental impacts of the cycle
components was established.

[20–24] 4E

They have carried out analyses to evaluate thermal systems such as flash–binary
geothermal power plants and the ORC cycle from a energetic, exergetic, exergoeconomic
and exergoenvironmental way. In the exergoenvironmental evaluation they have
considered indicators such as the difference in relative environmental impact and the
exergoenvironmental factors. In some cases, the ORC has been remarked as the
thermodynamic cycle that achieves the best performance when integrated with the flash
power geothermal plant.

Assessment: 2E—Energy and Exergy; 3E (Type I)—Energy, Exergy and Exergoeconomy; 3E (Type II)—Energy,
Exergy and Exergoenvironment; 4E—Energy, Exergy, Exergoeconomy and Exergoenvironment.
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It can be seen that none of the previous research has focused on the analysis of the ther-
modynamic performance of the ORC cycle activated with low-temperature waste heat from
flash–binary geothermal power plants from the perspectives of an energetic, exergetic, exer-
goeconomic and exergoenvironmental performance analysis of its configuration. Therefore,
the present study aimsedto fill the existing gap in the literature. In this way, in the literature
there are various works related to the analysis of flash–binary power plants, however, it is
well known that this type of power plant still wastes a large amount of energy (waste heat)
which in a later step is sent to reinjection, largely wasting low temperature geothermal re-
sources. The innovation of this work focuses on the recovery of that energy from the waste
heat, proposing the integration of a low-temperature ORC in a flash–binary geothermal
power plant and analyzing that recovery to demonstrate the thermodynamic, economic
and environmental performance. It is proposed to identify through the 4E evaluation the
recovery of residual heat in flash–binary geothermal power plants as an area of opportunity
for the use of low-temperature ORCs. The foregoing represents part of the innovation
of this work because the recovery of waste heat in binary-flash power geothermal plants
through low-temperature ORCs has not yet been evaluated. In this sense, the recovery
of waste heat in flash–binary power geothermal plants can be a promising direction that
motivates the use of low-temperature ORC because at present, it still does not overcome
certain economic barriers to be able to be implemented on a large scale. In this way, the
ORC can be incorporated in short periods of time to geothermal power plants already
existing or they can also be included in the design of new flash–binary power geothermal
plants. In the same way, the comparison of the recovery of waste heat against the direct
activation of the ORC cycle through low-temperature geothermal wells is proposed, in
order to analyze the advantages and disadvantages of both configurations, as well as their
viability in practical applications. The foregoing is part of the novelty of this work as it
pursues benefits such as a more efficient use of geothermal resources and a more extensive
use of low-temperature ORCs in electricity generation.

The foregoing represents the motivation of the authors of this work pursuing the
primary objective of analyzing the energetic, exergetic, exergoeconomic and exergoenviron-
mental (4E) performance of an organic Rankine cycle activated with low-temperature waste
heat from a flash–binary geothermal power plant. Upon reaching this objective, the aim is:
(i) to obtain the energy performance of the cycle, distribution of energy flows in the compo-
nents and energy efficiencies of the cycle, in order to quantify and identify the components
with the greatest energy interactions in the cycle and with the cycle frontiers; (ii) to obtain,
through exergetic analysis, the components of the cycle with the greatest thermodynamic
inefficiencies, in order to detect the critical components and establish future probabilities
of thermodynamic improvements for the components and for the overall cycle in gen-
eral; (iii) identify, through exergoeconomic analysis, the critical components and streams
of the cycle that influence the thermoeconomic performance, in order to detect the cost
reduction potential of each stream and system components; (iv) identify, through the exer-
goenvironmental analysis, the location and magnitude of the components with the greatest
environmental impact of the ORC cycle, in order to detect the possible limits of reduction
of environmental impact and in the same sense the scope of the exergoenvironmental
performance of the cycle.

2. Description of the ORC Coupled to the Flash–Binary Geothermal Power Plant

The geothermal power plant is made up of a flash–binary geothermal power plant, and
an ORC cycle (binary cycle). This power plant can produce three energy products simulta-
neously. The flash–binary geothermal power plant is activated with a high-temperature
geothermal resource which consists of a liquid–vapor mixture, typical of the existing
geothermal resources in the geothermal fields of The Azufres México (T > 250 ◦C) [25].
The geothermal resource first enters the separator of the single flash geothermal plant,
which is separated into two streams, one liquid and one vapor. The steam is directed to
the turbine of the simple flash geothermal power plant to generate energy (first product).
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Once the energy of the steam is harnessed, the steam passes through the condenser to
become a liquid and then is reinjected, while the other stream, the liquid hot water, is
directed to activate a binary cycle of high temperature (T = 174 ◦C). Through the evaporator
and preheater of the ORC cycle, this hot liquid water comes into indirect contact with an
organic fluid, where it transfers its energy. The organic fluid uses the absorbed energy to
turn into steam that is used in a turbine to produce energy (second product). Generally,
in flash–binary power plants, once the geothermal fluid has given up its energy, it is sent
to the reinjection well, wasting a considerable amount of energy still contained in the
geothermal fluid. Therefore, the proposal of the present work focuses on the recovery of
that energy (waste heat) contained in the waste stream by incorporating a low-temperature
ORC cycle; see Figure 1. The purpose is to improve the use of geothermal energy, in-
crease efficiency and obtain additional energy generation (third product), among other
economic and environmental benefits. Then, the primary objective is to analyze the energy,
exergetic, exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental performance of an organic Rankine
cycle coupled to a low-temperature level of a flash–binary geothermal power plant, in
order to recover waste heat. Figure 1 shows the configuration of waste heat recovery in
the flash–binary power plant from an ORC cycle activated with a low-temperature source
of 110 ◦C.

Figure 1. Heat waste recovery by ORC in flash–binary geothermal power plant.

The operating conditions of the subsystems (single flash and binary cycle) of the
flash–binary geothermal power plant are described below. Assuming the actual conditions
of The Azufres Mexico geothermal field, the single flash geothermal power plant operates
with a vapor stripping pressure of 8 bar and a condensing pressure of 13 kPa [25]. The
geothermal fluid at the wellhead has a temperature of approximately 250 ◦C and a steam
quality in the dominant liquid zone of 0.35 to 0.45. On the other hand, the binary cycle is
activated with the residual heat from the geothermal separator. The geothermal resource
in the form of saturated liquid activates the binary cycle at a temperature of 174 ◦C. The
geothermal resource exits the binary cycle at a temperature of 110 ◦C. The binary cycle
evaporator takes the organic fluid in saturated liquid conditions. The organic fluid in the
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evaporator reaches the superheated vapor region. Table 2 shows the T-s diagram of each of
the subsystems that make up the flash–binary geothermal power plant.

Table 2. Flash-binary geothermal power plant (T-s diagrams).

Single Flash Binary Cycle

Table 3 shows a detailed description of the ORC cycle. The heat recovery configuration
has been chosen based on the waste heat coming from the simple flash and binary cycle
geothermal power plants of the geothermal field from The Azufres, México [25], while for
the configuration of components of the ORC and operating conditions of the cycle, real
data from the low-temperature ORC cycle of the polygeneration geothermal plant in Ixtlán
de los Hervores, Michoacán, México have been considered [26]. The ORC operates with
R245fa as the working fluid and has a simple configuration (four elements: evaporator I,
turbine II, condenser III and pump IV). Regarding the activation energy of the ORC, the
waste heat from the geothermal power plant (hot water) enters the evaporator of the ORC
at a temperature of 110 ◦C and leaves at a temperature of 90 ◦C (streams, 1–2). Once the
geothermal fluid has ceded its energy, it is used in a later step for the reinjection process.
On the other hand, the organic fluid, stream (3–6), enters the turbine under saturated steam
conditions and leaves the condenser in saturated liquid conditions. In Table 1, it can be
seen in detail the diagram of components of the ORC and the temperature-specific entropy
(T-s) diagram with the fluids involved in the energy conversion process in the cycle.

Table 3. ORC component diagram and temperature–entropy diagram.

Organic Rankine Cycle T-s Diagram

As can be seen in the T-s diagram of Table 3, the beginning of the expansion of R245fa
starts in the saturation curve. This indicates that in this work the overheating of the
working fluid has not been considered, a thermodynamic process that generally occurs at
actual operating conditions in organic working fluids. Cao et al. [27], presented research
for the optimal design of an ORC in which the superheated temperature is considered.
However, because this work focuses on obtaining an estimate of the 4E performance
of the ORC cycle activated with low-temperature residual heat, the design of the ORC
cycle has not been described in detail at this stage of research. Tontu et al. [28] have
assumed the same consideration about the saturated steam conditions at the turbine inlet
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when evaluating the exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental performance of an ORC
coupled to a steam power plant. In addition, the design and non-design model of the
cycle and of the geothermal power plant, in general, is contemplated in future stages of
research. In addition, due to the objective that is pursued related to the energetic, exergetic,
exergoeconomic, and exergoenvironmental evaluation of the ORC cycle activated with
low-temperature residual heat and with geothermal resources, the degree of overheating
does not imply drastic changes to the results with the established approach. Finally, the
evaluation proposed in this paper has been established and proposed to estimate the
4E performance of an existing ORC cycle. Due to the above, it does not go into detail
about the design of the cycle and the selection of the working fluid. The present work
focuses on the 4E evaluation and the integration of the ORC cycle in geothermal power
plants, that is, the ORC cycle already exists and is designed to operate with R245fa as
a working fluid, and through the performance achieved by the ORC, it is proposed to
evaluate the feasibility of integrating this technology with existing geothermal power
plants or commercially available equipment. In addition, because it is a cycle that already
exists, and its commercial disposition is of a basic Rankine cycle, it is for this reason that
additional configurations have not been considered in the analysis, such as regeneration to
evaluate the performance of the cycle. Variations to the basic ORC configuration could be
contemplated in future works.

2.1. General Considerations for Modeling
2.1.1. Considerations for ORC Activation

For the analysis of the ORC cycle, two alternatives have been considered as sources
of primary activation of the cycle. The activation alternatives are shown in Table 4. In
alternative S1, the activation of the ORC cycle is contemplated through the recovery
of waste heat from a flash–binary geothermal power plant while in alternative S2, the
direct activation of the ORC cycle has been considered, through thermal energy from the
geothermal well. For both alternatives, the same quantity and quality of energy have been
considered, that is, the same temperature and geothermal activation mass flow (110 ◦C
y 48.7 kg/s). Under these considerations, the performance in terms of energy, exergy,
exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental feasibility of the ORC can be obtained. It should
be noted that under the conditions of alternative S1, the monetary cost and environmental
impact of the ORC activation stream is practically zero because it is waste heat; that is,
the exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental costs related to the geothermal well are not
considered. However, under alternative S2, it is necessary to consider those costs because
the energy is not waste heat from some thermal process. Therefore, it is necessary to include
the costs of drilling the geothermal well, which is generally and primarily a function of
the depth. In this sense, the depth of the geothermal well that activates the Ixtlán de los
Hervores, México polygeneration plant has been assumed [13].

Table 4. ORC activation alternatives.

Alternatives T-S Diagram

S1

S2
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2.1.2. Thermodynamic Considerations

In this paper, some assumptions have been made to obtain the performance of the
ORC cycle from different thermodynamic perspectives and based on the different activation
energy considerations. The main considerations of the ORC cycle are the following:

• The system operates under steady-state conditions and the kinetic and potential energy
have been neglected;

• The geothermal fluid of activation has been considered to be hot water;
• The temperature and pressure of the reference state have been assumed to be 25 ◦C

and 100 kPa, respectively;
• The minimum temperature difference between the condenser and the evaporator has

been considered to be 10 ◦C [29];
• The temperature of the cooling water has been assumed to be 26 ◦C;
• The isentropic efficiency of the turbine and the pump have been considered to be 75

and 80%, respectively [30,31].

3. Thermodynamic, Economic and Environmental Models

The harnessing of waste heat from the flash–binary plant through the ORC cycle has
been modeled through the Engineering Equation Solver (EES) software. The EES software
provides all the intensive and extensive thermodynamic properties of the ORC, and the
streams involved in the use of geothermal heat. The principle of conservation of mass and
energy in conjunction with equilibrium equations based on exergy, is used in each part of
the ORC cycle. In the analysis, each component is considered as a control volume with
inlet and outlet streams, and heat and work interactions are considered [32].

3.1. Mass Conservation

The general equation for the conservation of mass used is the following [33,34]:

dmV.C
dt

+ ∑
e

.
mj − ∑

s

.
mj = 0 (1)

By applying Equation (1) to the organic Rankine cycle activated with heat recovered
from the flash–binary geothermal plant, the mass flow balances can be represented as
shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Mass balances of the ORC cycle.

Variable
Equation by Component

Evaporator Turbine Condenser Pump

Mass flow
.

m6 =
.

m3 =
.

mr245 f a
.

m1 =
.

m2

.
m3 =

.
m4

.
m4 =

.
m5.

m8 =
.

m9

.
m5 =

.
m6

3.2. Energy Modeling

It is possible to determine such a flow energy from the first law of thermodynamics,
Equation (2) [33,35]:

dEV.C,k

dt
=

.
QV.C,k −

.
WV.C,k + ∑

e

.
mj·
(

h +
V2

2
+ gZ

)
j
− ∑

s

.
mj·
(

h +
V2

2
+ gZ

)
j

(2)

For the ORC coupled to the geothermal plant, the mass balances and efficiency param-
eters are presented by component in Table 6. In the case of the evaporator, it is necessary to
determine the energy flow between the geothermal fluid and the organic fluid, R245fa, of
the cycle, while in the case of the condenser, it is necessary to determine the heat transfer
between the organic fluid and the cooling water.
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Table 6. Energy balances and efficiency parameters.

Component/Cycle Energy Efficiency

Evaporator

.
QI =

.
mr245 f a·(h3 − h6)

.
QI =

.
mgeo·(h1 − h2)

/

Turbine
.

W I I =
.

mr245 f a·(h3 − h4) η = h3−h4
h3−h4s

Condenser

.
QI I I =

.
mr245 f a·(h4 − h5)

.
QI I I =

.
mh2o·(h4 − h5)

/

Pump
.

W IV =
.

mr245 f a·(h6 − h5) η = h6s−h5
h6−h5

ORC Cycle
.

WORC =
.

W I I −
.

W IV η =
.

WORC.
QI

Heat Exchanger Equipment

The ORC cycle involves at least two heat exchangers: the evaporator and condenser.
The first heat transfer process originates between the cycle activation energy and the organic
fluid, and the second heat transfer process occurs between the cooling fluid and the organic
cycle working fluid. Therefore, it is necessary to determine the area necessary to transfer
energy from one fluid to another. Using the heat transfer capacity, the heat flux in the
evaporator and condenser can be defined based on the Logarithmic Mean Temperatures
Difference (LMTD) method [36]. Through the LMTD method, it is possible to obtain the heat
transfer area of the heat exchanger equipment, using the global heat transfer coefficient (U).

To obtain an estimate of the heat transfer area of the evaporator and condenser, an
exhaustive review of the global heat transfer coefficients, obtained and used in various
investigations, has been carried out. Kim et al. [37] have indicated that the magnitude
of the overall heat transfer coefficient for an evaporator operating with R245fa, in the
ORC cycle configuration, ranges between 2.5 and 2.77 kW/m2 K, while Capata et al. [38]
have indicated that the global heat transfer coefficient for the condenser of an ORC has an
approximate value of 2.87 kW/m2 K. It is necessary to point out that both in the evaporator
and in the condenser there are phase changes in the refrigerant R245fa, so it is necessary
to verify that there are no temperature crossovers between the hot stream (for example:
in the evaporator stream 1–2) and cold stream (in the evaporator streams 6–3), so that the
LMTD method can be applied [39]. In this work, it has been verified that these temperature
crossings do not occur between streams in the heat exchangers. Table 7 shows the heat
transfer parameters and criteria used in the evaluation of the heat transfer area of the
evaporator and condenser of the ORC cycle [40,41].

Table 7. Heat transfer parameters.

Comp. T-Q Diagram LMTD Area

I LMTDI =
(T1−T3)−(T2−T6)

ln
( T1−T3

T2−T6

) AI =
.

QI
UI ·LMTDI

III LMTDI I I =
(T1−T3)−(T2−T6)

ln
( T1−T3

T2−T6

) AI I I =
.

QI I I
UI I I ·LMTDI I I

In order to calculate the heat transfer rate and analyze the behavior it is necessary
to implement the number of heat transfer units (ε-NTU). For example, to analyze the
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evaporator heat transfer units, heat exchanger effectiveness is defined as the actual heat
transfer capacity divided by the maximum possible heat transfer. In this case, the heat
transfer effectiveness of the evaporator is a function of temperatures, Equation (3) [42]:

ε I =
T3 − T2

T3 − T6
(3)

3.3. Exergetic Modeling

Exergetic analysis, based on the second law of thermodynamics, allows us to consider
and calculate the irreversibility of a system. Exergy is defined as the maximum work that
can be obtained by an energy flow in equilibrium with the reference temperature of the
environment. The total exergy rate of a flow is defined by Equation (4) [43]:

.
Ex =

.
ExPH +

.
ExCH +

.
ExKN +

.
ExPT (4)

In this work, the chemical exergy rate is not considered and kinetic and potential exergy
rates are also neglected. Consequently, the physical exergy rate can be expressed as [44]:

.
Ex,j =

.
E

PH
x,j =

.
mj·ex,j (5)

where the specific exergy can be written as [45]:

ex,j =
(
hj − h0

)
− T0·

(
sj − s0

)
(6)

Regarding the exergy destruction rate for a system in the steady-state process, the
exergy rates associated with heat and power can be expressed in steady flow as follows [46]:

.
Exw,j =

.
W j (7)

.
Exq,j =

.
Qj·
(

1 − T0

Tj

)
(8)

The general equation to obtain the exergy destruction rate of a system, through a
general approach, is obtained from the combination of the concepts of the first and second
law of thermodynamics, Equation (9) [47]:

.
ExD,k = ∑

.
Qj,k·

(
1 − T0

Tj

)
−

.
W j,k + ∑

e

.
mj·ex,j − ∑

s

.
mj,k·ex,j (9)

The exergy destruction of the components of a system can also be obtained using
conventional exergy analysis. This analysis is useful to obtain a more precise thermoeco-
nomic evaluation of the components. However, in the case of components where their
resources and products are not defined, it is necessary to use Equation (9) to obtain the
exergy destruction rate. Conventional exergy analysis uses the fuel–product terminology
for the analysis of thermal systems, such as the case of the ORC cycle [48]. Applying
this terminology, the energy available from the resource that activates a component of the
system is called the exergy rate of Fuel

( .
ExF,k

)
, and the energy available from the product

of a system component is called the exergy rate of product
( .

ExP,k

)
. In the same way, the

exergy destruction rate for each component
( .

ExD,k

)
can be expressed as in Equation (10).

The exergy destruction rate of the total system can be represented as in Equation (11).
Finally, the exergy efficiency (εk) and exergy destruction ratio of each component

(
y∗D,tot

)
,

can be expressed as in Equations (12) and (13), respectively [49].

.
ExD,k =

.
ExF,k −

.
ExP,k (10)
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.
ExF,tot =

.
ExP,tot +

.
ExD,tot +

.
ExL,tot (11)

εk =

( .
ExP

.
ExF

)
k

(12)

y∗D,tot =

.
ExD,k
.

ExD,tot
(13)

Table 8, shows the exergy destruction rate balances and exergy efficiencies for each
component of the ORC cycle and for the total cycle. The total fuel of the ORC cycle is solely
a function of the evaporator resource, while the product depends on the resource consumed
by the pump and the product of the turbine. As can be seen, the exergetic efficiency of the
condenser has not been defined. Zhao y Wang [17], indicate that the condensers serve other
components of the system and their resources or exergy products are not defined.

Table 8. Exergy destruction rate balances and exergetic efficiencies.

Comp.
Cycle Fuel Product Exergy Balance Exergetic Efficiency

I
.
Ex1 −

.
Ex2

.
Ex3 −

.
Ex6

.
ExD,I =

( .
Ex1 −

.
Ex2

)
F
−
( .

Ex3 −
.
Ex6

)
P

ε I =
.
Ex3−

.
Ex6.

Ex1−
.

Ex2

II
.
Ex3 −

.
Ex4

.
Ex7

.
ExD,I I =

( .
Ex3 −

.
Ex4

)
F
−
( .

Ex7

)
P

ε I I =
.

Ex7.
Ex3−

.
Ex4

III / /
.

ExD,I I I =
.

Ex4 +
.

Ex8 −
.
Ex5 −

.
Ex9 /

IV
.
Ex10

.
Ex6 −

.
Ex5

.
ExD,IV =

( .
Ex10

)
F
−
( .

Ex6 −
.
Ex5

)
P

ε IV =
.

Ex6−
.

Ex5.
Ex10

ORC (Total)
.
Ex1 −

.
Ex2

.
Ex7 −

.
Ex10

.
ExD,tot =

.
ExF,tot −

.
ExP,tot −

.
ExL,tot εORC =

.
Ex7−

.
Ex10.

Ex1−
.

Ex2

To analyze the total exergy destruction rate of the ORC cycle, it is necessary to determine
the exergy loss rate

( .
ExL,tot

)
. Concerning the above, the exergy flow dissipated by the

condenser would represent the exergy losses of the system (ORC cycle). However, the exergy
loss in the condenser is related to the transfer of thermal energy at ambient temperature.
Exergy loss is the transfer of exergy from the system to the surroundings. Taking into account
the limits of the analysis of fixed components at ambient temperature, the exergy loss is a very
small magnitude and its thermodynamic quality is practically insignificant [50]. However, the
total cycle exergy loss rate can be determined by Equation (14):

.
ExL,tot =

.
Ex9 −

.
Ex8 (14)

3.4. Exergoeconomic Modeling/Economic Feasibility

Exergoeconomics is a powerful and influential knowledge driven by a combination
of economic and exergy concepts; it helps researchers better understand systems from
an exergy and economic point of view. It makes possible the economic design of power
systems that cannot be obtained by standard economic models [13,22]. In exergoeconomic
analysis, a cost value is associated with each exergy flow within a system, since exergy is
considered the only rational basis for assigning the cost of a thermal system [17,46].

3.4.1. Investment Costs

To carry out the exergoeconomic analysis, it is first necessary to evaluate the invest-
ment costs of the components of the cycle (Zk). In this work, the investment costs of the
components of the ORC cycle are considered in terms of their nominal capacity. In the
case of the turbine and the pump, the investment cost is evaluated based on its nominal
power

( .
Wk

)
, while in the case of the evaporator and the condenser, the investment cost

is estimated based on the heat transfer area (Ak) and the type of heat exchanger. On the
other hand, it should be noted that the investment costs of the components also depend



Entropy 2022, 24, 1832 11 of 37

on factors such as manufacturing processes, materials, instrumentation and control [51].
Table 9 shows the equations to estimate the costs of the components of the ORC cycle. Such
cost equations have been obtained through free access literature and by direct quotation
with manufacturers [5,46]. Finally, the cost of the working fluid has not been included in
the analysis of this work. The influence of the working fluid on the costs of a thermody-
namic cycle is mainly related to the heat transfer capacity; as the heat transfer capacity is
decreased, this is reflected in an increase in the heat transfer area and consequently in the
cost. Wei et al. [52] have carried out research related to the influence of working fluids in
organic Rankine cycles; in the work, it is possible to appreciate the variation of investment
costs depending on the working fluids used.

Table 9. Cycle investment costs.

Component/Cycle Cost Equation

Evaporator ZI = 2000·AI

Turbine ZI I = 6000·
.

W
0.7
I I

Condenser ZI I I = 2000·AI I I

Pump ZIV = 1120·
.

W
0.8
IV

Cycle ORC ZORC = ZI + ZI I + ZI I I + ZIV

Z in USD, A in m2, W in kW.

In the case of alternative S2, it is necessary to include the cost of the geothermal well.
The investment costs of these wells are mainly related to the drilling depth. For geothermal
wells of low and moderate temperatures (90–150 ◦C), the depths range between 200 and
400 m and their drilling cost is around 2150 $/m of drilling [53].

3.4.2. Capital Recovery Factor

The Capital Recovery Factor (CRF) converts a present value into a flow of annual
payments during a specific time, it can be estimated from Equation (15). The CRF is a
function of the useful life of the components in the cycle (n) and the interest rate (i). In
this paper, an interest rate of 10% and a useful life of the cycle components of 20 years
were used [54].

CRF =
i·(1 + i)n

(1 + i)n − 1
(15)

3.4.3. Cost Rate

The cost rate
( .

Zk

)
represents the investment cost of each component of the ORC cycle

as a function of the annual operation time, and is calculated by Equation (16). In this paper,
an operating time of 7446 h per year

(
top
)

and a typical maintenance factor (∅), used for
the evaluation of geothermal power plants, of 1.06 have been assumed [44]:

.
Zk =

Zk·CRF·φ
top·3600

(16)

3.4.4. Cost Balance

The exergoeconomic analysis provides information on the cost formation process
and the unit exergy cost of each stream. This analysis, in a similar way to the exergetic
analysis, is carried out by forming cost balance equations and auxiliary equations for each
component of the cycle, expressed in the form [55,56]:

∑
s

.
Cj,k +

.
Cw,k =

.
Cq,k + ∑

e

.
Cj,k +

.
Zk (17)

.
Cj = cj·

.
Ex,j (18)
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For the exergoeconomic modeling of this system (ORC cycle), the cost balance and the
auxiliary equations are considered as presented in Table 10 [57]. In the case of the activation
stream of the ORC (alternative S1), the cost per unit of exergy has a value of zero. This is
because it is waste heat that has no cost. On the other hand, the cooling fluid, involved in
the ORC cycle condenser, is assumed to have the same value [46,58].

Table 10. Exergoeconomic balance equations and auxiliary equations.

Component Cost Balance Equation Auxiliary Equation

S1 S2

Geothermal well (S2)
.
CF +

.
ZGW =

.
C1 /

.
CF = 0

Evaporator
.
C1 +

.
C6 +

.
ZI =

.
C2 +

.
C3

.
C1 = 0 c1 = c2
c1 = c2

Turbine
.
C3 +

.
ZI I =

.
C4 +

.
C7 c3 = c4 c3 = c4

Condenser
.
C4 +

.
C8 +

.
ZI I I =

.
C5 +

.
C9

c8 = 0 c8 = 0
c8 = c9 c8 = c9

Pump
.
C5 +

.
C10 +

.
ZIV =

.
C6 c7 = c10 c7 = c10

3.4.5. Thermoeconomic Evaluation

A thermoeconomic evaluation of the cost variables, implementing the fuel–product
terminology of the conventional exergoeconomic analysis, accurately reflects the cost
distributions in the components. Thermoeconomic variables are expressed as specific
cost of fuel (cFk), as seen in Equation (19). The specific cost of product (cPk) can be
calculated by Equation (20). The cost rate of exergy destruction

( .
CD,k

)
can be calculated by

Equation (21). The cost rate of exergy loss
( .

CL,tot

)
is expressed in Equation (22). Relative

cost difference (rk) can be calculated by Equation (23), and the exergoeconomic factor ( fk),
senn in Equation (24), represent key functions to determine the economic performance
of thermal systems from a thermodynamic point of view [59]. The equations involved
in a thermoeconomic evaluation, within a conventional exergoeconomic analysis, are
presented below:

cFk =

.
CF,k
.
ExF,k

(19)

cPk =

.
CP,k
.
ExP,k

(20)

.
CD,k = cFk·

.
ExD,k (21)

.
CL,tot = cFtot·

.
ExL,tot (22)

rk =
cPk − cFk

cFk
(23)

fk =

.
Zk

.
Zk +

( .
CD,k +

.
CL,k

) (24)

Economic feasibility differs from exergoeconomic analysis because it uses economic
indicators to determine the economic profitability of a system, instead of exergy concepts.
An economic feasibility analysis indicates the strengths and weaknesses in terms of eco-
nomics of a thermal system. However, the application of these two different approaches
allows knowing the economic benefits of the system from different perspectives.

To perform the economic feasibility analysis, it is necessary to obtain the investment
or capital costs, in this case from the ORC (Section 3.4.1). For economic feasibility, it is
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necessary to determine the annualized investment cost; this cost represents an annual outlay.
In geothermal power plants, the annualized cost is generally estimated from an interest
rate and the useful life of the components [60]. Another disbursement is represented by
the costs of operation and maintenance of the ORC cycle. The operation and maintenance
costs for geothermal plants activated with low-temperature waste heat can be estimated
from the operation time, the cycle power and a unit cost of 0.0012 $/kWh [61]. Finally, the
income from the sale of electricity is the only monetary income of the system. Income from
the sale of electricity depends on the time of operation, the availability of the ORC cycle
(85%), the power generated and the cost of electricity sale of 0.08 $/kWh [62].

Once the income and expenditures of the system have been evaluated, the economic
indicators are obtained: cash flow (CF), net present value (NPV) and simple return payback
(SRP). According to the information presented, a positive annual benefit indicates a possible
favorable economic feasibility. However, to be certain of a favorable economic feasibility, an
evaluation of the NPV and SRP has to be carried out to guarantee the economic feasibility of
the system [60]. Table 11 shows the economic parameters and economic indicators involved
in the analysis of economic feasibility.

Table 11. Equations for economic feasibility.

Economic Parameter Parameter Type Equation

Annualized investment cost / Zanual = ZTOT ·
[

i·(1+i)n

(1+i)n−1

]
Operation and maintenance cost / ZO&M =

.
WORC·top·CO&M

Income from electricity sales / INEL =
.

WORC·top·CU/EL

Annual benefit Feasibility indicator CF = (INEL)− (Zannual − ZO&M)

Net present value Feasibility indicator NPV = CF
[
(1+i)n−1
i·(1+i)n

]
− ZTOT

Simple return payback Feasibility indicator SRP = ZTOT
CF

3.5. Exergoenvironmental Modeling

Energy production systems have significant impacts on the environment; therefore, it
would seem essential to analyze these systems in order to reduce losses in an environmen-
tally friendly way [21]. The exergoenvironmental analysis is based on the combination of
exergetic analysis and LCA (Life Cycle Assessment) methods [63]. In exergoenvironmental
analysis, exergy rates are used to determine environmental impacts.

3.5.1. Environmental Impact

The environmental impact of each component of the cycle is related to the useful
life of the component. Taking into account that the impact of energy production systems
on the environment is essential, the equations shown in Table 12 allow estimating the
environmental impact of the components [21].

Table 12. Weight equations for components and environmental impact.

Component Equation for Weight Environmental Impact/Weight Unit

Evaporator ton, MW, ωI I I = 13.91·
( .

QI I I

)0.68 mpts
kg , bm = 28

Turbine ton, MW, ωI I = 4.90·
( .

W I I

)0.73 mpts
kg , bm = 646

Condenser ton, MW, ωI I I = 13.91·
( .

QI I I

)0.68 mpts
kg , bm = 28

Pump ton, kW, ωIV = 0.0631·ln
( .

W IV

)
− 0.197 mpts

kg , bm = 132.8
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The environmental impact is mainly a function of the manufacturing materials and the
weight of the components [20]. In this paper, the correlations and values shown in Table 10
have been used. In the same way, the weight of the components has been determined
based on their nominal capacity, the power for the equipment that produces or consumes
power, and the heat transfer area for heat exchanger devices. Once the weight of the
component is determined, the environmental impact of the component is evaluated (Yk),
by Equation (25):

Yk = bm,k·ωk (25)

3.5.2. Environmental Impact Rate

The environmental impact rate of the component
( .

Yk

)
, can be determined using

ecological indicators, as discussed by Cavalcanti [64]. To evaluate the environmental
impact of the system, the Eco-indicator 99 has been considered; its value represents one-
thousandth of the annual environmental impact of an average European inhabitant [23,65].
The environmental impact rate is a function of the useful life of the component and the
operating time in hours per year of the components [20,21]:

.
YK =

Yk
3600·top·n

(26)

Finally, the total environmental impact rate includes the environmental impact indices
that are defined concerning manufacturing, transportation, installation, operation, main-
tenance and disposal [44]. In order to obtain an estimate of the environmental impacts,
here only the environmental impact of the components associated with manufacturing has
been considered [21].

The foregoing is important, because in relation to the environmental impact, the scope
of the work is limited to estimating the environmental impacts of the components, to later
determine, in combination with the application of the exergy analysis, the environmental
impacts of the streams of the ORC cycle. Equation (27) defines the total environmental
impact rate for a component of a thermal system [24,66]:

.
Y

Total
k =

.
Y

CO
k +

.
Y

OM
k +

.
Y

DI
k (27)

3.5.3. Exergoenvironmental Balance

The environmental impact balance for each component of the system indicates that
the sum of the environmental impacts associated with all the input flows (of the term
related to the production of pollutants within the component) added to the term related
to the environmental impact of the component is equal to the sum of the environmental
impacts associated with all outflows [67]. Equation (28) presents the general equation for
the environmental impact balance [68]:

∑
o

.
Bj,k =

.
Yk + ∑

i

.
Bj,k (28)

.
Bj = bj·

.
Ex,j (29)

The exergoenvironmental balance equations and auxiliary equations required for
each component of the organic Rankine cycle are listed in Table 13 [44]. In the case of
alternative S1, because the ORC cycle is activated with waste heat from a renewable energy
source, and because an additional product is being obtained from the waste energy, the
activation stream of the ORC cycle does not imply an environmental impact. However, in
the case of alternative S2, which involves the drilling of a geothermal well, the activation
stream does reach an environmental impact. Described in other words, it is necessary
to include the environmental impact of the geothermal well in the exergoenvironmental
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analysis. Colucci et al. [69] indicate that the environmental impact rate of a geothermal
well can amount to 1.13 mpts/s.

Table 13. Exergoenvironmental balance equations and auxiliary equations.

Component Exergoenvironmental Balance Auxiliary Equation

S1 S2

Geothermal well (S2)
.
BF −

.
B1 +

.
YGW = 0 /

.
BF = 0

Evaporator
.
B1 +

.
B6 −

.
B2 −

.
B3 +

.
Y I = 0

.
B1 = 0 b1 = b2b1 = b2

Turbine
.
B3 −

.
B4 −

.
B7 +

.
Y I I = 0 b3 = b4 b3 = b4

Condenser
.
B4 +

.
B8 −

.
B5 −

.
B9 +

.
Y I I I = 0

b8 = 0 b8 = 0
b8 = b9 b8 = b9

Pump
.
B5 +

.
B10 −

.
B6 +

.
Y IV = 0 b10 = b7 b10 = b7

3.5.4. Environmental Assessment

The main goal of the environmental evaluation, within an exergoenvironmental anal-
ysis, is to reduce the environmental and ecological impacts and for this purpose, the
exergoenvironmental variables must be defined. The exergoenvironmental variables that
define the environmental impact indices of each component are the specific environmental
impact per exergy unit of the fuel (bFk) and the specific environmental impact per exergy
unit of the product (bPk) [46]. Other relevant variables used to evaluate the environmental
impact indices are the rate of the environmental impact of the exergy destroyed

( .
BD,k

)
,

the environmental impact rate of exergy loss
( .

BL,tot

)
, the relative environmental impact

difference (rb,k) and the exergoenvironmental factor ( fb,k). All the variables for the evalua-
tion of the environmental impact are governed by the definition of the equations shown
in Table 14.

Table 14. Environmental evaluation equations.

Concept Equation

Environmental impact per exergy unit of Fuel. bFk =
.
BF,k
.
ExF,k

Environmental impact per exergy unit of the Product. bPk =
.
BP,k
.
ExP,k

Environmental impact of exergy destruction rate.
.
BD,k = bFk·

.
ExD,k

Environmental impact of exergy losses rate.
.
BL,tot = bFtot·

.
ExL,tot

Relative difference in environmental impact. rb,k = bPk−bFk
bFk

Exergoenvironmental factor. fb,k =
.
Zk.

Zk+
( .

BD,k+
.
BL,k

)

4. Results and Discussions

In this section, the results and discussions of this paper are presented. The Engineering
Equation Solver (EES) software has been used to solve the equations of the organic Rankine
cycle, activated with waste heat from a flash–binary geothermal power plant and with
thermal energy coming directly from a geothermal well. In this way, each component is
considered as a control volume and the laws of thermodynamics have been applied to
perform the energetic and exergetic evaluation. Additionally, the exergy concepts have been
combined with economic and environmental concepts to obtain the exergoeconomic and
exergoenvironmental performance of the cycle coupled with the geothermal power plant.
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The thermophysical properties of each thermodynamic state established for the ORC
cycle are presented in Table 15.

Table 15. Thermophysical properties of thermodynamic states.

# T (◦C) P (kPa) h (kJ/kg) s (kJ/kg K) x (-) ṁ (kg/s)

1 110 - 461.3 1.419 - 48.7

2 90 - 376.9 1.193 - 48.7

3 100 1269 474.1 1.791 1 18.09

4 52.87 211 447.7 1.811 - 18.09

5 35 211 245.8 1.157 0 18.09

6 35.6 1269 246.9 1.158 - 18.09

8 25 - 104.8 0.3669 - 87.31

9 35 - 146.7 0.5049 - 87.31

From the evaluation of the thermophysical properties of the thermodynamic states
of the ORC cycle, it is possible to apply the thermodynamic models to determine the
energy, exergetic, exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental benefits of the cycle. On the
other hand, as the temperature of the activation resource of a thermodynamic system
increases, the performance of the thermal system increases. However, it is necessary to
emphasize that when it comes to observing this behavior, it is necessary to verify if there
are no temperature crossovers in the heat exchanger equipment, to guarantee that the
model and evaluation are carried out correctly. In this sense, Figure 2 shows a variation of
the temperature of the geothermal resource against the discharge stream of R245fa from
the evaporator. In Figure 2, it can also be observed the behavior of the pressure in the
evaporator against the activation temperature of the ORC cycle. It should be noted that the
pressure values can be increased from 1200–2000 kPa by varying the temperature of the
geothermal resource from 110 to 135 ◦C. On the other hand, the closest approach between
the streams that are involved in the activation of the ORC cycle does not prevail when
the temperature of the geothermal resource increases; rather, it originates when the phase
change of R245fa begins [31].

4.1. Energy Analysis Results

The results of the energy analysis for both alternatives (S1 and S2) are shown in Table 16.
Under the established conditions of heat recovery, the evaporator uses 4110 kW, of which
477.9 kW of power can be obtained in the turbine. Subtracting the power consumed by the
pump (19.44 kW), the cycle manages to convert 458.4 kW of power; this power represents
the net product of the thermodynamic cycle. In the same Table 16, it can be seen that, when
comparing the energy inputs and outputs of the cycle, the condenser dissipates 88.85% of
the activation energy of the cycle to the surroundings (energy in the evaporator/waste heat
used), while only 11.15% is converted into a useful product (net cycle power). This allows
for identifying the energy distribution of the components of the cycle. In the same way, the
condenser could represent great opportunities for thermodynamic improvements of the
ORC cycle, since it wastes a large amount of energy. Meanwhile, the turbine represents the
opportunity to improve the conversion of thermal energy to electricity.
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Figure 2. Evaporator temperature as a function of waste heat temperature.

Table 16. Energy analysis results.

Energy Flows (kW) Energy Distribution (%)
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Table 17, shows the results obtained for the heat transfer parameters. The equipment
that implies a bigger heat transfer area in the organic Rankine cycle is the condenser with
93.86 m2 necessary to dissipate the 3654 kW of the Cycle. The evaporator requires 62.72 m2

of heat transfer area for the R245fa to recover the energy contained in the waste heat or
geothermal resource and to obtain 18.09 kg/s of saturated steam at a temperature of 100 ◦C
and a pressure of 1269 kPa in the turbine inlet. Another notorious impact when reducing
LMTD is the increase in heat transfer effectiveness, which can be seen in the condenser in
Table 17. In the case of the evaporator, the heat transfer effectiveness represents a value of
86.56%. It is not possible to decrease the LMTD to a value close to zero because it would
imply obtaining an infinite heat transfer area.

Table 17. Results of heat transfer parameters.

Component LMTD (◦C) Area (m2)

Evaporator 26.21 62.72

Condenser 13.56 93.86

Once the design parameters have been obtained, such as the heat transfer area of the
heat exchanger equipment (evaporator and condenser), the behavior of the ORC cycle can
be analyzed based on the determined design parameters. Figure 3 shows the variation of
the turbine power, the pump power, the net power of the ORC cycle and the efficiency.
In Figure 3, it can be seen that as the activation temperature of the ORC cycle increases,
the power output of the turbine increases, and consequently the net power output of
the cycle also increases. In the same way, the efficiency and the power consumed by the
pump are increased. However, it should be noted that as the activation temperature of the
cycle increases, the pump represents a higher energy consumption. Therefore, at lower
temperatures, the power difference between the turbine and the net power of the cycle is
lower, as can be seen in Figure 3. Finally, the efficiency represents an increase in efficiency
of 2% by increasing the activation temperature 15 ◦C.

Figure 3. Power behavior and energy efficiency of the ORC cycle.

4.2. Exergy Analysis Results

Figure 4 shows the results of the exergy analysis obtained for alternatives S1 and S2.
In the image, the exergy flow rate of the ORC cycle and the exergy efficiencies of the
evaporator, turbine and pump can be seen. In terms of exergy rate, it can be seen that in the
geothermal fluid stream (1–2), which activates the ORC cycle, thermodynamic state 1 is
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the one that contains the largest amount of available energy. However, it is also seen that
the exergy rate of thermodynamic state 2 ranks second in terms of the amount of energy
available. It is important to highlight that the exergy contained in thermodynamic state 2 is
intended for reinjection, that is, it is waste heat from the plant, even with a good quality
of energy, which is wasted. Therefore, the energy still contained in this thermodynamic
state represents opportunities to be used in some other thermal process and even possibly
in the generation of electricity again. Regarding the exergy rate flow of the ORC cycle,
corresponding to the working fluid R245fa, the exergy rate of state 3 is the highest in the
cycle, followed by the power exergy obtained in the turbine. Finally, the exergy rate flow of
the cooling water streams (8–9) is practically null because the cycle dissipates the energy of
the condenser at a temperature very close to the reference temperature (T0) used. Figure 4
also shows the exergetic efficiencies of the components of the ORC cycle, except for the
condenser. This is because the products and resources of this device are not defined, and it
only serves as a means for the rest of the components to achieve the power product of the
ORC cycle. Seen from another point of view, in the condenser, the conversion of R245fa
vapor to liquid is achieved through the dissipation of energy, which represents a loss of
exergy but not a product. On the other hand, it can be seen that the component with the
highest exergetic efficiency is the evaporator, followed by the turbine and finally the pump.
All the aforementioned components have exergetic efficiencies greater than 70%, while the
ORC cycle reaches a global exergetic efficiency of 55.34%.

Figure 4. Exergy rate flows and exergetic efficiencies of the ORC cycle.

Figure 5 shows the exergy destruction rate of the components of the ORC cycle and
the ratios of exergy destruction of each component against the total exergy destruction
of the cycle for alternatives S1 and S2. In this way, the results of the exergy destruction
analysis reflect that the evaporator is the component with the highest exergy destruction
rate (128.9 kW), followed by the turbine (110.4 kW), the condenser (66.11 kW) and finally
the pump. (4.69 kW). Based on these results, it can be verified that although the condenser
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dissipates a large amount of energy to the atmosphere (3654 kW), this energy is not of
good quality and it is essential to dissipate it for the cycle to operate correctly under
the thermal machine concept. In addition, this energy is dissipated at a temperature
very close to ambient (T0), so the exergy destruction rate is lower than in the previous
components (evaporator and turbine). Regarding the results found, the analysis has turned
out to be relevant to identifying the components with the greatest magnitude of exergy
destruction rate: the evaporator and the turbine. In this way, once these components have
been identified, the objective for future work can be to detect opportunities to improve
their thermodynamic performance; that is, to focus the analysis only on the evaporator
and turbine to reduce their rate of destruction exergy. On the other hand, the exergy
destruction ratio has made it possible to identify the percentage of exergy destruction of
each component based on the total exergy destruction of the ORC cycle (310.1 kW). In this
aspect, the evaporator and the turbine represent 41.26 and 35.6% of the total destruction
of the ORC cycle, respectively. Finally, in Figure 5, the exergy rates of the fuel and the
products of each component can also be seen. Notably, it can be seen that both the exergy
rate of the fuel and the product are higher in the evaporator, followed by those of the
turbine and finally those of the pump. It is important to note that this is because the
components are interconnected and in the ORC cycle configuration part of the product of
one component represents the fuel of the subsequent component. This makes it possible
to propose future work to determine the thermodynamic inefficiencies of the components
due to the interaction between them [70]. On the other hand, as mentioned above, it is not
possible to define the exergy of the fuel and the product for the condenser, however, if it
were possible to define them, they would have a higher exergy than the pump because they
are at a higher hierarchical level in the energetic interaction in the cycle. This can be seen
in the exergy destruction of the condenser, which is higher than that of the pump. If an
analogy is made with everyday life, the exergy destruction rate of the cycle components
can be seen in Figure 5, as a descending magnitude scale in (kW) starting at the evaporator
and ending at the pump.

Figure 5. Exergy destruction rate of the components of the ORC cycle.
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Figure 6 shows the behavior of the exergy destruction rate in the components and the
exergetic efficiency of the ORC cycle as a function of the activation energy temperature. It
can also be observed, in a temperature range from 110 to 135 ◦C, that the highest exergy
destruction rate of the ORC cycle always corresponds to the evaporator followed by the
exergy destruction rate in the turbine in the entire temperature range; the corresponding
values for the condenser and the pump are in third and fourth place, respectively. As
for the difference between the exergy destruction rate of the turbine and the evaporator,
Figure 6 shows that it decreases as the temperature of the resource increases. As can be
seen in Figure 6, all components increase exergy destruction rate as temperature rises. The
evaporator shows the largest of these increases, going from 130 kW for 110 ◦C and reaching
an exergy destruction rate of 300 kW for 135 ◦C. With this, a 15 ◦C increase in temperature
of the geothermal resource can cause the exergy destruction rate to double at least in all
components. On the other hand, in Figure 6, the behavior of the exergetic efficiency of the
ORC cycle can also be seen with respect to the temperature of the activation resource; as the
temperature of the resource increases, this efficiency increases by the second law. However,
unlike the exergy destruction, for the efficiency, the increase is not so remarkable, and the
same temperature increase in the activation resource of 15 ◦C, thisrepresents an increase in
the exergy efficiency of less than 3%.

Figure 6. Behavior of exergy destruction rate and exergetic efficiency of the ORC.

Figure 7 shows the total exergy rate flows of the ORC cycle. The total exergy rate
of the fuel that activates the ORC cycle has a magnitude of 828.4 kW, that is, this is the
value of the maximum energy available for the production of the products. Therefore, the
total product of the cycle is represented by the net power of the thermodynamic cycle,
equivalent to 458.4 kW. However, in the course of the transformation from fuel to product,
due to the internal irreversibilities of the ORC cycle, 310.1 kW in total exergy is destroyed.
In a collateral direction, in this same energy transformation process, the cycle requires
a necessary exergy loss of 59.91 kW. According to these results, the exergy destruction
rate could be avoided by improving the design of the components and the interaction
between them, which implies goals for future work [71]. It can be seen that the total exergy
destruction rate of the cycle represents 37.4% of the exergy rate of the fuel and 67.64% of the
exergy rate of the product. On the other hand, it is not possible to avoid the destruction of
exergy since the ORC cycle, similar to a thermal machine, requires energy to be dissipated
for its operation.
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Figure 7. Overall exergy rate flows of the ORC cycle.

4.3. Results of the Exergoeconomic Analysis and Economic Feasibility

In this subsection, the results obtained from the exergoeconomic analysis and economic
feasibility of the ORC cycle activated with waste heat from the flash–binary geothermal
power plant (alternative S1) and with geothermal energy obtained directly through a
geothermal well (alternative S2) are presented.

4.3.1. Results of the Investment Cost Estimation

Table 18 shows the results of the estimation of the investment costs of the components
of the ORC cycle and the cost proportions that each component represents with respect to
the total cost of the ORC cycle. Both for alternative S1 and for alternative S2, the investment
costs of the ORC cycle amount to a total amount of 775,678 USD. This amount is distributed
through its components in the following proportions: in the first place is the turbine with
a percentage of the total cost of 58.08%, in second place is the condenser with 24.2%,
in third place is the evaporator with 16.17% and in fourth place is the pump with only
1.55 %. In the same way, the above can be seen in Table 18, where the turbine and the
condenser stand out from the rest of the components. Both the turbine and the condenser
involve thermodynamic parameters that are the main factors that lead to high investment
costs (with respect to the rest of the components), for example, higher nominal capacities.
Through these results, it has been possible to detect that it is not possible to reduce the
cost of the turbine once its nominal capacity is already established. However, it is possible
to improve its thermodynamic performance by improving parameters such as efficiency.
The foregoing will not reduce the investment cost, because the nominal output capacity of
the turbine for which it has been designed is fixed, however, it is possible to improve its
performance in the use of the energy contained in the R245fa so to convert it more effectively
to power. Therefore, the benefit will be reflected in the economic profitability of the cycle.
On the other hand, as mentioned above, the condenser is the other component of the cycle
that involves a high cost. This cost is mainly due to a design factor, the LMTD (13.56 ◦C); as
the LMTD decreases, the heat transfer area increases and consequently the investment cost.
However, a small LMTD implies high effectiveness in transferring units of thermal energy;
accordingly, to achieve a reduction in the cost of the condenser, the effectiveness would
have to be decreased, which may or may not be very convenient. The foregoing motivates
future work to determine the best cost–benefit ratio based on parameters such as the heat
transfer area and effectiveness, for example for the condenser.

On the other hand, in Table 18, it can also be seen the great difference involved
in activating the ORC cycle with waste heat (S1) and direct thermal energy from the
geothermal well (S2). This difference is reflected in the drilling costs of the geothermal well,
amounting to 1,258,177.72 USD. This amount represents practically twice the investment
cost of the ORC cycle, so the economic profitability of operating the ORC cycle with the
form of activation of alternative S2 becomes unattractive.
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Table 18. ORC investment costs.

Investment Cost ($)
Investment Cost Ratio (%)

S1 S2

4.3.2. Results of the Exergoeconomic Analysis

Figure 8 shows the results of the exergoeconomic analysis for the specific cost per unit
of exergy of the streams of the ORC cycle. Figure 8 presents a simplified comparison of
the specific costs per unit of exergy ($/GJ) of the streams and thermodynamic states of the
ORC cycle evaluated under the two activation alternatives (S1 and S2). In this way, it can
be seen that the specific costs per unit of exergy of the thermodynamic states of the ORC
cycle operating under the conditions of alternative S2 exceed the same costs corresponding
to alternative S1. This is because the evaluation conditions of alternative S2 involve the
cost of drilling the geothermal well, and due to this, the specific cost per unit of exergy is
reflected in all the thermodynamic states of the ORC cycle. That is, when considering the
cost of the geothermal well, the specific cost per unit of exergy of the activation energy is
different from zero, so the costs are increased compared to alternative S1. Figure 8 shows
that after the analysis, the specific costs per exergy unit of alternative S2 are 25% above the
costs corresponding to alternative S1. Among the highest costs of the ORC cycle are the
specific cost per unit of exergy corresponding to power generation, the exergetic cost of
the condensed steam of R245fa and the specific cost per unit of exergy of the state of feed
of R245fa to the evaporator. The same behavior of the specific costs per unit of exergy is
maintained for both alternatives; they only differ in their magnitude, the costs of alternative
S2 being higher because for S1 the waste heat is taken at zero cost. However, even though
the waste heat from alternative S1 has no cost, the cycle streams do have a cost, although it
is less than alternative S2.

Figure 9 shows the results for the rate of the costs ($/h), for the thermodynamic states
of the ORC cycle, evaluated under the activation conditions of alternatives S1 and S2.
For both alternatives the highest cost rate is the one associated with the power of the
turbine then the one corresponding to the saturated steam of R245fa in the discharge
of the evaporator followed by the cost rate associated with the geothermal resource in
the discharge of the producing well. It can be corroborated that the power generation
costs using thermal machines tend to be the highest in a thermodynamic cycle, in this
case, the ORC cycle. Also, Figure 9 shows that even when both alternatives have the
same order in the cost for each component, the costs for the alternative S2 are higher than
the corresponding for the alternative S1 and therefore, in practice, the recovery of low-
temperature waste heat to activate an ORC cycle becomes more attractive, due to the lower
generation costs. Another important aspect to highlight is that while the highest specific
costs per exergy unit of the cycle are the condensed vapor and the compressed liquid of
R245fa (see Figure 8), for the rate of the costs, the highest value is the one associated with
power production, and in general, and in practice, the cost of the product of the ORC cycle
associated with power is the one that has the greatest relevance.
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Figure 8. Specific costs per exergy unit of the ORC cycle in $/GJ.

Figure 9. Cost rates in the ORC cycle in $/h.
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4.3.3. Results for the Thermoeconomic Evaluation

Table 19 shows the results obtained through the thermoeconomic evaluation of the
ORC cycle for alternatives S1 and S2. The table shows the values for (i) the specific cost
of exergy fuel, (ii) the specific cost of exergy product, (iii) the exergy destruction cost rate,
(iv) the relative cost difference and (v) the exergoeconomic factor, for all components of
the ORC cycle. It can be seen that the specific cost of exergy fuel of the evaporator of
alternative S1 is zero since for this alternative the cost of the evaporator activation stream
is waste heat and therefore does not represent a monetary cost or specific cost per unit
of exergy. On the other hand, in Table 19, it can be seen that the highest specific cost per
unit of exergy is assumed by the pump, since it is activated with the power of the turbine,
and the specific cost per unit of exergy associated with the power of the turbine is one of
the highest in the thermodynamic cycle. Consequently, the specific cost per exergy unit of
the pump is also the highest; this can be seen in Figure 8. However, although the specific
cost per unit of exergy of the product of the pump is the highest, this does not imply that
the pump has the highest cost rate of the ORC cycle; such a cost rate corresponds to the
power generated by the turbine, as shown in Figure 9. Furthermore, when this component
operates under alternative S2, it also has the highest cost rate related to irreversibilities,
that is, the highest cost due to exergy destruction rate. Although it should be noted that
the costs of S2 greatly exceed the specific costs per unit of exergy of S1. Regarding the
difference in relative cost for the evaporator with alternative S1, Table 19 shows that this
cost tends to infinity; this is because the resource cost of the evaporator is zero. For the same
reason, the exergoeconomic factor tends to a value of 100% since the exergy destruction
cost of this component is zero, and therefore this factor is only a function of the investment
cost rate. Finally, the thermoeconomic viability of the condenser has not been possible to
evaluate because its resources and products are not defined. The condenser is a thermal
device that is used to complete the closed cycle work in the ORC; it only helps the rest of
the components to achieve the objective of converting thermal energy into a useful product
such as power. However, it is possible to assess the cost rate of exergy loss by considering
the entire ORC cycle as a system. These exergy losses that occur in the condenser reach a
higher cost rate for alternative S2.

Table 19. Results of the thermoeconomic evaluation.

Variable Units Alternative
Component

Evaporator Turbine Pump Condenser

cFk ($/GJ)
S1 0 2.82 7.85 /
S2 1.67 5.28 10.88 /

cPk ($/GJ)
S1 0.83 7.85 14.15 /
S2 2.81 10.88 18.13 /

.
CD,k ($/h)

S1 0 1.123 0.132 /
S2 0.775 2.098 0.183 /

.
CL,k ($/s)

S1 / / / 0
S2 / / / 0.36

rk (%)
S1 infinity 178 80.05 /
S2 68.26 106 66.67 /

fk (%)
S1 100 87.02 60.22 /
S2 73.01 78.21 52.24 /

4.3.4. Economic Feasibility Results

Figure 10 shows the results of the economic feasibility of the ORC cycle activated with
the operating conditions of alternative S1. Under these activation conditions, by taking
advantage of the waste heat of the flash–binary geothermal power plant, the ORC cycle
has shown acceptable economic feasibility as a primary technology for power generation.
Through this alternative S1, the cycle can reach an income from the sale of electricity of
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up to 284,671 USD/year, which consequently results in good behavior for the economic
indicators. The annual benefit of the ORC cycle amounts to a value of 189,291 USD, which,
due to being being high, causes the economic indicators that represent the feasibility of a
system to be motivating. The first indicator, the NPV, reaches a high value (835,860 USD),
which translates into a favorable economic return. On the other hand, according to the
analysis, the simple return payback is 4.09 years. The foregoing reflects acceptable economic
profitability, which represents an area of opportunity for the implementation of ORC cycles
in heat recovery in flash–binary geothermal power plants.

Figure 10. Economic feasibility results (Alternative S1).

Figure 11 shows the results of the estimation of the economic feasibility for the ORC
cycle operating with geothermal heat obtained through a producing well or alternative S2.
The main difference with respect to alternative S1 is the cost that is directly reflected in
the following: the annualized cost, total investment, cash flow, and economic indicators.
Although the cash flow of the system is a positive value (100,902 USD), in reality it does not
guarantee a favorable economic feasibility. A low cash flow value results in a negative NPV
(–669,140 USD). A negative NPV translates into an unfavorable simple return payback that
is confirmed by the payback period of 15.15 years for alternative S2. The evaluation of this
alternative S2 makes it clear that in order to achieve a favorable economic feasibility in the
generation of electricity through low-temperature ORC cycles activated with geothermal
wells, it is necessary to find other more efficient alternatives that improve the behavior of
this feasibility. For example, these alternatives may include the integration of technologies
for the direct use of geothermal energy, to obtain more products from the same geothermal
resource, and thus increases the cash flow and consequently the economic indicators. This
implies new challenges for future research.

Due to the thermodynamic quality of low-temperature geothermal resources, their
profitability is economically unattractive. However, as shown in Figure 12, an increase in
the temperature of these geothermal resources would make it profitable to implement low-
temperature electricity generation technologies in them. This increase in the temperature
of the activation resource of the ORC cycle makes it possible for alternative S2 to be
profitable in the generation of energy from ORC technology. However, this increase in
temperature implies an increase in the nominal capacity of the ORC cycle and therefore an
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increase in investment costs. Then, as shown in Figure 12, for the simple return payback to
become attractive, reaching desirable values in the economic indicators and achieving an
investment payback period of fewer than 5 years, it is necessary to increase the activation
temperature of the cycle up to 135 ◦C. On the other hand, it would be necessary to increase
the power of the ORC cycle up to 1217 kW, which means a rise in the nominal capacity up
to 2.65 times; this in turn translates into a 51% increase in investment. As the temperature
of the geothermal resource increases, the cash flow and the NPV do so as well, and the
simple return payback for the investment is reduced, which makes power generation using
the S2 alternative attractive. It should be noted that although alternative S1 is economically
profitable, this does not indicate that it can considerably improve the profitability of the
flash–binary geothermal power plant, because this depends on the quantity and quality of
the waste heat that the geothermal plant dissipates to activate the alternative S1.

Figure 11. Economic feasibility results (Alternative S2).

Figure 12. Analysis of the economic feasibility of alternative S2.
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4.4. Results of the Exergoenvironmental Analysis

In this Subsection, the results of the exergoenvironmental analysis of the ORC cycle
are presented. Figure 13 shows the results for the weight and environmental impact of
the components. The component with the greatest weight in cycle tons is represented by
the evaporator with 36.37 tons followed closely by the condenser with 33.82 tons; these
two components alone constitute 96% of the total cycle weight of 72.89 tons. On the other
hand, although the turbine only represents 3.7% of the total weight, its contribution to the
environmental impact is the greatest, and with 1846 Pts, this component alone represents
almost 50% of the total points of the 3818 Pts cycle. This is due to the great diversity of the
materials and methods with which the turbines are manufactured. However, the environ-
mental impact weight ratio prevails in heat exchange equipment such as the evaporator
and the condenser; that is, the evaporator achieves a greater environmental impact than the
condenser. On the other hand, the pump represents a very small percentage contribution
compared to the rest of the components, both for weight and environmental impact. What
is described above is the result of the analysis of each component for the ORC cycle with the
alternatives S1 and S2. However, for alternative S2, it is necessary to additionally include
the environmental impact of the geothermal well, which represents another environmental
impact of great magnitude. Finally, in Figure 13, the total environmental impact of the ORC
cycle can also be appreciated.

Figure 13. Results of the environmental impact of the components of the ORC cycle.

Figure 14 shows the environmental impacts per exergy unit of the ORC cycle for
alternatives S1 and S2. Figure 14 highlights the great difference between the environmental
impacts of alternatives S1 and S2. For the first of these, where the ORC cycle is activated
with waste heat, the environmental impacts are very low, practically null compared to the
environmental impacts of alternative S2. Regarding alternative S2, the greatest environ-
mental impact per exergy unit is observed at the condenser outlet, that is, the condensed
vapor of R245fa. This is because the condenser is the component that dissipates the ther-
mal energy of the thermodynamic cycle, which represents an environmental impact. The
discharge of the pump also implies an environmental impact per unit of exergy of great
magnitude within the thermodynamic states of the ORC cycle. This impact is essentially
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related to the power consumption of this component. Another environmental impact per
unit of exergy of significant magnitude is that associated with power generation. Finally,
to a lesser extent, it is followed by the environmental impact of the steam that enters and
leaves the turbine and the environmental impact per exergy unit of the cycle activation
geothermal resource. In general, the environmental impacts per exergy unit of S1 represent
around 1% of alternative S2.

Figure 14. Environmental impacts per exergy unit of the ORC cycle in mpts/GJ.

Figure 15 shows the environmental impact rates (in mpts/h) of the thermodynamic
states of the ORC cycle operating under the two alternatives (S1 and S2). It can be seen in a
similar way to Figure 14 that the environmental impacts of the ORC cycle of alternative S1
compared to alternative S2 are reduced regarding alternative S2; the highest environmental
impact rates are reflected in the stream of the geothermal resource, while in the closed
circuit of the ORC, the highest rates of environmental impact are observed in the saturated
steam of R245fa at the outlet of the evaporator and in the power of the turbine. The
high environmental impact rates of the geothermal fluid stream are directly related to
the environmental impact rate of the geothermal well. The foregoing is also observed in
the ORC cycle, such is the case of the environmental impact rate at the discharge of the
evaporator; that is, the environmental impact rate of the geothermal well is observed to
be reflected mainly in the saturated steam since the geothermal stream is the resource in
charge of obtaining that saturated steam. In the same way, the saturated steam that enters
the turbine, and consequently the turbine power, also has a high environmental impact
rate. Additionally, in a thermodynamic cycle, the product of the cycle will always have a
considerable magnitude of the environmental impact rate because all the configurations
and uses of the resource have the purpose of obtaining a product, and if the ORC cycle is
observed as a system total, the total environmental impact rates would be related only to
the power production, that is, to the product of the cycle.

On the other hand, Table 20 shows the results obtained for alternatives S1 and S2
from the analysis of the exergoenvironmental evaluation. In Table 20 it can be seen that
all the exergoenvironmental parameters obtained for the ORC cycle operating under the
conditions of alternative S1, are lower than the exergoenvironmental parameters obtained
with alternative S2. In this way, the greatest environmental impact of exergy destruction
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rate occurs in the turbine under alternative S2 and the pump has a greater impact per unit of
exergy due to the environmental impact related to power generation. Regarding alternative
S1, the specific impact per unit of exergy of the fuel is null because it is activated with waste
heat; in addition, the impact of this fuel is reflected in the environmental impact is null also
of the destruction of exergy rate in the evaporator. Consequently, the difference in relative
environmental impact results in an infinite trend. This behavior is also observed in the
100% environmental impact factor of the evaporator, since such a factor is only a function
of its environmental impact rate. Finally, the condenser, similar to the exergoeconomic
analysis, has not been evaluated because its resources and products are not clearly defined.
In this part, it has only been possible to detect the environmental impact of exergy loss,
which is essential to know in a condenser because it is the component that interacts with
the surroundings through heat dissipation.

Figure 15. Environmental impact rate of the ORC cycle streams in (mpts/h).

Table 20. Results of the exergoenvironmental evaluation.

Variable Units Alternative
Component

Evaporator Turbine Pump Condenser

bFk (mpts/GJ) S1 0 4.146 9.521 /
S2 540 797 986 /

bPk (mpts/GJ) S1 1.66 9.52 13.6 /
S2 641 986.0 130 /

.
BD,k (mpts/h) S1 0 1.65 0.161 /

S2 250.56 316.8 16.66 /

.
BL,k (mpts/h) S1 / / / 0

S2 / / / 116.28

rk (%)
S1 infinity 129.6 42.9 /
S2 18.73 23.66 31.95 /

fk (%)
S1 100 82.18 25.77 /
S2 1.645 2.342 0.3342 /

The relative environmental impact difference expresses the potential for reducing the
environmental impact on each component of the system. In this way, the turbine operating



Entropy 2022, 24, 1832 31 of 37

under alternative S1 represents the greatest reduction potential. On the other hand, a
low value of the exergoenvironmental factor indicates that the environmental impact rate
associated with exergy destruction is dominant compared to the environmental impact of
the component. The analysis shows that the values of the exergoenvironmental factor of
the turbine, the evaporator and the pump operating under alternative S2 are very low in
relation to the same factors for alternative S1.

According to the results obtained, the ORC activated with low-temperature residual
heat has great advantages over the ORC cycle activated directly by heat from a geothermal
well. The ORC activated with low-temperature waste heat from a flash–binary geothermal
power plant has resulted in being highly profitable from the economic and environmental
points of view; therefore, the practical application of this setup can be highly recommended.
In addition, the ORC activated with residual heat from a flash–binary geothermal power
plant represents a very interesting option to be incorporated into existing geothermal power
plants that have low-temperature residual heat available; also it is worth considering the
part of waste heat recovery in the design of new geothermal power plants. The previous
research has resulted from the advantages of using heat recovery instead the direct use
of geothermal steam. In this document, new forms of use of geothermal residual heat
that had not been previously evaluated have been evaluated. Even though the ORC has
been studied for a long time, the cycle had not been evaluated from the perspective of
activation with waste heat from a flash–binary power geothermal plant. Among the main
and notorious advantages of the proposed ORC configuration, lower cost rates associated
with the products of the cycle and the thermodynamic inefficiencies of the cycle have been
obtained. Another significant advantage turned out to be a low environmental impact. In
relation to the practical advantages, there is a very important area of opportunity to improve
the use of low-temperature resources through the application and integration of ORC in
flash–binary geothermal power plants. In this direction, there is a market sector available
where low-temperature ORC technology on a small-scale can be widely developed. Finally,
the use of low-temperature ORC technologies, which still present economic limitations,
becomes economically profitable. By implementing the ORC in the recovery of waste
heat, the high cost of drilling new geothermal wells is also avoided, this contributes to the
maximum use of the geothermal resources already available to be exploited.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, the analysis of the energetic, exergetic, exergoeconomic and exergoenvi-
ronmental (4E) assessment of an organic Rankine cycle activated by low-temperature waste
heat from a flash–binary geothermal power plant and geothermal thermal energy coming
directly from a low-temperature geothermal well was presented. The models of the ORC
cycle with an activation temperature of 110 ◦C were proposed. Subsequently, the results
to observe the thermodynamic performance of the cycle in combination with economic
and environmental concepts were analyzed. The following conclusions were obtained in
aspects of the energetic, exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental analysis:

• Through the energy analysis, it has been possible to obtain the energy flows of the
cycle, the energy efficiency and the nominal capacities of the components of the
cycle. In this way, it was possible to identify that 88.85% of the activation energy of
the cycle is dissipated in the condenser and only 11.15% of said energy is used or
converted into a useful product. On the other hand, based on the energy involved
in the exchange equipment and in the equipment that interacts with work on its
borders, it has been possible to establish the nominal capacities of the components of
the cycle. It was found that the condenser involves 33.17% more heat transfer area
than the evaporator to dissipate the cycle energy. The foregoing could suggest that
the condenser wastes a large amount of energy, however, this dissipation is necessary
for the correct operation of the ORC cycle without mentioning the concept of thermal
machine operation. Finally, the energy analysis evidenced the performance by the
first law of thermodynamics for the ORC cycle activated with waste heat or heat from
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a low-temperature geothermal well. In this direction, the ORC cycle has achieved a
thermodynamic performance with a thermal efficiency of 11.15% by the first law;

• Through the exergetic analysis, the thermodynamic performance of the ORC cycle
operating under the different activation alternatives was obtained, implementing the
criteria of the second law of thermodynamics. Under this approach, it was obtained
that the ORC cycle reaches an exergetic efficiency of 55.34%. In the same way, through
the exergetic analysis it has been possible to observe that the component with the
greatest irreversibilities within the ORC cycle is the evaporator and not the condenser,
a component that under the first law has one of the greatest energy wastes. However,
the analysis by the second law has allowed detecting the component with greater
irreversibilities. Also, by means of exergy destruction analysis, both the total and
component irreversibilities have been detected and quantified. In relation to the above,
the magnitude of the exergy destruction rate found for each component sets new goals
for future research, focused on minimizing this destruction of exergy rate and, con-
sequently, minimizing the total thermodynamic inefficiencies of the thermodynamic
cycle in general. Finally, the exergy loss rate in the condenser represents a very small
magnitude compared to the total exergy destruction rate. It is important to note that
exergy loss rate is unavoidable because the ORC cycle requires energy dissipation,
while the exergy destruction rate can be reduced with better design. In this aspect, the
cycle destroys 37.4% of the exergy of the fuel and 67.64% of the exergy of the product,
which implies high possibilities of improving the thermodynamic performance by
the second law of the ORC cycle activated with low-temperature waste heat from a
geothermal flash–binary power plant;

• To carry out the exergoeconomic analysis, it was necessary to first obtain the in-
vestment costs of the components. Therefore, it was possible to identify the cost
distribution of the ORC cycle for the case of alternative S1, and the cost distribution for
the case of alternative S2 that involves a low-temperature geothermal well. For both
alternatives, the turbine represents the highest investment cost of the cycle. However,
by including the drilling of the geothermal well in alternative S2, the investment cost
increases considerably since the cost of the geothermal well is equivalent to another
ORC cycle of the same dimensions. This is observed to directly affect the economic
profitability, where the S2 is not attractive. While alternative S1 becomes highly prof-
itable at a temperature of 110 ◦C, alternative S2 would require a larger cycle and a
higher activation temperature to become profitable. In this way, the recovery of waste
heat in flash–binary geothermal power plants, to activate ORC cycles of small capacity
and with low activation temperatures, is attractive. In addition, this implementation of
waste heat recovery has payback periods of less than 5 years for the initial investment.
On the other hand, through the exergoeconomic analysis, it has been possible to detect
the great advantages of alternative S1 over alternative S2. Increases in the cost rate of
up to 39.28% were observed for the alternative that implements the use of direct heat
from a geothermal well, compared to the waste heat configuration of a flash–binary
geothermal power plant. Additionally, the relative cost difference indicates a great
potential for cost reduction in the turbine and evaporator of the alternative activation
of the ORC cycle by waste heat of the flash–binary geothermal power plant;

• Finally, the exergoenvironmental analysis reflects the benefits of the ORC cycle ana-
lyzed for two alternatives from a perspective that involves exergetic and environmental
concepts. Through the exergoenvironmental analysis, it has been possible to identify
the environmental impacts of all the components of the cycle, as well as the environ-
mental impact of all the streams of the ORC cycle. In this aspect, for the cycle operating
under conditions of alternative S1, the stream with the greatest environmental impact
of the cycle is the one associated with power generation, and under the cycle operat-
ing under conditions of alternative S2, it is the stream from the geothermal resource.
Finally, the relative environmental impact difference and the environmental exergy
factor have resulted in great potential to reduce the environmental impacts of the ORC
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cycle operating under both alternatives. However, the ORC cycle alternative operating
in the waste heat recovery configuration of a flash–binary geothermal power plant has
resulted in higher exergoeconomic and exergoevironmental performance.
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Nomenclature

A Heat transfer area (m2)
b Environmental impact per unit of exergy (Pts kJ−1)
bm Specific environmental impact (Pts kg−1)
.
B Environmental impact rate (Pts s−1)
c Cost per exergy unit ($ kJ−1)
.
C Cost rate ($ s−1)
CF Cash flow ($)
CRF Capital recovery factor (-)
CU/EL Unit cost of electricity ($)
LMTD Logarithmic Mean Temperatures Difference (◦C)
ex Specific exergy (kJ kg−1)
.
Ex Exegy rate (kW)
.
ExD Exergy destruction rate (kW)
.
ExCH Chemical exergy rate (kW)
.
ExKN Kinetic exergy rate (kW)
.
ExPH Physical exergy rate (kW)
.
ExPT Potential exergy rate (kW)
fb,k Exergoenvironmental factor (%)
fk Exergoeconomic factor (%)
g Acceleration of gravity (m s−2)
h Specific enthalpy (kJ kg−1)
i Interest rate (%)
INEL Electricity sales revenue ($)
m Mass (kg)
.

m Mass flow (kg s−1)
n Components life (years)
NPV Net present value ($)
P Pressure (kPa)
.

Qk Heat power (kW)
rb,k Relative environmental impact difference (%)
rk Relative cost difference (%)
s Specific entropy (kJ kg−1 K−1)
SRP Simple return payback (years)
top Operation time (h)
T Temperature (◦C, K)
U Overall heat transfer coefficient (kW m−2 K−1)
v Velocity (m s−1)
.

Wk Power (kW)
x Quality (-)
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y∗ Exergy destruction ratio (%)
Y Environmental impact (Pts)
.

Y Environmental impact rate of the component (Pts s−1)
Z Investment cost ($)
.
Z Investment cost rate ($ s−1)
Zanual Annualized investment cost ($)
ZO&M Operation and maintenance costs ($)
Greek
letters
η Efficiency (%)
ε Efectiveness (-)
Z Height (m)
φ Maintenance factor (-)
ω Weight (kg, Ton)
Subscripts
0 Reference state
1 . . . 6 f b Thermodynamic states flash–binary power plant
1 . . . 5b Thermodynamic states binary cycle
1 . . . 10 Thermodynamic states
I . . . IV Components of the cycle
D Exergy destruction
e Input
F Fuel
geo Geothermal resource
GW Geothermal well
j Referring to thermodynamic states
k Component
L Loss
P Product
s Output
tot Total
V.C Control volume

References
1. Mohammadzadeh Bina, S.; Jalilinasrabady, S.; Fujii, H. Energy, economic and environmental (3E) aspects of internal heat

exchanger for ORC geothermal power plants. Energy 2017, 140, 1096–1106. [CrossRef]
2. Pastor-Martinez, E.; Rubio-Maya, C.; Ambriz-Díaz, V.M.; Belman-Flores, J.M.; Pacheco-Ibarra, J.J. Energetic and exergetic

performance comparison of different polygeneration arrangements utilizing geothermal energy in cascade. Energy Convers.
Manag. 2018, 168, 252–269. [CrossRef]

3. Mohanty, B.; Paloso, G. Economic power generation from low-temperature geothermal resources using organic rankine cycle
combined with vapour absorption chiller. Heat Recover. Syst. CHP 1992, 12, 143–158. [CrossRef]

4. Johannsson, S. Binary Cycle Geothermal Power Systems. Iceland. 2016. Available online: https://veldi.is/reports/ (accessed on
7 November 2022).

5. Ambriz-Díaz, V.M.; Rubio-Maya, C.; Chávez, O.; Ruiz-Casanova, E.; Pastor-Martínez, E. Thermodynamic performance and
economic feasibility of Kalina, Goswami and Organic Rankine Cycles coupled to a polygeneration plant using geothermal energy
of low-grade temperature. Energy Convers. Manag. 2021, 243, 114362. [CrossRef]

6. Ghaebi, H.; Parikhani, T.; Rostamzadeh, H.; Farhang, B. Proposal and assessment of a novel geothermal combined cooling and
power cycle based on Kalina and ejector refrigeration cycles. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2018, 130, 767–781. [CrossRef]

7. Pan, S.Y.; Gao, M.; Shah, K.J.; Zheng, J.; Pei, S.L.; Chiang, P.C. Establishment of enhanced geothermal energy utilization plans:
Barriers and strategies. Renew. Energy 2019, 132, 19–32. [CrossRef]

8. Almutairi, K.; Shahabaddin, S.; Dehshiri, H.; Mostafaeipour, A.; Issakhov, A. Performance optimization of a new flash-binary
geothermal cycle for power/hydrogen production with zeotropic fluid. J. Therm. Anal. Calorim. 2021, 145, 1633–1650. [CrossRef]

9. Yari, M. Exergetic analysis of various types of geothermal power plants. Renew. Energy 2010, 35, 112–121. [CrossRef]
10. Koç, Y.; Glı, H.Y.; Koç, A. Exergy analysis and performance improvement of a subcritical/supercritical organic Rankine cycle

(ORC) for exhaust gas waste heat recovery in a biogas fuelled combined heat and power (CHP) engine through the use of
regeneration. Energies 2019, 12, 575. [CrossRef]

11. Yagli, H.; Koc, A.; Karakus, C.; Koc, Y. Comparison of toluene and cyclohexane as a working fluid of an organic Rankine cycle
used for reheat furnace waste heat recovery. Int. J. Exergy 2016, 19, 420–438. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2017.09.045
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2018.04.096
http://doi.org/10.1016/0890-4332(92)90041-F
https://veldi.is/reports/
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2021.114362
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2017.11.067
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2018.07.126
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10973-021-10868-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2009.07.023
http://doi.org/10.3390/en12040575
http://doi.org/10.1504/IJEX.2016.075677


Entropy 2022, 24, 1832 35 of 37

12. Mohammadkhani, F.; Shokati, N.; Mahmoudi, S.M.S.; Yari, M.; Rosen, M.A. Exergoeconomic assessment and parametric study of
a Gas Turbine-Modular Helium Reactor combined with two Organic Rankine Cycles. Energy 2014, 65, 533–543. [CrossRef]

13. Ambriz-Díaz, V.M.; Rubio-Maya, C.; Ruiz-Casanova, E.; Martínez-Patiño, J.; Pastor-Martínez, E. Advanced exergy and exer-
goeconomic analysis for a polygeneration plant operating in geothermal cascade. Energy Convers. Manag. 2020, 203, 112227.
[CrossRef]

14. Mosaffa, A.H.; Zareei, A. Geothermics Proposal and thermoeconomic analysis of geothermal flash binary power plants utilizing
different types of organic flash cycle. Geothermics 2018, 72, 47–63. [CrossRef]

15. Yildirim, D.; Ozgener, L. Thermodynamics and exergoeconomic analysis of geothermal power plants. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev.
2012, 16, 6438–6454. [CrossRef]

16. Kazemi, H.; Ehyaei, M.A. Energy, exergy, and economic analysis of a geothermal power plant. Adv. Geo-Energy Res. 2018, 2,
190–209. [CrossRef]

17. Zhao, Y.; Wang, J. Exergoeconomic analysis and optimization of a flash-binary geothermal power system. Appl. Energy 2016, 179,
159–170. [CrossRef]

18. Boyaghchi, F.A.; Chavoshi, M. Multi-criteria optimization of a micro solar-geothermal CCHP system applying water/CuO
nanofluid based on exergy, exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental concepts. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2017, 112, 660–675. [CrossRef]

19. Shamoushaki, M.; Aliehyaei, M.; Taghizadeh-Hesary, F. Energy, Exergy, Exergoeconomic, and Exergoenvironmental Assessment
of Flash-Binary Geothermal Combined Cooling, Heating and Power Cycle. Energies 2021, 14, 4464. [CrossRef]

20. Alibaba, M.; Pourdarbani, R.; Khoshgoftar Manesh, M.H.; Herrera-Miranda, I.; Gallardo-Bernal, I.; Hernández-Hernández, J.L.
Conventional and advanced exergy-based analysis of hybrid geothermal-solar power plant based on ORC cycle. Appl. Sci. 2020,
10, 5206. [CrossRef]

21. Alibaba, M.; Pourdarbani, R.; Manesh, M.H.K.; Ochoa, G.V.; Forero, J.D. Thermodynamic, exergo-economic and exergo-environmental
analysis of hybrid geothermal-solar power plant based on ORC cycle using emergy concept. Heliyon 2020, 6, e03758. [CrossRef]

22. Shamoushaki, M.; Aliehyaei, M.; Rosen, M.A. Energy, Exergy, Exergoeconomic and Exergoenvironmental Impact Analyses and
Optimization of Various Geothermal Power Cycle Configurations. Entropy 2021, 23, 1483. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Wang, W.; Wang, J.; Lu, Z.; Wang, S. Exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental analysis of a combined heating and power system
driven by geothermal source. Energy Convers. Manag. 2020, 211, 112765.

24. Ding, Y.; Liu, C.; Zhang, C.; Xu, X.; Li, Q.; Mao, L. Exergoenvironmental model of Organic Rankine Cycle system including the
manufacture and leakage of working fluid. Energy 2017, 145, 52–64. [CrossRef]

25. DiPippo, R. Geothermal Power Generation; Woodhead Publishing Series in Energy: Duxford, UK, 2016; pp. 717–741.
26. Rubio-Maya, C.; Ambriz-Diaz, V.M.; Ibarra, J.J.P.; Gutierrez Sanchez, H.C. Polygeneration plant using geothermal energy in

cascade manner: Progress of CeMIEGeo’s project P16. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Polygeneration,
IER-UNAM, Cuernvaca, Mexico, 24–26 May 2017.

27. Cao, Y.; Gao, Y.; Zheng, Y.; Dai, Y. Optimum design and thermodynamic analysis of a gas turbine and ORC combined cycle with
recuperators. Energy Convers. Manag. 2016, 116, 32–41. [CrossRef]

28. Tontu, M.; Sahin, B.; Bilgili, M. An exergoeonomic–environmental analysis of an organic Rankine cycle system integrated with a
660 MW steam power plant in terms of waste heat power generation. Energy Sources Part A Recov. Util. Environ. Eff. 2020; in press.
[CrossRef]

29. Bademlioglu, A.H.; Yamankaradeniz, R.; Kaynakli, O. Exergy analysis of the organic rankine cycle based on the pinch point
temperature difference. J. Therm. Eng. 2019, 5, 157–165. [CrossRef]

30. Leduc, P.; Smague, P.; Leroux, A.; Henry, G. Low temperature heat recovery in engine coolant for stationary and road transport
applications. Energy Procedia 2017, 129, 834–842. [CrossRef]

31. Andreasen, J.G.; Larsen, U.; Haglind, F. Design of organic Rankine cycles using a non-conventional optimization approach. In
Proceedings of the ECOS 2015—28th Intternational Conference on Efficiency, Cost, Optimization, Simulation and Environmental
Impact on Energy Systems, Pau, France, 29 June–3 July 2015.

32. Rostamzadeh, H.; Ebadollahi, M.; Ghaebi, H.; Shokri, A. Comparative study of two novel micro-CCHP systems based on organic
Rankine cycle and Kalina cycle. Energy Convers. Manag. 2019, 183, 210–229. [CrossRef]

33. Ehyaei, M.A.; Ahmadi, A.; Rosen, M.A.; Davarpanah, A. Thermodynamic optimization of a geothermal power plant with a
genetic algorithm in two stages. Processes 2020, 8, 1277. [CrossRef]

34. El, M.; Assad, H.; Aryanfar, Y.; Radman, S.; Yousef, B.; Pakatchian, M. Energy and exergy analyses of single flash geothermal
power plant at optimum separator temperature. Int. J. Low-Carbon Technol. 2021, 16, 873–881.

35. Amin, M.; Khalili, M.; Ghasemiasl, R.; Ghomashi, H. Energy, exergy and exergy-economic analysis of a new multigeneration
system based on double-flash geothermal power plant and solar power tower. Sustain. Energy Technol. Assess. 2021, 47, 101536.

36. Cignitti, S.; Andreasen, J.G.; Haglind, F.; Woodley, J.M.; Abildskov, J. Integrated working fluid-thermodynamic cycle design of
organic Rankine cycle power systems for waste heat recovery. Appl. Energy 2017, 203, 442–453. [CrossRef]

37. Kim, D.Y.; Kim, K.C. Thermal performance of brazed metalfoam-plate heat exchanger as an evaporator for organic Rankine cycle.
Energy Procedia 2017, 129, 451–458. [CrossRef]

38. Capata, R.; Zangrillo, E. Preliminary design of compact condenser in an organic rankine cycle system for the low grade waste
heat recovery. Energies 2014, 7, 8008–8035. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2013.11.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2019.112227
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.geothermics.2017.10.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2012.07.024
http://doi.org/10.26804/ager.2018.02.07
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.06.108
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2016.10.139
http://doi.org/10.3390/en14154464
http://doi.org/10.3390/app10155206
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e03758
http://doi.org/10.3390/e23111483
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34828181
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2017.12.123
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2016.02.073
http://doi.org/10.1080/15567036.2020.1795305
http://doi.org/10.18186/thermal.540149
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2017.09.197
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2019.01.003
http://doi.org/10.3390/pr8101277
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.06.031
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2017.09.225
http://doi.org/10.3390/en7128008


Entropy 2022, 24, 1832 36 of 37

39. Chen, X.; Wang, R.Z.; Wang, L.W.; Du, S. A modified ammonia-water power cycle using a distillation stage for more efficient
power generation. Energy 2017, 138, 1–11. [CrossRef]

40. Kai-Yuan, L.; Yu-Tang, L.; Miao-Ru, C.; Yao-Hsien, L. Comparison of the Trilateral Flash Cycle and Rankine Point Temperature.
Entropy 2019, 21, 1197.

41. Mahmoudi, A.; Fazli, M.; Morad, M.R. A recent review of waste heat recovery by Organic Rankine Cycle. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2018,
143, 12494. [CrossRef]

42. Setiyo, M.; Waluyo, B.; Hamidi, N. analysis of evaporator effectiveness on 1/2 cycle refrigeration systems: A case study on LPG
fueled vehicles. J. Teknol. 2020, 82, 53–59. [CrossRef]

43. Wang, Y.; Chen, Z.; Shen, Y.; Ma, Z.; Li, H.; Liu, Z.; Qi, J.; Cui, P.; Wang, L.; Ma, Y.; et al. Advanced exergy and exergoeconomic
analysis of an integrated system combining CO2 capture-storage and waste heat utilization processes. Energy 2020, 219, 119600.
[CrossRef]

44. Montazerinejad, H.; Ahmadi, P.; Montazerinejad, Z. Advanced exergy, exergo-economic and exrgo-environmental analyses of a
solar based trigeneration energy system. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2019, 152, 666–685. [CrossRef]

45. Liu, G.; Wang, Q.; Xu, J.; Miao, Z. Exergy Analysis of Two-Stage Organic Rankine Cycle Power Generation System. Entropy 2021,
23, 43. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Ghorbani, S.; Khoshgoftar-Manesh, M.H.; Nourpour, M.; Blanco-Marigorta, A.M. Exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental
analyses of an integrated SOFC-GT-ORC hybrid system. Energy 2020, 206, 118151. [CrossRef]

47. Mirzaei, M.; Ahmadi, M.H.; Mobin, M.; Nazari, M.A.; Alayi, R. Energy, exergy and economics analysis of an ORC working with
several fluids and utilizes smelting furnace gases as heat source. Therm. Sci. Eng. Prog. 2018, 5, 230–237. [CrossRef]

48. Wang, Y.; Qin, G.; Liu, C.; Jia, C. Conventional and advanced exergy analyses of an organic Rankine cycle by using the
thermodynamic cycle approach. Energy Sci. Eng. 2021, 9, 2474–2492. [CrossRef]

49. Tashtoush, B.; Morosuk, T.; Chudasama, J. Exergy and Exergoeconomic Analysis of a Cogeneration Hybrid Solar Organic Rankine
Cycle with Ejector. Entropy 2020, 22, 702. [CrossRef]

50. Galindo, J.; Ruiz, S.; Dolz, V.; Royo-Pascual, L. Advanced exergy analysis for a bottoming organic rankine cycle coupled to an
internal combustion engine. Energy Convers. Manag. 2016, 126, 217–227. [CrossRef]

51. Lemmens, S. Cost engineering techniques & their applicability for cost estimation of organic rankine cycle systems. Energies 2016,
9, 485.

52. Wei, F.; Senchuang, G.; Zhonghe, H. Economic analysis of organic Rankine cycle (ORC) and organic Rankine cycle with internal
heat exchanger (IORC) based on industril waste heat source constraint. Energy Pocedia 2019, 158, 2403–2408. [CrossRef]

53. Ambriz-Diaz, V.M.; Rubio-Maya, C.; Belman-Flores, J.M.; Martínez, E.P.; Ibarra, J.J.P. Analysis of alternatives for a multiproduct
system using geothermal energy under cascade utilization concept. In Proceedings of the Imece 2015-52217, Houston, TX, USA,
13–19 November 2015.

54. Fiaschi, D.; Manfrida, G.; Rogai, E.; Talluri, L. Exergoeconomic analysis and comparison between ORC and Kalina cycles to
exploit low and medium-high temperature heat from two different geothermal sites. Energy Convers. Manag. 2017, 154, 503–516.
[CrossRef]

55. Sun, L.; Wang, D.; Xie, Y. Thermodynamic and exergoeconomic analysis of combined supercritical CO2 cycle and organic Rankine
cycle using CO2-based binary mixtures for gas turbine waste heat recovery. Energy Convers. Manag. 2021, 243, 114400. [CrossRef]

56. Igbong, D.; Nyong, O.; Enyia, J.; Oluwadare, B.; Obhua, M. Exergoeconomic Evaluation and Optimization of Dual Pressure
Organic Rankine Cycle (ORC) for Geothermal Heat Source Utilization. J. Power Energy Eng. 2021, 09, 19–40. [CrossRef]

57. Koroglu, T.; Sogut, O.S. Advanced Exergoeconomic Analysis of Organic Rankine Cycle Waste Heat Recovery System of a Marine
Power Plant Advanced Exergoeconomic Analysis of Organic Rankine Cycle Waste Heat Recovery System of a Marine Power
Plant. Int. J. Thermodyn. 2017, 20, 149–151. [CrossRef]

58. Mohammadzadeh, S.; Jalilinasrabady, S.; Fujii, H. Geothermics Exergoeconomic analysis and optimization of single and double
flash cycles for Sabalan geothermal power plant. Geothermics 2018, 72, 74–82. [CrossRef]

59. Açikkalp, E.; Aras, H.; Hepbasli, A. Advanced exergoeconomic analysis of a trigeneration system using a diesel-gas engine. Appl.
Therm. Eng. 2014, 67, 388–395. [CrossRef]

60. Biezma, M.V.; San Cristóbal, J.R. Investment criteria for the selection of cogeneration plants—A state of the art review. Appl.
Therm. Eng. 2006, 26, 583–588. [CrossRef]

61. Kutscher, C. Small-Scale Geothermal Power Plant Field Verification Projects. In Proceedings of the GRC 2001 Annual Meeting,
San Diego, CA, USA, 26–29 August 2001.

62. Ambriz-Díaz, V.M.; Rubio-Maya, C.; Pacheco Ibarra, J.J.; Galván González, S.R.; Martínez Patiño, J. Analysis of a sequential
production of electricity, ice and drying of agricultural products by cascading geothermal energy. Int. J. Hydrog. Energy 2017, 42,
18092–18102. [CrossRef]

63. Fergani, Z.; Morosuk, T.; Touil, D. Exergy-Based Multi-Objective Optimization of an Organic Rankine Cycle with a Zeotropic
Mixture. Entropy 2021, 23, 954. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. Cavalcanti, E.J.C. Exergoeconomic and exergoenvironmental analyses of an integrated solar combined cycle system. Renew.
Sustain. Energy Rev. 2017, 67, 507–519. [CrossRef]

65. Xia, J.; Wang, J.; Lou, J.; Zhao, P.; Dai, Y. Thermo-economic analysis and optimization of a combined cooling and power (CCP)
system for engine waste heat recovery. Energy Convers. Manag. 2016, 128, 303–316. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2017.07.023
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2018.07.136
http://doi.org/10.11113/jt.v82.13386
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2020.119600
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2019.01.040
http://doi.org/10.3390/e23010043
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33396767
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2020.118151
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsep.2017.11.011
http://doi.org/10.1002/ese3.980
http://doi.org/10.3390/e22060702
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2016.07.080
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2019.01.291
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2017.11.034
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2021.114400
http://doi.org/10.4236/jpee.2021.99002
http://doi.org/10.5541/eoguijt.336700
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.geothermics.2017.10.013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2014.03.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2005.07.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2017.02.154
http://doi.org/10.3390/e23080954
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34441094
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2016.09.017
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2016.09.086


Entropy 2022, 24, 1832 37 of 37

66. Ochoa, G.V.; Prada, G.; Duarte-Forero, J. Carbon footprint analysis and advanced exergo-environmental modeling of a waste heat
recovery system based on a recuperative organic Rankine cycle. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 274, 122838. [CrossRef]

67. Rocha, D.H.D.; Silva, R.J. Exergoenvironmental analysis of a ultra-supercritical coal-fired power plant. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 231,
671–682. [CrossRef]

68. Ahmadi Boyaghchi, F.; Nazer, S. Assessment and optimization of a new sextuple energy system incorporated with concentrated
photovoltaic thermal—Geothermal using exergy, economic and environmental concepts. J. Clean. Prod. 2017, 164, 70–84.
[CrossRef]

69. Colucci, V.; Manfrida, G.; Mendecka, B.; Talluri, L.; Zuffi, C. LCA and Exergo-Environmental Evaluation of a Combined Heat and
Power Double-Flash Geothermal Power Plant. Sustainability 2021, 13, 1935. [CrossRef]
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