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The application of nature-based solutions (NBSs) in treating wastewater are treatment wetlands or constructed wetlands

(CW). CWs are natural treatment technologies that efficiently treat many different types of wastewater (domestic

wastewater, agricultural wastewater, coal drainage wastewater, petroleum refinery wastewater, compost and landfill

leachates, fish-pond discharges, industrial wastewater from pulp and paper mills, textile mills, seafood processing). CWs

can effectively treat raw wastewater to different levels of treatments and can be used as a primary, secondary, or tertiary

treatment. CWs are engineered systems designed to optimize and copy processes found in natural environments thus

they are considered as sustainable, environmentally friendly options for wastewater treatment. CWs have low operational

and maintenance requirements and have a stable performance with less vulnerability to inflow variation. CWs have

proved their ability to treat several types of wastewaters. Several benefits and facts, such as the low construction and

operational costs of CWs, low-energy, and less operational requirements, have raised the interests in CWs as a treatment

technology. The sustainability of CWs as a sanitation solution (technical, financial, environmental sustainability) is

described with a focus on integrating climate change resilience and a circular economic approach to the technical and

financial sustainability.
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1. Treatment Mechanism within Constructed Wetlands (CWs)

Treatment mechanisms within constructed wetlands (CWs) include biological, physical, and chemical processes. The

treatment process occurs from the combination of water, substrate, plants, plants debris and microorganisms . In

conventional wastewater treatment systems the treatment processes consist of a series of separated unit operations,

each of them designed for a specific purpose, multiple removal processes can occur in one or two reactors, while the

treatment processes in CWs varies from being simple to complicated which makes CWs, in terms of treatment processes,

not fully understood .

Pollutant removal in CWs occurs in the substrate materials and plant rhizosphere . CWs can efficiently remove the

following components from wastewaters: suspended solids, organic matter, excess nutrients as well as the natural

remains of pathogens . Several applications of CWs in treating industrial wastewater have proved the ability of CWs to

remove heavy metals efficiently . The major of pollutants and pathogens present in wastewater are suspended solids,

organic contents, pathogens, nitrogen and phosphorus.

The vegetation cover and reeds In CWs plays an important role in treating wastewater, their roots and rhizomes provide a

proper site for microbial biofilm growth leading to an increase in biological activity per unit area when compared to open

water systems, such as lagoons. They distribute the flow, limiting hydraulic short-load, and release small amounts of

oxygen and organic carbon compounds into the rooting which can be used for the aerobic and anoxic microbial processes

.

In the substrate materials sedimentation and filtration occur, sedimentation of the suspended particles present in

wastewater leads to the removal of pollutants, and higher retention times will help to achieve a higher sedimentation

percentage . The sedimentation process not only reduces the organic matter, but also removes coliform bacteria .

The retained particulates accumulate within the substrates and are consumed by hydrolysis processes, generating an

additional load of dissolved organic compounds that can be degraded within the treatment bed . Within the substrate

materials, adsorption occurs which is an important process for the removal of phosphorus and heavy metals .

In most CWs theoretically all the nitrogen removal processes are active, including ammonification, nitrification,

denitrification, plant and microbial uptake, nitrogen fixation, nitrate reduction, anaerobic ammonia oxidation, adsorption,
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desorption, burial, and leaching . It is widely accepted that microbially induced transformations of nitrogen, common

to other wastewater treatment systems, dominate in CWs, with absorption and plant uptake also present to a limited

extent. The nitrogen removal processes are affected by the treatment wetland type, applied loading rate, hydraulic

retention time, temperature, plant type and the properties of the substrate materials .

Regarding heavy metals compared to the conventional treatment methods of removing heavy metals, such as chemical

precipitation, ion exchange, adsorption, and membrane filtration CWs have proved their ability to remove heavy metals

through several successful applications of treating industrial wastewater. CWs effectively remove heavy metals from

wastewater through a combination of physical, chemical, and biological processes. Physical, flocculation, sedimentation,

and filtration are the main removal processes able to remove heavy metals from wastewater, the physical process is

carried out through the interactions between wastewater containing substrates and plant root systems. Biologically, plants

can absorb heavy metals via their root systems, transferring and storing them in other plant tissues in a process called

phytoaccumulation; thus, CWs allow the permanent removal of heavy metals by harvesting plant shoots. Furthermore, the

microbiological activities of some microorganisms in CWs can remove heavy metals through their metabolism and

biosorption. Chemically, several chemical processes to remove heavy metals can occur within CWs such as chemical

adsorption, ion exchange, and oxidation .

2. Constructed Wetlands and Sustainability

2.1. Are Constructed Wetlands Technically Sustainable?

Technical sustainability is an important criterion within the sustainability criteria, as the treatment system should be

technically appropriate and perform according to the treatment efficiency required. CWs can treat several types of

wastewater and can be used at different stages of treatment, as described before. CWs provide a solution in different

contexts, it can be used as a centralized, semi-centralized and decentralized solution . The fact that CWs are easy to

operate and maintain can compensate for the lack of technical staff and locally available expertise, particularly for small

and medium communities and in low and developing countries .

Technically, CWs have proved their capacity for treating several types of wastewater, as the main system or a combined

technology with conventional systems. For instance, Masi et al. (2017) analyzed French constructed wetlands treating

domestic wastewater in Moldova and illustrated the removal efficiency was 86% for both the COD and BOD . Another

example where Langergraber et al. (2018) studied a vertical flow small wastewater treatment plant in Austria that serves

40 population equivalents, reported the removal efficiency was 98% for both COD and BOD .

In Sicily (Italy) a horizontal flow CW HFCW has been used as a tertiary treatment system after a trickling filter. After five

years of study, the HFCW has been used for tertiary treatment with the removal efficiency of TSS, BOD, COD, TN, TP, TC

and E. coli were 98.21%, 85%, 63%, 71%, 42%, 31%, 98.57% and 98.21%, respectively. HFCW also showed the very

effective removal of salmonella and helminth .

In Nepal, wastewater treated with CWs achieved a treatment percentage of 90.9% for TSS, 90% for BOD, 48.3% for

COD, and 15.3% for TN . While Yoon et al. (2001) illustrated that, in South Korea, wastewater treated with CWs had a

removal percentage 90% for TSS, 93.04% for BOD, 41.17% for TP and 19.6% for TN . Another study from China, Liu et

al. (2009) found that wastewater treated with Phragmites australis, Typha latifolia and Canna indica plants had the

removal percentage of 62.06% for TP, 81.7% for BOD, 73.3% for COD, and 44.3% for TN . In the Netherlands,

Verhoeven and Meuleman (1999) found that wastewater treated with Phragmites australis plants had a removal

percentage of 99% for TSS, 95% for BOD, 80% for COD, 35% TN, and 25% for TP . Other examples for different

applications of CWs are illustrated in Table A1.

   Table A1. Applications and examples of CWs.

   Treatment Efficiency Removal
(%)  

# Case Application COD BOD TSS TN References

1
VF CW FOR POLLUTION CONTROL IN

PINGSHAN RIVER WATERSHED, SHENZHEN,
CHINA-COMBINED SEWER

Tertiary treatment 40.00 40.00 80.00  [2]

2
TWO-STAGE VF CW AT THE

BÄRENKOGELHAUS, AUSTRIA-DOMESTIC
WASTEWATER

Secondary
treatment 98.03 99.46 97.35 70.60 [43]
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   Treatment Efficiency Removal
(%)  

# Case Application COD BOD TSS TN References

3 VF CW FOR MATANY HOSPITAL, UGANDA-
DOMESTIC WASTEWATER

Secondary
treatment 92.00 99.31 99.87  [86]

4 French VF CW IN ORHEI MUNICIPALITY,
MOLDOVA-DOMESTIC WASTEWATER

Primary and
secondary

treatment using
French reed beds

85.59 85.85 96.05  [42]

5
CHALLEX TREATMENT WETLAND: FRENCH

CWs FOR DOMESTIC WASTEWATER AND
STORMWATER

Primary and
secondary

treatment beds
(FRBs) and VFTWs

96.24 96.21 98.92 91.25 [2,63]

6
TAUPINIÈRE TREATMENT WETLAND:

UNSATURATED/SATURATED FRENCH CWs FOR
DOMESTIC WASTEWATER IN A TROPICAL AREA

Primary and
secondary
treatment

95.69 96.68 98.11 68.48 [87]

7 HS FLOW SYSTEM FOR GORGONA
PENITENTIARY, ITALY-DOMESTIC WASTEWATER

Secondary
treatment 68.44 71.58 29.47 31.25 [13]

8 HS CW IN KARBINCI, REPUBLIC OF NORTH
MACEDONIA-DOMESTIC WASTEWATER

Secondary
treatment 84.25 88.96   [2]

9 HF CW IN CHELMNÁ, CZECH REPUBLIC-
DOMESTIC WASTEWATER

Secondary
treatment 80.00 93.26 91.72  [62]

10 FWS CW IN ARCATA, CALIFORNIA, USA-
DOMESTIC WASTEWATER

Secondary and
tertiary treatment  91.28 93.81  [2,88]

11 FWS CW TERTIARY TREATMENT IN JESI, ITALY-
DOMESTIC WASTEWATER Tertiary treatment 13.16 16.67 76.32 27.06 [2,89]

12
full-scale experimental VF CW with effluent

recirculation in OMAN-INDUSTRIAL
WASTEWATER

Primary and
secondary
treatment

98.15 98.81   [49]

It is worth mentioning that despite the absence of clear guidelines in designing CWs, several studies and design concepts

have proved their reliability to be used to design CWs to treat several types of wastewater . Many authors have

illustrated that the easiness and flexibility of design and the possibility of using local materials have made CWs

sustainable solutions in different contexts, the high resistance of phragmites also plays a vital role in technical

sustainability . As a technology it has been proven that it has very limited requirements for operation, and the

technology does not require skilled labors or experts to operate. 

2.2. Are Constructed Wetlands Resilient to Climate Change?

The technical sustainability can be extended to include the technology resilience to climate change impacts. In recent

years the need to have a technology and system that can perform efficiently under the climate change impacts has

increased. Several studies have compared and analyzed the performance of different sanitation technologies under

climate change impacts. NBSs in general and CWs in specific have a wide range of applications to minimizes the impacts

of the climate change . For instance, the application of CWs in flood risk reduction plays an important role in protecting

valuable infrastructure, NBSs and CWs have contributed to the reduction and mitigating of flood risks through storing

water and regulating and managing the land . There has been an increasing interest in applying and using CWs to

support conventional wastewater treatment plants (WWTP) during heavy rain and flash floods, especially in cases of

combined sewer overflow (CSO) . For example, in Gorla Maggiore they implemented a VFCW and FWS-CW to

manage the excess runoff and floods to protect the combined sewer system, CWs succeeded in reducing the peak flow

by 53% for five peak events and 86% for an event with a return period of 10 years. .

CWs helped several WWTPs in treating and managing first flush rain events, especially in industrial areas where the COD

concentration increased up to 80% within the first flush .

In the urban context, CWs can retain the rainwater to increase the water capacity of the city. Termed the “sponge city”,

CWs can store and retain water through roofs, parking areas and public parks, in all cases the application of CWs can

protect the economic value of the city such as the infrastructure .
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López et al. (2019) illustrated in their study that the performance of CWs can be regulated at the design phase and during

operation of CWs to sustain the removal efficiency under different climate conditions. They illustrated that CWs play an

important role in solving problems associated with climate change impacts, such as (i) the increase in pathogen

concentration in wastewater due to the rise in global temperatures; (ii) higher precipitation that can lead to an increase in

pathogens concentrations resulting from runoff and first flush problems .

The above facts and cases illustrate CWs to be a sustainable sanitation technology from a technical point of view.

2.3. Are Constructed Wetlands Socially Acceptable?

Stefanakis (2019) showed in his publication several benefits of using CWs including a series of ecosystem services, such

as cooling, biodiversity restoration, and landscaping. From a social point of view, CWs provide solutions to the increasing

growth rate of modern cities and peri-urban areas. CWs acting as a green multi-purpose solution for water management

and wastewater treatment, have been effectively proven through several worldwide applications to possess multiple

environmental and economic advantages. These systems can function as water treatment plants, habitat creation sites,

urban wildlife refuges, recreational or educational facilities, landscape engineering and ecological areas .

The social aspect of CWs is being increasingly improved and validated. The green, aesthetical appearance of CWs

compared to conventional WWTP makes CWs more accepted by society. Many enterprises in industries, municipalities,

and private companies, etc. choose CWs to treat wastewater generated by their premises to enhance their green profile

and integrate CW installation into their social responsibility plan .

Zitácuaro-contreras et al. (2021) analyzed the social potential of using plants used in CWs and classified their potential in

decorative, artisan, medicinal, and food industries. Consequently, plant species can be used in the elaboration of

handicrafts, flower arrangements, and the cultivation of seedlings which can be used at the local market. They illustrated

the huge potential for enhancing the social sustainability as they provide several benefits and opportunities for use of the

cultivated plant species for generating income. In their case study they mention that 90.5% have a decorative use, and the

rest can be used in artisanal activities; they both have the potential to have economic value and use in social and cultural

local events .

2.4. Are Constructed Wetlands Financially Sustainable?

The limited operational and construction costs compared to the conventional systems, and the fact that the energy

required for CWs is far less than the energy requirements of conventional systems have shown the importance when

considering CWs as sustainable sanitation solutions, especially as a decentralized solution for scattered communities.

Several studies have indicated that CWs have shown several advantages in economic value (construction and operation

costs) in comparison to conventional WWTPs . Similarly, energy requirements for CWs are far less than that

of conventional WWTPs .

Parde et al. (2021) illustrated that CWs are low-cost treatment processes to treat wastewater with low operation and

maintenance cost, for example, the operational costs of a CW are equal to 1–2% of plant construction costs .

Grinberga and Tilgalis (2011) studied the cost difference between CWs and an activated sludge treatment system and

showed that activated sludge constructions costs are 30% higher than the construction costs of CWs, while the

maintenance costs for activated sludge treatment systems are almost equal to their construction costs, the maintenance

costs for CWs are almost negligible . This fact has been illustrated through many examples and studies like the

horizontal flow treatment wetland in CHELMNÁ, Czech Republic where the operational cost was 1500 USD yearly and the

capital cost was 23,000 USD .

Langergraber et al. (2018) calculated the operational cost for two stages of a CW in Austria and found that the operation

cost was equal to 3.8% of the total construction cost . While the French CW in Moldova, which treats domestic

wastewater for more than twenty-thousand population equivalents, had a construction of 3.4 million euros while the

operational cost was 85,000 euros per year (around 2.5% of the total construction costs) . Arias et al. (2014) analyzed

a case of a French CW in Challex and found that the construction cost was 1850 million euros while the annual

operational cost was 15,000 euros (around 1% of the total implementation costs) . Another example from Italy found

the operational cost for the Gorgona CW was 0.5% of the construction costs, and in the Jesi CW the operational cost was

6.7% of the construction costs .

Other papers have analyzed the financial and environmental aspects of using CWs for industrial wastewater treatment;

Mannino et al. (2008), and Dimuro et al. (2014) used the replacement cost methodology (RCM) for financial analysis and
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the life cycle assessment (LCA) for environmental assessment, their results indicated that the total value savings

calculated for implementing a CW instead of the sequencing batch reactors was $282 million over the project’s lifetime.

The LCA proved that the lower energy and material inputs of the CW resulted in fewer potential impacts on fuel use,

acidification, smog formation, and ozone depletion leading to fewer potential impacts on global warming .

However, land requirements for CWs might be the most limiting factor for their application, especially when the cost of

land is expensive due to limited availability, resources scarcity, and the high population density. This fact is critical for the

financial sustainability of CWs. This problem can be solved with innovative ideas, such as artificial aeration CWs;

however, this option might increase the lifecycle cost of CWs .

2.5. Are Constructed Wetlands in Line with a Circular Economy Approach?

The financial sustainability of CWs can be integrated into the circular economic approach. Several recent studies have

analyzed and studied CWs in the circular economy and compared it with the linear economic approach for example, Masi

et al. (2018) studied the role of CWs within the circular economy and resource recovery paradigm, in their study they

illustrated that CWs interfere with the circular economy through water reuse, nutrient recovery, energy, and biomass

production and ecosystem services . As an example of nutrients recovery, the French CW or French reed beds (FRBs)

with its particular design showed an appropriate performance. FRB contains two stages, the first stage receives the raw

wastewater and most of the TSS and organic content creates an organic top layer rich in macronutrients, this is

dehydrated and decomposes over time, this humified biomass is then removed from the beds and can be reused as soil

conditioner and fertilizer . The second stage of FRB improves the removal efficiency of TSS and organic content and it

completes the nitrification process, started in the first stage and attains some denitrification. . Sludge drying reed

beds (SDRBs) are another example which presents similar processes and the same final product as the FRBs. SDRBs

are stabilized sludge load produced by conventional and activated sludge plants. SDRBs have been proven to be the

cheapest solution to manage and treat the excess sludge from activated sludge plants, with the potential to reuse the

dried sludge as soil conditioner in agriculture .

Among energy production the harvested reeds of CWs can be used in energy generation; reeds can be used as an

energy source in three ways, combustion, biogas production and biofuel production. .

The generated biomass reed has an economical value in agriculture. Reeds have been used for centuries for feeding

animals and harvested as a fodder plant. Reeds are still commonly used as a fodder plant for water buffalo, cows, sheep,

cattle, goats, horses, and donkeys; for instance, in Scandinavia, the Netherlands and China . Reeds have a high

content of nitrogen, potassium (10.9 g/kg) and manganese (2.65 g/kg) making it a good fodder plant for ruminants .

The nutritional value of 13.31 kg of reeds is equivalent to that of one kilogram of oats . Although reeds have a lower

nutritional value compared to other fodder plants, they are still a cheap and appropriate source.

In summary, integration of CWs into the circular economy paradigm will lead to the financial and economic sustainability of

this system.

2.6. Are Constructed Wetlands Environmentally Sustainable?

CWs are multifunctional, providing many benefits to the environment . Several co-benefits beyond wastewater

treatment allow CWs to be considered as sustainable sanitation systems from an environmental point of view, these co-

benefits should be evaluated when selecting CWs as a treatment technology . CWs play an important role in

restoring biodiversity, many researchers have studied how CWs help in restoring biodiversity, concluding that CWs can

enable cities to conserve, restore and thrive with nature. CWs are being increasingly integrated into urban development

practices. They have the potential to effectively address biodiversity challenges through conserving nature, restoring

nature, and mobilizing people . CWs and NBSs in general help in the process of pollination mainly performed by

insects, birds, and bats. Pollination is vital for the development of fruits, vegetables, and seeds . As CWs enhance the

biodiversity it therefore plays a main role in pollination.

CWs can regulate the humidity and localized temperatures during hot weather conditions by ventilation and transpiration

processes, as illustrated by Baker et al. (2021) . CWs are considered as an adaptation measure to climate change; (i)

CWs consume less energy than conventional treatment systems, and thus less emissions are generated ; (ii) CWs are

important for carbon sequestration during the treatments (physical or biological processes) such as photosynthesis,

carbon is removed from the atmosphere and deposited in a reservoir or carbon sinks (such as oceans, forests, or soils)

. Several studies have used different tools to evaluate and assess the environmental impact of CWs and to compare it

with other treatment technologies. Flores et al. (2019) used the LCA tool to compare the long-term environmental impacts
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of using CWs to treat winery wastewater compared to other scenarios, including activated sludge treatment systems. The

study illustrated that CWs were the most environmentally friendly option; the potential environmental impacts of CWs are

1–10 times lower compared to activated sludge scenarios . CWs are considered as an eco-friendly eTechnology with

low energy consumption. De Feo and Ferrara (2017) also used LCA to evaluate and compare between two wastewater

treatment systems (activated sludge and CW), they considered three sensitive parameters with the three values resulted

in 27 combinations that were evaluated with three different impact assessment methods (IPCC 2007 100 years, ecological

footprint and ReCiPe 2008 H). They found that among all scenarios CW was the best environmental choice in 93% of the

scenarios .

The growing reeds and vegetation cover plays an important role in carbon sequestration through absorbing atmospheric

carbon and storing it in their structure. The estimated rate at which the reeds perform this is 3.3 kg/m /year with an

accuracy of ±15% .

The treated water in general is a valuable water resource that can be used for multiple purposes (usually other than

domestic), such as agriculture and irrigation, groundwater replenishment, and environmental restoration. Water reuse can

provide alternatives to existing water supplies and can be used to enhance water security, sustainability, and resilience 

.

References

1. Hadidi, L. Constructed Wetlands a Comprehensive Review. Int. J. Res.-GRANTHAALAYAH 2021, 9, 395–417.

2. Kadlec, R.H.; Wallace, S.D. Treatment Wetlands; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2009; ISBN 9781566705264.

3. Vymazal, J. Constructed Wetlands for Wastewater Treatment. Water 2010, 2, 530–549.

4. Vymazal, J. Does Clogging Affect Long-Term Removal of Organics and Suspended Solids in Gravel-Based Horizontal
Subsurface Flow Constructed Wetlands? Chem. Eng. J. 2018, 331, 663–674.

5. Moreira, F.D.; Dias, E.H.O. Constructed Wetlands Applied in Rural Sanitation: A Review. Environ. Res. 2020, 190, 1100
16.

6. Vymazal, J.; Greenway, M.; Tonderski, K.; Brix, H.; Mander, Ü. Constructed Wetlands for Wastewater Treatment; Spring
er: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2006.

7. Zidan, A.R.A.; Hady, M.A.A. Constructed Subsurface Wetlands Case Study and Modeling; CRC Press: Boca Raton, F
L, USA, 2018.

8. Chen, M.; Tang, Y.; Li, X.; Yu, Z. Study on the Heavy Metals Removal Efficiencies of Constructed Wetlands with Differe
nt Substrates. J. Water Resour. Prot. 2009, 1, 416.

9. Gomes, H.I.; Mayes, W.M.; Whitby, P.; Rogerson, M. Constructed Wetlands for Steel Slag Leachate Management: Parti
tioning of Arsenic, Chromium, and Vanadium in Waters, Sediments, and Plants. J. Environ. Manag. 2019, 243, 30–38.

10. Dotro, G.; Langergraber, G.; Molle, P.; Nivala, J.; Puigagut, J.; Stein, O.; Von Sperling, M. Treatment Wetlands; IWA Pu
blishing: London, UK, 2017; ISBN 9781780408774.

11. Parde, D.; Patwa, A.; Shukla, A.; Vijay, R.; Killedar, D.J.; Kumar, R. A Review of Constructed Wetland on Type, Treatme
nt and Technology of Wastewater. Environ. Technol. Innov. 2021, 21, 101261.

12. Dotro, G.; Fort, R.P.; Barak, J.; Jefferson, B.; Jones, M.; Vale, P. Long-Term Performance of Constructed Wetlands with
Chemical Dosing for Phosphorus Removal. In The Role of Natural and Constructed Wetlands in Nutrient Cycling and R
etention on the Landscape; Springer International Publishing: New York, NY, USA, 2015; pp. 273–292. ISBN 97833190
81779.

13. Saeed, T.; Afrin, R.; Muyeed, A.A.; Sun, G. Treatment of Tannery Wastewater in a Pilot-Scale Hybrid Constructed Wetla
nd System in Bangladesh. Chemosphere 2012, 88, 1065–1073.

14. Stanković, D. Biljni Uredaji Za Pročišćavanje Otpadnih Voda. Gradjevinar 2017, 69, 639–652.

15. Akratos, C.S.; Tsihrintzis, V.A. Effect of Temperature, HRT, Vegetation and Porous Media on Removal Efficiency of Pilot
-Scale Horizontal Subsurface Flow Constructed Wetlands. Ecol. Eng. 2007, 29, 173–191.

16. Yu, G.; Li, P.; Wang, G.; Wang, J.; Zhang, Y.; Wang, S.; Yang, K.; Du, C.; Chen, H. A Review on the Removal of Heavy
Metals and Metalloids by Constructed Wetlands: Bibliometric, Removal Pathways, and Key Factors. World J. Microbiol.
Biotechnol. 2021, 37, 1–12.

[60]

[61]

2

[62]

[19]

[44][63][64]



17. Stefanakis, A.; Akratos, C.S.; Tsihrintzis, V.A. Vertical Flow Constructed Wetlands: Eco-Engineering Systems for Waste
water and Sludge Treatment; Newnes: Sydney, Australia, 2014.

18. Mannino, I.; Franco, D.; Piccioni, E.; Favero, L.; Mattiuzzo, E.; Zanetto, G. A Cost-Effectiveness Analysis of Seminatural
Wetlands and Activated Sludge Wastewater-Treatment Systems. Environ. Manag. 2008, 41, 118–129.

19. Sonneveld, B.G.J.S.; Merbis, M.D.; Alfarra, A.; Uünver, I.H.O.; Arnal, M.F. ; Food and Agriculture Organization of the Un
ited Nations Nature-Based Solutions for Agricultural Water Management and Food Security; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2018; IS
BN 9789251311257.

20. Masi, F.; Bresciani, R.; Martinuzzi, N.; Cigarini, G.; Rizzo, A. Large Scale Application of French Reed Beds: Municipal
Wastewater Treatment for a 20,000 Inhabitant’s Town in Moldova. Water Sci. Technol. 2017, 76, 134–146.

21. Langergraber, G.; Pressl, A.; Kretschmer, F.; Weissenbacher, N. Small Wastewater Treatment Plants in Austria—Techn
ologies, Management and Training of Operators. Ecol. Eng. 2018, 120, 164–169.

22. Cirelli, G.L.; Consoli, S.; di Grande, V.; Milani, M.; Toscano, A. Subsurface Constructed Wetlands for Wastewater Treat
ment and Reuse in Agriculture: Five Years of Experiences in Sicily, Italy. Water Sci. Technol. 2007, 56, 183–191.

23. Yoon, C.G.; Kwun, S.K.; Ham, J.H. Feasibility Study of a Constructed Wetland for Sewage Treatment in a Korean Rural
Community. J. Environ. Sci. Health A Tox. Hazard. Subst. Environ. Eng. 2001, 36, 1101–1112.

24. Liu, D.; Ge, Y.; Chang, J.; Peng, C.; Gu, B.; Chan, G.Y.S.; Wu, X. Constructed Wetlands in China: Recent Development
s and Future Challenges. Front. Ecol. Environ. 2009, 7, 261–268.

25. Verhoeven, J.T.A.; Meuleman, A.F.M. Wetlands for Wastewater Treatment: Opportunities and Limitations. Ecol. Eng. 19
99, 12, 5–12.

26. Oral, H.V.; Carvalho, P.; Gajewska, M.; Ursino, N.; Masi, F.; van Hullebusch, E.D.; Kazak, J.K.; Exposito, A.; Cipolletta,
G.; Andersen, T.R.; et al. A Review of Nature-Based Solutions for Urban Water Management in European Circular Citie
s: A Critical Assessment Based on Case Studies and Literature. Blue-Green Syst. 2020, 2, 112–136.

27. WWAP WWAP (United Nations World Water Assessment Programme). The United Nations World Water Development
Report 2018: Nature-Based Solutions for Water; UNESCO: Paris, France, 2018.

28. Somarakis, G.; Stagakis, S.; Chrysoulakis, N. ThinkNature Nature-Based Solutions Handbook. ThinkNature Funded by
the EU Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation under Grant Agreement No. 730338; European Union: Maastricht, The
Netherlands, 2019.

29. Rizzo, A.; Tondera, K.; Pálfy, T.G.; Dittmer, U.; Meyer, D.; Schreiber, C.; Zacharias, N.; Ruppelt, J.P.; Esser, D.; Molle,
P.; et al. Constructed Wetlands for Combined Sewer Overflow Treatment: A State-of-the-Art Review. Sci. Total Environ.
2020, 727, 138618.

30. Barco, J.; Papiri, S.; Stenstrom, M.K. First Flush in a Combined Sewer System. Chemosphere 2008, 71, 827–833.

31. Masi, F.; Rizzo, A.; Regelsberger, M. The Role of Constructed Wetlands in a New Circular Economy, Resource Oriente
d, and Ecosystem Services Paradigm. J. Environ. Manag. 2018, 216, 275–284.

32. Qi, Y.; Chan, F.K.S.; Thorne, C.; O’donnell, E.; Quagliolo, C.; Comino, E.; Pezzoli, A.; Li, L.; Griffiths, J.; Sang, Y.; et al.
Addressing Challenges of Urban Water Management in Chinese Sponge Cities via Nature-Based Solutions. Water 202
0, 12, 2788.

33. López, D.; Leiva, A.M.; Arismendi, W.; Vidal, G. Influence of Design and Operational Parameters on the Pathogens Red
uction in Constructed Wetland under the Climate Change Scenario. Rev. Environ. Sci. Biotechnol. 2019, 18, 101–125.

34. Stefanakis, A.I. The Role of ConstructedWetlands as Green Infrastructure for Sustainable Urban Water Management. S
ustainability 2019, 11, 6981.

35. Stefanakis, A.I. Constructed Wetlands: Description and Benefits of an Eco-Tech Water Treatment System. In Impact of
Water Pollution on Human Health and Environmental Sustainability; IGI Global: Hershey, PA, USA, 2015; pp. 281–303.
ISBN 9781466695603.

36. Zitácuaro-contreras, I.; Vidal-álvarez, M.; Hernández Y Orduña, M.G.; Zamora-castro, S.A.; Betanzo-torres, E.A.; Marín
-muñíz, J.L.; Sandoval-herazo, L.C. Environmental, Economic, and Social Potentialities of Ornamental Vegetation Culti
vated in Constructed Wetlands of Mexico. Sustainability 2021, 13, 6267.

37. Wu, S.; Kuschk, P.; Brix, H.; Vymazal, J.; Dong, R. Development of Constructed Wetlands Inperformance Intensification
s for Wastewater Treatment: A Nitrogen and Organic Matter Targeted Review. Water Res. 2014, 57, 40–55.

38. Zhang, D.Q.; Tan, S.K.; Gersberg, R.M.; Zhu, J.; Sadreddini, S.; Li, Y. Nutrient Removal in Tropical Subsurface Flow Co
nstructed Wetlands under Batch and Continuous Flow Conditions. J. Environ. Manag. 2012, 96, 1–6.

39. Wu, H.; Zhang, J.; Ngo, H.H.; Guo, W.; Hu, Z.; Liang, S.; Fan, J.; Liu, H. A Review on the Sustainability of Constructed
Wetlands for Wastewater Treatment: Design and Operation. Bioresour. Technol. 2015, 175, 594–601.



40. Gajewska, M.; Skrzypiec, K.; Jóźwiakowski, K.; Mucha, Z.; Wójcik, W.; Karczmarczyk, A.; Bugajski, P. Kinetics of Pollut
ants Removal in Vertical and Horizontal Flow Constructed Wetlands in Temperate Climate. Sci. Total Environ. 2020, 71
8, 137371.

41. Skrzypiecbcef, K.; Gajewskaad, M.H. The Use of Constructed Wetlands for the Treatment of Industrial Wastewater. J.
Water Land Dev. 2017, 34, 233–240.

42. Gajewska, M.; Jóźwiakowski, K.; Skrzypiec, K. Effectiveness of Pollutants Removal in Hybrid Constructed Wetlands-Dif
ferent Configurations Case Study. In Proceedings of the 9th Conference on Interdisciplinary Problems in Environmental
Protection and Engineering EKO-DOK, E3S Web of Conferences, Online, 24 May 2017.

43. Eriks, T. Linda Grinberga Energy-Efficient Wastewater Treatment Technologies in Constructed Wetlands. In Proceeding
s of the 3 rd International Conference Civil Engineering’11 Proceedings V Environmental Engineering, Bangalore, Indi
a, 10–12 January 2011; pp. 263–266.

44. Cross, K.; Tondera, K.; Rizzo, A.; Andrews, L.; Pucher, B.; Istenič, D.; Karres, N.; Mcdonald, R. Nature-Based Solutions
for Wastewater Treatment; IWA Publishing: London, UK, 2021.

45. Vymazal, J. Constructed Wetlands for Wastewater Treatment in the Czech Republic the First 5 Years Experience. Wate
r Sci. Technol. 1996, 34, 159–164.

46. Arias, L.; Bertrand-Krajewski, J.L.; Molle, P. Simplified Hydraulic Model of French Vertical-Flow Constructed Wetlands.
Water Sci. Technol. 2014, 70, 909–916.

47. Dimuro, J.L.; Guertin, F.M.; Helling, R.K.; Perkins, J.L.; Romer, S. A Financial and Environmental Analysis of Constructe
d Wetlands for Industrial Wastewater Treatment. J. Ind. Ecol. 2014, 18, 631–640.

48. Paing, J.; Guilbert, A.; Gagnon, V.; Chazarenc, F. Effect of Climate, Wastewater Composition, Loading Rates, System A
ge and Design on Performances of French Vertical Flow Constructed Wetlands: A Survey Based on 169 Full Scale Syst
ems. Ecol. Eng. 2015, 80, 46–52.

49. D’Amato, D.; Droste, N.; Allen, B.; Kettunen, M.; Lähtinen, K.; Korhonen, J.; Leskinen, P.; Matthies, B.D.; Toppinen, A.
Green, Circular, Bio Economy: A Comparative Analysis of Sustainability Avenues. J. Clean. Prod. 2017, 168, 716–734.

50. Nielsen, S.; Bruun, E.W. Sludge Quality after 10–20 Years of Treatment in Reed Bed Systems. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Re
s. 2015, 22, 12885–12891.

51. Köbbing, J.F.; Thevs, N.; Zerbe, S. The Utilisation of Reed (Phragmites australis): A Review. Mires Peat 2013, 13, 1–1
4.

52. Thevs, N.; Zerbe, S.; Peper, J.; Succow, M. Vegetation and Vegetation Dynamics in the Tarim River Floodplain of Conti
nental-Arid Xinjiang, NW China. Phytocoenologia 2008, 38, 65–84.

53. Baran, M.; Váradyová, Z.; Kráčmar, S.; Hedbávný, J. The Common Reed (Phragmites australis) as a Source of Rough
age in Ruminant Nutrition. In Proceedings of the Acta Veterinaria Brno; University of Veterinary and Pharmaceutical Sci
ences. Acta Vet. Brno 2002, 71, 445–449.

54. Balzan, M.V.; Tomaskinova, J.; Collier, M.; Dicks, L.; Geneletti, D.; Grace, M.; Longato, D.; Sadula, R.; Stoev, P.; Sapun
dzhieva, A. Building Capacity for Mainstreaming Nature-Based Solutions into Environmental Policy and Landscape Pla
nning. Res. Ideas Outcomes 2020, 6, e58970.

55. Collier, M.J.; Bourke, M. The Case for Mainstreaming Nature-Based Solutions into Integrated Catchment Management i
n Ireland. Biol. Environ. 2020, 120, 107.

56. Xie, L. Mainstreaming Nature-Based Solutions: Biodiversity. 2020. Available online: https://www.researchgate.net/public
ation/344416394_Mainstreaming_Nature-Based_Solutions_Biodiversity?channel=doi&linkId=5f734d4d299bf1b53efe8c
e8&showFulltext=true(accessed on 25 September 2022).

57. Bailey, A. The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity: Ecological and Economic Foundations. Edited by P. Kumar.
London and Washington D.C.: Earthscan (2010), pp. 401, £49.99. ISBN 978-1-84971-212-5. Exp. Agric. 2012, 48, 148.

58. Baker, F.; Smith, G.R.; Marsden, S.J.; Cavan, G. Mapping Regulating Ecosystem Service Deprivation in Urban Areas: A
Transferable High-Spatial Resolution Uncertainty Aware Approach. Ecol. Indic 2021, 121, 107058.

59. Coll, C.; Gibbins, J.; Heiberg, S.; Heidug, W.; Hicks, D.; Krowka, A.; Minchener, A.; Wach, G. Carbon Capture, Use and
Storage (CCUS); UNECE: Geneva, Switzerland, 2021.

60. Flores, L.; García, J.; Pena, R.; Garfí, M. Constructed Wetlands for Winery Wastewater Treatment: A Comparative Life
Cycle Assessment. Sci. Total Environ. 2019, 659, 1567–1576.

61. de Feo, G.; Ferrara, C. A Procedure for Evaluating the Most Environmentally Sound Alternative between Two On-Site S
mall-Scale Wastewater Treatment Systems. J. Clean. Prod. 2017, 164, 124–136.



62. Dixon, A.; Simon, M.; Burkitt, T. Assessing the Environmental Impact of Two Options for Small-Scale Wastewater Treat
ment: Comparing a Reedbed and an Aerated Biological Filter Using a Life Cycle Approach. Ecol. Eng. 2003, 20, 297–3
08.

63. van Hullebusch, E.D.; Bani, A.; Carvalho, M.; Cetecioglu, Z.; de Gusseme, B.; di Lonardo, S.; Djolic, M.; van Eekert, M.;
Bulc, T.G.; Haznedaroglu, B.Z.; et al. Nature-Based Units as Building Blocks for Resource Recovery Systems in Cities.
Water 2021, 13, 3153.

64. Breulmann, M.; Müller, R.A.; Al-Subeh, A.; Subah, A.; van Afferden, M. Reuse of Treated Wastewater and Biosolids in J
ordan Nationwide Evaluation by the Helmholtz Centre for Environmental Research—UFZ with Support from the Ministr
y of Water and Irrigation; UFZ: Amman, Jordan; Leipzig, Germany, 2019.

Retrieved from https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/history/show/81416


