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Surplus heat source screening
Assess whether a real local site could supply heat to a network
	Time needed
	Approximately 6 hours: 2 hours desk research, 2 hours site contact or visit, 2 hours writing

	Where
	A local industrial, commercial or urban site. A site visit is useful but not essential.

	Supervision
	Workplace supervisor agrees the site and signs off the completed screening

	You produce
	A completed screening matrix and a short feasibility opinion

	Works with
	EQF 4 Modules 1, 5 and 7; CVET Module 4 Unit 5; mapping tool VET-05


What you will be able to do
1. Recognise where surplus heat is likely to be found in your local area.
1. Apply a structured screening method rather than judging by impression.
1. Identify whether a source is hot enough for direct use or would need a heat pump.
1. Recognise that availability and demand match matter as much as temperature and quantity.
1. Form and justify an early feasibility opinion.
Before you start
	Desk research first
Find out what the site does before you contact anyone. You will ask better questions and you will be taken more seriously.
If you arrange a visit, go with your supervisor and follow the site's access rules. Much of this task can be completed without entering the site at all.
Do not approach a site without your supervisor's agreement. You are representing your organisation.


Choosing a site
Potential sectors include steel and non-ferrous metals, cement, glass and ceramics, refineries and chemicals, food and beverage processing, pulp and paper, and textiles. Urban sources include data centres, wastewater treatment, supermarkets, ice rinks, metro systems and commercial cooling.
Choose somewhere real and local. A modest, genuine site produces a better piece of work than an impressive one you cannot find anything out about.


The task
1.  Agree a site with your supervisor.
2.  Desk research: what does the site do, what processes run there, what are the operating hours, and is there any published information about its energy use?
3.  Identify where heat is currently rejected. Cooling towers, flue gases, condensers, wastewater, ventilation exhaust.
4.  Work through the screening matrix on the next page. Record 'unknown' where you cannot find out — that is a real and useful finding at screening stage.
5.  Decide whether the source temperature would allow direct transfer through a heat exchanger, or whether a heat pump would be needed to raise it.
6.  Consider where the heat could go. Is there a network nearby? Use the Peta4 mapping tool (VET-05) to check heat demand density in the area.
7.  Form a feasibility opinion: worth investigating further, not worth investigating, or cannot tell without more information. Any of the three is a valid answer if you justify it.
8.  Write up your opinion in roughly 400–600 words.
Screening matrix
Adapted from the initial surplus-heat screening matrix, CVET Module 4 Unit 5.

	Criterion
	Questions to ask
	Your findings

	Temperature
	Minimum, normal and maximum source temperature?
	

	Capacity
	Recoverable kW or MW? Annual MWh?
	

	Availability
	Hours per day, days per year and seasonal pattern?
	

	Demand match
	Is network demand present when the source operates?
	

	Distance
	Pipe length, route and elevation?
	

	Reliability
	Planned shutdowns, process variability and expected site lifetime?
	

	Heat quality
	Clean water, contaminated water, air or process gas?
	

	Integration need
	Heat exchanger, heat pump, storage or backup?
	

	Carbon benefit
	Which existing heat source would be displaced?
	

	Commercial interface
	Ownership, pricing, guarantees and maintenance responsibility?
	

	Economic potential
	Is recovery likely to be economically viable?
	




Your feasibility opinion should cover
1. What the site is and what heat it rejects.
1. Whether the temperature would allow direct use or would need a heat pump, and why.
1. Whether the heat is available when it would be needed.
1. What you could not find out, and what you would need to ask next.
1. Your conclusion: worth investigating further, not worth it, or cannot tell yet.
How your work will be assessed
	Criterion
	What good looks like

	Site choice
	A real, local, plausible site with a genuine heat rejection route.

	Use of the matrix
	All eleven criteria addressed, with gaps marked as unknown rather than guessed.

	Temperature reasoning
	You reached a clear view on direct use versus heat pump, and justified it.

	Demand match
	You considered timing, not only quantity.

	Honest conclusion
	Your opinion follows from your findings, including where those findings were thin.

	Next questions
	You identified what you would need to ask to take it further.


A note on what screening is for
	Screening is not a feasibility study. It is a first filter.
A good screening result can be negative. Establishing early that a source is unsuitable saves far more than pursuing one that was never going to work. 'Not worth investigating, and here is why' is a complete and valuable answer.


Supervisor sign-off
To be completed by the workplace supervisor. The learner cannot be assessed on this project without a completed sign-off.

	Item
	Supervisor confirmation

	Site agreed with supervisor
	

	Any site contact or visit conducted appropriately
	

	Screening matrix completed
	

	Feasibility opinion submitted and discussed
	

	Supervisor comments
	



	Supervisor name
	

	Role / organisation
	

	Signature
	

	Date
	

	Learner name
	

	Learner signature
	

	Date
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