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Estimating Producing and Discharge Coefficient of Rural Household Waste in Tai Lake Basin, China
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of Geographical Science, Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210046, China )

Abstract: Nine households of high, medium and low income level(3 households with 3 income level ) were selected as representative house—
hold of Tai Lake basin and the following issue were studied to the measuring method of producing and discharge coefficient of rural household
waste : producing coefficient of rural household waste monitoring, comprehensive utilization situation of rural household waste investigation,
discharge coefficient of rural household waste calculation. The results showed that effect of income level on producing and discharge coeffi—
cient of total waste, organic waste , TN and TP in organic waste and producing coefficient of recyclable waste was significant, which followed
as high income level household> medium income level household >low income level household. But no significant influence was observed on
producing and discharge coefficient of harmful waste and discharge coefficient of recyclable waste. Therefore producing and discharge coeffi—
cient of total waste ,organic waste , TN and TP in organic waste and producing coefficient of recyclable waste can be divided according to in—
come level. More than 80% household waste were organic waste, so the utilization efficiency of(domestic animals ) organic waste was dominant
factor to influence producing and discharge coefficient of rural household waste contaminant, and agricultural income level had significant in—
fluence on this factor. Higher agricultural income level lead to higher organic waste comprehensive utilization efficiency and lower the pollu—
tant emission. The ratio of discharge amount to producing amount of TN and TP in organic waste with high, medium and low income level
household were 29.41%, 23.15% and 9.76% respectively.

Keywords: Tai Lake basin; income level; producing and discharge coefficient; rural; household waste; estimation
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ANV THIRTS GRS BORWIK BTG 4 KA B R
R E RNz —2 R R EK R K B &
FRFRTG PR A TE 15 Y55 . HAT, Rk Y5 4B
ARG E BN E R PR E BRI TE G
M EERARR, —HLOk, REKERENES
FrFE 15 R A A 2 R A AR b THT IR 95 B A9 3 4 AR
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BORUR, SRT , B RTET X R WA A2 35 15 YL U5 e L
RHETHIBIIE L8 RS AR, RGEE BT
A, H R A E 15K,

2008 4 IF R AY 2 [ 5 — YR A YL IR 2 E K
X RIS L TE S YL IR A - B AT T RGN, 75
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BT 15 G B9 255 ) SRR [R) A BR B P HI
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1.1 HRXHEER

BERETL A48 4T R A e O AN R Dy S Y
XTI o TR O AR ORI R R R L
W AT SER G R F O, A TR A E %
TIZRAR 3 km, ZR I A, J& 18 AR 7K 2 A ST ) [X
#HZE 2008 4, 4K 930 /1, M H 3055 A, AOH
B RIS AR B i PR RS 404, N B
TR A S5 S Y ) S SRR X, 28 5% R R 7K S AE KT
TIBALF F K, DR AR AR e 48 s LA — a2 b3,
RFM

1.2 RIS

XIBHIE A5 S LT R BAKE RRATES
55 A R M AR A T V5 Y0 7= A I f B O 8
EMMFEER, KRR RAE S 157 X,
PRI i 2 AR EHEFTIESY , AR 43 # BRI R
A IMUITT B DU KSR A 2 B A RRHEP AT, gk
1o #m o R ATK &R 3 PR PR MRS
W S HATRSE , AR P EEABEN L3R 2,

R 1 KSRBASERNKERISRAE(T)

Table 1 Classification of annual per—capita income in
Tai Lake basin(RMB)

bl R i 2 ON A
KBIME >9000 7000< &I A <9000 <7000
B >3500 2500 < HZIA <3500 <2500
TR 8 >5000 4000 < HEEIRA <5000 <4000
SBREX >3200 2200 HEFIA <3200 <2200

1.3 ARF*E
1.3.1 Az iE s r=A: & Wl

B— P WA P 4R 3 B3R 45 Tk
LR A VSR (EIEFRBIR ARPTEE) AT =
ik (EIEARE EBR G5 8 ) B  &B ) A
FRrR (EIE M IH AR SE ). JETI AN 2007 4
12 A FF1R3] 2008 4F 11 A 455, [ 1 4F , RAESIIK
FEA 1R AR 12 8, B3 3d, - K AKREH,
WX A TAEH , LATHER H RIFEHLYE ; R WD T, 75 B
B3R N B FR A7 B 3% LABCEE 3 d AAETE B o
1.3.2 AEVEBHR AL B R EIRA R B SR

TEW RS FO A e P AR K BE L] B
& 100 Prakit 300 P AR P EEXTS, R A A
IR ATE R AR P AR TS B3R A HE A T U S B TR
FIFITE L . TAE R A 55 B 28—k & [ 5 Ju i
BEIRFPHIPSERIENAEEGRERAER
(N308-2 %), HERE MK RHATHERESRE
YII, HE5R A BT A ML A 3R, DS A & 5 R 1
HERATE

R 2 BWRAERER

Table 2 General information of monitoring households

R PR W ATKF/TT Nt -a Bl ATG- N BROb A4 A wFEAD
=3 N 10 000~11 000 24 1500 AHE A% 5 3
HA 8000~8200 241 3000 TT 3
fRBCA 6300~6500 2 4000 Sk 3
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1.3.3 WEIUFEHR

A TE B HR A WL AT I 3% K E R
Az B SR PR T A 1 51 3R R A TR 343 BT 7 9k (CJ/T
3039—1995) R E LM 2 , B ALK H TN & &R
FHELERE B3 (CJ/T 103—1999 )il % , TP &8 % FI4H
PR L B 0 %2 (CI/T 104—1999) 6

2 GRESH

2.1 &iFLIREE RHNE
2.1.1 B REAE

AR 2 5 — TS Y PR A BRI, SR
A TE TS QT RBUE SO 7RG AR AR E—E A
RIFEX M —EZFRAKFET , BABRIEFEE
B R &

A& B AP A LB | AT O3 B A 3 B ™
A BN IEINE , = H 2RO B BIR R . AR
TN.TP % F XI5

1
GP.}, = ( QGi,j,IXCGiJ‘k)

K :GP A RS j AR BIER k Fhis g
%Fﬁ%ﬁ,mg'kq'dq;(?cu,l j‘:’% i ZQF'%] =T
AER LB AR kg P A7, IE S ST
CGiy N i R ] BT AEEEILIRPEE L
SRR, mg kg™, I WEIE s n R5E © R P
ANOE NP I E R 0 AR ZREL,
2.12 FEISRBEER

RYE= 15 REOTE AT, WA XM 2007 4 12 A
% 2008 4F 11 A/ 1 4E 1, ARIBA KT WA F
BBk AR AT Bk 3% A B KA HLR
TN.TP 75 ZEH 4 36 MR (1 k<12 MHX3 )
A W R A R AR L 1L 2, X — A
TR BB 5500 (36 N ) AT 7 20 R T A
(3 3), W ATKERFA P b 3%, A HLB % , 7T [ cs:
W XA HLE ] TNTP 7295 REE WKk B 3% (P<
0.01), EAERICARBALR F>FBAR P >HEIKA
P EXTR PR ERR TS RO B E M (P>
0.05), WAKFE#RE, A FXEFRMERER, S
HOA LB [ 3 = A B R, BT 3 28k
AR P AR 1 b 3% SR 2 fr A AL SRR [l ey 3R 2H A

20124£ 10 A

0.401 O R
035 % EEL N
<030 a  pRiKA
S 025
=< 0.20 b
o
W 0.15
1 C
g‘f 0.10

a
0.05¢ b
2 Z b a a a

ek AWML ATEMCE AERE
RVNE 7 B2R 2 B TR AAT

£ 5 BE(P<0.05), FHE
B 1 RARE R A R RS R

Figure 1 The comparison of producing coefficient of household

waste of different income level households

2000, —
1.80f =
- 160F B sl A
< 140} DR A
5 1.20f
= 1.00f
§& 0.80F
£ 0.60F
% 0.0} ) T b
0.20f
0

A .
TN TP
B2 RAEHULR TN TP P RS

Figure 2 The comparison of producing coefficient of TN, TP in

N
N

organic waste of different income level households

HAF LB & L 80%(3K 4) , FIRFEA AT
[ECR3R, A F Bk A AN 1%, TS BUS B3R
P R YLER TN TP 795 R B, A E B>
15 2 B0 TR AT R AR B 2 228

2 EPnR R P BB AP AT R 3R e
BB TN TP =75 RBCTHRW AR 77, A E
BRI TETFE I 53, AT 3 A ATKF B SHEAE N SE

R 4 REMNKFRPERIAR L8
Table 4 The comparison of structure of household waste of different

income level households

WA HHLEEK GIEL a3 HEBIK
A 85.23% 13.73% 1.05%
HA 85.65% 13.47% 0.88%
R 81.33% 18.66% 0.01%

R 3 WNKEXLIR R5ERM=5REZWH T EDNER(PE)

Table 3 ANOVA result of the income level influence to producing coefficient of household waste and contaminant( P value )

BRI AP Qjolieeas

BERE B HLBK TN BB TP

0.000 232 0.001 359 0.000 024

0.5327 0.000 062 0.001 188
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—{H, BkgE Rk 5,
22 AFRbiRAE KRELFRAEER

T R A KA 100 AR PR
EZER (R 6) M v A, A& P 7= A By AT [E] ks 3%
100% [F1 A FE B3k 100% %3, 8 AL W R 45
FIR, DS £

277 2253 T AT R0, WA KX 4% P AT [E sy 3% K
B ELRHBTCE R, 7T O3 35 100% B, A E
B3 ¥ 100% %3 , B XA HLBL R HE B W 2 3 (P<
0.05), BEARFRIAEBALR P >H I AL P >R
£ P, XFEGARRAKEL P BB E S
HEERBEARX, BAERINEBAR P <HIA
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WS ER K, BYSESRMEN YA THRAEE S, W
AL P A A =T N2 B BRI AR P, X
W 5 AR P AR MBATKF—E
23 EFNBHEEEENE

GD:.; =GP}, x( 1_771)
K :GD: R RS j EWE « M AETE SRR
RE kg N7 d 506, HEF RS ] EVTE M A
EBR AR kg P dT, ME A M IUAE s, RS o
FpAETE R A, %, WAERTEE(E; CD:f e
R BN ATEAVLBIIREE M e HER R 5
mg- N7 d? s HAETE R VIR AIAE, %, ERA
Bl n A iR ANDE NP EAEE ;0
RAR AT,
2.32 HES REEER

HRAE A I B IR AL 3R R IR AL P R 4 R 15
REOTEER @ HE R BOTEAXIHTEE 53
BRAEVE R KA HLEIR TN TP HE5 25045 B K
3./ 4 Fiso

G5 T, WATKFST AR P e 3% A L3R
KA MEIH TN TP {5 RECGE Wk B3 (P<0.01),

231 AT HIRHRS R o DA
AR A4 — YT SR AR, S 2 | S
TS RS R AR SN HE R BUR A e g
SRFREEI FI—E A HF KT T, A5 R IE#  1 ol
7 H 5 e, 26 B o 2 TR B OO b
NSRBI TS R & 0
AT B FATHLBER P R oA 3 B i 2 e 0

AR BHE T RIHE
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/. 1
CHBE AP ATEREE A ER
B 3 RPARE LB EFHRHT RBLR
Figure 3 The comparison of discharge coefficient of household

waste of different income level households

R 5 REMNKFRPALIR R SEIF5RBENELER

Table 5 Result of producing coefficient of household waste and contaminant of different income level households

BT ﬁﬁit—jﬁ/ ﬁmﬁiiﬁ/ Efﬁltlgﬁjbg/ ﬁ%ﬁiiﬁ/ A mr\m TN/ ﬁﬂf_\iiﬁ '_I‘P/
kg-d?s A kg-d?- A kg-d?e A kg-d'- A7 gd A ged A
R 0.221 0.188 0.030 0.001 1.171 0.650
A 0.131 0.112 0.018 0.500 0.175
R A 0.087 0.071 0.016 0.271 0.095
R 6 FEBNKERALEFLIRAE FRLFHRAELER(%)
Table 6 Survey result of household waste trace of different income level households(% )
BT AHLBEK Al DB HEBIR
HEAER BEFRFR EE EfVE E3E
BA 1.96+0.35a 68.63+12.67¢ 29.41£5.64a 100.00+0.00a 100.00+0.00a
LA 1.85£0.74a 75.00£14.78b 23.15£7.45b 100.00+0.00a 100.00+0.00a
fRBA 0.00+£0.00a 90.24+7.89a 9.76+3.68¢ 100.00£0.00a 100.00£0.00a

¥ SRR NE 5 B R RIS 2.5 8. (P<0.05).
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B 4 RAFHEIR TN TP HET RE LR
Figure 4 The comparison of discharge coefficient of TN, TP in

organic waste of different income level households

BIRIAEWAR > AR P SRIAR P, &
AR P LB R = A B K E R B R TRk
AR, NI BCHEBE I, X — AR 5 4 P Rl
WAIKEAE—B B FA VLB G SR i
80% , MBI A R BB 2 I 58 Vb — Bk
AZERE, REMCALR P B 0T sy 3% 2 mlic A
ERRIIEEF T FEET RETCE R

B AR RIS ATK AR P B 3% A AL AT B i
Bk B EBR LA YLLK TN TP HE5 R BB L=
A R R BN SR TS Qe R LR T,

g bR, RP BB, BRI YLK
TN TP HE¥5 2R B AT M ATK R4, 0T [ o3 A
FE BRI TCF RIS, TTH 3 MK SEE R
Gi—H, BRI 8,

3 i
TSR S R F R AT BT
ey HEH S B TR S ML F S 5

BHESHIRAE AN BT P ERAN AT E L BT
e BURZE . FESHEEHE B TR =15 B 5HE
SEIRE, Y5 AIHES , B2 T IR R 2R & F
FABAEA B BIBAE RO RSB DL, M TS 20
BER ", FI, HlEL— a0 HHs REME R
AEET L ABFRMRE 2 EE R R RS ERAR
MG AHLRE AR AS AR TR IR HETS R RO, DL AR
RGERTT R H FBR, NARAT 7 e R AR LA
SNSRI RN TG , LR P /NREE” R G 15 4
HE SR, HE AR P /N TS e B ARG o B9
RI(ERT), HTFRPAHEIRBEE MR RER,
RS ALR i 90% , SBOIR LR HES R BT,
HZAR P AL 8 & 5R5H ) 1A MLBLR S PR E AR
R K B B PR 5 YRR, BT AR R A
HEE 2 RGERET , LIBTIRSR . X B TR
SEE T i SEFS L oL Nl N W Ve 31 -2 NEIREE O d
AR {5 Qe HE TSR A [ R, A3 e 5 3R

AR CGET), ARWAR P ALK LG
FI R B T (B 3 A A 4 [, i 3
H&TR WA K, A F L 8 B Bl Tk
ZARNL A DR AL, R P A I E S, A F
B E S ESR AVYEEY, IS E R A,
DT A E BIR [EDR LRI 2 B B S

Xof AT AR AR A A= 3 B8 HETS R BN R E
HIERZ B B BE A B IT Y A TS Y A AT , AT
R BK IR AR R LRI o FF TR h A B3R HE
15 RBURIEHE AR P /N B TS 4y, X 48 B9
JERZ H IR BRI A HE , TR W SR A
A 5 B TS YL R SRl Ao R B L T AR ALK T8
(9, X —d TS Qe 2 B, H A B E B

R T FEBINKFR ABIHR RS RIHRE(%)

Table 7 Discharge rate of household waste and contaminant of different income level households(% )

WA Bk AHLEER AT [ oSk HELRK TN TP
=1 ON 26.11 29.41 0.00 100.00 29.41 29.41
A 20.71 23.15 0.00 100.00 23.15 23.15
A 2.04 9.76 0.00 100.00 9.76 9.76

8 REMINKFRALIR K SEMHS RENELER

Table 8 Result of discharge coefficient of household waste and contaminant of different income level households

BT iﬁb&t—jﬁ/ ﬁm_ﬁﬁ_/ ﬂliltlfziﬁ%/ ﬁ%_iﬁi&_/ ﬁmiiii;& TN/ ﬁmi_ﬁi;t '_I‘P/
kg-d?e A7 kg-d?e A kg-d'- A kg-d?'- A g-dte A gdt A
Bl A 0.058 0.055 0.000 0.001 0.344 0.191
TN 0.027 0.026 0.116 0.040
A 0.007 0.007 0.026 0.009
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BINEXT RIS R AE IR RS AL R AT
AGLE BT, LRI RS SRS R A
REE SN T

AHTFE AR IS RS P B9 9 PR PO IS
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ITIEDNIE o ATV R AT A 35 B 3™ HE
15 R B0 AR , M T E R, EE S RIBTIE

4 it

WATKEXTR BB, ALEER, AR
TN TP 7= H{5 R LR AT BB 15 2R B0 ik 2.
% (P<0.01), BARRIUN S AL P >R AR >
WAL B AR A F B HETS R B AT [ s
WA RO R E W (P>0.05), B, BRA FbL
W R R BT b R HE TS R B, R B
P AR A YLEK TN TP 7= HETS 2 B0 AT [
B3R 715 R BT A KRGy, S5 R 3R 5.5% 8
BWATKEAR FALELIR & S BIR e Bl 80% , A
HLELIR A 256 AR AR B R 8 & IR R R AR
TEBIR AR R B £ PR, AL AT XX
GUSES- AR E 8
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