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ABSTRACT

According to “IPCC guide line for national greenhouse gas inventories” each country should develop
the ‘Country-specific emission factor’ and apply it to estimate greenhouse gases emissions from landfill.
It could reflect properties of country and make estimation more accurate. For that accuracy, developed
country-specific emission factor should be assessed and be verified consistently. Developed emission
factors should be assessed in terms of Representative, Emission Property, Accuracy and Uncertainty, but
there is no study about weighted assessment factors under each emission variable. This study do survey
targeting public officials, professors and other experts for Analytical Hierarchy Process(AHP), mostly use
to make decisions, to weight assessment factors. We investigated the weighted values per Emission factor
for Representative, Emission property, Accuracy and Uncertainty on AHP survey, and Representative
factor was the highest, and then in the order of Emission property (0.26), Accuracy(0.22), Uncertainty
(0.15).
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Table 1. Default values of IPCC 2006 parameter for disposal

Type of waste DOC k" F ox? MCF
Paper 04 0.06 Managed - anaerobic 1
Textiles 0.24 0.06
Food 0.15 0.185 Managed - semi-aerobic 0.5
Wood 0.43 0.03
0.5 0.1 Unmanaged - deep ( >5 m waste) 0.8
Garden 0.17 0.1
Diaper 0.24 0.06 Unmanaged - shallow ( <5 m waste) 0.4
Sludge 0.05 0.185
Uncategorised SWDS 0.6
Rubber 0.64 0.03

1) Guidline of Korea's target management.
2) Managed, unmanaged and uncategorised SWDS, OX=0.
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Table 3. The satty rating scale

Intensity of
.n ensity o Definition Explanation
1mportance
1 Equal importance Two factors contribute equally to the objective
Somewhat more . . .
3 . Experience and judgement slightly favour one over the other
mmportant
5 Much more important Experience and judgement strongly favour one over the other
7 Very much more Experience and judgement very strongly favour one over the other. Its impor-
important tance is demonstrated in practice
Absolutely more
9 . Y The evidence favouring one over the other is of the highest possible validity
important
2,4, 6,8 Intermediate values When compromise is needed
oA7IH A = 43 HleZ ek, A THA 2ARE Jdsk
H/7HA] 1A A AdEe feiMe Td == 24
sho] UIYRE 7 iAo} BAT AT 5
CR o BT gl ATAE R thilE poR A

Random consistency index

s5E 259 AHP HAZNE duy B71E
3§ CRo| 02 |3tz Uebio] Fast Suvl&
o FafSo] 199o] Uy 9 S5l DOC
o A% 1sguto] ABA UA S RO et
soul, 7§59 SE3YR +-5 Table 4] H7]
shsiet.

5. 43t 2

Aol A

az

Azst 242 99

) w712

ol AEAE Helsh 918 d7)E ohER

Furst 7lae] A7A, R, o

AR TIPANRL, 2 BEB

on|, At B Al WARGE), AA8).
ATRA(13YIRE TR, S A oY
SR ek Bl GeAQod) @ S
A BANE A ek DAY A HE7HER)
5o ggOR ¥ 609 ARV B TS
CHoR 7 ARAE oz J1E Aol 2
39 7 A BoEE AR WE 9)
o Saatyo] ATjEIRHEE 1o)4 97x Fof 2
HaAsEe AR ENE Easin
(Fig. 1 =),
A 60%10] A
A G SR 3T




Hol2 R sEA T WIEsel 7iEA 8% 205
O pocel e WoHEE 7134 a4 O MCEel f3t B4R 7432 27
50G - DOC S0lAl D140 ol 53 4 o tig NG - ligE BDIE 5 4534 221200 201 140 ol HEbiAx Hse g
Y=oz DOGE IPCC GLOIA Aok 2 058 F= Aol affiat Ol IPCCOlE & RIEHOS MF IFCC GOl Ji2chn 015 S0k St IO KIS G,
T B TheaAl 05 B Al i s 0 5 A SlPm R AR 1= 2ok =Bsi 22, = LEIM =1 WXl ddl eigol =5
o = Wi b A OIS A Bl o) 314 DXl 32 MOFS 0.4-069% =B0IES ofn 2lon, Alene F20E s
) ) S| I JRiSele) eis 52 Tefolo! 06% ol H80m 2ALich
DOGE BUP et B et G s, OUINEEE( ysireer), QMo cd) 59 g0 32 UL U7 R0 E2014 NSRS 280 0D o, 22014 SEaRHo
301 JHSolD), A Ch EBEDISN (13 DOG 0l 20IH F2 ENHS (ol O HE EDIHOZ BADIA HESZS AF0I U HEOID, 2013EC0) ESI1H RN S8
B 30 ZQE0IS TRIGHH E6l0] FAIR SLICL ZNS HEohl SaU0.
S22l Y2 TP} E014 WEALS D1 SIgOL AH 22N ESIloR By
1 RoM 2Urk= FE3 A NSRS IPCC GO 8701 EDJige 22 250
TE QUi F0| AL = LEOD, MOES ZEop| 2 Tk 2=t 20| i) @
e 2] (2] |2 2] |2 ORI ysmeler), DRt coHM AES 57 MOFS £33 4 2Lk,
o | meumz lelaloelelelelalo WP It HEEOR Mol 200K T ZDIBS0 Ol OiHet 2S0| S2E0IE T23ol0l
Erutgl0) A2 ELICL,
@ I+Ed (@@ 0@ (0|e|0|e|0
a I+UEY (@)@ 0 086|080 B L 1] =
wesd4 |o|e|oje|o|e|o|o|o Bs = 5] 2| |5 |z gg-aé
iz=d |®/®| 068|638 0 D | AROEE o|oole|o|elo|e|o|e|e| IS
G | I=o3d 1010100960900 ® | HuEY |o|o|o|ele|ele|oo|oe|e|s|e ool e =0y
m HHiEE |99 @ @0 @ 0|0 000666 0|06 sue
D4 L] o ele| e 0|0 oleole oo o U= IS
] WESE @6 e o0 eeoele o e e LS
0B | U= FEY (0@ 06|60 6 @060 eeaeeoHese o2n
Fig. 1. Samples of survey sheets.
Table 4. Weighted assessment factors in this study
Variable Representative Emission property Accuracy Uncertainty
DOC(n=16) 0.49 0.14 0.22 0.15
DOCi(n=15) 0.38 0.24 0.23 0.15
MCF(n=17) 0.36 0.33 0.17 0.14
F(n=19) 0.34 0.30 0.24 0.12
K(n=18) 0.34 0.29 0.22 0.16
OX(n=18) 0.35 0.28 0.21 0.15
Average 0.37 0.26 0.22 0.15
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Fig. 2. Weighted assessment factors in this study.
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