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Study of Treatment Model of the Municipal Solid Waste
WANG Jin, LI Ding— long, ZHANG Feng- e
(Department of Environmental and Safety Engineering, Jiangsu Polytechnic University, Changzhou 213164,
China)

Abstract: By choosing the best municipal solid waste disposal technology and using the municipal solid waste
disposal of the city of Hualan, Jiangsu province as the object of research, the qualitative and quantitative model
of municipal solid waste disposal was established by designing evaluating index table and managing the theory of
fuzzy comprehensive judgment. It is shown that the integrated technology is the best municipal solid waste dis-
posal technology in qualitative and quantitative terms.
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Table 2 Taxis of factor and result of weight
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Table 3 Quantitati ve appraising to the MSW
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Table 4 Membership grade of appraising index
+ +
0.4 0.6958 0.2178 0.1058 0.996 8
0.19 0.801 6 0.6880 0.7188 0.7550
0.19 0.9594 0.5535 0.2628 0.010 5
0.07 0.4050 0.5905 0.6345 0.6720
0.05 0.423 2 0.8376 0.5860 0.898 8
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B= A*R=
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0.07 10.4050 0.5905 0.6345 0.6720
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