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Study on Spatial Site Selection Assessment of Urban Medical Waste Treatment
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Abstract: Based on the principle of regional differentiation and gravity model, this paper proposes a G1Sbased urban medical waste
treatment facility spatial site selection assessment method. And the method is implemented by use of the third generation GIS database
model, Geodatabase. Taking a city in Pearl River Delta as a case, based on its 46 basic units, two scenarios for medical waste central
treatment are designed and analyzed by means of scenario analysis( SA) and then the better scenario is recommended. The assessment

result of traditional cost model shows the same conclusion. Further spatial analysis shows that the distribution of medical waste

quantity and density are both related to the better scenario spatially.
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Fig. 1 Flow chart of urban medical waste treatment facility site selection method
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Fig. 2 Flowchart of scenario generation and assessment
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Fig. 3 Distribution of main medical waste sources
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Fig. 4 Future scenarios ( scenario 1 and scenario 2)
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Table 1 Basic gravity index of each town

¥l ¥l NEFE WSy Wl
ID B (FED (KFE2  HHE Hidl il

/km /km / % (HED) (HE2)
o1 i 19. 62 27.81 20. 08 1.02 0.72
02 Vi 8.07 49.18 10. 56 1.31 0.21
03 H:dE 21.40 27.78 6.51 0.30 0.23
04 KR 44.57 12.20 10. 72 0.24 0.88
05 fiyls 20.25 24.63 3.32 0.16 0.13
06 ik 28.10 29.89 3.95 0. 14 0.13
07 Fix 13.88 40.01 1.77 0.13 0.04
08 M 23.58 20.83 2.60 0.11 0.12
09 ZEfE 51,29 12.46 5.21 0.10 0.42
10 JEiT  30.74 13.69 2.49 0.08 0.18
&t 5.81 4.99

PRI &5 R WA 3.
o B &5 R R RER W, 5 5 1 BUR, Arss

ISFA 160 45 SR — B T R BB 2 7 % 1 CIE BT A
*HBEAE M4 .



390 BZ8 g

B 27 %

R2 BRBREMSH

Table 2 Coefficient of cost model
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Fig. 5 Distribution of medical waste quantity and density
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