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ABSTRACT

Waste policies with waste metering system and recycling in 1995 have contributed to the reduction of solid waste gen-
eration. Now rural areas as well as urban areas produce less amount of solid wastes in terms of per capita. However
most policies in relation to waste issue have been concentrated in urban areas. Large portion of agricultural waste in
rural region are being illegally treated such as open incineration or burned out on the road. In this study, we assessed
the atmospheric air quality and health risk by illegal open incineration in rural region. In case of benzene level, worst
concentration during illegal open incineration was 0.23 ppm and cancer risk by exposure was estimated to 2.29 x 107,

Keywords: agricultural waste, incineration, risk assessment

LM B

A ool olF EgH A7 BIE A A4
B3 Bz e 19954 AFHoE ANE 2]
FAl 0 AR A% AAoZ £AKe) Ag]
2 Wao] F70 Bls) WA TAE Uil 2
S oisge) Wo1E AR =4 B TR o)
oz @ AN, AAEAS} AW B3 A7
S = 3 FEARe) F el Sl e
Aoje] 718 EAlo) QoPie ARel AAH Ho]
U AR A 2 Q0 #, FUEe 94 B
Slobd ARG AR telET. A7 FEA
Aol B¢ TR W7IE Bl AAHe= o
SolA) Reka glom, Aol 7184 BAE v
3.

Az FARE ol BAS QKT 5oiEA)
3ol 200487 112128 Fol& 71 8FA

*Corresponding author : Department of Occupational
Health, Catholic University of Daegu

Tel: 82-53-850-3739, Fax: 82-53-850-3739

E-mail : whyang@cu.ac.kr

30

Ae FR3] 7604(1,8238 mHE &

L1013 mie FAF FolAu A4 58 FHlskL 3
th Fol&E o ‘1715&%%*4 éé_zlAFHOﬂ Hatd=
Fo|EERS| AN A& T 159 9 JAog
B3 Qe Aoz Jehton) s EHFL 3
A o J% FE5 Adeo)r}?

20023 A% FH7|ESATA WmER MEAIe F
AAE AQ3 A= BE durlel 7 A #7]
E AgwEe A AYe AL uiEHrEY] HA
51.5%7)F PIgE dx, AEgo] 38.8%, A40] 9.8%
& AAEE QY 2 A9 A= iy 50%, A
£ 39.5%, AZto] 105%= Al X9} H|s3sic) 28
U Aoz Agsl 2jolE Rolz Yok AR &
ZH7)E] BAELE iR saxddr e 1
H71 8o AYRES S A SR &A7hgt

HFBL 367

~

the Roltk. 58] FolF, R, SdaER %4 &
e A 2 29, & WIede oPIT S W] W

Fo £A7h BTEY ol9} 22 WAzl ?1411@01]
N BN FHOR ol Fol o, w4

H AN oR Bad Byl egB ol ﬂzu a
7ol o= A% G F 5 et o BA w9



FEA7NE 2ol mE Wr1ed

- Fashed
o3t «-v—7<ﬂ7<4 WO AAEE A AR 9
o7 1=S dez 7R 1090 =4 2zl
EH712°§%E‘EH§ Ui, &9 284 & A7
A2 E AT FH Weks mAske o 2 Ao
ﬂ&’iﬂ} O & Arelre FHHES]
WAE e diEE WreeE
Aol 22k Sogste] 2zt

i of

fr‘

A VO

1. CHAHK|S 2 SXMEL

‘A AR A2ANF AR AGog 2004 12
4E 7FEeE vHL ok 417.04 kan?, F78A 133.71
km®, 7€} 6544 km? A=oln, 2= 18,709 Al
47,7310t} )5 7486 Al 19,787H0] Ao
FALEIAATE. FAF AVEA] B AT 4 WA
e OlE 5480 2 15, OE/OM sigErt. sk
9] ol U 108 255E 1Y 2570 wE
j’l'jﬁ“?‘r Lé%, Eﬂ“] gg l'_]] ] u% '/1\—7-}0]'4« M
o] T AR <9 t)7] Fo] H $ FAEAZ ¥
2=l YAt 24 ArE 23S d%ék&iaﬂ,l &
I:H7]:€il—/\]-o] /\OH:H@]_Q o}@_,_ Eal;o] x%g j_tq_;/_
=R A7) Qi AL 32 242 A X gr)Eat
o] FuFoR 31 wEHo] e TN 43 3F
S8 B AEeZ itk A A3 B Adg o4
A= g 1 knolATh

&

2, CiAl 7|29 2a U &XuHy
Wrlegds 2e 9% AR dne Seuet
o BANFEAS S TARA M), o4k

A2(NOy), PRS0, 283 3L #7|8EE
(Benzene, Toluene)S XA VY th7|egdE

AEo) U A = %17‘5]—?4712 =3 . Bxs) 2}

= C
R 2 2499 0, G BY, B4
730
j=hon

n

N,
Hy
~
=
M
r__>,“
_VE

lI
_VE

2 jaid =7t 31

Table 1. Sampling and analysis of target pollutants in this study

. . Samplin
Target Sampling and analysis tilfl o g
Nitrogen dioxide Passive sampler — 24 s
(NO,) UV-VIS Spectrophotometer
Sulfur dioxide Pararosaniline method — 3 hrs
(8O,) UV-VIS Spectrophotometer
VOCs Passive sampler — GC 24 hr

(Benzene, Toluene)

Fine particle (PM;;)  MiniVol — Microbalance 24 hrs
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Fig. 1. Variation trend of PM,, concentrations.
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Fig. 2. Variation trend of NO, concentrations.

PM,o gt ti7]| eyt ol Ag-de ti7jd=
MR8 A e8] FiHoz Had 2oz Y
k.

PM,+ B4l 24 NO, 55 Fig. 20 Jeh)
Ack. 24 AA 717 B9l A, B F Ao = A
W g )7)8371E 2447 BFAET S w1
ATEFHNEYE & NO, L3S A8t &
A7 Z B NO, 558 A X9go] 258(+13.1)
ppb, B A|go] 26.7(£9.9) ppbs Uehix, HAE4
Zto] 3l 10893 1199] H7F NO, 5 A Ao
27.7(£16.0) ppb, B A|Fo] 28.8(+11.3) ppbS EH
Witk 104 99A A9F: 56.1ppb, B A A: 409
ppb), 10 16Y(A A Y: 428ppb, B A . 473
ppb)2] AS-E A A A9 2 B AY 2F H|&
T NO, F=ghs Vehilo] A4zt nj2 NO, 24
2 Hg Aoz A ¢ JAT, Azl e 2EE
& 7FAdE vERAE

HAEAe T 2o} 7] F S0, v=E W|EAsE
247)7F FER 0,05 ppm B olz} A7F FFR|)
0.02 ppm=Etie R we ke YehdokFig 3 F

0,025+ B A area
V7, ‘B area

- STD for annual
B DU020 - e e
Q.
LS
5
"§ 0.015 4
€
g

0.010 4
8
i
o

0.005 ~

o v B
0.000 77 77 7 P2 A ﬁ % é %

09-03 09-17 09-24 1607 16-15 10-22 16-20 11-05 11-12 1119 1203 1217
Measurement day

Fig. 3. Variation trend of SO, concentrations.
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Fig. 4. Variation trend of C¢Hg concentrations.
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Table 3. Risk assessment of exposure to benzene

Location ((;,;r;) LADD Cancer risk
Normal 0.0 ?ﬁ(;/mﬁ N.A. NA.
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Y (o.ooﬁg/m% NA. NaA
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