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Abstract: In this study in order to compare the differences in economic energy efficiency and environmental impact
caused by different biogas slurry treatment methods in large—scale biogas projects taking a biogas project of a livestock
breeding factory as an example and based on the life cycle assessment two different discharge methods of biogas slurry
were compared namely: 1. discharging slurry directly ( irrigation as fertilizer) 2. discharging after soliddiquid separation
('solid residue was for sale as organic fertilizer) . The evaluation was made from three aspects: economy energy efficiency
and environmental impact. The results showed that in aspect of economic when the biogas solid residue was 300 yuan * m ™
the method 2 of solid separation had a dynamic investment payback time of 9.8 years with 3. 21 years of payback time for
selffund dynamic investment which were obviously better than the method 1 of direct discharge for irrigation that were 20
years and 9.7 years repectively. When the biogas solid residue was less than 90 yuan * m ™ the method 1 had a better e—
conomic situation. The energy efficiency evaluation showed that the energy output ratio of method 1 and method 2 were
7.75 and 17.26 respectively. The energy consumption per unit of method 2 increased by 26.2% comparing with method 1
and the productivity per unit increased by 2. 8 times. The results of environmental impact analysis indicated that the compre—
hensive environmental impact potential of method 1 and method 2 were 0. 072 and 0. 067 respectively. Taking economic
energy efficiency and environmental impact into consideration the method 2 was more economic energy-saving and rela—
tively environment-{riendly biogas project.
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