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Management and Treatment of Rural Refuse in Tailake Region

LIU Yong-de, HE Pin-jing, SHAO Li-ming, CHEN Huo-hu

(State Key Laboratory of Pollution Control & Resource Reuse, Tongji University, Shanghai 200092, China)

Abstract: In Tailake Region, rural refuse is one of the major non—point pollution sources, which may cause environmental risk in
rural areas. Based on two demonstrate collection systems in two villages located in this region, rural refuse production and local
management—related background were investigated, and combined with possible fate of waste material flow, feasible rural refuse
treatment technologies and management practices were analyzed. The results showed that the region produces 0.15~0.27 kg of ru—
ral refuse per capita per day or 0.17 ton of rural refuse per square kilometer per day, much lower than that produced by nearby
city. The rural refuse was mainly composed of compostable waste and recyclable materials, 17% of the latter could be recovered
by present recycle market. Neither landfill nor incineration was suitable for rural refuse treatment, it was preferable to be dealt
with through source separation (resource recovery) followed by composting and fertilization. The cost for rural refuse collection
will be 3.4 RMB per family monthly that is voluntarily affordable by villagers; subsequent treatment will cost 455 RMB per ton of
fertilizer that is balanced by profit of product; therefore, it is feasible to operate the treatment facilities by private company.
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Table 2 Characteristics of rural refuse generation in the studied

area
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Table 3 Rural refuse composition in the studied area
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Table 4 Categories and prices of recyclable materials
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Table 5 Recovery ratio of different recyclable materials in rural

refuse
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Table 6 Costs of rural refuse collection and selection
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Figure 2 Flow diagram of rural refuse composting process
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Table 7 Capital and running costs of composting plant
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Table 8 Comparison of cost and market price of the compost and

fertilizer
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