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Abstract: To manage a huge quantity of waste, the government has adopted a series of measures 
including enacting legislation to reduce these solid wastes. However, the construction waste arisen 
is usually in the form of a mixture of both inert and non-inert materials. As a result, the waste has to 
be disposed of at landfills, aggravating the environment pollution and landfill shortage problem. 
There is a paramount need to separate the Construction waste according to its constituent parts 
before it is delivered to the landfills for disposal. To study the feasibility of carrying out on-site 
waste sorting in the country, a survey was conducted in ShenZhen, China. This paper presents the 
results of the survey undertaken to evaluate three alternative waste sorting methods on 
construction-sites and to compare the results according to different qualification contractors and to 
different working years.  
Keywords: Construction Waste; Waste Management; On-site Sorting; Constraint Factors;Mainland 
China 

1  Introduction 

Construction waste cannot be avoided during the production process in China at present. In the different 
construction processes, it will produce different construction waste, and the quantity of waste varies with 
different structure pattern, function of the building, the management method and level of contractors etc. This 
paper mainly focuses on solid wastes produced in the new buildings of reinforced-concrete structures, the 
wastes mainly including wasted concrete, brickbat, the wasted reinforcing bar etc. 

Waste minimization has been placed at the top of solid waste management hierarchy and it consists of two 
basic operations: source reduction and recycling[7]. Source reduction is most desirable to avoid waste 
generation, while recycling is useful to conserve resources and to prevent materials from entering the waste 
stream. Apparently, on-site sorting can not avoid the generation of waste, but it is very effective for recycling 
and reusing the waste. 

2  Construction Waste 

Construction waste, as its name implies, is generated during the course of construction processes. In this paper, 
the construction waste mainly means the waste generated on the new construction sites, such as invalid using 
of materials on-site, cutting steel carelessly, contractors over order goods, workers operate machines 
unskillfully etc. The composition of construction waste is highly variable, depending on the technology used 
to build the structure, the materials selected, the skill of workers, the form of structures and others. For 
example, there will be very little waste concrete and template for disposal if precast concrete elements are 
adopted. The waste generated on-site mainly including the wasted concrete, brickbat, reinforce bar, used 
template and cut off template, glass, paper and some packaging materials[8].  

Construction waste, can be defined in many ways, for example, by the nature of materials, it can be 
classified as two categories, viz inert and non-inert waste, by the stage of construction period, it can be 
classified into structure waste, finishing waste and demolishing waste. Concrete fragments, steel 
reinforcement, abandoned timber plates and pieces, plastic packaging, are generated as structure waste during 
the course of construction. Finishing waste, including a wide range of waste materials, is generated in the 
finishing stage of the building, such as surplus cement mortars, packaging for finishing materials, broken raw 
materials like mosaic, tiles etc. Demolishing waste generated when the buildings are demolished, it also 
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includes a wide range of waste and the status of waste (mixed or not) always depend on the demolishing 
methods adopted. Considering the understanding habit of the industry, construction waste is still used though 
it mainly refers to structure waste in this paper. 

As the nature of the waste varies, construction waste is usually contaminated with a high portion of organic 
matters and debris. Nevertheless, if wastes such as timber, metals, and plastics can be separated, the inert 
portion of the building construction wastes can be reused for land reclamation. According to the previous 
researches done in the developed countries, there is nearly 95% of the waste can be recycled and reused. 

3  Research objectives and methodology 

In this research study, a survey is conducted with the following objectives: 
(1). To determine the significant factors affecting the adoption of on-site waste sorting and evaluate the 
performance of three alternative on-site waste sorting methods on construction sites; and 
(2). To analyze the current views of the Contractors on the implementation of on-site waste sorting. 

3. 1  Pilot study 

Before carrying out the main survey, a pilot study was performed to study the principal factors affecting the 
on-site sorting of construction waste. A sampling group of 53 building industry participants, 10 from 
engineers, 32 from contractors, 4 from employers, 5 from designers and 2 from government officers, were 
interviewed. The participants were required to point out the main factors that restrict on-site sorting by their 
experiences. And by analyzing the research results, the main factors are: (1) cost, (2) impacting to 
construction duration, (3) availability of site space, (4) disruption to normal site activities; (5) market for 
recyclables; (6) confining by the environment, (7) management effort, (8) waste sortability, (9) labour 
demanding and (10) facility demanding. 

(1) Cost: Taking out on-site waste sorting will increase the cost of Contractors apparently. 
(2) Impacting to construction duration: Taking out on-site sorting would delay the completion of the 

projects. 
(3) Availability of site space: This factor refers to the limitation of original site space, the layout and the 

space for dealing waste, especially for the poisonous ones. 
(4) Impacting to normal site activities: Taking out on-site waste sorting would interference with the normal 

site activities. 
(5) Market for recyclables: The level of recycling market would affect the incentives of waste sorting. 
(6) Confining by the environment: The confining by the environment mainly includes noise limitation, dust 

limitation, roads and time for waste transportation. 
(7) Management effort: To take out on-site sorting, the current management methods and effect must be 

improved. 
(8) Waste sortability: If the wastes can de easily sorted out from one another. 
(9) Labour demanding: To take out on-site sorting, extra labour should be arranged to perform the task. 
(10) Facility demanding: It includes two aspects, one is the storage facility and the other is transportation 

facility for the sorted-out. 
Actually, the factors such as ‘cost’, ‘impacting to construction duration’ and ‘labour demanding’ etc. are 

interrelated. For example, devote more labour to waste management will always increase the cost. But the 
respondents thought ‘labour demanding’ will not affect ‘cost’ prominently. Considering the difficulty of 
phraseology and the understanding of the industry, this paper will not change these words much. 

The findings served as a basis for analyzing the results of the subsequent questionnaire survey. 

3. 2  Main survey 

In the questionnaire survey, the feasibility of three on-site waste sorting methods coinciding to the policy of 
solid waste management, was explored. The three alternatives, together with an off-site sorting method, are 
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briefly described as follows. 
On-site waste sorting methods: 
Alternative 1 

Only categorize economic value construction waste (those have economic value at present), such as steel 
reinforcement, the rest (mixed) collect to a fix location (commonly on the ground floor), and periodically tidy 
up, (e.g. every week or ten days). 
Alternative 2 

Separate the waste according to different materials, place several pit (on the ground level) for each waste, 
and remove them separately within a period of time (e.g. every week or ten days). 
Alternative 3 

Separate the poisonous waste according to the requirement of the law on the base of Alternative 1, namely 
separate the economic value building waste and the poisonous ones, collect the rest together (mixed), and 
remove them separately within a period of time (e.g. every week or ten days). 
Off-site sorting 

The wastes generated on-site are collected once a week or even longer to a rented place and then arrange 
some personnel to sort the waste out according to alternative 1, 2 or 3. 

Regarding each on-site sorting alternative, respondents would consider its feasibility by assessing the 
constraint of the aforementioned principal factors on a scale of 1 to 5 (‘1’ for the lowest constraint and ‘5’ for 
the highest constraint). A mean constraint score was then calculated by Eq. (1) where sj=constraint rating of 
each factor (s1=1, … s5=5) and Mij=the no. of respondents chose the j-th rating (sj) for the i-th factor. 
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Apart from assessing the feasibility of the sorting alternatives, the views of the respondents on the adoption 
of on-site waste sorting during building construction processes were also surveyed. Respondents would 
indicate under what circumstances they would perform on-site waste sorting. 

In the main survey, about 75 copies of the questionnaire were sent to building contractors. 51 responses 
were received, yielding a response rate of 68%. 

The overall constraint scores of the sorting alternatives are obtained as follows, and ‘labour demanding’, 
‘market for recyclables’,  ‘waste sortability’, ‘availability of site space’ and ‘management effort’ are the 
uppermost constraint factors according to the research result. 

Table 1  The Constraint Value for Each Factor and For Each Alternative 

No factors Alternative 1 
Di 

rank Alternative 2 
Di 

rank Alternative 3 
Di 

Rank  

1 cost 2.784 7 2.980 6 3.039 4 
2 Impacting to construction 

duration 
2.333 9 2.333 9 2.588 8 

3 Availability of site space 3.098 2 3.039 5 3.078 3 
4 Interference to normal site 

activities 
2.431 8 2.510 8 2.804 7 

5 Market for recyclables 3.059 4 3.137 2 3.157 2 
6 Confining by the environment 2.940 6 2.941 7 2.922 6 
7 Management effort 3.059 4 3.098 4 3.078 3 
8 Waste sortability 3.080 3 3.118 3 3.078 3 
9 Devotion of labour 3.255 1 3.294 1 3.235 1 
10 Devotion of facility 3.020 5 3.039 5 2.941 5 
The overall constraint score D=29.059  D=29.489  D=29.920  
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4  Comparison of the proposed construction waste sorting alternatives 

Based on the aforementioned computation, the overall applicability scores of the on-site construction waste 
sorting alternatives were calculated. Alternative 1 had the lowest overall constraint score (29.059) while 
alternative 2 scored the second (29.489), alternative 3 was found to be the least applicable (29.920) (in Table 
1), namely, Alternative 1 had highest applicability score. 

Apart from the overall constraint scores, the constraint scores of individual factors in the sorting 
alternatives were also compared. This aimed at studying whether an alternative would be more applicable in a 
particular aspect. Generally, alternative 1 gains the highest individual constraint scores at ‘labour 
demanding’， ‘availability of site space’ and ‘waste sortability’. Alternative 2 gains the highest constraint 
scores at ‘labour demanding’, ‘market for recyclables’ and ‘Waste sortability’. Alternative 3, however, gains 
the highest individual constraint scores at ‘labour demanding’, ‘market for recyclables’, ‘waste sortability’ 
and ‘availability of site space’. And the factors of ‘impacting to construction duration’, ‘interference to normal 
site activity’, ‘confining by the environment’ and ‘cost’ have relatively low constraint scores, i.e. taking out 
on-site sorting has less influence to construction duration, the normal site activity, environment and cost. 

4. 1  The dominant factors 

4. 1. 1  Labour demanding 

For the three alternatives, ‘labour demanding’ gets the highest constraint score. Because waste management is 
just on the start stage in our country, the contractors are not value it too much and always place construction 
duration, quality and cost management in the most important place. If have no pressure from inspection and/or 
temple projects, the contractors will always arrange their personnel to the construction-site, not to the waste 
management. Another reason for the contractors to think ‘labour demanding’ the most constraint factor is that 
the survey carried out just after Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS), for the first time, the contractors 
were difficult to find workers because the coercive rules at that time. 

4. 1. 2  Market for recyclables 

The constraint score of this factor of the three sorting alternatives do not vary to a great extent. This indicates 
that the factors are considered not crucial in the selection of the sorting methods. But the extent of the 
recyclables market affected contractors’ enthusiasm of on-site sorting out wastes. In the main survey, 
contractors also gave out the basic information of the country’s recyclable market for construction waste (in 
table 2). 

Table 2  the basic information about the recyclables’ market 

No Status of the recyclable 
market at present 

Respondents Ratio（%） The most required 
recyclable market 

Respondents Ratio
（%） 

1 Nearly no 8 15.7 Steel bar 10 19.6 
2 To some extent 17 33.3 Timber and template 20 39.2 
3 Have some 22 43.2 Concrete and mortar 21 41.2 
4 perfect 2 3.9 glass 6 11.8 
5 Extremely perfect 2 3.9 plastic 8 15.7 
6    else 3 5.9 

According to the main research result, 92.2% respondents thought the market of recyclable need to be 
extended. And recycle markets of ‘concrete and mortar waste’, ‘timber and template waste’ and ‘steel bar 
waste’ are most required ones. And according to [9], these wastes are the main wastes generated on-site. At 
present, mainly private enterprises do the recycle business, their capital are pinch, the facilities are vulgar, 
these enterprises only collect one or two kinds of the waste. According to the contractors, to make the recycle 
market more effectively, the reborn-technique of waste should be explored actively. The national policy and 
financial support should make on-site waste sorting much acceptable. 
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In recent years, the concept of the waste (garbage) industry goes deep into the public concern in the 
environmental protection field. At abroad, the collection, transportation, recycling and the end treatment of the 
waste has already become an important industry. In August of 1998, ‘The Money World’ magazine even put 
forward the special subject discussion of ‘the waste changes into the gold’, announced the most worth thing in 
world is not the gold and petroleum any more, it will also change from widespread accepted such as the 
high-teches, viz. network, computer software development and the semi-conductor chip...etc. to the 
companies handle the waste or the science and technology handles the system company that deal with waste. 
If computed with 120 dollar per ton of the garbage processing expenses, the potential of this market is above 
600 billion dollars[9]. 

4. 1. 3  Waste sortability 

This factor related to the ratio of construction waste manually sortable to the total waste in volume. The 
percentages of waste sortable for alternatives 2 was highest under this criterion, the sortable ratio of 
alternative 1 and alternative 3 were nearly matched. When wastes are mixed and separated off the site, it 
always result in the lowest sortability, namely off site sorting was very difficult to sort out the reusables. 

4. 1. 4  Availability of site space 

This is the one of most important factor considered by the respondents when selecting the waste sorting 
method, especially when the original is limited. Alternative 2 has a relatively low constraint score in this 
aspect. It is suggested this sorting method require the least site space. This may due to most sorted wastes can 
be reused or recycled on-site in succeeding activities, the leftovers in the pit is relatively less than alternative 1 
and alternative 3, the sorting methods that most wastes are mixed together. 

4. 1. 5  Management effort 

Usually, this involves scheduling the waste clearance, arranging collection and scheming removal to 
appropriate disposal sites. In this regard, alternative 1 is noted to require the least management effort. This 
may be attributed to the readily sorted waste delivered via two separate debris chutes to inert and non-inert 
materials carrying trucks individually. Transportation becomes the only task that needs scheduling. For 
alternatives 2 and 3, they both require a substantial level of management. For example, when adopting 
alternative 2, a well-planned schedule has to be set up when every waste can be sorted and cleared at specified 
times. For alternative 3, extra effort is required to manage poisonous wastes. 

4. 2  The minor factors 

4. 2. 1  Facility demanding 

It was need some special facilities to collect, transport and deposit during the sorting process, especially 
facilities for the poisonous. The facilities, such as crane towers, construction- elevators and tip lorries, need to 
be arranged well enough to avoid disturbing of normal construction activities. This factor affects alternative 2 
prominently because it frequently needs more facilities to install the waste when carried down. The sorting 
methods the contractors adopted now was sorting out by the workers who produce it at the time when they 
finish their work at noon or in the afternoon, and take the waste in plastic bags to the ground floor (where the 
waste pit located) by the elevators. Namely, the important construction facilities were used when the workers 
ring out. 

4. 2. 2  Cost 

The applicability scores of these two factors actually reflect the running cost of the sorting methods. For 
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alternative 1, contractors only sorted the valued-waste (such as steel bar), this method can offset part of the 
sorting cost. As for alternative 3, the poisonous waste was not specified by the government, the special 
collecting apparatus and innocuous disposal will increase the spending. 

4. 2. 3  Confining by the environment 

Confining by the environment mainly means the constrain usage of city roads and when are allowed to use 
them, the noise of sorting and collecting waste, the dust and the water allowed to let. The constraint scores of 
this factor for the three sorting alternatives do not vary to a great extent. This indicates that the factor is 
considered not crucial in the selection of the sorting methods.  

The result also agrees with the findings of the pilot study that the environmental restriction is the least 
important factors when considering waste-sorting alternatives. 

4. 2. 4  Interference with normal site activities 

On-site waste sorting takes up considerable site space, needs special labour force and requires extra 
transportation to remove the sorted waste. Obviously, normal site activities would be interfered. The survey 
results indicate that alternative 3 causes the least convenience. The probable reason is that the contractors 
thought sorting out the poisonous waste would affect the normal activities apparently. 

4. 2. 5  Impacting to construction duration 

On-site waste sorting takes up considerable time and labour. Obviously, if not arranged well the construction 
duration would be delayed. The constraint score of this factor was evidently lower than other factors. And the 
survey results also indicate that alternative 3 is the least convenience. The probable reason is the same as the 
factor ‘interference with normal site activity’. 

4.3  On-site sorting versus off-site sorting 

Obviously, the main factors of off site sorting are much different from the on-site sorting ones. In the main 
survey, the main constraint factors for off-site sorting are also collected. According to the result, the 
contractors thought ‘cost’, ‘labour demanding’, ‘facility demanding’, ‘waste sortability’ and ‘management 
effort’ will restrict off-site sorting much more evidently than on-site sorting. For off site sorting, another place 
of site must be rented for the sorting, the rent cost much be added to the sorting cost, and this part cost will 
always be much higher than sorting on original sites. Anther problem is that the waste transported to the new 
site are mixed together, it different for workers to sort the different waste, and it take much more labour and 
much time to sort all the waste out. Usually the off site sorting has relatively lower sortability than 
segregation-at-source ones and needs more management effort. 

4.4  The best sorting method 

In summary, alternative 1 performs better than the others, especially in large building projects where site 
space is large enough for the collecting facilities. Under some circumstances, alternative 3 should be the last 
resort unless the poisonous waste is specified by the government. 

5  The research results of different qualification contractors 

In the main survey, two different qualificated contractors are compartmentalized, namely, Superfine Class and 
Class 1, according to the construction main contractor grades criterion given by ministry of construction of 
China. In the 51 responds, 18 questionnaires are classified to Superfine Class, and the rest 33 are classified to 
Class 1, yielding classified rate of 35.3% and 64.7%. The contractors’ responds are much different to most of 
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the constraint factors, except of two, ‘interference to normal site activity’ and ‘facility demanding’. 

5.1  Superfine class 

For superfine class, the dominant constraint factors of alternative 1 are ‘labouring demanding’, ‘facility 
demanding’ and ‘waste sortability’. ‘Impacting to construction duration’, ‘interference to normal site 
activities’ and ‘cost’ are the minor constraint factors. To alternative 2, ‘labour demanding’, ‘waste sortability’ 
and ‘market for recyclables’ are the dominant constraint factors. The minor constraint factors include 
‘impacting to construction duration’, ‘interference to normal site activities’ and ‘cost’. And to alternative 3, 
‘labour demanding’, ‘management effort’ and ‘availability of site space’ are dominant constraint factors. 
‘Impacting to construction duration’, ‘interference to site activities’ and ‘facility demanding’ are the minor 
constraint factors. On all the three alternatives, ‘labour demanding’ is the coincident dominant constraint 
factor, ‘impacting to construction duration’ and ‘interference to normal site activities’ are the coincident 
minor constraint factors. From the research result, a conclusion can be drawn that though on-site waste sorting 
has minor impact to construction duration and normal site activity, the contractors are unwilling to perform it. 

The overall constraint scores are 28.762 (alternative 1), 29.274 (alternative 2) and 30.090 (alternative 3). 
Apparently, alternative 1 is much more acceptable than the rest two. 

5.2  Class 1 

For class 1, the dominant constraint factors of alternative 1 include ‘management effort’, ‘availability of site 
space’, ‘labour demanding’ and ‘market for recyclables’. And the minor constraint factors include 
‘interference to normal site activities’, ‘impacting to construction duration’ and ‘facility demanding’. For 
alternative 2, ‘labour demanding’, ‘cost’, ‘market for recyclables’ and ‘waste sortability’ are the main 
constraint factors. ‘Impacting to construction duration’, ‘interference to normal site activities’, ‘confining by 
the environment’ and ‘management effort’ are the minor ones. As to alternative 3, the dominant constraint 
factors include ‘waste sortability’, ‘labour demanding’, ‘cost’ and ‘market for recyclables’. The minor 
constraint factors are the same as alternative 2. From the research result, the conclusion can be drawn as 
samples of Superfine Class Contractors. 

The overall constraint scores are 29.667 (alternative 1), 29.445 (alternative 2) and 29.166 (alternative 3). 
Correspondingly, alternative 3 is considered more acceptable than the rest of the two. 

5.3  The difference between the two Classes 

According to the research result, the two classes have little in common except to factors such as ‘labour 
demanding’, ‘impacting to construction duration’ and ‘interference to normal site activities’. The differences 
maybe come from two main aspects: 

(1) Some Superfine Class Contractors actually performed some simple sorting before (sorting out rebars, 
wasted templates etc.), especially for model projects. They have a better understanding than those who 
never did. 

(2) The samples for either classes are limited. Limited samples can’t reflect the real options for the Class, not 
to say the industry. 

5. 4  The research results of different work-age contractors 

The main research results are also classified by different work-age to see if work-age can influence the 
contractors’ understanding of on-site sorting. Constrained by the limited questionnaires, the work-age are 
classified to two groups, namely the work-age was above 10 years (22 respondents, yielding a ratio of 43.1%) 
and under 10 years (29 respondents, yielding a ratio of 56.9%).  
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5.5  The samples of work-age above 10 years 

For the contractors whose work-age are above ten years, the dominant constraint factors of alternative 1 are 
‘labour demanding’, ‘facility demanding’ ‘availability of site space’ and ‘waste sortability’, the minor 
constraint factors include ‘impacting to construction duration’, ‘interference to normal site activities’ and 
‘cost’. For alternative 2, the dominant constraint factors are ‘labour demanding’, ‘market for recyclables’ and 
‘facility demanding’, the minor constraint factors include ‘impacting to construction duration’, ‘interference to 
site activities’ and ‘confining by the environment’. And for alternative 3, the dominant constraint factors 
include ‘labour demanding’, ‘market for recyclables’ and ‘management effort’. The minor constraint factors 
are the same as alternative 2. To the three alternatives, ‘labour demanding’ is the coincident dominant 
constraint factor, ‘impacting to construction duration’ and ‘interference to normal site activities’ are the 
coincident minor constraint factors. From the research result, the same conclusion can be drawn as for 
Superfine Class and Class 1. 

The overall constraint score of the three alternatives are 29.030 (alternative 1), 28.985 (alternative 2) and 
30.261 (alternative 3), namely, alternatives 1 and 2 do not have much difference and alternative 3 is the least 
applicable option. 

5.6  The samples of work-age under 10 years 

For the contractors whose work-age are under ten years, the dominant constraint factors of alternative 1 are 
‘management effort’, ‘market for recyclables’ and ‘availability of site space’, the minor constraint factors 
include ‘interference to normal site activities’, ‘impacting to construction duration’ and ‘cost’. For alternative 
2, the dominant constraint factors are ‘labour demanding’, ‘management effort’ and ‘waste sortability’, the 
minor constraint factors include ‘impacting to construction duration’, ‘interference to normal site activities’ 
and ‘facility demanding’. And for alternative 3, the dominant constraint factors include ‘labour demanding’, 
‘market for recyclables’ and ‘availability of site space’. The minor constraint factors are the same as 
alternative 2. To the three alternatives, the dominant constraint factors vary to a great extent, ‘impacting to 
construction duration’ and ‘interference to normal site activities’ are the coincident minor constraint factors. 
Obviously, this group of contractors is unwilling to perform on-site sorting either. 

The overall constraint score of all the three alternatives are 28.954 (alternative 1), 30.160 (alternative 2) and 
29.468 (alternative 3), namely, alternative 1 is much applicable option than the rest of the two. 

5.7  The differences between the two different work-age groups 

There are differences between the two groups except the factors of ‘impacting to construction duration’ and 
‘interference to normal site activities’. The differences maybe come from these two main aspects: 

(1) Around half of the contractors whose work-age is above ten years are at supervisory place of the 
company, while the contractors whose work-age under ten year are mainly at technical post. Different 
work experience leads to different understanding of on-site waste sorting. 

(2) The samples for either class are limited. Limited samples can’t reflect the real options for the Class, not 
to say the industry. 

6  Contractors’ attitude towards implementing on-site waste sorting 

On-site waste sorting is an effective means to reduce the quantities of the construction waste to be disposed of 
at landfills and the effective measure for the reusing of waste. Whether or not the contractors share the 
environmental concern would greatly affect the implementation of on-site waste sorting.  

Not surprisingly, the contractors put time, cost and quality as their first priority that they always concentrate 
on completing the contract in the shortest period within the budget cost, without any consideration for the 
environment. The survey results revealed that about 90%[10] of the respondents are reluctant to perform on-site 
construction waste sorting unless it is specified in the contract. In other words, only government statute and/or 
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contract terms and conditions can set bounds for the contractors in building waste management. 

7  Conclusions and discussions 

According to the research result, ‘labour demanding’, ‘market for recyclables’, ‘waste sortability’, 
‘availability of site space’ and ‘management effort’ are the uppermost constraint factors. And alternative 1 is 
relatively acceptable than the rest two. Although experimental results demonstrated the obvious minimization 
of on-site sorting in reducing waste generated on-site. The contractors in Mainland China are reluctant to 
perform it, even with relatively high charge imposed on the waste (the present tax tip is 2~5 yuan per ton, 
when the tip is rised to 80~100 yuan per ton, 90.19% contractors said they would reduce the waste, exactly 
speaking, they would reduce the waste transported to landfills), the industry still has little incentive to taking 
out on-site sorting[11]. This study did not consider other factors that may influence the generation of on-site 
wastes, such as design coordination, site supervision, policy and so on. The correlation of the factors and the 
differences between different samples are not concerned either. The understanding of other industry sectors 
who do not deal with the waste directly, such as Designers, Engineers, Employers and Government officers, 
are not collected in this paper. The issue of the management of Construction Waste is rather complicated. The 
special characteristics of Mainland China, related to the relatively high availability of raw materials, makes 
the confrontation of this matter even harder. Not only should this issue attract the attention of the competent 
management authorities, but also simple citizens should draw their attention to it. Because of the very limited 
landfill capacity for waste disposal and the need to conserve this limited capacity for future, landfilling of 
solid waste in China has been opted as the least desirable disposal method. But when compared with most 
European and American cities, the use of administrative, economic and legislative measures to regulate and 
control waste growth is insufficient. To conclude, despite the explicit support from the government for waste 
reduction and recycling, the country’s waste management institutions and policy plans are inadequate to make 
waste management sustainable in the coming future. However, the on-site sorting rely heavily on the 
participation of Contractors, Employers and Engineers etc. It involves educating workers and subcontractors 
on waste management issues. For most of them, it is usually a long learning process to be familiar and feel 
comfortable with performing waste separation. What’s more, environmental and financial criteria now make 
the issue of limiting waste generation extremely important. The building constructor has a pivotal role to play 
in ensuring that the construction process at least is as clean and efficient as it possibly can be. The benefits of 
such an approach are clear.  
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