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ABSTRACT

Due to the urbanization, lots of people are living in cities. It is very convenient to live in the cities for the people but at
the same time, the highly populated city has several environmental problems. During delivery process of large amount of
municipal waste generated from the cities, the automobile emission and traffic jam have been occurred. The waste collection
in the cities has been mainly done by using labour force and delivery truck. This is the conventional waste collection up to
now. Recently, new technologies like automated waste collection system and capsule transportation have been introduced.
Conventional waste collection mainly relied on the labour force and truck delivery does not need to invest a lot of money for
the start-up. However, it requires to pay the operational cost both for the labour force and the truck delivery. On the contrary
to this conventional waste collection, the automated waste collection and capsule transportation require high initial investment
cost. However, the automated waste collection and capsule transportation can reduce significantly the pollutants emission, traffic
jam by the waste trucks and actual waste collection cost per ton. In dealing with the waste collection in the cities, new waste
collection technologies could be properly combined with the conventional waste collection for the effective municipal waste

treatment.
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Fig. 1 Waste Collection vehicle (5 Ton)
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Table 2 One Waste Truck’s Emission(5 ton)
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Table 3 Total Emission from One Waste Truck in Seoul
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Fig. 2 Principle of PCP
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(a) Pipe type PCP
Fig. 3 Basic Concept of Pneumatic Capsule Pipeline®

(b) Rectangular type PCP
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Table 5 Feasibility Study of PCP System in New York
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Table 6 Collection Technologies Comparison
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