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Research progress on contaminated site regionalization based on
sustainable risk management
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Abstract: During the 14™ Five-Year Plan in China, the situation of soil ecological environment protection is still serious with
numerous challenges, for instance, the huge number of contaminated sites, the great financial pressure, the lack of qualified technical
personnel and the continuous expansion of urban land. Aiming at establishing the regionalization technical system and classification
decision-making support system for risk management of contaminated sites (RMCS), it is urgent to reveal the interaction mechanism
between RMCS and regional sustainable development. The paper firstly conducted a systematic analysis of international literatures.
Then, the principle idea of sustainable RMCS was elaborated in terms of three aspects, including specific regionalization of RMCS
based on health risk assessment, regional classification management of contaminated sites based on risk ranking, and
regionalization/planning decision-making based on the redevelopment of contaminated sites. Finally, the optimization direction for
the comprehensive establishment of the national regionalization technical system was proposed from three perspectives improving
the regionalization index system, involving stakeholders’ considerations and integrating effective information. Supported by the
systematic analysis of research progress and prospects, the findings are expected to provide precise decision-making guidance for
ranking, classification, regionalization and redevelopment planning of contaminated sites, and lead to the sustainable development of
the urban social economy.

Keywords: contaminated site; sustainable development; risk management and control; technical system of classification;
decision-making support system
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Fig. 1 Conceptual model of risk gradation-zonation-classification management for a contaminated site
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Fig. 2 Risk classification evaluation and management system of contaminated site
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Fig. 3 Regionalization framework based on the whole process management decision of contaminated site
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Fig. 4 Conceptual model of sustainable risk control regionalization system for contaminated site
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