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abstract

Construction and demolition waste is a pivotal lever for operationalizing the circular economy in the built 
environment, yet implementation remains uneven across Europe. This study provides a comparative overview 
of Serbia and EU countries using harmonized survey data from the European Demolition Association. We 
analyze company profiles, revenue structures, and activity mixes across demolition, decontamination, and 
waste-management value chains. Serbia’s firms exhibit limited uptake of the circular economy: 69% report 
<25% of revenue from demolition activities, whereas 45% of EU firms derive >75% of revenue from demoli-
tion. In waste management (sorting/transport/recycling), 80% of Serbian companies earn <10% of revenue, 
compared with 33% in the EU; decontamination revenues show a similar gap (Serbia: 80% <10% vs. EU: 38% 
<10%). Although Serbian contractors show signs of maturation (50% medium and 13% significant by 2019 
self-classification), activity remains concentrated outside high-value circular economy loops, and subcontract-
ing shares remain skewed toward low-complexity segments. These findings suggest untapped potential for 
advancing the circular economy through targeted policy instruments (e.g., incentives for on-site sorting and 
secondary-materials markets), workforce training and certification, and digital traceability of construction and 
demolition waste flows. Strengthening these enablers could accelerate alignment with EU circular-economy 
objectives, reduce primary-resource use, and improve environmental and public-health outcomes in Serbia’s 
construction sector. Limitations include reliance on 2018 activity data and partial market coverage; future work 
should integrate newer waves and administrative datasets to track policy impacts over time.
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1. Introduction

The circular economy is a model of production and consumption that involves sharing, leasing, reusing, 
repairing, refurbishing, and recycling existing materials and products to extend their lifespan (European Par-
liament, 2022). Although there are many definitions of the circular economy, they all share two key elements: 
(1) reducing, reusing, and recycling materials, and (2) systematic socio-economic change (Kirchherr, Reike & 
Hekkert, 2017). Overall, the circular economy has emerged as an alternative to the traditional linear economy 
(Buchmann-Duck & Beazley, 2020), aiming to separate economic growth from the use of primary resources 
(Buchmann-Duck & Beazley, 2020).

The circular economy model considers factors that can reduce waste and enable more precise monitoring 
of resource consumption (Kok et al., 2013). It has a positive impact on supply chains, thereby becoming a vital 
strategy in procurement and representing a supply chain innovation (Govindan & Hasanagic, 2018). Circular 
economy, as a new model of economic development, promotes the reuse (recycling) of materials, goods, and 
components to minimize waste generation to the greatest possible extent and to innovate the chain of produc-
tion, consumption, distribution, and reuse of materials and energy (Ghisellini et al., 2018). Some studies exam-
ine the circular economy through the lens of supply chains. In this sense, the circular economy is emphasized 
as having the potential to address a range of existing challenges and to create financial and economic value for 
society and the economy (Lacy et al., 2020).

Although there is increasing focus on circular economy models across Europe, there is limited empirical ev-
idence from non-EU transition economies. Serbia, a candidate country aligning its waste management policies 
with EU standards, encounters structural and institutional obstacles that impede the implementation of circu-
lar practices, particularly in managing construction and demolition waste. Moreover, the transition toward a 
circular economy contributes directly to disaster risk reduction by minimizing waste accumulation, preventing 
environmental degradation, and promoting material resilience (Çetin & Kirchherr, 2025; Cvetković, Bošković, 
& Ocal, 2021; Cvetković & Filipović, 2017; Cvetković & Šišović, 2024a, 2024b; Cvetković, 2024; Grozdanić & 
Cvetković, 2024; Jevtić, Cvetković, Gačić, & Raonić, 2025; Nikolić, Cvetković, Renner, Cvijović, & Gačić, 2025; 
Pradhananga & Elzomor, 2023). In the context of disaster risk-informed practice, the circular management of 
construction and demolition waste enhances adaptive capacities of urban systems and supports sustainable 
recovery processes (Ayalew & Lema, 2025; Beli, Renner, Cvetković, Ivanov, & Gačić, 2025; Canete, Lisay, & 
Mahmud, 2025; Desalit, Duque, Edradan, Enciso, Enriquez, & Pan, 2025; Garba, Amuka, & Akaan, 2025; Ilić 
& Milašinović, 2025; Masaba, Aryatwijuka, Ntayi, & Bagire, 2025; Ojha, Bhattarai, & Devkota, 2025; Tushabe 
et al., 2025).

The circular economy has become one of the European Union’s and many other nations’ primary political 
goals. It is considered an important opportunity for redirecting the current economic model towards sustaina-
ble development (Ghisellini et al., 2018). In recent years, these models have been recognized by organizations 
in both the public and private sectors as a sustainable approach to implementing circular economy strategies 
(Lacy et al., 2020). The circular economy is thus highly emphasized in the construction sector due to its sig-
nificant impact. This industry accounts for nearly 30% of all natural resource depletion and produces 25% of 
global solid waste (Benachio, Freitas & Tavares, 2020). Studies on the implementation of the circular economy 
in construction reveal that its principles are not applied in full. Most countries discuss potential rather than 
actual practice of circular economic principles (Hossain, Ng, Antwi-Afari, & Amor, 2020). Unfortunately, there 
are few studies from Serbia that help increase awareness and broaden scientific and professional understanding 
of the application of circular economy principles in construction, especially in demolition.

The aim of this research is to present the potential for developing the circular economy in the construction 
industry and demolition waste sector in Serbia and to compare the results with those of other European coun-
tries. By presenting findings on current levels of this type of waste, the advantages of resource reuse will be 
highlighted, ultimately contributing to the development of the circular economy in construction materials and 
environmental protection.
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The main objective of this study is to highlight the advantages and potential of reusing construction industry 
waste, which significantly contributes to the development of the circular economy in the Republic of Serbia. The 
specific research questions addressed in this paper are:

RQ1. �Does the Republic of Serbia have the potential for developing a circular economy 
in the field of demolition waste?

RQ2. What are the annual quantities of such waste generated in the Republic of Serbia?

RQ3. How do these quantities compare to those in the European Union?

RQ4. What are the advantages and disadvantages of developing the circular economy in this field?

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides a brief literature review with the 
most significant findings from studies in this area. Section 3 outlines the research materials and methods used. 
Section 4 presents the results and accompanying discussion. The final section is reserved for concluding consid-
erations. This study offers one of the first systematic comparisons between Serbia and EU member states using 
harmonized industry data from the European Demolition Association (EDA). Leveraging this dataset provides 
new evidence on the maturity and challenges of circular practices in Serbia’s construction sector.

1.1.  Literature Review

This section examines key academic and policy sources on the circular economy and its application to the 
management of construction and demolition waste (C&DW), with a focus on the European and Serbian set-
tings. The current resource management approach needs to be upgraded to identify opportunities for increased 
resource efficiency better while still following environmentally friendly practices (Shi et al., 2017). This shift is 
already underway, with the circular economy concept playing a key role in it (Bastein et al., 2013). The Europe-
an Commission Report (2006) suggested that the EU’s environmental policy should prevent or minimize waste 
through clean technologies to reduce the generation of all waste types. Developing efficient waste recycling 
opens new avenues for social, economic, and environmental gains, while also decreasing waste sent to landfills 
and considering other harmful disposal methods (Dada, Mohammed, & Quadir, 2025; Dada, Mohammed, 
Mallam, & Ajayi, 2025; Garba & Akaan, 2025; Janković, Cvetković, Gačić, Renner, & Jakovljević, 2025; Milen-
ković, 2025; Mančić, 2025; Popović Mančević, 2025; Renner & Mayr-Veselinovic, 2025; Miranda et al., 2013).  

On March 4, 2019, the European Commission released its latest report on the implementation of the Cir-
cular Economy Action Plan (Lin, 2020). This report emphasizes the key achievements within the plan aimed 
at promoting circular economy initiatives (Lin, 2020). The circular economy advocates biomimicry, ecosystem 
impact assessment, the bioeconomy, and renewable energy (Buchmann-Duck & Beazley, 2020). At the Smart 
City Institute, researchers identified two perspectives in this field: on the one hand, sustainable business models 
are seen as drivers of the shift toward sustainability (Bleus & Crutzen, 2020). On the other hand, policymakers 
and scientists view the circular economy as the most promising tool for reaching sustainability goals (Bleus 
& Crutzen, 2020). These authors (Bleus & Crutzen, 2020) therefore consider the circular economy model as 
essential in this context.

The European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT), which is part of the European Union and orig-
inated in the Horizon 2020 program, issued a directive that comprehensively addresses harmful substances in 
construction waste (Wahlström et al., 2018). This directive concentrates on hazardous materials regulated by 
the European Union, international agreements, or national laws. There is significant concern about compounds 
found in older construction materials, as their presence may limit the recycling of such waste (Wahlström et al., 
2018). Current EU legislation already restricts the use of many substances in new construction products (Wahl-
ström et al., 2018). Continuous industrial growth has generated large volumes of construction and demolition 
(C&D) waste, leading to serious environmental and social issues (Du et al., 2020). Infrastructure projects gen-
erate substantial waste (Povetkin & Isaac, 2020). Managing construction waste is more challenging than man-
aging other waste types because it often contains toxic materials. The use of recycling practices for construction 
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and demolition (C&D) waste is essential for reducing waste and conserving natural resources (Liu et al., 2020). 
At every stage of C&D waste recycling, environmental impacts are assessed (Liu et al., 2020).

In conventional buildings, the reuse and recycling of C&D waste at the end of the life cycle reduce overall 
impacts during the building’s life cycle and, to an even greater extent, mitigate impacts in all pre-use phases of 
materials (such as transportation and production of construction materials) (Ghisellini et al., 2018). If waste is 
sorted on-site, it can be reused in the construction of new buildings, resulting in financial savings on transport 
to landfills and a reduction in environmental impacts caused by exhaust emissions from waste transport through 
settlements (Metić, 2025; Lipovac, 2025; Kalanj, 2025; Petrović, 2025; Vidović & Beriša, 2025; Vračević, 2025).

In all market scenarios for C&D waste recycling, environmental impacts are examined, given that govern-
ments’ primary incentive is to improve C&D waste recycling and minimize environmental impacts (Liu et al., 
2020). Recyclers’ profit decreases in proportion to the rate of waste disposed of and the investment cost coef-
ficient. In contrast, recyclers may achieve higher profits when their capacity is insufficient to handle the C&D 
waste they generate (Liu et al., 2020). According to Liu et al. (2020), if the investment cost coefficient is relatively 
higher, a “win-win” situation can be achieved, benefiting both waste producers and recyclers. Among the two 
C&D waste recycling market scenarios, the optimal scenario is the one that offers greater environmental benefits.

In Serbia, the application of circular economy principles in construction remains underdeveloped. Al-
though estimates indicate that up to 80% of construction and demolition waste could be reused, most waste is 
still disposed of in landfills (Eraković & Mladenović-Ranisavljević, 2019). Approximately 5 m³ of construction 
waste per site is generated annually, while over 3,500 landfills operate nationwide, many of them unmanaged 
or improperly regulated (Čepić et al., 2022). The situation is particularly critical after disasters such as floods, 
when waste volumes rise sharply, revealing weaknesses in local recovery and recycling systems.

Serbia’s Waste Management Strategy officially bans uncontrolled disposal and outlines legal procedures for 
waste classification and processing (Stanojlović et al., 2016). However, there is a significant implementation gap 
caused by limited funding, inadequate monitoring, and a shortage of specialized infrastructure (Cvetković et 
al., 2023; Cvetković et al., 2025). The lack of comprehensive data on C&DW composition and flows hampers 
evidence-based policymaking (Karanović, 2021). These systemic issues show that, although legal frameworks 
exist, their practical application remains limited, leaving Serbia behind EU standards and circular-economy 
benchmarks. To comply with the EU Waste Framework Directive and the European Green Deal, Serbia needs 
to strengthen institutional capacity, develop financial mechanisms, and implement education programs that 
encourage sustainable construction and resource recovery. 

Incorporating disaster risk-informed principles into circular practices could also boost urban resilience, 
making reconstruction after disasters more efficient, environmentally friendly, and low-waste. The literature 
indicates that, while the circular economy is a major driver of sustainability across Europe, its deployment in 
the construction sector—especially in transition economies like Serbia—is still incomplete. Closing this gap 
requires harmonized data, enhanced institutional coordination, and the integration of circular-economy and 
disaster-risk management strategies to improve environmental protection and societal resilience.

2. Materials and Methods

This study relies on primary data collected through ongoing research carried out by the European Demo-
lition Association (EDA). The Serbian Association for Demolition, Decontamination, and Recycling of Con-
struction Materials provided data for Serbia. For comparison, the study uses data from research conducted in 
2019, citing 2018. Data for European countries are publicly available, while Serbian data are accessible only to 
the study’s authors. The research was conducted using an electronic questionnaire with questions organized 
into eight distinct sections.

The first section aimed to identify the companies’ main activities. They were categorized based on wheth-
er they operated as contractors performing demolition in urban (city) environments; contractors performing 
demolition in industrial settings (noting that urban demolition typically involves higher environmental protec-
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tion standards); contractors involved in both demolition and waste management and recycling activities, where 
recycling may occur on-site to enable reuse—supporting circular economy principles and cost savings. Another 
group included general contractors handling all types of construction-related tasks. Further categorization dis-
tinguished whether companies engaged in design, construction, or other services.

The second section focused on company revenues in 2018 from all activities. Responses were grouped into 
categories: less than 1 million euros, 1 to 5 million euros, 5 to 15 million euros, 15 to 30 million euros, 30 to 50 
million euros, and over 50 million euros. These data provide insight into revenue levels relative to the scope of 
activity (demolition, decontamination, recycling), indicating the extent to which these practices are applied.

The third section specifically examined revenues from demolition activities (urban, industrial, waste remov-
al). It aimed to determine the share of demolition revenue, categorized into: less than 25%, 25% to 50%, 50% to 
70%, or more than 75%. This highlights the potential and profitability of demolition work. The fourth section 
assessed the scale of companies, classifying them as large, medium, or small contractors. The fifth section ana-
lyzed revenue changes in 2018 compared to 2017 from demolition-related activities. Responses were grouped 
into five categories: growth of 15% or more, moderate growth of 5% to 15%, stable within +/-5%, moderate 
decline of -5% to -15%, and a significant decline of -15% or more. It emphasizes the benefits of demolition, 
including the provision of renewable resources through proper waste disposal and recycling. The sixth section 
examined companies whose revenues relied on decontamination activities, especially asbestos and other haz-
ardous substances. The goal was to determine the share of revenue from these activities, which can be profitable 
while ensuring proper disposal of hazardous waste to protect the environment and public health. Response 
options included: over 50%, 26% to 50%, 11% to 25%, and under 10%.

The seventh section covered income from waste management activities, including sorting, transportation, 
and recycling. Responses were grouped into four categories: over 50%, 26% to 50%, 11% to 25%, and under 
10%. Its purpose was to highlight the profitability of these activities, which are essential for a circular economy 
and waste reuse. The eighth section asked companies to share their outlook for 2019 (as estimated in 2018), 
with response categories including growth over +15%, moderate growth between +5% and +15%, stability be-
tween -5% and +5%, moderate decline between 5% and -15%, and decline of more than 15%. The questionnaire 
was completed by members of the European Association for Demolition, Decontamination, and Recycling 
of Construction Materials in both Serbia and the European Union. In the EU, companies were surveyed at 
the country level, with results presented cumulatively for the entire Union. The surveyed companies engaged 
in demolition, recycling, or construction. The reason for targeting these businesses is that their activities ex-
tend beyond construction itself, covering demolition, decontamination, and recycling—key processes in the 
circular economy. This approach promotes environmental safety by following demolition with waste sorting, 
decontamination, and recycling, enabling on-site reuse. Consequently, the total waste disposed of in designated 
facilities is significantly reduced.

3. Results

3.1. Overview of Data Obtained in the Republic of Serbia

The 2019 Industrial Report (EDA, 2019b) analyzed data from 2018. In Serbia, companies reported their 
main activities: 13% were urban demolition contractors, 6% focused on industrial demolitions, 6% handled 
waste management and recycling, 31% were general demolition firms performing all types of work, 31% en-
gaged in design and project management for demolitions, while 13% noted their activities as “other” related to 
demolition or construction waste management as part of their core business.

From this, it is clear that 31% of companies performed a full range of services, and another 31% specialized 
in design and project management for demolitions. Compared to 2017 and 2018, 2019 saw a notable increase 
in companies offering broader service scopes. In 2018, the revenue distribution was as follows: 50% earned less 
than 1 million euros, 13% earned between 1 and 5 million euros, 19% earned between 5 and 15 million euros, 
and 19% earned between 30 and 50 million euros, across all activities. When asked, “What percentage of your 
revenue came solely from demolition activities, including urban, industrial, and waste removal?” 69% reported 
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less than 25%, 19% reported between 25% and 50%, and 13% reported more than 75% of their revenue from 
demolition activities. This indicates limited capacity in waste processing and removal. With 13% of companies 
identifying as large contractors, 50% as medium-sized, and 38% as small, Serbian companies show potential to 
become leading contractors. While all surveyed companies in previous years were classified as small, in 2019, 
50% identified as medium-sized, and 13% as large contractors capable of managing entire projects—significant 
progress for Serbian firms.

Analysis of revenue growth in 2018 compared with 2017 from demolition-related activities showed that 
27% of companies reported significant growth (+15%), 13% reported moderate growth (+5% to +15%), 40% 
indicated stability (-5% to +5%), while 20% reported a slight decline (-5% to -15%). In terms of revenues from 
decontamination activities (particularly asbestos and other hazardous substances), 7% of companies reported 
that more than 50% of their revenues came from these activities, 13% between 11% and 25%, while the majority 
achieved only about 10% of their revenues from decontamination. For waste management activities (sorting, 
transport, recycling), the reported revenues were as follows: more than 50% of revenues in 13% of companies, 
between 26% and 50% in 7% of companies, and less than 10% in 80% of companies.

When asked, “Compared with 2018, what are your business expectations for 2019 regarding demolition-relat-
ed activities?”, 7% of companies expected significant growth of more than 15%, 27% expected moderate growth 
(+5% to +15%), 53% anticipated stable business (+/-5%), while 13% expected a slight decline (-5% to -15%).

3.2. Comparative Overview of Serbia and the European Union

In 2018, subcontractors reported their demolition project involvement as follows: over 75% of projects was 
handled by 20% of companies (compared to 14% in the EU), 51-75% involvement was reported by 13% of 
companies (EU: 20%), 26-50% by 7% (EU: 24%), and less than 25% by 60% (EU: 41%). Significant differences 
between Serbian and European companies are apparent. See Table 1 for details.

Table 1. Overview and comparison of data obtained in the Republic of Serbia and the European Union

Question Republic of Serbia European Union Comment

Main company 
activities

13% perform urban demolition; 
6% industrial demolition; 6% 
manage waste and recycling; 31% 
are general demolition contractors; 
31% work as project managers in 
demolition; 13% list demolition/
waste management as complemen-
tary to their main business

28% perform urban demolition; 
9% industrial demolition; 1% 
scraping; 1% waste manage-
ment and recycling; 47% are 
general demolition contractors; 
3% work as project managers; 
9% listed demolition/waste 
management as complementary

In the EU, 47% of sur-
veyed companies are 
general contractors.

Company revenues 
in 2018 (all activ-
ities)

50% earned less than €1M; 13% 
between €1M–€5M; 19% be-
tween €5M–€15M; 19% between 
€30M–€50M

13% earned less than €1M; 
35% between €1M–€5M; 24% 
between €5M–€15M; 14% 
between €15M–€30M; 7% 
between €30M–€50M; 7% over 
€50M

In the EU, 7% of compa-
nies earned over €50M, 
while no such data was 
recorded for Serbia.

Revenue from 
demolition-related 
activities

69% earned less than 25% from 
these activities; 19% earned 25–
50%; 13% earned more than 75%

16% earned less than 25%; 17% 
earned 25–50%; 23% earned 
50–70%; 45% earned more than 
75%

In the EU, 45% of compa-
nies earned over 75% of 
their revenue from demo-
lition-related activities—
an indicator of circular 
economy potential.

Are companies 
contractors? 13% large; 50% medium; 38% small 17% large; 49% medium; 35% 

small Differences are minor.

Revenue growth 
in 2018 vs. 2017 
(demolition activ-
ities)

27% reported significant growth 
(+15%); 13% slight growth (+5% to 
+15%); 40% stable (-5% to +5%); 
20% slight decline (-5% to -15%)

29% significant growth (+15%); 
32% slight growth (+5% to 
+15%); 27% stable (-/+5%); 9% 
slight decline (-5% to -15%); 
3% significant decline (>15%)

EU companies show stron-
ger growth in demolition 
revenue, while Serbia 
shows primarily stable 
growth.
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Revenue from 
decontamination 
(e.g., asbestos, haz-
ardous substances)

7% earned over 50%; 13% earned 
11–25%; 80% earned up to 10%

8% earned over 50%; 18% 
earned 26–50%; 36% earned 
11–25%; 38% earned less than 
10%

In Serbia, 80% of com-
panies earned only 10% 
or less from decontam-
ination, while 18% of 
EU companies earned 
between 26% and 50%.

Revenue from 
waste management 
(sorting, transport, 
recycling)

13% earned over 50%; 7% earned 
26–50%; 80% earned less than 10%

8% earned over 50%; 21% 
earned 26–50%; 38% earned 
11–25%; 33% earned less than 
10%

In Serbia, 80% of com-
panies earned less than 
10% of their revenue 
from waste management 
activities.

Business outlook 
for 2019 (demoli-
tion activities)

7% expected significant growth 
(+15%); 27% slight growth (+5% 
to +15%); 53% stable (+/-5%); 13% 
slight decline (-5% to -15%)

12% expected significant 
growth (+15%); 36% slight 
growth (+5% to +15%); 34% 
stable (+/-5%); 13% slight 
decline (-5% to -15%); 5% sig-
nificant decline (>15%)

Serbia expects mostly 
stable business, while the 
EU expects higher growth 
in demolition activities.

Figure 1. Comparative Overview of Construction and Demolition Waste Sector Indicators:  
Republic of Serbia vs. European Union.

4. Discussion

This study contributes to understanding and advancing the circular economy, particularly in the context of 
construction and demolition waste (C&DW) management in the Republic of Serbia. The comparative analysis 
between Serbia and EU member states reveals both progress and persistent gaps in the maturity of circular 
practices. Serbian companies are increasingly engaging in diversified demolition and recycling activities, with 
50% identifying as medium-sized and 13% as large contractors—an encouraging sign of market consolidation 
and professional growth. However, the data also indicate that circular processes remain marginal in business 
operations: 69% of Serbian companies earn less than 25% of their revenue from demolition-related activities, 
and 80% derive less than 10% of their revenue from waste management or recycling. In contrast, almost half 
of EU companies generate more than 75% of their income from such activities, reflecting higher integration of 
circular models into mainstream construction economies.

These findings highlight that Serbia’s circular economy transition is still in its formative stage. Structural 
limitations—including the lack of specialized recycling facilities, insufficient financial incentives, and incom-
plete regulatory enforcement—constrain the broader adoption of CE principles. Moreover, fragmented data on 
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waste flows and the absence of a fully developed secondary materials market limit the operationalization of CE 
policies. These challenges are characteristic of many transition economies, where the alignment of institutional 
frameworks with EU directives remains ongoing. Addressing these issues will require a coordinated policy 
approach that combines regulatory enforcement, infrastructure investment, and capacity building among dem-
olition and recycling enterprises.

From a disaster risk-informed perspective, the findings underscore the strategic importance of CE integra-
tion for enhancing national resilience (Andrews, Ccp, Pmp, PhD, & Dpm, 2022; Çetin & Kirchherr, 2025; Far-
hanrika, Sarpono, Kusuma, & Widodo, 2023; Jayasinghe et al., 2024; Pradhananga & Elzomor, 2023). Effective 
management of construction and demolition waste can reduce post-disaster debris accumulation, improve the 
safety and sustainability of reconstruction, and decrease environmental and health risks associated with hazard-
ous materials (Banias et al., 2022; Cook & Velis, 2020; Cook, Velis, & Black, 2022; Islam, Sandanayake, Muthuku-
maran, & Navaratna, 2024; Lee, Chang, & Lee, 2024; Shajidha & Mortula, 2025). In disaster recovery scenarios, 
circular approaches—such as on-site material sorting, reuse of debris, and recycling of building components—
can accelerate recovery timelines and reduce economic losses (Al-Zrigat, 2020; Jalloul, Choi, Derrible, & Yeşiller, 
2022). Consequently, integrating CE principles into disaster risk management frameworks supports both sus-
tainable reconstruction and long-term urban resilience (Caro et al., 2023; Minunno, O’Grady, Morrison, Gruner, 
& Colling, 2018; Regattieri, Gamberi, Bortolini, & Piana, 2018; Ruiz, Ramón, & Domingo, 2020). 

It must be acknowledged that emerging technologies play a pivotal role in developing circular economy 
frameworks that integrate waste valorization, sustainable energy generation, and regional climate adaptation 
strategies. Moreover, realizing such integration requires more than technical coordination; it depends on a 
collaborative social process involving negotiation, knowledge sharing, and collective learning among poli-
cymakers, businesses, and citizens (Dialog Bioökonomie, 2023; OECD, 2020; Kaukab, 2023). Targeted risk 
communication raises awareness of opportunities and risks, supports behavioral change, and fosters trust and 
participation (WHO, 2025; Renn, 2017). However, knowledge alone rarely leads to action (Luick et al., 2025). 
Behavioral responses depend on trust in intermediaries, perceived self-efficacy, and the framing of risks and 
benefits (Hauck, 2023). 

A systematic framework (Graf et al., 2025) for planning risk communication strategies to enable the devel-
opment of circular economies needs to be applied effectively to foster individual and collective capacities to act 
sustainably. At the policy level, this research offers practical insights for the Ministry of Environmental Pro-
tection of the Republic of Serbia and local authorities tasked with implementing waste management strategies. 
The results suggest that policy instruments should move beyond legal compliance toward market stimulation, 
for example, through tax incentives for recycling, green public procurement, and digital traceability systems 
for C&DW flows. Institutional partnerships among public agencies, universities, and private companies can 
help bridge the gap between research and application by driving innovation in waste-reuse technologies and 
business models.

At the industry level, the study can support construction and demolition companies by highlighting tangi-
ble benefits of circular economy practices: reduced operational costs through material recovery, lower disposal 
expenses, and improved competitiveness through sustainable branding. Demonstrating economic viability is 
key to motivating companies to adopt CE practices voluntarily, rather than solely through regulatory pressure.

Finally, from an academic and research standpoint, this study provides a foundational baseline for further 
exploration of circular economy implementation in Serbia and comparable contexts. Future research could 
focus on longitudinal monitoring of CE adoption, quantifying environmental benefits (e.g., CO₂ reduction, 
resource efficiency), and integrating CE indicators into national disaster risk reduction policies. By linking cir-
cularity with risk-informed planning, Serbia has the opportunity to position its construction sector not only as 
an economic driver but also as a cornerstone of environmental and societal resilience in line with the European 
Green Deal and Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (2015–2030).
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5. Conclusion

The results from the European Demolition Association (EDA) Industrial Report provide valuable insights 
for the demolition sector. These findings support the growth of the circular economy and environmental pro-
tection efforts. To improve reliability and sustainability in Serbia, investment in education, training, and ca-
pacity-building for workers and waste producers is essential, aligned with European standards and practices. 
Currently, this industry is still emerging, and formal vocational schools for related professions do not yet exist. 
Enhancing education among waste producers could significantly boost the development of the circular econo-
my in demolition waste management. The main benefit would be a positive impact on Serbia’s national budget 
by preserving resources and supporting a well-developed construction sector. Although Serbia is advancing 
in this direction, the EU shows higher operational results and participation, as reflected in company forecasts. 
This study adds to scientific knowledge about the circular economy and offers practical insights for improving 
circular practices in the construction material sector in Serbia. The recommended waste management proce-
dures can result in environmentally safe, economically feasible, and operationally efficient outcomes. Limita-
tions include the focus on data from 2019, leaving gaps regarding developments over the past three years. It 
is also assumed that not all companies engaged in these activities are captured in the report, raising questions 
about how future, more comprehensive studies could better assess the sector’s potential. Future research will 
aim to answer these questions and develop practical solutions to strengthen circular economy practices in con-
struction and demolition.
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