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Abstract: Construction and demolition activities consume large amounts of materials, energy and labour, but a significant portion of 

these inputs is lost as waste. Every metric ton of discarded material costs more to dispose of than it generates in economic value. C&D 

waste can be a potential replacement for virgin materials if it is properly recovered and recycled. Understanding the economic aspects of 

construction waste requires looking at both cost drivers and cost-saving opportunities. This paper examines the economic implications of 

construction waste. It reviews findings from international studies on cost–benefit analysis, life-cycle costing and financial evaluation of 

waste-minimisation and recycling strategies. Key cost components include material procurement, on-site handling, off-site transport, 

tipping fees and administrative costs. The paper proposes a model for economic evaluation. Integrated strategies that combine waste 

prevention, on-site management and off-site recycling can reduce project costs and generate financially viable business models for 

recycling facilities. Barriers and enablers from an economic perspective are analysed in terms of contractual structures, market maturity 

and policy instruments, and recommendations are provided for practitioners and policymakers aiming to treat construction waste as a 

managed economic flow rather than a residual by-product. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Construction and demolition waste is one of the largest solid-

waste streams in the world, accounting for 30% to 40% of 

total waste generated by mass [2][13]. This stream has 

traditionally been framed as an environmental and regulatory 

problem involving land take, pollution and compliance with 

waste directives. However, the economic dimension is 

equally important. Each unit of waste contains the cost of 

materials, labour and equipment used to bring them to the 

site, as well as additional expenditure for handling, transport 

and disposal. When waste arises due to design errors, over-

ordering or poor site practices, these costs are entirely 

avoidable and represent a direct loss to project stakeholders. 

 

The cost of waste can be significant. Jain found that 

excessive wastage of materials such as cement, brick, steel 

and tiles, caused by improper planning and low awareness of 

waste reduction, translated into measurable economic losses 

that could have been converted into cost savings through 

better practice [1]. In Europe, Asia and Latin America, 

studies show that well-designed recycling systems and 

prevention strategies can transform part of the waste stream 

into economically valuable secondary materials [2]. These 

findings suggest that construction waste should be 

understood as a mismanaged resource flow with both cost 

and saving potential. 

 

Economic analysis of waste involves tracing how money is 

spent. Costs include purchasing materials that become waste, 

storing and handling them on site, loading and hauling them 

to treatment or disposal facilities, and paying tipping or gate 

fees. Benefits arise when measures reduce the quantity of 

waste generated, lower the cost of managing each unit of 

waste, or extract economic value from waste through reuse 

and recycling. Competitiveness can be influenced by how 

companies manage waste. Government and society bear 

additional costs in providing waste infrastructure and dealing 

with environmental externalities, while also standing to gain 

from more efficient resource use and reduced demand for 

virgin aggregates [2]. 

 

This paper examines how construction waste can be 

managed to save money. Section II outlines a typical cost 

structure. Section III presents a conceptual figure of cost and 

benefit streams. Section IV reviews the evidence for cost 

savings. Section V proposes key economic indicators and an 

evaluation process. Section VI discusses barriers from an 

economic perspective, and Section VII concludes with 

implications for practice and policy. The aim is to provide 

conceptual understanding and practical tools for decision-

makers who wish to integrate economic reasoning into 

construction waste management. 

 

2. Economic Impacts of Construction Waste 
 

2.1 Direct Cost Components 

 

The most immediate impact of construction waste is on 

material procurement cost. Over-ordering, breakage and poor 

storage lead to considerable wastage of basic materials [1]. 

Estimates suggest that between 5% and 15% of delivered 

materials can be lost as waste [2]. Even single-digit loss rates 

can translate into substantial monetary sums when applied to 

large, material-intensive projects. 

 

Procurement costs also include handling and internal 

transport costs. Hauling waste materials from the work face 

to temporary storage areas, loading them into containers or 

trucks, and re-handling them multiple times are all required. 

These activities consume significant time. In the Pearl River 

Delta region of China, on-site handling and internal transport 

can represent a substantial share of total waste-management 

cost [5]. Incremental costs are often dispersed across 

different cost codes, making them less visible but no less 
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real, as they arise from the use of cranes, forklifts and 

manual labour for waste handling. 

 

A further component consists of external haulage and 

disposal costs. Waste must ultimately be transported off site. 

Vehicle hire, driver wages, fuel, tolls and maintenance are 

included, and contractors pay tipping or gate fees at the 

destination. Cost–benefit studies show that the economic 

attractiveness of recycling can be strongly influenced by 

haulage distance and disposal-fee structures [3]. Prevention 

and recovery measures become more attractive when the cost 

per ton of waste is high. Even when disposal is relatively 

cheap and nearby, the financial motivation for waste 

reduction may appear weaker, although the social costs 

remain significant. 

 

2.2 Indirect and External Economic Effects 

 

The economic effects of construction waste can be more 

difficult to quantify. One such effect is the impact on site 

productivity. When waste is not adequately managed, it 

accumulates in work areas, slows movement, increases the 

number of handling steps and raises safety risks. Workers 

may spend more time searching for materials, navigating 

around debris or clearing space before completing their 

tasks. According to Ibrahim’s study on “hidden returns”, 

projects with robust waste management often benefit from 

smoother workflow, fewer interruptions and improved 

morale, which translate into lower labour cost per unit of 

output [11]. Productivity gains are an economic benefit of 

better waste management even if they do not appear under a 

dedicated cost heading. 

 

Local government and society are responsible for external 

costs. Municipalities must invest in waste-collection fleets, 

transfer stations, landfills and environmental control systems. 

If disposal fees do not reflect these expenses, taxpayers end 

up subsidising part of the cost of construction waste. Many 

European countries have introduced landfill taxes and 

differentiated fee structures to better reflect social costs and 

create price incentives for prevention and recycling. These 

instruments aim to shift some of the economic burden back 

onto waste generators, encouraging them to adopt more 

efficient practices and invest in recycling infrastructure. 

 

Another indirect economic dimension concerns missed 

opportunities for value recovery. C&D waste contains many 

materials that can be reused or recycled in other applications 

[2]. When this potential is not realised, the economy 

foregoes savings in quarrying and primary material 

production. Di Maria et al. show that, when life-cycle costs 

and avoided impacts are taken into account, recycling and 

high-quality recovery options can be economically 

competitive [10]. Failing to recover economic value from 

waste is therefore both an environmental loss and a missed 

financial opportunity. 

 

2.3 Typical Cost Structure 

 

The cost breakdown in Table I illustrates how different cost 

components contribute to the overall cost of construction 

waste management. The ranges are indicative of several 

studies [3] [7] [9]. They highlight where major expenditures 

occur and where savings are likely to be most significant if 

waste is reduced. 

 

Table 1: Typical Cost Components of Construction Waste 

Management at Project Level 

Cost category Description 
Typical share 

of total (%) 

Material purchase 

cost of waste 

Cost of materials that end 

up as off-cuts, damage or 

surplus 

35–50 

On-site handling 

and sorting 

Labour and equipment time 

for moving and segregating 

waste 

10–20 

Internal transport 

on site 

Forklifts, loaders, 

temporary storage and 

rehandling 

5–10 

External haulage 
Trucking to landfill or 

recycling facilities 
10–15 

Disposal or 

tipping fees 

Landfill gate fees, taxes, or 

processing charges 
10–20 

Administrative 

and compliance 

Documentation, permits, 

reporting, supervision 
3–5 

Opportunity cost 

of lost value 

Foregone revenue or 

savings from unrealised 

recovery options 

5–15 

 

This structure highlights two important insights. The material 

procurement cost of waste dominates the total cost, meaning 

that preventing waste at source through better design, 

procurement and handling can have a larger economic 

impact than simply reducing disposal fees. Minor changes in 

wastage percentages for high-value materials can result in 

savings that exceed the contractor’s profit margin. A sizeable 

hidden loss can also be caused by failing to take advantage 

of recycling or reuse options. When opportunity costs are 

recognised in economic evaluation, strategies that recover 

materials and displace virgin purchases tend to rank more 

favourably than they would under a narrow, disposal-focused 

accounting. 

 

3. Cost–Benefit Analysis of Waste 

Management Options 
 

3.1 Analytical Approaches 

 

A framework for comparing waste-management options is 

provided by cost–benefit analysis. Early work by Begum et 

al. found that net economic benefits were produced when 

improvements in site practices, training and on-site sorting 

were applied to construction waste-minimisation measures in 

Malaysia [3]. Their analysis compared a scenario where 

waste was mostly landfilled with a minimisation scenario 

that included better planning and segregation. The results 

showed that the savings from avoided disposal and reduced 

material purchases were more important than the 

implementation costs. 

 

Yuan et al. developed the framework for cost–benefit 

analysis of C&D waste management [4]. Their approach 

distinguishes between different stages of waste generation, 

collection, transport, treatment and final disposal or reuse. 

By mapping how changes in one part of the chain affect 

others, it reveals dynamic interactions that may not be 

apparent in simpler static analyses. Market prices for 
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recycled materials and policy instruments are crucial for 

identifying optimal strategies. 

 

The long-term economic performance of C&D waste 

schemes has also been evaluated. Liu et al., in Guangzhou, 

used a model to show how landfill-fee levels, recycling rates 

and illegal dumping affect net economic outcomes [6]. The 

dynamic modelling used by Doan and Chinda shows that it 

can take more than a decade for a programme to become 

financially attractive [8]. The economics of waste 

management are therefore both path- and time-dependent, 

with early investments in infrastructure shaping future costs 

and revenue streams. 

 

3.2 Cost and Benefit Streams 

 

Cost streams in construction-waste programmes can be 

grouped into several categories. Working-capital costs for 

improving site facilities come first; these are incurred before 

the installation is completed. Operating costs include 

equipment maintenance, energy use, staffing and 

administrative overheads. There may be additional training 

and design costs when a project adopts a waste-minimising 

layout. Contracting recyclers, obtaining licences and 

monitoring compliance can also be significant in stricter 

regulatory environments. 

 

Benefit streams arise through multiple mechanisms. Reduced 

waste volumes lower the number of trips and tipping fees 

[3]. One of the main benefit streams is avoided virgin-

material cost. Contractors gain from lower material-

procurement costs and lower disposal costs when recycled 

aggregates are used in road base, backfill or non-structural 

concrete [7]. In some cases, recycled aggregates may also 

offer more stable prices than virgin aggregates. 

 

Revenues from recovered materials can also include markets 

for recycled metals or components. Ibrahim highlights 

productivity gains and risk reductions, such as fewer delays 

related to waste-induced congestion, improved site safety 

and a lower likelihood of environmental penalties [11]. 

These gains can be difficult to price precisely, but they can 

be included in cost–benefit analysis as either monetised 

benefits or qualitatively described advantages, giving a more 

comprehensive picture of economic performance. A focus on 

disposal costs alone therefore underestimates the economic 

potential of waste reduction and recycling. 

 

3.3 Illustration of Economic Flows 

 

A schematic diagram can help illustrate these cost and 

benefit streams. 

 

 
Figure 1: Cost and benefit streams for construction waste management options 

 

The net economic outcome of a scheme depends on the 

balance between new costs and savings. Even though it 

introduces additional working-capital and operating costs, 

recycling can reduce disposal costs. Investment in training 

and planning is needed for on-site minimisation, but it 

reduces the flow of materials into costly downstream 

management. Stakeholders can see that focusing on a single 

cost component, such as tipping fees, risks overlooking 

broader cost-saving opportunities. 

 

4. Cost Savings Through Specific Waste-

Related Interventions 
 

4.1 On-Site Waste Minimisation and Process 

Improvement 

 

The purpose of on-site waste minimisation is to prevent 

waste at its source by improving design execution, 

procurement accuracy, material handling and site 

organisation. Jain found that simple on-site practices such as 

protecting materials from rain and dust, using designated 

storage areas, and controlling cutting and mixing could lead 

to significant cost savings [1]. Less material is needed to 

achieve the same amount of finished work. When contractors 
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quantify the savings, they often discover that small 

investments in supervision and basic infrastructure pay off 

quickly. 

 

Begum et al. showed that investing in worker training, 

appointing dedicated site waste managers, and implementing 

basic sorting procedures can be economically justified [3]. A 

net benefit can be seen when waste-minimisation measures 

are properly monitored. Simple tools such as labelled skips, 

documented cutting plans for timber and steel, and basic 

records of waste volumes allow contractors to identify 

problem areas and refine their practices over time. The 

payback periods were often measured in months, making 

them attractive to contractors. 

 

The economic benefits of on-site process improvements that 

are not explicitly labelled as waste management are also 

significant. Walking distances are shortened, double 

handling of materials is reduced, and the risk of accidents is 

lowered. Simple lean-construction-inspired practices, such as 

daily housekeeping routines, visual controls for material 

locations and coordination meetings between trades, can 

reduce both waste generation and time losses [11]. Ibrahim 

notes that projects with structured waste plans tend to have 

fewer delays and more predictable costs [11]. Qualitative 

gains are seen in reduced overtime, rework and contingency 

expenditure. 

 

4.2 Recycling and Use of Secondary Materials 

 

The aim of recycling schemes is to shift costs from disposal 

to value creation. A growing body of work shows that 

recycled materials can be supplied at competitive prices 

relative to virgin materials while simultaneously reducing 

waste-management costs [7]. In China, Vietnam and Europe, 

studies have shown that when landfill fees are non-trivial and 

haul distances are comparable, recycling scenarios often 

yield lower net costs than landfilling [5]. When the 

configuration of disposal charges, transport logistics and 

market demand is taken into account, recycling is not 

inherently more expensive. 

 

Hoang et al. showed that, if sufficient waste volumes and 

stable demand for recycled aggregates are available, 

stationary C&D waste recycling plants can achieve positive 

net present value and acceptable internal rates of return [7]. 

Policy support or specific operational strategies may be 

required to make them financially attractive. Plants need to 

achieve a critical throughput to take advantage of economies 

of scale. This perspective is important to ensure that the 

facilities are both economically and logistically viable. 

It is essential that recycled materials can be used without 

compromising performance. Hahladakis et al. report that 

recycled aggregates can meet performance criteria for many 

non-structural and some structural applications [15]. Di 

Maria et al.’s life-cycle cost analysis shows that high-quality 

recycling routes can be both environmentally and 

economically favourable [10]. In projects where recycled 

aggregates are used in road base, backfill or concrete, 

contractors benefit from reduced material costs and 

marketing advantages associated with “green” construction, 

which can support premium pricing or improved 

competitiveness in tenders. Table II shows indicative 

economic results from several studies. 

 

Table 2: Indicative Cost Savings from C&D Waste 

Recycling Strategies 
Study / 

context 

Main 

intervention 

Reported economic outcome 

(qualitative) 

Begum et al., 

Malaysia [3] 

On-site 

minimisation 

and sorting 

Net project cost reduction of a 

few percent of contract value 

through avoided disposal and 

material savings 

Jain, India 

[1] 

Site-level 

waste 

minimisation 

in building 

works 

Noticeable reduction in material 

expenditure through lower 

wastage rates of basic materials 

Zhao et al., 

Chongqing 

[7] 

Recycling 

vs. 

landfilling 

scenarios 

Recycling scenarios become 

more cost-effective as landfill 

taxes and aggregate prices 

increase 

Liu & Wang, 

Pearl River 

Delta [5] 

Comparative 

cost routes 

for C&D 

waste 

Combined recycling and 

minimisation strategy yields 

lowest cost per tonne compared 

with pure landfilling 

Hoang et al., 

Hanoi [7] 

Stationary 

and mobile 

recycling 

plants 

Stationary plant shows positive 

NPV and IRR under realistic 

assumptions; mobile plant 

benefits from policy support 

Doan & 

Chinda, 

Bangkok [8] 

City-scale 

recycling 

program 

Recycling program becomes 

financially worthwhile after 

roughly 14 years of operation 

 

The cases show that recycling can contribute to cost savings 

at both project and system level when combined with 

prevention measures. Financial evaluation can identify which 

configurations of technology, scale and logistics are most 

promising, and suggests that decisions about recycling 

should be based on more than intuition. 

 

4.3 Design and Procurement Strategies 

 

The economic aspects of construction waste are not limited 

to site operations and are influenced by design and 

procurement decisions long before construction begins. 

Increasing material and disposal costs are caused by designs 

that require extensive cutting of materials, incorporate non-

standard dimensions or rely on complex assemblies [2]. 

Designing for standardisation, modularity and prefabrication 

can reduce waste. Aligning wall dimensions with board sizes 

reduces off-cuts, while designing repetitive modules 

facilitates off-site prefabrication and more precise quantity 

control. 

 

Ajayi et al. note that many construction projects suffer from 

waste-inefficient design [14]. Designers can influence 

downstream costs by considering waste-minimisation 

criteria, such as aligning building grids with standard 

material dimensions and choosing materials with established 

recycling pathways. Life-cycle cost analysis suggests that 

upfront investments are often offset by savings in material 

use and waste management [10]. Reducing end-of-life 

demolition costs is one of the strategies that improves asset 

economic value. 
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Procurement strategies also shape the economic profile of 

waste. Accurate quantity take-off, preferential engagement of 

suppliers who offer pre-cut products, and contracts that allow 

the return of unused materials are all part of waste-efficient 

procurement. Jain notes that over-ordering is a frequent 

cause of waste [1]. Project teams can reduce material costs 

by aligning their procurement practices with their waste-

minimisation goals. Suppliers in some markets provide take-

back schemes for excess items, which further reduces waste-

related costs and creates a loop of economic value between 

site and supply chain. 

 

5. Evaluation Methods and Key Economic 

Indicators 
 

5.1 Financial Indicators for Facilities and Programs 

 

When evaluating recycling facilities, decision-makers look at 

standard financial indicators. The net present value (NPV) is 

a measure of the difference between discounted benefits and 

costs over time. The internal rate of return (IRR) is the 

discount rate at which NPV is zero and is compared with the 

target return expected by investors. The benefit–cost ratio 

shows the proportion of discounted benefits to discounted 

costs. The payback period shows how long it will take for 

benefits to offset initial investment. 

 

Hoang et al. show that, when waste supply and aggregate 

demand are sufficient, stationary plants can achieve positive 

NPV and satisfactory IRR [7]. Changes in landfill fees, 

recycled aggregate prices and waste-generation rates can 

have a significant impact on project economics. Policy 

support can shorten payback and improve financial 

attractiveness, as indicated in evaluations of recycling 

centres in Brazil [9]. 

 

Life-cycle costing approaches complement these indicators 

by extending the analysis to include replacement costs, 

operational expenditure and decommissioning, which capture 

the full economic profile of waste facilities and policies [10]. 

Di Maria et al. show that, when avoided material production 

and disposal costs are included, pathways with better 

environmental performance can offer competitive life-cycle 

costs [10]. The method provides a basis for aligning 

economic and environmental objectives and supports 

policymakers in selecting schemes that deliver economic 

value over the entire life cycle. 

 

5.2 Project-Level Economic KPIs 

 

There are additional indicators that connect waste-

management performance with cost outcomes. Many 

contractors only track waste in terms of volume or mass, but 

this metric alone does not show the economic impact. The 

waste cost ratio is the share of total project cost attributable 

to waste-related activities. When material costs are high or 

when projects are complex, Jain suggests that this ratio can 

be large enough to warrant strategic attention [1]. 

 

The economic value of wasted materials divided by total 

material expenditure gives the material waste cost ratio. This 

proportion shows which projects are waste-intensive and 

where the greatest savings can be found. Project teams can 

compare waste-management efficiency against industry 

benchmarks [2]. Policy changes, training programmes and 

procurement reforms can then be tracked over time to see 

whether they are having an impact on the economics of 

waste. 

 

These economic key performance indicators can be used for 

ongoing monitoring and management. 

 

Table 3: Example Economic KPIs for Construction Waste 

Management 
KPI Definition Economic relevance 

Waste cost 

ratio 

(Total waste-related 

cost) / (Total project 

cost) 

Indicates the 

significance of waste 

as a cost driver 

Material waste 

value ratio 

(Value of wasted 

materials) / (Total 

material cost) 

Shows potential 

savings from better 

material utilisation 

Disposal and 

transport cost 

per tonne 

(Disposal + external 

haulage cost) / (Waste 

mass) 

Supports comparison 

of waste-management 

efficiency 

Net savings 

from waste 

initiatives 

(Avoided costs + 

revenues) – 

(Implementation costs) 

Measures financial 

effectiveness of 

specific interventions 

Recycled 

content cost 

differential 

Cost difference between 

recycled and virgin 

alternatives 

Assesses 

competitiveness of 

secondary materials 

Disposal cost 

per functional 

unit 

Disposal cost per m² of 

floor area or per unit of 

output 

Enables cross-project 

benchmarking 

 

Directors can use these indices to see whether waste-related 

activities are delivering the expected savings. When waste 

management is linked to incentives, it becomes a key 

economic performance component. Firms can use trends to 

justify investment in further improvements or demonstrate to 

clients that they can deliver projects more cost-effectively by 

controlling waste. 

 

5.3 Economic Evaluation Process  

 

The economic evaluation process can be represented as a 

flow diagram to help practitioners apply the indicators and 

methods. 
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Figure 2: Economic evaluation process for construction 

waste management options 

 

Figure 2 is a route map that encourages decision-makers to 

move from qualitative to quantitative comparison. Sensitivity 

analysis shows which parameters have the most influence on 

economic outcomes. The evaluation process can be made 

more transparent and defensible. 

 

6. Barriers and Enablers from an Economic 

Perspective 
 

6.1 Economic and Institutional Barriers 

 

There is compelling evidence that waste minimisation can 

save money. One of the major barriers is the short-term 

orientation of construction contracts. Competitive tendering 

can encourage bidders to reduce their upfront costs at the 

expense of long-term efficiency. Investment in training, 

improved planning tools or collaborative relationships with 

recyclers may offer payback over multiple projects, but 

contractors focused on winning individual jobs may be 

reluctant to bear these costs [2]. Economically rational 

strategies from a multi-project or portfolio perspective can 

appear unattractive when viewed through the narrow lens of 

a single contract. 

 

Another barrier arises from split incentives among 

stakeholders. Developers and their clients may be able to 

gain reputational benefits from being “green”, while 

contractors may have to deal with execution risks associated 

with new materials or practices. If contracts are mostly lump-

sum and do not reward waste reduction explicitly, 

contractors might achieve savings through efficient site 

management that are not fully shared with the client. Such 

misalignments can make it hard to invest in economically 

rational waste strategies [9]. Target-price contracts with 

gain-sharing mechanisms for waste reduction are examples 

of contract forms that share risk and reward more evenly. 

 

Information deficits also play a role. The scale of the 

financial impact of waste is often unclear because firms do 

not have accurate information on waste quantities and costs. 

According to Elshaboury and Salem, economic and 

management dimensions are underexplored in the literature 

[12]. Managers may view waste-related savings as marginal 

if they do not have robust internal data. Improving 

measurement practices and integrating waste information 

into financial reporting are steps towards overcoming 

informational barriers. 

 

6.2 Policy and Market Enablers 

 

Policy instruments designed to improve the economic 

attractiveness of waste reduction and recycling are on the 

enabling side. Landfill taxes, differential gate fees and 

mandatory recycling targets are examples of financial 

incentives that reward prevention and recovery [2]. As 

disposal becomes more expensive, the payback period for 

investing in on-site minimisation and recycling infrastructure 

shortens. Firms are more likely to invest in new technologies 

and facilities if they know that regulatory and price signals 

will remain consistent over the long term. 

 

Stable and transparent markets are important for recycled 

materials. Quality standards, specifications and pricing 

structures for recycled aggregates and other secondary 

products need to be clearly defined and incorporated into 

design and procurement plans [10]. Hahladakis et al. note 

that establishing performance-based standards and quality-

control systems for recycled aggregates supports higher-

value applications that yield greater economic returns [15]. 

Marketing efforts, pilot projects and demonstration buildings 

can help overcome initial scepticism by showing the 

performance and cost of recycled materials. 

 

Public procurement and client leadership can also value 

waste reduction in tender evaluation. When public or large 

private clients require bids to demonstrate waste 

management plans or achieve certain levels of recycled 

content, they create demand for economically efficient 

solutions and encourage innovation. Client requirements can 

help overcome the fragmented incentive structures that 

currently limit the realisation of cost savings from 

construction waste management [2]. Effective waste 

management then becomes a marker of professional 

competence and competitive advantage when industry norms 

evolve. 

 

7. Conclusion 
 

Significant cost savings can be achieved in relation to 

construction waste. Waste represents the cost of materials 

that do not become part of the finished asset, along with 

handling, transport and disposal expenditure that could have 

been avoided through better planning and management. 

Additional external costs for waste infrastructure and 

environmental management are imposed on society when 

material recovery and reuse are neglected. 

 

This paper shows that combining on-site waste minimisation, 

efficient logistics and well-designed recycling systems can 

reduce total costs and yield net financial benefits. Modest 

investments in improved site practices often pay back 

quickly through reduced disposal and materials costs, while 

recycling facilities can be financially viable under realistic 

conditions. Design and procurement decisions have long-

term economic implications by determining baseline waste 

levels and recovery potential, which is why it is important to 

include waste considerations early in project planning. 

 

Realising these cost savings requires treating construction 

waste as a manageable economic variable. This entails 

applying financial evaluation methods such as NPV and IRR, 

tracking project-level KPIs, and aligning contractual and 

policy incentives with resource-efficiency goals. 

Organisational capability in data collection and analysis is 

also needed. When these elements are in place, the 

management of construction waste becomes an important 

part of cost control and competitive advantage. The 

economic dimension of construction waste is therefore a 

practical lever for improving efficiency and resilience in the 

built environment. 
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