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GENERAL SITUATION WITH 
CEMENT COMPANIES IN 

SERBIA 
1. There are three cement companies in Serbia  
 

   Lafarge in Beočin 

   Holcim in Novi Popovac  

   Titan Cementara in Kosjerić 

 

2. Co-incineration of waste started in Holcim’s cement kiln in Popovac 
in  2006. and in Lafarge’s cement kiln in Beočin in 2008.  
 
Titan Cementara still does not use waste as alternative fuel, although 
they do plan to start using it as soon as the legal framework is created. 

 

 



TYPES OF WASTE THAT 
ARE INCINERATED IN OUR 

CEMENT KILNS 
Holcim: Since 2006. waste tires, SRF, there are plans to co-process  
various types of industrial waste, sorted municipal and packaging 
waste. 

Holcim owns a sister company called Ecorec (www.ecorec.co.rs – 
“ecological recovery”) which prepares and processes the waste for 
incineration in cement kilns. 
 

Lafarge: Since 2008. waste tires, biomass (waste of biological origin), 
sustainable solid waste (SSW) since 2010. They have the permission to 
use waste tires since 2007. Permission to use waste oils since 2010. and 
bone meal since 2012.  



PUBLIC AWARENESS 

 

  1. General public (or at least most citizens of Serbia) were NOT 
aware of this issue and all the possible consequences. Public debates 
about coincineration of waste in cement kilns have been very limited in 
their scope and the number of people that participated. 

  2. The opinion of ordinary citizens in the local municipality of Kosjerić 
has been ignored. This opinion was expressed in the official letters 
from the NGO “Egrin” as well as by the local self-government. 
Namely, the municipal assembly of Kosjeric has unequivocally 
forbidden any incineration of waste in the Kosjeric area. Serbian 
Ministry did not take into account the opinion of the local self-
government during the process of issuing the permit for waste 
coincineration.   



CURRENT SITUATION IN 
CEMENT INDUSTRY IN 

SERBIA 

  Due to a decreased demand for cement in general, we suppose that 
cement kilns in Serbia currently produce less cement than what would 
be the usual amount.  

 

  However, this can and probably will change as soon as the demand 
for cement increases. 

    



KOSJERIĆ 



EGRIN (NGO) 
ECOLOGICAL CITIZENS’ INITIATIVE NGO EGRIN 

KOSJERIĆ 

  Kosjerić	  is a municipality in western Serbia with about 12,090 
citizens. 

  The area is mountainous and its climate is especially suitable for 
growing high quality raspberries, but also plums, blackberries etc. 
The citizens of the Kosjerić area are also engaged in cattle breeding 
and rural tourism. 

  There are lime deposits and marl deposits (they stand opposite one 
another). These deposits are situated about 1,5 km away from the 
town center. This meant that there were ideal requirements for 
building a cement kiln in 1976 in Kosjerić. 



TITAN CEMENT KILN IN 
KOSJERIĆ 



NATURAL RESOURCES IN 
KOSJERIC 

  The cement kiln is situated in the valley next to river Skrapež,	  
which flows downstream through the town of Kosjerić. 

 As of 2001 the cement kiln in Kosjeric is owned by Greek    
company TITAN. 

  An automatic measuring station that monitors air quality has been 
put here (as a part of the state network). According to the latest 
release from the Serbian agency for environmental protection, 
“agglomeration Kosjerić” is an area with excessively polluted air, 
due to the presence of suspended particles (PM 10). The impact of 

the cement kiln on this pollution is unknown. 



NGO EGRIN & PROFESSOR CONNETT’S 
LECTURE IN 2012 

  EGRIN is a citizens initiative that was established in 2001 in 
Kosjerić. Its main goal is to improve the quality of people’s life in 
this small area, and to raise citizens’ ecological awareness. There 
has been a significant air contamination problem due to the 
cement kiln’s operations, which was especially problematic at the 
time when EGRIN was established. 
 
EGRIN has warned the public that the introduction of petroleum 
coke (instead of fuel oil) was only a transitional phase towards the 
ultimate goal – the introduction of the so-called alternative fuels, 
i.e. municipal waste, waste tires, sewage sludge and many other 
types of waste. It has been dubbed “Ecological genocide” for the 
citizens of Kosjeric. 

  NGO EGRIN organized a variety of local activities, lectures of 
specific activists in the media etc. In February 2012 EGRIN also 
organized the visit and lecture of professor Paul Connett. He was 
present at the panel discussion regarding the issue of incineration 
of waste in cement kilns, especially with regards to the Kosjeric’s 
cement kiln. 



PROFESSOR PAUL CONNETT’S LECTURE 
IN KOSJERIĆ IN 2012 

  Professor Paul Connett’s lecture was very well received. It was the 
first time that the citizens of Kosjerić had the opportunity to hear 
the scientific facts about the dangers of waste incineration, 
especially in cement kilns.  
 
He emphasized the fact that increased emissions of dioxins and 
furans (which will inevitably increase if waste is incinerated) pose 
a serious risk and represent a danger. The same can be said for 
emissions of heavy metals (such as mercury) into the environment 
and into the final cement product. Professor Connett also 
emphasized the fact that cement kilns are definitely experts in the 
business of production of cement, but that they are certainly NOT 
experts in the business of waste disposal.  

  He pointed out the huge advantages of the Zero Waste strategy 
(prevention of waste generation, recycling, reusing) when 
compared to incineration. 



RECENT DEVELOPMENTS 
  TITAN cement company got a written consent from the Ministry for 
the Environment which gives them the permission to incinerate SRF 
in their cement kiln, despite the opposition of the local self-
government. The Municipal Assembly fiercely opposes and forbids 
waste incineration on its territory. 
 
NGO EGRIN expressed their opinion about this issue during the 
process of creating the Assessment of  Environmental Impact of  
coprocessing of  municipal waste in the Titan’s cement kiln. 

  TITAN Cementara will have the obligation to measure dioxins, 
furans and mercury once a year (using an accredited institution), 
providing they acquire all the relevant permissions. We are not 
aware of the existence of any accredited laboratory for sampling 
and measuring dioxins and furans in Serbia. The price of a single 
sampling and measurement is estimated to be very high. 
	   



 

   Public at large is not acquainted with the contents of 
Memorandum of Understanding which was signed between 
CIS (Association of the Cement Industry of Serbia) and the Serbian 
Ministry. This memorandum is the document for the initiation of all 

concrete activities regarding waste incineration in Serbia. 

  We don’t have access to the data (if there is any) of any test co-
incineration attempts (test burns) in any cement kiln in Serbia. 



THE PROBLEMATIC 
STUDY 

  During the process of creating the Study that examines the Impact of 
Waste Coprocessing in TITAN’s cement kiln in Kosjerić (2012-2013), 
the authors of the study used the modelling methods of dispersion of 
contaminant compounds instead of using the exact data from the other 
two cement kilns which had already burned waste since 2007. 

  The authors of the study emphasized positive impact of waste 
incineration on the environment from the point of view of “preserving 
the planet Earth”, that is, they cite preservation of unrenewable 
energy sources, “mitigation of the greenhouse effect”, decreasing the 
amount of waste that is taken to landfills etc. This is nothing short of 
mockery when it comes to the care for the environment and health of  
local citizens who will be directly affected due to the emissions of 
contaminants if this project becomes a reality.  

    



EXPERT TEAM THAT WORKED ON 
THE STUDY OF ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT 
  Another question that must be considered –  

  Will the proposed monitoring system be really satisfactory, 
considering the fact that partial substitution of virgin fuels with 
alternative fuels will be done using the existing facilities and 
equipment – without the introduction of any new filters, protection and 
fail-safe systems etc? 

  The team of experts that wrote the Study of Environmental Impact 
of Waste Coprocessing in TITAN’s cement kiln consisted of: 

  1. Five mechanical engineers; 

  2. One hydrogeologist; 
 
3. One engineer of organizational sciences. 

  	   



THE TYPE OF EXPERTS 
THAT DID NOT TAKE PART 

IN THE STUDY 

  Among the authors of this study there were NO 
chemists, NO engineering technologists, NO engineers 

for the protection of the environment, nor any engineers 
for protection at work, physicians etc. 



  The measurements for dioxins and furans are performed only once 
a year, by an unknown laboratory. The same goes for mercury 
levels. 

  It is not known that any cement kiln in Serbia has ever been shut 
down due to the lack of compliance or excessive emissions! 



LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT / 
NATIONAL STRATEGY OF 

WASTE MANAGEMENT 
  National Waste Management Strategy from 2003.  

  Waste Management Law from 2009. (changes added in 2010.) 

 

 Waste Co-Incineration started in 2006.  

 (before the legal framework permitted such practice!) 

 

 



  The Cement Companies Emphasize These Things as the Main 
Reasons why they Want to Use “Alternative Fuels” 

  - They care for our environment; 

  - They want to take up on themselves the difficult job of waste 
disposal as a way to help local communities; 

  - By using alternative fuels they decrease the use of unrenewable 
fossil fuels; 

  - By using alternative fuels they reuse the mineral components in the 
waste instead of using new raw materials; 

  - By using alternative fuels they decrease the CO2 emissions and thus 
contribute to mitigating the global warming problem. 

  - They create new jobs. 

   
So, from the point of view of cement companies, it’s a “win-win” 
situation both for them and the country in which they operate. 



MARKETING VS REALITY 
  In reality, however, cement companies will accrue big profits, not 
only by saving on virgin fuels but also by receiving significant 
subsidies from the State for their waste disposal services. 

  The local community will get nothing from this practice, except for the 
potentially harmful contamination of the environment with 
miscellaneous toxins, including dioxins, furans, heavy metals such as 
mercury, volatile organic compounds etc. The environment will certainly 
not benefit from this practice. Also agriculture in general, growing 
raspberries, production of milk and other types of food can become 
negatively affected. 

  Apart from dioxins and furans (which are cancerogenic and 
mutagenic), heavy metals and toxic compounds that cannot or were 
not thermally destroyed will be mixed with clinker and incorporated 
into the final product – cement. Instead of disposing the fly and 
bottom ash in a toxic landfill, it will be put directly into the cement.  
 



THE PROBLEM OF TOXIC 
CEMENT 

  Does this mean that buildings, houses, hospitals, kindergartens, schools 
and other constructions where cement is used will become toxic 
landfills in disguise? Can those buildings be really considered 
healthy?  

  Will the health of construction workers that come into contact with  
such cement (e.g. on construction sites) be negatively affected? 

  If fly and bottom ash from commercial incinerators is considered 
hazardous waste that must be disposed of in toxic landfills, how come 
that cement produced with coincineration of waste miraculously 
becomes healthy and non-toxic even though it will contain exactly the 
same toxic compounds (or worse)? 



CEMENT AS HAZARDOUS WASTE IN 
DISGUISE 

  http://www.ejnet.org/rachel/rhwn243.htm 
Environmental Research Foundation 

P.O. Box 5036, Annapolis, MD 21403 
 

Citizens are naturally concerned about this trend. Air emissions from 
cement kilns burning hazardous waste are substantially larger than 

those of cement kilns not burning hazardous waste. Toxic residues from 
a hazardous waste incinerator must legally be sent to a hazardous 
waste landfill where someone must watch them into the foreseeable 

future. On the other hand, toxic residues from hazardous wastes 
burned in a cement kiln can legally be mixed into the cement and thus 

distributed into the environment, liability-free. 
 

A 1989 Greenpeace report estimated that cement kilns that year 
released 14 million pounds of unburned hazardous waste and two 
million pounds of toxic heavy metals into the environment via the 

smoke stack. The same report estimated that hazardous residues from 
hazardous waste combustion in cement kilns in 1989 totaled 6.7 billion 

pounds of ash, containing as much as 18.6 million pounds of toxic 
heavy metals.[1] These toxins went into the cement. 



  The newest tactic for opposing cement kiln incineration of hazardous waste has developed among a 
community of people who are asking, "What is this doing to the quality of the cement?" 

  The City Council of Fort Collins, Colorado May 7, 1991, passed a resolution opposing a plan by a 
major cement company (Holnam, Inc.) to burn hazardous waste in its Boettcher Plant. [Holnam was 
already burning hazardous waste in its cement kilns at Santee, SC, and Clarksville, MO.] The Council 
went on record opposing Holnam's proposal and directed the city staff to develop a plan for 
opposing Holnam. Most importantly, the Council formally outlawed the use of cement from cement 
kilns burning hazardous waste on any city funded projects in Fort Collins. 

  Two days later in Dayton, OH, Price Brothers, one of the nation's largest suppliers of cement water 
mains, announced it was suspending use of cement made at kilns burning hazardous waste until such 
cement was certified safe by the National Sanitary Foundation. 

  Clearly, this issue of "cement quality" could become the Achilles heel of cement kilns burning 
hazardous waste: if the public turns against their cement, they'll think twice about adulterating it with 
hazardous waste. 

  An interesting sidelight on the "cement quality" issue: Edward Kleppinger, an engineer, petitioned the 
American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) November 19, 1990, to consider whether 
adulteration of cement with hazardous waste is a violation of ASTM regulation C-150, which states, 
"The cement covered by [regulation C-150] shall contain no addition except..." followed by a short 
list of materials that can be added to cement, such as water and calcium sulfate; the list does not 
include toxic metals or other hazardous waste constituents. Dr. Kleppinger asked the ASTM whether a 
new standard needs to be developed for waste-free cement vs. waste-containing cement. ASTM has 
charged a subcommittee of Committee C-1 with developing a response to Dr. Kleppinger. 











NATIONAL STRATEGY OF 
WASTE MANAGEMENT – 
SERBIAN GOVERNMENT 



THE CURRENT STATE OF 
RECYCLING IN SERBIA 

(NOT MUCH REASON FOR 
OPTIMISM) 



CURRENT WAYS OF DISPOSING WASTE IN SERBIA  
(EXCERPTS TAKEN & TRANSLATED FROM NATIONAL 
STRATEGY FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT, PUBLISHED 

IN 2003) 

   
 
“Although primary recycling (separation of waste at the place of its origin) has 
been normatively regulated in the Republic of Serbia, which implies that it should 
be separated according to its type (separation of paper, glass, metals, 
packaging) into separately marked containers, this system does NOT work in real 
life. Recycling of municipal waste is not performed in an organized fashion. There 
is some recycling of industrial waste, which primarily depends on private 
incentive.” 

  “The installations for waste recycling are not currently present in any organized 
manner. Namely, there are some production facilities which are grouped into 
organizations and they started to operate several years ago, but in the meantime 
they entirely ceased their operations or they function to a very limited extent.  

  There are also private organizations which have seen their interest to do the 
business of recycling even in this economic activity which is so undefined. According 
to the data of the Republic Institute of Statistics in 2001. there are about 80 
organizations with private capital that do work related to recycling.  



CURRENT WAYS OF DISPOSING WASTE IN SERBIA  
(EXCERPTS TAKEN FROM NATIONAL STRATEGY 

FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT) 
 
There are some smaller individual facilities for hazardous waste 
treatment, but they were designed primarily only for that particular 
generator of waste. 

The largest portion of all municipal waste is taken to landfills. There 
are 180 official landfills in Serbia, not counting here many illegal 
landfills in rural areas. 

Some landfills accept various types of waste, which is forbidden 
according to the national EU directives. 

 



CURRENT WAYS OF DISPOSING WASTE IN SERBIA  
(EXCERPTS TAKEN FROM NATIONAL STRATEGY 

FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT) 
  Main conclusions regarding waste management in Serbia 

  According to the shown data, it can be concluded that  

•  Organized collection of municipal waste covers about 60-70 % of 
the population; 

•  Rural areas are not covered by organized collection of municipal 
waste;  

•  The only treatment option for waste is landfilling. 

•  The situation with hazardous waste in Serbia is very alarming and  
requires an integral approach from the point of generation of waste, 
to collection, transport, treatment and to its disposal. 



REQUIRED MEASURES 
ACCORDING TO NATIONAL 

STRATEGY FOR WASTE 
MANAGEMENT 



REQUIRED MEASURES ACCORDING TO NATIONAL 
STRATEGY FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT 

   Prevention and lowering the amount of waste creation. 

• Lowering the quantity of municipal waste to be disposed of considering the expected increase in the consumption 
among citizens; 

• Stabilization of the amount of industrial and hazardous waste, considering the expected increase in production; 

• Encourage establishment of the permit regime regarding waste management in big industrial companies, in 
connection with the EU directive IPPC. 

   Reuse and recycling 

• Gradual introduction of the system that would allow separation of waste during the collection phase; 

•  Increase the number of types of waste that is collected for recycling; 

• Build new facilities for waste recycling; 

•  Introduction of system for labeling recyclable products and packaging; 

• Recycling construction waste; 

• Using waste with organic materials, vegetable and animal fats for making compost and other types of organic 
fertilizers (waste from sugar factories and food industry); 

• Reuse of waste with significant mineral content (metallurgical slag, ash from thermal powerplants, gypsum generated 
in facilities for purification of gases) in construction, for repairing underground mines and above the ground mines, in 
the production of gypsum, cement etc.; 

• Stimulate the market for recycled materials; 

 



REQUIRED MEASURES ACCORDING TO NATIONAL 
STRATEGY FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT 

• Reuse and recycling of separately sorted and separated metallic wastes for 
production of pure metals; 

• Recycling and reuse of solvents for their immediate use or for selling them. 

• Recycling and reuse of thermoplastic materials in new production cycle; 

• Recycling and reuse of waste paper; 

• Recycling and reuse of waste tires; 



NORMAL HIERARCHY OF 
WASTE MANAGEMENT 



EFFECTIVELY THE REAL 
HIERARCHY OF WASTE 

MANAGEMENT IN SERBIA 
TODAY 



LEGISLATION VS 
REALITY 

  The current official Serbian legislation regarding waste management 
is not bad, and actually encourages minimization of waste production, 
recycling and reuse.  

  However, these recommendations and laws are NOT implemented or 
enforced in real life.  

  On the contrary, there is an increasing trend in the media to promote 
“coprocessing” of various types of waste in cement kilns as the best 
possible and most economically viable option for waste disposal.  

  Recycling and reuse is often seen as unrealistic and economically 
uninteresting.  



CEMENT COMPANIES & THEIR 
MARKETING 

“’HOLCIM SERBIA’: THEY TURN 
WASTE INTO ENERGY” 





CEMENT COMPANIES’ 
MARKETING (TRANSLATED) 

  What types of waste will be used, and in what quantity? 

  We use exclusively the types of waste . Thanks 
to this, we substitute classic fossil fuels, such as coal for example, with alternative 
fuels. By alternative fuels we mean . 
That can include sawdust, wood scraps, paper, cardboard, plastic, textiles and 
similar materials. Those types of wastes are completely harmless. According to our 
plans we will use 4500 tones of these types of waste in 2011. 

  (Why do they think that municipal waste such as paper, cardboard, plastic and  
textiles are not suitable materials for recycling?) 

  Are there any dangers from using SRF for the environment? 

  Not only there is no danger whatsoever, but we also contribute to the preservation 
of non-renewable natural resources and we decrease the negative impact of 
waste on the environment, which is usually disposed in an improper way. 

  Clean technology 

  Citizens of Popovac and the surrounding areas have no reason to be concerned. 
We don't expect any negative impact on the environment due to the use of SRF. 
There will be no contamination with unpleasant odors, nor any significant emission 
of harmful substances into watercourses, air or ground. The platform that we use 
for the pre-treatment of waste has two filters for dust removal, says Navaro. 



CEMENT COMPANIES & 
THEIR MARKETING 
ECOREC – “ECO-
LOGICAL 
RECOVERY” (?!) 







FROM NEIL CARMAN’S TALK: HEALTH 
EFFECTS OF REGULATED AIR 
POLLUTANTS FROM TOXIC WASTE 
BURNING CEMENT KILNS 



FROM EDWARD KLEPPINGER’S: CEMENT 
KILN INCINERATION OF HAZARDOUS 

WASTE: A CRITIQUE 



FROM EDWARD KLEPPINGER’S: CEMENT 
KILN INCINERATION OF HAZARDOUS 

WASTE: A CRITIQUE 



WE WELCOME YOUR 
SUGGESTIONS 

  We welcome all suggestions from GAIA and Zero Waste Europe 
regarding the future steps in our fight against incineration in cement 
kilns in Serbia, considering the current situation with the rather vague 
and apparently non-binding legislative framework on one hand, and 
on the other hand the eagerness of cement companies to promote 
incineration as the best available practice for waste management.  

  The Serbian government mostly accepts this opinion of the cement 
companies	  as the seemingly most practical option. We think that the 
government should encourage more public debates and discussions 
regarding this issue. We think there are far better options for waste 
management and it would be unwise to resort only to incineration.   

  How to promote Zero Waste principles considering the fact that most 
people do not really believe that it is a realistic option? 
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