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DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS

Wastes: Substances or objects which are disposed off or are intended to. bedisposed off or are
required to be' disposed offby tJie previsions-of natlonal law, In most cases, the definition of

waste depends on the type or .category of waste under consideration. Some Qf the dominant

types .ofwaste include; municipal waste, solid waste, hazardous waste and electronic waste.

Solid waste: Organic and inorganic waste materials produced by households, commercial;
institutional and industria] activities thathave lost value in the sight of the 'initiai user,

Munld~ waste: Refers to wastes from domestic, commercial, instinnlonal, municipal and

industrial sources but excluding excreta, except when it Ism ixed with solid waste.

:Solid.·Waste .Management: The collection; transportation, processing; ..'recycling .or disposal

of waste materials, including the supervision of such 'operations .and after-care of disposal.

sites.

Resoaree recovery: Refers to the extraction and utilization of materials and energy from

solid-waste,

COblpOsting: A biological process that submits biodegradable waste to anaerobic OJ: aerobic

decomposition, and results ina product thaf is recovered.

Willingness to pay: In economics, the Willingness to pay is the maximum .amount a person

would pay, sacrifice orexchange inorder to' receive a good or.to avoid something undesirable

such as pollution.
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ABSTRACT
In most developing countries .policies and frameworks that govern "solid waste management
,strategies 'have. often been directed at the waste management 'service providers and 'less
attention is' often given to the demand side of the problem. This study reports regarding

households' willingnessto pay for. 'improved residential solid waste management, The data
.for: the stu~y originated from a contingent valuation. survey th,l:lt was conducted in· 50

households in.Mukono Municipality, Uganda. Using SPS$ version 1.6andStataversion 11
was used to..account for some factors influencing the-respondents' willingness to pay for
different 'SW,NIservice options. The results show that more than 78,% of the respondents
were: in.support of the residential waste management, The respondents Were willing to pay an
average of Waste composting for ,()222.22) Provision ofwaste separation facilities at Source
lor '379.3.10~Communal bins for 3485.93 and storage blns for:3137.93 (Ugshs)each month.
Income, education, Marital status, gender positively ,influenced the respondents' willingness
to 'pay. The type of household ownership, household size and occupation had negative
.intluence, The findings from this study could contribute' to- the knowledge regarding the
'design of a: more 'sustainable residentialwastemanagement strategy in Mukono municipality ~

xii



CHAPTER ONE
1.0 INTRODUCTION

l.t. Backgroundof the study

1.1~1. D.rivel'S of increasing Solid waste generation
Management of solid waste resulting from rapid urbanization has generated a lot of cone em
in most developing countries, Especially during th~ last decade the volume and complexity of
solid waste generated particularly in large cities, have been increasing at an unprecedented
rate. This increase has beea attributed to two main drivers: intensification of tir:banization.an~:r
rising living standards (Rathi, 2007). The sotid waste management (SWM) system comprises
four activities: waste generation, collection, transportation and disposal (Mahmood &

Trevedi, 2007) ..The current practice of collecting, processing and disposing munlcipel.solid
wastes JS also considered to be least efficient iil the developing countries, The typical
problems are ;low collection coverage and irregular collection services, crude open dumping
and burning without air and water pollution control, the breading of flies and vermin, and the
handling and control of informal waste picking or scavenging activities (Bartone, 1995).
Although some Cities do spend significant portions of their municipal revenues on. waste
management (Conreau, 1984, 1994; Thomas-Hope, 1998; SchUbeler, 1996 and Bartone,
2QOQ), they ate often unable to keep pace with the scope of'the problem.

1.1.2 Aecesste ·SoJid waste ma ..agement services.
Senkoro (2003) indicated that for many Afric~ countries, only less than 3Q% of the urban
population bas access to proper and regular garbage removal. SWM therefore requires
adequate infrastructure provision and maintenance fur aU four activities. When not managed
adequately, solid waste. generates several public health and environmental hazards. According

. .

to Cointreau (1984),· in most cities in developing countries; municipal SWM costs consume
20-60% of municipal revenues yet eollection service .levels remain low with only 50-70% of
residents. receiving service and most disposals being unsafe. This deplorable situation is not
differentin the urban areas of Uganda such as Kampala, Mukono, Jinja, Masaka, Entebbe and
others to mention but a few.

1.
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