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ABSTRACT
Majority of the world's poor living in ·rural areas are mainly engaged in agriculture "to support:

-their 'livelihood. In spite of the all these, there. is concern about the growing non-agricultural

Informal activities as alternative sources. of incorne in Uganda. It is. in this context that this

research study seeks to assess changes 'of the socio-economic status among rock quarrying

communities engage in. small scale stone extraction with .specific .objectives 'to identify the

appropriate mitigation activities to the perceived threats of 'quarrying to the health of

communities, compare economic contribution of stone quarrying against.none. stone quarrying

activities towards welfare of households, and determine cost effective forest a.n.d related

vegetation restoration. measures' for .known lost. environmental benefits as a result of quarrying

activities iii Ngetta sub-county; Lira ..district. The study relies .on information collected

q\Uilitatively' through individual interviews using a sample of 60 questionnaires coupled With.

personal observations in addition to documented 'datafrom published-and unpublished articles .on
j9umals·.alld-intemet.

Based on- the findings, the resuits revealed 'that women are more involved 'in quarrying and

farming than men. Significance level of' quarrying impacts associated to. dust. pollution and

vegetation loss was' intolerant among thequarryingcommunlties. However, the results-also show

severe level of magnitude of respiratory infections among the people doing. quarrying due to dust

pollution, The most appropriate mitigation measures to the perceived ..health threats suggested in

this study is the. use of nose masks to reduce. exposure to dust pollution, tree:planting to reduce

wind speed and-putting of humps on roads to reduce accidents.

In conclusion, different economic activities among rock quarrying communities improves the

socio economic status of households" livelihood'. However. quarrying 'is associated with. the

negative social and environmental health problems such as vegetation 'loss and respiratory

diseases affecting the "lives .and the-surrounding environment of the. community in and around the

quarrying sites in Ngetta. Therefore; it is recommended that protective gears such (;\S noise.mast

should be provided to the people carrying out rock quarrying; involving communities in tree

planting and putting humps: on the road close to the trading centers.
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CHAPTER ONE
1.0~ iNTRODUCT~ON

1.1. Background of the study

.1.1.1. What is quarryingj

. !

A quarry

AqQi:l1TY was defined by the (National Geographic Society). as a place. where rocks, sand,

orminerals areextracted from the .surfaoeof the. Earth. IiWas referred to a type of mine called

an open-pit mine, because it involved opening the Earth's surface,

Although agriculture is known as one.ofthe prominent. economic activity, .mineral extraction

informof quarrying: is also seen.to have played a critical role in the rural livelihood improvement.

with the estimation 'of 45% of the world's population being.landless (Fellmann eta], 2005) which

have: motivated over 50.0.million people in developing countries to engage in occupations like

smaU scale. surface mineral extraction including quarrying for survival (wang et al, 2010). Such

as iii East Asia; Southeast Asia and Latin America, accessibility to natural resources plays a

critical role in the livelihood conditions of people since the formal sectors in developing

countries have very little potential in terms of job creation; (Ibrahim, 2007),. thus the informal

sector has become an attractive alternative for achieving livelihood needs. However In India; it

has 'been estimated' that the small-scale sector accounts for only 8% of national mineral output,

and employs only l8% of the country's mine workforce (NI,$M, 1993, 1994)~ and similarly,

contributions from women 'miners again, constitute a large segment ofthe.workforce.

Thus, rock quarrying and stone crushing is a still global phenomenon, arid has been one of the

causes of concern everywhere in the. world, including the. developed, countries (Lammeed and

Ay.odelej20TO) with quarrying .of natural stone, including sand, gravel and crushed rock, that

represents: 1h.emain source ofconstruction materials used 'throughout the world. At the.global

level, production ofnatural stone products witnessed a substantial increase over the last .decade, .

with. an increasing number of countries, including African countries-like Nigeria, Ghana and

Kenya involved in the: production of natural stone. Worldwide the production. of natural stone

has 'increased by 30 percent in the last 10 years (WQrld..i3ank·Stone. Report 2002).

However, quarrying .activities exert 'tremendous pressure on limited soil and water: resources,

thus increasing the rate of erosion processes and subsequent .damage of existing arable lands;

1
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