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ABSTRACT

Wetlands are important .ecosystems globally. However, due to' the rapid increase in the world's

population, their .ecosystem services are being lost due to conversion to other uses. This study

aimedat determining-the economic value ofwetlands loss in Soroti Town, The 'objectives ofthe

study were to; determine the lost wetlands benefits due to conversion quantify the' lost, wetland

benefits and determine" the economic value of Wetlands loss, due to conversion, T11e study

adopted a survey design, employing both qua1itative and quantitative approaches, The, study was

conducted using questionnaires, direct observations' and interviews. Simple random 'sampling and

systematic sampling techniques applied. The valuation techniques used was market pricing, The

data was entered and managed using SPSS and Excel, and 'analysed using. descriptive statistics.

the! study findings reveal that wetland benefits worth 8,356,73.8;3'85 Shillings which is'

2,461A84 usn have been 10$t due, to conversion to other uses. From the researchfindings, it is

mostly the human activities that have caused .a significant loss of wetlands around Soroti town

andthey include fresh water, foods such as fish; herbs, poles, sand, and firewood.wild fruits,

flood control.and local climate regulation with the major benefits lost being fresh waterimplying

watershortage in the area.in the nearby future. Finally, there is need, to create awareness to the,

communities adjacent to wetlands, setting 'Up'clear and strong laws governing use or wetlands,

ensuring community compliance to set laws, implementation and monitoring of wetlands by

NEMA

Key words: ecosystem. ecosystem services, economic value, wetland, we/land conversion.

x



caAPTERO~E

INT~ODUCTION

1~1Introduction

i~his chapter includes the background to the study, problem statement, justification, research

objectives 'and questions.conceptual frame work and scope of 'the.study.

1.2 Background

In' order to, make' better decisions, regarding 'the "use and management of wetland. ecosystem

services and their importance to human beings, the economic value. must be determined .. The

importance or "value" 'of wetland ecosystems is viewed and expressed differently by different

disciplines, cultural conceptions and different philosophical views. In Uganda wetlands make a

significant contribution to the Gross Domestic Product, at Uganda Shillings 6..5. to 7.0 billion

(Turyahabwe et al, GoU, 2002:). In addition, these wetlands provide direct income opportunities

to both urban and rural cornmuniti es and indirect benefits in. form of environmental, goods "and

services such as purification of water; control of. floods and water storage that improves the

livelihoods of the people.

However •.in Uganda, conversion ofwetlarrds to other rand uses is' increasingly becoming evident

and hence affecting the wetland dependent communities' in' both urban and rural areas, Poor land

1,1S~,practices around the wetlands have negatively affected the functions and socio-economic

value ·of wetlands that are crucial to the livelihoods of neighbouring 'local communities. Urban

wetlands way back in the early I 9'9()'s were seen, to be properly managed with-major activities

being' only fishing grazing and resource extraction. such as. papyrus. However, with time, the

.change in land use practices 'suoh as farming, construction -and brick making. As aresult of this.

1



REFERENCES

Agea J.G. (201'0). Study-on household.firewood consumption and its dynamics-in Kalisizo Sub-

'County, "Central Uganda,

Anon: (~Q.Q9:).Sttate.gicFramework and guidelines forthe.future development of the List of

Wetlands. of International Importance .of the.Convention on Wetlands

Barbier,.;.E,B. (1989). The Economic Value of Ecosystems: 1 -Tropical Wetlands. Series 89-02.

London Environmental Economics Centre, London.

Barbier, El.l. (1994).Vall~ing Environmental Functions: Tropical Wetlands.

Bennett, (~6a9)..understanding relationships among multiple.ecosystem 'services, water related

ecosystem services and food security

David W:P and 'Iurner.RK, (1990) economics of natural resource and e.nvironment

Ehrenfield, 1.0: (2000). Evaluating wetlands within an urban.context: Ecological Engineering

15,25.3,.265.

Gland, (~004). The-Economic Values of the World'sWetlands

Gosslink.andMaltby :(1990); wetlands and Agriculture, wetland handbook

r..

26



Keddy F.A, Fraser L.H, Solomeshch A.I, Junk W.J, Campbell D.R et al. (2009) Wet and

wonderful: the world's largest wetlands are conservation priorities. BicScience 59: 39-51.

doi: 10. 1525Ibio.2009.59.l.8

Lucy Emerton, Lucy Iyango, Phoebe Luwum and Andrew Malinga, (1998).the presents

economic value ofNakivubo urbap wetland, Uganda

MDNR, (201 (5) study on wetland loss by activity

Millennium. Ecosystem Assessment, (2005)~'Ecosystems and Human Wellbeing.' Available at

http://www.milleniumassessmentorg/ep/index.html

Moore. and Hunt, (2012). The importance of urban wetlands

MWE,lrN (2004). Status report on integrated water resources

Naess et al, (2005). Deep ecology

NEMA, (2002,). Report ofthe.National Capacity Self-Assessment, State of the Environment

Report

Platt, R., (1994). The ecological.city: introduction and overview. In: Platt, RJ-I., Rowntree, R.A.

and Muick, P.C., Editors, (1994). The Ecological City, University of Massachusetts Press,

Amherst, MA, pp. 1..20.

Pritchard, (2009), Nature international weekly journal.ofscience

Scarlet and James E. Boyd, (2011). Ecosystem services: Quantifications and policy application

27



'T~lryahabwe N'1 Kakuru W·., Tweheyo :M., and Tumusiime D."'(20.13), "Contribution of wetland

resources to household food security in Uganda," Agriculture. and Food .SecurityJournal,

·val.2, p.5,

.uBOS, (20 14), National Population and Housing Census pp 43

www; dnr.state.oh. us/wetlands/mapping.htrn

Yamane; (1967). Sample size. determination

L8


	Engur 1.pdf
	Engur 2.pdf

