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Wetlands are globally recognized as ecosystems that provide livelihood opportunities in aptly structured manage-
ment contexts. Many wetlands, particularly those in urban Uganda are, however, getting degraded through in-
filling, construction, extraction, agricultural and industrial production despite the existing resource management
regime. The purpose of this study was to analyze the gap between wetland management practices and extent
of sustainable harnessing of livelihood opportunities. Therefore, this study contributes to an understanding of
wetland management functions in relation to sustainable livelihoods. Cross-sectional qualitative and quantitative
data were collected to investigate the stated relationships. The study established a positive but insignificant rela-
tionship between planning function and sustainable livelihood opportunities. Further, the study found a negative
significant relationship between implementation and sustainable production. Finally, findings revealed that there
was a connection between the control function and sustainable opportunities. The study recommends inclusive
management functions to achieve sustainable wetland livelihood opportunities.

1. Introduction

Wetlands are globally described as a type of ecological structure epit-
omized by temporarily or permanently waterlogged grasslands, swamps,
marsh, bogs, papyrus, grassy fens and fertile floodplains. Recent descrip-
tion adds that such bionetwork is located in upland valleys or transi-
tional areas between dry-lands and water bodies (Gokce, 2018). Falling
centrally under public management, these spaces are recognized as an
integral part of the productive ecosystem capable of supporting the 2030
UN Agenda on Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). This analysis is
apt particularly in relation to SDG 1 which is about ending poverty in
all its forms everywhere on planet earth (McElwee and Wood, 2017;
Seifollahi-Aghmiuni et al., 2019). Thus, well-managed wetlands can sup-
port this agenda because of their potential to support livelihood op-
portunities in vulnerable communities regardless of size and location
(Omagor and Barasa, 2018). This potential lies in the varied resources
with which wetlands are endowed, but which also calls for an elabo-
rate and well-coordinated public management structure. It suffices to
note that the livelihood opportunities wetlands provide are the means
by which people can earn a living at personal, household and commu-
nity levels (Lamsal et al., 2015). Management as a broad concept is de-
noted as the process which primarily focuses on organizational config-
uring, administering and governing the affairs of a specific organiza-
tional outfit, regardless of character, nature, form, location and mag-
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nitude (Ornella et al., 2019). Thus, management is mainly intended to
calculatingly design and maintain its performance in accordance with
the organizations’ core objectives. While management has a number of
components, this paper puts emphasis on three of its fundamental facets
of planning, implementation and control mainly to analyze how these
management mechanisms influence livelihood opportunities in urban
wetlands.

The potential of wetlands to provide supportive opportunities can,
however, be sustainable only when its exploitation is supported by ef-
fective wetland management measures (Rebelo et al., 2010; McElwee,
2013). This is the whole essence of SDG 15, which enjoins United Na-
tions member states to “protect, restore and promote sustainable use of
terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertifica-
tion, ...reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss” (UN, 2015).
Wetland management is essential because of the role it plays as a pro-
moter of conservation and wise use of all wetlands through diverse local
approaches and international cooperation to achieve sustainable devel-
opment throughout the world (Ramsar, 2017). This role has long been
recognized in the 1971 Ramsar Convention ratified by over 169 mem-
ber states in Iran. Essentially, wetland management involves planning
for sustainable use of this ecosystem, implementing strategies and con-
trolling them to ensure that appropriate livelihood opportunities are
achieved (Nabahungu, 2012; Lamsal et al., 2015). It is, thus, in order
to investigate this management model with a focus on its most central
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facets of planning, implementation and control to measure the logical
linkages with livelihood opportunities in urban wetland settings.

Kinawataka wetland, the center of focus for the research, decreased
by 46% and its degradation rose from 49% to 95% from 1992 to the
present (Tumusiime, 2013). This state of affairs forms the basis for ex-
amining the management structure for this resource and its linkages to
sustainable livelihood in the area. The research questions focused on
how the applied management model, which specifically focused on (a)
planning, (b) implementation and (c) control, affected wetland provi-
sion of livelihood opportunities on a sustainable basis. Thus, the under-
lying question was: do the present planning, implementation and con-
trol system elements support the Kinawataka wetland resource liveli-
hood opportunities? Wetland planning strategies entail specific activi-
ties designed, formulated and implemented by government authorities
to protect this resource that guarantee sustainable use for sustainable
livelihoods. Therefore, to achieve viable wetland use that provides sus-
tainable livelihoods requires well-coordinated planning, implementa-
tion and control mechanisms at different levels of government. Accord-
ing to Ochola & Nyariki (2010) planning is “what comes before action
i.e. a process of establishing a set of decisions intended for action to
accomplish defined task to achieve goals and objectives by preferable
means”. While implementation refers to a process used to execute or
putting a plan or decision into effect. Whereas, control is understood as
the power to influence or direct human behavior or events, majorly for
performance improvement purposes in the management plan. There-
fore, wetland management policies implementation strategies have to
purposely be inclusive and mainly focus these aspects to ensure sustain-
able livelihoods of the users, irrespective of location.

2. Theoretical perspectives
2.1. The sustainable wetlands management theory

This study was guided by the theory of sustainable wetlands man-
agement proposed by (Hobfoll et al., 2018; (Hobfoll et al., 2015)
(Hobfoll, 2012)). The conservation of resources (COR) theory is a tress
model that describes the motivation that drives humans to both maintain
the current resources and pursue new ones. The theory is based on sev-
eral basic principles which underline the rationale for resource manage-
ment in real-life situations. First, the theory states that personalities with
more resources in society were likely to construct systems for creating
more while folks with smaller amounts of resources were positioned to
have even much weaker resource bases. Second, the COR posits that ini-
tial resource losses would lead to resource loss in future circumstances.
Thirdly, a related principle is that initial resource gains would lead to re-
source gains in future, thus supporting resource systems. Lastly, a fourth
assumption for the COR is that lack of resources would consistently lead
to defense attempt to conserve the remaining resources (Hobfoll et al.,
2018). In regard to the system for resources management, the theory im-
plies that when resources are not thoughtfully utilised, it creates threat
of future loss which aggravated further potential costs in less efficient
management structures. In addition, this theory emphasises democratic
and economic justice when utilizing natural resources for sustainable
livelihoods. The theory calls for mechanisms where, as one protects the
available resources to satisfy present-day demands, automatic accumu-
lation for more new resources should become a norm (Walker, 2008).
While the COR has deceptively straight forward assumptions, they intri-
cately speak to contemporary resource management models, including
the public resource management system in place in Uganda. Equally
important in explaining this study is the preservation theory which at-
taches intrinsic value to wetlands. Reis et al. (2017); Byamukama &
Kiyawa (2019) argue in the context of this theory that natural resources
such as wetlands should be protected against inappropriate human ac-
tivities that may undermine various contributions ecosystem provide to
well-being of the people.
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The two theories are linked to management practices demonstrated
in the planning, implementation and control functions. This is because
the theories were developed from a combination of the core insights of
management, the rational use principle emphasised in the 1971 Ramsar
Convention and sustainable development goals promoted by the UN.
While the management aspects of the theories represented the funda-
mental features of management in organizational settings, the rational
utilization principle describes sustainable exploitation of wetlands. The
latter principle emphases human use of a wetland where it remains in
position to yield the greatest continuous benefit to present generations
while maintaining its potential to meet the needs and aspirations of fu-
ture generations (Ramsar, 2017). The components of the theories that
relate to sustainable development designate development that does not
only meet the present human needs without compromising the ability
of future generations to meet their own needs (Hék et al., 2016; Ev-
ers, 2018). Equally significant in the theoretical analysis is the ability
of the natural productive entities (wetlands), as managed in the pub-
lic sphere, to wholesomely contribute to the development process on
a sustainable basis (Gossling-Goidsmiths, 2018; Mensah and Casade-
vall, 2019). The COR in particular combines these principle ideas to
advance a view that wetland management involves designing legisla-
tion, structuring the institutional framework, formulating policy guide-
lines and implementation schedules that promote agreeable livelihood
prospects in line with the existing public management systems. Based
on the latter public structures, the public management practices are ex-
pected to prevent negative human-driven pressures and impacts on frag-
ile ecosystems and enforce the relevant legal instruments with commu-
nity involvement. Fundamentally, the management aspects of the theory
suggests that other key managerial activities include undertaking plan-
ning, monitoring and evaluation of ecosystem to build capacity neces-
sary to promote acceptable wetland utilization that does not threaten its
important benefits it provides to society (Baral et al., 2016). Designing
pertinent legislation, configuring apposite institutional framework and
policy guidelines necessary to promote sustainable wetland utilization
was, in this study, conceptualised as planning. In essence, successful in-
stitutional structuring is principally the main focus of management as
a concept and in practice. The enforcement of the carefully considered
managerial instruments was operationalized as implementation while
monitoring, evaluation and review as part of the model in the analysis,
were denoted as control since these were the management practices em-
ployed to examine the input of public functions (Brito and Sauan, 2016;
Opio et al., 2011).

2.2. Planning as a wetland management tool

Various scholars have analysed planning as a central component in
the management of wetlands. It is conceived as one of the tools that
is used to organize critical spaces in the public domain (Sullivan and
Fisher, 2011; Lamsal, 2015; Mafabi, 2018). Besides, planning is a com-
prehensive multilevel process that involves operations at different stages
in which diverse state organs operate basing on the legal, institutional,
regulatory and the administrative structures for wetland management as
structured (Brito and Sauan, 2016; Phethi and Gumbo, 2019). The in-
stitutional definition recognises the pertinent legal instruments starting
with the Constitution, the Wetland Conservation Act, Wetland Conserva-
tion Policy, and Wetland Conservation Regulations, all of which provide
guidance to planning for wetland management (Brito and Sauan, 2016;
Mafabi, 2018). This process spells out a regulatory or institutional hi-
erarchy necessary to enforce the enacted legal, policy and regulatory
instruments and articulating the necessary positions/offices making up
the hierarchy, clarifying the duties and responsibilities attached to each
office. Planning further suggests the structuring of the specifications a
manager should have to qualify for the office, and how the offices are
linked or coordinated in terms of reporting lines (Tumusiime, 2013). In
relation to wetland management, this would refer to identification of
wetland conservation priorities in line with government plans, formu-
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lating an overall enforceable wetland conservation plan and strategy,
the guidelines and reviewing government performance. The planning
component equally calls for determination of activity plans, develop-
ing budgets, the expected outcomes and their utilization (Phethi and
Gumbo, 2019). It is noted that while all these scholars explain how
planning is conducted at the organizational level, none of the analy-
ses delves into its impact on the potential for effective management of
wetlands and sustainable livelihood. This constituted one of the gaps in
knowledge filled in this study.

2.3. Plan implementation and the context of wetland management

The manner in which the wetland management plans are imple-
mented has attracted the attention of several scholars. Implementa-
tion involves putting in place a bureaucratic national structure which
works with local authorities and community members to enforce the
laws, policies, regulations and plans designed to promote sustainable
wetland exploitation. Implementation, as public policy function, fur-
ther involves mobilizing the necessary resources and positioning them
to facilitate the plan execution processes. Similar observations appear
in the work of scholars who argue that the implementation function
determines the government machinery for achieving its finer objectives
(Tumusiime, 2013; Turyahabwe, 2013). Central to this discussion is that
while these analyses emphasized the key processes involved in plan im-
plementation, their other main concern was the contribution of wetland
resources management to ecological balance, but not to the potential of
the wetlands to support livelihood opportunities.

Consistent with the integrated management argument, enforcing
laws and policies enacted to promote wetland utilization are constrained
when the necessary resources are not released in time and when these re-
sources are inadequate. Similarly, when the available resources are not
put to planned use, often, due to mismanagement in form of embezzle-
ment, misappropriation and inefficiency that benefits the office holder,
wetland management implementation is undermined (Gosling et al.,
2017). Wetland management plans implementation involves diverse
stakeholders effectively playing their supervisory and regulatory roles.
In addition, such implementation implies that environmental officers
make the statutory field visits to conduct regular wetland utilization as-
sessment, training and sensitization of the community about sustainable
wetlands utilization (Jiang et al., 2015). Significantly, plan implementa-
tion also involves law enforcement by officers against wetland offenders
and local authorities playing their watchdog role over community mem-
bers to ensure sustainable wetland management (Nabahungu, 2012;
Lamsal et al., 2015). Furthermore, Finlayson (2018) emphasised that
management of urban wetland plan implementation should comprise of
wetlands inspection, negotiating with law offenders to change their de-
structive practices, and taking legal action if they fail to comply with
wetland management regime. Nonetheless, recent analyses suggest that
high ranking government officials constrain this process by initiating
illegal developments in wetlands and doing so with evident impunity
(Oloka-Onyango, 2017). While the studies on plan implementation crit-
ically examine the loopholes in contemporary wetland management
models, these analyses barely discuss the relationship between wetland
management models and the nature of livelihood prospects in urban
settings.

2.4. Control of plan execution as a wetland management component

Previous research has shown that control is a management function
that is carried out prescriptively at the planning level. At this level, the
latter component is inbuilt by designing inclusive laws, policies, reg-
ulations and codes of conduct that should be democratically observed
to effectively implement wetland strategies as planned (Solomon et al.,
2018). The control plan further denotes the criteria that should be fol-
lowed to evaluate the success of the management implementation activ-
ities (Brito and Sauan, 2016; Gevers et al., 2018; Mafabi, 2018). Some
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studies have indicated that wetland control mechanisms can be con-
ducted concurrently with planning. This entails supervising, inspecting
and monitoring the implementation of the designed wetland conserva-
tion activities. This process aims at to constantly correcting any devia-
tions found during the implementation process as part of the wetland
management control procedures to improve wetland control manage-
ment options (Xu et al., 2020). Scholars have, indeed, argued that con-
trol can be detective in which case it involves following up, apprais-
ing, measuring and reviewing what the implementers have done basing
on the initial results from wetland plan implementation (Walters et al.,
2019). Further, control involves establishing whether conservation offi-
cers have implemented the wetland plans in accordance to the existing
public law or not, the challenges they have encountered, if any, and how
they can be addressed.

Perhaps significant to note, control is effective only when it is con-
ducted as an integrated process with all the dimensions supporting
each other until the final evaluation regardless of the type adopted
(Ramsar, 2018; Malak et al., 2019). These analyses posit that after all, it
is difficult to separate prescriptive control from detective control since
the latter cannot take place without using the evaluation and assess-
ment criteria designed at the former stage. Similarly, although concur-
rent control is significantly dependent on leadership and professional
competence, it is also supported by prescriptive control, especially when
the officials have to refer to designed performance standards to correct
omissions or errors committed. Current studies further note that effec-
tiveness of control is enhanced when the community is involved as a
watchdog over how public officials carry out their work (Malak et al.,
2019; Krause et al., 2016). These reviews suggest that the control com-
ponent of wetland management can only be effective when this process
is not constrained by inadequate resources. While current scholarship
explains control as an important component of the management for pro-
moting sustainable use of public resources, they have made little effort
to delve into how it is linked to the livelihood opportunities provided
by the wetland ecosystem.

2.5. Key debates in management and wetland provision of livelihood
opportunities

Extant evidence indicates that wetlands have great potential to pro-
vide varied resources that act as livelihood opportunities (Aazami and
Shanazi, 2020; Lockwood et al., 2010). These include water for do-
mestic use, livestock watering, and agricultural irrigation during pro-
longed dry seasons; fertile soils that support growing of compatible
crops, and fodder (Ba et al., 2013). Wetlands also are home to flora
species used to make different handicrafts and roofing materials; clay
and sand used as building materials; food resources such as fish, yams
and vegetables, among others (Turyahabwe et al., 2013). Further-
more, wetlands have potential to provide fuel-wood, microclimate ame-
lioration, ecological stability, and control of floods and storms that
can destroy valuable property and businesses in nearby communities
(Seifollahi-Aghmiuni et al., 2019). They serve as a habitat for edible
wild game and for species that have ecotourism and medicinal value
(Ramachandra et al., 2011). This potential provides livelihood oppor-
tunities by acting as a source of food, employment, income, construc-
tion materials, and other resources used to earn a living (Lamsal et al.,
2015). Examples of the resources include fish, water, and edible crops;
construction materials such as clay, sand, wood, papyrus; and cul-
tivatable land (Rebelo et al., 2010; Lamsal et al., 2015). These re-
sources are livelihood opportunities because nearby communities can
use them as a source of food, medical care, construction materials, fuel
power and most of all, income from the sale of some of the resources
(Mccartney, 2013) . While all these scholars pointed out the different
resources by which wetland provide livelihood opportunities, they fell
short of examining the role of management models on the potential for
maintaining ecosystem to support livelihoods in a sustainable manner.
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The conceptual framework illustrates the theoretical relationship be-
tween management (specifically planning, implementation, control) and
livelihood opportunities in wetlands. When there is effective planning,
implementation and control it is assumed that there is wise use of wet-
land resources. The latter would be expected to lead to enhanced future
opportunities and continuous access to food, water, fuel, employment,
land and medicinal resources.

3. Study area and research methods

The general situation in Uganda’s wetlands and in particular, Ki-
nawataka wetland, is not any different when examined in the same
managerial framework. Wetlands cover 10%—13% of 241,037 km?s of
Uganda’s land area; of which Kampala Capital City Authority (KCCA)
covers 189 km2s. Of this total dimension, the KCCA’s share of wetland
is 12.76 km?s, with Kinawataka wetland’s land coverage standing at 1.5
km?s (Mafabi, 2018). This ecological space is, however, facing degra-
dation through marram infilling, rapid infrastructure and housing con-
struction, pollution through direct dumping of toxic industrial wastes,
and incompatible cultivation. According to recent analyses, these hu-
man activities have destroyed wetland coverage in Uganda from 96.3%
of the total wetland land coverage to 82.5% in 2015 and to 80.6% in
2018 (Omagor and Barasa, 2018). Suggesting a breakdown in contem-
porary management mechanisms, wetland destruction was also found to
have been encroached on by smallholder agricultural cultivation whose
annual damage increased from 0.2% in 2002 to 1.6% in 2015 and 7.7%
in 2018. Equally revealing in terms of wetland management challenges
were data which suggested that settlement in wetlands increased from
3.2% to 7.8% by 2015 and 12.5% by 2018. Similarly, the built-up area
rose from 54% in 1992 to 66% in 2014, the area encroached by small
businesses rose from 14% to 18%, with encroachment by industries ris-
ing from 9% to 12% during the same period (Tumuheire, 2017). On the
basis of these data, there is perhaps no comparable wetland in Uganda
that has faced worse mismanagement, diminishing potential to provide
maintainable livelihood prospects as Kinawataka wetland.

Kinawataka wetland is located in Nakawa Division, one of the five
local administrative zones under KCCA. It stands out significantly as
one of the city’s wetlands that has the potential to provide livelihood
opportunities for the nearby communities and beyond (Bikangaga et al.,
2007). Prominent among the features of the study site were housing
construction sites, agricultural activities, clay extraction locations, car
washing bays, garbage dumping and motorcar garages. As key indicators
of the challenges in the current public management mechanisms, these
wetland activities combine to critically threaten Kinawataka’s potential
for resource sustainability (Wanasolo et al., 2018). The activities mostly
undermined the wetland’s capacity to control flooding, potential support
for controlled agriculture, water purification and employment openings
(Kakuru et al., 2013). The rationale for purposively selecting this study
site was essentially justified by visible mismanagement of the second
biggest wetland in KCCA, which had experienced more degradation than
other urban wetlands (Tumuheire, 2017; Uganda, 2015). In addition,
the site had an estimated 4000 households, suggesting it was the most
highly populated compared to other urban wetland locations beyond
Banda, Naguru, Mambo-Bado Kisenyi, Luzira, Butabika and Bukoto in
Nakawa Division. Fig. 2 indicates the area, specifically the upper and
lower parts of the study site.

The study was conducted using a case study research design involv-
ing a mixed methods approach. This research design facilitated the col-
lection and analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data. The latter
combination of evidence was needed to get a deeper insight into how
the management of Kinawataka wetland affected the potential of this
ecosystem to provide sustainable livelihood opportunities (Creswell and
Creswell, 2018). Quantitative and qualitative collected from primary
and secondary sources. The secondary data sources included the Consti-
tution of Uganda, 1995, Uganda Wetland Management Act and Policy,
the KCCA Enforcement Regulations and the KCCA wetland management
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plan. On the other hand, the primary sources entailed wetland users
from Kinawataka and public management officers from the Ministry
of Water and Environment (MWE), National Environment Management
Authority (NEMA), KCCA officials and local leaders. The data collected
included essential information on perceptions of wetland users and gov-
ernment officials, essentailly on how wet management functions, specif-
ically, planning, implementation and control were performed as criti-
cal variables in wetland use. Ultimately, this analysis was also essen-
tial to facilitate the understanding of the relationship between manage-
ment functions and the sustainability of livelihood opportunities for Ki-
nawataka wetland users.

The total population of households and business entities in Ki-
nawataka was 43,050 (Nakawa Division Annual Report, 2018). Using
this population assessment as the size of the study population, the sam-
ple was computed using Sloven’s formula given as:

__N
[1+ Ny

Where n = sample size, N = size of study population and e = margin
of error. The sample was selected at a confidence level of 95%, implying
that e = 5% or 0.05. Therefore, the expected sample size was:

n = 43050 + [1 +43050(0.05)?] =396

This study used stratified the sampling technique to choose busi-
ness entities and households and the simple random technique to select
respondents from their strata. On the other hand, purposive sampling
technique was utilized to select government officials and local leaders
responsible for diverse dimensions of the wetland management mecha-
nisms. The respondents in this category were selected as key informants
on account of holding exclusive information about how Kinawataka wet-
land was managed and logical effects.

A triangulation method was used in data collection where a combi-
nation of different data collection methods were applied to gather rel-
evant information. These included a survey questionnaire, focus group
discussions (FGDs), key interview and observation. The survey question-
naire was used to collect quantitative data regarding how planning, im-
plementation and control management functions affected wetland user
livelihood (Sekaran, 2016). The questionnaire elicited information on
knowledge, information, level of awareness on current planning wet-
land processes, the Uganda constitution wetland provisions, laws, poli-
cies and regulations and deterrent law against wetland abuse. On the
other hand, data were collected on consultations on implementation
processes, meetings on acceptable wetland activities, legal provisions
on plan execution processes and wetland protection. Control being one
of the key management function, data were collected on wetland offi-
cers’ performance in control processes and whether wetland users were
involved in reporting, monitoring, assessment evaluation and feedback
mechanisms. Regarding the potential sustainable livelihood opportuni-
ties, data were gathered on wetland resource utilization and legally ac-
ceptable community activities. A Likert scale was used to measure ques-
tionnaire items where Strongly Disagree (SA) =1, Disagree (D) =2, Not
sure (NS) =3, Agree (A) =4, strongly Agree (SA) =5. Results obtained
were presented using Tables and descriptive statistics particularly the
mean and standard deviation to highlight the variation in the question-
naire items.

It is important to note the questionnaire was administered to Ki-
nawataka household wetland users and small business operators on the
fringes of the wetland. Questionnaire were directly administered to ran-
domly selected respondents where they were requested to respond to
questionnaire items which were recorded. This process was carried out
after individual subject had consented to participate in the study. This
was to ensure free provision of responses without bias and to guarantee
high response rate. Conversely, qualitative data were obtained through
key interviews, FGD using open-ended questions. Key interviews were
mainly used to elicit information from government officials, KCCA en-
forcement officers and local leaders charged with the execution of wet-
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opportunities

Management of wetlands

e Planning

e Implementation

e Control component of
management

| ¢« Fuel-wood

Sustainable provision of livelihood
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¢ Industrial development

¢ Compatible cultivation

¢ Employment/jobs for earning a living
e Construction materials

¢ Medicine for domestic use/sale

Fig. 1. Conceptual Framework.
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land management functions. Observation was used in exploring the na-
ture of households and livelihoods dynamics within and along the wet-
land. The observation method was applied in the various site visits made
while conducting FGDs and key interviews.

The study utilized both qualitative and quantitative data analysis
techniques. Quantitative data from questionnaires were entered into
the SPSS program and analyzed using the descriptive data and linear
regression analysis method. Data transformation was used to construct
central variables from the administered questionnaires, while linear re-
gression was used to establish how management practices (planning,
implementation and control) affected Kinawataka wetland’s potential
for sustainable livelihood opportunities. Before quantitative data anal-
ysis, the raw data were collated, compiled and edited to ensure that all
the questionnaires that were issued out and administered were properly
analyzed. This allowed for obvious errors resulting from possible data
entry inaccuracies to be removed. Thereafter, the quantitative data were

entered into the SPSS program and analyzed using the descriptive, data
transformation and linear regression analysis. Descriptive analysis was
used to establish how instrument variables related. Specifically, descrip-
tive analysis was used to establish how community members assessed
the logical linkages between the major variables. Linear regression was
used to establish relationship between management practices (planning,
implementation and control) and the potential of Kinawataka wetland
to provide livelihood opportunities. This was carried out to provide the
diversity of outcomes that could help to answer the stated research ques-
tions and to successfully test the hypothesis. Data were mostly presented
in tabular form.

Qualitative data was analyzed using the thematic technique focus-
ing on the research’ main variables. All the qualitative data collected
through FGD and interviews were transcribed, texts paraphrased while
some relevant quotations were retained with minor editing, where need
arose. The ultimate qualitative data analysis outcome, arranged by
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Table 1

Community’s Responses on Planning for Sustainable use of Kinawataka wetland.

Environmental Challenges 2 (2021) 100021

Indicators of planning for wetland utilization

% of community members per response (N = 322)

SD =1 D=2 NS=3 A=4 SA=5 Mean Std.

I am aware that the constitution of Uganda does not allow misuse of 10.0 4.1 10.0 75.2 0.7 3.53 974
wetlands, including our wetland in Kinawataka.

I know that degrading or destroying our wetland in Kinawataka breaks the 8.9 5.2 10.0 68.5 7.4 3.80 161
law enacted in Uganda to protect how wetlands should be utilized.

There is a policy in place to guide how Uganda’s wetlands such as this one 8.9 4.8 11.1 72.6 2.6 3.95 238
at Kinawataka should be managed to ensure that they are not abused.

KCCA officials tell us that the activities we conduct in Kinawataka are only 10.0 3.7 103 66.7 9.3 3.81 .190
those allowed in the plan they formulated to guide how we should use
wetlands.

KCCA officials tell us that there are laws that can use to punish anybody 0.4 7.7 3.0 79.3 9.6 4.10 814
found using Kinawataka wetland in a manner that compromises its ability
to serve future generations.

Average 7.6 5.1 8.9 725 5.9 3.84 475

Abbreviations: SD-Strongly Disagree, D-Disagree, NS-Not Sure, A-Agree, SA-Strongly Agree, Std.-Standard deviation.

themes in line with the central study variables were finally integrated
in the study results.

4. Findings and discussion

Out of the 396 total questionnaires administered, a total of 322 were
returned representing 81.3 percent. The first research question focused
on establishing how, as wetland management practice, planning affected
Kinawataka’s sustainable provision of livelihood opportunities.

4.1. Planning for wetlands and potential for sustainable livelihoods

Results in this perspective are presented with effort focusing on the
relationship between the planning functions and the outcomes mea-
sured at the community level in Kinawataka wetland. Table 1 presents
the findings on planning for sustainable use of Kinawataka wetland re-
sources.

The average row in Table 1 indicates that (72.5%) of the commu-
nity members agreed to the various indicators of wetland planning
(Mean = 3.84) which was close to (4) in relation to wetland utilization.
Evidently, the community members’ reports did not deviate much from
each other (Std. = 0.475). These results reveal that majority of the
community members expressed a view that the planning indicators for
sustainable use of wetland resources were visible in Kinawataka wet-
land. Community members were further asked to indicate the livelihood
opportunities relating to the wetland resource planning functions. De-
scriptive analysis of their responses produced results shown in Table 2.

The average row in Table 2 indicates that most of the respondents
(67.1%) were not sure about the wetland opportunities (Mean = 3.11)
which was close to (3). This suggests that in general, the commu-
nity members were uncertain about the sustainability of Kinawataka
wetland to provide livelihood opportunities. The standard deviation
(Std. = 1.572) was close to 2, implying reasonably large deviation
from the mean. This deviation indicates that not all community mem-
bers were uncertain. In fact, the percentage distribution was (21.7%)
of those respondents who disagreed with the wetland for provision of
the wetland opportunities. About (10.6%) of the participants agreed Ki-
nawataka wetland could sustainably provide the identified opportuni-
ties. However, the fact that majority of the reports were undecided sug-
gests that the wetland’s potential to provide livelihood opportunities
was at stake, further pointing to likely pessimism among the respon-
dents. To determine how planning for wetlands contributed to this state
of affairs, the responses in Table 1 and Table 2 were combined using
the arithmetic technique of the data transformation method of SPSS to
compute the central variables of ‘planning’ and ‘sustainable provision of
livelihood opportunities’. Thus, in order to test the hypothesis stated in
this study, inferential statistics were used, particularly regression cor-
relation analysis. The correlation analysis was used to establish the

relationship between the variables measured in this study, that is, re-
gression analysis was employed to determine whether planning had a
practical bearing on of Kinawataka’s wetland livelihoods.

Results obtained from linear regression were positive but not sig-
nificant (Beta = 0.133, ¢t = 0.735, Sig. = 0.468 > 0.05). Further, the
multiple R was (0.133) which indicates a weak linear relationship be-
tween the predictor (planning) for Kinawataka wetland resource use and
sustainable livelihood opportunities. On the other hand, the R? value
was (0.015) which indicates a 1.5% variance in Kinawataka’s sustain-
able wetland livelihoods can be reasonably explained by wetland use
planning functions. This is because the pertinent statistics revealed that
the relationship between planning for Kinawataka wetland and its sus-
tainable provision of livelihood opportunities was positive but insignif-
icant. This relationship shows planning and Kinawataka’s sustainable
livelihood opportunities varied in the same direction. These findings fur-
ther mean that corresponding Adjusted R? was insignificant (Adjusted
R2 = 0.015, F = 0.541, Sig. = 0.468 > 0.05). These results in turn im-
plied that despite varying in the same direction, planning did not predict
the wetland’s sustainable provision of livelihood opportunities in a sig-
nificant manner. Invariably, the results also suggested the link between
planning for wetlands and sustainable provision of livelihood opportu-
nities was weak for Kinawataka wetland. In line with these results, the
weak link implies that planning activities for wetlands did not do much
to involve wetland users in the process of ensuring the continued sus-
tainable livelihood opportunities.

Interestingly, the main findings generated when the same question
on planning was posed to the key informants confirmed the above find-
ing. The aggregated responses indicated that public officials engaged
in planning for sustainable use of wetlands in Uganda, including Ki-
nawataka wetland, were constrained by inadequate budget to involve all
stakeholders in the planning process. In addition, officials interviewed
mentioned that the promulgation of the 1995 Uganda Constitution and
NEMA in the same year provided for planning but resources on the
ground did not sufficiently support it. Public officials further stressed
that the Constitution gazetted all the wetlands as conservation areas pro-
tected by government to sustainably guarantee potential wetland users
livelihoods. Respondents also pointed out that as workers for state agen-
cies, they had the mandate to enforce the said protection by developing
plans on how wetlands were supposed to be wisely exploited by anyone,
be they the nearby community, local or foreign investors. One official
stated that “we started by formulating the Uganda national policy for
the conservation and management of wetland resources. Guided by this
policy, we mapped all wetlands and developed a national wetland man-
agement plan for guiding the utilization of resources to ensure that they
were not abused”. Contributing to this discourse, other respondents
indicated they initiated the improvement of the National Environment
Act which was enacted by Parliament in 2019 to effectively guide
the management of the environment. These results obtained from key
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Table 2
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Responses on Kinawataka Wetland’s Sustainable Provision of Livelihood Opportunities.

Indicators of opportunities

% of community members per response (N = 322)

SD =1 D=2 NS=3 A=4 SA=5 Mean Std.

Kinawataka wetland can continue providing papyrus that community members use to roof 4.4 6.3 86.7 2.2 0.4 3.42 1.776
houses.

Kinawataka wetland can continue to provide plants which are used as structural building 9.6 6.3 69.6 6.7 7.8 3.10 1.327
materials.

Kinawataka wetland can continue to provide plants from which handicrafts such as mats 16.7 7.4 55.2 18.1 2.6 3.20 1.167
and baskets can be made.

Kinawataka wetland has fish that the community can catch to sell or consume as food. 8.9 3.0 69.6 13.7 4.8 3.19 1.181

The marginal parts of Kinawataka wetland can be continually used as grazing areas for 8.1 3.7 75.6 9.6 3.0 3.31 1.920
livestock especially during the dry season.

Kinawataka wetland can still purify runoff water to make it good for irrigation during the 4.4 13.7 77.0 3.0 1.9 3.28 1.904
dry season

Kinawataka wetland can still purify water runoff to make it good for livestock watering at 13.0 16.6 54.1 16.3 0.0 3.44 1.300
no cost.

Kinawataka wetland has potential to attract tourism. 81.4 12.6 0.0 3.0 3.0 1.37 1.584

Kinawataka wetland has plants that can be continually used for medicinal purposes. 8.1 1.1 84.4 6.4 0.0 3.41 1.788

Kinawataka wetland has potential to support continual sand extraction for sale. 0.4 4.8 82.2 3.7 8.9 3.04 1.592

Kinawataka wetland has resources people can continually exploit as a source employment 16.7 7.4 55.2 18.1 2.6 3.20 1.167
that can earn them a living.

Kinawataka wetland has potential to support continual bricklaying from clay resources. 4.1 4.1 90.5 0.9 0.4 342 1.757

Average 14.5 7.2 67.7 7.6 3.0 3.11 1.572

Abbreviations: SD-Strongly Disagree, D-Disagree, NS-Not Sure, A-Agree, SA-Strongly Agree, Std.-Standard deviation.

informants agreed with Lamsal’s (2015) findings which suggested
that wetland management for sustainable human livelihoods could be
achieved by well-defined laws and policies. Qualitative data clearly
demonstrated that efforts for wetland management in Uganda aimed
at promoting proper wetland resources management and sustainable
livelihoods. Yet, in the final analysis planning for urban wetlands was
found to be more theoretical despite the realities on the ground which
indicated that regardless of meticulous state-led effort, sustainable
livelihoods were under extreme threat. Perhaps we can argue that
the contributions above suggest Kinawataka wetland was among
those resources whose conservation for sustainable utilization was
inadequately based on the existing wetland policy, Map, Act, and
government Management Plan.

However, it can be noted from the above analysis contradicts legal
solid issues emphasized by respondents interviewed. Firstly, they said,
the 1995 Constitution of the Republic of Uganda provides for the pro-
tection of wetlands to ensure their sustainable utilization, and by exten-
sion, the Constitution is the basis of livelihood opportunities. Secondly,
they further stated that the State protects important natural resources,
including land, water, wetlands, minerals, oil, fauna and flora on behalf
of the people of Uganda to ensure guaranteed livelihoods on a sustain-
able basis. One respondent specifically emphasized that the Constitution
protects wetlands for the good of Ugandans in Article 237(b) that states:

The Government or a local government as determined by Parlia-
ment by law shall hold in trust for the people and protect natural
lakes, rivers, wetlands, forest reserves, game reserves, national
parks and any land to be reserved for ecological and touristic
purposes for the common good of all citizens.

Thirdly, respondents pointed out that the National Environment Act,
2019 the entire Article 54 is dedicated to describing how wetlands such
as Kinawataka should be conserved and managed for the good of the
people. One respondent particularly referred to key articles including,
Article 54(2) which requires Government not to “lease out or otherwise
alienate any wetland” and Section 3(a) of the same Article which under-
scores the need for wise use of wetlands. Pertinently, Article 54(4)-(6)
also explains the powers and responsibilities of the agencies mandated
to manage this use to ensure its sustainability. Nonetheless, while these
articles emphasize planning for sustainable wetland management at the
national and local government levels, not much of this emphasis was
observed.

Further effort were made to ask local government officials at KCCA
and Nakawa Division to explain how they translated national wetland
planning within the context of Kinawataka wetland and how this af-
fected the wetland’s provision of sustainable livelihood opportunities.
These officials categorically indicated they had a comprehensive envi-
ronment management plan in place. They emphasized the local plan was
designed in line with the National Environment Policy and Environment
Conservation Plan with, both of which aimed at guiding sound conser-
vation and sustainable use of the natural resources, including wetlands
in KCCA, amongst others. In other words, the officials presented the
local plans as an extension of the national environment conservation.
One respondent specifically indicated that “the purpose of the plan is to
ensure that KCCA’s natural environment, including wetlands, is not de-
graded or destroyed by unplanned housing and industrial constructions,
infrastructural developments and establishment of commercial centres.
The latter consist of markets and shopping malls, motor garages, and
social centres such as churches, cinema halls, and other human activi-
ties...”. However, data collected from FGD varied from KCCA officials’
responses in regard to wetland management and sustainable livelihood
in Kinawata. It was strongly noted that KCCA planners hardly involved
them in wetland management issues. To their dismay they mentioned,
the KCCA enforcement officials only appeared periodically in the wet-
land to evict them from diverse locations. These data further confirm
that there is a disconnection between official planning processes and
sustainable livelihoods in Kinawataka. Indeed, this evidence gives cre-
dence to the scholarly observations made by Brito and Sauan (2016),
Mafabi (2018) and Phethi and Gumbo (2019) who emphasize the link-
ages between planning and natural resource utilization. It should, how-
ever, be noted that interviews held at the environment office in Nakawa
Division revealed that all the wetland and other natural resources plans
which were undertaken in the Division were plans not fully compre-
hensive as they required more financial resources for planning purposes
than was available to the Division.

4.2. Implementation of wetland management plans

Descriptive statistics were used to determine the means and standard
deviations of the items defined to generate data from the respondents
on the plan implementation variable. Table 3. presents the summary of
the data for each indicator measured.
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Table 3
Community’s Responses on Implementation of Wetland Plans at Kinawataka.
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Indicators of wetland plan implementing at Kinawataka

% of community members per response (N = 322)

SD =1 D=2 NS=3 A=4 SA=5 Mean Std.
People in Kinawataka are invited by government officials for community meetings at 8.5 76.3 4.4 5.2 5.6 1.65 178
which they are sensitized about what they should and should not do to ensure
that the wetland is not abused.
The village secretary for production and environment ensures that community 8.9 74.1 10.7 3.7 2.6 1.58 152
members do only those activities that do not destroy Kinawataka wetland.
Any community member found doing any activity that destroys Kinawataka is 4.8 68.5 3.0 13.7 10.0 1.65 197
punished according to the law
Any development such as a house, commercial building, market center or dumping 0.0 81.9 7.0 2.6 8.5 2.46 .340
site that destroys the wetland is halted by authorities
No construction project or activity is allowed in Kinawataka wetland when it is not 1.5 91.1 1.1 2.6 3.7 243 376
approved by authorities
There are no industries that release their wastes directly into Kinawataka wetland 8.9 76.3 10.7 3.7 0.4 1.56 430
Government officials carry out regular surveillance around Kinawataka wetland to 0.4 91.5 4 6.3 1.5 1.87 .538
ensure that all activities conducted within are in compliance with the law.
Government officials in charge of protecting Kinawataka wetland cannot accept to be 0.0 94.4 0.4 4.8 4 1.90 438
bribed to allow any project or activity that degrades or destroys it.
Government officials in charge of protecting Kinawataka wetland stop any 5.9 92.2 0.4 1.1 0.4 1.80 440
development that encroaches on it even when it belongs to powers that be.
Average 43 82.9 4.2 4.9 3.7 1.88 343
Abbreviations: SD-Strongly Disagree, D-Disagree, NS-Not Sure, A-Agree, SA-Strongly Agree, Std.-Standard deviation.
Table 4
Effect of Plan Implementation on Kinawataka Wetland’s Sustainable Provision of Livelihood Opportunities.
Independent variable Predicted statistics
Dependent variable: sustainable provision of livelihood opportunities
Unstandardized Coefficients Beta t Sig. R R? Adjusted R? F-value Sig.
B Std. Error
(Constant) .839 .072 11.692 .000 139 .019 .017 13.986 .000
Plan implementation -0.420 138 -0.139 -3.041 .002

The percentage distribution corresponding to the average row in
Table 3 indicates that (82.9%) disagreed (mean = 1.88 was close to
2) to all the indicators of wetland plan implementation at Kinawataka.
The respondents further disagreed without much deviation from the av-
erage (Std. = 0.343). These results suggest that from the community
members’ perspective, the implementation of wetland plans was poorly
carried out in Kinawataka. Further analysis was conducted to establish
how such plan implementation influenced the wetland’s ability to pro-
vide livelihood opportunities. The responses in Table 3 were computed
using the arithmetic technique of the data transformation method of
SPSS to compute the central variables of ‘plan implementation’. There-
after, linear regression analysis was conducted producing results shown
in Table 4.

From Table 4, the Beta value and its corresponding t-value were both
negative and significant (Beta = —0.139, t = —3.041, Sig. = 0.002 <
0.05). These statistics suggest the relationship between wetland plan im-
plementation in Kinawataka and the wetland’s capacity to sustainably
provide livelihood opportunities was negative and significant. This rela-
tionship implies the plan implementation and Kinawataka wetland’s sus-
tainable provision of livelihood opportunities varied in opposite direc-
tions. The Adjusted R? was significant (Adjusted R2 = 0.017, F = 13.986,
Sig. = 0.000 < 0.05), implying that plan implementation predicted the
wetland’s sustainable provision of livelihood opportunities in a signif-
icantly negative manner. Therefore, it can be argued that since R? is
0.017 which indicates a 1.7% variance in implementation can be ex-
plained by the presence of limited livelihood opportunities for wetland
resource users. It can be concluded that the manner in which wetland
plans were implemented in Kinawataka, wetland constrained its capac-
ity to sustainably guarantee livelihood opportunities.

Qualitative data collected in regard to the second research question
echoed the quantitative reported. Its fundamental relevance was to
provide a framework for receiving diverse opinions on how, as a man-

agement practice, plan implementation affected Kinawataka wetland’s
capacity for livelihood opportunities to its users. Selected key infor-
mants explained how they put the wetland plans they designed into
practice, especially with respect to Kinawataka wetland. Respondent’s
revealed that there is an elaborate system which is used to implement
wetland management plan. They opined that this involved officials
from the Ministry of Water and Environment, NEMA, KCCA, Nakawa
Division local government, and secretaries for production and environ-
ment at village local councils. They mentioned that they work together
to ensure that the wetlands in Kampala are not abused. For Kinawataka,
they stressed that they rely mostly on the village secretaries and the
environment officer at the local government of Nakawa Division to
ensure that wetland users do not destroy the wetland through waste
dumping, over extraction of sand and clay, and overcutting of its gen-
eral vegetation cover. For big projects such as constructions of houses,
shopping or market centres, and other infrastructural developments, we
rely on NEMA, KCCA and Ministry of Water and Environment, which
we expect to work to together to analyze the impact assessment of each
project on the wetland before approving it.

They emphasized that this system should really ensure that wetlands
are sustainably used, but..... Corruption is a big disease. When most
of these stakeholders are given bribes, they leave rich people and
investors to engage in any activity such as constructing industries,
warehouses or etc. that encroach on the wetland regardless of its
destructive impact. They said that this had led to fading of much of this
wetland through being covered by constructed houses, motor garages,
shopping, washing bay and market centres, area of empty plastic bottle
collection centres, scrap buying points motor cycle rider stages and
dumping sites. These opinions from the respondents, revealed that at
the implementation level, management of Kinawataka wetland involves
different stakeholders performing roles expected of them at the different
level of the applied bureaucratic structure. The narrative therefore,
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supports Lamsal et al. (2015) who observed that wetland management
involves implementation of wetland plans by different officials playing
the roles assigned to their positions to ensure that wetlands are utilized
in a sustainable manner. Also, this suggests however, that in the case
of Kinawataka wetland, most of the stakeholders did not do their
implementation roles as expected because of corruption. For instance,
one of the government officials interviewed said that:

When our budget is funded by government, we go out to the field
to ensure that wetlands are not misused and destroyed. What we
basically do, which is within our mandate, is to monitor all hu-
man activities and developments carried out in wetlands to en-
force compliance with the law as enshrined in the Act and Policy.
But the budgets remain seriously low.

In other words, budget limitations constitute one factor that under-
mined the implementation of wetland plans. While the officials stated
that they inspected the developments in wetlands to establish whether
they are approved in line with existing wetland management plan, this
activity was similarly undermined by the Uganda Land Board which
sometimes issues land titles in the wetlands. This in turn means that
whereas the inspections stopped any activity and destroy any develop-
ment which violated government plans, in some situations the imple-
menters did not have the authority to halt wetland abusers. Thus, the
bureaucrats in wetland management did not always have the power
to protect livelihood opportunities. Further qualitative analyses re-
emphasized the challenge of budgets which were not only perennially
found acutely low but were also subject to abuse themselves. Thus, a
correct summary would reflect the policy implementation situation and
state that the managers could only do so much. Moreover, the state of-
ficials could not demolish some of the irregular developments that de-
stroyed or altered Kinawataka, especially those established by powerful
and untouchable government officials.

It was clear from the expression above that implementation of wet-
land plans starts with funding the planned and goes on to involve moni-
toring and inspecting the activities and developments, stopping and de-
molishing those that contravene the wetland laws and plans. The extract
indicates further that this implementation is constrained by acute under-
funding, high ranking and untouchable government officials who estab-
lish developments in the wetland with impunity. These findings support
the observation made by Smith (2013) and Oloka-Onyango (2017) that
implementation wetland plans is sometimes constrained by underfund-
ing and impunity of high ranking government officials.

Furthermore, when respondents particularly government officials
were as how implement laws and policies to ensure the protection of
the Kinawataka, one respondent expressed that:

Like we do with other wetlands within our jurisdiction, we pro-
mote the conservation of this wetland (Kinawataka) to ensure
its sustainable use by making community outreaches to sensi-
tize and educate village leaders and the people living nearby and
those working within the wetland about its importance, why they
should not misuse it, and how they should work therein. We tell
them about what they are expected and not expected to do; how
they should use the resources such as fish, papyrus, sand, clay,
grass and other valuable things in the wetland. We also encour-
age them to be watchdogs of each other to ensure that activities
that are not allowed in a wetland such housing construction are
not done. This way, we ensure that people use wetlands with-
out destroying them. However, some of our employees do not do
their work as expected. Due to being underpaid, they are vulner-
able to receiving bribes that compromise them not to stop some
of the activities they very well know are illegal in wetlands. Some
of the officials in charge of releasing money needed to facilitate
community sensitization and mobilization to participate in the
conservation of the wetland swindle the money to satisfy selfish
interests.
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The above expression indicates that the implementation of the plans
designed to ensure that wetlands in Kampala, particularly Kinawataka
wetland were sustainably utilized involved community sensitization and
education about the importance of the wise use principle. The excerpt
indicates however that this process faced challenges such as vulnera-
bility to and acceptance of bribes and swindling of money meant to
facilitate it for person aggrandizement. Therefore, the results confirm
that the observation made by Smith (2013) and Jiang et al. (2015) that
while the implementation of the policies and plans that are meant to
promote sustainable use of wetlands involves community sensitization,
education, and mobilization, it tends to be constrained by bureaucratic
inefficiencies. Further effort was made to ask selected household heads
and business operators to indicate the activities that were being carried
out by government, local authorities and the local community to ensure
that the resources in Kinawataka wetland were used in a sustainable
manner

4.3. Control of kinawataka wetland and sustainable provision of livelihood

Control activities in the framework of wetland activities and sus-
tainable livelihoods refer to those policy functions in the area of pol-
icy monitoring and evaluation. Descriptive results from respondents are
presented in Table 5.

Table 5 indicates that on average, (77.8%) of the community mem-
bers strongly disagreed (mean = 1.22 was close to 1) without deviat-
ing much from each other (Std. = 3.17) that the control wetland plan
implementation was well conducted. This implies that the majority of
these respondents indicated the control functions were not visible at
Kinawataka. As to how this state of affairs affected the wetland’s sus-
tainable provision of livelihood opportunities was determined after us-
ing the arithmetic technique of the data transformation to construct a
global variable of ‘control’ from the responses in Table 5. A simple linear
regression was carried out to predict the livelihood opportunities based
on wetland control management practices. Results generated from lin-
ear regression are shown in Table 6.

The analysis of the Beta value and its corresponding t-value in
Table 6 reveals that both were negative and significant (Beta = —0.608,
t = -16.611, Sig. = 0.000 < 0.05). These statistics show that the re-
lationship between the control of plan implementation at Kinawataka
and this wetland’s sustainable provision of livelihood opportunities was
negative and significant. This suggests that the control of plan imple-
mentation and this wetland’s sustainable provision of livelihood oppor-
tunities varied in opposite directions. It was found that the Adjusted R?
was significant (Adjusted R? = 0.368, F = 275.931, Sig. = 0.000 < 0.05),
suggesting that control of plan implementation predicted the wetland’s
sustainable provision of livelihood opportunities in a significantly neg-
ative manner. Therefore, it can be argued that since R? is 0.368 which
indicates that 36.8% of variance in control can be explained by liveli-
hood opportunities. These results reveal that Kinawataka wetland’s sus-
tainable provision of livelihood opportunities was critically hampered
by the manner in which the control of implementing the plans designed
to protect it was conducted (Aazami and Shanazi, 2020).

In order to get deeper insight into the third research question which
focused on examining how, as a management practice, control of the
implementation of wetland plans affected Kinawataka’s sustainable pro-
vision of livelihood opportunities from a qualitative dimension, respon-
dents gave interesting views. When the question of how control of the
implementation of wetland plans affected Kinawataka’s sustainable pro-
vision of livelihood opportunities to wetland users was posed to the key
informants, they expressed that there were necessary laws, guidelines
and assessment criteria which are needed to evaluate field officers in
charge of implementing the designed wetland implementation policy
and plans. They further stated that even the supervisors in charge of
monitoring these officers to inspect and evaluate their fieldwork were
around. One of the respondents specifically said that “we as a whole
unit was dedicated to this work of ensuring wetland were protected. But
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Table 5
Community’s Responses on Control of Wetland Plans at Kinawataka.
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Indicators of control of wetland plan implementation at Kinawataka

% of community members per response (N = 322)

SD =1 D=2 NS=3 A=4 SA=5 Mean Std.
Community meetings are organised to seek the views of the members about how 76.3 8.5 52 44 5.6 1.25 278
environment officers ensure that the wetland is used in a proper manner
Government authorities in charge of wetland management encourage community 741 8.9 3.7 10.7 2.6 1.18 252
members to report any of their field officers who do not do their work of ensuring
that the wetland is not destroyed.
Government authorities in charge of protecting wetlands respond effectively to any 68.5 4.8 13.7 3.0 10.0 1.35 397
concerns raised by any community member about how their officials are doing their
work.
Environment officers reported to their employers are subjected to appropriate action 92.2 5.9 1.1 0.4 0.4 1.10 .340
whenever community member reports them for not doing their work well.
Average 77.8 7.0 5.9 4.6 4.7 1.22 317
Abbreviations: SD-Strongly Disagree, D-Disagree, NS-Not Sure, A-Agree, SA-Strongly Agree, Std.-Standard deviation.
Table 6
Effect of Control on Kinawataka Wetland’s Sustainable Provision of Livelihood opportunities.
Independent variable Predicted statistics
Dependent variable: Potential to provide livelihood opportunities
Unstandardized Coefficients Beta t Sig.
B Std. Error R R? Adjusted R? F-value Sig.
(Constant) 233 .033 7.067 .000 .608 .369 .368 275.931 .000
Control -0.550 .033 -0.608 -16.611 .000

unfortunately, this unit is not funded”. In that regard observed from the
views of the respondents that, what happens is that those who are sup-
posed to work as supervisors and inspectors end up working as if they
are the field officers, doing the work not meant for them. Popular view
among wetland user contacted during FGD, was that the supervisors and
inspectors connive with field officers to solicit for bribes and leave the
developments and activities that are not supposed to be conducted in
wetlands to flourish there, thereby destroying these ecosystems.

Perhaps it is correct to argue that the prescriptive control measure
used to enforce proper implementation of designed wetland plans in
place, are not well implemented because of poor remuneration of offi-
cials charged with responsibility to control misuse of the wetland and
inadequate funding. This deficiency not only causes redundancy of su-
pervisors and inspectors but also makes them compromise their respon-
sibilities and vulnerable to soliciting bribes that further renders their
work poorly done the consequence of which is to contribute more to
destruction of wetlands and subsequently, their sustainable provision of
livelihood opportunities. In consistency, another key informant had this
to say:

We are supposed to supervise and monitor our environment of-
ficers. But this is perhaps the least done here because we lack
funds to do so. We rarely follow up, monitor and evaluate what
our environment officers do in the field. We stop at sending them
there to do their work hoping that they do it well. It is only in
exceptional cases such as when what they have done has agi-
tated the public or the owners of the affected projects. We try to
find out how they have done it, whether they followed the law
and whether they were not influenced (bribed) to do it. For in-
stance, demolishing housing constructions in wetlands tends to
cause public uproar. People rise up demanding explanations as
to why some constructions are put down while others in exactly
the same situation are not. They ask why the owner of the de-
molished structure was allowed to put it up in the first place. The
public gives us the questions we also ask our environment offi-
cers. In most cases, we find they have acted within the law. But
the question that remains unanswered is why they do not do so
to all the projects in the same situation. We find fear to touch the
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projects of the untouchable powerful government officials who
act with impunity....as common reasons. Most of wetland public
officials are confrontational instead of encouraging participatory
approach to ensure wise use of the wetland.

The foregoing results suggest that control of plan implementation is
not well conducted because of lack of funds. They also indicate that
environment officers are left to do their work unsupervised and un-
monitored, which creates chances for them to implement the plans dis-
criminately by stopping or demolishing some developments in the wet-
land while leaving others to continue either because fear to antago-
nize public officials who abuse their offices. This supports the study
of Malak et al. (2019) that indicates that control of the implementation
of wetland plans is in some cases not well carried out because of insuf-
ficient funding, corruption and impunity of high ranking government
officials. In addition to the key informants, community members were
asked to indicate whether efforts were done to ensure that officers in
charge of protecting the wetland in Kinawataka did their work. Respon-
dents said that generally there were laws and policies to control not only
Kinawata wetland but all wetlands in Uganda, and these laws and poli-
cies are well documented and know, however, enforcers do not sensitize
and encourage those who utilize wetland to put them in practice, they
are on paper. One of the respondents specifically mentioned that “I don’t
see such laws and policies working to protect the wetland. Many peo-
ple have deeply encroached on it, inhabitants and users have increased.
We may no longer have this wetland any more as different kinds of de-
velopment were taking place on it”. Furthermore, respondents revealed
that law enforcement officials were known for forcing those residing in
this wetland to demolish their houses and seek shelter elsewhere. They
stressed that unless these laws and policies are properly implemented
many wetlands including Kinawataka.

5. Conclusions and recommendations

The aim of the study was to examine how wetland manage-
ment practices of planning, implementation and control influenced
Kinawataka wetland ability to provide sustainable livelihood opportu-
nities. The overall results revealed there were positive linkages between
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management functions of (planning, implementation and control) and
livelihood opportunities, but had an insignificant predictive effect. This
suggests that there was a gap between managers and the users in the
public processes for handling wetland resource sustainability issues.
Related to this, is the reality that explains the increasing poverty and
the current Kinawata wetland degradation which stood to undermine
the potential hub of diverse livelihood opportunities. In many ways, this
context also provides the framework for understanding inadequate sup-
port from legal and policy institutions which operate within neoliberal
policy settings characterised by bureaucratic inefficiency in wetland “al-
locations” to investors. Nevertheless, these constraints largely emerge
from the negative effects that were caused by the manner in which the
designed management plans were implemented and how the execution
process was controlled. Therefore, it can be concluded that if the three
management functions were adequately considered in conservation
and preservation of wetland management processes, would facilitate
continued access to sustainable livelihood opportunities in the wetland.
From the fore, the following recommendations were made:

a) Planning as a management function should be democratic to involve
all stakeholders as one the central strategies for managing wetland
resources on sustainable basis. This thus calls for effective stakehold-
ers’ participation in wetland use planning backed-up by strengthen-
ing policies and general legal framework to capture the input from
policy makers and environmental scientists and wetland users.
Government officials implementing wetland policy should strive to
design durable partnership involving civil society and wetland users.
Such strategy should strongly suggest need to increase improved
implementation resources entailing funding, adequate human re-
sources and GIS technology to handle wetland implementation pro-
cesses at community level to ensure sustainability.

The control function of management which is central to effective
wetland resource governance should be reshaped and positioned to
ensure logically linked monitoring, evaluation and reporting pro-
cesses to support sustainable livelihood opportunities. An equivo-
cally this should demand for targeted governance reforms to elimi-
nate inefficiencies from the control procedures of wetland conserva-
tion to ensure Kinawataka provides sustainable livelihood opportu-
nities.
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