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ABSTRACT
In Sub-Saharan Africa, forest goOds and services are extrem-ely impcrtant for rural tivellhoods.

prt)vidihg food, medicine, shelter, fuel and cash income. Property managed forests can provide

HlIIner61,.1srenewable raw- materials for development as well as ecosystem services, inciudinQ

clean. water, soil conservation, 'and biodiverslty. This study therefore aimed at capturinq the

perception of the economic valueand contributionof forest. ecosystem services. and goods:·to

the livelihood im.pr"oveifl1E?litof communities livin~. nearby forest reserves. Using a .semi-

structured questionnalret combine to. Various environmental economic valuation methods and

techniques: market arid non-market valuation methods such as contingent valuation methods

with WT"f»),interview were conducted with the aim o.fcolh~ctil1ginformation from households in

Kaqadl, Muhoro and Nyamarunc;la -sua counties nearby Kanqornbe reserve in Kibaale distrkt,

western UganQa. The findings of the study indicated that 94% of-the respondents perceived that

tl1.~Yhad access rights to forest resources although 85% reported that they· didn'tuse the rights

le.gally. The. reserve served as' a source of livelihood 'for ,95% of the respondents' through a

collection of a variety of NTFPs, groWin.g traps nearby and rearinq animals nearby the reserve.

Respondents acknowledqed rece.iving benefits from various. ecosystem services delivered in and

from the forest reserved, These included cultural values, recreation, and ccntribution to soil. . ," ". ....'

xvii

fertility' and watershed services. The economic value direct 'cmd indirect benefits received from

'various ecosystem services bycornmunities were estimated to be worth of .US$3059..12.6.S in

K-ag<idi, US$ 2.70235 ..83: i0 Muhoro and US$ 32727.0.57 in Nyamarunda. This research'. takes Its

place in this 'conversation about conserving natural resources and imprQving local people's

livelihoeds. it is therefore. possible for policy makers. to get a tradeoff .or reconciling' community

livelihood wi~-I'1.~Qn5.~fvation aims in western' t.egio.n since. it is well known. how important are

torestecosystern-services and qcods for community in that region.

KeywQrcfs :. Community-perception. Economtcvelue at-ecosystem services. Forest Contribution,

livelihoods; Western ({?gion 0/ Uganda



CHAPTER ON'E: GENE,RA'L INTRQDU'CTION

1.1..Introduction

A forest reserve is,an area of land that is reserved by law for forestry purposes, including

protection of ecologi~ally important 'areas and production of forest g'Oods and. services,

Fow~streserves also include bush lands and ,.grasslal~dswithin th~ reserved land. Forests

ccver.alrnest 25% of the world's land and are critical in ll1t;etirig human needs for water,

food, shelter, medicine, fuel wood, fodder and timber. They' also .provide a wide range of

environmental services which mainly include among others biodiversity conservation,

watershed protection, 'and protection of soil. and mitigation of global dirrtate chanqe

(Hirakur] 20{J:3',Landell-Mitls 8!. Porras 2002).

'J

The bigg,es~ numbers of people. are unaware .of .the ecosystem services that forests:

provide especially to "enhance improvement of people's livelihood. The -depletion ofthe

forest resources has Important implications' for the livelihoods of a sizeable majority 'of

-the population, und.~r:mining' the sustainabllity of the region's econQmy and posing ~

-real threat-to poverty reduction.

-
Forests are, essential to the daily lives ',of everyone. The forest sector has continued

to playa big role in provisiorr of goods arid services to the ·people. The forests provide
. . ". , .

over 9tl%, of the total energy consumed in the district. Poverty reports tend to

underestimate the contribution of forests and off-farm natural resources in getleraf to

livelihoods, while forestry reporting is typiGally in·terms of the physical resource and its,

status-and extent. Such reporting sheds no light onthe contributions made by forests to

ti.ie lives of the poor. Many forest products are important to the )ive!i'hoods of the, rutal

poor; but are not wel! recoqnized in commodity markets ..

,1
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