TENURE IN MYSTERY

Status of Land under Wildlife, Forestry and Mining Concessions
in Karamoja Region, Uganda

By;
Margaret A. Rugadya,

Herbert Kamusiime and
Eddie Nsamba-Gayiiya

This study was undertaken with support from TROCRIBganda and Oxfam GB in Uganda
to Associates Research Uganda

August 2010



About the Authors:

Margaret A. Rugadya is a public policy analyst withs to socio-economic and legal fields relatimdgind
and natural resources management. Currently isDarBéearch fellow at the University of Maastrictiite
Netherlands.

Herbert Kamusiime is an agricultural economist, elyjdexperienced in socio-economic research, holding
Master degree. Currently is the Executive DirectioAssociates Research Uganda, a policy researsh tr

Eddie Nsamba-Gayiiya is a land economist, holdindaster degree and 25 years of service in the 6éld
valuation with the Government of Uganda. Curreiglyhe Executive Director of Consultant Surveyand a

Planners, a private consultancy firm.

Christine Kajumba is a research manager at Asssciaesearch Uganda, with 6 years of coordinatiag th
field surveys and data collection in different gast Uganda.

MAP OF KARAMOJA

Sudan ‘1

Uganda

Karenga
Kenya

Kampalo ¥

KITGUM Tanzania

Rwanda

ABIM  District

Kacheri Rupa  Subcounty

mmmm  Mational Border

KoOTIiDo

——  District Border
ol

KOTIDD TC={

Kotido

——  Subcounty Border

PADER
ssn Disputed Border

@ john Emerson www. backspace.cem

MOROTO

Zy— MOROTO MC

Katikekile

Kenya
KATAKWI
Lolachat
HAKAPIRIPIRIT TC
" Mamal Moruita
f SIRONKO
!"J BUKEDEA KAPCHORWA
i o 10 20 40 Km
I




Source: Archives, 2010



OVERVIEW

Tenure in Mystery collates information on land undenservation, forestry and mining in the
Karamoja region. Whereas significant changes instla¢us of land tenure took place with the
Parliamentary approval for degazettement of appraieély 54% of the land area under wildlife
conservation in 2002, little else happened to éelthis update to the beneficiary communities in
the region. Instead enclaves of information emengédin the elite and political leadership, by
means of which personal interests and rewards imeirey secured and protected. It is thus not
surprising, to observe communities in Karamoja iogrghe inconsiderate persons who drive
Uganda Wild Authority for loose of community righits favour of wild animals. All this while
what is rightfully theirs is restored unto them mutinknown to them.

Divergent from this trend, are the lands held un@entral Forestry Reserves, accounting for
approximately 12% of the land area in Karamoja, sehstatus is unlikely to change in the near
future, because they embody critical water catchramzas linked to bio-diversity or sensitive eco-
systems. The obscurity for their non-access anduserby communities in Karamoja, matches the
desolate anonymity associated with minerals andngiiconcessions offered to private companies
for approximately 25 % of the land area. All thikes place within a policy attitude and mindset
characterized by enduring negative perceptions tath@uregion, taken to be chaotic, backward
economically irrational and environmentally destiwesunder the pastoral land use and production
system.

The aim of this study then, is to factually grountkrventions for securing tenure and livelihoods

on contemporary and up to date information obtafn@ah the relevant departments or agencies of
government concerned with wildlife conservationptpction of forested areas and mining of

minerals in Uganda. Findings show that communédiesvulnerable to internal and external loss of
land and its resources without information, thatpewers them to protect, negotiate and

participate in their ownership, use and managem®et.in four Chapters, this report details

changes generated by the degazettement of corisenakas in 2002 and the current status of
Forest reserves in Karamoja region, with commuvigyvs on their existence and utilisation in the

first chapter.

The second chapter is devoted to understandingdhext within which mineral exploration and
mining under concessions is operated and attaiméiukei Karamoja region under the current legal
and policy framework. In all this, what ought to thee status of community rights is clearly
articulated. In the third Chapter, the milieu fentire security under customary land within the
Karamoja region is dealt with, showing the limitais accruing from the duality of statutory and
customary law in the attainment of ownership, usg access to land. This study concludes with
an analysis of key issues under protected areangiand land tenure security. It draws out
possible interventions that can be undertaken doesd the issues.

Data was collected through focus group discussidtis leaders at district and sub county level.
Interviews were also conducted with key informaatel the political leadership of the region.
However, much of the information was extracted fritra district land offices, the national data
archive in the Geology and Mines Department, thes€ovation Coordination office of Uganda
Wildlife Authority and the Directorate of Naturabfest at the National Forestry Authority.

Views expressed in this document are those of ukisoes.
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1. PROTECTED AREAS IN KARAMOJA
1.1 Background to Gazettement of Wildlife Conservabn Areas

In the 1920s and 1930s, Karamoja was one of Easta®d prime hunting areas, with large herds
of buffalo in Dodoth, Eland and Zebras spread acitbe plains, and giraffes common near
Kadam. Topi and hartebeests were also common alzlige numbers in Jie and Bokora. During
the wet season, elephants moved south through Kgaafollowing the ripening oBorassus
fruits, returning north to the hills around Kidepo the dry season. However, after 1950,
continuous decline of wildlife was observed and tedhe creation of National Parks and Game
Reserves.

Records available from Uganda Wildlife Autho?it‘mdicate that, in 1962, the Government of
Uganda established Kidepo National Park coveringB@.,square kilometres. In 1963, three
controlled hunting areas of Napak covering 196 sgualometres, North Karamoja covering
10,820 square kilometres and South Karamoja coyery882 square kilometres were also
established. In 1964, three game (wildlife) resereé Matheniko (1,573 square kilometres),
Bokora (2,145 square kilometres) and Pian-Upe @dduare kilometres) were established. By
1965, a total of 26,204quare kilometres (94.6% of Karamoja) was undetepted areas for
wildlife conservation out of a total land area aof, 200 square kilometres for the whole region.
Between 1972 and the early 1990s, protected aredsland under for conservation was
extensively encroached and settled due to Statecstend inability to effectively take charge of,
large tracts of land.

In 1996, Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA) undertoakfield survey that confirmed over 65,000
persons illegally residing in protected areas aiitth wildlife conservation sanctuaries severely
encroached. With additional concern voiced by Ideaders and political leaders of the region,
that the protected areas of Karamoja occupied th&t fiertile areas of the region, UWA realised
that the protected areas were seen as expansi@s fomnagriculture and a means by which the
region can become self-sufficient in food produttioThis is because much of Pian-Upe, Bokora
Corridor and Matheniko wildlife reserves lie on rswlic black cotton’ soils, which although
prone to water logging in the wet season are amidhgsmost fertile soils in the region. None of
the other soils are highly productive except fotchas of moderately fertile ‘eutrophic brown
soils’ at the base of Napak and Kadam Mountainschvhre better drained than the verstisols of
the plains and were already under cultivation lgyghcroaching communities.

Based on the results of the 1996 survey, UWA mdwueatjust several protected areas boundaries
to exclude as much as possible those parts that esvily encroached and no longer served any
useful conservation purpose. This move is said awehbeen backed by extensive public
consultations before the actual review and degameint.

“...Uganda Wildlife Authority claims that a Karan@ggonference was held in 1995, and
the issue of degazettement came up...the poliicdl technical leaders agreed and the
community were consulted. Consultations startedudt county level then to the district
level and finally the Parliament. It is just thaegple who attended the meetings for
reasons best known to them decide to hoard thennafion..™

! From the office of James Omoding, Community ConsemaCoordinator, Uganda Wildlife Authority, Ap2010

2 Noted in UWA Brief on current status of wildlife mservation in the Karamoja region by the Ugandadlifé!
Authority prepared by James Omoding, Community Cosmdiem Coordinator, April 2010

3 James Okware, Senior Warden, Uganda Wildlife Adthe- Moroto Office, April 2010



Much as the stated criteria for degazettement wasidered to be heavily encroached areas, a
number of heavily settled areas, that were consitléo be water catchment areas or within

sensitive eco-systems, for instance forested patoheiver beds, especially at the foot of Napak

and Kadam mountains were never degezatted.

1.2 Land Area under Wildlife Conservation in 2002 ad 2010

In 2002, with the approval the Parliament of Uganttee Wildlife Authority reviewed the wildlife
conservation areas and degazetted 14,904 sq kilesnéi3.8% of total land area in Karamoja)
drastically reducing coverage from 26,204 squaftemetres (94.6% of Karamoja) to 11,300
square kilometres (40.8% of the total land arelddramoja). Table 1 below illustrates the change
in status of the one national park, three wildlidserves and three controlled hunting areas, & are
size and percentage term. It also shows the amer wecently created community wildlife areas in
Irir, Karenga and Amudat.

Table 1: Status of Wildlife Conservation Areas irKaramoja

Category Before 2002 % Area Degazetted  Area Gazetted as %

(Kms?) in 2002 (Km$) at 2010 (Kmg)

National Park
Kidepo Valley 1,436 0 1,436

Total 1,436 5.2% 0 1,436 5.2%
Wildlife Reserves
(a) Pian Upe 2,152 109 2,043
(b) Bokora 2,245 312 1,833
(c) Matheniko 1,573 180 1,393

Total 5,870 21.2% 601 5,269 19.0%
Controlled Hunting Areas
(@) North Karamoja 10,820 10,820 0
(b) South Karamoja 7,882 7,882 0
(c) Napak 196 196 0

Total 18,898 68.2% 18,898 0 0.0%
Community Wildlife Area
(a) Iriri CWA 0 1,030 1,030
(b) Karenga CWA 0 1,540 1,540
(c) Amudat CWA 0 2,025 2,025

Total 0 0.0% 4,595 4,595 16.0%

GRAND TOTAL 26,204 14,904 11,300

(%) of 27,700 Km$ Karamoja 94.6% 53.8% 40.8%

Source: Uganda Wildlife Authority, 2010

Evidence for legal establishment and modificdtiari these wildlife conservation areas in

Karamoja is found in:

() Statutory Instrument No. 220 of 1964, for therPUpe Wildlife Reserve, which was
amended by Statutory Instrument No. 136 of 1968, whose boundaries were modified
in 2002 by the Parliament of Uganda;

(i)  Statutory Instrument No. 223 of 1964, for tBekora Corridor Wildlife Reserve, which
was amended by Statutory Instrument No. 68 of 13%6W whose boundaries were
modified in 2002 by the Parliament of Uganda;

(i)  Statutory Instrument No. 219 of 1964, for thMatheniko Wildlife Reserve, which was
amended by Statutory Instrument No. 136 of 1968, whose boundaries were modified
in 2002 by the Parliament of Uganda;

(iv) Kidepo Valley National Park initially estabfied as a game reserve in 1958 and amended
to Game Park status by statutory instrument in 1962

* In interview with James Omoding, Community Conseéora€oordinator, Uganda Wildlife Authority, April 20



1.2.1 Kidepo Valley National Park

The Kidepo Valley National Park is one of Ugandatsst remote and spectacular national park,
harbours scenery unsurpassed in any other par&sh/Adrica. Tucked into the corner of Uganda’s
north-eastern border with Sudan and Kenya, It maatbtaking savannahs studded with hills and
outcrops. A huge latitudinal range and correspagiginvide climatic conditions have evolved an
extremely diverse flora. As a result the varietyaofmal species in the park is equally abundant
including many which are found nowhere else in WgarMountain forest dominates some of the
high places, while areas along the Lorupei Riv@psut dense Acacia geradi forest. The flora and
fauna of the park are more typical of Kenya thanrésst of Uganda.

Kidepo Valley National Park has retained its oradiacreage of 1,436 square kilometres as of
1962, accounting for 5.2% of the land area in Kajam86 species of mammals—including bat-
eared fox, striped hyena, aardwolf, jackal, cheesalal wild dog, 473 species of birds—notably
hornbills, eagles, and ostriches—and 692 plantiepdtave been recorded. To date, the park is
still managed under the policy of strict protectsor.

Unlike other parks in the country, in Kidepo Vallational Park, there is strictly no grazing and
once a person is found grazing they are arrestedveMer, in case of disaster the Minister
responsible for tourism has statutory powers tongecontrolled grazing, just as it often happens
in Lake Muburo Natural Park. According to James @iy Senior Warden, Uganda Wildlife

Authority in the Moroto Office, access can alsogoanted for collection of some forest products
within the Park, such as fire wood, bee keepinghamey, collection of herbs. This however
requires that the community enters into an agreemdorm of:

“...a Memorandum of Understanding with the Park Harities, so that specific access
gates are assigned for their use (both entry anit) exd the demarcation of specific
passages that are adhered to, especially with eiopbarishes neart3y:

For such an undertaking to happen the communitie®snding the park, need to be equipped
with information, on the basis of which access banattained. In Uganda, wildlife is legally
owned by the state, for the benefit of its citiz€dganda Wildlife Statute No. 14 1996 sect. 4 (1))
and terms for access and use of areas which hdidrbour wildlife on official basis is contained
therein. The survey through focus group discussamtsinterviews established that communities
surrounding this national park are not aware othsopportunities for access especially during
prolonged dry seasons, when such emergency measere§importance.

1.2.2 Wildlife (Game) Reserves

Wildlife reserves accounted for 21.2% before thaerg of their status in 2002, this decreased
slightly to 19% of the land area in Karamoja aftegazettement. The 1996 Wildlife Survey on the
basis of which review and re-adjustment of themasewas undertaken, revealed that, the Bokora
Corridor was heavily utilized on seasonal basishw0D,000 — 100,000 cattle moving through the
southern half of the reserve from Kangole and MatanTeso and back during the October —
February Period. In addition, dams along the LoatoRiver were being rehabilitated, which lead
to increased pressure on the wildlife reserve farigg. Above all, there were human settlements
in the areas adjacent to the reserve and withindberve i.e. Apeitom Village and Kobuline and

5 In interview with James Omoding, Community Conséova€oordinator, Uganda Wildlife Authority, April 20
6 James Okware, Senior Warden, Uganda Wildlife Adthe- Moroto Office, April 2010



Kopopwa Village, with a population range of 600 &ewolds to 900 households and 2,400
households respectively.

Map 2: Bokora Game Reserve after the 2002 Degazeattent
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Within the Bokora Wildlife Reserve, the followinhanges were effected:

(i) A section of the reserve south of Longirikipad was downgraded to community Wildlife
Area status and renamed Iriri Community Wildlifeear

(i) A wildlife corridor to northern Pian—-Upe Wildié Reserve was maintained.

(i)  The Bokora corridor was extended to include twoodlands and thickets around Toror
Hills, and westwards towards Labwor, to include ®ostum woodlands not adequately
represented in the Protected Areas network. Thiward extension was justified on the
basis of giving further protection to Uganda’s obfgeding population of Ostriches.

By downgrading the southern section of Bokora @arriwildlife reserve, the communities at

Apeitolim and Kopowa (totalling about 4,000 peopl®re ‘legalised’. At that time, there were no

permanent settlements within the modified Bokoraridor Wildlife Reserve and no communities

would be affected as shown the Map below. Howetfgzse communities have now come back
from wherever they had migrated due to insecuny are claiming their land, which is an issue
that needs to be addressed.

Whereas Uganda Wildlife Authority effected the ofj@® on the reserves on the basis of aerial
photography, wildlife survey and bio-diversity evafions, the actual on ground mapping and
demarcation has never been effected. In additlom Authority lacks an on ground presence to
patrol and police the conservation areas in thelavbb Karamoja region, except for the Kidepo
Valley National Park, neither are the conservaticeas clearly demarcated for observance by the
communities. This situation is a fertile breedingund for community—wildlife conflicts and



community—Wildlife Authority conflicts, when the emtual on-ground demarcations take place.

The Wildlife Authority claims that plans for on-gnad demarcation have been halted for the last 9
years due to insecurity in the area. There arergkekims to land and occupation of protected

areas in the Karamoja region because of the pretbrgpsence and failure of the Wildlife
Authority to enforce the protected areas policygoound. This is because;

“...the 1964 gazettement was done, but this gareit¢ remained on paper. Boundary
marking was not done on the ground. Today it iarctbat Wildlife Authority has not been
on the ground in the past, its re-appearance mdkesKaramojong conceptualize the

marking of boundaries as a fresh gazettement af’lan

“Getting people to come and settle and thereforekwin Karamoja was not possible that
is one of the reasons why these boundaries werenadted then and therefore marking
them now is facing resistance; but the boundariefoo example Kidepo are not being

disputed because they were marked lond"ago

It needs to be understood, that unless if spetificaiided, most communities may not leverage
with the Uganda Wildlife Authority for both inforrtian, interaction or indeed any form of

negotiations for access or use.

Map 3: Pian—Upe Game Reserve after the 2002 Degatsrhent
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The 1996 Wildlife Survey also revealed that PiareWildlife reserve is utilized on seasonal

basis, with 20,000 cattle moving through the resewing the October — February period to graze
along Lake Opeta in the south end of the reserddaraiast Teso. In addition, there were 22 Pian
settlements (of approximately 3,000 persons) withinreserve to south of Namalu, and another

" James Okware, Senior Warden, Uganda Wildlife Atithe- Moroto Office, April 2010
8 James Okware, Senior Warden, Uganda Wildlife Adthe- Moroto Office, April 2010



1,400 settled around the base of Napak Mountaiderthe reserve, which seriously compromised
the integrity of Napak Forest Reserve, due to Highh wood demands, thus degrading the forest
and reducing the catchment area.

In the Pian-Upe Wildlife Reserve, the following olgas were effected:

() A small part of Pian-Upe that was falling withKatakwi District was excised from the
reserve, since it was no longer serving any coaserv function, because most areas had
been settled.

(i)  The encroached area at Namalu was excised frenreserve covering approximately 56
square kilometres

(i) It was proposed that, the 22 illegal Piantlestents, comprising 1,400 person established
around the base of Napak Mountain be relocatedd¢tion of Bokora Wildlife Reserve
south of Longirikipi Dam that was downgraded to @aunity Wildlife Area status.

Uganda Wildlife Authority in their official statemeon status of conservation areas in Karamoja
secured from the department of community consermatiaccepts that, even with all review
process and changes in the region, there ar@gtitlapping issues that need to be addressed such
as, “the issue of illegal settlements needs taduressed in consultation with the National Forest
Authority since Napak Forest Reserve overlaps it of Pian-Upe Wildlife Reserve where
settlements are evidenthecause over the last 10 years, the human populatisaid to have
grown to about 15,000 persons in this location@lon

Grazing, which is a key livelihood requirement foe agro-pastoral communities of Karamoja, in
wildlife reserves is allowed without permits, altlyln crop cultivation is not permitted.
Concurring, the Senior Warden of UWA, revealednnrderview that:

“From time immemorial, grazing and watering of amil:m as well as accessing resources
for domestic uses have been allowed in the wildégerves. Access for domestic related
resource of building poles, crafts materials, gragimedicinal plants etc has always been
allowed. What is not allowed is settlement and @agdtiure because this disrupts the
ecosystem of the whole area thereby defeatingdgie lof conservation. Actually it is
because of this that we have confrontations wighdoal communiti€s

This basic right of use and access is unknownda@tmmunities in most of the locations surveyed
in this study. Indeed, many communities and leadtarslved in this survey, doubted the prior

existence of conservation areas to the extent thaipening, re-marking and re-demarcation of
the degazetted areas is perceived by the local coities as land grabbing or just trying to

demarcate their land without their permission. His tsense, the local community is justifiably

ignorant about on ground demarcation, even thouglas common knowledge that much of the
land in the region was under protected status,onitpointing it out on the ground, it could never,

have been observed by the communities.

In other instances, there are genuine claims bymoamities, especially in Bokora, where the 1996
survey found persons in displacement therefore athtkeir area as unoccupied, as shown in the
excerpt below:

“...there is also this corridor at the border withelBokora people, which was taken by
UWA. This land was our communal grazing land anduse&d to share it with the Bokora

® In interview with James Omoding, Community ConséovaCoordinator, Uganda Wildlife Authority, Apri20



people; it was because of insecurity that we stdppgeazing from there and also

abandoning our old villages; but the day this inséy ends we shall return®

“...When we left UWA came and fenced of our land #rat is the current Matheniko

Corridor you hear about, it crosses the road froatido to Moroto and on the upper side
it goes up to Kaabong The land that was gazettedJWA was originally communal

grazing land. We started hearing about the Mathemigrridor in 2009; yet this was land

which the people abandoned because of insecufity...

The Wildlife Authority accepts that:

“The only contentious area is Opopong Parish in Mbiwhen we were making these
changes, people had run away from this area becafisasecurity and when security

prevailed, they came back and started contestinghie area. Actually there is proof to

show that these people initially owned this ared e are thinking of de-gazettentéfit

In addition, the Matheniko claim that the land whis now being enclosed into gazetted areas is
the site of their cultural ancestral heritage veiétveral religious and cultural artefacts that they

in their traditional religion. It is also their 6amths’ wet season grazing area. There are also<lai
by the Tepeth that Mount Moroto is their ancestaad, even if it is not a wildlife zone, it is a
forest reserve.

“Our relationship with UWA is hard to describe; whéhey approached the sub county,
they said that someone is coming to build a hatel that the sub county will benefit from
it. They carried out a baseline survey and the lipesple were also involved in boundary
marking; people were given jobs. As community vierdit ask for compensation; but
later on when we called them for more talks andtsthasking questions relating to
compensation they kept on saying we shall $&e...

“In the case of UWA, they surveyed the land withibatconsent of the people, the meeting
which sat at the sub county here, we totally redubait they went ahead and surveyed the
said, they actually told us that parliament hadegivthe order to block this land for the
animals. Yet this was the most fertile land andrduthe rainy season the grass is very
good for our animal¥”.

For effective management of the Wildlife Resentke, Wildlife Authority signed Memoranda of
Understanding with all the five districts of KaalgprKotido, Abim, Nakapipirit, Moroto with to
jointly manage wildlife in the districts, this pregs was preceded by a consultative process.

In addition, tripartite collaborative managementeggnents with private sector companies and
local district administrations for the managemehsame of the wildlife reserves in Karamoja
have been signed. The private sector companiescipating in the co-management of the
protected areas in Karamoja are; Karamoja Safafidrtd Karamoja Overland Safari Ltd. The
basis for pursuing this arrangement is articulateébllows:

10 Focus Group Discussion with Community Elders atyBagara Sub County, Kotido District on28pril, 2010
11 Nakapelimoru Sub County Council Meeting, April 2010

12 |n interview with James Omoding, Community ConseoraCoordinator, Uganda Wildlife Authority

13 Nakapelimoru Sub County Council Meeting, April 2010

14 Nakapelimoru Sub County Council Meeting, April 2010



“...since government is not a good businessmanpil&icts, Communities and Wildlife
Authority came together to manage the Wildlife Reseby involving the Private Sector,
through two Companies. In September 2005 Karamerland Safaris and in June 2009
Karamoja Safaris are some of the private compattias partnered with the Districts and
the local people in the management of wildlifehia tegior™.

“The idea in doing this was to allow government mga these areas as a business that
benefits all parties involved and the local commurbenefits financially from the
existence of wild life with in their areas as wadl accessing resources for domestic use in
the protected areas...We are actually trying to keeupeople in the arid Kalahari desert
who survive because of mixed ranching i.e. peopieately owning cattle that co exist

with wild animals.®

However, most communities never actually get a eshafr the monies that arise from the
management agreements as these are channelledlydiecthe districts. According to the
Community Conservation Coordinator, of UWA commigstare yet to form associations that will
sign Memorandum of Understandings (MoUs) on bebfatheir communities, so that the monies
from these arrangements are directly received bycttimmunities. For moment, the only monies
received by the communities are those from spotitgisince it does not require the approval of
an association.

1.2.3 Controlled Hunting Areas and Community Wildlife Areas

Controlled hunting areas used to cover 68.2% ofaK@ija, accounting for 18,898 square
kilometres of land area, completely degazetted0i@22 In their place, three Community Wildlife
Areas (Iriri CWA, Karenga CWA and Amudat CWA) wegazetted covering 4,595 square
kilometres which is 16% of the total land area af&moja.

“There is also what we call community protectedamrespecially in Karenga, they are
managed by the community members. In these areageople co-exist with the wild
animals, so the people do actually graze their afsnibut they are not allowed to kill an
animal without a license, although people are fieegraze their cattfe”

Under the Community Wildlife areas, individuals wihave property rights in land may carry out
activities for the sustainable management andzatitbn of wildlife, if the activities do not
adversely affect wildlife and the land use measaresprescribed by the State, as indicated in the
interview excerpt below:

“...With the community wildlife areas and the sguinting programme, people are
beginning to see the value of wild life becauskas become a source of income. For
instance an animal spot hunted can fetch around4fdllars to the community. Clearly

no cow however big and fat can fetch that amoumafey.®

Although land under game reserves is government ke Game Warden for the Moroto Wildlife
office, noted that, “in controlled hunting or commity wildlife management areas our business is
purely wildlife”. It is only in the National Parkand Game Reserves where the government

15 James Okware, Senior Warden, Uganda Wildlife Atithe- Moroto Office, April 2010

18 In interview with James Omoding, Community ConseovaCoordinator, Uganda Wildlife Authority
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18 | okeris Peter Aimat, MP Chekwii County, NakapiripDistrict, Minister of State for Energy and Mirés in
interview in May 2010



through Uganda Wildlife Authority owns the land.idttherefore on this basis, that one can hold
ownership rights either customarily or throughestin controlled hunting aré&s There are also
complaints that the land set aside for conservagoan with the recent degazettement process, is
still the most fertile in Karamoja region as artated in the excerpt below:

“...Land which has been set aside for conservaisosome of the most fertile land in the
area, such as the over 40,000 square kilometre®iyf fertile land in the current Kidepo

Valley National Park. Before its gazettement, thisa was a communal hunting and
grazing ground but now all human activities haverbsuspended from this area. Also, all
the fertile slopes and plains are protected for emdonservation. Actually over 60% of
Karamoja’s fertile land is protected, hence peodpéee no access at all to it yet they live
in rough and rugged areas®.

With all these changes, of such significant imglaas for the people of Karamoja, one would
imagine that several moves have been made by tmere and civil society to inform the
communities of the opportunities that may arisénhiese changes. The Wildlife Authority readily
availed this information which is nearly 9 yearsl ® the research team, however within the
district there is a clear absence of informatianhte extent that the district administrators and
technical staff are at loss on how to advise conitimsnas shown in the excerpt below:

“There is no clear ownership of land, and this makis management a headache. We
keep hearing that that land has been offered to UUMA has demarcated a lot of land

for its activities and this is being done withohe tknowledge of the local people. When
they gazette, they leave barren land only... Theeen® boarders or boundaries between
land belonging to the people and that of UWA, tremevery many rumours considering

the fact that UWA has not talked to the people @edrly say which land is gazetted and

therefore people are not allowed to use it and thlich the people are free to use.. Clan
ownership is reduced to ownership by word of moutly >

Even though majority of the civil society organieat operating in the area are involved in
livelihood support, to which is a key crucial compat, few are addressing this aspect. To the
extent that some civil society organisations engggn projects related to securing community
rights over land such as Uganda Land Alliance Hallen victim to the failure to share this
information, thus placing piloting titling projecssich as the case with Nabawal Parish in Pian —
Upe reserve is untenable because the locationligireserve.

1.3 Land under Forest Reserves in Karamoja

The history of gazettement of forests started i821 Buganda region then it spread out into all
the kingdoms and districts of Uganda. This procasslved negotiations with kingdom
officials/district officials before boundary plarould be agreed on in areas that had human
settlement. In accordance with Forest Ordinanc&98R two types of forests were gazetted; the
Central Forest Reserves which are managed andottedtby central government and the Local
Forest Reserves which managed and controlleddiwdwnedby local governments.

The current legalisation, the National Forestry dinele Planting Act, 2003 has maintained this
status, with provisions for re-generation and snatde harvesting under the National Forestry

19 James Okware, Senior Warden, Uganda Wildlife Atithe- Moroto Office, April 2010
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Industry and Technology, May 2010
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Authority. Within Karamoja, the NFA is managing ri@el Forest Reserves, since there are no
Local Forest Reserves in the area. Currently taszel9 Central Forest Reserves covering a total
area of 3,222 square kilometres (or 322,210 Hestamghich is 11.6% of the total area of
Karamoja as shown in the table below.

Table 4: Forest Reserves in Karamoja

FOREST RESERVE LOCATION SIZE IN HECTARES
1. Kadam Pian 39,917
2.  Moroto Matheniko 48,21(
3. Napak Bokora 20,316
4, Akur Labwor 6,434
5. Alerek Labwor 7,433
6. Ating Labwor 1,318
7. Kaabong Dodoth 41
8. Kano Labwor 8,293
9. Lomej Dodoth 759
10. Lopeichubei Dodoth 1,090
11. Lotim -Puta Dodoth 1,958
12. Lwala Dodoth 5,884
13. Morongole Dodoth 15,068
14. Nangolibwel Labwor and Jie 20,210
15. Napono (Part) Jie 1,709
16. Nyangea-Napore (Part) Dodoth 27,677
17. Otukei (Part) Dodoth 1,254
18. Timu Dodoth 11,75]
19. Zulia Dodoth 102,891
Total (Hectares) 322,210

Source: National Forestry Authority, 2010

The gazettement of forest reserves in the regichbe@aed on the recognition of (1) prime areas in
terms of bio-diversity (they have a rare type ci@a called albizia) which cannot be entrust in
anybody’s care, and Forest areas atop almost allhtlis without much expansion area. (2)
because of that, almost all forests were scieatlfidocated either to protect water for production
or to help agriculture by protecting soil erosiorlaver 95% of forests have a relationship with a
water body as water catchment areas.

The basis for protecting these areas within Karammepion has not altered, nor is the change
arising out of human settlement considered de$ienough or sufficient to cause review of the
status of forest reserves, as the Director for Mdhfeorests, at NFA articulates below:

“There is general destruction of forests as modgtefforests are established on hills and
yet these hills have been taken up by communiitsgsatent up there to protect their cattle
either from cattle rustling or civil wars”. The Tetfh on Mt. Moroto have turned the
reserve into an agricultural area, Tororo Cementidracting some of its resources from
one of our forests, Boundary problems even in Motown itself, people have built in the
reserve and around, but all this does not changertbed for preserving the integrity of
water bodies and water catchment are&s”

Most of the Forest reserves constitute high aléitBdrest zones (dry montane). Widely distributed
tree species includiuniperus procera, Teclea nobikmdOlea chrosophyllaLow altitude Forests
include semi-evergreen and deciduous thickets. &'hes confined to some riparian environment,
rocky hills and inselbergs. Examples of speciekigeAcaciabrevispicand Terminalia brownii
Both these species are exploited intensively bycthamunities due to their good properties for

2 |n interview with Achaye Godfrey, Director Natufebrests, National Forestry Authority, April 2010
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charcoal production. However, these trees cannlgraie fires and do not reproduce fast
(particularly theTerminalia spp). The Forestry Authority is mindful of human aitly in these
reserves and points out that:

“In Moroto and Abim the communities want accesseylspecifically want that area
between Namalu prison Farm and Kadam Forest reseéovde used for agriculture
because the area receives relief rainfall from KadRountain. However, we are now
thinking of collaborative Forest Management (It'st@ally in our 2004 Policy). Also,
since agriculture is not a basic activity, localamt us to keep the mountains and forests
intact because they associate them with livelihcmu$ also know that if the forests are
tampered with, water sources will diminish or véi§

“There were people staying this reserve at the tohés gazettement. Morungole central
forest reserve has been encroached and peoplerbagked the top of the mountaff”

The recognition of community rights of access woteces in the forest reserves is a long accepted
tradition, which the Director for Natural Forestd\i-A asserts is secured:

“Right from the first forest ordinances of 1932 wapto-date in the National Forestry and
Tree Planting Act, 2003, it is clearly stated thatal communities are free to enter and
pick any forest produce as long as it is for doiwaste. Nobody has ever been denied that
right” %,

In addition, local authorities have powers to issisenses to whoever wanted to buy forest
products and also to manage these forests sulvgigntind indeed their management, according
to Director of Natural Forests, “has been was vgopd because it formed the basis for
calculation of central government forestry inceatiw grant to that specific local authorit®s
According to the Chief Administrative Officer, inadbong, all would have been well except for
problems basically brought by the politicians anobamnites who want to benefit from the matter of
forest reserves politically and commercially.

1.4 Private Investment and Protected Areas

The Uganda Government’s aspiration for private@eetd economic growth has attracted several
private investors into the country, especially thirterested in commercial agricultural ventures
that require large tracts of land. These seek Gorent’'s support in acquiring the land cheaply or
at no cost in order to minimize their initial integent costs. In 2002, Libyan investors sought the
degazettement of Pian Upe Wildlife Reserve for camuial agricultural purposes, which were not
detailed.

The permanent and seasonal wetlands of Lake Oped#eld in the southwest of the Reserve are
the only permanent wetlands in Karamoja, intermetily recognized as a habitat of great
importance for birds (including the globally thresaeéd Shoebill and Papyrus Gonolek), and are
currently being considered for higher-level pratattstatus under the Ramsar Converftion
Despite objections by technocrats from the Uganddlifé Authority (UWA), who also provided

2 n interview with Achaye Godfrey, Director Natufbrests, National Forestry Authority, April 2010
241n interview with Chief Administrative Officer, Kdong, May 2010

% n interview with Achaye Godfrey, Director Natuf@brests, National Forestry Authority, April 2010
% n interview with Achaye Godfrey, Director Natufbrests, National Forestry Authority, April 2010
27 African Conservation Foundation, 2004
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other feasible alternatives, the Libyan investoeserable to garner the commanding support of the
President, who directed UWA to devise a way in \Wwhibe wildlife could be secured for the
investor. Civil society organizations on environtand conservation vehemently opposed the
proposat’.

One of the proposed activities of the Company, idrose benefit the wildlife was being
degazetted, was the development of infrastructorérfigation and commercial scale farming on
500,000 acres of laAitl However, this would heavily disrupt dry-seasastpres and water
resources offered by the reserve for tens of thusaf heads of cattle from Nakapiripirit and
Moroto Districts, which provides a conspicuous eglmof eco-agriculture practice that,
conserves wild habitats and species while encoagaagricultural production and improving the
incomes of poor communities. After a pro-longedtputhe matter was dropped to which the
Minister comments as follows:

“...Some so called investors wanted all the landthiis reserve but local opinion and
political leaders refused because they were alre@dpesting for degazettement of that
fertile land for communal use. We proposed som® 400kms towards Teso land but the
investors said that acreage was small for their swrtial activities and they left:

“...the Karimojong used to run away from fertilenlis claiming that their cows would
contact foot and mouth disease so when the whitee ¢ they simply gazetted these lands
but most of these of them have been degazettgol Ibok at the areas of the Matheniko
most of them have been degazetf&d...

In the above, the investor’s interest was at soraenemt lost, but this does not imply that there
won't be others. Even though the evaluations maye Haeen on-going as the investors’ interest
arose, there seem not to have been any guidekinéallow in accessing land for investment.
Indeed within the legal and policy framework, sughdelines have been non-existent until, the
draft National Land Policy attempted to avail gliides, these need to nurtured and applied in
subsequent land legislation to safeguard intefstemmunities such as the Karamojong.

Additional case was articulated by the Chief Admsiirstive Officer of Kaabong, in his words:

“In Karenga Sub County, an investor sidelined thstrect and entered into agreements
with the local people through the sub county authes and 100 acres were acquired by
this investor. He started negotiation with thesepte in 2007; as we speak know he is
applying for a freehold title and he has restricteid operations with the Karenga Sub
County Officials and the Area Land Committee of dt@a. Ignorance is a very big

problem in the district and this is being manipelit Any attempts to invite this man to the
districts to discuss how this land has been acquia@d try and explain to him the

procedure of land registration are being ignoréd”

% |t is a common trend for government to degazetteifivestor interests; in 1997, the Government efatba
degazetted 1,006 hectares of Namanve Forest Rgde8d6 hectares of peri-urban plantation forestsifeld to supply
poles and fuel wood) for development of an indasgstate. In 2000, Government attempted to deiga2d300 hectares
of the approximately 6,500 hectares of protectedsfoestate on Bugala Island for the developmeanadfil palm estate
by BIDCO Oil Refineries Ltd; In 2001, the GovernmeifitUganda degazetted Butamira Forest Reserve fdoehefit
of commercial sugar cane growing by Kakira Sugark&d.td (KSW); In 2008, government of Uganda attésdpto
degazette Mabira Forest for the benefit of comnaéstigar cane growing by Lugazi Sugar Works

2 KACL, 2002

30| okeris Peter Aimat, MP Chekwii County, NakapiripiMinister of State for Energy and Minerals in w2010

81| okeris Peter Aimat, MP Chekwii County, NakapiripiMinister of State for Energy and Minerals in w2010

32 Chief Administrative Officer Kaabong, interviewad April 2010
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Such occurrences are an isolated but seem to rethtieross the Karamoja region, given the high
levels of ignorance about laws on mineral, wildlfi@estry and land registration, the communities
are likely to loss out to such unscrupulous indraiid.

15 Conclusions

The Government of Uganda is keen to attract foragestments, even in locations as far or as
distant as Karamoja, which has caught the attendfosommercial agricultural ventures that

require large tracts of land. For instance, in 2Q0Byan investors sought the degazettement of
Pian — Upe Wildlife Reserve for commercial agriatdi purposes, which were not detailed. Such
acquisitions if pursued to conclusion, are seenth®y local communities in Karamoja as an

extension of the long standing annexation of ttegid, without due regard to their needs for dry-
season pastures and water resources tied to ttagishumant or agro-pastoral livelihoods,

necessitated by virtue of harsh climate conditamd erratic weather mostly, unreliable rainfall.

With regard to area under wildlife conservatidhe status drastically changed with the 2002
degazettements which took place with Parliamenggproval. In this study, Uganda Wildlife
Authority confirmed that, as of 2010, 14,904 saopkiktres (53.8%) were degazetted thus leaving
only 40.8% of the total land area in Karamoja unaligdlife conservation. Whereas these changes
have been in effect since 2002, their on-ground adleation is yet to be affected, to enable
communities distinguish their returned lands anskole the conservation areas.

Indeed information on the changes has not perabthteugh to the communities and seems to be
a preserve of a few selected individuals and leaddro have access to the Wildlife Authority.
Even some civil society organisations engagingrojegts related to securing community rights
over land such as Uganda Land Alliance have falietim to the failure to share this information,
thus placing their piloting titling project in Nalal Parish partly in the Pian — Upe game reserve.
It is therefore not surprising, that the changehia status of conservation areas is yet to impact
access and use of land in the region, becausehtges are unknown and no deliberate efforts
have been made by either government or civil spt¢@eensure that benefits of degazettement are
felt and enjoyed by the communities.

Aside from changes in the status of conservatieasarthe utilisation and investment potential is
also being harnessed by the Uganda Wildlife Autiapwith the involvement of the 5 district local
governments, but excluding communities contrary tte Wildlife Act. For instances,
Memorandums of Understanding (MoUs) for licensifigvwoo private companies to management,
the three wildlife reserves of Pian-Upe, Bokora &matheniko were executed at district level,
whereas by law, these should be undertaken at coitymievel and benefits are supposed to
accrue directly to the communities, instead ofdrstrict local governments. The hindrance cited
here is that communities are yet to form assoaiatior this purpose, which is not surprising as no
entity or civil society is involved or positioned prop them up or avail them information, capacity
and opportunity to organise themselves and reapehefits due to them.

Communities also argued that the demarcation of@wmation areas is not mindful of traditional
uses of land such as sites of their cultural angeberitage with several religious and cultural
artefacts. There are also complaints that the mtdhside for conservation, even with the recent
degazettement process, is still the most fertilédramoja region.

Currently there are 19 Central Forest Reseces®ring a total area of 3,222 square kilometoes (
322,210 Hectares), which is 11.6% of the total areKaramoja. Within Karamoja, the NFA is
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managing Central Forest Reserves, since thereoakecal Forest Reserves in the area. The basis
for gazetting Forest Reserves in Karamoja, eitkgorame areas in terms of bio-diversity (for the
rare acacia, albizia) or scientifically as watetchanent areas in relation to a water body and to
protect from soil erosion has not altered, nor thie changes arising out of human settlement
considered destructive enough or sufficient to eaasiew of the status of forest reserves.

However, the Forestry Authority recognises the neeshift forestry management in the region to
collaborative management involving communities. Thiecup in this move is the fact that
communities are not sufficiently prepared to negjetiheir engagement in ways that are beneficial
to their access and use rights, as persons liviljacant to the forest. Furthermore, since the
National Tree Planting Act 2003, already offers agnity for community engagement in
collaborative forestry management, the pro-activebilising of communities and their
organisations in seeking management arrangemeciisding Memorandums of Understanding
(MoUs) with Forestry Authority is an area that nempacity to be built for and explored for
beneficial interest and use by the Karamojong.
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2. MINERALS AND MINING IN KARAMOJA

Minerals used to rank among Uganda’s top econowtivies and foreign exchange earners in
the 1960s, contributing one-third of the expertd ap to 7 percent of the GDP. However, by
1986, the contribution of the sector to GDP hadpdenl to 1% from 7% during the 1960s. In
1988, mining was 0.1% of GDP and 0.7% in 1997, idex) to 0.3% in 2008. Between 1998 and
2002 mining grew at 8 percent per annum. From 2002008, the sector on average grew by 13
percent per annum (NDP, 2010).

The Department of Geological Surveys and Mifjeacknowledges thaKaramoja is home to
unevaluated deposits of gold with shear-hosted gotpheisses and granulites of the Mozambique
belt whose prospective geological environment amteral potential is yet to be evaluated, thus
mineral deposits of economic volume are yet to bafiomed, what is commonly seen are
companies either exploring or prospecting. Poteritia minerals in Karamoja based on the
1960/1961 data is identified along the Karasuk @rofirocks (1300 Ma) which comprises rocks
from Archaeanto upperProterozoicthat were subjected to events of the Mozambmogenesis
They consist of acid and badlaggy gneisses, quartzitesid marbleswith a unique feature of
chromite-rich‘pods’. Additionally marble occurs extensively time carbonatite ring complexes
that stretch to thearbonatiteat Tororo anghosphateat Sukulu (See Map in Annex 1).

2.1 Policy and Legal Framework for Mining

Until 2000, when the Mineral Policy was formulatg@alicy direction was expressed through the
annual ministerial statements for budget purposdis@year development plans. The consistently
dropping figures in the mineral sectors contribatio GDP prompted the Government of Uganda
to review the policy and legal framework to boogbli investment

2.1.1 The 1995 Constitution of the Republic of Ugala

Within the framework of the 1995 Constitution, allinerals in Uganda are vested in the
Government. This is articulated in article 244 ¢ault of the 2005 constitutional amendments)
which vests petroleum and mineral resources in @Gorent on behalf of the Republic of Uganda.
It has been criticized as contradictory and deih i the draft National Land Policy, which has
considered the fact that the radical title to lembeld by the citizens of Uganda.

A constitutional amendment is proposed by the DNdtional Land Policy to vest these vital
resources in the State to hold in trust for thizeits of Uganda as government changes hands, but
the State does not. It should thus be the duthefState to grant to individuals and companies the
right to explore, develop and exploit mineral reses, which can be executed through
Government or State Departments. Indeed, all dofisinal principles embrace the State and
mandate it to;
()  protect important natural resources, includiagd, water, wetlands, minerals, oil,
fauna and flora on behalf of the citizens of Ugaimdabjective 8;
(i)  stimulate agricultural, industrial, technologi and scientific development in objective
11; and;
(i) promote the rational use and developmentaitinal resources in objective 28.

33 n interview with Vincent Kato, Acting Assistant ®mnissioner — Geology and Principal Geologist — Bration,
Department of Geological Surveys and Mines Entebtieistry of Energy and Minerals, May 2010



Article 244, excludes clay, murram, sand or anynstcommonly used for building or similar
purposes in the definition of minerals and mandates Parliament of Uganda to make laws
regulating;

(a) the exploitation of minerals;

(b) the sharing of royalties arising from minerapkitation;

(c) the conditions for payment of indemnities angsout of exploitation of minerals;

(d) conditions regarding the restoration of detdiads

(e) minerals and mineral ores shall be exploitednta into account the interest of the

individual land owners, local governments and tliwe&Bnment.

In the sixth schedule of the Constitution, the tiows and services for which the Government is
responsible are detailed. Regarding minerals,dheving is relevant;
(@) Item 7 mentions, land, mines, minerals and wasources and the environment.
(b) Item 20 commits government to setting natiaahdards (related to mineral resources).
(c) Item 22 specifically tackles national surveyadamapping (including geological,
geophysical, geochemical and seismological) and
(d) Item 26 relates to control and management afespics and disasters (caused by or
associated with geo-tectonic or mineral resources).

The constitutional framework laid the foundatiom fiee eventual formulation of a Mineral Policy
in 2000 and the Mining Act in 2003. At the heart lwdth legislations, is the firm intent of

increasing the contribution of the mineral secmmational development through employment
provision and economic growth.

2.1.2 The Mineral Policy 2000

The policy lays the framework for the developmehthe mineral sector, aiming for significant
contributions to national economic and social ghlgwhby providing gainful employment and
providing alternative source of income particulddy the rural population in Uganda. At the heart
of this policy is a three-pronged focus; on largals mineral production by investors; small-scale
artisanal production and reversing the contributieagre of the mineral sector to GDP.

To avail information and data for Large Scale Pobidun, Government of Uganda commits to
carry out geological, geochemical and geophysigaleys of the entire country at various scales;

process, analyse and interpret the geo-scientifia; dlisseminate, package and archive the data to

potential users through print and electronic medldige private operators in the sector to provide
acquired geo-scientific data at appropriate stajes<ploration for enhancing the National Geo-
scientific Data Bank; and avail mineral prospeotsestors.

To create conducive environment for Small Scalel&écton, Government commits to encourage
artisanal and small-scale miners to form associatend other organisations in order to improve
capacity to produce and market their mineral conitiesd It further commits to light-handed
regulations in small-scale mining, and maintainiag continuous dialogue with miners’
organisations to address matters of small-scaleinmilnd carry out awareness campaigns
targeting artisanal and small-scale miners. It alsmmits to stakeholders involvement in the
evolution of sector policy and legislation.

To mitigate adverse social and environmental imgpagbvernment commits to ensure compliance
with the existing laws and regulations on environtneuman health and safety by:
(a) strengthening the environment monitoring uhthe lead agency;
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(b) carrying out sensitisation of the society;

(c) encouraging the application of environmentafiyendly technologies in mineral
exploitation;

(d) drawing up and establishing health and safeguliations;

(e) formulating preventive measures against actsdand other human health and safety
hazards; and

()  promoting affirmative action in favour of womemd prohibiting child labour in mining.

The Mining Policy 2000 also outlines the institut framework for mineral management in
Uganda. The Ministry of Energy and Mineral Devel@miretains the core function of policy
development and direction. The Directorate witle¢ghdepartments of energy resources, petroleum
exploration, production and mineral resources issiered the technical arm responsible for
advice on technical matters. The Department of @goal Survey and Mines holds the overall
responsibility for implementation of policy, ovaght and monitoring of the mineral sector.

For minerals not administered under the Mining Aotl Goldsmith Licenses, the District Local
Administrations are responsible for, receipt andwhrd of applications, arbitration in
compensation cases, the resolution of disputegyeanting of licenses. The National Environment
Management Authority approves all environment inipassessments and reports for mining
projects. A stakeholder Association, the Ugandan@iea of Mines is also acknowledged as
important for stakeholder participation and invehent, even its membership is unclear within the
provisions of the policy.

2.1.3 The Mining Act 2003 and its Implications

Mining Act 2003 is a revision of the outdated 1962, which derived from the pre-Independence
Mines Ordinance that sought to implement the calopiolicy favouring the exploitation of
minerals for export, with limited concern on buildilocal utilisation capacity. This Act details:

(a) the mineral rights and licenses tenable forimginexploration and prospecting,

(b) the sharing of revenues from royalties

(c) separation of powers in management of minesaébpment

(d) compliance with National Environment Act

(e) Compensation and dispute resolution

The Act provides for the following licenses:

(i)  Prospecting License (PL)fhis enables the holder to prospect for mineralsntry wide.

It is not area specific and does not bestow exedusights to any part. It allows one to
identify areas where they wish to explore. It iarged for one year only and is not
renewable. In practice this license carries no icagibns on land holding except for
prospecting teams surveying areas or locationshiclwmineral are likely to obtain.

(i) Exploration License (EL)is an area-specific license for a maximum duratibrseven
years (initially three years and renewable for temns of two years each) that allows for
location of minerals but not mining. It is area dfie covering a maximum area of 500
square kilometres to enable the investor to cautyconclusive exploration work. On each
renewal, at least half the license area is relsited to enable other interested parties to
explore the ground. This licensee guarantees gine t® look for minerals but not to mine.
The licensee has a right to plant beacons showamgacdcations of his/her area and is
obliged to compensate the land owner for any dam#gs arise in the execution of his
duties.
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(iii)

(iv)

v)

(vi)

(vii)
(viii)

Retention License (RL)fhis licence is granted to a holder of an ExploratLicence,
when mineral deposit has been identified in thdaation area but due to adverse market
conditions, economic factors and other factors hdyoeasonable control which are
temporary, commercial exploitation of the depasihot possible at the time. It is granted
for a period of three years and is renewable fsingle period not exceeding two years.
Basically the rights to a specific area of expliaratare retained but mining is outlawed,
even though a few samples can be extracted fordédny purposes.

Mining Lease (ML):This is for mining operations involving substahBapenditure. It is
granted for a minimum period of 8 years and a marimot exceeding 21 years or the
estimated life of the ore body to be mined — whigeas shorter — and is renewable for a
period not exceeding 15 years.

Location License (LL)The licence is for prospecting and mining operatiby methods
that do not involve substantial investment (noteexting US$ 6,000 equivalent) and use
of specialised technology. It is aimed at encoumgdigandans or corporate bodies with
majority share holding of at least 51% held by Wigmto get involved in small-scale
mining operations. It is granted for two years aedewable for further periods not
exceeding two years at a time.

Mineral Dealer’'s Licence (MDL)This is given out to non miners who just buy from
whoever is mining (middlemen). It allows buying aselling of minerals and lasts up to
end of December in the year in which the licenagrémted.

Imports and Exports Permit§hese are instruments granted to holders of nlimigfats
and mineral dealer’s licences to monitor trade inarals.

Other Licences:include the Jewellers Licence granted for fabidcatof artefacts or
articles using precious minerals.

The Mining Act 2003 further provides for:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

Mineral Agreementthis agreement governs operations under an exporcence or a
mining lease, it enables both the investor andegowent to sign a contract relating to
operations in order to stabilise legal, social aadnomic obligations of either party.
Streamlined administrationof the mineral sector by separating powers of thaidver
responsible for minerals and those of the Commissiof the Department of Geological
Survey and Mines. The Commissioner grants and m@niperformances all mineral
licences, and the Minister carries out arbitratfonctions or settlement of disputes, as
well as issuance of statutory instruments. Unresbiwnatters may be referred to Courts of
Law or International arbitration or sole experts.

Royalties All minerals obtained in the course of prospeagtiexploration, mining and
mineral beneficiations are subjected to paymembgélty. The royalty is shared amongst
Government (80%), Local Governments (17%) and osvoetawful occupiers of the land
(3%). However, the Minister may waive a royalty twihe approval of Cabinet, in the
interest of mineral exploitation and productiontd®aof royalty are: 3% for precious and
base metals and 5% for precious stones. Royaltinthrstrial mineral is quantity based.
Royalty is paid by all holders of mineral rightsdinses and mineral dealers. The royalty
for each mineral is specified and is determine@d g®rcentage of gross value mined or
qguarried, however assessments depend on return$icénasee files. The department of
mines does not have any other technical way ofreh@téng this value, except in instances
whert'...the figures look ridiculously low, we recommermminebody to go there and make
inspections®

341n interview with Vincent Kato, Acting Assistant @missioner — Geology and Principal Geologist — Bration,
Department of Geological Surveys and Mines Entebftieistry of Energy and Minerals, May 2010

18



(iv)  Taxation: Due to the unigue nature of the sector, fiscakimives such as zero customs
duty for all mining equipment have been put in pldry government. Furthermore, a
variable rate income tax that ranges from a mininaird5% to a maximum of 45% has
been put in place. This means that the level ddittar is based on the profitability of a
particular mining project in the sector.

(v)  Adequate compensatioifthe law provides for fair compensation for thetutisance of
owner or lawful occupier of the land. Such compéngsashall take into account the
market value of the land without taking into acctoam enhanced value due to presence of
minerals.

(vi)  Requirementsfor Grant of exploration license or mining leassubject to:

(@) submission of an approved Environmental Impasessment (EIA) report from the
National Environmental Management Authority and dfservance of the National
Environment Act;

(b) an environmental restoration plan of the exgtion or mining area that may be
damaged or adversely affected by exploration oinginperations;

(c) Allrelevant legal documents as regarding comyp@gistration;

(d) Proof of ownership of resources or capacityaoy out the intended activities;

(e) For a mining lease additional proof of;

i. ownership of exclusive rights of the land coverihg intended mining period
is needed;
ii. existence of resources to warrant your existencthénarea for the stated
period;
iii. a certified survey report.

2.2 Mining Concessions in Karamoja

Recently, the Government has undertaken Airborneldgeal Survey and produced a Mineral
Assessment Map of the Country, which covers 80%hefcountry, leaving out 20% of the land
area covering the Karamoja region due to hosslitMineral information for Karamoja, therefore
is as old as 1960/61. Its only private companias lave small bits of new information of mineral
developments that is recent within the Karamojaoregwhose accuracy cannot be ascertdmed
In such a situation, the likelihood of private canpes manipulation such data to their advantage
cannot be rule out, neither are local land holdinogymunities or individuals immune from such
manipulations to their disadvantage.

2.2.1 Area under Mining Concessions

Out of the total land area of 27,700 square kiloestthat is the total land area for Karamoja,
6,876.92 square kilometres (24.8% of Karamoja)ogeced by Exclusive Mineral Exploration
Licenses and Location Licenses. A further 20 sqk#memetres is covered by the only mining
lease in the whole of Karamoja, given to Tororo €etnLtd for limestone mining in Moroto
District.

Nakapiripirit District has the smallest amount afidl area under mining licenses of approximately
429 square kilometres compared to Abim Districtahhinas the largest amount of land area under
mining licenses covering 2,370 square kilometrasNakapiripirit District, a total of seven (7)

licenses have been issued, covering the total &md of 428.92 square kilometres. Five (5)
exploration licenses are shared between four (d)pamies and two (2) location licenses by a
company called African Minerals Limited, which isnsidered a Ugandan company. However,

**In interview with Vincent Kato, Acting Assistant Camssioner — Geology and Principal Geologist — Eration,
Department of Geological Surveys and Mines Entebftieistry of Energy and Minerals, May 2010
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HK Mining Ltd holds the largest exploration licenge the district covering 266.30 square
kilometres in Nakapiritpirit District. The table lb&v shows the total land area under mining
licenses in the five districts of Karamoja region.

Table 5: Area under Mining License in Karamoja Regon

Districts* No of Concessions Area under Mining
(Licenses) (in sq.kms)
1. Abim 8 2,370.50
2. Moroto 17 1,550.2(
3. Kotido 3 1,283.00
4. Nakapiripirit 7 428.92
5. Kaabong 3 1,245.3D
Total 38 6,876.92

Source: Mines Data Bank, 2009
* See Annexes 2 - 6 for District Specific Detailsf@ompanies and Minerals

In Moroto District 1,550.2 square kilometres is endnining licenses parcelled out amongst
seventeen (17) licenses which is the highest nuritbéfaramoja region. Of these, 20 square
kilometres of mining license is to Tororo Cemennlted, in addition to an exploration license for

limestone covering 122.5 square kilometres. Foulgdation licenses that enable an investor to
retain rights over an area that has already beetorexi are equally shared between Harambe
Africa and Great Lakes Cement Ltd. The remainingl¥e (12) exploration licenses are shared
between various companies. The largest is held dmiwtwo companies Kush Management
Service and Tiger Cement, each holding 500 andsdB8@re kilometres respectively of exploration

licenses.

In Kotido district, three (3) exploration licenskave been issued covering a total land area of
1,283 square kilometres. These are held by threganies exploring for iron, marble, limestone,
gold and base minerals. Similarly, in Kaabong mustthree (3) exploration licenses have been
issued for a total land area of 1,245.3 squarenigloes between two companies, New Kush
Mining Ltd and Embuyaga Exploration Ltd. In Abimdbict eight (8) licenses covering an area of
2,370.5 square kilometres are held between two aarep, Fifth Element (Investments) Ltd
holding more than half the land under exploratiod Bota Limited.

2.2.2 Information, Consultations and Mining Concessns

It would not be iniquitous for this report to adsivat the state of mining in Karamoja is “covert
and stealthy” as “investors” stream in without fyatig any local leaders or communities. In the
opinion of communities, a lot seems to have beenggon between the central government and
the companies involved in exploration and prospectiithout their participation, as the excerpt
below shows:

“...before Branch Energy came, this area was ownedth®y Dodoth, nobody was
consulted when Branch Energy was commencing itsabpes, any attempts to inquire
they would tell you that we are still sampling arad they are armed and everyday you see
planes landing and taking off. The gates to thedearces would be manned by armed
white mef?.

% Round table discussion with Kaabong District TechhStaff in April, 2010
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Fed up of such concealed occurrences, local ledadeksmatters into their hands, accusing the
Ministry of Energy and Mineral Development of graidland and exploiting natural resources
without the knowledge and acceptance of the loeapfe. On 28 April 2009, theNew Vision a
Daily Newspaper reported that the local leadersngits to grasp the situation lead to active
engagement as captured in the excerpt below:

“.....Authorities in Katekekile sub-county in Morotiestrict on Saturday seized keys of
Tororo Cement’s Oruk limestone mining site in Kosirillage. A team of local leaders
and elders led by Matheniko county MP Samuel Alauré special presidential adviser
Michael Lokawu, stormed the mining site in a Poliedicle... This follows failure by the
Tororo Cement officials to show up for a meetingieaconvened for them to explain
how they acquired a mining lease....the eldersolsed to confiscate the company’s
keys...accused the company of despising the KayiigojWe shall not rest until we get to
know the person who sold the Karimojong Wealtlikie..leaders halted the company’s
activities, demanding legal proof that they werackd to operate in the area...”

Majority of the community members met during thigvey are at the brink of such riotous

actions, mainly because of the absence of infoonaftiom government leaders on the mining
occurrences they witness within their communitd#hereas the local government leaders are
willing to avail the information, they themselvesk facts on the status of mining in the region.
Much as the leaders are aware of the existencatofal resource deposits like gold and other
mineral deposits, they are not sure of the voluwmiethe deposits. In the words of the Chief

Administrative Officer, Kaabong District the levef omission from the chain of knowledge or

information is expressed in the excerpt below:

“....companies have explored and prospected in Kagbsince 1997...in all this time
there has not been any activity related to minimag the District is aware of, the District
is never consulted on issues related to prospectingse are regarded or viewed or
considered to be a preserve of the Sfate

Communities further allege attempts at consultatos often not in good faith, as such these
processes are either manipulated by local leadetscal elites, who convene communities to
rubber stamp processes with the promise of sinkorg holes, building schools and hospitals etc.
the communities and never fully explain the impiimas of mining concessions. The engagement
is thus neither constructive nor participatory, aumhs more to silence any form of opposition that
may arise and hoodwink communities into submissiathnical staff in Kaabong District pointed
out that;

“...even when consultations are carried, they afeeo a manipulation and confusion
creation tool that enables investors to take adagetof the community’s ignorance,
poverty and illiteracy. Often those who pose as timgnto help the communities in
engaging the investors often end up taking the land the minerals in the name of

negotiations.*®

In other instances, there is a level of connivancéocal elites either for self aggrandizement®or a
conduit units for other investors’ interests, eithay they play on community’s ignorance of the

%7 n interview with the Chief Administrative Officeaabong District, April 2010
38 Round Table Discussion with Technical Staff of Karadp District, in April, 2010
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law, to make them forfeit their rights in favor cdmpanies that they exploring or mining. The
example below, which arose during a focus groupudision in Rupa Sub-County, illustrates that:

“In Rupa parish the land belongs to the people.isltcommunal grazing land, this
man...has been tricking us by cutting bulls fomnd he tells us to mine and he buys from
us; before we could realize...he had gotten a lease the area which has marbile

In other cases, the absence of information and lewels of knowledge has worked to the
disadvantage of communities as in the excerpt helow

“In Karenga Sub County, an investor sidelined thistritt and entered into agreements
with the local people through the sub county authes and 100 acres were acquired by
this investor. He started negotiation with thesepte in 2007, as we speak know he is
applying for a freehold title and he has restricteid operations with the Karenga Sub
County Officials and the Area Land Committee ofefayd™

The absence of information is also tagged to tHiéigipation of mining interests in the region, as
both local and national leaders seek to gain palitinileage from a population that has high levels
of ignorance. In the words of a civil society offit, attempts at informing local communities
about their rights in land over mining concessiares often interpreted as interference in political
matters by political leaders leading to confromatthat civil society cannot sustain, since they
themselves lack information and are deemed to bepadisan. This limited engagement has
meant that community knowledge has remained lamimeral rights and advocacy engagements
with investors and leaders at all levels on minggdits is nearly non-existent.

2.2.3 Land Rights and Mining Concessions

The observance of land rights and interests of conities or individuals in areas where mining
licenses are in operation is dependent upon th&desystem in the area and the type of license
issued which then details the restrictions andgaltibns of both the licensee and the land holder.
For the case of Karamoja, which is mainly customtgyure, licenses that have the least
implications on land rights and interests inclu@g:the prospecting license, which merely allows
one to identify an area to explore for mineral§;tfi retention license, which enables the investor
to carry out conclusive exploration work by eitlesembling resources or laboratory testing to
confirm presence of minerals in an area under eaptm;(3) the mineral dealers license, which
allows middlemen to trade in minerals, and (4) ithport and export licenses, all other licenses
have implications for land holdings.

Under the exploration license, an investor or campholding such a license, has the right to
search for minerals but not to mine, thus has lat tig plant beacons showing the demarcation of
the area under exploration and is obliged to corsgienthe land owner for any damages that arise
in the execution of his duties. Under a locati@etise, a Ugandan Citizen or a company in which
Ugandan Citizens hold the majority share, is gméning rights up to the maximum of 8 acres,
upon presentation by the licensee of a conseneaget from the land owner for land owned by a
third party or a land title for self owned land.the case of Karamoja however,

“...land owners have no land titles as proof of ovaigp so they do not get this
percentage...in areas of communal or customary laredhave begun relying on written

%% FGD Rupa Sub-County, Moroto District in May 2010
40 CAO, Kaabong District
“1In Interview with Simon Nangiro, Karamoja Agropastl Development Programme, June 2010
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proof from the district that people or communitresned in the document are the rightful

owners of land in questior*.

Whereas the Mining Act 2003, specifically provide fdequate compensation of the land owner
or occupiers on market value rates without conatitan to enhance value due mineral discovery,
communities and their leaders are emphatic thatesihe commencement of concessions in the
region, no form of compensation has ever beenvedas shown in the excerpt below:

“...If the land belongs to the people why are we ttay consulted before mining
concessions are given out? It means that once thiagrexercises takes off people forfeit
their rights to land to the mining company yet thex completely no compensation. There
is completely no procedure of exchanging land stjht

The Mines Department and political leaders in chagf Ministry of Energy and Mineral
Development, argue that efforts are being madensure that the communities in Karamoja
benefit from the mineral resources. It is assettied that:

“...we have arranged with the districts to certify mwship of communal land owners
although most times it's corrupted...and districticidls channel the royalties to their
relatived®.

“...we are telling people to form societies, havecdmented evidence of community/
society ownership of land thereby creating credibéeys of receiving the money. They can
do so by having community leaders having the emtoest of the Resident District
Commissioner (RDC), the Local Council 5 Chair (L& jhe Sub County Chief and
Chairperson LC3.#".

“...land in Karamoja is purely customary...it is netirveyed at all. This therefore means
that people do not have any documentary certificathat they own that land and in case
of anything, they can easily loose ownership of thad. What we as leaders are doing
right now is to ask individuals to survey their dansome people like me have private
family land®

With regard to a mining lease which is issued faniaimum of 8 years and a maximum of 21
years, to large companies, such as that held bgrd @ement for limestone in Moroto District, in
addition to all relevant legal documents as regaaspany registration, an Environmental Impact
Assessment Report is required from the Nationalfgnmental Management Authority and proof
of ownership of resources or capacity to carrytbetintended activities. In relation to land, the
company is required to show proof of ownership xdlesive rights over the land covering the
intended mining period. This could take the formaoFreehold title or a Leasehold Title and a
certified survey report that proves the existentcenimeral resources to warrant existence in the
area for the stated period. However, should thestor fail to secure land from the communities

42 n interview with Vincent Kato, Acting Assistant @mnissioner — Geology and Principal Geologist — Bration,
Department of Geological Surveys and Mines Entebftieistry of Energy and Minerals, May 2010

“3n interview with Reverend Father Lokodo Simon., N\b@doth County, Kaabong District and Minister ¢&t® for
Industry and Technology, May 2010

4 In interview with Vincent Kato, Acting Assistant @mnissioner — Geology and Principal Geologist — Brqtion,
Department of Geological Surveys and Mines Entebtieistry of Energy and Minerals, May 2010

“9In interview with Lokeris Peter Aimat, MP Chekwii Gaty, Nakapiripirit District, Minister of State f&nergy and
Minerals, June 2010

48 |nterview with Reverend Father Lokodo Simon., MBdbth County, Kaabong District and Minister of Stér
Industry and Technology, May 2010
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or individual land owners, which in legal terms anthe Mining Act 2003, is considered to be a
form of blockage of access for extraction of miheesources, then alternative actions such as
obliging the land owner to sell or to lease thallamne taken. Nevertheless, when sale or lease is
not tenable then the Government invokes powerswiptilsory acquisition, mandates a valuation
against which payment is made for purchase ofahé by either the licensee or the Government.

“Karamoja is not happy with the mining sector rgalecause most of the local would be
beneficiaries are ignorant of their rights. The ldamojong have a common problem of
lack of evidence of community ownership of lakithough the law gives renewable time
limits for anybody who wants to prospect for mingranost prospectors take unusually
long periods of time on peoples larfd”

"...when insecurity started, we had to abandon willages; the area behind Toror hill
those were our native villages but when raids fitbe Bokora started, we run away and
that is how we ended up in the Manyata called figgdst in East Africa. When we left
UWA came and fenced off our land and that is tireeott Matheniko Corridor you hear
about it crosses the road from Kotido to Moroto aml the upper side it goes up to
Kaabong. The land that was gazzetted by UWA wainatly communal grazing land. We
started hearing about the Matheniko corridor in 20§et this was land which the people
abandoned because of insecurf/”

The intent of government is questioned by commesiind the suspicion of selling off the entire
mineral wealth of the Karamoja is also existerthia minds of the community. In other cases, it is
merely considered to be land grabbing, albeit $amcby either government or those in
government.

2.2.4 Livelihoods and Mining

The sealing of exploration areas, upon conclusibexploration is mandatory action under the
Mining Act 2003, even though its implementationaisdouble blow to artisan miners deriving
livelihood from the areas that are now under mihexaloration. To the local communities, this
considered malicious denial of access to ancessalurces for the Karamojong, a fact that does
not augur well with their continued need for reseuraccess and use, upon departure of
prospecting and exploration companies or individzel the excerpt below shows:

“...When Branch Energy was going they mixed grasement, and closed the entrance to
the mines; they even brought very poisonous sniakézat area and people who tried
going there were beaten by these snakes and a mimwf three people di&l

“...we have three gold mines in Kaabong. Initialhe iocal people did some mining at a
local scale but once the land was transferred tokpauthorities (UWA) stopped local
mining activities. In the second and third minesar®h Energy from South Africa
displaced people from the mines and people lost trévileges. Sadly though, when
Branch Energy left they sealed off all wells witincrete and left poisonous snakes

47 Lokeris Peter Aimat, MP Chekwii County, NakapiripDistrict, Minister of State for Energy and Mirds in
interview in May 2010

8 Nakapelimoru Sub County Council Meeting, Kotido Distr\pril 2010

4% Round table discussion with Kaabong District TecahStaff in April, 2010

%0 |nterview with Reverend Father Lokodo Simon., MBdbth County, Kaabong District and Minister of Stéir
Industry and Technology, May 2010
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“The Kaabong mines exploration license was givem tdouth African company... at the
end of their explorations they brought a letterthe ministry saying that the gold there
was not of substantial quantities to warrant coneiaractivities so they sealed off the
pits they had dug as a mandatory requirement afid.&ectually, people were doing some
artisan mining before the South Africans did thplesations and when the South Africans
left, we told people to go back and continue witkirtartisan mining but to my knowledge
nobody has gone up there to date...the snake stouwnours”.

Additionally, due to extensive acreage devoted xplaration in Moroto and Nakapiripirit
Districts, and large acreages under mining coneassin Kotido and Kaabong Districts,
communities complain that their livelihood optica® stifled in preference to the companies, as
such concessions carry with them restrictions omanmovement as large grazing areas are
cordoned off;

“...Mining concessions which sometimes take up agelaas 50 square kilometres are
unfortunately in the most fertile areas that aréatle for grazing and human habitation

yet there is zero tolerance of human activitiemining area.>*

“Exploration however has major consequences...trasks of land are fenced off limiting
access...people do not get loyalty because thegotidiave documentary proof of land
ownership...there is an allegation that governmieam$ put poisonous shakes in wildlife
areas so that people who used to mine small qiesitif gold can no longer acces¥'it

However, political leaders hailing from this regioounter the community opinions’ asserting that,

some level of dialogue is beginning to take plaseegards, exploration and mining that allows

for better co-existence and reaping of advantagieerals, especially encouraging investors to

secure mineral dealers licenses, so that local aornities sell them what has been mined as in the
excerpt below;

“...we have sought guidance from the Ministry of Ejyeand Minerals and that of Lands

and as | speak now, several round table discusdians taken place...mining companies
that could not accommodate the land rights of tlagindojong have left and those willing

to accommodate co-existence with local people mem@ined. The local people do the
mining and sell to the licensees. The companiegigedetter tools and water and in that
way, they feel they are part of the proces5...

However, on close scrutiny, of licensing recordssuach license has been issued in the whole of
Karamoja region.

2.2.5 Royalties

Investments in the mineral sector as measureddrgase in mineral exploration and development
has grown from 220 licenses to nearly 500 licensglsling Uganda shillings 2,718,363,850. The
presentation of this figure attempts to articutheeview of the Minister of State for Mineral:

5 Lokeris Peter Aimat, MP Chekwii County, NakapiripiMinister of State for Energy and Minerals, M2§10
52 Reverend Father Lokodo Simon., MP, Dodoth Countghi¢ag District and Minister of State for Industnda
Technology in May 2010

53 Simon Levine, Independent Consultant, April 2010

54 Reverend Father Lokodo Simon., MP, Dodoth Countghi¢ag District and Minister of State for Industnda
Technology in May 2010
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“...We should also look at the economic aspectshed. These licensees are paying
corporate taxes, profit taxes, loyalty, provide émgment and some provide basic
infrastructure and amenities to communitiés...

The table below illustrates the total incomes fraamious licenses and royalties issued in Uganda
in 2009. Note that this figure covers 550 licensd#swhich 38 licenses are issued in Karamoja
region.

Table 6: Details of Income from Mineral Licenses

Details Amount in UGX
(Year 2009)
Prospecting Licenses 15,450,000,
Exploration Licenses Fees and Rents 350,440}000
Location Fees and Rents 19,850,000
ML/ SML Fees and Rents 70,637,925
Mineral Dealers License 56,000,000
Royalties 2, 057,120,497
Import Fees 147,365,428
Gold Smiths License Fees 1,500,000
GRAND TOTAL 2,718,363,850

Source: Mines Data Bank, 2009

The 1995 Constitution, the Mineral Policy 2000 a&nel Mining Act 2003, stipulate the sharing of
royalties that arises when minerals are mined sedan the fact that minerals are owned by the
government (State) and land is vested in the asz# Uganda, who for the case of Karamoja are
holders of customary tenure, thus 80% on grossevalined or quarried is supposed to be remitted
to Government, 17% goes to the licensee and 3¥#ettand owner. Communities surveyed in this
study pointed out that, as individual land ownéeythave never received any form of royalty:

“...the local people do not get any money becausgeshe land is communal, they do not
have evidence of ownership of land and as you kdoeymented proof of land ownership
has to be there for one to qualify for their 3%atty..>*

“....Royalties are usually taken to the sub courdgithough we do not know how much
money he gives to the sub county and how mucttasimunity we are supposed to°get

“...When minerals arrive at Tororo cement and befengering the factory, we have staff
there who measure tonnage which we add and compitineheir schedules at the end of
the month. Thereafter we apply royalty principlés80% 17% and 3% respectively. The
truth is that Moroto District gets a lot of moneg.iactually the biggest share of all the
five districts of Karamoja.>®

The failure to secure royalties is also blamed lenihability of communities to secure location
licenses that would enable them to undertake milipnghemselves other than await external
investors and then claim, what is due to thenaad bwners;

%5 Lokeris Peter Aimat, MP Chekwii County, NakapiripiMinister of State for Energy and Minerals, M2§10

%8 In interview with Lokeris Peter Aimat, MP Chekwiibunty, Nakapiripirit District, Minister of Staterf@Energy and
Minerals, June 2010

57 Clan leaders and Elders in Focus Group DiscussidRuma Sub-County, Moroto District in May 2010

%8 |n interview with Lokeris Peter Aimat, MP Chekwibunty, Nakapiripirit District, Minister of Staterf@Energy and
Minerals, June 2010
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“For starters minerals belong to the government uhey want to, they should look for

areas that aren’t occupied and apply for small schication licenses. They have not
applied for any type of authority yet they clairhet are getting mining rights. Because
nothing can come at no cost in the world, let traply for location licenses which are

for local people. The other licenses are also ckdrger square kilometres so one can
apply for what he can afford to pdy

In the review of literature, it is documented thtatp EPL licences covering the whole of Rupa
Sub-County, in Moroto were issued in 2001. Locampunities in Rupa resisted mining
exploration by Rupa Investment and Technology Ledduse one of the Exploration Licenses
would block the cattle movement from five nearbjages while the other would block the cattle
movement from five nearby villages to one permaneater poirf’. To secure this land from
external mineral interests 34 elders from Rupaia@gbr a customary tenure certificate at District
Land Board in order to coerce the mining compangddnto negotiations with the community.
The drive for this action was based on deep pitggdn the exploration process, which were too
dangerous for cattle to move around and much ofdpsoil was removed, making it impossible
for grasses to grow.

A second example is given in the area of Explonaticcence 4567 north of Karukochom hills
located exactly along Ratha River on the grazingeréhe Rupa cattle take in the dry season when
heading up to Nakiloro. The risk was that freeeascto water and pasture resources for people
and cattle from Rupa would be blocked when moratlons are opened for exploration along the
mountain foot hills. In this area exploration wamsidered incompatible with the way in which
people perceive their rights to these lands. Thaidhin dispute, the Rupa experience shows that
local communities try to formalize their ownershiights in order to bargain for local people’s
involvement and the protection of customary usdgbeland.

2.3 Conclusions

In the literature review, it was estimated that 1896, 22,010 square kilometres of land in
Karamoja were licensed to 13 companies who eithgaged in mining of marble or gemstones or
were holding exclusive or special prospecting lggs' Records from the Mines Department in
Entebbe show that, by 2009, a total 38 licenseg w&sued to companies holding 6,876.92 square
kilometres (24.8% of Karamoja) under by Exclusivindfal Exploration Licenses and Location
Licenses. A further 20 square kilometres is covdnedhe only mining lease in Karamoja region
issued to Tororo Cement Ltd for limestone minind/ioroto District.

In 1960s, mining used to rank among the countrgtir@ economic activities, contributing 7% of
the GDP. By 1986 it had dropped to 1 % and furthepped to 0.3 in 2008. However in the past
five years there is sign of recovery of the seakdnich has been growing at 13 percent per annum.
The 1995 Constitution vests all minerals in the &ament as articulated in article 244 (a result of
the 2005 constitutional amendments). The Minerdici?02000 lays the framework for the
development of the mineral sector and outlines thstitutional framework for mineral
management in Uganda. The Mining Act 2003 detailsenal rights and licenses tenable for

% In interview with Lokeris Peter Aimat, MP Chekwibunty, Nakapiripirit District, Minister of Staterf@nergy and
Minerals, June 2010

%n Muhereza 2002, p. 23

61 Uganda Land Alliance, 2000
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mining, exploration and prospecting, the sharingesenues from royalties and compliance with
National Environment Act in mining.

There is an information gap on mining occurrencethe region, this gap mainly relates to status
of mining and the type or nature and volume of d@poFailure by government to publish such
information has resulted into allegations of lamdldping; interference with decentralisation and
social unrest. Whereas the local government leaatersvilling to avail the information, they lack
facts on the status of mining in the regiofhe Mining Act 2003 provides for adequate
compensation of the land owner or occupiers on etakkalue rates without consideration to
enhance value due to mineral discovery.

There is a big information gap between the Karanmofaml community, the government and

mining companies operating in the region. The Depant of Geological Surveys and Mines
acknowledges that Karamoja is home to unevaluaggabgits of gold, marble, phosphates and
other mineral deposits of economic volume yet tocoafirmed as mineral information on

Karamoja is as old as 1960/61 because recent AiebGeological did not cover the region due to
security concerns and hostilities. The local comityuis not informed about minerals, their

prospecting or exploration and mining, thereforeldeleft out thus the tensions with private
mining companies operating in the region. Locatléxa are accusing government of conniving
with mining companies to grab land of the Karamgjonnvestors and Private Companies are
taking advantage of the community’s ignorance, pgvand illiteracy to confuse communities

with partial or incomplete information to stealthdcquire land in the area. .

Karamoja as a cattle keeping area, faces problémestriction in movement of animals when
extensive acreage is devoted to exploration. Ehespecially true when mining concessions carry
with them restrictions on animal movement and laageas for grazing are cordoned off upon
construction of beacons. Secondly it is a legaliregnent to seal of exploration areas, upon
conclusion of exploration, which is a disadvantageartisan miners deriving livelihood from
areas, under mineral exploration. To many commesiitit has been termed malicious denial of
access to ancestral resources for the Karamojong.

The legal framework governing mining stipulates tiigos for sharing royalties as; 80% on gross
value mined or quarried is remitted to Governméiifo goes to the licensee and 3% to the land
owner. This ratio is premised on a principle tHatranerals are owned by the government (State).
However in the case of Karamoja no person hasreegived this 3%. Explanation advanced for
this anomaly is that under customary tenure, wbidfains in Karamoja, there is lack evidence of
land ownership, the basis of claim and negotiatimnghe communities with the companies for
acquisition or compensation for rights over landnist in place. This situation has been
acknowledged by the Mines Department as the kegoreahy no single community or individual
has received compensation or royalties arisingbuatining activities in Karamoja.

Additionally, the issue of location license and thiming license requires the company involved to
show proof of ownership of exclusive rights oves tAnd covering the intended period of mining.
However, communities are unable to secure prodbmnal recognition of their rights in land in
order to bargain for their involvement. Apart frahe prospecting license; the retention license;
the mineral dealers’ license; and the import angdoexlicenses, all other licences issued to
companies have implications on land ownership. &Siights are formalized, communities are not
able to secure location licenses that would enttiden to undertake mining by themselves or
negotiations for compensation when private comadgjuire concessions over their land.
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Finally, it is important for this study to highligthe need for building the capacity of the local
people through information dissemination; advogafior both the local people and investors in
areas of formalised land ownership; volumes of maiheleposits and possible private-public
partnerships as far as exploration, prospectingnainthg is concerned.
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3. LAND TENURE IN KARAMOJA
3.1 Background

The evolution of the four main systems of land tens Freehold, Leasehold, Mailo and
Customary — was mainly a product of the way in Wwhige British colonial administration inter-
acted with Uganda’s pre-colonial tribal chiefs. TBitish colonialists, made strategic choice to
engage small peasant agriculture under the pragaitustomary practices as the dominant
economic structure for production of goods neededupport the industrial boom in Europe. It
was considered dangerous by the colonialist to fpadistoms, as arbitrary imposition of change
would cause a total failure of efforts to adminigtee local indigenous population. Therefore, in
order to appease the local chiefs and get locatigail allies in the effective administration of
colonial Uganda, the administration introduced gesi which could accommodate customary
tenure as a non-registered form of land holdingngéide mailo and leasehold tenures, which were
introduced as registered forms of land holding @y, 2010).

According to UNHS 2006, a minimum of 70% of houddbedn Uganda hold their land under
customary tenure, under two broad systems:

()  Communal holdings, which include grazing ardagrial grounds, sensitive eco-systems
and hunting grounds under arrangements of commuomeptly resources regimes with the
management vested in clans. User rights are gumdrfior farming and seasonal grazing,
access to water, pasture, burial grounds, firewgathering, and other community
activities. No specific ownership rights of conteok conferred on users;

(i)  Holdings by individuals, family, or clans, viitthe household as the primary unit, holding
land in trust for its nuclear and extended memtensphasis is placed on use rather than
on ownership of land. Male elders are the custadiaho sanction transactions and
determine distribution of land to members of thadehold.

In Karamoja, what ought to have been customary laasl devoted to state use as gazetted areas
for wildlife conservation and forestry, in additioa interests of exploration and prospecting for
minerals. However, the States’ non-recognition w$tomary tenure did not deter its continued
traditional use as the main mode of access arptatdices nested in the socio-economic character
of the Karamojong society. Given that the commasitire both agro-pastoralists and transhumant,
access by clans and households is based on agrsem#nother clans, permitting the movement
cattle during the year to areas where pasture atdrwere available. Thus, households did not
seek access to a piece of land in a particular aamitynor lineage on which to build shelter and
plant crops, but rather access to land harbouenge resources.

3.2 Customary Tenure in Karamoja

At present, customary tenure has evolved into iddadized and communal sub-tenures, each with
distinct characters and resource rights embeddemithfor the individuals, households and the
community at large. Within communal customary, teub-tenure types are distinguished; the
grazing lands and the shrine areas, while withifividualized customary sub-tenure is the arable
land and land used for homesteads, whamayattas areonstructed.

Communal Customary: Grazing Lands

These are open access areas that are communallyahél constitute the stock of land that is
continuously being alienated into gardens andeseghts. Individuals and communities are users
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and not owners of this kind of land. On grazingydaauthority rests with elders and kraal
commanders regarding resource use and regulation.

“...communal grazing land is shared by everyone dnerefore centrally owned and
managed. No one person can claim ownership overiggaland or a dam, these are
community resources in a pastoral society. Howefeeragricultural land and settlement;
land is owned by a family and it therefore manatgekand”®.

Whereas elders derive authority from initiationoirgge-sets or groups, the kraal commanders’
authority is premised on the ability to predict exbity likely to befall kraals in terms of diseases
and raids and the courage or advice in confrontingh adversity whenever and wherever it
occurs. As a result, the elders’ major resporigibis to determining pasture use patterns
including pastures banks for dry and wet seasomirggawhile kraal commanders decide herd
numbers and day to day grazing locations.

“In Karamoja, we own customary...the clan leadees/& knowledge on which land is
suitable for either settlement or grazing...becakisew they boundaries and demarcation
of land”. The head is helped by elders who havetaf knowledge in land issues. Elders
will know which land belongs to which family anéyhgo ahead to distribute this family
into parts for; cultivation, settlement, shrineseas etc. Land is managed by elders who
define it or apportion it according to functiofis

Grazing lands do not hold definitive borders asythsraddle across local government
administrative demarcations and communities.

“There are no fixed boundaries between the gardensgrazing land; there are instances
when what was formally grazing land is convertetb itand for gardens; usually what
happens is that the clan adjust to the grazing lasitishift the boundaries of its gardens,
this is usually fuelled by exhaustion of gras§és”

According to Reuben de Koning's (2003), agro-pasistr societies of Karamoja have one shared
principle that structure people’s behaviour in grgzmatters: the principle of opportunistic
management — this implies that every cattle ows@nititled to access resources where and when
available, in order to sustain his herd. The acogbss to pasture and water resources are mainly
based on group membership, history and opportartighaviour. The concept of access security
concerns the legitimacy with which one is ablentove herds freely within the tribal boundaries
and occasionally beyond; based on customary rifjhtstory of usage, and the accepted strategy
of opportunistic tracking which guarantees secooess for the herd-owners.

Communal Customary: Shrine Areas

These are locations of sanctity where traditioeéijious worship takes place with strict rules of
access, the breach of which attracts severe saadtiom the elders and the community at large.
The shrines are in numerous locations with eacimelimaving definitive boundaries often marked
by particular trees or shrubs that community memiloan easily identify but are prohibited from
cutting or even picking for firewood. Although tleeare communal locations, they are not open
access areas because of the rules in place.

52 Community Elders at Panyangara Sub County
53 Round Table Discussion with Kaabong District TechhStaff, April 2010
64 Kotido District Round Table Discussion with DistrOfficials
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Individualized Customary: Homesteads

Arises when open access areas are alienated intergaormanyatta, this conversion is not
standardized, however two forms of practices wesmnon. The less prevalent practice is
identification of a location, occupation and uséywut approval or sanctioning from any authority
whether customary or statutory. The most commouptipeis where individuals seek permission
from the patriarchs or elders of neighbouringnyattago locate their own settlements within the
vicinity of existing ones due to security. Homest®are not communal lands, but they highly
individualized settlements that are either nuclktatescattered. However, the practice of scattered
manyattasthat was once common is slowly being altered in pacause of the collective kraal
policy as a result of heightened insecurity. Accessvater is also a contributory factor to this
change.

Individualized Customary: Gardens

Similarly, opening up areas of cultivation is adiacto settlemennfanyattd areas. Gardens plots
have definitive boundaries marked by a variety edtfires including trees, anthills, and rocks.
However, the most common boundary markers aresstrigpandsegkukoru)of uncultivated land
between garden plots.

“...demarcations are very clear, we use trees, stdmgsnstances were stones are both
used; both neighbours agree to leave a buffer a@here no activity takes place. This
practice is mainly in gardens and you both resgectn case one of the people who
agreed to use stones violates the boundary, eldaree in to settle the dispute. Currently
we use a tree called milk bush to mark boundarie$...”

“The role of the elders is to protect the land besa the elders know the boundaries.
when a person tries to grab land from children ahé elders are on the side of the
children you a permitted to perform a ritual whemu pick soil from the dispute land and
throw it on the person who is trying to cheat youl ghe will die®®

This type of land is in the realm of family authgrand family heads hold conclusive rights over

these plots, including the right to even engageainous land transactions. It is thus no surprise,
that this is the type of land for which registratimto title is taking place across the region in

Karamoja. It is not uncommon for such land to bid so share cropped or lent out as the excerpts
below show:

“As Matheniko we inherit land. This land was intied from our ancestors, we also
acquire land through grazing. There are people Wwhy land. For me | have never sold
land but | saw my neighbour sell land at 1.5 milli¢-or me | bought at 200,000. It was
half an acre in 2003. We also borrow land and we fo it may be with one cé

| am not from here | am from Turkana and | survirem renting land e.g. 1.5 acres at
50,000 a year but it also depends on the dematidedfand. | got land through marriage,
my in laws gave land. That time | had little latids common for land to be given. It can
also be asked for as a bride prite

5% Focus Group Discussions with community elder€atido District, May 2010

56 Round Table Discussion with Technical Staff Kaabbisjrict, May 2010

57 Focus Group Discussions with clan leaders andlgldeth women and men at Rupa Sub County , Aprl®0
% Focus Group Discussions with clan leaders andlgldeth women and men at Rupa Sub County, April201
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These landholdings are often of small sizes anat@nsidered to be individual property. It can be
transmitted to kin either by inheritance or subiglon within families.

“The parents show you which land belong to you wihés time to show you. Both girls
and boys inherit land..%

Table 7 below summarises the sub-tenures on cusydarad in Karamoja

Table 7: Sub-tenures under customary land in Karamia

TENURE TYPE OF LAND CONTROL RIGHTS THEREON

Communal Grazing lands (rural)  Kraal leaders and (i) Only use rights permitted

customary Commanders (ii) Restrictions exist on access to areas

Elders

Shrine locations Elders (i) Only use rights (grazing) permitted;
‘akereket’ (iv) Highly restricted on resource access rights.
(both rural & Urban)

Individualized  Gardens or Wives 0] Use rights (both grazing and cultivatipn)

customary Cultivation areas (ii) Usually allocated by patriarchs to married

women but the women have ‘caveat rights’
on use/ reallocation thereafter.

(iii) Is inherited by children (both girls and
boys) of the woman allocated, including
daughters in law to whom she may have
given use rights while alive.

Manyattas or Men 0] Construction rights are mostly for the
Homesteads male, here women have access rights.

(ii) These locations are inheritable by male

members of the families.
Source: Field Survey by Study Team, 2010

According to de Koning, 2003, when a man gets redrtis parents give him land, often (part of)
the land — that his mother used to cultivate. @attl, the general rule is that ownership rights to
land are ideally passed on to sons. Secondarysragktattributed to grandsons and third rights are
reckoned to the brothers of the initial male lamgher. Families thus always make sure that land is
not alienated from the patrilineal decent groupertigghts and occasionally management rights as
well, can be attributed to a female spouse of théermwner, provided that she will transfer the
land to sons born in marriage, whereas temporal-arse management rights are allocated to
females. So, when a woman dies, her sons are rdtetdi inherit the land their mother used to
cultivate.

“Most of the land is owned communally in clans dod us the land we are currently
occupying and using belonged to our ancestors; amedinherited it. The inheritance

system follows generations; a mother will showdhiédren the land that her husband or
father in-law gave her when she got married; angtmthe father or mother or both are

deceased; the children know which land belongaemt™.

Findings in this study show that in the event ofrmiagie the wives assume controlling authority
over such land, and if a husband wishes to takéhanavife, he has to negotiate with the senior
wife for a garden and settlement area to be atldttethe new wife or if a son takes a wife while
still subsisting in the same household, the motheves out a plot for use by the daughter in-law.
If one has only daughters, the male children ofdfieghters are entitled to inherit or a male child
is brought in from the paternal side to inherit.lFor partial payment of bride price has

% Focus Group Discussions with clan leaders andlgldeth women and men at Rupa Sub County, Aprill201
" District Community Elders at Panyangara Sub Coukpyil 2010
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implications on the land rights of a married womiutoride price was fully paid and the marriage
fails and children are involved, then the land tsgbf the woman in question remain secure.
However, these rights are lost if the woman in tjaess childless and bride price was not fully
paid.

3.3 Management of Customary Tenure in Karamoja

Customary tenure in Karamoja, indeed as in othes i the country is governed under a legal
dualism whereby the statutory legal system is somsed on the customary system of land
tenure, thus a co-existence of multiple sets egind laws. The two legal systems, institutions
and enforcement mechanisms to control how peomesa¢ control and transfer land, are without
clear hierarchy and points of assimilation. Acrtss region, communities are organized using a
caste structure on the basis of completing indratites which depicts the hierarchy of authonity i
society. Elders in the upper caste and wield caiduauthority on nearly all matters in society. It
is only disputes of a criminal nature and seriogergesity that are taken to the formal statutory
dispute resolution institutions as shown in thestitation below.

Picture 8: Traditional Land Administration in Karamoj a

Usually headed by
the High Priest
(Emoriot Apolon)

Ngimoru T i
(The Mountainsj

First line of authority and initiation; are the etd

Women assume
the position of
their husbands in
the hierarchy
and if one is heir
they also take the
position of the
decease

i Ngigetel (The Gazelles)
Authority Second in authority & line of initiation;0 () O

are Sub-elders

Ngidoi (The rats)
No authority; are not initiate

The elders plan grazing but also decide mattermtoéritance and arbitrate any other issues
especially in relation to divorce or return of dateys married elsewhere. The authority of elders is
recognized on all types of land though in varyinggmtes. On shrine locations they have
conclusive authority of oversight and enforcingctams if the rules that govern these areas are
not adhered to. On grazing lands, elders’ authdoityises on pastoral resource access issues like
deciding pasture banks by delineating dry and vestsen grazing areas. However, the kraal
commanders decide herd numbers and day to dayngréztations. It is important to note that
matters concerning gardens andnyattalocations are generally decided at family/ clareldwy
patriarchs.

Reuben de Koning (2003) notes that in Moroto, tetidl groups are the social structures through
which access rights to grazing lands are negotiaBydbeing a member of a certain tribe, section,
sub-section (cluster afgererig or ngereria(cluster of villages), individual herd-owners aagui
access to pasture and water resources. As a ofghke separation of sections, each of these has
tended to appropriate rather exclusive user righs certain pasture resources that are located in
relative close proximity to the sectional heartlafndrritorial divisions of the tribe, the sectionda



the sub-section are of great significance in atiogarights to pasture and water resources in mid-
distance and peripheral grazing areas.

The smallest unit of Karimojong territorial orgaation is theere which ideally covers one
extended family, headed by an elderly man with sdwgives (and the children of these) as well
as unmarried children, and possible other relatetren-related dependants. The next territorial
division is thengereria,consisting of several on average from 6—12 codipgrare spread about a
square mile. Thewaeand theekal are the (family) units that hold use and transfgricultural
land properties. Management rights e.g. the rigbtéend out land, and divide land amongst
children and other wives of ten remain in the hasfdbe husband.

An interesting relationship exists between thiglittanal setup and the formal land management
structures like the Area Land Committees and theaL&@ouncils as explained in the focus group
discussion below:

“...it is the elders who know how to deal with custoyrtenure; am a member of the area
land committee so when we get an issue we refiretelders although the law does not
recognize them...even at sub county level when veeanleeation of land for grazing it is
the elders to decide and demarcate. Currently afea land committees are demarcating
land for schools, health centres, sub counties atir institutions that are currently
undertaking land registratiof”

Formal and informal land management systems opearabeurrently in the management of
customary tenure. As far as area land committeesarcerned, the elders sit and decide, whereas
the committee puts in writing the decision of thaees rather than its own decision. This study
established that in the rural areas the area lamadnittees make no decision over land, but
formalize the decisions of the elders. For the llamauncils if land is needed to establish any
community infrastructure either schools, healthtaumr even administrative centres like parish
headquarters, the elders are approached with theese and then the decision to avail land for
such purposes is made by the elders in consultatithnpeople occupying or using the land.

However, if the elders are convinced about the canity wide benefit of the development, they
have powers to extinguish any existing land rightt the occupiers or users may have in any
specific location in favour for development. It watso acknowledged in this study, in the
interviews that the power of elders over land hasnbcontinuously eroding due to the changing
socio-economic situation, as the excerpt below show

“You will note that the presence of the gun in thgtrict has resulted in erosion of the
powers of the elders over land. The elders havepgowers to control land issues to the
youth because of the gun power they wéld”

Despite the occurrence of land sales, they ara ofté approved by the traditional institutions or
elders supposed to be responsible for sanctioniolg land transaction as shown below:

“Currently the boys have gone mad and they araérgglbnd without the knowledge of the
clan; you only see people approaching you with pagaying that you are on their land
and that they bought it. What the clan does, tliwy ¢hase away you the person who

"™ Focus Group Discussions in Kaabong District, Mag®
72 Chief Administrative Officer Kaabong, interviewad April 2010
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claims to have bought and then they cane the bogpine instances you can be stoned to
death™®

In dispute resolution over land, the elders stlidthe central role:

“In the Karamojong culture, we start at householdfamily level, the leader at this level
is the father, and then we go to the clan level ahthis point there are clan leaders who
also handle disputes because we rely on their ticstioknowledge. The clan leaders will
then be constituted into a council of elders atagié level and this council may be
composed of elders belonging to the same clan Brho

“We do not want LCs in the villages dealing witlsplites, because most of them are still
young, they do not know about boundaries, and jpealke statements like “was the LC
there when my ancestors were giving me this larie®ept in urban centres, even then
we limit their involvement in witnessing land tran8ons not resolving boundary
disputes™

In the absence of functional state driven statutmgies, it no surprised that the situation above
obtains in Karamoja region. Since the land tribwrelted after the 1998 Land Act, were never
enough to cover the entire country and so thodedidaexist soon built up a massive back-log of
cases. The administration of the tribunals wasegusntly shifted from the Ministry of Lands to
the Ministry of Justice and their work was formadlyspended in November 2006. The handling of
land cases has effectively been handed back tootims.

3.4 Registration of Customary Tenure in Karamoja

Until 1995 when Uganda’s Constitution was passeat 2998 when the Land Act was passed and
the degazettement of protected areas in 2002 sitimvpossible for land users and ancestral owners
of land in Karamoja to obtain titles for their larak one or other state agency officially held the
whole region either as protected or reserved lafitt® only forms of registered tenures in
existence were restricted to the urban centreslynostand around the towns of Moroto and
Kotido previously gazetted as statutory leasehmwdbeir urban councils.

“...land is communally owned and the levels of regigin are very negligible. You may
find only two people with land title in the wholiek@abong Town Council..”®

“...the land titles that are issued for rural areaseanostly freehold titles ..”"

Uganda’s 1995 Constitution provides all holderscaétomary land with the right to obtain a
Certificate of Customary Ownership (CCBOand the Land Act 1998 specifies the procedure for
how such certificates should be issued. The Acviges for issue of individual, family and
communal certificates taken as conclusive evideftbe customary rights and interests endorsed
on the certificat€. In order to apply for a CCO, an applicant musstfisubmit his or her
application form, together with the required fem the Area Land Committee where the land is

3 Community Elders at Panyangara Sub County, Kotiigtridt, April 2010

4 Chief Administrative Officer Kaabong, interviewad April 2010

S Round Table Discussion with Local Government Stakaabong District, April 2010
8 Focus Group Discussions in Kaabong District, Mag®

" Focus Group Discussions in Moroto District, Mayl@0

8 Constitution of the Republic of Uganda 1995, Arti2R¥7(4) (a)

7 Land Act 1998, section 5, and 9
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situated. The Land Committee is then supposed eeguhe land in question and confirm its

boundaries. The committee should also post a nadtigerescribed form, in a prominent public in

the parish in which the land is situated. The mothould invite all concerned persons to a
meeting, not less than two weeks from the date luotwit was posted, to consider the claim.

Claims of any other person affected by the landgf@mple, through rights of way, must also be
heard and the Land Committee can adjourn its pobege if necessary to carry out more detailed
investigations. On conclusion of its hearing, thendl Committee is required to write a report
setting out its findings with respect to the claamd its own conclusions and recommendations’
regarding the application and a report is submititetthe relevant district land board together with
the original application. The Land Committee coultcommend acceptance, rejection or
conditional acceptance of this application. On iggcef this report the District Land Board can
then decide whether or not to issue a CCO. Oncebtheed has made a decision it must
communicate this to the Recorder. Where the boszdmmends that a certificate be issued the
Recorder should do this, subject to any qualifaaior restrictions required by the bo#td.

Despite these provisions, a high level of ignorawes exhibited in the field survey regarding the
registration of customary tenure as expressedeirxicerpt below:

“...drafting laws and policies without involvememtt consultations, definitely results into
people not knowing, all you hear people sayinghat tland belongs to the people” but
what does this statement mean? We have had instaricpeople who used to “stay”
where the district headquarters are coming andmlag back their land because the land
belonged to their ancestors and that the law sagd belongs to the people, so they want
it back”®

The low levels of registration are associated \witih costs of registration especially survey, low
capacity for statutory land administration and k&ek of staff in the department plus ignorance
makes the situation worse. Taking the example @ti¢ag district, it was exhibited that:

“The land office at the district lacks personneldatine sector is not financed as well and
therefore not in position to carry out any actigg#i This has made statutory land
administration a challenge. The district was crehia 2005, the first land board was

created in 2007 but the outgoing secretary and ideaison did not hand over so when we
assumed office we started keeping records afreshwlWprovide the books but that is the
problem with then

Other districts in the region exhibited similar lplems especially on legal illiteracy by both the
district technical staff and the local people cedpivith the ignorance of the local people has
greatly contributed to the low levels of titling.

“...As a former member of the tribunal we woulddfiin difficult to interpret the laws. |
would always notice a conflict between the law enstomary practices and norm&’.

“...they have just recruited a Surveyor, RegistoérTitles, and Records Officer...but still
you find one officer holding three positions: thbyBical planner is the Acting Land

8 Land Act, section, 5 6, 8 and 9

81 Round Table Discussion with Local government Stafotido District, May 2010

82 Round Table Discussion with Local Government Stakaabong District, April 2010
8 Round Table Discussion-Kotido District TechnicafSapril 2010
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Officer and the Secretary to the Land board. Thardatself is not well remunerated and
facilitated, so things like sensitization are gtgdacking, most of the time the board is not
working...”*

“Every sub county has an area land committee ineplthough these have never been
trained. Most of the positions in the district laoffice are vacant, the district service
commission has advertised but there has not begnesponse®

To ascertain to extent to which land has been aiégehto registered tenure from customary forms,
land records were obtained from Moroto Land Offiegarding applications for registered titles

for the period 2007- 2010. Findings show a highppradic manner spread of application for

registration with the highest number of applicatieneived so far being 120 per year for the years
2009 and 2008, while 2007 had 61 applications. kigjof the applications are in urban areas for

leasehold titles as illustrated in the figure below

Figure 9: Title Applications Received at Moroto Lard Office

2010 (N=81) 93.8
(7))
[
o
83 2009 (N=120) 71.7
_%g Rural
Erx 2008 (N=120) 75.8 Urban
.E
2007 (N=60) 933

0 20 40 60 80 100
% of Applications

Source: District Land Office Records — Moroto District, extracted in May 2010

The Land Act 1998 also provides for the formatidnGmmmunal Land Associations for the
purposes of ownership and management of land undg¢omary law or other laf. A Communal
Land Association may own land under a CCO, leasktioh freehold. Members of the association
can also hold some or all of the land within it,an individual capacity while other parts are set
aside for common use under a common Land Manage8w@me. It should however be noted
that, registration of communal interests or groights in natural resources and other common
pool resources is not in the names of the Commuuaald Associations but rather in the
management committees under the Common Land Mareade3cheme.

“The issue of communal land associations has nehlembraced because the people are
ignorant”®’

84 Round Table Discussion with Local government Staffotido District, April 2010

8 Round Table Discussion with Local government Siaffloroto District, May 2010
8 | and Act 1998, sections 16 — 17

87 Round Table Discussion with Local government Siafaabong District, April 2010
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Attempts were previously made to form and registammunal land associations but without

much success because of the absence of personthel district land office and the hefty survey

costs, besides the would-be beneficiaries of theseciations were also very ignorant of the intent
of the associations. In Kaabong district, effoesférm a land association could not proceed
because of the non-operational land office asdtaddow:

........ With the help of Oxfam, a proposal to constittvo communal land associations
was undertaken. We planned a total of 5 meetingsmolude the process, in the end had
held only 3 meetings...a study was carried out irpgration for these associations and
the clan leaders embraced the idea...However, we haga disorganized by things like
the land office not been operational for the pa&&y&ars”

Mining I nterests

The activities of mineral prospecting and miningnpanies and individuals do not involve the
communities in the process of grant of concessidhs has triggered apprehension and suspicion
towards mining activities.

“.....as Kaabong we were never consulted, we do nowkanything concerning minerals

yet the land is ours. Before Branch Energy camis, dihea was owned by the Dodoth.
Nobody was consulted when Branch Energy was coningeit€ operations; any attempts

to inquire they would tell you that we are stillnggling and yet they are armed and
everyday you see planes landing and taking off. Jdtes to these entrances would be
manned by armed white men. There was nothing wédvemu There are people in the

district who will tell you that guns were drawn thiem because of inquiring about the
minerals™®

“...we are not opposed to mining, it brings develgmt and opens up the area to other
prospects....what we do not understand is why weealgréahe mineral to be taken and

then the land is also taken....this is like giving ymod on my plate and instead of eating
only the food you also take my plate.....this whatTbroro Cement people at Kosiroi

did...taking the mineral is ok but not our laffg”

Unknown Status of Conservation Areas

Conservation activities of NFA and UWA are percdive the communities as a source of tenure
insecurity .This is particularly the case in theokBLokopo and in the Lopei-Nakiloro areas where
demarcations for wild life are taking place.

“...The question of land management is very diffitnanswer considering that almost all
land is protected areas. What was once communadiyiigg land has been taken over.
There was an outcry of land scarcity in western hitga and government ranches were
given out to people; why can’'t the same be don&&amoja; instead more land is being
curved out for wild animals. The land between Morand Kotido in a place called
Lopeeyi has been surveyed, we do not know wharig dand why it is being done. From
Kidepo to Kalapata; Kaabong Town Council to Mathenin Loyoro wildlife ranges is
now patrolled™®

8 Round Table Discussion-Kaabong District Technidaff$n April 2010
8 Community Focus Group Discussion, Singila — Momtstrict, May 2010
% Round Table Discussion-Kaabong District TechnidaffSn April 2010
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Government involvement in Disarmament and Protected Kraals

Government in its push for resettlement of pasigslin the region has set up settlements in
locations considered to be dry season grazing yedathese same areas are the tracts were cattle
rustlers regularly pass. This is creating a poatmionflict situation. In addition, Protected Kraal

as collective kraals for protected by the army agfagattle rustlers are attracting the cattle osner
to settle in the areas around their locations. Thiseavily eroding the eco-systems around such
locations.

“Because of protected kraals, the protected logai®over grazed; this inevitably affects
the quality of pastoral products. Currently peodie not have much choice but to stay in
these protected grazing areas, because securitiidrvillages is not guaranteed against
raids”*

Threat of the Land Market

Trends in urban centres where land is held as ithailised customary tenure, transactions in the
land market are evident. These transactions areeped as threats to tenure security as the
community becomes more aware of the value of laighering tendencies of protectionism. The
elite and younger members of whose access rightgwearanteed stretch these rights to sale or
transfer.

3.5 Conclusions

Forms of tenure in Uganda are an everlasting mieklonial legacy which selectively maintained
customary practices of use and access in spe@fjioms, while opportunistically introducing

registered tenures in areas where, higher stakegoldical influence could be garnered on the
basis of control over land resources. Karamojaorediappened to be arid and uninviting for
schemes of individualised use of land given thednamance lifestyle dictated by the harsh
climatic condition and unreliable rainfall.

Throughout the colonial period, Karamoja was talsnan extensive area of land devoted to
conservation of wildlife and the preservation ob-diversity species. This perception meant the
traditional systems of land use and managementruruktomary tenure thrived outside of the
legal regime and dedicated themselves to oppotiariarvesting of range resources to sustain
herding, with limited regard for the isles of consgion and preservation that statutory
frameworks embraced, thus a dualism in managemedtuse of land. With no assimilated
hierarchy to the statutory system, the traditidaad management system is run on the basis of
caste along the age-sets, setting apart eldegsnéry at the apex of authority, for use and
allocation of land, but also allowing for emergemndea class of kraal commandergyigetei)on

the basis of bravery in g adversity related to aies or cattle raids and dealing with the
consequence thereafter.

At present, customary tenure in Karamoja is charasd along four lines of sub-tenures, the
grazing lands and the shrine areas considered coaimiérable land and land used for
homesteads, whemanyattas areonstructed considered to be individualized custgma&\Vithin
the communal, authority rests at two tiers, therdwhose position derives from the initiation of
age-sets and groups, and the kraal commanders \aldiserity is based on the ability to predict
likely adversity related to diseases or raids. @ividual customary land, the family heads hold
conclusive rights with authority to transact by wafysale, sharecropping or renting out and to

1 Round Table Discussion-Kaabong District Technitaff\pril 2010
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transmit through inheritance or sub-division. Headshousehold are also charged with the
observance the rights to access for nucleus amt@stl family members.

The authority of elders is recognized on all typésand though in varying degrees. On grazing
lands, elders’ authority focuses on pastoral resoaccess issues like deciding pasture banks by
delineating dry and wet season grazing areas. Hemvdhe kraal commanders decide herd
numbers and day to day grazing locations. It isortgnt to note that matters concerning gardens
and manyattalocations are generally decided at family or clawel by patriarchs. Women play
significant roles of assignment in use of land imitthe household on behalf of their spouses and
in some instances may allot the inheritance rights land, with the first priority assigned to thei
sons or male relatives of their spouses.

A complementary relationship accepting the positaf elder exists between traditional and
statutory land management institutions, with theigiens that to solicit community support for
use of land, resting on the blessings and sanatidindom elders before any formal systems such as
Area Land Committees endorses any transactionessence, the statutory institutions only
formalize decisions already made by the elders utite traditional institutions. However, this
trend of events does not set aside the erosioheopower of elders as institution in the face of
armament or guns, protected kraals and forcefeksafl land by the youth. With regard to dispute
resolution a similar arrangement obtains sincdahé tribunals, which statutory bodies referred to
in the Land Act 1998 and the Constitution 1995,evarmmarily discontinued by the Judiciary in
2006, reverting the responsibility to the ordineoyrt system.

Alienation of customary tenure into registered fomwstly in leasehold is still limited to gazetted

urban centres and town councils. Whereas the Lardl898 and the Constitution 1995 provide
avenues for obtaining Certificates of Customary @ship and communal holding of land under
Communal Land Associations, both avenues have eem litilised in Karamoja, except for the

likely benefits that will arise from the pilot iilg project of Uganda Land Alliance in Nabwal.

This is due to low levels of awareness of the erist of these options and the non-staffing of
district land office which would support such preses.

Communities also articulated several threats tareesecurity in the region, including but not

limited to minerals and mining interests, that aften undertaken without community knowledge

and involvement, the unknown status of conservatiogas which through the re-opening of
boundaries smirks of land grabbing together witidlaales picking up to support the land market
especially in urban areas. Additionally governnisnivolved in disarmament and therefore set up
protected kraals to safeguard cattle from beingladis Grass quality, fertility and other range

resources have been degraded and eroded in satioice
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4.

4.1

KEY ISSUES AND RECOMMENDED INTERVENTIONS

Status of Protected Areas (Wildlife and Foresy) in Karamoja

Four key issues standout regarding protected aréeiregion:

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

In this study, the Uganda Wildlife Authority ifdmed changes in the status of wildlife
conservation areas that degazetted approximatel%®3of land area reverting it to
communities for access, use and ownership as &.200ereas this reversion may be clear on
paper and remain on paper, not communicated andunderstood by the would be
beneficiaries within the communities, enclavesnafigenous elites and political leaders, who
have access to this information, have opted nahtire it or publicise it. Instead, a number
have used it as tools for political mileage and aghrandizement, securing for themselves
hectares of land and personal interests in entitigesting in either tourism, mining or
ventures in commercial agriculture within the regio

Even though communities are entitled to beadfibm utilisation and investment in wildlife
conservation areas in their region by law (UWA Adhey are not sufficiently organised or
positioned in terms of information, capacity angaogunity to engage the Uganda Wildlife
Authority on such matters.

Additionally, Uganda Wildlife Authority citingnsecurity in the region and having effected
changes in land use on the basis of aerial phqtbgrand satellite imagery have neither
demarcated the changes on ground nor communicad to beneficiary communities,
giving rise to a gap in communication of accuratd factual information on the status of land
under conservation in the region. Henceforth, comitres in Karamoja region are unable to
distinguish, degazetted lands that have been meduto them, from lands still under
conservation which ought to be observed and prederv

The status of the 19 Central Forest Reservesritm 11.6% of the land areas in Karamoja is
not likely to be reviewed, readjusted or changethannear future. This is because basis for
their protection is still considered valid by thathnal Forestry Authority either as prime
areas in terms of bio-diversity (for the rare aaaaibizia) or scientifically as water catchment
areas in relation to water bodies or protectiomfgmil erosion. In view of this recognition and
pressure from human demands for settlement andheséuthority has made a policy shift to
collaborative management involving communities. Ildoer, the delivery of opportunity for
management and benefits under such an arrangenagnbob be attained if the communities
are not sufficiently prepared for this engagement.

Recommended | nterventions:

1.

Ensure that communities are equipped with kndgde and information to engage and
negotiate for involvement in investment venturestlo@ basis of entitlements contained in
Uganda Wildlife Authority Act for their beneficiahterests and collaborative co-existence of
their herds and other land uses with the consemvatgenda. For example, Memorandums of
Understanding (MoUs) for licensing of two privatengpanies to manage the three wildlife
reserves of Pian-Upe, Bokora and Matheniko are absecuted at community level as
mandated by law so that benefits accrue directltheocommunities, instead of the district
local governments. This requires the systematiw b factual information on the status of
degazetted land and community entittements as wghts in those still existing, to
communities for appropriate use of land.

Ensure that civil society organisations engagimgprojects related to securing community
rights over land such as Uganda Land Alliance db fabh victim to the failure to share
information, which jeopardizes the securing of tiglor communities with the region.
Communities adjacent to or in the periphery @infal Forest Reserves need capacity to
negotiate their engagement in collaborative foyestanagement in ways that are beneficial to
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4.2

their access and use rights as provided for urideMational Tree Planting Act 2003. For
example, negotiating Memorandums of Understandivigus) with Forestry Authority that
guarantee access to shrines and areas considered &a these locations or access for fuel
wood, gathering fruits and harvesting of herbal aradlicinal plants.

Mining and Minerals

With regard to mining, the following issues stamnd: o

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Approximately 24.8% of the land area in Karaanigj Exclusive Mineral Exploration Licenses
and Location Licenses and a further 20 square ldtogs is covered a mining lease to Tororo
Cement Ltd as per the 2009 records from the Minggalltlment. This status of mining, extent
of concessions, nature and nature or volume of maireposits is not known at district level
or within community. At national level, the Geologl Surveys and Mines Department
confirms that mineral information on Karamoja isad@ as 1960/61 because recent Airborne
Geological did not cover the region due to secucityicerns and hostilities. However, it
acknowledges the existence of unevaluated depokigold, marble, phosphates and other
mineral deposits whose economic volume is yet tododirmed.

Exploration and mining is based on informaticom private companies applying for licenses.
The process of licensing is not understood by Igoalernment leaders who lack facts on the
status of mining in the region nor is it appredaby local communities, who view it as a ploy
to grab their land. Obligatory compensation or Higsto land owners as mandated by law are
unpaid due to lack of proof of customary ownershigditionally community involvement and
consultation over land acquisition or for explavatset by law is largely ignored.

Local leaders are accusing government of camgiwith mining companies to grab land of
the Karamojong. Investors and Private Companiedakiag advantage of the community’s
ignorance, poverty and illiteracy to confuse comities with partial or incomplete
information to stealthily acquire land in the regio

Fencing of land and erection of beacons in@gpion or mining areas restricts the movement
of animals in an area that is known to depend an-pgstoralism and transhumance as the
means of livelihood due to erratic weather and dtileoclimate. Wildlife movement is equally
affected. At the closure of exploration missiormgal artisans are disadvantaged and denied
continued access to mineral deposits, as exploratnpanies are legally required to seal off
sites with concrete, which is considered malicidesial of access to ancestral resources.

Recommended | nterventions:

1.

Liaison with the Mines Department and the Minyistesponsible for Land, to secure
acceptance for other forms of proof of ownershiplasfd under customary tenure that are
legitimate and recognised within communities, istamces when location and the mining
licenses are issued to private company to famliompliance with the requirement for
payment of royalties and compensation.

Building the capacity of the local people thrbugformation dissemination; advocating for
both communities and investors on issues of fogadlland ownership, volume and nature of
mineral deposits and possible private-public pastnips as far as exploration, prospecting and
mining is concerned.

Empower leaders negotiate with the mine departued private companies for artisan mining
and access to areas where exploration has not goahinercial deposits, in order not to stifle
livelihoods for community members.

Negotiate for the right of way or passage iniclgdanimal movement for grazing in areas
under mineral exploration with private companies.
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4.3

Land Tenure and Protection of Rights

In this regard, the following issues arose:

(@)

(b)

(c)

Because land is held in customary tenure, elaomights of access, use and ownership are not
backed by formal documentation. Instead institigiohelders and kraal commanders manage
and control access to land resources considerednaoal, while the family or clan controls
land owns land considered to be individualized @ustry. As focal points for definition of
rights over hand, the power of these traditionatifntions has been eroded over time due to
the power of the gun, the disarmament processlangdt of protected kraals.

Reforms in land administration and dispute liggan articulated in the Land Act 1998 and the
Uganda Constitution in 1995 have remained un-impleied. Thus on ground, the system is
near comatose because of lack of capacity withstridis to recruit and retain of qualified
staff, to operationalize the statutory system. rstance were partial operations have been
attained especially with the appointment of Areand.@&Committees they have needed the
backing of traditional institutions such as eldéos legitimize or formalize their work.
Communal Land Associations to formalize the holdifidand and its resource in communal
form have not been embraced.

Pockets of registered tenure are being to emdrgt concentrated in gazetted urban centres
and town councils. Whereas the Land Act 1998 aadXbnstitution 1995 provide avenues for
obtaining Certificates of Customary Ownership amsmmunal holding of land under
Communal Land Associations, both avenues haveewsnt htilised in Karamoja, except for the
likely benefits that will arise from the pilot fitlg project of Uganda Land Alliance in Nabwal.
This is due to low levels of awareness of the erist of these options and the non-staffing of
district land office which would support such prsses.

(d) Communities also articulated several threatemoire security in the region, including but not

limited to minerals and mining interests, that aféen undertaken without community

knowledge and involvement, the unknown status oSeovation areas which through the re-
opening of boundaries smirks of land grabbing togetvith land sales picking up to support
the land market especially in urban areas. Addiigrgovernment is involved in disarmament
and therefore set up protected kraals to safegeattte from being rustled. Grass quality,
fertility and other range resources have been degrand eroded in such locations.

(e) There is a general lack of information on vasitand and resource tenure issues ranging from

(f)

title acquisition procedures, grant of mineral @s®ion processes to gazettement and
degazettement. This translates into untold vulriatior the communities in Karamoja. In
addition, the basics of land and resource righwsnafirined in law or policy are not known by
both community leaders and members. It is not deahe community which legal regimes
have precedence with regard to customary tenuretvibimost prevalent in the region.

Most if not all publications and literature alidhe Karamoja region are old, the region is not
well researched and documented, which contributesviong development policies and
programmes. The attitude and mindset about themdgicharacterized by enduring negative
perceptions about pastoralism as an outdated, ich&aickward economically irrational and
environmentally destructive land use/productiortesys

Suggested interventions

1.

Initiate and sustain a community level dialogiraed at building consensus on a specific type
of boundary marker recognisable by all. Withoutoiwing any technical survey initiatives,
pilot the clarification of parcel boundaries usihg selected markers. This should involve the
council of elders, local civil society organisatsoeind local councils.
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2. Educate the community on establishing commuaad lassociations as vehicle to realise
legality of the council of elders and incorporate tcouncil of elders as a management
structure in the CLA.

3. A concerted legal education and advocacy thrquaginership with local NGOs and CBOs,
carried out by paralegal to provide the communégders and the elders with awareness, facts
and information in a local dialect.

4. Through sponsorship and partnership with institis of higher education in Uganda provide
grants for research, piloting and publication ofimas development concepts in and about the
Karamoja region or introduce a competitive resegretmt on Karamoja. These efforts should
be short term with the aim of opening up, publigsand creating a positive interest in the
region.
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ANNEXES

Annex 1: Minerals and Mineral Potential in Uganda
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Annex 2: Areas under Mineral Licenses in Moroto Digict

umwire, Commissioner, Departnmd of Geological Survey and Mines

License Holder Period Area Minerals L
(Sq. Kms)
1. Kush Management Service Ltd 2008 - 2011 500.00anlum and Graphite EL
2. Tiger Cement Limited 2008 - 2011 437.00 Limestand Marble EL
3. Moroto Cement Industries 2008 - 2011 130,00 Isitmee and Marble EL
4, Simba Resources 2006 - 2009 126.00 PlatinunBasd Metals| EL
5. Tororo Cement Limited 2009 - 2017 122,50 Limasto EL
6. NPK Resources Ltd 2009 - 2012 90,00 Gold, Copppbalt, EL
Nickel and PGM
7. Supercom International Ltd 2008 - 2011 57,00 2 L E
8. Omaniman Gem Prospectors 2008 - 2011 48.00 Precious Stones and Badel
Cooperative Metals
9. Tororo Cement Ltd 2003 -2023 20.01 Limestone LSM
10. Hikima Investments and 2009 - 2012 20.00 Iron and Base Metals El
Technology (U) Ltd
11. Great Lakes Cement Ltd 2007 - 20100 11.00 Liomesand Marble EL
12. Harambe Africa 2007 - 2010 4.00 Limestone EL
13. Hikima Investments and 2009 - 2012 4.00 Gold and Base Metals El
Technology (U) Ltd
14. Harambe Africa 2009 - 2011 0.15 Limestone LI
15. Harambe Africa 2009 - 2011 0.15 Limestone LI
16. Great Lakes Cement Ltd 2009 - 20111 0.15 Liorest LL
17. Great Lakes Cement Ltd 2009 - 20111 0.15 Liorest LL
Total Sg. Kms 1,550.2
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Annex 3: Areas under Mineral Licenses in Nakapiriprit District

License Holder Period Area Mineral L
(Sg. Kms)
1. H K Mining Limited 2008 - 2011 266.30 Marble a@Bgpsum EL
2. African Minerals Limited 2008 - 2011 69.00 Linmse EL
3. Chn Henaa Zhonghua 2008 - 2011 36.00 Iron =
4. Chn Henaa Zhonghua 2008 - 2011 36.00 Wolfram H
5. XL Mining Ltd 2009 - 2012 21.3 Limestone and lar EL
6. African Minerals Limited 2009 - 2011 0.16 Limese LL
7. African Minerals Limited 2009 - 2011 0.16 Limese LL
Total Sg. Kms 428.92
Annex 4: Areas under Mineral Licenses in Abim Distict
License Holder Period Area Mineral L
(Sg. Kms)
1. Fifth Element (Investments) Ltd 2007 - 2010 €00. Gold and Base Metal EL
2. Fifth Element (Investments) Ltd 2007 - 2010 069. Gold and Base Metal EL
3. Fifth Element (Investments) Ltd 2007 - 2010 088. Marble and Gem Stone EL
4. Fifth Element (Investments) Ltd 2007 - 2010 480. Gold and Base Metal EL
5. Mota Limited 2009 - 2012 152.50 Gold and Baséd\le EL
6. Mota Limited 2009 - 2012 117.00 Gold and Basdd\le EL
7. Mota Limited 2009 - 2012 117.00 Gold and Basdd\le EL
8. Mota Limited 2009 - 2012 117.00 Gold and Basdd\le EL
Total Sg. Kms 2,370.5
Annex 5: Areas under Mineral Licenses in Kaabong Bitrict
License Holder Period Area Mineral L
(Sq. Kms)
1. New Kush Mining Ltd 2007 - 2010 458.00 Au, CrtaniMarble, EL
Platinum and Group
Metals
2. Embuyaga Exploration Ltd 2007 - 2010 420/00 Gb#se minerals and | EL
PGE Minerals
3. New Kush Mining Ltd 2007 - 2014 367.30 Au, CrtemiMarble, EL
Platinum and Group
Metals
Total Sg. Kms 1,245.3
Annex 6: Areas under Mineral Licenses in Kotido Difrict
License Holder Period Area Mineral L
(Sg. Kms)
1. Embuyaga Exploration Ltd 2007 - 2010 500{00 Golthse minerals & EL
PGE Minerals
2. Tiger Cement Limited 2008 - 20111 480.00 Limestand Marble EL
3. Hikima Investments and 2007 — 2010 302.00 Iron EL
Technology (U) Ltd
Total Sg. Kms 1,283

=
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Annex 7: Wildlife Conservation Areas in Uganda
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Annex 8: Status of Conservation and Protected Areas Karamoja as of 2010
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