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Abstract 

Farmland in stable and conflict affected countries has in recent times come under immense pressure from 

large-scale commercial investments. The acquisition of land by the local elite, domestic and foreign 

investors has particularly affected smallholder farmers and peasants in the largely undercapitalised 

countryside of developing countries. The emerging enclosures are creating ‘losers’ and ‘winners’ in that 

the rural poor continue to lose land on which they depend for food livelihood  while capitalists gain as 

the enclosed land is utilised for capital accumulation. Although much of the appropriated land is used for 

agricultural production, some of it is utilised for environmental conservation. This paper analyses the 

dynamics surrounding the appropriation of land by the Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA), a government 

department that manages wildlife resources in Uganda, and the processes through which Lake Albert 

Safaris Ltd (LASL) which is owned by South African nationals was awarded a concession to manage the 

land in Apaa village of Amuru district and the adjacent areas for sport hunting purposes, tourism and 

environmental ends. It also unpacks the manner in which the Ugandan State and its embedded institutions 

play a central role in facilitating the appropriation of community land and  illustrates how wildlife 

conservation has precipitated marginalisation through evictions and obstruction of the displaced 

communities from successfully reconstituting the households and livelihood systems that were destroyed 

during the conflict. Finally, the paper points out what the enclosure and the eviction processes mean to 

the local peoples of Apaa village in Amuru district.  
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INTRODUCTION  

Land under conservation continues to increase in many countries on the African continent. In Tanzania 

for instance about 40% of the land is under some form of conservation (Benjaminsen and Bryceson, 2012; 

Neumann 2000). While Deininger and Byerlee (2011) indicate that conservation takes about 30% of the 

land in Tanzania and 20% in Ethiopia. Nature conservancies occupy approximately one sixth of South 

Africa’s land mass and more land continues to be earmarked for private wildlife conservation initiatives 

(Snijders 2012). Ecotourism initiatives, sport hunting and trade in live wildlife have increased in South 

Africa, and much more wildlife is under private ownership where movement is restricted (Snijders 2012). 

State and non-state actors that sell or lease land often front biodiversity conservation and sustainable 

natural resource management as justifications for the conversion of new areas into wildlife sanctuaries but 

the profit motive is rarely stated even when it features significantly these ventures (Corson and 

MacDonald 2012; Fairhead et al. 2012).   

In Uganda, this case study of Apaa village in Pabbo sub-county of Amuru district highlights the dynamics 

surrounding the appropriation of land by the Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA) — a government 

department that manages wildlife resources in Uganda — and the processes through which Lake Albert 

Safaris Ltd (LASL) that is owned by South African nationals was awarded a concession to manage the 

land in Apaa and the adjacent areas for sport hunting purposes, tourism and environmental ends. The land 

management concession covers what the UWA calls State conservation land. However, the returnee 

communities of Apaa village claim that their land was illegitimately enclosed to pave the way for the 

creation of a game reserve. The enclosure of community land including the eviction processes and its 

subsequent alienation to LASL are the central concerns and source of contention between the 

communities on the one hand, and the UWA as well as LASL on the other hand. The acquisition of land 

by LASL thus presents a highly complex set of issues and highlights the sophisticated mechanisms 

through which land appropriation for conservation, tourism and environmental purposes takes place in 

Uganda. It also illustrates how the involvement of new sets of players in the tourism industry has been 

facilitated by the State through its institutions and the manner in which these processes have in turn 

increased the acreage under conservation in Uganda.  

 

After the reduction in LRA attacks in 2006, the displaced people that were in IDP camps moved to transit 

sites that were nearer to their homes. The transit sites acted as temporary shelters from where the 

returnees based to reconstitute the households and livelihood systems that were destroyed during the 

conflict. However the land on which the communities of Apaa village hoped to ‘finally’ return has 

continued to be the subject of overlapping and competing tenure claims. Apaa village is divided into 42 



 
 

sub-villages, comprised of about 2,500 households and occupied by an estimated 17,541 people.1 

Although this is the case, the area which is under contention is ‘home’ to about 2,000 people. In an 

interview, the Public Relations Officer (PRO) of the UWA pointed out that UWA in collaboration with 

Adjumani District Local Government (ADLG) gazetted Apaa village and the adjacent areas as a game 

reserve called East Madi Game Reserve in 2002 (Interview, 15/02/2012). On 25th November 2009 the two 

government entities, that is, the UWA and ADLG, signed a 20-year management concession with Lake 

Albert Safaris Ltd (LASL). As of 2013, LASL managed the game reserve, which according to the UWA 

and ADLG, includes Apaa village and the adjacent areas although the communities argue that Apaa 

village is not part of the conservation area.     

MAP OF AMURU DISTRICT SHOWING THE LOCATION OF APAA VILLAGE  

 
       Source: Author’s modification based on UNOCHA (2009). 
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METHODOLOGY  

This paper is based on research that was conducted in 2013 in Appa village of Amuru district of northern 

Uganda. The study adapted a qualitative methodology. It entailed the use of exploratory ethnographic 

methods to collect the data and descriptive approaches to present the findings. The methods of data 

collection included review of relevant literature related to the topic, newspaper reports, budget speeches 

and government documents particularly the land management concession that was signed between the 

UWA and ADLG, and LASL. Interviews and Focus Group Discussions also were carried out with Amuru 

District Local Government officials, Sub-county officials within the district, local elites and local 

communities of Apaa village. Data from interviews and FGDs was recorded, transcribed, sorted and 

synthesised through qualitative coding. The coding process was useful in distilling, handling and making 

comparisons of data obtained from different sources. For purposes of confidentiality and anonymity, the 

names of informants have not been included in the write-up. But where positions of authority have been 

stated, permission was obtained from the informants.   

 

CONTEXTUALISING WILDLIFE CONSERVATION IN UGANDA 

An estimated 11% out of Uganda’s total landmass of 241,000 square kilometres is under some form of 

conservation (Kaggwa et al. 2009). The country has 10 national parks, 12 wildlife reserves, 13 wildlife 

sanctuaries and 5 community wildlife areas. The Uganda Investment Authority (UIA) indicates that 

conservation related tourism is the fastest growing industry in Uganda with a growth rate of 21%. Out of 

a list of top ten tourist destinations in the world, the  Lonely Planet named Uganda as the best country to 

visit in 2012 (Lonely Planet 2012). The tourism industry and related conservation activities significantly 

contribute to Uganda’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) with both direct and indirect impacts. The direct 

contribution of tourism to Uganda’s GDP in 2011 was 3.2% (Mwaura and Ssekitoleko 2012) and this 

figure increased to 3.7% of the total GDP in 2012 (World Trade and Tourism Council 2013). In 2013, the 

contribution of the tourism sector increased by 2.8% and predictions indicate that the output from the 

industry will further increase by 3.4% in 2023 (World Trade and Tourism Council 2013). In terms of 

direct employment, the tourism sector created 225,300 jobs in 2011 (GoU and World Bank 2012).    

 

Indirectly, conservation and related activities in the tourism sector contributed 7.6% to the overall GDP of 

the country in 2011 (Mwaura and Ssekitoleko 2012) and this share increased to 8.8% in 2012 (World 

Trade and Tourism Council 2013). The stake of tourism was expected to increase by 3.2% in 2013, which 

implies that its contribution would stand at 12% of GDP (World Trade and Tourism Council 2013). 

Future projections show that the share of indirect benefits from the tourism industry is likely to rise by 

5.8% in 2023 thereby bringing the overall contribution to 17.8% (World Trade and Tourism Council 



 
 

2013). The projected increment in the tourism sector is attributed to the emergence of new conservation 

related enterprises (Kaggwa et al. 2009; Nampindo et al. 2005).    

Although the contribution of tourism to the country’s GDP is increasing, the overall revenue generated 

from Uganda’s tourism sector is far less when compared to other countries in East Africa such as Kenya 

and Tanzania (GoU and World Bank, 2012). This could be surprising given that tourism attractions and 

the wildlife in Uganda is much more diverse compared to Kenya and Tanzania (GoU and World Bank, 

2012; The Independent, 2013). Policy reforms have thus been introduced in Uganda’s tourism sector as a 

way of responding to the shortfall in the revenue derived from conservation and related tourism activities 

in view of its importance to the economy. The reforms include increase in the total acreage devoted to 

conservation and the adaption of ‘new’ approaches that permit the involvement of private capitalistic 

players compared to the past period where conservation was solely undertaken by the State (World 

Conservation society, 2011).  

The UWA in turn responded to the emerging socio-economic pressures and policy changes within the 

sector through the demarcation of more areas for wildlife conservation and encouragement of private 

sector investment in conservation initiatives (Kaggwa et al., 2009). As of 2013, five concessions were 

awarded to national and foreign private entrepreneurs to manage wildlife reserves in various parts of the 

country (World Conservation society, 2011). The companies are Game Trails, Uganda Wildlife Safaris 

Ltd, Karamojo Safaris Limited, Karimojong Overland Safaris Ltd and Lake Albert Safaris Ltd. The 

changes in policies related to conservation and private investor involvement in particular have however 

given rise to negative impacts particularly to rural agrarian economies and small-holder farmers. As 

different actors compete for land and as UWA searches for land to increase the acreage under 

conservation in the country, the end result has been appropriation of community land.  

 

CYCLES OF DISPLACEMENT IN APAA VILLAGE TO CREATE A GAME RESERVE  

Apaa village in Pabbo sub-county of Amuru district has been characterised by waves of evictions that 

were undertaken by the UWA to facilitate the alienation of land to Lake Albert Safaris Ltd. It also 

continues to be a scene of land-related violence originating from the contention between the UWA and 

local communities that had returned home after the cessation of hostilities and closure of IDP camps in 

2006. Araghi (2009:112) contextualises the processes which entail the displacement of people from land 

for conservation purposes and other uses as ‘enclosure-induced displacement’.  

 

In 2007, an estimated 1500 people of Apaa village who were settled in transit sites were blocked by the 

UWA from returning to their pre-conflict villages, while those who had returned to their homes were 



 
 

evicted by UWA game rangers and game wardens thus compelling them to return to the former IDP 

camps at Pabbo and Amuru sub-counties.2 The Centre for Justice and Forced Migrants of Makerere 

University indicates that on 17th July 2010, the UWA game rangers and wardens burnt 170 huts that 

housed about 800 people in Apaa village (Refugee Law Project, 2012). The houses were burnt in order to 

force the communities that had ignored earlier eviction notices to leave the land.  Between May and June 

of 2011 the households and livelihood systems that were under reconstruction were destroyed and crops 

were slashed by the UWA game rangers and wardens. Destruction of houses and crops was also meant to 

force the communities of Apaa village to leave the land (Refugee Law Project, 2012).    

 

Another eviction was carried out in February 2012 by a combined force which involved officials from the 

UWA, Uganda Police Force and the UPDF (Okudi and Lawino, 2012; Makumbi, 2012). About 2,500 

people of Apaa village remained without shelter as their houses were torched, 11 members of the 

community were injured and property was looted (Lawino, 2012). An assessment of the eviction 

undertaken by the Centre for Justice and Forced Migrants of Makerere University revealed that the 

eviction process was characterised by gross human rights violations (Refugee Law Project, 2013). The 

source of controversy and basis of the evictions was that Apaa village and the adjacent areas were 

gazetted as a wildlife sanctuary called East Madi Game Reserve in 20023, an issue which the 

communities challenge. A 42–year old woman who was evicted from Apaa village in February 2012 and 

went on to live with relatives at Pabbo sub-county in Amuru district before returning to Apaa village 

described the eviction process.    

They forcefully evicted us with full force and loaded us on their trucks with some of our 

belongings. Other property was stolen by UWA people. We were dumped at Pabbo sub-country. 

We stayed there for weeks and we decided to come back to Apaa as this is our land. We lost 

everything; we are in total poverty now (Interview, 04/03/2012).   

In August 2012, surveyors from the Ministry of Lands Housing and Urban Development started to 

demarcate the boundary of the game reserve and this entailed the planting of mark stones in the disputed 

land in Apaa (Akena and Lawino, 2012). The demarcation of the wildlife reserve was however rejected 

by the communities and leadership of Apaa village because it meant official incorporation of Apaa in the 

wildlife reserve and designating this area as part of Adjumani District.  

 

The communities of Apaa village argue that they are the legitimate owners of the land and if the 

government gazetted their land as a wildlife reserve, it ought to have consulted them as stipulated in the 

Constitution of the Republic of Uganda, 1995, and Land Act, 1998. Chapter 4, Article 26 clause 1 of the 



 
 

Constitution of the Republic of Uganda, 1995 states that: ‘Every person has a right to own property either 

individually or in association with others’. While clause 2 indicates: ‘No person shall be compulsorily 

deprived of property or any interest in or right over property except … (a) the taking of possession or 

acquisition is necessary for public use or in the interest of defence, public safety, public order, public 

morality or public health; and (b) the compulsory taking of possession or acquisition of property is made 

under a law which makes provision for — (i) prompt payment of fair and adequate compensation, prior to 

the taking of possession or acquisition of the property; and (ii) a right of access to a court of law by any 

person who has an interest or right over the property’  (Government of Uganda, 1995). The Land Act, 

1998, operationalizes the provisions in the constitution and recognises customary, freehold, Mailo and 

leasehold tenure systems as the official modes of land ownership in the country (Government of Uganda, 

1998). In a FGD that was held at Pabbo sub-county headquarters with the evicted communities of Apaa 

village, a 65-year old woman pointed out that: ‘If government wants that land [in Apaa] let them find an 

alternative piece of land that is as big and fertile as this land but if that is not the case then we shall die 

here’ (FGD, 04/03/2012). Meanwhile, a 58-year old FGD participant claimed that ‘Before the LRA war, 

no one talked about the game reserve. Whoever wants to kill the people of Apaa should come with 

enough ammunition. We are ready to die on the land than to go away’ (FGD, 04/03/2012).   

 

Whereas the UWA evicted the returning communities from Apaa village, South African nationals called 

Bruce Martin and Nicole Martin of Lake Albert Safaris Limited were allocated the land in Apaa village to 

operate a privately run wildlife reserve with the view of promoting tourism and generation of revenue 

through the establishment of sport hunting and tourism facilities.4 On February 03 2012, the communities 

of Apaa village filed a case against the UWA and the GoU at the High Court of Uganda at Gulu. They 

argued that they are the rightful owners of the land in Apaa village and that the UWA violated their rights 

to own land and property as well as human rights by conducting the evictions. On February 10 2012, the 

High Court of Uganda at Gulu issued a temporary injunction which instructed UWA and its agents or 

servants to stop ‘further eviction, destruction, confiscation or conversion and or interfering with the land 

rights, occupation and uses of land belonging to the ... [communities] in the areas of Pabbo and Apaa in 

Amuru district, pending the determination of the main suit.’5   

 

Studies elsewhere however show that States and the embedded institutions often use force to protect the 

interests of capitalistic groups while keeping the peasants and smallholder farmers off the land (Shivji, 

2006; Harvey, 2003). The processes of appropriation and eviction similar to those carried out in Apaa 

village also show the manner in which the State is the “prime agent in the politics of accumulation by 

dispossession” (Harvey, 2003:189). The dispossession of rural communities of Apaa village of their land 



 
 

was undertaken by the State machinery and its institutions particularly the UWA game rangers and 

wardens, the Uganda Police Forces and the UPDF. These institutions of the State safeguarded the 

interests of LASL, while community land was enclosed into a game reserve and peasant modes of 

production brought to an end in a violent manner.  

 

INTER-DISTRICT POLITICS AND THE CREATION OF THE WILDLIFE RESERVE  

The process of creating a game reserve in Apaa village has underlying histories which are explored in this 

section in order to understand the arguments made by the local communities and contextualise the land 

appropriation processes. In 1998, the Uganda Wildlife authority submitted a proposal to Gulu district, as 

Amuru district was not yet formed at the time, suggesting that a wildlife reserve be established over Apaa 

village and the adjacent areas.6 In the proposal, UWA indicated that the northern part of Gulu district — 

that encompasses Apaa village and the adjacent areas — had peculiar flora and fauna which needed to be 

conserved. In addition, the UWA pointed out that all land holdings in Apaa village and the adjacent areas 

were abandoned as a result of insecurity and that limited encumbrances would be encountered during the 

processes of establishing a game reserve (UWA, 1998).   

 

The UWA further indicated that it had agreed with the neighbouring district of Adjumani, which shares 

the boundary with Gulu district to the north (see map), to establish a game reserve on 800sq.km of land in 

its southern border. In this respect, it was important to establish a game reserve to the north of Gulu 

district (UWA, 1998), the result of which would be a ‘trans-boundary’ game reserve stretching between 

Gulu and Adjumani districts. However, Gulu district rejected the proposal of establishing the 

conservation area in Apaa village and the adjacent areas because part of the land was privately owned 

while the remaining part was under communal tenure. Rejection of the proposal from the UWA was also 

attributed to the security situation at the time as the leadership of Gulu district prioritised security 

concerns and problems within the IDP camps as opposed to the creation of a game reserve (Nampindo et 

al., 2005). Despite the rejection, the UWA remained interested in establishing a wildlife sanctuary in the 

northern part of Gulu district, which is present-day Amuru district.    

While meeting Members of the Acholi Parliamentary Group (APG) in Apaa village in the midst of the 

evictions that were conducted on February 15th 2012, the Public Relations Officer (PRO) of the UWA 

pointed out that Apaa village is part of the East Madi and that the game reserve was created by an Act of 

Parliament in 2002.  The PRO further claimed that East Madi Game Reserve encompasses Apaa village 

and is in Adjumani district but not Amuru district as argued by the local communities of Apaa village. 

The claims — creation of East Madi Game Reserve in 2002 and with Apaa village as part of the game 



 
 

reserve — were however not backed by any documentation. Attempts to obtain the Statutory Instrument 

or other records of parliament which indicate that East Madi Game Reserve was in 2002 created in the 

Apaa area of Amuru district were unsuccessful. Failure to obtain the documentation was because there 

was no Act of parliament enacted in 2002 which indicates that East Madi Game Reserve was created in 

2002.    

Nonetheless, there are related records of parliament that could shed more light on the game reserve issue 

and the evictions in Apaa village. The resolution of Parliament dated 27th March 2002 degazetted East 

Madi Controlled Hunting Area that is located in Adjumani district, a district which shares an 

administrative boundary with Amuru district.7 A related resolution of Parliament dated 2nd May 2002 

shows that permission was granted to the Minister of Tourism, Trade and Industry to alter the boundaries 

of the East Madi Wildlife Reserve but details as to when the wildlife reserve was established and an 

explicit description of the new boundaries were not detailed in the resolution.8 Related studies on wildlife 

conservation in northern Uganda indicate that a wildlife reserve called East Madi Wildlife Reserve is 

located in Adjumani district but not Amuru district as argued by the UWA (Nampindo et al., 2005; World 

Conservation Society, 2011).     

The central concern here is to understand the mechanisms and processes through which Apaa village was 

enclosed into the game reserve as claimed by the UWA. Similar to land deals accomplished elsewhere 

where the embedded details and actors involved including specificities are only privy to the ruling elite 

and those in high circles of government but rarely exposed to local communities (Cotula, et al., 2009; 

Daniel and Mittal, 2009), the explicit circumstances under which Apaa village was enclosed remain 

unclear. The impreciseness is attributable to secrecy and confidentiality clauses that are often included in 

land deals (Cotula, et al., 2009; FAO, 2012). The president of Uganda reaffirmed the issue of 

confidentiality in land deals by arguing that issues pertaining investments are not discussed in pubic and 

during press conferences. ‘Matters are discussed confidentially and with respect’ (Museveni, 2012:15), 

which by implication means that the specificities of land deals, similar to the one involving Apaa village, 

are confidential and not accessible by the local communities and the general public.   

The UWA claims to have gazetted the land in Apaa village as a game reserve in 2002 and consequently 

signed a management concession with Lake Albert Safaris Limited to manage East Madi Wildlife reserve 

in 2009 without the involvement and consultation of the local communities that occupy the land.  

Implementation of the project started with eviction of the resident communities of Apaa village. 

Interviews with the Manager of LASL confirmed that sport hunting continued to take place, although on a 

limited scale, despite the court injunction and resistance from local communities (Interview, 01/08/2013). 



 
 

The rationale for introducing sport hunting, an activity which the International Union for Conservation of 

Nature (IUCN) categorises as sustainable wildlife tourism (Damm, 2008), is to create incentives for 

wildlife conservation and improve the lives of communities within and around the wildlife resource 

(Damm, 2008; Lindsey, 2008).  In an interview, the Principal Wildlife Officer of the Ministry of Tourism, 

Wildlife and Antiquities in Uganda argued that sport hunting is important given that it generates revenue 

and enhances wildlife resources within the conservation area.    

Sport hunting is an innovative approach to conservation. Sport hunting tourism is condemned as 

an immoral act but for us [ministry of tourism] we appreciate it.  It’s a business which adds more 

value on the wildlife and generates income. Sport hunting tourism is lucrative as it targets ‘high 

end tourists’, people with a lot of money that they can spend on hunting for pleasure. It is also an 

innovative way of ensuring that the species which are threatened increase and is a good way of 

dealing with problematic animals (Interview, 22/07/2013).  

Meanwhile, Bruce Martin, one of the proprietors of Lake Albert Safaris Ltd claimed that:  

Sport hunting contributes to income in the remote areas of Uganda where we [LASL] operate. 

Sport hunting provides employment to local communities where the hunting takes place and the 

animal population is controlled. Some people say that sport hunting is bad, but the animal is 

killed in less than ten minutes. The client takes the skin and the horns. The meat is given to the 

local communities. The client pays a lot of money for the privilege of hunting. For every animal 

taken [killed] we generate about 6,000 USD but the local hunters obtain only 30,000 Uganda 

shillings from the sale of meat after hunting an animal for the whole day. You can compare the 

benefits (Interview, 30/07/2013).    

But studies elsewhere have however revealed that land deals often promise more than what can in reality 

be provided after the acquisition of land (Julia and White, 2012). The promises of employment, 

infrastructure development and improvement of rural livelihood are often used to persuade developing 

countries and the communities in the countryside to accept and conclude the land deal but not much is 

provided in the end (Cotula et al., 2009). Non adherence to the specificities in land deals emanates from 

the lack of regulatory mechanisms to compel the investors to abide by the conditionalities in agreements 

and the unequal power relations between the foreign investor and developing countries (Daniel and 

Mittal, 2009). In a few cases where investors provide the promised infrastructure, it is often below the 

acceptable standard (Julia and White, 2012; White et al., 2012). Moreover, investors can choose to 

mechanise the production chain even when labour intensive production systems are agreed-on prior to 

concluding the land deal (Akram-Lodhi et al, 2009).  



 
 

In addition, developing countries and the local communities therein lose from land deals because States 

view foreign investment as some form of favour. While arguing the local community to embrace of 

foreign investment, President Museveni stated that: ‘Do not deceive yourselves that investors are dying to 

come here [in Uganda]. They have got many places to go to’ (Museveni 2012:15). The implication of this 

statement is that foreign investment in Uganda is a favour which should be seized at the earliest 

opportunity or else investors could shift their capital to another country which may instantly sanction the 

investment. The statement also shows the manner in which developing countries are ready to support 

foreign investment even when the rights of the local communities are undermined. The next section 

examines the views of the local communities of Apaa village as regards to the contested land. 

VIEWS ON LAND OWNERSHIP FROM THE EVICTED COMMUNITIES  

There are members of the community of Apaa village who authenticated their land tenure claims by 

presenting land titles and lease holds. The family of Olensio Obur for instance presented a land title that 

was obtained through Gulu District Local Government as Amuru district was created in 2006.9 In the 

same vein, the family of Jusafino Ojok presented a copy of the 59-year lease that was granted to them by 

Gulu District Local Government.10 But given that much of the land in Apaa village is held under 

communal tenure with a few families holding freehold and leasehold titles, the rest of the communities 

made reference to particular histories in an effort to validate their land ownership claims. The historical 

narratives indicated that the communities settled in Apaa village before the colonial period. During the 

independence period, a conflict of territorial expansion between the communities on the Acholi side 

(Gulu district at the time) and the Madi peoples of present-day Adjumani district ensued.11  Many people 

from Adjumani district, including the cultural leader of the Madi communities, were killed in the course 

of the war.  

 

Due to continued loss of lives amidst the conflict, leaders of the Acholi and Madi communities held a 

reconciliatory meeting at Nimule — the administrative headquarters of northern Uganda at the time and 

neutral ground — in order to resolve the problems between the two tribal groupings. From the meeting, it 

was concluded that river Juka — a name which is loosely translated as ‘put to an end or stop me’ — 

should be the boundary between the Acholi and Madi communities.12 In other words, the river acted as a 

barrier between the two conflicting tribal entities and stopped them from engaging in further 

confrontation. The communities have from that period regarded river Juka as the official administrative 

boundary between the Amuru district and Adjumani district.13  



 
 

Meanwhile other community members made reference to the rooted migration patterns and family 

settlement histories by pointing to when and how they occupied Apaa village. A 55-year old community 

member of Apaa village recounted that: 

  If we are looking at the history of the land we have to realise that right before the colonial period 

we were already living there [Apaa village]. I was born in Apaa in 1958, but even before then 

there were other people who were already living there. The gentleman referred to as Alensio Obur 

was sent there as a Jago [Parish Chief] by the colonial administrators. We people paid taxes to 

Gulu district and censuses were held there in Apaa village (FGD, 29/03/2012).   

The son of Alensio Obur, whom the foregoing informant referred to, claimed that:  

My father, an old man called Olensia led his family to Apaa in during the colonial period. He was 

not the first to go there, he just followed and/or joined other relatives many of whom already 

lived there like my fore-fathers, grandfathers and great grand fathers who lived, died and were 

buried there. We lived there until we were forced into the camp by [Joseph] Kony in 1996. We 

obtained a lease a land title to our land in Apaa village (FGD, 29/03/2012).  

Apart from narrating how and when the households occupied Apaa village, other community members 

validated their land tenure claims by making reference to particular historical events and land marks. 

Population censuses of 1980, 1990 and 2000 were conducted in Apaa village and government provided 

social services including roads and health centre facilities from the 1970s. In addition, presidential and 

parliamentary elections were held in Apaa village from the 1980s without the State and UWA indicating 

that it was is a wildlife reserve. Acacia and mango trees as well as banana plantations in Appa village date 

from the 1970s.14 A 49-year woman who was evicted from Apaa village and went on to live with relatives 

in the former IDP camp at Pabbo sub-county claimed that the government provided social services and 

constructed a health centre in Appa village. Implicitly, provision of social meant that Apaa village is 

occupied by people but not wildlife.     

The government constructed two health centres in Apaa village. If the government knew that 

Apaa village is a game reserve, it would not have wasted money in an area where there are no 

people. The government would not have posted nurses to the health centre. Building the health 

centres means that here are people in Apaa village but not animals (FGD, 07/03/2012).  

Despite validating their land tenure claims and in light of the court injunction, Uganda Police Force 

officers, military personnel and game rangers continue to occupy Apaa. The State officials continue to 

block the communities of Apaa village from rebuilding their households and the re-establishment of 



 
 

livelihood systems were destroyed due to the LRA conflict and the evictions. The next section provides 

the specificities about Lake Albert Safaris Limited.  

LAKE ALBERT SAFARIS LIMITED (LASL) 

Records from the registrar of companies in Uganda show that LASL is a Ugandan registered company 

that is owned by Bruce Martin and Nicole Martin who are South African nationals. The certificate of 

incorporation shows that Lake Albert Safaris Limited was registered in Uganda on 19th May 2004.15 At 

the time of inception, the share capital of LASL was one million Uganda shillings, approximately 400 

USD, of which Bruce Martin David holds 80 percent while Nicole Martin holds 20 percent shares in 

LASL.16 Among the businesses which Lake Albert Safaris Limited is engaged in includes tours and 

travel, operations related to tourism, facilitates travelling and provides accommodation as well as lodging 

services.  

 

LASL is also involved in acquisition by ‘purchase, lease, exchange, construction or otherwise of any land, 

factories, buildings and determinants of any tenure of description whatsoever situate and any estate or 

interests in and to sell or otherwise dispose of the same, and to generally deal in real property’.17  After 

registration of LASL, Bruce and Nicole Martin went on to negotiate and subsequently sign three 

management concessions with the UWA. LASL manages the wildlife sanctuaries areas with the purpose 

of promoting sport hunting and wildlife conservation in Uganda. On the official website of LASL, it is 

indicated that that LASL employs tourism as a means to restore wildlife populations, conserve vegetation 

and generate revenue for the benefit of the nation as well as local communities.18 

Motivation to invest in Uganda’s tourism industry   

The Food and Agricultural Organisation points out that Uganda is open to local and foreign investment 

(FAO, 2012). The 2012 Heritage Foundation’s Index of Economic Freedom ranked Uganda at number 78 

out of 179 countries in terms of openness to trade, property rights, ease of setting up business and fiscal 

monetary policy (Miller et al., 2012). On the African continent, Uganda occupied the 7th position as the 

freest country to invest in as of 2012 (Miller et al., 2012). The opportunities which Uganda’s tourism 

industry provides in the midst of the favourable investment climate have permitted local and foreign 

investment in the country.  

 

In an interview, Bruce Martin claimed that the motivation to invest in the tourism sector was based on the 

untapped sport hunting business in Uganda as opposed to countries like South Africa where several 

companies are engaged in a similar type of enterprise. Bruce Martin further pointed out that there are 



 
 

abundant, diverse and unique wildlife species in Uganda which are easy to market especially in the 

United States and other countries including the Scandinavian countries.  

   

I came to Uganda 14 years ago an MTN worker in charge of setting up masts in the country.  I 

saw the potential of tourism in this country and that is when I decided to shift to wildlife 

conservation business and sport hunting. I was the first person to set up a privately run wildlife 

reserve in Uganda.  When I got the reserve in Kabwoya near Lake Albert there were only 43 

Uganda Kob and I told the people from UWA that there are no animals and they said that I will 

be able to get them back. Now there are about 6,000 Uganda Kob, including Monkeys, Buffaloes. 

Uganda is the only place in the world with such unique species of animals. They are easy to 

market in the United States and other countries. The sport hunting business in Uganda is not 

flooded with many people. Five companies are involved in sport hunting in Uganda compared to 

South Africa where there are many operators. But the prices to run a private wildlife reserve in 

Uganda are 10 times more expensive than in South Africa (Interview, 30/07/2013).    

The manager of LASL shares a similar view with Bruce Martin by arguing that there was a ‘vacuum in 

the conservation enterprise in Uganda and this opportunity had to be seized. There is a lot of wilderness in 

places like northern Uganda and the area is virgin where everyone interested in sport hunting would like 

to have an experience’ (Interview, 01/08/2013). Scholars (Borras and Franco, 2012; Borras and Franco, 

2010; Cotula et al., 2009) have however argued that the framing of land and other natural resources 

especially in Africa as ‘abundant, wilderness, untapped and virgin’ particularly by foreign capitalists is 

among the causes of the unprecedented increase in land grabbing on the continent. By implication, the 

characterisation of land in northern Uganda as ‘abundant, wilderness, untapped and virgin’ should be 

‘treated with caution’ (Cotula et al., 2009) because many people in the north live in rural areas where 

shifting cultivation, fallowing and nomadism continue to be practiced (Cotula et al., 2009; Borras et al, 

2011). This conceptualisation could also be inaccurate particularly in the case of Amuru district given that 

most of the land was often reserved for communal hunting and grazing, land uses that are formally 

recognised by the local communities. Besides, the land in Apaa village is claimed, occupied and utilised 

by the local communities.   

Wildlife conservation investment by LASL in Uganda    

Three wildlife reserves in Uganda are under the management of LASL. The first wildlife reserve to be 

privately managed by LASL, and the first privately run conservation area in the county, is Kabwoya 

Wildlife Reserve. The wildlife reserve is located on the shores of Lake Albert in the Midwestern part of 

Uganda. According to Bruce Martin, Kabwoya Wildlife Reserve covers about 200 Square Kilometers 



 
 

(sq.km) of which there are lodging facilities, a private airstrip, fishing area and other facilities (Interview, 

20/07/2013). LASL acquired Kabwoya Wildlife Reserve through a tripartite contractual agreement that 

involved the UWA, Hoima District Local Government and LASL. In an interview, the Manager of LASL 

pointed out that conservation in Kabwoya involved the forceful eviction of cattle keeping communities 

from Rwanda who had degraded the wildlife reserve through overgrazing. The aim of signing the 

management concession was thus to revitalize the wildlife but also generate revenue for the local 

government and the local communities (Interview, 01/08/2013).  Although LASL acquired Kabwoya 

Wildlife Reserve in 2005, it became operational in 2006.19  

 

There were approximately 43 animals when LASL acquired Kabwoya wildlife reserve in 2005. Thus, the 

wildlife population had to be increased. In an interview, the Veterinary Coordinator of the UWA pointed 

out that the wildlife numbers were increased in the reserve through translocation from other national 

parks (Interview, 23/07/2013). At the initial stage, translocation was privately financed by Bruce and 

Nicole Martin. However, significant recovery process of the ecosystem and translocation of wildlife from 

other national parks into Kabwoya Wildlife Reserve was funded under the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID) project called ‘Prime West’. The USAID’s Prime West project 

financed 50% of the total costs involved in the translocation of wildlife (Interview, 01/08/2013). Among 

the activities conducted in Kabwoya Wildlife Reserve includes sport hunting, sport fishing, guided nature 

walks, bird watching and horseback rides.     

The second wildlife area under the management of LASL is Bugala Island. Bugala which is one of the 84 

islands that comprise Ssese archipelago is located in the Northwest corner of Lake Victoria (Lindsey, 

2008; Flack, 2009). Although Ssese Islands are 84 in number, only 64 islands are inhabited and the size of 

the potential hunting area is about 200 Sq.km.  According to Bruce Martin, the hunting area on Bugala 

Island is owned by the local communities but LASL only organises sport hunting sessions of which it 

pays hunting fees to the local governments and communities on the island (Interview, 30/07/2013). LASL 

secured a concession from UWA to manage and conduct sport hunting activities on Bugala Island in close 

collaboration with the local communities that occupy the island.20  

In 2009, LASL acquired the third area wildlife reserve in northern Uganda where it established a sport 

hunting area. The Manager of LASL pointed out that the reserve is called East Madi Wildlife Reserve and 

it is located in Adjumani district (Interview, 01/08/2013), although the local communities argue that their 

land in Apaa village of Amuru district was also enclosed as part of the conservation area. Acquisition of 

the wildlife reserve involved the signing of a tripartite agreement, a similar mechanism that was used to 

secure Kabwoya Wildlife Reserve in Hoima district. According to the concession, LASL was granted the 



 
 

right to manage the wildlife reserve on behalf the Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA) and Adjumani 

District Local Government (ADLG) in 2009. The size of East Madi wildlife reserve is about 900Sq.km.  

In an interview, the manager of LASL attributed the expansion of conservation activities into northern 

Uganda to the unique wildlife species, the acreage of the potential sport hunting area, and limited 

encumbrances as opposed to other areas of the country.    

There are unique species in northern Uganda and the north is a better place to stimulate the spirit 

of sport hunting. There is much greater potential in northern Uganda as the conservation area 

covers 900 Sq. Km. compared to Kabwoya Wildlife Research which is  only 200 Sq. Km. There 

is a lot of wilderness in the game reserve, the area is virgin following the war that everyone 

interested in sport hunting would like to experience. But the land conflicts have made it difficult 

to have such an experience. The other advantage is that there are no significant deposits of oil 

compared to Kabwoya wildlife reserve so northern Uganda could be of great potential. But the 

land conflicts in this area have made it difficult. We would not want to move out of this wildlife 

reserve but because of the situation [conflict with the local communities] we may move out 

(Interview, 01/08/2013).  

The conservation area was meant to be ready for the 2010 hunting season but parallel and competing 

tenure claims delayed the sport hunting expeditions.21 The management of LASL indicated that they 

could cancel the management agreement in case the contestations over land tenure rights between UWA 

and the local communities of Apaa village and encroachment on the game reserve for the purposes of 

purposes of agriculture continue. The management of LASL argued that Apaa village is part of the 

conservation area and that the communities of Apaa village grabbed the land. They say that LASL 

acquired the land at a time when it was free of inhabitants and that the politicians from the area instigated 

the local communities to grab land that was previously vacant even before the LRA conflict (Interview, 

01/08/2013). However, the assumption that land is ‘empty, free and abundant’ particularly on the African 

continent is often inappropriate and is the major cause of  the unprecedented increase in large and small-

scale land grabbing (Borras et al, 2011; Borras and Franco, 2010). In the Sudan, for instance, oil 

exploration concessions are granted land which the government classifies as ‘uninhabited’ when in actual 

sense the land is owned by the communities that were forced to abandon the land due to inter-tribal 

clashes and the on-going conflicts between the Sudan and South Sudan (Ferguson, 2006). Land can 

ostensibly be categorised as ‘empty, free and abundant’ to make the way for its allocation to private 

capitalists irrespective of the important social relations and land uses which take place in these spaces 



 
 

(Borras et al, 2011). In view of these arguments, the claims that the land in Apaa village was ‘free’ could 

be inappropriate. 

In 2013, LASL was in the process of expanding the conservation and sport hunting businesses to the 

Republic of South Sudan. Bruce Martin pointed out in an interview that a delegation from the Republic of 

South Sudan visited Kabwoya Wildlife Reserve in Hoima district in 2013 and negotiations were on-going 

to acquire land for the establishment of privately run wildlife areas in South Sudan. ‘The delegation from 

the Republic of South Sudan was impressed with how we [LASL] are doing the business. They 

interviewed the people around the areas where we are working and they were impressed with our work. If 

I get an agreement in South Sudan, I could, in a year, get more than I have realised in Uganda for the last 

five years’ (Interview, 30/07/2013). Two issues can be discerned from the above claims. First, the 

assertion points to the economic viability of the potential sport hunting areas in the Republic of South 

Sudan. Second, it shows the manner in which land deals are facilitated through the State and 

establishment of contacts with government bureaucrats. The next section highlights the specificities 

contained in the management concession that was signed between UWA and ADLG on the one hand and 

LASL on the other hand.  

THE TRIPATITE MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT  

On 25th November 2009, ADLG and UWA on the one hand and LASL on the other hand signed a 

tripartite management concession which granted LASL the right to manage East Madi Wildlife reserve 

covering 834sq.km on behalf of UWA and ADLG. The management agreement indicates that ADLG and 

UWA, referred to as supervisory partners in the management concession, would oversee the overall 

implementation of the project. Meanwhile LASL, termed as the management partner in the management 

concession, was given the right to manage East Madi Wildlife Reserve for a period of 20 years; that is, 

from 25th November 2009 to 24th November 2029.  

 

Implementation of the project is being undertaken in two phases. The first phase covers an initial five year 

period and it focuses on ‘immediate management actions’ necessary to start the project. The immediate 

management plan entails the establishment of accommodation and tourist facilities as well as the 

necessary infrastructure. The second phase covers a period of fifteen years and the main activities to be 

undertaken in this period are sport hunting and tourism activities, wildlife and environmental 

conservation-related initiatives.22 However, no accommodation and tourist facilities have been put in 

place as of 2013. Interview data show that tented camps are preferred whenever hunting sessions are 

undertaken because of competing tenure claims and land grabbing. The infrastructure which has so far 



 
 

been established in the reserve was termed by the manager of LASL as ‘basic’. This includes a few 

bridges across streams and ‘126 kilometres of road network which connects to the sensitive areas in the 

game reserve’ (Interview, 01/08/2013).   

The management concession indicates that LASL is in charge of developing and managing the 

conservation area to a level which stimulates sport hunting and tourism activities. The management of the 

game reserve would be undertaken through the application of principles of good wildlife management and 

in a manner which conserves the environment and wildlife resources.23  Moreover, these developments 

would be implemented in a way which benefits the communities around the conservation area and this 

would be realised through the provision of employment and generation of income from the sale of 

souvenirs to tourists. As a strategy to attract visitors and tourists, the concession indicates that LASL 

would market sport hunting and tourism activities carried out in the wildlife reserve as sustainable 

enterprises focused mainly on enhancement of the natural environment, wildlife biodiversity and the 

culture of the communities that surround it.24 This marketing strategy is undertaken with the optimising 

the commercial viability of the wildlife reserve and to rhyme with the contemporary wildlife conservation 

market trends. In an interview, the manager of LASL pointed out that LASL was managing the game 

reserve wildlife reserve as indicated in agreement although at a limited scale due to contestations over 

land with the local communities within and around the wildlife sanctuary. Given the competing land 

tenure claims and limited scale of operation, only two animals had been hunted in the wildlife reserve as 

of December 2013.  

SPECIFICITIES ABOUT THE MANAGEMENT CONCESSION   

Services offered by Lake Albert Safaris Ltd.   

The services that are meant to be provided by LASL are accommodation and lodging, guided nature 

walks, game drives and viewing, launch trips, bird watching and chimp tracking. LASL would also 

provide what was termed in the agreement ‘specialised services’ including photographic/film tours, sport 

fishing and sport hunting.  But due to the contestations over land between the local communities of Apaa 

village and the UWA, the only activity which has so far been undertaken in the conservation area as of 

2013, although at a ‘limited scale’, is sport hunting. ‘We had to scale down the investments in the area 

because there seems to be no hope to get the area ready for full-scale sport hunting’, pointed out the 

manager of LASL (Interview, 01/08/2013). Two animals, a water buck and buffalo, have so far been 

hunted in the game reserve. Undertaking sport hunting at a ‘small scale’ in the game reserve arose from 

the land grab and land-related conflicts in Apaa village.   

 



 
 

Land  

As regards to the land, the management concession spells out that the land on which the wildlife reserve 

is located ‘remains the property of the individuals and community’.25  But the successive waves of 

eviction that have been carried out in Apaa village amidst the assertion that the land is a property of 

individuals and communities raise intriguing questions related to the communities that own the land and 

the nature of enclosure. The emerging questions are: First, why are the communities of Apaa village 

evicted from the land when the management concession spells out that the land belongs to communities?  

Second, if the communities of Apaa village do not own the land, then which ‘individuals and 

communities’ own the land as pointed out in the management agreement? These questions are not 

answered in the management concession.  

 

The management concession further indicates out that LASL was accorded rights to manage the wildlife 

resources on the land but not any interest in the land on which the reserve is situated. For the operation of 

the project, LASL would put in place facilities such as buildings and other movable equipment. Although 

LASL was meant to establish these facilities, this has not been undertaken due to competing land tenure 

claims within and around the game reserve. In this light, tented camps have been preferred as opposed to 

the construction of permanent structures. Moreover, the management concession spells out that the UWA 

and ADLG can withdraw the land from LASL for purposes of enhancing the resources in the protected 

area, protecting visitor safety and in case of breach of the management agreement. When the land is 

withdrawn from LASL or the concession terminated, ‘full and just compensation for the losses and 

claims’ would be paid by the UWA and ADLG. As of 2013, the game reserve was under the management 

of LASL although the management of LASL argued that they are might withdraw from the project 

because of conflicts over land.   

Management Charges, Other Fees and Revenue Sharing Modalities   

This section is divided into two parts. The first part points out the management charges and other fees that 

were meant to be paid by LASL and how the money would be shared between UWA and ADLG. 

Meanwhile, the second part indicates what was actually paid by LASL. This categorisation has been 

undertaken for comparison purposes. On signing the management agreement, LASL was supposed to pay 

a commitment fee of $5,000 and this would be shared by the UWA and ADLG on a 50-50 ratio. In 

addition, LASL would pay a Variable Fee of $30 per visitor bed night and the fee would be calculated 

based on the total number of bed nights occupied by all visitors in a month. The Variable Fee would be 

subject to review every three years. Moreover, UWA and ADLG would get a 50% discount on 

accommodation, lodging and other services whenever their staff utilise the facilities in the wildlife 



 
 

conservation area. LASL was meant to pay an unspecified Annual Hunting Block Fee that would be 

shared between the UWA and ADLG on a 50-50 ratio. But the Annual Hunting Block Fee would be 

waived for the initial three year period after signing the agreement to permit the establishment of relevant 

facilities and infrastructure required for the project, market the sport hunting activities and translocate the 

wildlife. The Annual Hunting Block Fee would be reviewed every five years to consider the emerging 

dynamics and incorporate the trends in the market of the sport hunting industry.     

 

The UWA would control the entry and exit points of the wildlife reserve and collect an entry fee of $20 

from every tourist and visitor. From the collected revenue, UWA would remit 20 percent to ADLG.  A 

community development fee of $50 and $30 would be paid by licenced hunters and spectators 

respectively on a daily basis to ADLG. A daily conservation fee of $50 and $30 was meant to be paid to 

the UWA by sport hunters and observers respectively. An unspecified animal fee would be paid for any 

hunted/wounded animal depending on the species and this revenue was supposed to be shared by UWA, 

ADLG, and Area Community wildlife Association on a 50%, 10% and 40% basis respectively. The 40% 

fee paid to the latter was meant to be used for the implementation of community development projects 

and improvement of incomes of the households where the conservation area is located.  

An ‘Annual Class A Wildlife Use Right Fee’ of $500 would be paid by LASL to UWA for ‘Class A 

wildlife Use Right’. A Hunting Permit Fee of $600 is meant to be paid to UWA for each hunting safari 

not exceeding 21 days. The fee is meant to be borne by each trophy hunter and it gives such an individual 

the right to hunt the permitted animals. A Professional Hunter’s License Fee of $1, 500 would be paid to 

the UWA by LASL. And a Trophy Handling Fee of $300 is meant to be paid to UWA for the purposes of 

processing trophy export licenses per each hunting safari.  

Although the management agreement indicates that various fees were meant to be paid by LASL and how 

the revenue would be shared between UWA and ADLG, a commitment fee of $5,000 was the only fee 

paid by LASL as of 2013. Other fees such as Variable Fee of $30 per visitor bed night occupied and 

Annual Hunting Block Fee have not been paid because no accommodation facilities have been established 

in the wildlife reserve and the Annual Hunting Block Fee was waived for the first three years. In an 

interview, the manager of LASL indicated that the fees have not been paid and LASL has not met part of 

its obligations due to unresolved issues related to encroachment on the conservation area by the local 

communities of Apaa village and land grabbing. The subsequent section examines the anticipated benefits 

and what LASL provided as of 2013.   

 



 
 

Benefits to local communities 

The management concession indicates that local communities within and around the conservation area 

would benefit from the wildlife resource in two major ways. First, through employment that is to be 

realised from the provision of manual labour and the sale of crafts to visitors or tourists who visit the 

conservation area. However, no systematic system is outlined in the management concession to explain 

how the local communities from within and around the conservation would be employed. There is often a 

‘big gap between theory and practice’ meaning that what is promised could be different from the reality 

on the ground (Cotula, et al, 2009). Capitalists promise to provide employment, improve the 

infrastructure and livelihood of the communities within and around the area of interest but the social 

services and opportunities are rarely provided after concluding the land acquisition process (Daniel and 

Mittal, 2009). Moreover, the resident local communities that would benefit from the conservation 

activities through the provision of labour were forcefully evicted from the land. The question which arises 

from the promise of employment is; which communities would benefit from the conservation-related 

activities?  

 

The manager claimed that LASL employs a few people from within the communities. ‘At the start we 

[LASL] had 23 employees but we were forced to reduce the number to 8 employees because of there is no 

activity going in the conservation area. The people who currently work in the area are involved in the 

maintenance of roads. The average expenditure by the company in East Madi is 2 million Uganda 

shillings [about 800 USD] per month’ (Interview, 01/08/2013).  However, a 35-year old woman who was 

evicted from Apaa village argued: ‘People do not eat roads. The roads do not provide the food which the 

communities of Apaa need the most. We are not allowed to use the roads as we are not allowed in the 

conservation area’ (Interview, 05/08/2013). Besides, the infrastructure (bridges and road network) which 

LASL established connects to the sensitive areas that are utilised for sport hunting but was not aimed at 

improving the lives of the local communities.  The central question which arises is; which categories of 

people are employed in the conservation area and in which way does the rest of the community of Apaa 

village benefit? 

Secondly, the concession indicates that local communities would benefit from the sale of crafts to 

visitors/tourists but it at the same time points out that it is the obligation of LASL to brand the crafts that 

would be sold to visitors/tourists. The two contradictory positionalities bring to question how the local 

communities would benefit from the game reserve when the LASL controls the branding and marketing 

of crafts. Besides, the resident local communities that would benefit from the sale of crafts were evicted 



 
 

from the land. So, how would they sell the crafts to tourists and visitors when they are out of the 

conservation area?  

While questioning the eviction processes, the former sub-county chief and resident of Pabbo wondered 

why the communities living within and around other conservation areas in Uganda are allowed to access 

the resources that are located in the conservation area while those of Apaa village are evicted.   

In western Uganda, the community is allowed to live within the conservation area. The people 

that manage the conservation area benefit and the local communities also benefit. Why is it that 

the people of Apaa village were evicted from the land? Why is a different method employed in 

Amuru district? (Interview, 05/08/2013).  

Studies of Bwindi Impenetrable National Park of Western Uganda show that the Community Based 

Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) model is used in conservation (Adams, 2004), whereby the 

wildlife resources within the conservation area and local communities mutually benefit (Byaruhanga, 

2008). The UWA remits 20% of the total revenue generated to the local communities that live within and 

around the national park in addition to establishment of development projects and harvesting of wildlife 

resources (Byaruhanga, 2008). The local communities are also employed as porters whenever the tourists 

visit the conservation area. Given that this is the approach employed in Western Uganda, the evicted 

communities wondered why a fortress approach to conservation was adapted in Apaa village. They also 

pointed out that they were not part of the land deal negotiation, and for this reason, they wondered how 

they could demand for their rights or even know their roles and responsibilities in relation to the sport 

hunting and conservation project. Even if they were consulted and involved, unequal power relations due 

to skewed power positionalities compared to the major stakeholders would systematically make their 

participation in the project minimal. In other words, the local communities of Apaa village would most 

likely take a peripheral position and not benefit from sport hunting.  The next section analyses the costs of 

the eviction processes.  

COUNTING THE COSTS OF THE EVICTIONS IN APAA VILLAGE  

Destruction and looting of property  

The evictions in Apaa village were characterised by destruction of property particularly houses and 

agricultural produce. During the evictions, the only primary school in Apaa village that was constructed 

and managed by the members of the community was turned into a police unit thereby blocking the pupils 

from attending classes. The desks in the school were used as firewood by UWA personnel and the 



 
 

Uganda Police Force as well as UPDF officers who participated in the eviction. In a FGD, a 55-year man 

who was evicted from Apaa village and was living at Pabbo sub-county expressed that:  

 

As we speak now [March 29th 2012] the game rangers, police and the army are occupying the 

only community school in our village and driven off the pupils. They used about 10 desks for 

firewood and yet there is plenty of dry wood they could have collected for cooking. When you 

approach them about this, you are treated as if you are not a human being. Where will our 

children study from. Our children will not go to school. They even disassembled the borehole 

until the Acholi MPs demanded that this be reversed and yesterday they brought some people 

from Adjumani to reassemble them (FGD, 04/03/2012).  

 

To the children, the immediate consequence of destroying the primary school is the denial of access to 

education. The long-term impact of the eviction process, the destruction of the community school and 

denial of access to education is the distortion of the education foundation of the children of Apaa village. 

The ‘enclosure induced displacement’ processes, as Araghi (2009) refers to the evictions related to land 

grabbing, also resulted in the distortion of social networks which the children had built within the school 

environment and surrounding  communities. The denial of access to education to a community that was 

displaced for over twenty years implies further disempowerment and an ‘uncertain’ future for the children 

of Apaa village and their families.   

In addition, the borehole in the centre of Apaa village which, according to the local communities of Apaa 

village, was the only source of ‘good’ water was destroyed by the game rangers and wardens as well as 

the military personnel. The borehole was destroyed in a bid to force the communities out of Apaa village. 

A few communities of Apaa village that managed to return after the eviction processes claimed that they 

suffered from water-borne and water-related diseases. The diseases emanated from the use of unclean 

water collected from alternative water sources, mainly streams, as the borehole was destroyed. During the 

follow-up interviews, the women of Apaa village complained of the distance from they had to travel to 

the alternative water sources.  

The game rangers destroyed the borehole. So we move to the streams down the valley to collect 

water. The nearby stream is about 7 kilometres from our trading centre. But even the water is not 

clean because we share the same water with the animals (Interview, 06/03/2012).  

People’s agricultural produce, livestock and other household property were stolen and others destroyed. 

The Daily Monitor assessment found that 2,500 people were without shelter as a result of the evictions 



 
 

which took place in August 2012 (Lawino, 2012; Okudi at al., 2012).  Property and agricultural produce 

was also looted. In an interview, a 37-year old man interviewed at Pabbo sub-county claimed:    

I had crops like sorghum, peanuts, millet and maize. Some it was already harvested but part of it 

is [was] still in the gardens. Some of the crops were burnt and some crops looted. My house was 

physically pulled down by the security forces. After the eviction, I together with my family was 

brought here at Pabbo sub-county without food or shelter. The lucky few are squatting with 

relatives but I do not have any so I am here at the sub-country with my family waiting to return to 

Apaa village (Interview, 04/03/2012).   

Loss of life and imprisonment of youths  

The eviction of the resident communities of Apaa village in Amuru district resulted in the loss of lives. In 

2011, three people were killed in the course of the evictions (Refugee Law Project, 2013). Among the 

people who died was an expectant mother who got a miscarriage and later died because of the cold 

conditions given that people’s houses were destroyed as UWA rangers and wardens forced the 

communities to leave the land. In February 2012, the government forces that oversaw the eviction process 

shot one person. In a FGD that was held at Pabbo sub-county on March 29th 2012 with the evicted 

communities of Apaa village, a 43 year old woman pointed out that:  

Last year [2011] when the UWA came to pull down people’s homes, it was during the rainy 

season. So women and children suffered. On the day when the evictions were carried out, two 

women went into labour but one mother died after delivery and the child also died moments later 

because the child was born in the open and there was no shelter to protect her from the rain and 

the cold. One boy called Oyat was arrested at 7am and they detained him until 7pm. But all this 

time he was enduring beatings. In Apaa trading centre, 6 men were arrested and locked up in a 

hut while naked (Interview 29/03/2012).  

Moreover, 25 youths of Apaa were arrested for resisting evictions. The arrested youths were subsequently 

detained in Adjumani district. In an interview which took place at Gulu district on July 11th 2013, the 

Speaker of Amuru District Local Government claimed that every person who was arrested and detained 

paid a bail application fee of 500,000 Uganda Shillings (approximately USD 193) as a requirement for 

being released on a police bond. The informant further pointed out that the political leaders and the 

business community of Amuru district mobilised the required money for release of the 25 youths who 

were arrested (Interview, 29/07/2013).  Although the youths were arrested, the communities argue that 

they are the legitimate owners of the land and that they will fight for their land.  

 



 
 

Loss of rights to land  

We [the people of Apaa village] are still at war, a silent war where you do not hear guns but the 

community is at war this time with the government. There is no peace.  This is our land. This is 

the only place we have known as home. We do not have any other place where we can get food 

and live.  We had the all the legal documents that show that the land in Apaa village is ours and 

the court injunction but UWA and the police did not respect them (Interview, 29/03/2012). 

The communities of Appa village argue that they are the rightful owners of the land and that its allocation 

to LASL and the ensuing eviction processes were contrary to the provisions of the Constitution of the 

Republic of Uganda, 1995 and the Land Act, 1998. By allocating the land to LASL, the evicted 

communities of Apaa argued, the UWA deprived them of access to land on which they depend not only 

for livelihood and survival but also land which defines their identity and belonging. The Constitution of 

the Republic of Uganda, 1995 and the Land Act, 1998 indicate that compensation should be paid 

whenever the local communities are deprived of their rights to land, and restitution be considered 

especially in post-conflict areas when repossession of land and property is not possible to realise.  

However, compensation and restitution have not been considered as options whenever the repossession of 

property is not possible.  

 

At the international level, the FAO Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of 

Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security and Principles for Responsible 

Agricultural Investment that Respects Rights, Livelihoods and Recourses encourage local and foreign 

capitalists to acquire land in a responsible manner by respecting the rights of existing land owners (FAO 

et al., 2010; FAO, 2012b). The dynamics which have underpinned the enclosure of land in Apaa village 

however indicate that LASL did not respect the international guidelines and the rights of the local 

communities that occupy the land. These issues bring into question the issues of enforcement of voluntary 

guidelines and whether they are really binding.    

 

CONCLUSION  

The appropriation of land for environmental purposes and/or for nature’s sake continues to increase in 

Uganda and the mechanisms which underpin the appropriation processes take direct and indirect forms. 

The direct processes include the forceful expulsion of the peasant populations and smallholder farmers 

sanctioned by the state and facilitated by the State institutions. After the eviction of the resident 

communities, the State plays a role in the conversion of the common property resource into a private 

commodity and this is what Harvey (2003) refers to as accumulation by dispossession. In the case of 

Apaa village of Amuru district, the UWA agents, police and military personnel were employed to evict 



 
 

the local communities. Meanwhile, the indirect processes involved the use of State policies and programs 

to facilitate the commoditisation and privatisation of land.  

 

Compared to the previous period where conservation was solely undertaken by the State, liberalisation of 

the conservation industry has been central in aggravating the acquisition of land in Uganda. In the maze 

of events and transitions, it is the local communities that live within and around the wildlife resources that 

have been mostly affected. The conversion of community land in Apaa village into exclusive property 

rights for sport hunting and environmental purposes has continued to suppress the land rights and affected 

the livelihoods of the communities that live in the vicinity of this area. Moreover, the enclosure not only 

brought the subsistence forms of production and utilization of natural resources to an end, but resulted in 

destruction of private and communal property and loss of life. Besides, the evictions disrupted the social 

networks that were under reconstitution after over twenty years of encampment and interfered with the 

processes of household and livelihood reconstruction. The likely result of green land grabbing in Apaa 

village of Amuru district is the creation of a new category of environment-related IDPs in northern 

Uganda.  
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Endnotes  

1The data was extracted from the book containing household data that was obtained from the Apaa village Local 
Council one (LC1) chairperson, 27/05/2013.  
2 These details are contained in a memorandum presented to the president by the communities of Apaa dated April 
20 2012. The document is on file with the author.  
3 Presentation by the Public Relations Officer to the Acholi Parliamentary Group on 14th February 2012.   
4 The copy of the court injunction No. 0062-2011 is on file with the author.  The details are also contained in a 
memorandum presented to the president from the communities of Apaa dated April 20 2012. The document is on 
file with the author.  
5 A copy of the court injunction with is on file with the author.  
6 The proposal submitted by the UWA to Gulu district is on file with the author.   
7 The resolution of Parliament is on file with the author.  
8 The resolution of Parliament is on file with the Author.  
9 A copy of one of the leases is on file with the author.  
10 A copy of one of the leases is on file with the author.  
11 This history is also detailed in the memorandum dated 20th April 2013 presented by the community to President 
Yoweri Museveni during his visit to Amuru district. The memorandum is on file with the Author.    
12 This history is also detailed in the memorandum dated 20th April 2013 presented by the community to President 
Yoweri Museveni during his visit to Amuru district. The memorandum is on file with the Author.  This historical 
account was cross validated with interviews conducted with elders from Adjumani district.  
13 The proposal written by the UWA to Gulu district proposing the establishment of a game reserve in Apaa and the 
other area was often cited as a justification to the fact that Apaa is in Amuru district.  
14 These details are contained in a memorandum presented to the president from the communities of Apaa dated 
April 20 2012. The document is on file with the author.  
15 The certificate of incorporation is on file with the author.  
16 The Companies Act which also contain the memorandum of understanding and the articles of association of Lake 
Albert Safaris Limited are on file with the author.  
17 The Companies Act which also contain the memorandum of understanding and the articles of association of Lake 
Albert Safaris Limited are on file with the author.  
18 See URL:  http://www.lakealbertlodge.com/bookings.html [Accessed November 01 2013]     
19 The huntersreport.com provides details on the sport hunting expeditions organized by Bruce Martin under LASL. 
URL: http://www.huntingreport.com/temp_Uganda_Update_Sesse_Islands_Sitatunga_Reopens_and_More.cfm  
More information also be obtained from URL:  http://huntnetwork.net/modules/news/article.php?storyid=3807 
.[Accessed June 16 2013]  
20 More details can be obtained from the official website of Lake Albert Safaris Limited URL:  
http://www.lakealbertlodge.com/bookings.html and 
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http://huntnetwork.net/modules/news/article.php?storyid=3807%20.%5bAccessed
http://huntnetwork.net/modules/news/article.php?storyid=3807%20.%5bAccessed
http://www.lakealbertlodge.com/bookings.html


 
 

http://www.huntingreport.com/temp_Uganda_Update_Sesse_Islands_Sitatunga_Reopens_and_More.cfm  [Accessed 
November 01 2013]    
21 See  URL: 
http://www.huntingreport.com/temp_Uganda_Update_Sesse_Islands_Sitatunga_Reopens_and_More.cfmand 
http://www.huntingreport.com/temp_mel_toponce_jan_2008_uganda.cfm for more details [Accessed November 01 
2013]    
22 The tripartite agreement is on file with the author.  
23 The tripartite agreement is on file with the author.  
24 The tripartite agreement is on file with the author.  
25 These details are spelt out on Page 11 of the tripartite agreement.  
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