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Many parts of the rangeland in the Horn and East Africa have become highly fragmented, putting the pastoral
systems in these areas at risk of complete collapse. Land fragmentation occurs when land gets converted for
agriculture or ranching, is invaded by non-local plants, is enclosed for individual use, is appropriated for mineral
extraction, or is removed from use to become a protected area. The pastoralist production system suffers as it is
dependent on having access to communally held seasonal grazing areas and water sources, and when migration
routes to grazing and water get blocked, pastoralist production becomes impossible on the remaining areas of the
rangeland. Fragmentation is the result of inappropriate development processes and ineffective land use planning
that fail to recognise how rangeland is used, and the importance of its interconnected areas. Insecurity of tenure and
resource rights are key factors making this possible.

Land fragmentation is one of the key reasons why the ability of pastoralists to overcome drought has been severely
reduced. With less grazing land available, the poorest pastoralists in particular are now unable to retain herds of a
sufficient size to survive protracted dry periods. And as resources become scarcer, those resources that remain are
becoming ‘privatised’ by more powerful community members—keen to maintain their own access to them. Such
individualistic attitudes are new, and disadvantage the poorest even further by affecting the traditional customary
safety nets and livestock redistribution practices that used to support them. Now neither the government nor
customary governance systems are effectively protecting resource access for the poorest.

This brief summarises the report ‘Broken Lands: Broken Lives?’, which identifies the key trends and processes of land
fragmentation in Ethiopia, Kenya and Uganda. It explores the
relationship between this fragmentation and the reduced
ability of pastoralists to overcome drought—highlighting their
strong linkages. Recommendations are made as to how the
negative impacts of land fragmentation on pastoral livelihoods
can be reduced or mitigated.

Figure 1: Map of ‘escape routes’ from Borana in times of drought
(Source: Eyasu Elias 2009).
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Causes and processes of land fragmentation in the rangelands

The root causes and processes of land fragmentation vary across the three countries studied in the report, but some
common themes exist:

Lack of support for pastoralism and inappropriate land use planning

Overall there is a lack of support for pastoralism as the most appropriate land use system for dryland areas.
Pastoralism is uniquely capable of utilising the ‘poor quality’ parts of rangelands, as long as access to key seasonal
‘rich quality’ resources is secured. This lack of support comes from a general misunderstanding of the
interconnectedness of pastoralism, where the different parts of the pastoral system (social and ecological) can be
impossible to separate. Inappropriate development and land use planning systems for the rangelands fail to take
this interconnectedness into account when they limit planning to small areas, individual resources or government
administrative units, that in fact are only a minor part of the greater rangeland. A rangeland that is customarily and
holistically managed ensures that the complete whole remains healthy, and is capable of supporting pastoral
systems in times of drought.

The establishment of water points or enclosures is often used to provide short-term relief during drier periods, but in
the longer-term these are also likely to contribute to rangeland fragmentation. For example the establishment of
water points and private enclosures in both northern Kenya (Enghoff et al 2010; Walker and Omar 2002; Kitalyi et al
2002) and Ethiopia (Sugale and Walker 1998) may have had immediate benefits, but have also contributed to
rangeland fragmentation (Yacob Aklilu and Catley 2010). In the eyes of land use planners and decision makers
pastoralism is often not recognised as successfully competing with other land uses, and the pastoral system as a
whole gets inadvertently destroyed by the removal or blocked access to its key resources.

Conversion for agriculture

Large-scale agricultural irrigation schemes, introduced as part of agriculture-led development policies, have been a
major cause of rangeland fragmentation. By 1989 Ethiopia had developed 68,800 hectares of land adjacent to the
Awash River (Beyene 2008), and in Kenya the Tana Delta absorbed one quarter of Kenya’s total agricultural
development funding for several years in the 1970s.

Figure 2: Irrlgated large farms in the Awash Basin (Source: Muller-Mahn et al 2010).
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The process resulted in the settlement of over 26,000 people (Umar 1997), and the major displacement of others,
including the 6,000 displaced by the Kiambere Dam and its associated irrigation project (World Bank in FIAN 2010).
Elsewhere in Kenya other agricultural schemes have been introduced in drier areas, such as the 9,000 hectares
Turkwell Gorge project in Pokot district (Nangulu 2001).

“By denying us access to the flood plain pastures and the Awash River water, the sugar enterprise has already
brought us to the verge of death. And out of brutality, they are now planning to deprive us even a burial place for the
dead among us.” Karrayu elder, Eyasu Elias (2009).

Of greater concern currently is the increasing trend of leasing large tracts of land in pastoral areas for commercial
investment (both foreign and national). In Kenya and Ethiopia particularly this is a significant concern, as it is being
carried out in areas of lower and variable rainfall where irrigation therefore becomes necessary. This forces new
farms to congregate along rivers and waterways, threatening the vital access of pastoralists to key resources (water
and grazing) found here during the dry seasons. In Kenya the Tana Delta is again the primary target for this
investment, as well as a development scheme planned for the LAPSET (Lamu Port-Southern Sudan-Ethiopia
Transport) Corridor. Both present a huge risk to pastoral areas through increased competition over resources and
knock-on negative impacts. In Ethiopia in 2009 the government launched a new investment plan to provide 3.7
million hectares of land for agricultural development. To date around 1.3 million hectares have been designated—
the majority of which is found along the major rivers in pastoral areas. In South Omo for example 180,625 hectares
have been delineated in districts that are all dominated by pastoral livelihood systems.

Unless appropriate measures are taken to secure the necessary resources required for maintaining pastoral
livelihood systems alongside the agricultural development, the conversion of such large areas of pastoral lands to
agriculture is likely to have a huge negative impact.

Box 1: Tana Delta

In 2008 a plan to produce biofuels in the Tana Delta was approved by the government, despite concerns for the
wealth of biodiversity in the area and the livelihoods of the land users. The Delta regularly provides grazing land for
up to 350,000 heads of cattle in the dry season (FIAN 2010), and in the 2009 drought the area provided grazing for 3
million head of cattle coming from as far as Wajir district (Nunow 2010). A number of further land deals are now in
the pipeline through the Tana and Athi Rivers Development Authority (TARDA). TARDA is a government agency that
owns between 130,000-200,000 hectares in the Delta, including a rice project initiated in the early 1990s. The land is
now partly used by pastoralists and farmers, including 40,000 hectares provided to the Qatar government to grow
horticultural products, and 16,000 to Mumias Sugar Company Ltd to grow sugar cane and bio-fuels. Another 4,000
hectares is converted for out-grower schemes (FIAN 2010). Deals of 90,000 ha and 120,000 ha are also on the table.
It is predicted that 25,000 people living in 30 villages stand to be evicted from their ancestral community land that
has now been given to TARDA. Resettlement schemes are being established, but these are unlikely to benefit the
pastoralists (Nunow 2010).

Conversion for ranching

In Uganda there has been an emphasis on the development of intensive livestock ranches on pastoral lands,
fragmenting the rangelands for mobile livestock keepers. The Ankole rangelands form part of the western section of
Uganda’s cattle corridor, and are home to the Bahima, amongst others. Over a period of fifteen years 50 ranches of
around 1,200 hectares (12 sq km) each were established, with many given to absentee landlords (Lamprey 2003).
The large numbers of pastoralists who were displaced were forced into a protracted migration across southern and
central Uganda as they tried to access grazing in protected areas and remaining common property areas. The result
was one eviction after another and/or conflicts with other land users. Although some of the Uganda ranches have
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now been restructured, and land provided to those who were originally displaced, more powerful landowners have
been able to hijack the allocation process and use the opportunity to expand their own landholdings (Muchunguzi,
forthcoming). Commercial companies have also bought up some of the ranches and subsequently evicted any
pastoralists found on the land. In 2010 for example 300 households with 20,000 cattle were evicted from the Kiryana
Ranch by Mukwano Enterprises who will use the ranch to produce livestock for export (New Vision 2010).

Figure 3: Ranch subdivision and land fragmentation in the
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led to a breakdown of the pastoral production systems, increased vulnerability to drought due to restricted mobility,
and created significant disparities in wealth. (Mwangi 2007; Behnke 2008).

Across Kenya settlement has been encouraged in pastoral areas, and some districts—such as Machakos—are now
totally converted to agriculture. The northern rangelands have been carved up into individual commercial ranches
and farms. In Laikipia 48 individuals control 40.3% of the land (937,583 hectares) as commercial ranches or
conservancies (the latter with an area dedicated to wildlife conservation). Many are held without clear legal title. In
addition there are 23 large-scale farms covering 1.48% of Laikipia (Letai 2011). The farms are fenced off and rarely
provide through migration routes for pastoralists (Kantai 2007). 27.21% of the land is under small-holder agriculture.
Most pastoralists are limited to 13 group ranches in the drier northern parts covering 7.45% of the district (Letai
2011). Corruption and bias in land allocations in Kenya has contributed to the displacement of the poorest in
particular, and the marginalisation of women (Mwangi 2007; Odhiambo 2006). The Government continues to show a
lack of interest in resolving the issue, or of providing the Maasai with any form of support (Kantai 2007).

Insecurity of tenure

The removal of key resources, and conversion of land to non-pastoral uses, has been facilitated by the overall lack of
recognition given to customary pastoral land and resource tenure. Across the region governments have failed to
provide protection to pastoralists through legislation and formal tenure systems. Kenya in particular has driven
towards individualisation of land, and until recently failed to develop security of rights for common property. The
Land Policy of 2009 offers some opportunities for securing ‘community land’ but implementation is still some way
off. Uganda now also has some facilitating legislation but it requires improvement and implementation. In Ethiopia
pastoralism as a livelihood system is protected by the Constitution, and pastoralists have the right to grazing land,
but the regions are still in the process of developing land policies and legislation for pastoral areas including common
property.




In this tenure security vacuum pastoral lands are often considered ‘vacant’ ‘idle’ or ‘wastelands’—with their removal
justified in the name of ‘development’. The vacuum also allows settlers and agriculturalists to move into pastoral
areas. The fact that pastoralists use parts of the rangeland and its resources only at certain times of the year plays a
major role in tenure insecurity, making these areas an easy target for conversion to agriculture and other land uses.
Pastoralists also do not usually pay tax for occupying the rangelands, making it easier for the State to ignore their
land usage and/or offer the land for the growing of crops—which is seen as more ‘legitimate’, and for which tax is
paid.

Additional causes of rangeland fragmentation

Mineral Exploitation - The drive for economic development has encouraged the exploitation of minerals in pastoral
areas. This is particularly the case in Uganda where, in 1996, 22,010 sq km of land were licensed to 13 companies for
mining. Since then the sector has grown by 13% per annum. Generally leases are provided without consultation
among communities, and their access to the areas becomes restricted if not totally prevented, with few local people
benefitting (Rugadya et al, 2010; Iriama, 2010). In Kenya and Ethiopia mineral exploitation is less developed, though
large areas are being explored for oil and gold deposits.

Alien Invasive Plants - Invasion by non-local plants that prevent access to water sources, and take over grazing areas,
have also become a significant problem in many pastoral areas. In Ethiopia and Kenya Prosopis juliflora is particularly
challenging. Introduced initially as a soil conservation measure, the plant has spread rapidly, mainly carried by
livestock. Today over 1 million hectares of land in Afar alone has been invaded by Prosopis, accounting for
approximately 30% of the region’s productive land (based on figures by Dubale Admassu 2008). In Kenya, areas such
as Baringo and the Tana Delta are affected, though the plant is spreading across other parts too. To date neither
government has developed a national strategy for dealing with this and other invasive plants, though Kenya has
declared Prosopis and some other invaders as ‘toxic’ plants not to be planted.

Conflict — Conflict, and interventions attempting to deal with conflicts, have also contributed to rangeland
fragmentation. In Uganda’s Karamoja region insecurity is the primary reason why water and pasture cannot be
accessed when needed (Stites et al 2007). The government has attempted several disarmament programmes that
have generally failed (Knighton in press). Restrictions were imposed on movement of livestock between districts and
across borders in the early 2000s, and in 2005 the government intensified this initiative during a forced
disarmament, followed in 2006 by the introduction of protected kraals. These served to limit livestock access to
pastures and water, and disrupted normal dry season grazing patterns. They also disrupted household access to
grain and livestock market opportunities (Browne and Glaeser 2010).

Protected Areas - Extensive protected area systems have been established in the pastoral areas of each of Ethiopia,
Kenya and Uganda. In Karamoja nearly all land was under some form of conservation protection until 2002 when
54% was de-gazetted— although 40.8% still remains protected (Rugadya et al 2010). However, although pastoralists
do get evicted from pastoral areas on occasions, more often than not protected area boundaries are not fully
enforced, and in Uganda and Ethiopia pastoralists rely on these areas for dry season grazing and in times of crisis. In
Kenya the boundaries are more strictly kept—perhaps as there is a greater reliance on wildlife for tourism. Here, in
an attempt to stop the ‘dispersal’ land—upon which the wildlife around the protected areas rely heavily— being
completely converted to agriculture, the focus is on identifying ways in which wildlife can coexist with livestock.
Formal arrangements may be made to allow access to resources, and increasingly neighbouring landowners are
being encouraged to allow wildlife on their land.
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Figure 4: Current land use in Laikipia: Most pastoralists are limited to northern dry areas in the group ranches (Source Letai
2011).
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Pastoralist Enclosures — In all three countries the land insecurities and increased competition for resources that
pastoralists face have pushed individuals to enclose and protect land so making it unavailable to other rangeland
users. This may be in order to establish a private grazing reserve; to use some of the land for agriculture or
production of fodder crops or hay; to exploit the trees for charcoal or production of gums and resins; or to rent the
land to other pastoralists for fattening or resting cattle on their way to markets. Not only does this trend remove the
area of rangeland from the pastoral system, but threatens pastoralist society and lives. As the area of ‘open’
rangeland shrinks, the process of enclosures speeds up: “enclosure begat enclosure in a self-reinforcing process”
(Behnke 2008). And the cycle of more and more land fragmentation continues.

Impacts of land fragmentation in the rangelands

Across Ethiopia, Kenya and Uganda the rangeland fragmentation that is taking place is having a significant impact on
pastoralists and pastoralism:

Livestock is being redistributed from the poor to the wealthy

Some pastoralists are benefiting from the fragmentation process, whilst others are losing out. Those who benefit are
generally the more powerful, with greater assets on hand, capable of influencing decision makers and land
allocations, of enclosing property, building up their herds, or making the most of new livelihood diversification
opportunities. In Kitengela, Kenya, for example, one-half of the cattle are now owned by the 20% of the households
with the highest overall incomes. These households also have greater ‘off-land’ income, which means they can also
invest in buying more livestock. They are also the ones educating their children past primary school so have
improved employment opportunities (Nkedianye et al 2009).

In Ethiopia too processes of individualisation of property rights have resulted in smaller herds. This gradual
redistribution of livestock from the poor to the rich (Yakob Aklilu and Catley 2010), explains why pastoral areas can
be seen to be exporting increasing numbers of livestock whilst also being characterised by increasing levels of
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destitution. For the poor the situation has become critical, as they are no longer able to access the common property
resources upon which they relied, and there is increasing competition and conflict over the remaining resources—
often with loss of life. As they lose control over their livelihoods they become increasingly vulnerable to crises such
as drought (Eyasu Elias and Feyera Abdi 2010; Rettberg 2010; Diress Tsegaye et al 2010). The result is large numbers
of people dropping out of the pastoral system without assets or a means to survive.

The opinion of pastoralists currently is that it is not drought itself that makes them vulnerable, but rather the
increasing marginalisation of their drought-response mechanisms, coupled with the gradual eroding of their asset
base and the barriers being put on their mobility (Ethiopia — Devereux 2006; Eyasu Elias and Feyera Abdi 2010;
Siefulazia 2004; Rettberg 2010; Kenya — ILRI 2010; Nkedianye et al 2009; Uganda — Muchungazi forthcoming).

Box 2: Mobility as a drought response

The 2008/9 drought in Kenya highlighted the negative impact that land fragmentation is having on pastoralists’
vulnerability, resilience and ability to overcome drought. It resulted in high loss of human life, high livestock losses,
and heavy reliance on humanitarian aid, which amounted to around USS$4.6 million in six districts (ILRI 2010).
Livestock loss was estimated to be a staggering USS1 billion and the drought also slashed maize harvest from 30
million bags to 15 million (Western 2009). Those who were not able to move their herds saw 100% losses (UN-OCHA
2010).”“If we could have had access to grazing areas that we used 30 years ago, this drought would not have affected
us and there would have been no need for you to come here” - Samburu pastoralist talking about the 2009 drought.
(ILR1 2010)

Customary institutions are struggling to keep control

“Today there are divisions and differences between those who have and those who have not. Everyone wants his own
clan to get something and doesn’t care about the other clan. We didn’t have such things before” (Afar clan leader
2005 in Rettberg 2010).

Mechanisms for resilience built up by pastoralists over centuries—including adaptive strategies, mutual support and
safety-net systems, as well as social/customary organisations and institutions—are being severely challenged by the
multiple internal and external factors affecting land use change and fragmentation. New values and practices,
focused on the exclusive acquisition of monetary profit, are now in conflict with the egalitarian culture of ‘sharing’
that previously existed, and was supported by traditional values of solidarity, cooperation, reciprocal arrangements
and collective wealth.

In Ethiopia, where customary institutions are still relatively strong, they too are struggling to control land
fragmentation. Communal directives are ignored and individuals continue to plant crops and put up enclosures.
Herders who are prevented from accessing grazing areas by community leaders will petition local government offices
and return with formal permission to access them. As new opportunities open up, such as new markets and
marketing routes (as in the Somali and Oromiya regions), there are greater incentives for individual rather than
group gain (Yakob Aklilu and Catley 2010; Boku Tache Dida 2011). This individualisation further weakens the
authority of customary institutions, which are already being challenged by the youth.

Additional vulnerable groups are being created

As the local resource base gets fragmented, and informal safety nets and social support systems are less able to
support community members who lose assets, new vulnerable groups are now emerging in pastoralist communities
across the region. These include: asset-poor households; small stockowners; families with few or no working
members who become unable to access distant resources i.e. collecting water from far-off watering points; widows;
aged persons; and households with limited access to social networks. The weakening and gradual disintegration of
local security systems is leaving an expanding void in pastoral areas, which non-herders from urban centres use to
their advantage. Pastoral resources outside the control of the development schemes are now gradually coming
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under the possession of urban-based traders and herd owners, who exploit the uncertainty surrounding pastoral
land rights (e.g. Karrayu — Ayalew Gebre 2009). In this context, local institutions for conflict resolution and
jurisdiction, based on customary law, become increasingly ineffective and incapable of solving land-related conflict.

Increased competition over remaining grazing lands creates regular conflict hotspots

Increasing conflict within and between groups threatens the social cohesion of the whole pastoral clan society, and
weakens risk-averting strategies that depend on negotiations with other pastoral groups. As good quality grazing
lands are reduced, competition increases over those that are left and these become regular conflict hotspots.
Groups who were once allies are now in conflict over land access. In many cases areas have become ‘no-go’ zones in
order to avoid conflicts between opposing groups, including the Alledeghi Plain in Afar (Ethiopia)—the end result of
the preclusion of 75,000 hectares of wet season grazing (Ahmed et al 2002). Tensions also increase as different
ethnic groups are pushed closer together when access to their traditional areas is curtailed (Eyasu Elias and Feyera
Abdi 2010). In many areas land uses that are incompatible with wildlife are on the increase, to the detriment of the
wildlife and ecological processes.

In Karamoja (Uganda) the increasing incidences of violence are pushing poorer households closer to food insecurity,
whilst chipping away at the assets of the better off (Browne and Glaeser 2010). Restrictions on movement further
aggravate the situation (Muhezera 2006), and people live in a constant state of conflict and insecurity. Not only do
the conflicts have costs for the communities, but it is estimated that the Government spends about 50% of its
national budget on military interventions amounting to USS100m a year with a significant proportion dedicated to
resolving conflicts in the dryland areas (Adan and Pkalya 2005).

Though community-based responses to conflict and peace-facilitating activities have had some success, the root
cause of land insecurity and continuing loss of access to land and resources is not being addressed. For northern
Kenya it has been said that: “the key to peace is... legalising as firmly as for the ownership of skyscrapers and
international hotels of Nairobi the rangelands for the pastoralists, through enactment of relevant and agreeable
tenure arrangements that recognise the regime of common property ownership” (Umar 1997).

Women are losing out

Women and men experience the changes resulting from land fragmentation differently. When land tenure is
formalised women have not automatically benefited and in some cases have lost out. For example the establishment
of group ranches marginalised women in particular (Verma 2010). A lack of males—due to their taking livestock on
protracted migration routes, or out-migration to towns to find jobs—has had an impact on gender relations.
Women are now often left as ‘de facto’ heads of their households but without the decision making power or a voice
in community discussions. However it seems that women are better able to make the most of new and opening
opportunities. Though workloads have increased, many women are happy to have a more independent income, but
women who have had less exposure to alternative lifestyles, and perhaps led a more ‘traditional’ life, feel highly
insecure about the future.

Conclusions and recommendations

It is clear that there are both ‘internal’ and ‘external’ forces of change pushing forward the fragmentation of the
rangelands. No one group of actors can be blamed. However, governments hold ultimate responsibility for the land
use changes taking place as they have the greatest power for influencing such changes, and could offer better
protection for pastoralists in terms of land and resources. When the adaptive management strategies of pastoralists
fail, the ability to retain production falls, impacting not only individual herd owners but pastoralism as a whole.
Without controlling mechanisms and institutions, common property becomes open access with the likelihood of
over-exploitation increasing.
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Some positive trends are developing however. In Ethiopia there is a growing awareness of the value of pastoralism
as an effective livestock production system, and its current and potential contribution to national and regional
economies. Pastoralists are beginning to make their views known in decision-making processes at all levels, and
some needs—such as marketing facilities—have been improved. The establishment of land policies and legislation
by regional governments offers opportunities for addressing many of the land insecurities that pastoralists face, and
the possibility of securing of rangeland resources. The extent to which government and communities can work
together with commercial investors, for example, in ensuring that measures are taken to protect pastoral resources
whilst taking forward agricultural development, remains to be seen.

The Government of Kenya has recently introduced a new Land Policy and approved a new Constitution, both of
which offer greater opportunities for securing rights to resources for pastoralists. Other positive steps are the
establishment of a new Ministry, and strategies that are focused on the development of arid lands. Substantial funds
are being allocated to ASAL development over the next thirty years with a revised Strategic Plan for the ASALs
currently under development. In Uganda too the new draft Land Policy (2011) is a very positive step, and an
important starting point for engaging with government on securing rangelands for pastoralists. A policy for Uganda’s
rangelands is also being developed.

An active civil society has enabled pastoralists to gain some attention for their cause, and several court cases in their
favour have gained back lost lands. Many land users (including ranchers, pastoralists and conservationists) are now
realising the dangers of land fragmentation, and have begun to reconsolidate small parcels, broker new agreements
and partnerships, and identify options for multi-land use systems. In order to build on these gains the following
recommendations are highlighted:

1. Increase awareness and understanding among development actors of the causes, trends and impacts of
rangeland fragmentation, to enable more informed decisions to be made on how to slow and prevent fragmentation
and how best to deal with its negative consequences.

2. Create a better understanding and recognition of the benefits of pastoral systems amongst policy makers, to
ensure that appropriate support is provided to enable pastoralism to contribute further to national development
processes. Investments that secure pastoral systems, including rights to land and resources, are likely to be much
more cost effective than spending millions of dollars on food aid.

3. Ensure that development and land use planning in the rangelands occurs at the appropriate scale —i.e. one
that takes into account all the different parts of the rangeland system and the overall requirements of pastoralists,
as well as other rangeland users. The impact that changing one part of the rangeland system has on the rest of it
needs to be better understood, and any negative impacts mitigated. The process should start with improved
understanding of the land use systems that already exist.

4. Protect and secure rights to land and resources, such as (serviced) migration routes for pastoralists. This is
fundamental if pastoralism is to survive as an effective production system and achieve its full potential. National
governments, donors, the African Union and regional bodies, NGOs/CSOs, pastoral local leaders and communities
can all play a role in this. An understanding of the current resource tenure systems, and the gaps within them, is
needed.

5. Raise awareness on land issues, existing rights and how to access them, and how to gain protection for
pastoralist rights. Awareness on how to influence decision-making processes related to commercial investment is
also urgently needed. CSOs and NGOs need to work together to assist communities with this, and to develop a more
united front from which to promote pastoral livelihood security.

3 b
N
- G oo e -G e e e e eo e oo e eeeeEe oo oo eeeeeee.



6. Secure cross-border movement and regional pastoral development, as part of the process of sustaining and
enhancing the pastoral production system as a whole—including marketing/trade and all its spin-off benefits.
Governments, regional and pan-Africa bodies can facilitate this.

7. Understand the indigenous knowledge of communities, and ensure this is built upon within decision-making
bodies concerned with rangeland use planning and development. Understanding early warning systems and drought
cycle management is essential here. Communities may require support in strengthening or establishing new
collective/customary community institutions, where necessary.

8. Incorporate land issues into vulnerability assessments, drought crisis preparation, and management and
response processes. Mobile pastoralism needs to be the cornerstone of integrated poverty reduction programmes
and the platform on which resilience for pastoralists is built.

9. Complete the gaps in the research on land fragmentation, and clarify the most appropriate land and
resource securing system(s) that can best support pastoral rights and livelihoods. There is a lack of information from
northern Kenya and parts of Uganda (other than Karamoja), and not enough empirical data on the impacts of land
use change on pastoral livelihoods and strategies in times of drought. Research is also needed on processes of
sedentarisation under different circumstances and in different contexts, and on gender differences and issues.

As this brief is being written, pastoralists in northern Kenya and southern Ethiopia are being severely affected by
another drought-induced crisis across their lands. Their situation is made all the worse by land fragmentation,
highlighting the need to address rangeland fragmentation as a matter of great urgency.

References

Adan, M. and R. Pkalya (2005) Closed to Progress: An Assessment of the Socio-Economic Impact of Conflict on Pastoral and Semi-Pastoral
Economies in Kenya and Uganda. Nairobi: Practical Action.

Ahmed, A. G., Alemayehu Azeze, Mustafa Babiker and Diress Tsegaye (2002) Post-Drought Recovery Strategies among the Pastoral Households
in the Horn of Africa: An Overview. Development Research Report Series No. 3. OSSREA.

Ayele Gebre (2009) “Where pastoral commons are privatized: Resource deprivation and changes in land tenure systems among the Karrayu in
the Upper Awash Valley Region of Ethiopia” in S. Ege, H. Aspen, Birhanu Teferra and Shiferaw Bekele (eds) Proceedings of the 16" International

Conference of Ethiopian Studies. Trondheim.

Behnke, R. (2008) “The drivers of fragmentation in arid and semi-arid landscapes” Chapter 13 in K. Galvin, R. Reid, R. Behnke and N. Hobbs
(eds) Fragmentation in Semi-Arid and Arid Landscapes. Netherlands: Springer Dordrecht.

Beyene, T. (2008). Kessem-Tendaho multipurpose water resources development, Ethiopia. Paper presented at the Fourth World Water Forum,
Mexico City.

Boku Tache Dida (2011) Range Enclosures in Southern Oromia, Ethiopia: An innovative response or erosion in the common property tenure? A
paper presented at the FAC Conference: Future of Pastoralism, Addis Ababa 2011.

Browne, S. and L. Glaeser (2010) Karamoja Region Food Security Assessment: Uganda. A special report by FEWS NET for USAID, Kampala,
Uganda.

Devereux, S. (2006) Vulnerable Livelihoods in Somali Region, Ethiopia. Research Report 57. Sussex UK: IDS.

Diress Tsegaye, S. Moe, P. Vedeld and E. Aynekulu (2010) “Land use/cover dynamics in Northern Afar rangelands, Ethiopia” Agriculture
Ecosystems and Environment Vol 1, No 39.

\ - gl 5 -
T T T L L L N R I T R e g




Dubale Admasu (2008) Invasive plants and food security: the case of Prosopis juliflora in the Afar region of Ethiopia. Unpublished report for
IUCN and FARM Africa.

Enghoff, M., B. Hansen, Abdi Umar, B. Gildestad, M. Owen and A. Obara (2010) /n Search of Protection and Livelihoods. Socio-economic and
environmental impacts of Dadaab Refugee Camps on host communities. Report for the Government of Kenya, Royal Danish Embassy and
Norwegian Embassy.

Eyasu Elias (2009) Threats of climate change on pastoral production under restricted herd mobility: A case study in Borena. A report for SOS
Sahel Ethiopia.

Eyasu Elias and Feyera Abdi (2010) Putting Pastoralists on the Policy Agenda: Land Alienation in Southern Ethiopia. Gatekeeper No. 145.
London: IIED.

FIAN (2010) Land Grabbing in Kenya and Mozambique. A report on two research missions —and a human rights analysis of land grabbing.
Germany: FIAN.

ILRI (2010) An assessment of the response to the 2008-2009 drought in Kenya. A report to the European Union Delegation to the Republic of
Kenya. Nairobi: ILRI.

Iriama, M. (2010) Formation of Communal Land Associations Among the Pastoral Communities in Karamoja: The only way to securing their land
rights and integrating the traditional law to formal law. Uganda Case Study. A report for IUCN-WISP.

Kantai, P. (2007) “In the grip of the vampire state: Maasai land struggles in Kenyan politics” Journal of East African Studies. Vol. 1, No. 1: 107-
122. ICRAF Nairobi.

Keen, J. (1962) Memorandum on Masai Treaties of 1904 and 1911. Presented at the
Kenya Constitutional Conference, Lancaster House, 23 March, 1962

Kitalyi, A., A. Musili, J. Suazo and F. Ogutu (2002) Enclosures to protect and conserve. For better livelihood of the West Pokot community.
Technical pamphlet No. 2.

Knighton, B. (in press) “Disarmament: The end or fulfilling of cattle raiding?” Nomadic Peoples, Vol 14.2.

Lamprey, R. (2003) A study of wildlife distributions, wildlife management systems and options for wildlife livelihoods in Uganda. For IFPRI and
USAID.

Letai, J. (2011) Land Deals in Kenya: The Genesis of Land Deals in Kenya and its Implication on Pastoral Livelihoods — A Case Study of Laikipia
District. A report for Oxfam GB, Nairobi.

Mahmoud, H. (2010) Livestock Trade in the Kenyan Somali and Ethiopian Borderlands. Briefing Paper AFP BP 2010/02. London: Chatham
House.

Muhereza, F. (2006) National Study on Pastoralism in the Cattle Corridor Districts of Uganda. A report for Oxfam GB, Uganda.

Miiller-Mahn, D., Rettberg, S. and G. Getachew (2010) “Pathways and dead ends of the development of pastoralism in Ethiopia” in European
Journal of Development Research.

Munchunguzi, C. (forthcoming) Responding to Crisis: Analys is of the Coping Strategies of Bahima Pastoralists in search of a Livelihood Resource
along the Uganda Cattle Corridor. Forthcoming PhD thesis.

Mwangi, E. (2007) “Subdividing the Commons: Distributional Conflict in the Transition from Collective to Individual Property Rights in Kenya’s
Maasailand” in World Development, Vol 35, No 5: 815-834.

Nangulu, A. (2001) Food Security and Coping Mechanisms in Marginal Areas The Case of West Pokot, Kenya, 1920 -1995. Masters Dissertation
submitted to the West Virginia University.

Nassef, M., S. Anderson and C. Hesse (2009) Pastoralism and climate change. Enhancing adaptive capacity. London: ODI.

o

7 e K ‘f(: LD
(3 i

by




Nkedianye, D., M. Radeny, P. Kristjanson and M. Herrero (2009), “Assessing Returns to Land and Changing Livelihood Strategies in Kitengela” in
K. Homewood, P. Kristjanson and P. Chevenix Trench (eds) Staying Maasai? Liveilhoods, Conservation and Development in East African
Rangelands. New York: Springer Press.

New Vision (2010) Herdsmen Told to Vacate Mukwano’s Land. Internet: www.newvision.co.ug

Nunow, A. (2010) Pastoral Innovations and Changing Political Economy: The Orma Pastoralists, Tana Delta, Kenya. FAC Research Update No
02. UK: IDS.

Odhiambo, M.O. (2006) Improving land tenure security for the rural poor. Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda — Case study. LEP Working Paper No. 3.
Workshop for Sub-Saharan Africa. Rome: FAO.

Rettberg, S. (2010) The impact of sugar cane plantations on pastoral livelihoods within the Afar region of Ethiopia in C. Altere (ed) Sugar cane
and indigenous people. Ethical sugar.

Rugadya, M., H. Kamusiime and E. Nsamba-Gayiiya (2010) Tenure in Mystery: Status of Land under Wildlife, Forestry and Mining Concessions in
Karamoja Region, Uganda. A report for Trocaire and Oxfam GB, Kampala.

Siefulaziz, M. (2004) Baseline Study for the Ethiopian Side of the Karamajong Cluster. Addis Ababa: CEWARN in IGAD.

Stites, E., D. Akabwai, D. Mazurana and P. Ateyo (2007) Angering Akuju: Survival and Suffering in Karamoja. A report on livelihoods and human
security in the Karamoja Region of Uganda. Boston: Feinstein International Center.

Sugule J, Walker R. (1998) Changing Pastoralism in the Ethiopian Somali National Regional State (Region 5). Addis Ababa, Ethiopia: United
Nations Emergencies Unit for Ethiopia.

Umar, Abdi (1997) Resource utilisation, conflict and insecurity in pastoral areas of Kenya. Kenya Pastoral Forum, Nairobi.

Verma, R. (2010) Experimenting with compensation for pastoralists subject to the sub-division of land in Kenya: Kitengela case study. A case
study for IUCN-WISP, Nairobi.

Walker, R. and H. Omar (2002) Pastoralists under pressure. The politics of sedentarisation and marginalisation in Wajir District, Northeast
Kenya. A report for Oxfam GB, Nairobi.

Yacob Aklilu and A. Catley (2010a) Mind the Gap. Commercialization, Livelihoods and Wealth Disparity in Pastoralist Areas in Ethiopia. A report
for Tufts University and UKAid, Addis Ababa.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Humanitarian Aid

The project is funded by the European Commission Humanitarian Aid Department (ECHO)

Copies of this brief can be accessed at:
http://www.disasterriskreduction.net/east-central-africa/library/?querystring=reglap




