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185, 65% 

99, 35% 

PARTICIPATION AND REPRESENTATION BY GENDER IN 
DEFINING RANGELAND UNIT 

Male female

1.0 Introduction  

Defining Rangeland Management Unit and institution is a critical participatory process of 

identifying the appropriate management body as well as rangeland area for piloting of PRM for 

optimal results and benefits.  The identification and definition of the rangelands units for 

Baringo County was conducted on 9th -12th April 2019. The activity was mainly implemented in 

the four project areas; Koitegan in Mogotio Sub-county, Kabarion in Baringo North, Irong in 

Baringo South and Paka Hills in Tiaty. The exercise brought together the Community members, 

Members of the Technical Working Group(TWG), the Area Chiefs, Sub-County Environmental 

Officers, Ward Administrators, chief Wardens and RECONCILE staff. The activity was able to 

reach out to 284 people (Male – 185; Female 99) with key decisions made. The main issues 

arrived at during this exercise include; defining of the rangeland unit, identifying a group of 15 

members who would participate in resource mapping and initiating discussions on the 

body/entity to manage the rangeland units and agreeing with the Paka Community on how to 

refer to them and their rangeland. The Paka Community was comfortable being referred to as 

the “Paka rangelands”.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
Figure 1: Participation and gender representation in defining rangeland Unit exercise 
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1.1 Activity objectives  

RECONCILE under the auspices of PRM, funded by EU, set out to engage with the different 

community groups in Baringo County with the aim of;  

1. Defining a rangeland management unit  

2. Agreeing on a rangeland Management institution  

3. Defining an inclusive and acceptable approach to the management of the Paka Hills 

rangeland resources.  

 2.0 Defining the rangeland management Units  

The rangeland management unit is the area of land over which the PRM institution will have 

primary jurisdiction and authority. In defining the Rangeland Unit, a number of issues were 

discussed; importance of the identified area to grazing and livestock production, nature and 

kind of resources found in the rangelands, threats and challenges in the rangeland, measures to 

address the threat and communities’ interaction to the identified area.  

2.1 Discussion points 

2.1.1 Nature and kind of Resources found in the rangeland 

The communities across the four project sites identified water, pasture, trees and wildlife as the 

key resources in the rangeland. It was noted however that the quality and quantity of the 

resources has diminished over time. The grazing area is shrinking due to the invasive species 

and the increased number of livestock, the water sources are drying up and species are 

disappearing with every passing day. The areas are also highly affected by the climate change and 

resource degradation which has contributed to some resources being extinct or threatened. For 

instance, the Koitegan Tree which the Koitegan Community Forest derives its name from is no more  

2.1.2 Threats to the management of the rangeland resources  

Pastoralism and agro-pastoralism remain to be the predominant livelihood activities for Baringo 

County. However, during the defining of the PRM Units conducted on 9th -12th April 2019, a 
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number of issues were identified to threaten the sustainability of rangelands as a source of 

resilient livelihoods for communities in Baringo.  

Key threats include rapid loss of natural vegetation cover and species, soil erosion, overgrazing, 

uncontrolled bush burning, poor agricultural practices, weak natural resources management 

institutions and structures, and high poverty levels among the community. Due to loss of 

vegetation cover, soil erosion has become a big challenge especially in the rainy season largely 

because of poor cultivation practices and overgrazing around the wet grazing areas and 

watering points as well as the destruction of the environment. The main effect of soil erosion is 

degradation of the rangelands specifically by emergence of bare land and big galleys, poor 

pastures and low crop yields. 

Weak natural resources management institutions and structures were identified as another 

contributing factor to rangeland degradation in the region. Degradation continues to take place 

in the presence of technical staff and both politically elected and customary/local institutional 

arrangements. This is partly associated with insufficient political will and support to enforce 

existing environmental policies and laws; and the weakening of the traditional institution which 

are even non –existent in some areas 

Figure 2: A picture showing the effect of soil erosion in Koitegan Community Forest 
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High poverty levels among the community were also identified as another key cause of the 

recent trends of rangelands degradation in Baringo. Considering that many youths are 

unemployed and with inadequate alternative livelihood options, poverty drives them to engage 

in activities like uncontrolled tree cutting and charcoal burning which have adverse impacts on 

rangeland health.  

The emergence of invasive species also pauses a major threat to the range lands particularly to 

the grazing areas.  

 

Figure 3: Invasive species at Koitegan Community Forest (scientific name – Dodonaea  Angustipilia;  
English – Hopbush; and in Tugen – Tupilikwe 

The discussion around the nature of rangeland resources and the threats on the resources led 

to the definition and identification of the PRM Units.  

2.1.3 Governance and management  

During the defining of the rangeland units it was majorly established that Irong, Koitegan, and 

Kabarion have committees in place which are mandated with the day to day running of the 

conservancies. Paka rangelands was still facing governance issues though heavily relying on the 

elders and the chiefs in making decisions and addressing issues. Irong Conservancy has a 
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committee of 18 representatives, Koitegan has 11-member Committee and Kabarion has 15-

member committee. While the committees are in place they are majorly plagued with issues to 

do with skills and knowledge on rangeland management, lobbying and advocacy, group 

management among other issues which need to be addressed through a tailor made capacity 

development process.  Youth and women representation is still very low and hence the need to 

empower the youth and women for leadership and participation.  

Figure 4: Leadership and representation in the units as at the time of defining the rangeland unit 
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3.0 The Rangeland Units  

3.1 Koitegan Community Forest  

The conservancy forest occupies a hilly area of approximately 880 acres of land. Land around 

Koitegan is privately owned leaving the community forest as the only common resource for the 

community to graze their animals. The Koitegan Community Forest also remains as the only 

source through which the community can access rangeland resources including pasture, herbs 

(both for human and animal consumption), salt licks, water among others. This has led to 

overgrazing and stress to the natural vegetation.   Apart from the afore mentioned issues the 

place is also struggling with the invasive species which has eaten up pasture and grazing places. 

On top of that the water springs and other water sources that used to exist in the range have 

also dried up. Based on the issues described, the challenges identified and the need to restore 

pasture and water resources in the Koitegan Community forest, a consensus was reached that 

the “Koitegan Community Forest be treated as the rangeland unit for PRM. It is important to 

note though that the project will pay attention to specific spaces where resources such as 

water may need protection, and areas where invasive species have been identified. The 

Koitegan Community has previously collaborated with the county Government to set aside 

5acres of land for reseeding and natural regeneration which they term as successful and of 

importance to their livelihoods. Based on this practical example the Koitegan Community is 

willing to set aside a specific area within which PRM will be implemented. PRM will focus on the 

restoration/protection of important rangeland resources that facilitate and support pastoral 

production.  
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Features of the Rangeland Unit which made the community to settle on as RMU 

 It covers 880 acres of land, presenting a significant portion of space for implementation of 

rangeland improvement activities 

 The boundary of the Rangeland Management Unit is defined since mapping was done through 

an engagement of a consultant with the county government 

 The forest is surrounded by 7,500 people with 3,500 forest primary users with livestock holding 

of 5-30 cattle per household; 

 Area endowed with natural resources (plants and animals) which if properly managed can 

improve the livelihoods of the pastoralists 

 The forest is degraded but not uniformly, Kemelee, Kipimamut, Lontaki, Koisamu and Moikut are 

most affected and experiencing soil erosion, water scarcity/drying of wells and invasive species 

preventing growth of grass in the area where they are, hence poor pasture/grass growth.  

 

3.1.1 Features of Koitegan Community Forest  

 

Table 1 :Classification of levels of depletion within different areas in Koitegan Community forest 

Classification of levels of depletion within different areas in the forest. 

Area Classification Situation 

Corner Kwa Miti Less affected  The area was fenced off completely and with no 

human activity ongoing, trees are regenerating 

Kemeele Most affected Soil erosion 

Depletion of water, grass and trees. 

Kaapitoi Most affected Soil erosion, depletion of resources( water, trees and 

grass) 

Tolilbei Most affected Soil erosion, depletion of resources( water, trees and 

grass) 

Kipimamut Affected Depletion of resources( water, trees and grass) soil 

erosion is still low. 
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Lotanki Most affected Soil erosion and depletion of resources( water, trees 

and grass) 

Koisamu Less Affected Depletion of resources( water, trees and grass) 

 

3.1.2 Proposed Measures to restore Koitegan  

1. Regeneration of rangeland resources – the community proposed to undertake measures 

that would facilitate the regeneration of the rangeland resources. An example of a 5-acre 

plot that was set aside for conservation and reforestation was sighted as a living example to 

the possibility of rangeland resource regeneration.  

2.  Damming and water provision. – the community noted that the survival and regeneration 

of rangeland resources was mainly dependent on the availability of water hence proposing 

the need to put up a dam that would supply water from season to season.  (KVDA identified 

a site where a dam may be established) 

3. Soil erosion control measures such as construction of gabions to curb formation of gullies.  

4. Awareness creation on conservation, the CFA organization and PRM project. 

3.1.3 The rangeland Management Institution 

The management structure in place is the Community Forest Association which was established 

and registered with Kenya Forest Services early January, 2018. A certificate of registration was 

issued with members of the CFA totaling to about 60. It was noted that the association was still 

young and with a number of challenges which if addressed can assist in the management of the 

community forest. The challenges as identified by the community members included;  

1. Lack of capacity on resource mobilization. 

2. Lack of cooperation with the security guards. 

3. Lack of proper operational procedures and guidelines. 
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4. Inadequate knowledge on their roles and responsibilities as CFA 

5. Inadequate knowledge on Participatory Forest Management 

Based on the gaps identified it was generally agreed that it was necessary to train the CFA office 

on their roles and on participatory approaches to natural resource management e.g. 

Participatory Forest Management (PFM). In addition to this a grazing committee was proposed 

as the institution that would manage the rangeland unit but will be reporting to the CFA 

committee. It was hence agreed that capacity building will take care of the two structures. 

The Koitegan CFA is comprised of 11 members. The membership is composed of 3 women and 

8 Men  

 

Figure 5: Male/Female representation in Leadership 

3.2 Kabarion Community Conservancy  

The Kabarion Community Conservancy is located in Baringo North Sub-County. The 

Conservancy settles in the vast land of Bartabwa ward and is shared among three locations 

namely; Kesumet, Tuluk, and Kapturo). The conservancy was conceived in 2008 after 

experiencing frequent attacks which led to destruction of houses, stealing of animals and even 

loss of lives coupled with prolonged drought as a consequence of unpredictable climatic 

8, 73% 

3, 27% 

Koitegan CFA Leadeship 

Men

Women
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changes that plunged the residents into poverty. The idea did not materialize until December, 

2011 when the community resorted to register the area as a conservancy. After acquiring 

certificate of registration from Social Services and KWCA they elected a caretaker committee to 

oversee the conservancy. The conservancy covers the three locations of Kisumet. Tuluk and 

Kapturo but given the vastness of the area the community decided to pilot Kisumet sub-

location and later extend to cover the entire area. The pilot area (Kisumet) of the conservancy 

has not been officially mapped but estimated to be approximately between 170 and 200 Sq. 

Km. 

3.2.1 Rangeland Management Unit 

The Chepkisin/Kamwetio Grazing zone was identified as the Rangeland Unit for piloting PRM 

project. This area is part of Kabarion Conservancy which bordering the Pokot Community. It was 

set aside back in the 1960s by elders from the Tugen and Pokot communities who left out a 

part of their territory to be used for pasture by both communities during dry seasons. An 

agreement was entered into by the two communities on the grazing patterns which were 

respected and adhered to by the community. Identification of Chepksin/Kamwetio as the 

Rangeland Management Unit was informed by the following considerations: 

 Firstly, Chepksin/Kamwetio area covers an area of approximately 80Km2 (18-20Km by 

5Km) whose boundary is community defined. This area is endowed with natural features 

including; water springs and swamps (chepkisin, soinin and kesumar) besides having 

Soinin and chepkoiyo rivers, quarry sites, trees and shrubs, grass (pasture), cliffs and 

caves, and minerals (diatomite) 

 Secondly, Chepkisin/Kamwetio is foundation for livelihood for approximately 500 

households (4000 people) who are the residents of the 9 surrounding villages. It is a 

source of pasture for livestock kept by these families; whereby on average every 

household owns 5-100 cows, 20-200 goats and 5-30 sheep. 

 Thirdly, Chepkisin/Kamwetio borders Tiaty sub-county; hence, it has been at the center 

of inter-community resource based conflict between Tugen in Baringo North sub-county 
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and Pokot community in Tiaty sub-county. Therefore, it has potential to serve as buffer 

zone and help address the conflict. 

 Fourthly, Kabarion community has subdivided their rangeland area into different zones; 

Wildlife conservation area for wildlife; grazing area for grazing livestock; farming   area 

for agricultural activities; settlement area where people live; mining area for mining 

diatomite (diatomite is evenly distributed in almost all the sections). Chepkisin falls 

under the community grazing area, particularly dry season grazing area. Therefore, this 

section of the rangelands promises reliable supply of pasture for herds hence secure 

livelihoods. 

 Fifthly, the area has faced depletion of resources due to; overgrazing, poor pasture 

management practices including burning as a revenge tool during times of ethnic 

conflict and prolonged droughts among others, hence threatening the livelihoods of the 

pastoralists in the area. Some residents have resorted to nomadic way of life.  

 It is also important to note that pasture distribution in Chepksin is unequal; the upper 

area has little while the lower area has more, implying degradation status of the upper 

and lower areas are varied. Additionally, Chepkisin has two types of pasture; drought 

Figure 6 : Burning of cultivation spaces in preparation for planting season – Chepkisin 

 



12 
 

resilient pasture and non-drought resilient pasture type. Therefore, the efforts could be 

focused on addressing the unequal distribution of resources by promotion/reseeding 

the adversely affected area with perennial grass/pasture that is promising in ensuring 

adequate supply of fodder.  

3.2.2 Community propositions 

Although Chepksin/Kamwetio was proposed as the appropriate Rangeland management unit, 

the community made propositions of what the project can focus on to ensure the community 

gets maximum benefits from the intervention. These proposals include: 

1. Land adjudication-clear boundaries established  

2. Addressing of inter-community conflict through: 

 Pursuit of political good will to end the conflicts 

 Conduct inter-community peace and resolution dialogues 

 Establish peace dividend projects such as commonly used/shared water points, 

markets (sale yards/auction), schools, hospitals, cattle dips 

 Establish joint grazing areas agreements 

 Managing harmful cultural practices 

 Employ affirmative actions to ensure children attend schools from both communities to 

curb breeding of warriors 

 Strengthen communication (safaricom, airtel booster) 

 Mobilization and representation in decision making joint meetings 

 Strengthen road networks 

 Establish farms along the border 
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3. Reseeding the degraded areas; This will contribute to the regeneration of pasture in the 

unit 

4. Revamp/reinstitute grazing committees and patterns; a grazing committee by the elders of 

the community that was responsible for controlling the grazing patterns is no longer 

functional.  Re-institution of the same will be useful for better pasture management in the 

future.  

The project team noted that it would be prudent to build strategic partnerships to address 

some of the issues addressed including referral points for the community.  

3.2.3 Kabarion Conservancy Livestock Production Estimation as from 2017-2019 

The livestock production in Kabarion conservancy is estimated as follows; 

YEAR 2017 2018 2019 

COWS 2800 2000 1200 

GOATS 6040 3000 1500 

SHEEP 7200 5300 3100 

Table 2: Livestock production in Kabarion conservancy 

The livestock production gradually decreases as observed and this is attributed to a number of 

things;  

 Migration by the pastoralist to Kerio valley in such of pasture and water in drought 

season 

 Over dependants on the livestock for basic need due to insufficient farm production  

 Bandits and cattle rustling 

 Natural calamities such as drought and famine 
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However, there are other neighbouring community who also graze in the same conservancy. 

They include Tiaty from East, Kapturo from northwest and Tuluk from south. Their estimation is 

as shown below; 

Table 3 : Livestock holdings of neighboring  Tiaty, Kapturo and Tuluk who graze in the conservancy 

LIVESTOCK COWS GOATS SHEEP 

Kapturo 1000 500 300 

Tuluk 500 1400 600 

Tiaty 3500 1200 500 

 

There are other animals such as camels from Tiaty-Pokot community who also graze in the 

conservancy area. Therefore, the total number of livestock grazing the conservancy as per now 

is estimated to be: 

COWS GOATS SHEEP 

6200 4600 4500 

Table 4: Livestock grazing in Kabarion Conservancy as at 2019 

3.3 Irong conservancy  

Irong Hill was agreed upon as the Rangeland Management Unit for piloting of PRM.  

3.3.1 Features of Irong Hill 

 Irong Hill in its entirety is a 300- acre piece of land set aside by the community for 

conservation and is used as a dry season grazing area shared by 5 locations (Kamar, 

Kapkuikui, Loboi, Kaibosoi and Kaibos). Therefore, rehabilitating the hill has a potential to 

boost livelihoods of many pastoralist households. 
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 The pasture/grass in this area has been depleted due to mushrooming of invasive plant 

species (luguruwe), soil erosion due to uncontrolled stocking/overgrazing, prolonged 

drought,  

 The hill borders River Molo which provides water for livestock and domestic use hence 

improving its productivity may translate to improved availability and accessibility of these 

two important factors of livestock production (fodder and water) 

 The brow and entire Irong conservancy has rich endowment of wild life including greater 

kudus, impalas, monkey etc. therefore, the need for favorable environment for co-existence 

of wildlife and domestic as well as human cannot be overemphasized including improving 

the pasture and easing mobility. This has potential to solve wildlife/domestic animal and 

wildlife/human conflict which are majorly resource based.  

 This area supports over 14,500 people living in the five surrounding locations, over 100,000 

livestock and over 27,000 wildlife including zebras, greater kudus, baboons, rock hyraxes, 

gazelles, impalas, leopard, hyenas, warthogs, klipspringers and dikdik.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Kaptombes Archaeological Site - All Season Grazing area in Irong Conservancy 
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3.3.2 Proposed measures for improvement 

With these great features of Irong Hill, the following recommendations were made for 

improvement of the unit:  

1. Re-seeding: This will be done on the 50-acre piece of land at the top of the mountain. The 

seeds will then be distributed among the members for their private grazing lands to ensure 

a holistic approach of improving fodder production on both private and community land. 

This will ensure the hill brow is not overexploited even during periods of prolonged 

droughts, because the private grazing areas have abundance of fodder. 

2. Capacity building of the community members on conservation. The community needs to 

have all their members trained on importance of conservation activities as a best practice 

for rangeland resource management. 

3. Pasture management: train groups on pasture management so that they can grow plenty 

of it and keep it safe for constant supply of fodder for domestic animals. 

4. Removal of the invasive plants, ‘Luguruwe’ to allow for the re-seeding of pastures and 

natural regeneration of pasture/grass. 

5. Construction of water points on the hill brow to reduce on time spent by the community 

members moving all the way to River Molo to water their animals and fetch water for 

domestic purposes.  

6. Tree planting at the river banks; this is meant to prevent soil erosion along the river banks 

affecting water catchment areas that feed in to the river. 

3.3.3 Rangeland Management Institution  

Irong conservancy committee was agreed as the overall management structure, however the 

committee is working to establish a grazing committee for the Irong Hill brow rangeland 

management unit. 
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The Iron Conservancy Committee is composed of 18 members out of which 5 are women and 

13 are men.  

 

Figure 8: Gender representation in Irong conservancy committee 

3.3.4 Population Distribution Per location – Irong  

Table 5: Human Population 

Location  Population  

Kapkuikui  2,000 

Kamar  2,000 

Kaibosoi  4,000 

Loboi  3,000 

Kaibos  3,500 

Total  14,500 

 

Male , 13, 72% 

Female , 5, 28% 

IRONG CONSERVANCY COMMITTEE  
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Table 6: Livestock Population 

Location  Cows  Goats/sheep  Donkeys  Total  

Kapkuikui  1200 11,000 200 12,400 

Loboi  1500 18,000  19,500 

Kaibosoi  2000 14,000 1000 17,000 

Kamar  1500 18,000  19,500 

Kaibos  4,000 13,000  17,000 

Total  10,200 79,000 1,200 85,400 

 

Table 7 : Wildlife population 

Greater Kudu  400 

Zebras  100 

Baboons  1500 

Gazzeles  240  

Impala  180  

Dick dick  1000 

Rock Hyrax  800 

Leopards  2 

Batas Monkeys  50  

Cliff Springer  12 

Warthog  80  
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3.4 Paka Hills  

The community agreed to have Paka Hills as the Rangeland Management Unit. The size of the 

Unit is not quite clear since demarcation and mapping is yet to be undertaken in the area.  

3.4.1 Features of Paka hills 

The following are special features of the unit: 

 This is a dry season grazing area for 21 villages surrounding it with human population of 

approximately 8,500 (Paka location). This means it is freely accessible to all residents of 

Paka location and can greatly boost their animal production.  

 The unit has a history of successful conservation efforts leading to abundant pasture during 

the dry season. However, conservation hasn’t been successfully undertaken in the recent 

past leading to depletion of the resources hence communities have been forced to migrate 

to other places in search of pasture and water. This in turn has affected the schooling of the 

children because of the movement resulting to very high illiteracy levels. 

 Special species of plants that have been playing an important role in prevention of soil 

erosion as well as those that serve medicinal purposes have been overexploited, such as 

aloe vera 

 Human activities have increased in the hill including logging for agricultural production 

leading to deforestation 

 Inter-community conflicts which are resource based have increased in the area due to scant 

livestock production resources especially fodder. Improving its productivity may address 

these conflicts. 

 Lack of clear agreements on grazing on the hill has done great disservice to the resources 

and resource users as well 
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3.4.2 Potential solutions envisaged 

1. Reinstituting the grazing committees; comprising five elders from each of the 21 villages to 

ensure equal representation in the management structure and decision making processes. 

2. Development of clear rules on access and use of the grazing area 

3. Reseeding the dry grazing area to ensure abundance of fodder in all seasons of the year 

4. Awareness creation at village levels to ensure all the residents understand the 

rehabilitation efforts being undertaken on the hill  

Figure 9 : Leadership representation in Paka 

 

4.0 Conclusion  

 The defining of the rangelands unit was carried out in all the four project sites. While it 

was possible to identify the unit and sub-units in Irong, Koitegan and Kabarion, Tiaty felt 

that they still needed to consult their leaders and the community further in order to 

make a decision.  

 The defining of the units and the sub-units was mainly informed by the associated range 

resources that support pastoral livelihoods  

Male , 105, 100% 

Female , 0, 0% 

Paka Hills  

Male

Female
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 The exercise also identified some of the challenges that affect the rangelands key 

among them being degradation of land, depletion of resources, soil erosion, invasive 

species, unpredictable weather patterns among others  

 It was also noted that apart from Tiaty, other project sites (Irong, Koitegan and 

Kabarion) had a committee in place which was responsible for the day to day 

management of the conservancies.  

 Tiaty is more managed by a council of elders with support from the chiefs 

 Women and youth representation in all the project sites need to be strengthened hence 

the need for a deliberate move to engage the youth and women. This could even 

include supporting projects that allow foe women / youth engagement.  
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Figure 10 : A Section of the Paka Hills rangelands in Tiaty 


