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Participatory rangeland management (PRM) was developed in Ethiopia as a tool
for strengthening rangeland management, and the tenure and resource security
of pastoralists. Introductory guidelines set out three stages of PRM and eight
steps.

A remote-sensing based analysis of the change in biophysical conditions in the
village lands was undertaken by comparing land use/land cover from the period
near or just before the development of the PRM plan (circa 2008) with the land
use/land cover from the most recent imagery available (circa 2017).
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In 2017/18, a review of the process and impact of PRM was undertaken to
understand its application in different contexts, and its impact on rangeland
management and and tenure security.
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strengthening multi-stakeholder planning processes, management bodies and

processes, and SLM investments including rangeland rehabilitation, for

example through bush clearing and communal exclosures.

Communities stated women are a key part of the decision-making process

2. However, organisations supporting PRM application have failed to invest in
strengthening an enabling environment in terms of the development of
supporting policy and legislation. PRM is not well integrated within
government structures and public support for the process remains weak.
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or provide baselines from which impact can be measured. Unless this is
addressed it will be challenging to assess whether PRM has been successful.
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