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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we explore the interactions between political, social and environmental changes and forest
governance in Kenya, through a study of Mukogodo forest in Laikipia county. Drawing on findings from key
informant and group interviews as well as analysis of policy documents, we argue that political reform processes
- including devolution and changing land and forest policies — combined with “green militarisation” and socio-
environmental changes have profound implications for the politics of forest governance in Mukogodo. The way
policy reforms interact with wider political dynamics has important implications for the management of envi-
ronmental change. We find that competing claims to authority both within and between communities are
exacerbated by increasingly weaponised resource management regimes, electoral politics and a territorialisation
of resource rights. Contestations and tensions between different social groups ensue as some gain secure access to
forest resources while others do not. Claims to decision-making authority over resources or to socio-political
positions in general are often made based on ethnicity, gender, age, clan, education levels or other di-
mensions of social differentiation. The way that groups and organisations portray others as mismanaging the
forest — and themselves as solving the problem — also forms part of how authority claims are being made in forest
governance. The result is a forest governance regime that exhibits less flexibility and cooperation between social
groups living in and around the forest, thus undermining livestock mobility and other practices that are critical
for the resilience of pastoral systems in a changing climate.

1. Introduction

including land, forest and climate change policies, often become an
arena for struggle over authority and state—citizen relations (Sikor and

Forest governance is at the heart of how environmental variability
and change is managed in many societies. Within climate change policy
discourses, the governance of forests and other natural resources is
frequently touted as a means of building adaptive capacity and
sequestering carbon, while also conserving biodiversity (Smith et al.,
2019). Yet such governance, rather than consisting of a set of institutions
functioning to balance diverse objectives, is increasingly recognised as a
messy process of negotiations and contestations embedded within wider
shifts in politics and policy (Benjaminsen, 2017; Asiyanbi et al., 2019;
Woroniecki, 2019; Satyal et al., 2020). Instead, there is increasing
awareness of how environmental governance policies and programmes,
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Lund, 2009; Nightingale and Ojha, 2013; Nightingale, 2018). In order to
understand the role of forest governance in responding to environmental
change, we therefore need to deepen our understanding of how such
governance is enrolled in wider political shifts, and how people’s efforts
to manage environmental shocks and changes are nested in such dy-
namic and politicised governance contexts.

Kenya, for example, which is currently pushing forward climate
change adaptation planning at national and local levels, has been un-
dergoing rapid political changes over the past decade, with political
devolution from national to county governments in 2013, and changes
in forest and land policies, such as the National Land Policy of 2009 and
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the Community Land Act of 2016 (Republic of Kenya, 2009a, 2016a).
These political changes have been associated with increasing competi-
tion for political positions at the county level, and competition between
different groups over the recognition of land and resource rights (Lind,
2018). At the same time, evidence from around the world suggests that
decentralisation reforms do not necessarily lead to more efficient or
equitable use and management of natural resources (Ribot, 2003; Lund
et al., 2018).

Instead, policy and socio-political changes co-emerge with environ-
mental changes, such as changes in rainfall patterns, temperatures,
extreme weather events and vegetation, which directly affect people’s
livelihoods (Ensor et al., 2019). The way that such environmental
changes are perceived and described by different actors such as herders,
forest users, local leaders, government and non-governmental organi-
sations (NGOs) varies to a great extent (Goldman et al., 2016; Klenk
et al., 2017). Contestations between actors over the nature of the
problem and who has the expertise to solve it — while simultaneously
identifying mismanagement by others as cause of the problem — often
forms part of efforts to legitimise claims to authority to govern resources
(Nightingale and Ojha, 2013). Authority to make decisions regarding
forest resources is not only about access to material resources, but also
represents a recognition of people’s position in a society and as citizens
in relation to the state (Lund, 2016; Nightingale, 2017). Subjectivity
relations, such as those that position some people as more or less capable
than others, form part of social ordering processes and authorise some to
make decisions on behalf of others (Nightingale and Ojha, 2013).
Consequently, resource rights and social ordering of society can be seen
as two mutually constitutive features of authority and subjectivity re-
lations, features which also shift as policies evolve.

To explore these processes in-depth, this study examines the case of
forest governance under rapid and complex socio-political and envi-
ronmental changes in Mukogodo forest in Laikipia county, one of the
forests where participatory forest management (PFM) was first piloted
in Kenya. The forest and its surroundings provide interesting insights
into dynamics of cooperation and conflict in contemporary forest
governance as the management of the forest is directly and indirectly
influenced by simultaneous changes in national and local policies and
laws, such as the shift from group ranches to new forms of land titles
under the Community Land Act of 2016, land use changes, biodiversity
conservation projects, and environmental changes. At the same time,
Laikipia has seen increased commercialisation and privatisation of land
for farming and conservation purposes, as well as fragmentation of
grazing land (Unks et al., 2019a). Related to this, pastoralist livestock
mobility based on ecological variability — such as moving with livestock
in response to variations in rainfall and grazing - is increasingly con-
strained (Unks et al., 2019b). Conversion from group ranch to conser-
vancy land, transitions from pastoralism to agro-pastoralism, and
diverse livelihood adaptation strategies in the Mukogodo area have also
been found to shift, and sometimes exacerbate, socio-economic differ-
entiation and socio-political inequities (Ng’ang’a and Crane, 2020).

Drawing on qualitative analysis of policy documents and ethno-
graphic fieldwork data collected in the Mukogodo forest area, this study
addresses the following questions: How has the evolution of diverse
policies shaped current forest governance, particularly in terms of
shifting authority and subjectivity relations surrounding forest re-
sources? How are environmental change responses embedded in such
politicised forest governance contexts? What are the implications for the
emergence of social tensions and conflict within the governance of
environmental change?

In section 2, we provide an overview of research methods, case study
context and analytical framework, while section 3 outlines the research
findings. Section 4 discusses the implications of these findings for the
governance of environmental changes, with an emphasis on changing
patterns of subjectivities and authority. The conclusion, section 5,
summarises the main findings and reflects on implications for pastoral
lifestyles in a changing climate. We argue that overlapping claims to
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authority, further fuelled by access to weapons and electoral politics,
contribute to exacerbate tensions between different social groups. As
some groups gain more secure access to forest resources, the exclusion of
other groups from the forest creates resentment and contestations. New
governance structures undermine traditional negotiation- and resource-
sharing mechanisms important for managing environmental variability
and change.

2. Research design
2.1. Research methods

This paper draws on two main sources of qualitative data. First, we
conducted a qualitative review of current and past forest and land use
policies in Kenya, with an emphasis on the National Land Policy of 2009,
the Forest Rules 2009, the Wildlife Conservation and Management Act of
2013, the Community Land Act of 2016, and the Forest Policy of 2014
and its 2016 amendment (Republic of Kenya, 2009a,b, 2013, 2014,
2016a,b). The objective of this review was to trace shifts in the formal
policy landscape over time and their implications for forest governance
in the study site. Second, we conducted three rounds of fieldwork in
Laikipia county for a total duration of five weeks, in March 2017 and in
January and June 2018 (see Table 1 for an overview of interviews and
informant characteristics).

The sampling frame used to identify respondents in this study was
non-probabilistic and purposeful (Baxter, 2010), as the aim was not to
arrive at a statistically representative sample of informants. Instead, we
wanted to gain a qualitatively rich collection of interests and views. We
first identified the key actors in forest-governance-related processes and
approached them directly for key informant interviews. We then created
an overview of demographic and socio-economic categories of people

Table 1
Overview of interview participants in this study.
March January June Total # of
2017 2018 2018 participants

Interview style

Individual key informant 5 9 37 51
interviews

Double key informant 3 2 6 22
interviews

Focus group discussions (# 1(4) 2(4,8) 7 (10, 3, 48
of participants in each) 3, 4,3,

3,6)

Total # of participants 15 25 81 121

Interview participants’ characteristics

Government staff - 2 13 15

Non-governmental 9 2 9 20
organisation (NGO) staff

Community forest - 4 9 13
association (CFA), group
ranches and conservancy
board members

Community-based 2 - 10 12
organisation (CBO)
members”

National police reservists - 1 7 8
(NPRs)

Chiefs, assistant chiefs and - 12 9 21
village elders

Pastoralists 4 3 10 17

Internally displaced people - -
(IDPs)

Others (entrepreneur, nurse, - 1 6 7
pastor, lodge staff)

Total # of participants 15 25 81 121

Female 0 3 15 18

Male 15 22 66 103

@ Forest user group CBO, Water resource user group CBO and women’s group
CBO.
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whom we wanted to interview, to capture a wide diversity of voices and
knowledges. We specifically tried to include the least powerful and most
“invisible” groups in these villages; these were identified as people living
in poverty, people with disabilities, migrants from other parts of the
country and minority ethnic groups. With the help of local research
assistants we identified and approached people randomly or purpose-
fully until we reached a point of saturation within each category. Group
interviews were conducted with groups of people who in various ways
had something in common, in terms of gender, age or involvement in a
certain group or institution.

It is, however, important to note that local cultural traditions and
practical challenges made it difficult for our team to interview women,
and in spite of our best intentions and efforts we unfortunately ended up
with a heavily male-dominated group of interview respondents. These
methodological experiences confirm our findings that women are mar-
ginalised in formal forest governance structures and political decision-
making processes in the study area. The limited variety of female voi-
ces in our sample prevents us from going deeper into gender-related
issues in this paper. Instead, we refer readers to Coulter et al. (2019)’s
fascinating study on barriers and opportunities for female participation
in decision-making about water in Laikipia, Kenya.

In March 2017, nine key informant interviews (NGO staff and water
resource user associations) and one group interview with pastoralists
representing group ranches around Mukogodo forest were carried out
(see Table 1). These were carried out in the vicinity of Nanyuki town, the
county capital of Laikipia (see Map 1), because violence and land in-
vasions made travel to the Mukogodo forest area and the surrounding

LEGEND
Designated ‘Abandoned lands’

Sub-divided farms grazed by pastoralists
Protected areas and swamps
Government land & outspans
Large farms

Large scale ranches
Mukogodo group ranches
Mukogodo private farms
Settlement schemes
Sub-divided cultivated farms

Towns

EOO000ONEECON

Data sources: Laikipia Wildlife Forum,
Nanyuki, Kenya

Map 1. Different landholding types in Laikipia county, Kenya

Forest Policy and Economics 132 (2021) 102590

rangelands unsafe. In January 2018, however, we could travel more or
less freely in the area, and conducted a total of five key informant in-
terviews with pastoralist men and women and one group interview in Il
Ngwezi (eastern side) and Makurian (near Doldol, western side of the
forest) and one group interview with Maasai elders in Leparua (south-
eastern side of the forest) in addition to eight key informant interviews
with community forest association (CFA) members, and NGO and gov-
ernment staff in Nanyuki town. In June 2018, the team returned to
conduct further interviews in a variety of sites inside and around the
Mukogodo forest. Some interviews were also conducted in Nanyuki,
Leparua, Lewa Conservancy and Archers Post in Isiolo county, and
Westgate Conservancy in Samburu county. In addition to these in-
terviews, we attended a two-day workshop about land and natural
resource governance in Laikipia organized by an NGO, with more than
35 participants from different stakeholder groups.

Guidelines for ethical research were followed in the entire process. A
research permit was granted by the National Commission for Science,
Technology and Innovation (NACOSTI) in Nairobi, and local govern-
ment authorities were informed about the research project. Before
starting each interview, we provided the research participants with
comprehensive information in the local language about the format and
objectives of the research project, the rights of research participants,
protection of their personal information, purpose of using a tape
recorder and so on. All research participants agreed to the terms of the
interview and gave oral informed consent to participate.

(Source: Laikipia Wildlife Forum). Study sites include No. 173: Mukogodo Forest Reserve, 113: Kurikuri group ranch, 137: Makurian group ranch, 74: Il Ngwezi
group ranch and 124: Lekurruki group ranch. Some interviews were also conducted in No. 296: Nanyuki town, 35: Dol Dol town, and in four locations in Isiolo and
Samburu county not included in this map: Lewa conservancy, Leparua group ranch, Archers Post town and Westgate conservancy.
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2.2. Case study context

Mukogodo forest is located in the north-eastern corner of Laikipia — a
county famous for wildlife tourism and spectacular landscapes, located
close to the centre of Kenya. A variety of land tenure and land use types
exist in Laikipia, including group ranches, privately owned ranches,
community or privately owned wildlife conservancies, privately owned
smallholder land, government land, and forest reserves such as Muko-
godo (see Map 1). The Mukogodo forest lies in the drier northeastern
part of the county, which receives between 250 and 500 mm rainfall
annually (County Government of Laikipia, 2018). The forest was
gazetted as a state forest in 1937, and it remains formally protected as a
forest reserve, as defined by the Kenya Wildlife Conservation and
Management Act, 2013 (Republic of Kenya, 2013).

The Mukogodo Forest Reserve covers 30,000 ha and is one of the few
remaining dry forests in Kenya (M mboroki et al., 2018). Dryland forests
are a critical, though somewhat underexplored, point of interaction
between environmental governance and socio-political changes. For
example, hilltop and riverine forests in the Kenyan drylands are
particularly important for biodiversity, for the livelihoods of pastoral-
ists, farmers and other forest users, and for climate change adaptation.
They also often become arenas over which national and local power
struggles are fought (Eriksen et al., 2006; Eriksen and Lind, 2009). At the
same time, there are serious concerns about the loss of forest cover in
Kenya (estimated to be about 5000 ha per annum in recent years) owing
to illegal logging, illegal squatters, the changing lifestyle of forest-
dwelling communities, unclear forest zonation, the introduction of
irregular settlements and expansion of agricultural land (Nkonya et al.,
2016).

Mukogodo forest is considered to be the ancestral home of the Yakuu
indigenous population (now also known as Mukogodo Maasai). The
Yakuu were originally Cushitic people from Ethiopia who migrated to
Mukogodo forest more than a century ago and settled in caves, where
they largely depended on hunting, gathering, beekeeping, foraging and
keeping small-scale livestock (Kagombe et al., 2004). However, between
1925 and 1936, the Yakuu were assimilated into Maasai culture, and
largely changed from Cushitic-speaking foragers to Maa-speaking pas-
toralists (Unks et al., 2019a). Mukogodo forest also provides a vital
lifeline for the Laikipia Maasai community living around the forest. The
forest forms part of the traditional migration route from the dry plains in
the region and up to Mount Kenya, used by a variety of pastoralist
groups to access water and grazing especially when droughts intensify. It
has therefore served as a site of contestations and negotiations between
different socio-ethnic groups from Laikipia and beyond for decades.

Competition over access to and control over resources commonly
lead to non-violent, and at times violent, conflicts between different
types of social actors in Laikipia, such as different pastoralist groups,
farmers and conservationists (Bond and Mkutu, 2018; Fox, 2018). These
conflicts are sometimes triggered by drought, but are often worsened by
- or may even originate from — political tensions, especially in relation to
elections (Greiner, 2013) when politicians covertly or overtly support
violent actions to claim land access by “their” communities against the
neighbouring communities in a bid to endear themselves to electorates
(Bond, 2014). In the run-up to elections in 2017, Laikipia even made
international headlines, when the British-born Tristan Voorspuy, co-
owner of the Sossian ranch and nature conservancy, was shot to death
by “armed herders” while inspecting a burnt lodge on his ranch (BBC,
2017). Just a few weeks later, Kuki Gallmann, internationally renowned
author of I Dreamed of Africa, was ambushed and shot on her expansive
private ranch and nature conservancy in Laikipia West (Al Jazeera,
2017). In response to these events, several zones of Laikipia - including
Mukogodo East - were declared “dangerous” by the Internal Cabinet
Secretary Joseph Nkaissery, and President Kenyatta ordered the
deployment of military troops to restore law and order in the area
(Ndirangu, 2017; Njuguna, 2017). Although the attacks on Gallmann
and Voorspuy garnered the most media attention, the brunt of violence
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was borne by local pastoralists and small-scale farmers already suffering
from the ravages of an ongoing drought.

2.3. Analytical framework: authority and subjectivities in the politics of
forest governance

We approach environmental governance as being interacting pro-
cesses of decision-making regarding how environmental resources are
used. In the context of this study, environmental resources include forest
and surrounding grazing lands, denoted here as forest governance.
Formal authority for governing a territory, resource or sector is often
vested in government actors through policies, programmes, rules and
regulations. However, environmental policy seldom consists of tidy,
linear, decision-making processes; rather, policy forms part of processes
of negotiation between multiple actors and is enmeshed in power re-
lations (Keeley and Scoones, 2003; Asiyanbi et al., 2019). In addition,
governance signifies much more than government actions; it also in-
cludes how environmental systems are governed by various institutional
arrangements and norms, including customary law and leaders, norms
for interaction between groups, civil society action, as well as the private
sector (Paavola, 2007). Hybrid modes of governance across the divisions
of state, market, and community, often emerge (Lemos and Agrawal,
2006). As argued by Nightingale (2017), governance is not just about
institutions such as rules, norms, policies and institutional and organ-
isational design; governance takes place through struggles over au-
thority to make decisions. Nightingale observes how, for the case of
Nepal, environmental governance often becomes a site of both conflict
and cooperation, as it evolves amid complex environmental and political
changes, as well as competing understandings of problems and solu-
tions. Accordingly, forest governance can be studied as the power re-
lations through which decisions are made regarding forest resources.

Drawing on Nightingale (2017), Lund (2016), and Eriksen et al.
(2015), we use subjectivity and authority as our empirical entry points
for unpacking power relations and investigating how they shape the way
that different social actors make decisions regarding natural resources.
Of particular interest is how shifts in policies interact with local forest
governance. Therefore, we investigate how formal shifts in rights over
land and forest resources together with political devolution have altered
authority relations in decision-making, such as who gets to access and
use resources, and in which ways. Furthermore, we probe how these
relations and power struggles are manifested in subjectivity relations,
such as who is considered to be a “good forest manager” or who belongs
to the “local community”, legitimising their authority to access and/or
make decisions over forest and grazing resources.

We see the concept of authority as being relations that are consti-
tuted by daily interactions and decision-making processes. These re-
lations are enacted by someone claiming the authority to decide on
forest resources, and the way that such decisions are respected or con-
tested through various means (Eriksen et al., 2015). In the context of the
Mukogodo case, we interrogate both attempts to claim or resist partic-
ular subjectivities and authority relations in daily decision-making and
problem understandings by diverse actors. Moreover, various actors use
policy formation and implementation as a platform for claiming au-
thority, and for asserting rights as political and cultural citizens.

3. Forest governance in the face of political, social and
environmental changes in and around Mukogodo forest

3.1. Political devolution and forest governance

Following the new Constitution in 2010, Kenya joined other African
countries in devolving key state functions, such as agriculture, health,
water and sanitation services and natural resource management, to
lower administration levels. This devolution was institutionalised after
the 2013 election, which brought 47 county governors into office for the
first time (Nyandiko, 2020). Since then, the county government has been
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mandated to manage services derived from natural resources in the
county, while the forest resources themselves are national, and managed
by the Kenya Forest Service (KFS). Being a forest reserve with wildlife,
Mukogodo is also co-managed by Kenya Wildlife Services (KWS). This
means that forest resources in principle are owned by the national
government, while they are managed by a variety of national, county
and local actors, like KFS, KWS and a local CFA (see an overview of
different actors involved in natural resource management in Mukogodo
forest in Appendix 1). The devolution in Kenya has brought competition
and tension between national and county governments (Cheeseman
et al., 2016; Bond and Mkutu, 2018; Lind, 2018; Mbuvi et al., 2018).
This complexity of organisations with decision-making authority is not
only a source of conflict and tension between the different government
organisations and between resource managers; it also complicates
decision-making processes regarding forest resources, and creates space
for local and private actors to legitimise authority claims, largely
following ethnic lines. For example, the ILMAMUSI CFA, supported by
non-governmental actors such as the Northern Rangelands Trust, can
now make decisions regarding who can access the forest and grazing
areas, and how, while also having the power to police such decisions
using armed forest rangers. This is further described in sections 3.3 and
3.4.

3.2. Changing land policies: towards community management paradigms

As mentioned earlier, the land tenure system in Laikipia has over the
years been a source of conflict and, at times, of violent clashes between
different types of land users (Fox, 2018). At independence, all land that
was not in private or government ownership became trust land, under
the control of county councils on behalf of the local populations. In total,
approximately 78.5% of the total land area in Kenya, mainly in the arid
and semi-arid lands (ASALs), was trust land. The Trust Land Act No. 28
of 1938 made provisions for different rights and controlled the occu-
pation. The Act also provided for the procedures for the setting aside of
land for a variety of purposes (Colony Protectorate of Kenya, 1938). Of
particular relevance to forestry development was that the Act made
provisions for general conservation, protection and controlled uti-
lisation of trees and other forest products on land, other than gazetted
forest reserves (Matiru, 1999; Republic of Kenya, 2012).

The Trust Land Act was vital in defining the history of settlement and
land use in Laikipia county. During the colonial period, most of the
Maasai population had been resettled south towards Narok and Kajiado
through Anglo-Maasai treaties in 1904 and 1911 in order to give space
to European settlers. The ranches and farms in Laikipia became part of
what became known as the “White highlands”. The inequitable land
ownership that resulted from the displacement of the pastoralists is seen
as the source of land grievances in Laikipia to date (Hughes, 2005; Bond
and Mkutu, 2018). To try to resolve the situation, the post-independence
government encouraged pastoralist groups to establish group ranches in
the mid-1960s to mid-1970s, where a group such as a Maasai clan would
manage the grazing resources communally. The definition of this
“group” was outlined in the Land Adjudication Act, 1968, as “a tribe,
clan, section, family or other group of persons, whose land under rec-
ognised customary law belongs communally to the persons who are for
the time being the members of the group, together with any person of
whose land the group is determined to be the owner under the proviso to
section 23(2)(a) of this Act” (Republic of Kenya, 1968a). Four group
ranches around Mukogodo forest were established between 1970 and
1974, namely Lekurruki, Kuri Kuri, Il Ngwezi and Makurian, in an effort
to exercise “three functions: land-holding, resource management, and
community organization” (Galaty, 1994: 110). The group ranches also
collaborated among themselves to manage Mukogodo forest — in
particular, forest grazing.

In an effort to bring about further land reforms in Kenya, two
influential policy documents have been developed over the past two
decades: The National Land Policy of 2009 and the Community Land Act
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of 2016 (Republic of Kenya, 2009a, 2016a). The Land Policy of 2009
recognised and protected the rights of forest-, water-dependent or other
natural-resource-dependent communities and facilitated their access to,
co-management and derivation of benefits from the resources. The
Community Land Act of 2016, on the other hand, gives effect to and
provides guidelines for the practical implementation of Article 63 (5) of
the Constitution; to provide for the recognition, protection and regis-
tration of community land rights; management and administration of
community land; to provide for the role of county governments in
relation to unregistered community land and for connected purposes.
Under Article 5: Protection of community land rights (Republic of
Kenya, 2016a: 7) — the Community Land Act states that:

1) Every person shall have the right, either individually or in associa-
tion with others, to acquire and own property, in accordance with
Article 40 of the Constitution—

a) of any description; and
b) in any part of Kenya.

2) Customary land rights shall be recognised, adjudicated for and
documented for purposes of registration in accordance with this Act
and any other written law.

3) Customary land rights, including those held in common, shall have
equal force and effect in law with freehold or leasehold rights ac-
quired through allocation, registration or transfer.

The Community Land Act 2016 has been lauded as a victory for
indigenous peoples’ rights, as it shifts authority relations by recognising
local populations as capable and legitimate managers of land; however,
its implementation has so far been slow (Wily, 2018). Awareness of the
new Act remains very low among the pastoral populations, who were
intended as the primary beneficiaries. In Laikipia, the group ranches are
now supposed to re-register as community lands, and the group ranch
committees should be replaced with community land committees.
However, the implementation of this policy needs to be handled with
care due to the potential conflicts it is bound to cause. For example, who
should be registered as members of these new community land groups?
The same as those who were originally registered as members of the
group ranch, or not? Who belongs to these “communities” today? In the
Act, a community is defined as “a consciously distinct and organized
group of users of community land who are citizens of Kenya and share
any of the following attributes: (a) common ancestry; (b) similar culture
or unique mode of livelihood; (c) socio-economic or other similar
common interest; (d) geographical space; (e) ecological space; or (f)
ethnicity” (Republic of Kenya, 2016a: 528). This creates some ambiguity
as to who belongs or does not belong to a certain community. For
instance, should Samburu pastoralists living near Mukogodo forest also
belong to the Maasai “community” there since they share similar culture
and unique mode of livelihood? In effect, the Community Land Act may
create competing subjectivity claims to be a “community member” or
people with “common ancestry”, in order to assert authority over land
and resources. The issue of how to handle formal recognition of
customary resource rights based on claims of indigeneity and belonging
to an area has become highly contested in several forest areas in Kenya,
such as the Mau forest,’ and could potentially also further exacerbate
tensions in the Mukogodo area.

The definition and scope of indigenous peoples’ human rights are
usually contentious in the context of Africa (Genugten, 2010). The Af-
rican Charter established the African Commission on Human and Peo-
ples’ Rights (ACHPR) in 1987 with a mandate to protect and promote
human and peoples’ rights in Africa, which recognises and works to

1 “Two years on, Kenya has yet to implement judgment in Ogiek case”, Press
release, Minority Rights Group. URL: https://minorityrights.org/2019/06/05/t
wo-years-on-kenya-has-yet-to-implement-judgment-in-ogiek-case-mrg-stat
ement/, accessed 31.10.2020.
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promote the rights of indigenous people. Kenya has a multi-ethnic
population and more than 25 communities self-identify as indigenous
(IWGIA, 2012) However, the legal definition of indigenous people in
Kenya remains unsolved. “Indigenous peoples” is not used as a legal
term in the Community Land Act nor in the Constitution, but both
acknowledge the rights of marginalised communities. These commu-
nities include hunter—gatherers and pastoralists, both communities who
experience economic marginalisation and socio-political exclusion in a
state dominated by the interests of larger agricultural groups (IWGIA,
2012). Section 30 of the Community Land Act 2016 cites non-
discrimination policies and it states as follows: “(1) Every member of
the community has the right to equal benefit from community land. (2)
Equality includes full and equal enjoyment of rights of use and access.
(3) Women, men, youth, minority, persons with disabilities and mar-
ginalised groups have the right to equal treatment in all dealings in
community land” (Republic of Kenya, 2016a). Consequently, the ways
in which claims to be part of a community come to be recognised or
resisted — for example through historical residence or resource use and
as mediated by institutions such as marriage, land registration and
group ranch membership — is critical to land rights. The way that land
rights are socially differentiated in the face of land reform are therefore
co-shaped by power relations, including subjectivity relations along
gender, ethnicity, age and livelihood dimensions.

3.3. Changing forest policies: towards participatory forestry paradigms

Forest management in Kenya has gone through considerable policy
changes and paradigm shifts since the colonial era. Before the intro-
duction of the current state-controlled system of forest conservation by
the colonial government, through Sessional Paper No. 7 of 1957/58
(Colony Protectorate of Kenya, 1958), local and traditional institutions
regulated forest resource ownership, access, and utilisation patterns.
The first post-colonial and Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1968 followed the
same trajectory as the colonial Sessional Paper No. 7 of 1957, with the
central theme being the protective aspect of climate, water and soil and
as a source of supply of forest produce for all uses by the inhabitants of
Kenya, and as a revenue earner of high potential (Republic of Kenya,
1968b). Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1968 came into existence after the
enactment of the Forests Act (Cap 385 Laws of Kenya [now repealed]),
which was passed by the legislature in 1962 (Chebii, 2015), and rec-
ognised the role of indigenous forest for protection of water catchment
areas. Forest scholars are mainly in agreement that these two documents
failed in two fundamental ways. First, the approach failed to check the
loss of forests through deforestation and degradation (Odera, 2009) and
second, the approach failed to address the needs of communities for
livelihoods and poverty reduction (Oduor and Githiomi, 2012; Chebii,
2015). For example, the national forest cover in 2010 was 6.99%, while
protected forest areas cover was about 3.2% of the total land area
compared to around 12% of the total land area 50 years ago (Republic of
Kenya, 2016¢). In the case of Mukogodo Forest Reserve, although
Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1968 did not fully recognise the rights of the
indigenous people in forest governance, the Yakuu (Mukogodo Maasai)
remained in the forest with little interference.

The most significant post-colonial changes to forest governance in
Kenya started with the introduction of participatory forestry manage-
ment (PFM). PFM is often used as a general term to indicate local
participation in forest governance, and it involves a multi-stakeholder
approach where the private sector, institutions and communities are
involved in the management of forests and sharing of benefits that
accrue from them (Ongugo et al., 2008). The PFM approach was first
introduced as a pilot project in the Arabuko Sokoke forest in 1997
(Mutune and Lund, 2016) and later extended to other forests, including
Mukogodo forest in Laikipia county. After the piloting phase, the PFM
approach was legalised through the enactment of the Forest Act in 2005
(Republic of Kenya, 2005). The Act was further reinforced by the
adoption of the new Constitution in 2010 (Republic of Kenya, 2010a),
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which introduced a devolved system of governance.

With the adoption of the Forest Act in 2005, a CFA”? was formed to
manage the Mukogodo forest, consisting largely of representatives from
the four group ranches surrounding the forest. The CFA was named
ILMAMUSI CFA, to denote the four group ranches it covers (described in
section 3.2): IL Ngwezi, MAkurian, MUkogodo (also called Kuri Kuri)
and Sleku (also called Lekurruki). The forest was, and still is, subdivided
into four areas corresponding to the group ranch boundaries. The for-
mation of the CFA added yet another layer of complexity to decision-
making processes, on top of existing local forest management in-
stitutions such as clan leaders/elders and group ranch management
committees.

The Forest Act of 2005 and its amendment of 2016 institutionalised
PFM and were seen as turning points in Kenya’s forest management. The
implementation of PFM, however, has faced several challenges in Kenya
and beyond. In Tanzania, for example, PFM has been found to have
complex effects on forest governance and livelihoods, with mixed results
from PFM in REDD+° related projects (Benjaminsen, 2017; Corbera
et al., 2020). In the case of Mukogodo forest, we find that the imple-
mentation of PFM led to a new governance structure that replaced
traditional and more flexible negotiation- and resource-sharing mecha-
nisms with a more formalised and rigid system. Key informant in-
terviews on all sides of the forest also revealed that women, despite their
critical role in adaptation strategies (Ng'ang’a and Crane, 2020), are not
allowed to register as landowners in the group ranch registry nor own
cattle, and are dependent on husbands or male clan members to influ-
ence decision-making. This is because it is largely socially unacceptable
for women to supersede men’s decision-making roles or take up formal
positions. For example, the chair of one of the group ranches said that
women could not become members of group ranch boards since “in
Maasai culture women are not supposed to speak up” and instead had to
let their husbands take up matters with the elders or the group ranch
boards. Yet, some of these patterns are shifting, with contestations over
membership of committees exemplifying subjectivity relations and so-
cial differentiation across gender, age, education and livelihoods.

Past studies in Kenya have found that natural resource governance is
highly gendered, leading to the exclusion of women from resource ac-
cess and decision-making processes. In order to enhance gender equity,
Kenyan national policy limits the representation of either men or women
to two-thirds in any governance arrangement (Bikketi et al., 2016; Ife-
jika Speranza and Bikketi, 2018). Gender inequities are deeply
embedded in social structures and relations and shifts are slow, espe-
cially in the context of Laikipia Maasai culture which is highly patriar-
chal (Ng’ang’a and Crane, 2020). Policy-led gender equity efforts at the
national level are not necessarily reflected in specific policies such as
those on forest or climate change adaptation. Neither the Forest Con-
servation and Management Act, 2016, nor the Community Land Act, 20
16, discriminate on land ownership based on gender. For example,
Article 48(1) of the Forest Act 2016 states that a member of a forest
community may, together with other members or persons resident in the
same area, register a community forest association. As mentioned in
section 3.2, the Community Land Act gives every person the right to
acquire and own property. Further, Article 7(5) states that “the com-
munity shall elect between seven and fifteen members from among
themselves to be the members of the community land management
committee as provided in section 15, who shall come up with a
comprehensive register of communal interest holders”. While the law
states that all community members are included, no particular gender

2 Currently, there are over 325 registered CFAs that are spread across the
country, according to Kenya Forest Service’s (KFS) website, URL: http://www.
kenyaforestservice.org/ (accessed 31.10.2020).

3 REDD+ are efforts aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions from
deforestation in developing countries, and are linked to the climate convention
URL: http://www.redd.unfccc.int (accessed 18.8.2021)
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provisions are made that could address local social exclusion processes.

Furthermore, populations not included in the original four group
ranches and the CFA are commonly excluded from access to grazing
areas in the forest, especially during the drought seasons. As will be
explained later in the paper, the access rights to Mukogodo forests are
now enforced by armed rangers known as National Police Reservists
(NPRs). In key informant interviews, both Samburu and some Maasai
informants explained how past management regimes governed by
grazing committees mainly made up of clan elders provided access to
many groups for grazing at different times of the year. There were
informal provisions for and access rights given to groups who were not
within the immediate vicinity of the forest. Such rights were given on
the understanding that access carries with it the responsibility to
conserve the environment by not cutting trees. With the introduction of
the CFA, however, only clans settled within the immediate vicinities of
the forest were recognised as members of the CFA. This formal mem-
bership mainly meant that only the Maasai community could belong to
the CFA, since they lived around the forest, unlike groups such as the
Samburu. During interviews, Samburu pastoralists who have seasonally
used Mukogodo as a drought grazing and migration corridor to Mount
Kenya during severe droughts, voiced concern and resentment about
increasingly being excluded from grazing lands around Mukogodo for-
est. For instance, a Samburu pastoralist argued as follows:

Before, people moved from one place, they talked to other commu-
nities, they all got together, they dressed together. If there was rains
on the other side, you moved to the other side freely. (...) But you see
when politicians get in and say, “You need to protect your land, stop
other people coming in to your land”. That is where conflict gets and
people start fighting. (...) And also, you know, like the land issues. It
is also, you know, brought by the police. Because they say, “Hey, this
boundary here is only Maasai, no Turkana no Samburu are allowed
to come and graze their livestock”. Community themselves have
their ways of solving boundary problems. They are neighbors and if
my neighbour has a problem I will have to work with my neighbour.

[Interviewer: So, previously it was easier to negotiate access to those
areas?

Respondent:] It was very easy. (...) Samburu and Maasai they speak
one language, so you find your uncle on the other side, you find your
in-laws, and it is all your people who are your blood. So, the com-
munity was very easy” (male Samburu pastoralist, 23.06.2018).

Membership in the CFA is an important source of authority and ac-
cess. The CFA are legally recognised as co-managers of the forest by the
Forest Management and Conservation Act of 2016 (Republic of Kenya,
2016b). The CFA has authority to enforce rules (in collaboration with
KFS or other relevant government bodies), such as those aimed at pre-
venting illegal harvesting of forest products. According to Section 49(2)
of the Act, the CFAs manage and can accrue benefits from a range of
forest products, including:

(a) collection of medicinal herbs; (b) harvesting of honey; (c) har-
vesting of timber or fuel wood; (d) grass harvesting and grazing; (e)
collection of forest produce for community-based industries; (f)
ecotourism and recreational activities; (g) scientific and education
activities; (h) plantation establishment through non-resident culti-
vation; (i) contracts to assist in carrying out specified forestry oper-
ations; (j) development of community wood and non-wood forest-
based industries; and (k) other benefits which may from time to time
be agreed upon between an association and the Service” ([KFS] Re-
public of Kenya, 2016b: 712).

Section 49(1) (e) also authorises the CFA to enter into partnership
with others in measures to ensure conservation and management of the
forest. The CFA has increasingly become a common first reference point
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for multilateral, bilateral and non-governmental development organi-
sations seeking groups to work with or engage in community decision-
making in project implementation. More generally, CFA membership
signifies a recognition of belonging to “the community”. Such belonging
is increasingly important to be able to claim land access under the
Community Land Act. Accordingly, membership of the CFA gives
decision-making authority over and access to key resources, in addition
to a position of influence within the community and in relation to
external actors such as government and development organisations.

3.4. Environmental conservation: green militarisation and exclusion

Despite being located in the ASAL region of Kenya, Laikipia county is
among the richest in biodiversity in the country (County Government of
Laikipia, 2018). The biodiversity of Laikipia is however, as elsewhere in
Kenya and the world, under threat from human population growth,
increasing livestock numbers, climate change, as well as policy, insti-
tutional and market failures (Ogutu et al., 2016). Over the years, and
supported by Kenya’s Wildlife Conservation and Management Act 2013,
there has therefore been a mushrooming of private and community
conservancies to protect this rich biodiversity and keystone species. And
it appears to have been at least relatively successful - the decline in
wildlife numbers has been lower in Laikipia over the past 40 years
(1977-2016) than in the 20 other rangeland counties (Ogutu et al.,
2016). A study from 2012 also found that species richness was higher in
conservancies and sanctuaries in Laikipia than in fenced private ranches
and group ranches (Kinnaird and O’brien, 2012).

The Wildlife Conservation and Management Act defines a wildlife
conservancy as “land set aside by an individual landowner, body
corporate, group of owners or a community for purposes of wildlife
conservation under the provisions of this Act” (Republic of Kenya, 2013:
1250). Conservancies in Kenya offer a potential means to tackle several
critical issues through a common approach and framework, including
poverty, wildlife loss, resource conflicts, environmental degradation and
weak local governance. The first time the term “conservancy” was used
to describe non-state protected areas was in 1995 with the establishment
of Lewa Wildlife Conservancy (a private conservancy owned by a single
large landowner), and Namunyak Community Conservancy (a commu-
nity conservancy managed by Maasai groups). The conservancy move-
ment has since blossomed with 22 conservancies being established in the
1990s, 57 in the 2000s and 69 by the year 2010 (KWCA, 2019). Laikipia
has a host of numerous wildlife conservancies with the highest number
of private conservancies in the country (nine conservancies covering
156,494 ha) including Ol Pajeta, Lewa and Borana, as well as commu-
nity conservancies such as Il Ngwezi and Lekurruki.

The community conservancies have also become a focal point for
development agencies and other stakeholders who want to support
biodiversity conservation. A good example is the Northern Rangelands
Trust (NRT), which has played a significant role in the establishment of
the community conservancies. NRT has also supported the recruitment
and payment of NPRs to serve as armed community rangers under the
management of the conservancies, and they have Rapid Response Se-
curity teams which serves as a backup armed force to the conservancy
rangers (see appendix 1 for more information about the mandate and
role of NRT and the NPRs in forest governance). One of the NRT rep-
resentatives interviewed for this study expressed the view that as a result
of their organisation, the northern parts of Kenya have changed
dramatically:

The north was something totally different from what we are talking
about now. There was manslaughter, killing, hatred, cattle rustling,
wildlife being poached. And all that. Over a span of thirteen to
twelve years this has changed. Warring communities now can see
each other face to face. They can share the smaller available re-
sources. They can co-exist, talk, do business if possible. (...) If it were
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not for NRT then the North could have been a no-go zone. But
through our conservancies we were able to reduce highway banditry,
we were able to reduce cattle rustling, we were able to reduce
poaching — even some poachers are turning to be ambassadors of
wildlife and talking good of wildlife (NRT staff member,
26.06.2018).

Through its role in supporting pastoralists in developing conser-
vancies, a major part of which is strengthening security structures
through the training, arming and organising of local people as NPRs, the
NRT has in effect also claimed authority in the governance of Mukogodo
forest and surrounding rangelands. Furthermore, by highlighting that
the rangelands of Laikipia are seriously degraded and in need of better
management systems, and implying that local people do not care enough
about the environment and need better governance systems to protect
their resources, the NRT are positioning themselves as an important and
legitimate actor in the governance of resources in the area, as reflected
in this interview extract:

You know how it is with rangelands. People are not focused on
rangelands. Then definitely people and wildlife will not survive.
Nearly 70% of the land is degraded. So conservancies also make sure
they focus on rangelands to ensure that maybe the rangelands remain
productive through regular rehabilitation. (...) If people don’t see
the benefits of conservation then people will never embrace it. If they
don’t benefit, they don’t see the benefit. (...) They don’t care. So as
NRT we also make sure that we link conservation to livelihoods. To
make sure we better our communities’ livelihoods (NRT staff mem-
ber, 26.06.2018).

Informants in this study expressed that these conservancies had
brought gains to biodiversity and forest conservation, income from
tourism and commercial activities, and a feeling of greater security from
the presence of armed rangers. However, they also recounted how
traditional dry season grazing areas had been limited by the shift of land
use to wildlife conservancies, in particular where private conservancies
had fenced off their land. These findings echo the results of a study from
2009 which found that the formation of the core conservation and buffer
areas of the Lekurruki conservancy exacerbated conflicts with Samburu
and Somali pastoralists who wanted to continue grazing their livestock
on this previously “vacant land” (CDC, IISD, and Saferworld, 2009).
Greiner (2012: 415) also found that the establishment of community
conservancies in East Pokot led to an exacerbation of tensions and ethnic
violence in two of the three conservancies studied, both supported by
NRT, as a result of their embeddedness in “deeper intra-societal strug-
gles over the reconfiguration and renegotiation of access to and control
over land”.

Furthermore, the NPRs and the rapid response teams were consid-
ered by many of our informants to be part of the problem rather than a
solution to the increasing violence in the Mukogodo area. Several in-
formants in this study complained that the arming of community vol-
unteers as NPRs was contributing to the proliferation of guns in the area
and increasing the risk of lethal violence. The NPRs are ostensibly
recruited, trained and armed by the Kenyan police, and are under their
formal command - but, in practice, they operate largely unsupervised,
with minimal training (Njuguna et al., 2015). For instance, a young man
in Mukogodo forest said:

In my opinion arming people in the name of NPRs doesn’t bring
peace. (...) they are warriors like us. Those who have been given
guns have not been taught the law as the police who have been taken
to Manyani and taught to follow orders. These are just the local
people. They are just taught to use the gun that is all. So if you give a
local person a gun and tell them to try and bring peace. He will not
bring peace when he has a gun. He will only cause destruction. (...)
Because when I have a gun there is nothing I will be afraid of. I will
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think of going to steal. And in that process the one stolen from gets
angry he comes to fight back. There is no day there will be peace.
There is no day because you have a gun, I have a gun. (...) The
government should stop arming the citizens (Maasai boy, 17 years
old, 24.06.2018).

The NPRs and rapid response teams were actively involved in pro-
tecting the local population from armed raids and attacks or retaliating
in such attacks in the Mukogodo area in 2017 and 2018, in particular in
the violent run-up to the elections. During fieldwork, we heard several
stories of NPRs being involved in shootouts with people from neigh-
bouring communities while recovering stolen livestock, and NPRs we
interviewed said that they could shoot to kill, if necessary, in these
counter-raids. We also heard stories of violent clashes between groups
that included NPRs from opposing ethnic groups, for instance NPRs from
Maasai conservancies versus NPRs from Samburu conservancies. The
potential for escalating violent conflict between Maasai and Samburu
groups, fought by NPRs from both sides, was raised as a serious concern
by several of our informants. Many informants also saw the arming of
community volunteers as a failure of the government to provide proper
security in Laikipia, by outsourcing the responsibility to deal with vio-
lent conflicts to community members themselves. A Maasai group ranch
member made the following comments (15.06.2018): “Each community
is running to the government to give us guns and that is because there is a
failure of government in providing security (...) So the people run to the
government to give us guns. The NPRs are community militias.”

The formal status of conservancy land, combined with the armed
scouting, serve to put force behind local and territorial claims and
enable the exclusion of other groups from grazing. In section 3.3 of this
study, we observed how shifting land and forest policies have contrib-
uted to forest governance that, to an increasing extent, strengthens some
groups’ claims to authority while reducing others’ claims. This situation
has been exacerbated by the deteriorating security situation in Laikipia
and efforts to address security through establishing conservancies with
armed rangers in pastoralist areas. While local rules and norms in the
past focused on fluidity, management of ecological variability and on
reciprocal (if sometimes violent) relations between groups, currently
they are increasingly focused on managing threats to physical safety and
securing rights to land and resources.

The arming of rangers may also be seen as a driver of increasing
militarisation of natural resource management in the Mukogodo area.
These findings resonate with literature on “green militarisation”, or
“militarised conservation”, a field of research that explores the ways in
which new forms of violence emerge in the governance and policing of
protected areas, and the dynamics through which violence and extra-
judicial killings “in the name of” environmental conservation becomes
effectively legitimised and normalised (see Lunstrum, 2014, 2015, 2016,
Duffy, 2014, Kelly and Ybarra, 2016, Duffy et al., 2019). Geographer
Elizabeth Lunstrum (2014) was the first to coin the term “green mili-
tarisation” in her seminal paper on the militarisation of conservation
and anti-poaching efforts in Kruger National Park in South Africa. There,
she defined the concept as “the use of military and paramilitary (mil-
itary-like actors, techniques, technologies, and partnerships in the pur-
suit of conservation)” (Lunstrum, 2014: 817).

3.5. Socio-environmental changes: climate change, land degradation and
privatisation

Findings from key informant and group interviews in this study
indicate that people living in and around Mukogodo forest have expe-
rienced changes in environmental and climatic conditions during the
past few decades. They argue that weather conditions seem to have
become more volatile and less predictable. Interviews suggest that
changing climatic conditions, in combination with natural and anthro-
pogenic environmental changes such as deforestation, overgrazing and
invasive species, reduce access to water and pasture and have a
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significant impact on people’s lives and livelihoods in and around the
forest. This adds to the pressure on existing forest governance structures,
as the forest resources become even more vital for livelihood security
and adaptation to climate change.

[When I was young] the droughts were not prolonged like now.
When one rainy season missed then the other seasons, like three,
followed successively well without fail. But now it can rain like once
in like five years (...) Mostly there is no rain. When the rainy season
time is due, there is no rain. In many areas there is no rain (group
ranch leader in his sixties, 16.06.2018).

The environment has changed really, because when we were young,
we had rainy seasons. Like in this area, we used to have two rain
seasons. We had the long rainy season that began on mid-October to
January. That is almost three months and a half. And then we have
the other season that began like mid-March to maybe early May.
Sufficient. Very successful. For the last ten years, I don’t know, ok,
let’s say ten years, things changed completely. We have been getting
the long rain season may be two months, or I can say a month.
Sometimes we didn’t get it (grazing coordinator in his late thirties,
28.06.2018).

These interview excerpts illustrate common perceptions among re-
spondents of climate change in the Mukogodo area, namely a general
reduction in rain, more frequent and prolonged droughts, and short-
ening of the March-April-May [MAM] rainy season (leading to insuffi-
cient rainfall for livelihood activities, expressed by the informant as ‘no
rain’). Respondents also mentioned that rainfall patterns had become
more irregular and unpredictable, temperatures had increased, and
intense rainfall events were now happening more frequently, leading to
occasional flash floods. These perceptions confirm available data on
climate trends in Laikipia and generally in Kenya. M’ mboroki et al.
(2018) found that average annual temperatures had increased by 1.5 °C
in the period between 1986 and 2014 at the Laikipia Meteorological
Station in Kalalu in the Mukogodo East Ward. Ogutu et al. (2016),
analysing 5 km by 5 km gridded data blending station and satellite data,
reported that average maximum temperatures and the average mini-
mum temperatures in Laikipia county had increased by 1.6 °C and 1.3 °C
respectively in the period between 1960 and 2013. While individual
stations and smaller geographic areas can display larger changes and
variability than averages across larger areas, this mirrors other data
from Kenya and East Africa. These results indicate a higher rate of
temperature increase in the northern counties such as Laikipia, than in
the rest of the country (Republic of Kenya, 2010b). For instance, Funk
et al. (2012) reported that the Kenya-Ethiopia area in general experi-
enced an increase of about 0.7 °C in the period between 1969 and 2009,
while noting significant geographical differences in terms of tempera-
ture and rainfall. Nicholson et al. (2013) found that the temperature had
been increasing over the past 100 years in East Africa, the increase
accelerating towards the end of the 20th century. In particular, the
maximum and mean seasonal temperature as well as temperature ex-
tremes have increased, contributing to an overall drying (Gebrechorkos
et al., 2018, 2019a, Ayugi and Tan, 2019).

In terms of precipitation, M 'mboroki et al. (2018) reported a pro-
gressive decline in the March to May seasonal rainfall at the Kalalu
Meteorological Station between 1986 and 2014 (from 359 to 112 mm
average total precip/year), while the October to December rains saw a
slight increase (from 185 to 228 mm average total precip/year). Com-
bined, this has produced a modest decline of 26 mm in annual average
rainfall over the period of 30 years (M’ mboroki et al., 2018). This
decline corresponds with a recent study of long-term spatial-temporal
trends and variability of rainfall over eastern and southern Africa by
Muthoni et al. (2019), which demonstrated a significant decline (0.1 to
3.6 mm/year decline) in the April (long season) rainfall over central,
southern and northern Kenya between 1981 and 2017. This decline in
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MAM rainfall has also been reported by a variety of other studies, such as
that of Gebrechorkos et al. (2019a), which demonstrated a decreasing
trend of 50 to 100 mm in MAM rainfall between 1981 and 2016 in large
parts of Kenya, and Lyon and DeWitt (2012), who noted a 15% reduction
from the 1979-1998 period to 1999-2009 in MAM rains averaged across
land areas of East Africa. The decreasing trend of rainfall in the Muko-
godo area contrasts with many climate change projections, which pre-
dict an increase in rainfall in East Africa by the end of the 21st century
(Niang et al., 2014). Other projections do, however, suggest a continued
decrease in the MAM long rains and an increase in the Octo-
ber-November-December (OND) short rains over most parts of Kenya
(Gebrechorkos et al., 2019b). In addition to these changes in longer-term
weather patterns, research also indicates a higher intensity and fre-
quency of heavy rainfall events in the Upper Ewaso Ng’iro river basin
(Franz et al., 2010), while droughts seem to have become more frequent,
longer and more intense in all of East Africa (Nicholson, 2017).

On the ground, these complex climatic changes interact with vege-
tation changes, shifting land use, resource rights and livelihoods to
shape people’s daily experiences of environmental change. Several in-
formants observed that the environment had been “healthier” when they
were young than it was today. Now, they argued, pasture and forest
cover had been reduced, and water availability had diminished. For
instance, one local leader in Makurian (17.06.2018) explained that “the
environment here was wonderful before the rapid urbanisation set in. It was
so green, and we never saw droughts before the 1980s. Since then, we have
seen more and more droughts. The forest used to be so dense that people could
barely pass through. However, now even a lorry can go through. Since then,
the forest cover has badly reduced.”

Several informants spoke of invasive species such as O. stricta
(prickly pear cactus) and Acacia reficiens on rangelands as being envi-
ronmental challenges that lead to a reduction of grass cover, attract
elephants to settlements (because of their fruits) and make livestock go
blind (from prickles embedded in their eyes). This confirms findings
from a study from the Mukogodo area by Strum et al. in 2015, which
demonstrated a significant spread of the O. stricta in the area owing to a
combination of environmental and anthropogenic factors. In particular,
the study found that a greater concentration of livestock grazing caused
by sedentarisation of pastoralists and a reduction in mobility “produced
an ecological state transition to degraded rangeland which created the
opportunity for the invasion” (Strum et al., 2015).

Perceptions of the environment were also embroiled in claims over
who were the legitimate resource managers. During interviews, some
Maasai informants argued that environmental degradation in Mukogodo
forest was caused by the “careless behaviour” of migrating Samburu
groups. This discourse of “irresponsibility” was in effect delegitimising
the rights of these groups to access resources, and this problem under-
standing formed part of local arguments to more forcibly exclude “non-
local” groups from accessing forest resources. An elderly informant, for
instance, argued that during the drought in 2017, people from Samburu
entered Mukogodo forest because they had degraded the environment in
their own area and exhausted their own pasture. This Maasai pastoralist
in his seventies (interviewed 28.06.2018) explained that “here we have
the pastures. We have conserved the forest, we don’t destroy, [therefore] the
Samburus came and attacked us. They start a war and drive us away. (...)
they entered in the forest and destroyed it a lot. Cutting the forest and
destroying the forest completely.” Another informant describing Samburu
behaviour argued that:

In their place, where they live, it is more destroyed. The environment
has been destroyed. No more pasture, no water, and with a lot of
even malaria and so forth. When these people, they cross over to
Laikipia, to Il Ngwesi group ranch, they find very protected areas
that are nice for grazing. They feel this is paradise, and therefore they
would want to force people out so that they settle here and not go
back there (elderly Maasai woman, 19.06.2018).



B.O. Muok et al.

By contrast, Maasai informants portrayed themselves as always
having managed the forest and its wildlife resources well. A male
informant living in the south-eastern part of Il Ngwezi forest, for
example, explained that their elders were and still are developing
grazing plans, that their people did not graze in the forest except in the
dry season, that none of their people lived inside the forest, just on the
plains, and that there were no problems with charcoal-burning or
poaching. They “let” animals roam around freely in the forest, and they
now have a conservancy that protects wildlife, because they “love
wildlife”. The informant (interviewed 28.06.2018) continued: “Sincerely
we do not have issues of charcoal-burning here. Completely. It does not
happen here. We do not have charcoal-burning, and poaching levels are very
low. Like for instance in two years there can be no issue reported on poaching.
What we have is a human-wildlife conflict.”

The predominant narrative presented in interviews with Maasai
pastoralists in the Mukogodo area was that they were better at managing
their resources than the Samburu, who had degraded their own range-
lands and therefore entered the forest by force during drought situations
to steal Maasai resources. The NPRs were then crucial in protecting the
forest and keeping the Samburu people out, they argued. However, the
Samburu pastoralists whom we interviewed argued that the Samburu
were no longer able to negotiate access to the forest during drought
through traditional mechanisms, and instead were kept out by armed
community rangers.

4. Discussion: implications of the changing politics of forest
governance

Above, we have described how political reform processes including
devolution, changing land laws and forest policies, in combination with
environmental conservation efforts, socio-economic developments and
environmental changes, have led to shifts in the politics of forest
governance in Mukogodo forest, Laikipia. In summary, this study has
identified five key drivers of political, social and environmental change
that have implications for the politics of forest governance in Mukogodo,
including contestations over subjectivities and authority. These are
summarised in Table 2 below as political devolution, land policy re-
forms, forest policy reforms, environmental conservation and green
militarisation, and socio-environmental changes.

We identify three key implications of these shifts for the governance
of environmental changes in the study area. The first relates to over-
lapping authorities and confusing roles and responsibilities in the
governance of forest resources. Analysis of interview data and policy
documents suggests that a plethora of institutions involved in managing

Table 2
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forest resources in Laikipia has emerged since the Kenyan independence
from British colonial rule, with political devolution adding a layer of
complexity to already overlapping and competing authority claims. In
the post-independence era, elders and grazing committees, in part
authorised by group ranch and clan social structures, were influential in
setting rules for the use of forest and surrounding grazing land resources.
Multiple governmental and non-governmental organisations now claim
the authority to govern forest resources, based on various un-
derstandings of sustainability and environmental change.

There are, however, overlaps in the assumed roles, rights and re-
sponsibilities of these different actors involved in the governance of
forest resources. This leads to a lack of coordination between different
actors and their forest activities and management plans. For instance,
the NRT mentioned that they help communities develop rangeland
management plans. Given the unequal power relations between the NRT
and group ranches — with the NRT representing security assistance,
financial resources and expertise — such “help” in effect strongly directs
how grazing plans should look. These plans may overlap with or
contradict the separate grazing plans developed by group ranches, the
CFA and community elders. This creates confusion, especially for pas-
toralists travelling from outside the county, who might also no longer
know who to negotiate with for access to the forest and its surroundings.
Traditional mechanisms for cooperation are replaced by a network of
formalised committees and organisations.

Second, we find that the exclusion of some groups from decision-
making processes and access to forest resources, in combination with
the militarisation of environmental conservation and forest governance,
exacerbates tensions, violence and conflict between different social
groups. This further contributes to an erosion of social cohesion and
reduction of adaptive capacity, features often associated with height-
ened vulnerability to environmental changes for affected populations
(Adger et al., 2014; Ensor et al., 2018). A proliferation of legal and
illegal small arms in the area has contributed to a vicious cycle of violent
attacks and counterattacks between different groups, such as those be-
tween Samburu and Maasai pastoralists in 2017, with both sides sup-
ported by armed forest rangers. These findings also support the claim by
Fox (2018) that the propensity for violent conflict in Laikipia can be
traced to diverse forms of alienation and inequality, particularly in
connection to land.

These issues are further embroiled in claims to authority. Claims of
others’ mismanagement or one’s own sustainable management of the
environment are part of how different actors — community members,
NGOs and government organisations alike — seek recognition for their
authority to make decisions over land and resources. Claims for access to

Key drivers of change and implications for forest governance in Mukogodo forest, Laikipia county, Kenya.

Driver of change Relevant developments

Implications for forest governance

Implications for subjectivities and authority

Political devolution Devolution of authority for
managing natural resources from
national to county level

Land policy reforms Move towards community

management of land

Confusion and overlapping of government
authorities in charge for forest governance

Establishment of group ranches and
formalisation of community land rights leads to

territorialising of land

Forest policy reforms Move towards participatory forest

management (PFM) Association (CFA)

Environmental Creation of wildlife conservancies,
conservation/ green arming of forest rangers and wildlife
militarisation patrols

authority

Socio-environmental
changes

Climate change, invasive species,
deforestation, forest degradation,
privatisation of land and fencing

Establishment of ILMAMUSI Community Forest

Introduction of new actors involved in forest
governance. Proliferation of legal and illegal
weapons put force behind some groups’ claims to

Reduced availability of water and pasture for
livestock, create more pressure on forest
resources, restriction of mobility for pastoralists

Devolved government bodies gain more decision-making
authority over the services rendered by natural resources,
previously managed by national government bodies, who
nevertheless retain formal ownership

People belonging to social groups who can claim ancestral
rights to community lands gain authority in decision-
making, while others are excluded

People and groups represented in the CFA gain higher
authority, while others are excluded

Some people or groups are labelled as “poachers”, “bandits”,
“encroachers”, or “criminals” while others are labelled as
“forest rangers”, “conservationists”, “peace ambassadors”
etc. People and social groups who gain access to legal or
illegal weapons gain higher authority as they can use
violence or the threat of violence to intimidate others
Some people or groups are labelled as “charcoal burners”
and “forest destroyers” while others are “forest protectors”
and “wildlife lovers”. Private landowners gain higher
authority by fencing and hiring security officers to protect
their land
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drought grazing resources to the exclusion of others were therefore
closely linked to discourses of land degradation. Such claims to au-
thority (or for exclusion) based on subjectivities such as being sustain-
able resource managers have also been observed in other studies in
Kenya (Bond, 2014). Competing claims to indigeneity and land rights,
risking exclusion of other users, may also escalate as groups formerly
claiming land rights through group ranches - a tenure form no longer
recognised under the new Community Land Act - strive to claim
customary land rights through this Act.

Third, and related, we find that the territorialising of land rights, and
the fencing and privatisation of land for various land use purposes, re-
stricts the mobility of pastoralists and limits the availability of fodder
and water for their livestock. This challenges their traditional way of life
and jeopardises their adaptive capacity in the face of environmental
changes. Since the colonial period, when many of the private ranches
were established and forest reserves were gazetted, movements of pas-
toralists in Laikipia have been restricted, constraining their ability to
sustain their livelihoods and to manage lands with seasonal and longer-
term changes in climatic and vegetation conditions. This process is
however being exacerbated by recent socio-political changes, such as
fencing of private land and the increased demarcation and division of
land into smaller pieces, which seems to be an accelerating trend in
Laikipia (Letai and Lind, 2013). A non-Maasai NGO staff member whom
we interviewed (13.06.2018) stated that in terms of climate change,
communal ownership and continuing with the traditional Maasai way of
life would be better than the ongoing process of privatising land, espe-
cially given that the land is not suitable for agriculture. He argued that
“This land is Maasai land, [we] cannot say that it belongs to any particular
individual. The mentality now is that everyone wants to own a portion of
land. Maasais started to paddock certain lands. Climate change is leading to a
more fragile environment, though, so the best solution would be to continue
with this way of life.”

5. Conclusion

The case of forest governance in Mukogodo, Kenya, suggests that
policy changes - including political devolution, participatory forest
management (PFM) and enhanced customary land rights — even if aimed
at increasing the role of local populations in resource governance, can
instead exacerbate a situation of overlapping authority claims, and local
competition and tension over these claims. For example, while PFM
efforts, as implemented through forest policies and community forest
associations, have shown great promise in correcting mistakes from past
forestry management regimes, such decentralisation efforts do not
necessarily lead to more socially just and environmentally sustainable
forest governance. The Community Land Act of 2016 also aimed to
formalise customary land rights and resource uses in order to avoid
excluding local populations from accessing and benefiting from forest
resources, and thereby reduce tensions between user groups. However,
implementation of these reforms remains rife with contestations and
may have unpredictable outcomes for power relations and forest
governance processes. Although legal mechanisms exist that are meant
to hold actors accountable and distribute mandates in decision-making,
as outlined in Appendix 1, the practices around forest management
reproduce authority and subjectivity relations, including competing
claims to decision-making power regarding management of and access
to resources.

Our findings underwrite previous findings regarding the way adap-
tation practices in Mukogodo are embedded in local socio-political re-
lations and shifting land tenure (Ng’ang’a and Crane, 2020). We expand
on these by showing how such socio-political relations are embedded in
forest governance that evolves with both formal policy shifts and re-
lations between different actors claiming authority to govern resources.
Our analysis has identified several sources of tension in forest gover-
nance: between national and county-level government organisations,
between government, community and NGOs all claiming authority to
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make decisions over forest and rangeland resources, between different
groups claiming authority based on customary rights to the forest and
portrayals of their “good management of the forest”, and between con-
servation and pastoral land uses (and related users). Tensions are in
themselves not necessarily harmful and may form part of contestations
over inequitable or socially and environmentally unsustainable man-
agement decisions by certain actors, or efforts to shift inequitable au-
thority relations between the state and local forest users, for example.
However, this case study clearly shows that multiple decentralisation
processes (political devolution, the Community Land Act and partici-
patory/community forestry models) do not necessarily lead to local
populations and marginalised groups gaining more influence in the
management of local resources. Instead, increasingly territorialised
forms of resource rights combine with increased competition between
overlapping authority claims by various actors, in ways that may lead to
further marginalisation.

The result is that a forest governance regime has evolved in Muko-
godo which exhibits less fluidity and interaction between groups and
more exclusion from resource access, undermining livestock drought
migration routes and other practices that are critical in the face of
environmental change. The case of forest governance in Mukogodo
accordingly shows how shifts in the policy and legal regime have
fundamental implications for competing authority claims both locally
and across scales. Nevertheless, our findings underwrite observations
elsewhere that it is not necessarily the institutions or policies them-
selves, but the power relations that operate within (and sometimes
despite) them that shape the daily practice of decision-making (Night-
ingale, 2017). These power relations operate in multi-faceted ways: our
study highlights how portrayals of good or poor resource management
are closely linked to processes of claiming authority and excluding
others from access to resources in the face of climate change. These
processes demonstrate that the way in which people position themselves
and others as subjects of environmental change is related to authority
relations (Eriksen et al., 2015). The ways that authority relations are
reinforced or contested through daily practices has implications not only
for efforts to support the sustainability of forests. Future efforts to
address climate change, such as county-level adaptation plans, must pay
close attention to the way that diverse problem understandings do exist
and play an essential role in authority claims in environmental gover-
nance. In particular, the way that “sustainable forest governance” is
understood in forest and climate change policies alike has implications
for whose authority to manage the forest is recognised, and why.
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Appendix A. Overview of key actors involved in natural resource management in and around Mukogodo fores

Actor/Organisation

Level of governance

Establishment

Mandate as relevant to NRM

Role in management of Mukogodo
forest

County Government of
Laikipia, Department
of Water,
Environment &
Natural Resources

Kenya Forest Service
(KFS)

Kenya Wildlife Service
(KWS)

National Environmental
Management Agency
(NEMA)

National Drought
Management Agency
(NDMA)

County level, devolved from the
national level.

National level with Conservancy
and Ecosystem Offices. Laikipia
is under Central Highlands
Conservancy and headed by
Ecosystem Conservator,
Laikipia.

National level with county-level
office. The Laikipia Office is
based at Nyahururu.

National level, but decentralised
to county level with
representatives in Laikipia.

National level with offices at
county level including Laikipia.

Established in 2013 after the County
Government Act 2012 gave effect to
the devolution set out under
Chapter 11 of the Constitution of
Kenya, 2010.

KFS is a corporate body established
under the Forest Conservation and
Management Act no 34 of 2016,
operationalised on the 31st March
2017.

The Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) is
a state corporation that was
established in 1989 by an Act of
Parliament (Cap 376), now repealed
by the Wildlife Conservation and
Management Act, 2013.

The National Environment
Management Authority (NEMA),
was established under the
Environmental Management and
Co-ordination Act (EMCA) No. 8 of
1999 amended in 2015.

The National Drought Management
Authority (NDMA) is a public body
established by the National Drought
Management Authority Act, 2016. It
previously operated under the State
Corporations Act (Cap 446) of the
Laws of Kenya by Legal Notice
Number 171 of November 24, 2011
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“Formulation, implementation and
monitoring of legislation, regulations
and policies in the water,
environment, climate change &
natural resources sector.” The
Department is also responsible for
“Forestry including farm forests
extension services, forests and game
reserves formerly managed by local
authorities excluding forests
management by Kenya Forest
Services (KFS), national water towers
and private forests.” According to the
Forest Conservation and
Management Act, 2016 art. 21. “(1)
Each County Government - (e) shall
advice and assist communities and
individuals in the management of
community forests or private
forests.”

“to provide for the development and
sustainable management, including
conservation and rational utilisation
of all forest resources for the socio-
economic development of the
country and for connected purposes.”

KWS has the mandate “to conserve
and manage wildlife in Kenya, and to
enforce related laws and regulations.
KWS undertakes conservation and
management of wildlife resources
across all protected areas systems in
collaboration with stakeholders.”

The mandate of NEMA is “to
coordinate, supervise and manage all
matters relating to the environment
in Kenya.” NEMA is responsible for
Environmental Impact Assessments
(EIAs) and do environmental audits
and inspections.

NDMA is mandated to “establish
mechanisms which ensure that
drought does not result in
emergencies and that the impacts of
climate change are sufficiently
mitigated.”

Preventing and responding to
drought is a core shared function
between the National Government
and the County Government. In
situations where the county is

Following its prescribed mandate,
the Department of Water,
Environment & Natural Resources
is supposed to serve a supporting
role for the Community Forestry
Association in the sustainable
management of the Mukogodo
Forest Reserve.

According to an interview
respondent from the department,
the Department has also assisted in
building fences around
conservancies to prevent human-
wildlife conflicts in Laikipia, as well
as doing livestock off-take
programmes, build sand dams, etc.
They are also doing environmental
education programmes for people
in the County. “We have been trying
to educate them on how they can
manage their resources”, an
informant from the department
said.

Functions of KFS include, among
others: “a) Conserve, protect and
manage all public forests in
accordance with the provisions of
the Act; b) Prepare and implement
management plans for all public
forests and, where requested, assist
in preparation of management
plans for community forests or
private forests in consultation with
the relevant owners”. KFS has a
forest officer responsible for
Mukogodo forest which sits on the
board of ILMAMUSI CFA.

KWS sits on the board of the
ILMAMUSI CFA and has an office in
Dol Dol, near Mukogodo forest.
Their main role is to conserve
wildlife and work with different
stakeholders to monitor wildlife,
prevent poaching, reduce human-
wildlife conflicts, and facilitate
compensation in cases of wildlife-
induced damage.

Engaged in evaluating and
sanctioning projects and that might
have an environmental impact in
the Mukogodo forest area, such as
sand harvesting, building fences or
digging trenches to prevent
unwanted livestock and people to
enter.

NDMA provides support to people
living in the Mukogodo forest area
in drought situations, such as
facilitating livestock off-take,
provide water and supply feeds to
livestock, do disease control and
vaccinations. NDMA also provide
early warnings, forecasts and
develop contingency plans. Assists
in organising peace forums to

(continued on next page)
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Actor/Organisation Level of governance

Establishment

Mandate as relevant to NRM

Role in management of Mukogodo
forest

Water Resources
Authority (WRA)

National level with county-level
offices including Laikipia.

ILMAMUSI Mukogodo
Community Forestry
Association (CFA)

Situated in Laikipia North sub-
county.

National Police
Reservists (NPRs)

National level, under the Kenya
Police Service or the
Administration Police Service,
but decentralised to local police
offices.

Group Ranches
(Lekkuruki, Kurikuri,
Makurian, Il Ngwezi)

Situated in Laikipia North sub-
county.

Community Situated in Laikipia North sub-
Conservancies county.
(Lekkuruki, Il Ngwezi,
Makurian)

Water Resources Authority (WRA)
is a state corporation established
under Section 11 of the Water Act,
2016. However, it has been in
existence for 12 years following its
establishment under the Water Act,
2002 as the Water Resources
Management Authority (WRMA).

ILMAMUSI CFA was formed by the
four group ranches surrounding
Mukogodo Forest Reserve (Ilngwesi,
Makurian, Mukogodo and Sieku) in
2003. The CFA is governed by a
board of directors with
representation from the four group
ranches. The board also includes
four group ranch chiefs, and
representatives from the KWS, KFS,
Borana and Lewa Conservancies,
NRT and Laikipia Wildlife Forum
(LWF). The CFA also has a
secretariat of about 14 staff, plus 12
NPRs (numbers from June 2018).
There are also a number of
Community-Based Organisations
(CBOs), or user groups, under the
umbrella of the CFA, involved in
beekeeping, traditional medicine
etc. There is also a grazing
committee.

In 1943, a voluntary police service,
the Kenya Police Reserve (KPR),
was established by the colonial
government to deal with security
issues in rural areas. After the
National Police Service Act 2011
the service was slightly reformed
and renamed the National Police
Reserve (NPR) (Njuguna et al.,
2015).

There are 13 group ranches in
Laikipia, four of which cover parts
of Mukogodo forest. These four
were established between 1970 and
1974. According to Galaty (1994:
110), these group ranches
“exercised three functions: land-
holding, resource management, and
community organisation”.

11 Ngwezi was the first Maasai
Group Ranch in Laikipia to register
as a community conservancy in
1996, while the Lekurruki

13

overwhelmed, the national
government can support.

The mandate of WRA is to “safeguard
the right to clean water by ensuring
that there is proper regulation of the
management and use of water
resources, in order to ensure
sufficient water for everyone- now
and in the future.”

According to the Forestry
Conservation and Management Act
2016, art. 49. (1): “Where a
community forest association has
been granted permission to
participate in the management or
conservation of a forest in
accordance with the provisions of his
Act, that association shall — (a)
protect, conserve and manage the
forest or part of the forest in
accordance with an approved
management agreement entered into
with the Service and the provisions
of the management plan for the
forest; (b) formulate and implement
sustainable forest programmes that
shall be consistent with the
traditional forest user rights of the
relevant forest community”, etc.

According to the National Police
Service Act 2011, art. 110 (3), the
mandate of NPRs is to “assist the
Kenya Police Service or the
Administration Police Service in
their respective mandates including
in the - (a) maintenance of law and
order; (b) preservation of peace; (c)
protection of life and property; (d)
prevention and detection of crime;
(e) apprehension of offenders; and (f)
enforcement of all laws and
regulations with which the Service is
charged.”

Following the Land (Group
Representatives) Act, 1968, a
committee of 3-10 group ranch
representatives should be elected at
annual general meetings. This Group
Ranch Committee “shall assist and
encourage members to manage the
land or graze their stock in
accordance with sound principles of
land use, range management, animal
husbandry and commercial
practice.”

According to the NRT website, “A
community conservancy is a
community-based organisation
created to support the management

mediate conflicts between
neighbouring communities.

The WRA in Laikipia is working
with Water Resource Users
Associations (WRUASs) in and near
Mukogodo forest to assist them in
managing the water resources in
their sub-catchment area, such as
building sand dams. WRA develops
sub-catchment plans, and
coordinate with other relevant
stakeholders. Assist in mediating
water-related conflicts.
“ILMAMUESI Forest Association
exists to foster and ensure
sustenance of the biological,
ecological, environmental, and
social-cultural values of the
Mukogodo forest in perpetuity in
order to protect the natural forest
and water catchment areas and to
improve the living standards of the
surrounding communities through
sustainable livelihoods projects and
forest management”. “ILMAMUSI
CFA is responsible for managing
access into the forest by
surrounding community groups and
permission to enter the Forest as a
visitor must be secured through the
CFA’s HQ™.

NPRs connected to the ILMAMUSI
CFA assist in the protection,
monitoring, reporting and
surveillance of Mukogodo forest, in
collaboration with the Police, NRT,
Lewa and Borana conservancies,
KFS and KWS. Each guard are
responsible for each their section of
the forest, but they also work
together. NPRs are given firearms,
ammunition and training by the
police. They do not receive a salary
from the government, but some
receive allowances from NRT, the
CFA and/or conservancies.
According to respondents in this
study, NPRs in the Mukogodo area
patrol the forest to help
“communities to protect their land”,
and they respond to cases of cattle
rustling by following the tracks and
trying to recover the stolen
livestock.

The four group ranch committees
that covers land in and around
Mukogodo forest work together
through the ILMAMUSI CFA to
manage forest resources, but they
also function separately to organise
the sustainable management of
resources. The group ranch
committees develop grazing plans,
and acts as a link between the group
ranch members and the
government, and other stakeholders
and donors.

Conservation areas are set aside
inside/near the Mukogodo forest to
ensure the protection of wildlife in
those areas.

(continued on next page)
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Actor/Organisation Level of governance

Establishment

Mandate as relevant to NRM

Role in management of Mukogodo
forest

Water Resources User Local level.
Associations

(WRUAs)

Northern Rangelands National level NGO.

Trust (NRT)

Laikipia Wildlife Forum National level NGO.

(LWF)

Community Conservancy was
registered in 1999 as a Trust and
not-for-profit company in 2011.
Makurian established in 2004 a
conservation area within its section
of the Mukogodo forest (Blair and
Meredith, 2018), while Kuri Kuri
was in 2018 still planning to set it
up. The first two are registered
under the NRT and the Kenya
Wildlife Conservancies Associations
(KWCA), while the last two are still
in process.

Water Resource User Associations
(WRUAs) were mentioned in the
Water Act 2002, but their
establishment was greatly
facilitated by the Water Resources
Management Rules, 2006.

There are several WRUAs in
Laikipia, one of the closest to
Mukogodo forest is Loisukent
WRUA, and it was established in
2008.

The Northern Rangelands Trust
(NRT) is a membership organisation
that was established in 2014 and is
owned and led by the 39 community
conservancies it serves in northern
and coastal Kenya.

The NRT is managed by a Board that
is accountable to an over-arching
Council of Elders, which is
comprised of the elected
chairpersons of all the member
conservancies.

Laikipia Wildlife Forum (LWF) is a
membership driven NGO founded in
1992. The Forum includes 6000
members, many of which belong to
community natural resources
management groups such as
Community Forest Associations,
Water Resource User Associations,
Wildlife Clubs and Conservancies of
group ranches. Secretariat in
Nanyuki.

of community-owned land for the
benefit of livelihoods. They are
legally registered entities, governed
by a representative Board of
Directors and run by a locally-staffed
management team.”

According to the Water Resources
Management Rules, 2006, WRUAs
are associations “of water users,
riparian land

owners, or other stakeholders who
have formally and voluntarily
associated for the purposes of
cooperatively sharing, managing and
conserving a common water
resource”.

According to the Water Act 2016, art.
29. (2), their mandate is to
collaboratively manage water
resources and resolution of conflicts
concerning the use of water
resources.

“NRT was established as a shared
resource to help build and develop
community conservancies”, and
“NRT is tasked by community leaders
to support indigenous communities
in their own objectives to:
Cooperatively develop locally-led
governance structures that
complement traditional, indigenous
systems, Run peace and security
programmes, Take the lead in natural
environment management, Manage
sustainable businesses linked to
conservation. NRT also: Raises funds
for member conservancies, Shares
advice and guidance on
management, and Supports training
and performance monitoring”

According to their website, the
mission of LWF is “to nurture and
support stakeholder institutions that
champion wildlife conservation and
sustainable natural resources
management in Laikipia and among
its neighbors”.

The conservancies are governed by
a board, as well as a secretariat
managing the trust/company.

WRUAs inside/near Mukogodo
forest ensure the sustainable
management of water resources.
The Loisukent WRUA said they got
donor support to build sand dams
and boreholes, as well as put iron
sheets on roofs and water tanks in
schools.

NRT works with the ILMAMUSI CFA
to support their activities, as well as
11 Ngwezi and Lekkuruki. According
to NRT, the community
conservancies they support are
independent institutions with their
own boards, and the “NRT team
purely provide an oversight and
again build capacity.” NRT provides
allowances to NPRs working under
these conservancies. NRT also has a
Peace Team with Peace
Ambassadors that works to
facilitate dialogue between
neighbouring communities, and
9-1 Rapid Response security teams
that provide backup to NPRs in the
conservancies. Furthermore, “on a
landscape level we have what we
call regional grazing committees.
(...) And in every conservancy, we
have employed a rangelands
coordinator, that works with those
committees to make sure those
grazing plans are in place”, one of
our NRT informants said.

LWF works closely with ILMAMUSI
CFA, group ranch and conservancy
committees, NRT and other
stakeholders to support the
sustainable management of
resources in Mukogodo forest.

Information about the different actors are taken from their respective official websites, interviews with representatives, as well as relevant policies and laws.
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