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TIME TITLE AUTHOR/S 

SPECIAL SESSION: Rangelands and People, Policy and Practice I (Session Chair: Cam K McDonald) 

14:00-14:20 
Communal area grazing strategies: institutions and traditional 
practices 

Bethwell Moyo, Sikhalazo 
Dube, Patrick J Masika and 
Mota S Lesoli 

14:20-14:40 
Perceptions of farmers on resources, condition and management 
of communal rangeland in the Eastern Cape, South Africa 

Mota S Lesoli, Bethwell 
Moyo, Sikhalazo Dube, A (O)
Wole Fatunbi and Patrick J 
Masika 

14:40-15:00 Challenges for emerging livestock farmers 
Neil D MacLeod, Cam K 
McDonald and Frits P van 
Oudtshoorn 

15:00-15:20 TEA 

15:20-15:40 
Common property struggles in the management of communal 
rangelands in central Eastern Cape Province, South Africa 

James Bennett and 
Andrew Ainslie 

15:40-16:00 
A facilitated process to find options for improved livestock 
production in Sterkspruit in the Eastern Cape Province of South 
Africa 

Wiseman M Goqwana, A O 
Selomane, C Machingura, O 
Mmolaeng, R Mkhari and Z 
Mdluwa 

16:00-16:20 
Integrating local knowledge and ecological understanding into 
fire management in the Drakensberg Mountains 

Roger G Uys and E de Beer 

16:20-16:40 
Finding innovative approaches to enhance communal grazing 
management systems in the Eastern Cape 

John K Davis, Andrew 
Ainslie and Andiswe Finca 

16:40-17:00 
Lessons learned from past initiatives to move users of 
communal grazing towards more effective veld management 
practices 

Keith A Ramsay, T Victor 
Musetha and Kedibone B 
Chueu 

17:00-17:20 
Evidence based decision making: does this provide a framework 
for rangeland policy development? 

Nicky Allsopp, Rick Rohde,
Catherine Laurent and 
Frank Matose 

SPECIAL SESSION: Rangelands and People, Policy and Practice I 

SESSION CHAIR: CAM K MCDONALD 

Platform Presentations 

The technical, cultural and resource constraints facing emerging farmers in South Africa is 
enormous. Not only do they lack sufficient land and finances, most have little technical knowledge 
of animal and veld management. Compounding these, communal farmers have the long 
recognized problem of sharing resources, conflicting objectives, and the complexity of communal 
management, while for many individual farmers; land tenure is an added problem. Clearly, any 
attempt to improve the livelihood of emerging farmers will involve an integrated approach between 
the farmers and scientific, extension and social expertise. Any intervention strategy will need to 
take into account resource constraints, risk management, and social and economic objectives of 
the individual or group concerned. 

This session will explore a number of the critical issues facing both communal and individual 
farmers. On Tuesday there will be a number of presentations highlighting key constraints in 
management, technical knowledge and methodology of assistance programs. On Thursday, there 
will be a one hour Discussion session which will aim to map out recommendations for way 
forward which might provide for a faster, greater and longer lasting benefit from these programs. 
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COMMUNAL AREA GRAZING STRATEGIES: INSTITUTIONS AND TRADITIONAL PRACTICES 

Bethwell Moyo1*#, Sikhalazo Dube1, Patrick J Masika2 and Mota S Lesoli1 

1University of Fort Hare, Department of Livestock and Pasture Science, Private Bag X1314, Alice, 5700, 
South Africa, email: bethwellm@gmail.com, 2University of Fort Hare, Agricultural and Rural Development 

Research Institute, Private Bag X1314, Alice, 5700, South Africa 

A multitude of factors and their interaction determine the grazing strategies characterizing 
communal areas. There is therefore a need to understand the processes in operation, for 
narrowing management options for improved and sustainable rangeland utilization and 
management. Communal area people’s perceptions on the state and utilization patterns of their 
grazing lands were studied in the broader context of livelihood strategies. A more comprehensive 
understanding of communal rangeland grazing strategies is important as mere transplanting of 
large-scale commercial farming management strategies would be met with viability and 
acceptability constraints. 

 In addition to participatory rural appraisals, a questionnaire-based survey was conducted 
among a sample of 554 households in various districts of the Eastern Cape Province of South 
Africa. Although the need for fences and paddocks (48% respondents) was highlighted as the best 
intervention to improve range management in communal areas, absence of rules (30% 
respondents) and lack of seasonal restrictions (76% respondents) in rangeland resource use is a 
constraint in communal range management and would minimize the impact of fencing. In 
addition, various range resources, accessed by different groups of people need to be considered in 
any applied grazing management intervention strategy. The survey shows 15.9%, 17.3%, 19%, 
23.3% and 24.5% household responses utilizing the range for dry dung, fencing poles, medicinal 
plants, grazing and firewood. Source of water for livestock also vary, with rivers (52.6 % 
responses) followed by dams (38.3%) being the source of water in most communities, hence a 
need to consider that in any intervention. Arable lands have been turned to grazing areas (51.2% 
respondents), as they are no longer cultivated (16% respondents), hence future changes in land 
utilization need to be envisaged. In Sterkspruit, shortage of grazing land and breeding objective 
for sheep have led to establishment of cattle posts on mountains where animals spend the whole 
year, except when there is a need for vaccination. 

 Veld management knowledge by resource users is important for the success of any 
intervention, the results shows 26.8%, 27.3%, 15.2% and 8.7% having no, little, average and high 
knowledge respectively. It is concluded that communal range management remains complex, and 
there is a need to consider sociological, economic and ecological factors in any planned grazing 
management intervention scheme. 

PERCEPTIONS OF FARMERS ON RESOURCES, CONDITION AND MANAGEMENT OF 
COMMUNAL RANGELAND IN THE EASTERN CAPE, SOUTH AFRICA 

Mota S Lesoli1*#, Bethwell Moyo1, Sikhalazo Dube1, A Wole (O) Fatunbi 1 and Patrick J 
Masika2 

1University of Fort Hare, Department of Livestock and Pasture Science, Private Bag X1314, Alice, 5700, 
South Africa, email: lesolistar@gmail.com, 2University of Fort Hare, Agricultural and Rural Development 

Research Institute, Private Bag X1314, Alice, 5700, South Africa 

Communal rangelands in the Eastern Cape form a large part of the natural ecosystem and 
resource base for communal farmers. For forage production and soil protection most of these 
rangelands are degraded. It is significant to comprehend causes of degradation prior to 
formulation of applicable solutions. Communal farmers have their observations and perceptions 
towards rangeland resources, condition and management. The cognition of farmers’ perceptions is 
an important guiding tool to know where to start in devising a solution. The main objective of this 
study was to investigate the perceptions of communal rangeland farmers on the natural resources 
in, condition of and management of communal rangelands. 

Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) and questionnaires were conducted and administered 
respectively at Magwiji, Ntsimekweni, Upper Mnxe, Mnyameni, Nxamkwana, Tsaba, Hekele, 
Mgwali, Lashinton, Wesley and Kolomana communities of Eastern Cape. A total of 553 
respondents were interviewed. The data were analyzed with SPSS software where the descriptive 
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statistics was used to determine the percentage response of farmers. The cross tabulations were 
run to compare responses within community and rangeland condition. 

Most of residents (83.9%) in communal areas indicated that they are involved in rangelands. 
Farmers believe (49%) that forage is available during rainy season and too little in during dry 
season. Everyone (89.3%) has access to rangelands by virtue of being residents (83.5%). There are 
no threats (56.6%) by neighbouring communities on rangelands. No one (53%) controls access to 
rangelands in communal areas; the rangelands are accessed for grazing (73.2%), fuel wood (77%), 
fencing materials (54.2%), medicinal plants (59.7%) and dry dung (49.9%). The rangelands are 
accessed throughout the year (66.2%) without restrictions to quantity (64.7%) and time (76.1%) of 
access. In most of the communal areas (64.7%) drinking points for livestock are less than 1km 
from grazing areas. 

Farmers regard the condition of rangelands to be good (49%), Kolomana and Ntsimekweni 
communities contributed highest (72%; 13.7%) and lowest (29.4%; 5.5%) within the communities 
and condition respectively. They also believe that heavy grazing (82.3%), burning (88.8%), soil 
depth (97.3%) and bush encroachment (91.7%) do not cause change in rangeland condition. 
Farmers believe that soils in the rangelands are good (56.6%). They acknowledged that there is 
high rate of soil erosion in their rangelands (25.9%). It was indicated by farmers that communal 
areas do not have camps (47.7%). They manifest that there is no daily (45%), monthly (35.8%) and 
seasonal (37.6%) management of rangelands. It was mentioned by the farmers that rangelands 
are not fenced (67.6%) and therefore, need fencing (61.7%) for proper management. Communal 
farmers conceive that they do not have skills in rangeland management (26.8%). They enunciate 
that there was never a community training on rangeland management (63.3%) and there is a need 
for such (21.3%). They anticipate that division of rangelands into fenced camps (61.3%) will 
improve their rangeland management. 

According to communal farmers there are resources such as grass for grazing and thatching; 
trees for fuel wood and fencing; and medicinal plants. They access these resources throughout the 
year without restriction to quantities. The rangeland condition is regarded as good by the users. 
There is no control on access to use communal rangeland resources. Farmers acknowledge that 
their skills in rangeland management are low and they need training. 

CHALLENGES FOR EMERGING LIVESTOCK FARMERS 

Neil D MacLeod1*#, Cam K McDonald1 and Frits P van Oudtshoorn2 

1CSIRO Sustainable Ecosystems, Level 3, PBP BLG, 306 Carmody Rd, St Lucia, Queensland, 4067, 
Australia, email: neil.macleod@csiro.au, 2Limpopo Department of Agriculture, Waterberg District, PO Box 

179, Modimolle, 0510, South Africa 

Establishing viable commercial agricultural enterprises is a significant personal and policy 
goal for emerging farmers in South Africa. In the context of livestock grazing enterprises, the 
successful achievement of this goal will require the acquisition of an appropriate mix of 
marketing, husbandry and land resource management skills. 

An ACIAR-funded project commenced in 2004 that sought to promote these goals for both 
specialised cropping and livestock grazing emerging farm enterprises in Limpopo Province. The 
rangelands component of the project has been focussed to date on 4 communities - Steilloop, 
Mannamead, Nwanedi and Maboi - which span a wide range of agro-ecological environments and 
socio-physical contexts. 

The project has sought to employ a collaborative farming systems research approach that 
combines researcher-farmer partnerships, resource assessment, bio-economic simulation 
modelling, financial assessment, and training and support of both farmers and extension officers. 
This systems-based approach has previously been employed with considerable success with 
livestock producers in northern Australia, and with smallholder households in central China and 
eastern Indonesia. 

Experience with the conduct of the rangelands component of the project at all of the Limpopo 
sites has been generally discouraging, and suggests that acquiring the critical planning, 
management and operational skills and resources will not come easily for many emerging farmers. 
While a many barriers exist to making substantive progress, poor stock management, limited 
suitable land and infrastructure, unrealistic expectations of veld carrying capacity, and a lack of 
secure title are particularly debilitating for making progress to commercial success 
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While offering no immediate solutions, the presentation asks whether there are strategic 
pathways to be tested that might assist emerging farmers to break away from the present state of 
inertia. Or are the emerging farmers simply just a season or two away from ultimate failure and 
further frustrated ambition? 

COMMON PROPERTY STRUGGLES IN THE MANAGEMENT OF COMMUNAL RANGELANDS IN 
CENTRAL EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE, SOUTH AFRICA 

James Bennett1*# and Andrew Ainslie2 

1Coventry University, Department of Geography and Environmental Science, Priory Street, Conventry, CV1 
5FC, United Kingdom, email: j.bennett@coventry.ac.uk, 2Agricultural Research Council, Livestock Business 

Division, Range and Forage Unit, PO Box 101, Grahamstown, 6140, South Africa 

This paper takes as its starting point the assertion of Bennett and Barrett (2007) that current 
rangeland management in central Eastern Cape Province (former Ciskei) is characterised 
primarily by an ‘open-access’ approach supplemented by private grazing of enclosed arable fields 
where these are available. Using three case-study communities from the region, we examine the 
main barriers to management of rangeland as a ‘commons’ in relation to accepted common 
property theory. We highlight the general inability to define and enforce rights to particular 
grazing resources, as being of key importance, in the face of limited (spatially and temporally) 
grazing resources facing competing claims from ‘outsiders’. This is exacerbated in some cases by 
diffuse user groups and inadequate institutional arrangements. Many of these problems have a 
strong basis in the legacy of apartheid policies such as forced resettlement and betterment 
planning. 

Despite repeated attempts at several levels for clearer definition of resource boundaries 
through fencing we argue that besides achieving short-term employment goals, it is debatable how 
effective such a strategy has and will continue to be. Rather, we argue that the focus should shift 
to improvement of existing under-utilised resources (particularly arable lands), provision of 
additional resources such as grazing land (through restitution and redistribution) and water, and 
provision of effective policies that facilitate institutional development and mechanisms for the 
enforcement of local rules. 

A FACILITATED PROCESS TO FIND OPTIONS FOR IMPROVED LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION IN 
STERKSPRUIT IN THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE OF SOUTH AFRICA 

Wiseman M Goqwana, A O Selomane, C Machingura, O Mmolaeng, R Mkhari and Z Mdluwa 

Eastern Cape Department of Agriculture, Dohne Agricultural Development Institute, Private Bag X15, 
Stutterhaim, 4930, South Africa, email: wiseman.goqwana@yahoo.com 

As part of a study to evaluate the impact of a LandCare Project in changing the perceptions of 
livestock keepers towards natural resource management, a multi stakeholder process of finding 
options for improved livestock production was facilitated. The study compared two areas in 
Sterkspruit, Blikana in Ward 4 an area with LandCare and Hohobeng in Ward 3 an area without 
LandCare. The study focussed on three focus groups based on number of cattle owned, where 
group 1 owned ≤8 cattle, group 2 owned between 9 and 16 and group 3 with ≥ 17 cattle. These 
groups were studied on the following aspects, namely, household characteristics, livelihoods and 
sources of income as well as what they perceived necessary to improve livestock production. The 
households that held one or more types of livestock were < 20 % of all households in the two 
studied areas, with Blikana the lowest at about 4 %. Out of these households >70 % owned a herd 
of <8 cattle and <12 % owning >18. About 60 % of the cattle owners in the two villages were above 
the age of 60 years and this trend was the same between the target groups within each village and 
across the villages. Within each focus group the most important source of income indicated by 
most respondents was some form of government welfare grant (e.g. old age or disability grant) 
although focus groups 2 and 3 had a higher proportion of respondents identifying livestock. 

In finding the options for improving livestock production interactions were made with a 
number of stakeholders, including livestock owners, Eastern Cape Department of Agriculture, 
local and district municipalities, NWGA, NERPO and NAFU. There seemed to be differences 
between cattle owners with small herds (<8) and those with intermediate (9 – 16) and large herds 
(>16) where the former were less inclined to advocate improvements in marketing conditions, an 
option that was more preferred by the latter groups. Within these groups the cattle owners with 
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large herds also seemed to be more inclined to desire increased support from the government in 
terms of veterinary services and provision of camps. During the multi-stakeholder workshop five 
options were identified and discussed although they could not be ranked with most stakeholders 
putting their mandated roles as priority. While other stakeholders advocated means of reducing 
animal numbers such as improved marketing, and movement of large herd owners to private land 
the livestock keepers viewed veterinary services and winter (drought) feed as most important. It 
was then concluded that there was difficulty in coming to the same options and it transpired that 
there was still a need for a more concerted effort to bring all the stakeholders towards a common 
understanding. It also became apparent that government activities around livestock actually 
benefit a very small proportion of the communal population. 

INTEGRATING LOCAL KNOWLEDGE AND ECOLOGICAL UNDERSTANDING INTO FIRE 
MANAGEMENT IN THE DRAKENSBERG MOUNTAINS 

Roger G Uys1*# and E de Beer2 

1Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife, PO Box 13053, Cascades, Pietermaritzburg, 3202, South Africa, email: 
uysr@kznwildlife.com, 2Maloti-Drakensberg Transfrontier Project, PO Box 1362, Howick, 3290, South Africa 

There is an increasing call to recognize, record, and integrate indigenous knowledge systems 
into land management. This is particularly relevant in the Drakensberg Mountains of South Africa 
where about a third of the land falls under communal tenure. Drakensberg rangelands represent 
a wealth of globally significant biodiversity and ecosystem processes (e.g. water production) that 
support the lives and livelihoods of people, not only in these mountains, but across southern 
Africa. These biodiversity and ecosystem processes, however, need to be properly managed to 
ensure their persistence. A significant part of this management involves manipulating fire, a key 
disturbance that not only maintains biodiversity and ecosystem processes, but threatens peoples 
lives and livelihoods. Fire management is particularly challenging in communal areas where the 
dynamic nature of human communities, with their wide ranging objectives, make it difficult to 
implement coordinated burning regimes that serve all of the communities’ and the broader 
region’s needs. Due to the difficulties of implementing management strategies in communal 
rangelands, these areas represent some of the worst cases of degradation and therefore need 
attention. Experience has shown that attempts to implement best-practice without integrating 
local knowledge and understanding achieve little success. Consequently, in developing fire best-
practice for the Drakensberg Mountains, around 400 people living on communal lands across 
these mountains were given the opportunity to express their views on fire as it impacts their lives 
and livelihoods. These views are integrated here with a review of our scientific understanding to 
seek common ground towards improved fire management in these montane rangelands. 

FINDING INNOVATIVE APPROACHES TO ENHANCE COMMUNAL GRAZING MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEMS IN THE EASTERN CAPE 

John K Davis1*#, Andrew Ainslie2 and Andiswe Finca3 

1Murdoch University, Institute for Sustainability and Technology Policy, Perth, Australia, email: 
jkdavis@murdoch.edu.au, 2Agricultural Research Council - Livestock Business Division, Range and Forage 

Unit, PO Box 101, Grahamstown, 6140, South Africa, email: a.ainslie@ru.ac.za 

Since the annexation British Kaffraria by the British in 1847, the communal lands of the 
Eastern Cape have been regarded as both tools and problems by policy makers. The framing of 
terms of rights and restrictions for communal land use and associated boundaries to political and 
economic power were deployed by policy makers from colonial times to the recent apartheid 
government. On the other hand communal lands have been problematised as environmentally 
degraded, of sub-optimum productivity and as constraints on economic development. The Eastern 
Cape Communal Arable Lands (ECCAL) Research Project was framed within this policy discourse, 
but in its implementation seeks to build a partnership with communal graziers to enable them to 
explore the potential benefits that may be obtained from introduction of some form of legume-
based pasture in their livestock management systems. 

This paper describes the situation of the ECCAL project – to be implemented over the period 
2006-2010 – and outlines how a participatory research approach through which we hope to 
support the agency of the participating communities. 
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LESSONS LEARNED FROM PAST INITIATIVES TO MOVE USERS OF COMMUNAL GRAZING 
TOWARDS MORE EFFECTIVE VELD MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

Keith A Ramsay*#, T Victor Musetha and Kedibone B Chueu 

National Department of Agriculture, Directorate: Animal & Aqua Production Systems, Private Bag X138, 
Pretoria, 0001, South Africa, email: keithr@nda.agric.za 

Many countries in Africa are faced with the problem of effective management of communally 
owned natural resources and the failures far outweigh the success stories – particularly when it 
comes to the critical role of the owners and keepers of livestock in such areas and ways to 
mobilise them towards the sustainable use of the natural veld at their disposal. 

This has been the subject of numerous studies, workshops and symposia – but it would 
appear as though there has been only limited success and that the same mistakes are often 
repeated over and over again. 

Part of the problem is a lack of appropriate information that can be sourced by policy makers, 
local extension officers and owners and keepers of livestock. 

There may be a lot of data – but it has not been converted into information. 

In South Africa, certain interventions in the former homelands and independent states were 
not only successful - but were documented – largely in the proceedings of the Developing Animal 
Agriculture Interest Group (DAAIG) of the South African Society for Animal Science that created a 
forum for animal scientists, grassland scientists, extension officers, socio economists and 
ethnologists to discuss, amongst other issues, the sustainable use of communal veld resources 

This included models for community livestock projects and ways to increase off take from 
communal grazing. 

The paper reviews some key interventions that include the need for full community 
involvement in all activities (veld surveys, planning, fencing, water supply) from the onset, 
community extension assistants, and critical links to facilities such as markets and production 
inputs by way of support centres as a model that could be used to enable the communal 
grassland sector to become more economically active in a sustainable way. 

EVIDENCE BASED DECISION MAKING: DOES THIS PROVIDE A FRAMEWORK FOR 
RANGELAND POLICY DEVELOPMENT? 

Nicky Allsopp1*#, Rick Rohde2, Catherine Laurent3 and Frank Matose4 

1Agricultural Research Council, Livestock Business Division, Range and Forage Unit, c/o University of the 
Western Cape, Biodiversity and Conservation Biology Department, Private Bag X17, Bellville, Cape Town, 
7535, South Africa, email: nallsopp@uwc.ac.za, Centre of African Studies, 2University of Edinburgh, 4 
Carlton St, EH4 1NJ, Edinburgh, Scotland, 3INRA-SAD, &- Rue Claude Bernard, 75231 Paris Cedex 5, 

France, 4PLAAS, University of the Western Cape, Private Bag X17, Bellville, Cape Town, 7535, South Africa 

The Evidence Based approach to policy development and management has been developed in 
medicine and been taken up by some conservationists. This arose out of recognition that there 
was often no continuity between scientific theory and decision making in policy. This approach 
puts emphasis on the empirical validity of data used for decision making. However, it is also 
recognised that expertise, economics and societal values play a role in decision making. In many 
cases the best scientific evidence is not available. This paper will examine whether the evidence 
based approach offers a valid model on which to develop rangeland policy. 

 


