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Abstract 

Background  Large-scale renewable energy projects are increasingly being rolled out across rural Kenya, 
with the government playing a frontline role in attracting energy investors through various state-led and state-
centric policies and investment incentives such as feed-in-tariffs and power purchase agreements. While these 
policies are commendable, and are indeed attracting many private investors, existing studies document how social 
and environmental justice concerns are often overlooked—sometimes causing local contestations against energy 
projects. However, to date, there has been less attention given to cases where procedural justice elements (e.g., access 
to information, access to meaningful participation, access to justice, and respect for local culture) led to a success-
ful land negotiation for energy development without outright conflict. Using a case study in Kenya, this article aims 
to bridge this gap by showing how a fair application of various elements of procedural justice in land consultation 
has facilitated the establishment of the Kipeto wind farm. This qualitative research is based on semi-structured inter-
views that took place from February to March 2023, with a follow-up visit in December the same year, supplemented 
with review of secondary data sources.

Results  The results indicate that for energy projects to be accommodated in and by communities, access to land 
must be properly negotiated, particularly with the actual landowners whose livelihoods are most likely to be impli-
cated by the project. Second, local people’s perception of what they regard as a ‘just’ or ‘fair’ process of land consulta-
tion constitutes the basis for their acquiescence and compliance.

Conclusion  Ensuring a ‘just’ procedure in land consultation with the actual landowners is a key strategy to avoid con-
flicts. Land investors, governments, and policy-makers who interface and negotiate with communities must ensure 
the provision of procedural justice, particularly in contexts where local livelihood is tied to land and where land is indi-
vidually owned. Although the findings suggest a positive case of wind energy development in Kenya, the project 
is barely 4 years old; things may change overtime if agreed conditions are not met as specified in the MoU. Therefore, 
additional follow-up research is needed to ascertain the extent to which both KEL and landowners live up to their 
promises.
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Background
The expansion of renewable energy technologies such as 
wind, solar, geothermal, and hydropower continues to 
gain prominence around the world [1, 2]. This has been 
necessitated due to current quests by the global com-
munity to mitigate climate change, sustain domestic 
energy demands, and tackle challenges to energy access. 
Following the 2015 Paris climate summit, many world 
leaders expressed their commitments to implement cli-
mate-friendly policies—among which was the adoption 
of renewable energy technologies [1]. Kenya is among 
the countries in Africa currently leading in renewable 
energy development, and planning to produce 100% of its 
energy from renewable sources by 2050 [3]. To the gov-
ernment of Kenya, the adoption and expansion of these 
new technologies offers the opportunity to attract energy 
investors to produce additional power, both for domestic 
and foreign consumption. Electrification and the expan-
sion of power production sources via renewable energy 
technologies are major components of the government’s 
Vision 2030 [4]. Given this interest from the state, various 
policy measures and investment incentives have been put 
in place to attract private sector energy investors. Some 
of these include inter alia, favorable power purchase 
agreements, import tax concessions, feed-in tariffs, as 
well as mechanisms to facilitate the issuance of permits 
and licenses [5].

Although these measures are indeed enabling the gen-
eration of power, which in turn is being supplied to the 
national grid [5], arguably, such policy measures and 
investment incentives do not directly address local con-
cerns around land acquisition in host communities. This 
questions justice in the process of generating power on 
land claimed and/or used by local people for crop culti-
vation, pastoralism, and the gathering of fuelwood and 
other non-timber forest products. Justice concerns are 
particularly stronger in contexts involving dispossession 
and/or disarticulation of local livelihoods, but also, where 
land is owned by individuals. Activists, rights groups, 
pastoral and indigenous communities have played 
frontline roles in advocating for justice [1, 6–9]—which 
remains fundamental to many communities hosting 
land-based projects, including renewable energy projects 
in countries such as Kenya.

Many studies investigating large-scale renewable 
energy infrastructures in Kenya show how indigenous 
and pastoral communities have resisted the establish-
ment of renewable energy projects [3, 4, 10–14]. A com-
mon outcome of these studies points to the absence of 
effective policy measures that address questions of (in)
justice especially at the community level with regards 
to the process of land consultation and negotiation, and 
this largely explains local pushbacks to many renewable 

energy projects. Rogei [3] for instance documents how 
the planning and implementation phases of the Olkaria 
geothermal plant in Nakuru undermined community 
engagement, prompting a plethora of conflicts and law-
suits against the project. Similarly, Pueyo [1] intimates 
that it was partly unsatisfactory land consultation and 
negotiation processes that provoked local contestation 
against the Kinangop wind power project and later led 
to its collapse (see also Wambua [13]). Existing research 
equally points to similar procedural lapses in the estab-
lishment of Africa’s largest wind farm—the Lake Turkana 
Wind Power project [1, 4, 11]—where flawed land con-
sultation and negotiation has generated numerous con-
troversies, resistance, and conflicts on communal land 
claimed by the people of Turkana, Samburu, Rendille, 
and El Molo [15]. Generally, behind these contestations 
and conflicts, there is lack of clarity regarding land rights 
and consultation procedures, as well as unbalanced dis-
tribution of costs and benefits between investors and 
communities [1, 12, 16]. These occurrences are common 
in Kenya, as well as in many countries in the global South 
(with Mongolia being a notable exception [15]), and these 
have been widely documented [9, 17–19]. But the story 
appears to be different in many developed countries such 
as Germany, Sweden, Canada, Australia, and the USA. In 
these countries, because the rule of law is highly appli-
cable, considerable attention has been given to justice 
concerns in renewable energy development [2, 20, 21] 
particularly to the surrounding communities where these 
projects are being hosted. In Canada, for instance, in the 
Bow Lake wind project, good consultations were con-
ducted and local communities have benefited from the 
wind project through gaining equity and sharing in the 
revenues generated [15]. But such positive overviews are 
less common in Africa; where they exist, they are yet to 
receive sufficient scholarly attention.

In Kenya, the focus of this study, for instance, cases 
where justice has been fairly observed in land consulta-
tion procedures and where the process has gained a posi-
tive perspective from host communities are yet to receive 
sufficient scholarly attention in the literature on large-
scale land acquisition for renewable energy development. 
This is a considerable research gap in energy studies 
that this paper seeks to fill. Recognizing the importance 
of land in energy development, and the potential land-
related dispossession envisaged in the process, New-
ell and Mulvaney [22] have suggested the necessity for 
equity and justice issues to be considered in the drive 
toward a low-carbon future. This call is important in this 
current study particularly as land is privately owned, but 
also constitutes a major livelihood asset to communities.

To address the above-stated gap, the article focuses on 
Kipeto Energy Limited (KEL), a specific large-scale wind 
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energy provider that appears to have gained local support 
from landowners after an unusually lengthy land consul-
tation and negotiation process that lasted for more than 
a decade. The study explores the approach used by KEL 
to solicit community compliance and acceptance of the 
wind energy project; local peoples’ perspectives con-
cerning the land consultation and negotiation process; 
and whether or not key principles of procedural justice 
were observed. It does so by paying particular attention 
to some key pillars of procedural justice such as: treating 
host communities with respect, access to information, 
access to meaningful participation during decision-mak-
ing and legislative processes, and access to justice, i.e., 
citizens have equal access to justice systems to lay claims 
and resolve their justice problems. Scholars such as Gross 
[20], Yenneti and Day [9] among others have employed 
similar criteria to determine the application of justice 
principles connected to renewable energy development 
in both the global North and South [9, 20, 23]. Based 
on the research analysis, the study argues that, despite 
the pivotal role of the state in attracting energy inves-
tors through various state-led and state-centric focused 
policies and investment incentives mentioned above, for 
these projects to be accommodated in and by communi-
ties, access to land must be properly negotiated across 
a broad spectrum of stakeholders, particularly with the 
actual landowners. Also, it argues that local people’s per-
ception of what they regard as a just/fair process of land 
consultation and negotiation constitutes the basis for 
their acquiescence and compliance, and this has greatly 
facilitated the successful implementation of the Kipeto 
wind energy project in Kenya.

Drawing from environmental, climate, and energy 
justice literatures [24–28], this study uses a procedural 
justice lens as a practical analytical tool to understand 
local landowners’ perceptions and experiences of the 
wind energy project, particularly in terms of whether 
the land acquisition process was/is considered fair or 
unfair, what Gross [20] describes as ‘process fairness’. 
From a landowner standpoint, perception of fairness of 
process depicts, among other things, engagement and 
voluntary participation of landowners in the land deal; 
the provision of adequate information during land con-
sultation and negotiation; KEL’s agreement to accom-
modate traditional livelihood practices like farming and 
grazing on the acquired land; respect for local culture; as 
well as the provision of financial and material incentives 
to all those affected by the project. Smith and McDon-
ough [29] have explored perceptions of fairness during 
a public participation meeting and found that people 
judged fairness on justice principles such as representa-
tion, voice, consideration, logic and desired outcomes; 
and these are crucial for resolving local concerns around 

energy transition [30]. This study’s focus on procedures 
as the basis for obtaining social acceptance is increasingly 
gaining relevance in land-based societies in Kenya and 
elsewhere, especially as competition for land continues to 
intensify [9, 30], and this justifies the significance of this 
study. The paper presents three main contributions. First, 
it raises awareness on the necessity of supplementing 
national policies with micro-level measures to address 
land-energy-related concerns in communities. Second, it 
shows the importance of the local perspective of fairness 
of the process in land consultation, with the intention 
of cautioning investors, governments, consultants, and 
activists who interface and consult with communities on 
issues concerning land acquisition for the development 
of energy infrastructures such as wind. Lastly, the study 
adds to the literature on energy justice by showing how 
the fair application of procedural justice elements in land 
consultation has enabled the establishment of the Kip-
eto wind farm in Kenya. Even though the findings of this 
study suggest that KEL is a successful case of wind farm 
development in Kenya, the project is under 4 years old; 
things may change overtime if agreed conditions are not 
met as specified in the memorandum of understanding 
(MoU) signed with communities. Therefore, additional 
future research is needed to ascertain the extent to which 
both KEL and landowners live up to their promises.

Following this introduction, the remainder of the paper 
is structured as follows. First, it provides an understand-
ing of the principle of procedural justice, reviewing the 
key concepts and arguments and showing how social, 
environmental, and energy justice literatures emphasize 
the importance of fair procedures in decision-making. 
The next section discusses the studied community and 
the wind energy project, followed by the research meth-
ods. Next, it provides insights from interviews to show 
how landowners in Kipeto perceive the consultation pro-
cess and how their perception has enabled social accept-
ance of the wind farm. Finally, the paper provides a brief 
discussion section, before concluding with some policy 
recommendations.

Procedural (in)justice in land consultation and negotiation: 
the analytical lens
To explain environmental-, climate-, and energy-related 
matter, various categories of justice principles have been 
proposed including distributional, recognition, and pro-
cedural [19, 20, 24, 26, 30–33]. Among these principles, 
distributive justice (which is perhaps the most used 
concept of justice in academic scholarship) refers to the 
distribution of burdens and benefits related to environ-
mental interventions [34, 35]. Distributional justice also 
addresses questions of access to resources and oppor-
tunities that are deemed to be critical to address social 
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injustices [27]. Justice as recognition concerns who 
is given respect (or not) and whose interests, values, 
and views are recognized and taken into account [34]. 
According to Walker and Day [33], recognition injustices 
are rooted in cultural and institutional processes and leg-
acies that have implicitly or explicitly given social groups, 
communities, or individuals unequal recognition in soci-
ety. Lastly, procedural justice, the focus of this article, is 
about inclusion and exclusion of people in decision-mak-
ing processes around environmental and social issues. 
Procedural justice is rooted in ‘fairness’ [33]; it calls for 
equitable and democratic involvement of all stakeholders 
irrespective of class, gender, religion, sexual orientation, 
socio-economic status, or political affiliation [36–39]. 
Conversely, procedural injustices occur where people are 
excluded and/or marginalized from planning and deci-
sion-making processes, policies and projects, and these 
sometimes lead to social discontent [40, 41].

Renowned social theorists such as Rawls [42] and oth-
ers have historically championed the articulation of jus-
tice ideas, although leaning more toward distributional 
justice. According to these authors, the rules and policies 
governing social and political institutions in every soci-
ety shape the distribution of primary goods, benefits, and 
challenges among members of that society. John Rawls 
(ibid) further suggests that an understanding of justice 
gives people a common perspective ‘from which their 
claims may be adjudicated’ and which establishes the 
bond of civic friendship. However, critics have challenged 
this focus on distribution of goods and benefits argu-
ing that, first, it neglects an array of other factors such 
as institutional, social, and cultural that might impede 
a just distribution [20, 43, 44]. Second, a distributional 
focus lacks explicit guidance on what constitute just pro-
cedures as well as how to arrive at procedural justice [9], 
which is increasingly gaining prominence in academic 
and non-academic circles, particularly, with respect to 
justice at community levels [9, 30]. Inspired by social 
and democratic thinking, institutions, organizations, and 
scholars have pushed environmental justice ideas further, 
to also include elements of procedural and recognition 
justices that prioritize fairness in decision-making [45]. 
Scholars such as Young [44], Frazer [26], and Frazer and 
Honneth [46], among others, have emphasized the need 
for the recognition and accommodation of the views of 
a variety of stakeholders, thereby overcoming the rather 
entrenched patterns of domination, suppression, and 
marginalization of a particular segment of the population 
in environmental interventions.

The development of a large body of literature on envi-
ronmental justice owes its roots to grassroots movements 
in the USA dating as far back as the 1970s and 1980s in 
the form of civil rights struggles against the dumping of 

wastes that cause pollution, and this was closely con-
nected to issues of race and class [9, 33, 34, 43, 47]. 
Procedural justice demands in environmental justice 
movements were given due attention in many interna-
tional fora such as the ‘1991 First National People of Col-
our Environmental Leadership Summit’ in Washington 
[37]. Attended by over 650 grassroots and national lead-
ers from around the globe, 17 principles of environmen-
tal justice were adopted—some of which include freedom 
from any form of discrimination, strict enforcement of 
the principles of informed consent, the right to partici-
pate in decision-making as equal partners, and the right 
of victims of environmental injustice to receive [fair] 
compensation. Similar concerns focusing on procedural 
justice were also expressed at the United Nations Eco-
nomic Commission for Europe (UNECE) [23] Aarhus 
Convention. The convention, signed by 47 States across 
Europe and Central Asia, secures opportunities for 
access to environmental information and transparent 
procedures for all citizens of the party countries [9, 48]. 
According to the convention, procedural justice rest on 
three pillars: access to information; access to meaningful 
participation during decision-making and legislative pro-
cess of all relevant projects; and access to justice in the 
case of claims with regard to the first two pillars [23]. In 
a nutshell, the overarching concern of procedural justice 
in both conventions was to ensure that institutional and 
procedural norms guarantee all people equal opportunity 
for consideration in decision-making [49]. These con-
cerns have since led to a growing amount of academic 
scholarship examining questions around socio-environ-
mental (in)justices, in particular analyzing the politics of 
resistance by minority and poorer communities in dif-
ferent parts of the world [50, 51], engaging either proce-
dural or distributional (in)justices or sometimes both [43, 
49, 52].

Environmental justice is rooted in the principle that 
disadvantaged communities should not be subject to 
disproportionate environmental impacts [27], or unfair 
treatment in environmental interventions such as the 
acquisition of land for conservation purposes or for 
renewable energy development for example. Emerg-
ing largely from the field of environmental justice, but 
strongly anchored to the literature on climate justice is 
‘energy justice’. According to Jenkins et  al. [53], energy 
justice is a new center of gravity for energy scholars, pro-
viding the opportunity to examine societal response to 
injustices linked to social and environmental challenges. 
Sovacool et al. [54] conceived of energy justice as ‘a global 
energy system that fairly distributes both the benefits and 
burdens of energy services, and one that contributes to 
more representative and inclusive energy decision mak-
ing’. Like environmental justice, energy justice can also be 
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understood in terms of specific justices—distributional, 
procedural, and recognition [53], which are usually 
interconnected to one another, and often not mutually 
exclusive in practical terms. Applying constructs and 
principles drawn from environmental justice literatures, 
studies on energy justice have emerged in many social 
science-related disciplines [53, 55]. The focus has been 
primarily on areas such as energy access [56], energy 
security [57], fuel poverty [33, 58, 59], energy production 
and systems [31], energy consumption [60–63], ethical 
energy consumption [61], and energy activism and poli-
tics [59]. These works cut across the globe.

Many studies investigating the expansion of renewable 
energy infrastructures have emphasized the importance 
of fair procedures as the basis for community accept-
ance and compliance [20, 60]. For example, Gross’ [20] 
study on wind energy development in Australia draws on 
both environmental and social justice ideas to justify her 
claims on the importance of procedural justice as key for 
soliciting social acceptance. Corroborating UNECE and 
the First People of Colour Leadership Summit, Gross [20] 
reaffirms the importance of adequate information, the 
ability of people to participate, and be heard. These have 
strong positive effects on local perception and reaction 
toward the project, on social acceptance, and ultimately 
on community empowerment as Ndi [64] has shown. 
This is quite important in Kenya where [semi] pastoral-
ists, ethnic minorities, and indigenous people are often 
alienated and marginalized from key political and eco-
nomic processes, mostly due to lack of recognition and/
or flawed land consultation and negotiation processes as 
many studies have argued [1, 14, 15].

The study community and the wind energy project
This study focuses on Kipeto, a community in Kaji-
ado County, located South West of Nairobi (see Fig.  1), 
the capital of Kenya. Over the last 10  years, the coun-
ty’s proximity to Nairobi has necessitated an increas-
ing demand for land by both domestic and foreign land 
investors for various purposes including for renew-
able energy development. The Maasai, a semi-nomadic 
indigenous community, owns the majority of the land. 
Land is a key livelihood asset. People depend on land to 
graze livestock, which is the principal economic activ-
ity of the area. Owning livestock symbolizes wealth and 
power—livestock are used to exert clan influence. Land 
is also used to grow vegetables and other crops on a 
small scale, mainly for household consumption. Before 
the 1970s, land was held under the communal or group 
ranch arrangement, and used mainly for pastoralism. 
The communal land system supported unrestricted 
mobility and opportunistic grazing—allowing pastoral-
ists to move with their animals to areas of under-utilized 

forage during periods of drought [65–67]. Nevertheless, 
between 1970 and 1996, there was a new wave of indi-
vidual ownership of land, encouraged primarily by those 
occupying the corridors of political and economic power 
in Kenya, prompting the then President Moi to make a 
pronouncement, stating and reiterating that since all 
Kenyans have the right to own their land, group ranches 
should be abolished; and the land be sub-divided among 
its members (Galaty [68], citing Kenya Times, Saturday 
April 15, 1989). Land in Kajiado was sub-divided into 
individual holdings and people were given freehold title 
deeds [69]. Some have argued that sub-dividing land has 
negative implications on pastoral mobility as well as on 
livestock carrying capacity of available land per house-
hold [70–72]. The land allocated to individuals vary from 
50 to 1000 acres.

The Maasai of Kipeto are polygamous—a man can 
have more than one wife, with more than six children 
per household. Also, the community is patriarchal and 
there is a hierarchy of power relations across gender but 
also between age groups; and this translates into deci-
sion-making. As Dorothy Hogson [74] has observed, 
even though gender roles in Maasai culture are chang-
ing, in traditional Maasai societies like Kipeto, elderly 
male voices are still privileged over youths and women, 
particularly on matters concerning land. Husbands are 
generally seen as household heads, while women tend 
to assume a subordinate position in their homes, unless 
unmarried. Inheritance of land is mainly through the 
male line, although female inheritance is possible when 
there are no males or when the husband dies. This 
explains why title deeds are mostly in the hands of men. 
However, due to increase awareness on women’s land 
rights and human rights leading to changing national 
laws on inheritance, many Kenyan women (including 
women in Kipeto) are now in possession of title deeds. 
By possessing title deeds, landowners in Kipeto tend to 
exercise more power and control over their land, com-
pared to where there are no title deeds or where land 
is communally owned, as is the case with communities 
hosting, for instance, the LTWP and geothermal devel-
opments in Marsabit and Baringo Counties, respec-
tively. In Kipeto, landowners can decide whether to 
retain, lease or sell land to potential land investors, as 
the need arises. This made it easier for Kipeto Energy 
Limited (KEL) to identify landowners and begin the 
negotiation process with them from 2008. Cognizant of 
the increasing demand for land in the Kajiado County, 
and upon request for land by KEL, some landowners 
of Kipeto positioned themselves at the land-resource 
frontier to strategically negotiate large-scale land deals, 
with the county government playing only a guiding/
assisting role. Land was leased-out to KEL for wind 
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energy development for a period of 30 years, instead of 
sale, which was the company’s initial intention.

KEL owns Kipeto wind energy, in partnership with 
African Infrastructure Investment Fund 2, Inter-
national Finance Corporation and Craftskills Wind 
Energy International Limited, financed with funding 
from the Overseas Investment Corporation (OPIC). In 
2009, KEL was awarded a concession license to under-
take feasibility studies and subsequently, to generate 
electricity through wind energy in Kipeto. The pro-
ject employed specialists and consultants to conduct a 
series of environmental and social impact assessments, 
to ensure conformity with international best practices 
as outlined in the International Finance Corpora-
tion (IFC) environmental performance standards [75]. 

In 2016, KEL entered into a 20-year Power Purchase 
Agreement with Kenya Power LTD, a government-
owned monopoly in charge of electricity transmission 
and distribution to supply 100 MW to the national grid 
at the Isinya sub-station in Kajiado County [75]. The 
project went operational from January 2021. It is the 
second largest wind energy project in Kenya after the 
Lake Turkana Wind Power (LTWP) project, covering 
approximately 70 km2. It currently hosts 64 turbines. 
Although KEL was awarded its concession license in 
2009, land acquisition for this project was a huge chal-
lenge from the outset due to disagreements over forms 
of benefits [15, 76]. More details on agreed forms of 
compensations and benefits to landowners have been 
documented in Ndi [64]. Of the total land acquired, 

Fig. 1  Map of Kenya showing project location: readapted from Greiner et al. [73]
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only about 20% of it has been put into effective use—
primarily for the installation of turbines and cable lines.

After the land negotiation, benefits to the community 
and to landowners are in the forms of annual rent (based 
on the size of the acquired land), employment, newly 
built houses to displaced persons, and most importantly, 
landowners are allowed to continue using the acquired 
land to support their traditional livelihoods practices 
(e.g., farming and grazing) as long as they do not inter-
fere or cause harm to the company’s property (see Fig. 2, 
under the section ‘study community and the wind energy 
project’). All terms and conditions of the lease agreement 
are in an MoU signed with landowners in Kipeto.

Methods
The research takes an exploratory approach to iden-
tify aspects of the consultation processes as perceived 
by local landowners themselves that qualifies the land 
consultation and negotiation procedure as either fair or 
unfair. Each interviewee provided his/her perspective 
on the consultation process. Fieldwork took place from 
February to March 2023 with a follow-up visit in Decem-
ber the same year. The research used a semi-structured 
interview guide to elicit data in Kipeto. Interviews were 
conducted with three categories of stakeholders: county 
government officials (at the office of the Deputy County 

Commissioner and with a Local Chief ); company offi-
cials and employees; and with local communities. Inter-
views with county government officials helped to harness 
insights concerning the role of the government in pro-
moting and/or facilitating renewable energy development 
in Kipeto in particular and Kenya in general. Interviews 
with company officials helped to explain the company’s 
approach to land acquisition; how it engages with local 
communities; promises made to landowners; and chal-
lenges faced, etc.

Community interviews targeted two groups of land-
owners to provide their perspective on the consultation 
process. Landowners were identified through snowball-
ing technique [77], but also by purposeful sampling—by 
moving from house-to-house according to people’s avail-
ability: the first group consisted of eight (8) homesteads 
belonging to landowners who accepted to lease land. 
These are the direct beneficiaries of the wind project. The 
second group, consisting of eight (8) homesteads were 
those who refused to be part in the project and so, did 
not benefit directly. This group was skeptical about the 
promises made by KEL; drawing from negative experi-
ences suffered by some communities associated with 
other energy projects like the Olkaria geothermal plant 
in Nakuru; and so, wanted to avoid future land complica-
tions with KEL. Even though they refused to cede land, 

Fig. 2  Image showing wind turbines.  Source: Author
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they have encountered no pressure or repression from 
the State or KEL, and they continue to retain their indi-
vidual land to date. Interviewing these different groups 
enabled triangulation of information from across sources 
especially regarding the land acquisition procedures.

Most community interviews were conducted in peo-
ples’ homes. It started with the author introducing 
himself and the purpose of the visit, followed by brief dis-
cussion about the energy situation in Kenya. Such gen-
eral discussions helped to bridge the communication gap 
between the researcher and local communities. Although 
the author tried to talk to interviewees on a one-on-one 
basis, in most cases, this was difficult. Other family mem-
bers would occasionally join in the interviews, mostly as 
listeners—gazing and smiling, but they sometimes throw 
comments to either confirm or reject an opinion. While 
such intrusion appeared to interrupt the interview pro-
cess and distort the exact head counts of interview par-
ticipants, it also helped to enrich the conversation and 
enabled the author to understand the local dynamics and 
diverse perspectives among people from within the same 
household. Community people were asked questions 
relating to the land consultation process with the pri-
mary intention to assess the extent to which key elements 
of procedural justice were considered. Drawing from 
UNECE’s [23] three pillars of procedural justice (men-
tioned above), participants were asked questions relat-
ing to their participation in the project, communication 
and access to information, and stakeholder engagements. 
Other questions also queried whether local voices were 
heard and if landowners and community people were 
treated with respect. The questions were broad in scope 
to understand the land acquisition approach, but specific 
to capture people’s perspectives about the procedure in 
terms of fairness in the process. Both English and the 
Maasai language were used to collect data. The author 
made use of a research assistant, to help with transla-
tion where the interviewee could not express him/herself 
in English or where he/she preferred to speak in Maasai. 
Each interview lasted between 1 h and 1.5 h. Interviews 
were not recorded at the request of respondents. Direct 
quotes were verified with respondents during fieldwork.

Table summarizing interview categories and participants

Interview categories Number Rationale/purpose/
distinguishing 
characteristic

Company representa-
tives and employees

n = 6 persons To understand com-
pany’s approach to land 
acquisition; how it 
engages local communi-
ties; those (not)involved; 
promises to landowners; 
challenges and benefits 
of project; conflict man-
agement mechanisms; 
etc

Landowners who 
accepted to cede land 
and are participating 
in the project

8 households, each 
household contains 
a minimum of 6 
children

These are the direct 
beneficiaries; have 
received newly built 
houses; and are receiv-
ing rent for the leased 
land. Interviewing this 
group helps us to under-
stand the reasons 
for their involvement 
in land deal; how they 
were approached 
by KEL; their perspec-
tive in terms of fairness 
of process; how the con-
sultation and negotia-
tion proceeded; condi-
tions for leasing land; 
how decisions to lease 
land was arrived at; etc

Landowners who 
refused to cede land 
and opted out of the 
land negotiation

8 households; each 
containing a mini-
mum of 6 children

This group has no direct 
benefit, except for cor-
porate social schemes 
and other generous 
provisions to com-
munities—like 
the distribution of food 
items during the peak 
covid-19 in the county. 
Interviews help us 
to understand how they 
were approached 
by the wind company 
seeking land; what they 
think about the com-
pany; why they refused 
to cede land; their 
general perception 
of the consultation 
process; etc

County government 
officials and a local 
chief

n = 5 persons To gain insights 
concerning the role 
of the government 
from land acquisition 
to project implementa-
tion vis-à-vis community 
concerns and interests
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Moreover, because land is a sensitive topic in the 
county, some of the interviews were conducted infor-
mally—mostly in places like a local bar or grocery store. 
At the time of fieldwork, an informal conversation with 
a management official revealed that the company was 
making some efforts to fulfill some of its un-met prom-
ises to communities, including the establishment of a 
Community Trust Fund where 5% of the proceeds real-
ized by the company would be allocated to the Kajiado 
County to support its local socio-economic development. 
This probably explains why some Kipeto Energy officials 
were overly cautious about being interviewed formally 
during fieldwork. Formal and informal conversations 
with community people and some company employees 
who requested anonymity revealed some of the on-the-
ground realities and important dynamics accompanying 
pastoralists involvement in land deals. Thus, understand-
ing the importance of the application of some key prin-
ciples of procedural justice during consultation and 
negotiation requires seeking answers to questions such 
as, how was land negotiated, with whom and by whom? 
Who participated in consultation and negotiation and 
who did not and why? How did people participate? How 
consultation and negotiation proceeded? Whether land 
givers were/are satisfied with the process or not, etc.

Results
Local perspective of fairness in the process 
and the importance of ensuring procedural justice
This section explains key aspects of the consultation 
process that shapes local perspectives of fairness of the 
process and enables landowners’ acquiescence and com-
pliance toward the wind energy project. These include, 
among others: effective communication, inclusion and 
voluntary participation of landowners in land consulta-
tion and negotiation, and the formation of a community 
initiative group, etc. These are discussed below.

Communication exchange and access to information
The importance of effective communication and access 
to information between land investors and local commu-
nities was paramount in this current context where land 
is individually owned, where local livelihood is predomi-
nantly linked to land, and where land conflict is com-
mon. Here, people depend on land for grazing and crop 
cultivation. Unlike in many land acquisition approaches 
where state authorities, investors, and few political and 
community elites negotiate access to land on behalf 
of the entire community (see for instance [1, 14]), the 
acquisition approach used by KEL in Kipeto, according 
to interviewees, involved a wide variety of community 
actors deliberating over a lengthy negotiation process 
that lasted more than a decade. As Sovacool et  al. [54] 

strongly argue, the absence of a meaningful deliberative 
process to address the risks and costs inherent in large-
scale energy projects exemplifies a situation of energy 
injustice. Conversely, full information disclosure and 
policy mechanisms to foster public participation are 
essential to achieving procedural justice [78]. Interviews 
revealed that KEL’s community-entry approach to seek-
ing land was initiated by the people of Kipeto themselves, 
and not by intermediaries or land brokers. Over ninety 
percent of all respondents (including those who refused 
to lease land) revealed that local consultation was one of 
the most acclaimed efforts made by KEL—whereby its 
representatives provided adequate information about the 
wind project to landowners and community—and land-
owners had the option whether to participate or not.

An important first step in KEL’s communication 
approach was to reach-out to a Kipeto indigene, asking 
him to convey to the entire community, the company’s 
interest to develop a wind farm in their community. To 
this effect, the indigene, later on, contacted other com-
munity members and the entire village became aware 
of the planned windfarm. The author was not privy to 
know where and how the company authorities met this 
particular Maasai and why he was chosen. A landowner 
explained:

‘…One of our brothers told us that a wind company 
is interested in our land...’ (22/02/2023).
Another landowner added ‘…when we got the news 
about a certain wind energy company, some people 
were happy, others were not…’ (24/02/2023).

A common feature of the above respondents points to 
the fact that people were informed about the company’s 
intention to acquire land for wind energy development. 
This awareness by local communities, particularly land-
owners is quite important given that local people also 
depend on the same land for sustaining traditional liveli-
hood activities.

Interviews confirm that landowners and community 
people were already aware of KEL’s intention to acquire 
land before the company authorities commenced consul-
tative meetings with both participating and non-partic-
ipating landowners. Information disclosure helped the 
landowners, particularly the participating landowners 
to reflect upon their thoughts before entering into the 
land lease agreement. During interviews, the author was 
told that KEL officials begun the land consultation pro-
cess, first, by visiting individual households to officially 
express the company’s interest to acquire land. Later 
on, the company organized a series of public participa-
tion meetings to discuss inter alia the planned duration 
of their proposed project; the areas suitable for the wind 
turbines and power lines; some envisaged challenges 



Page 10 of 16Ndi ﻿Energy, Sustainability and Society           (2024) 14:47 

accompanying the land acquisition; as well as benefits of 
the project to landowners in particular, and the Kajiado 
community in general. In particular, during consultation 
meetings, participating landowners were also notified 
that those whose homes would coincidentally fall on the 
same land parcel earmarked for the wind turbines would 
be asked to move, and would be resettled elsewhere in 
new houses constructed within the same land claimed by 
the landowner.

While information flow from the company to partici-
pating landowners forms the first part of the expected 
two-way communication flow, it was interesting to note 
in interviews that during group meetings, landowners 
presented some key conditions to KEL prior to consent-
ing to ceding land. In particular, the author was told that 
landowners, including local women, held tight on the 
request to maintain continuous access to the acquired 
land for crop production and grazing; and that upon 
expiration of the 30-year lease term, they (landowners) 
would decide whether to extend the lease or not. KEL 
consented to these key conditions by the landowners. 
Thus, by accommodating local views, concerns, needs, 
and expectations, it is fair to say that KEL completed the 
second part of the communication process in land con-
sultation and negotiation, which landowners and those 
concerned with the land deal perceive as a fair approach. 
An indication of fairness in land consultation and nego-
tiation with affected communities can be deduced from 
the following statements made by a landowner:

‘…We gave the company some conditions before leas-
ing land: for example, we agreed to lease our land 
for 30  years…’ (24/02/2023). Another Maasai pos-
ited: ‘…We also told them that we will still need the 
land for grazing and crop cultivation…; and the 
company agreed…’ (24/02/2023).

The above quotations show there was a considerable 
degree of communication between the wind investor and 
the participating landowners during land consultation. In 
addition, on the one hand, the quotations also show the 
agency of the landowner, how they were also negotiat-
ing strategically—and are/were not necessarily ‘victims 
of progress’ [79] as argued in some scholarship; they roll 
out terms and conditions that ensure continuous support 
to their local livelihood practices. On the other hand, 
although the company prioritizes its benefits, it neverthe-
less agreed to local people’s desire to continue accessing 
the acquired land. To qualify the company’s acceptance 
to some of the key conditions, a company representative 
posited:

‘… we are happy to let people continue with their 
livelihood activities as long as it does not affect the 

wind farm…’ (22/02/2023).

Communication between KEL and participating land-
owners was done with the supervision of the county 
government. Respondents attest that among other 
responsibilities, the county government’s primary roles 
were to monitor the process, making sure negotiation 
procedures were appropriately conducted, and that both 
parties respect the terms and conditions of the lease 
agreement as stipulated in the MoU. The county gov-
ernment was also mandated to assist in managing the 
planned community trust fund, and to mediate in case of 
conflicts between local communities and the company. 
Still, in an attempt to ensure a fair negotiation proce-
dure, both participating and non-participating landown-
ers revealed that the company employed the services of 
a Maasai lawyer—to help explain to community people, 
the legal implications of leasing their land, but also, to 
explain to them that their participation in the project was 
optional and voluntary (confirmed [69]). The majority of 
the interviewed landowners mentioned that clarifications 
from the lawyer helped to bridge the communication 
and knowledge gap between KEL officials and local com-
munities, particularly those without formal education. 
Nonetheless, trust issues were raised by a few landown-
ers and community people (particularly by the youths) 
regarding the use of the Maasai lawyer. The main com-
munity concern was that because the lawyer was on the 
payroll of KEL, he would probably not fully represent 
the interests of local communities. Interviewees men-
tioned that KEL was aware of this community concern 
at the time of land negotiation and reacted by suggesting 
to participating landowners to bring their own private 
lawyers during consultation meetings, as they deemed 
it necessary. Interviewees confirmed that few participat-
ing landowners who could afford legal fees yielded to this 
suggestion and employed the services of a private lawyer 
during negotiation. This allowance by participating land-
owners to use private lawyers to their own accord helped 
to facilitate communication exchange with the company 
representatives during land consultation and negotiation. 
According to the participating landowners, this was fair.

Inclusive, voluntary participation of landowners and local 
community members
In as much as two-way information and communication 
exchange constituting an important element of proce-
dural justice, local inclusion and participation and giving 
‘voice’ to potentially affected local people remains critical 
in shaping social acceptance and project outcomes [80, 
81]. As already elaborated above, consultation proceeded, 
first with individuals before progressing to community 
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level. At the initial consultation phase, every community 
member (men, women, and youths) was invited in public 
meetings whose purpose was to explain the wind project. 
Calls to attend meetings were made by the village head 
and council of village elders who designate a commu-
nity member to go around the village with a whistle or 
traditional gong, inviting villagers to assemble for meet-
ings. This method of invite ensures quicker percolation of 
information at the village level.

Interviewees revealed that two categories of landown-
ers emerged during consultation: on the one hand, were 
those who were not convinced of the potential benefit 
of the project to them, and so refused to cede land and 
opted out of the land negotiation in the first few years of 
discussion. The uninterested or non-participating land-
owners argue that they prefer to preserve land for their 
children and grandchildren, and that their disengage-
ment from any land deal would simply prevent future 
land-related complications with the wind energy com-
pany. On the other hand, were the landowners who saw 
the project as beneficial, and so decided to subscribe 
to it (also referred to as the ‘willing’ or ‘participating’ 
landowners), albeit under certain terms and conditions 
mentioned above, prior to leasing land. Thus, when the 
uninterested landowners exited the negotiation scene, 
the company continued discussion with the willing land-
owners. This confirms the voluntary dimension regard-
ing the landowners’ decision as to whether to cede land 
or not. The IFC standards recognize and prescribe stake-
holder engagements as necessary for building effective 
and responsive relationships between projects and host 
communities, including ensuring proper environmental 
and social impacts analysis [82]. Also, other international 
instruments such as the United Nations Declaration on 
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples require the free, prior, 
and informed consent of indigenous communities in 
the design and implementation of projects in their ter-
ritories [15]. Cognizant of these, interviewees mentioned 
that KEL convened several public participation meetings 
with the ‘willing’ landowners and their families, explain-
ing the project, listening to their concerns and soliciting 
their views, and interests, to be factored in the deci-
sion-making process. These, according to Sovacool and 
Dworkin [83] are critical for addressing energy land and 
energy-related injustices. All the participating landown-
ers mentioned that the numerous meetings enabled them 
to reflect over their decisions, before deciding whether to 
lease land or not.

A striking revelation noted in interviews was the role 
of culture in shaping the land acquisition process. In 
Kipeto, there exists a hierarchy of power relations across 
gender and age groups. According to interviewees, the 
Maasai culture prescribes that women and youths rally 

behind their family heads—whom in most cases are older 
males, and give them their full support in matters con-
cerning land. Participating landowners mentioned that 
KEL respected this cultural prescription of men playing 
frontline roles in decision-making, and this in turn made 
the consultation and interaction process between the duo 
relatively easier, since participating landowners could 
automatically gain the support of other community mem-
bers, including women. But women, the author was told, 
were not completely overshadowed. They (women) also 
played the frontline role of determining the location and 
design of the newly built houses provided to all displaced 
homesteads. The reason being that in Kipeto, women are 
generally seen as the ‘keepers’ of the homes and would 
want their houses to look a particular way, especially 
the location and distance between the main house and 
the kitchen and pit latrine. This ownership of houses by 
women is captured in a statement made by a male farmer 
when he asserted that ‘…a house does not belong to the 
man… it belongs to the women…’ (21/02/2023).

In contemporary times, one would expect this power 
asymmetry over land to be contested by women—but 
this was never the case in Kipeto. Instead, women men-
tioned that they had no issue about men making the key 
decision since they (men) are the head of the family and 
in control of land. As one woman noted: ‘…I attended 
the meetings… but my husband decides when it comes 
to land… Another woman asserted ‘…we believe in our 
men to take decision concerning land…’ (24/02/2023). 
The general impression from interviews is that women 
seem to trust their husband’s abilities in making key 
decisions when it concerns land, which to an extent con-
firms men’s leadership position as family heads. But this 
acceptance of male dominance by women on land issues 
might further consolidate existing gender inequalities in 
the society, as other studies of feminist political ecology 
and gendered access to resources have identified [84–87]. 
Ironically, as Ndi [88] and Wisborg [89] have argued, a 
major difficulty in attaining gender equity in land deals 
stem from the fact that those who suffer the most from 
discrimination have the least power to defend them-
selves—women in this case. It remains an open question 
if Kipeto women are/were simply respecters of culture 
or are/were unable to express their views in the pres-
ence of their men. Thus, additional research adopting a 
gender disaggregated data collection method would help 
crosscheck whether the views expressed by women were 
not influenced by the presence of their husbands during 
interviews.

Like the women, Maasai youths also rallied behind 
their parents to support their consensus-based deci-
sion and to give approval to the land deal. The age-sect 
cultural practice has a role to play here. Following this 



Page 12 of 16Ndi ﻿Energy, Sustainability and Society           (2024) 14:47 

age-sect cultural practice, youths tend to trust the opin-
ions of people older than them—in this case, parents, and 
to follow their lead—indicating a strong ‘social power 
relations’ [90] within the households. As Svarstad and 
Benjaminsen [34] have observed, some social groups 
and individuals are poorly recognized in environmental 
interventions—in this case, the Kipeto youths. Nonethe-
less, the pursuance of and/or adherence to the age-sect 
cultural prescription raises critical unanswered questions 
regarding genuine participation in land consultation by 
the youths. Additional studies examining an intergen-
erational perspective about whether or not to allocate 
land for large-scale wind energy projects would shed fur-
ther lights on these issues. Nevertheless, the few youths 
from the participating households interviewed claimed 
that their perspectives and concerns were sought dur-
ing consultation; stating further that they (youths—both 
male and female) were mainly concerned about gaining 
formal employment with KEL. Meanwhile, their parents 
were more concerned about generating income by leas-
ing land. In other words, among community members, 
needs, interests, and aspirations vary, although common 
community interests also prevail. For instance, the com-
munity at large wants continuous access to land to grow 
crops and graze cattle. KEL’s acceptance of this key com-
munity demand among others, including being coupled 
with the financial and material incentives provided to 
participating landowners, have helped to influence local 
perception and facilitated landowners’ acquiescence and 
compliance toward the wind energy project. This also 
probably explains why, to date, there has been no com-
munity mobilization against the wind energy project as 
commonly envisaged in some other energy sites in Kenya.

Formation of a representative committee
Although two-way information exchange, and the inclu-
sion and participation of landowners exemplifies a fair 
land consultation procedure, it is equally fundamental 
for the views of other community members to be con-
sidered as part of the process to ensuring procedural 
justice. Interviewees revealed that although there was a 
lawyer to help clarify legal issues and facilitate communi-
cation during consultation, community people suggested 
to KEL, the need for a community representative com-
mittee group that would oversee grassroots affairs, liaise 
with KEL, and facilitate information exchange during 
and after the implementation of the wind project. KEL 
agreed to this suggestion—and this led to the formation 
of a representative group called the ‘Community Initia-
tive Committee’ (CIC). The CIC members were elected 
from within the Kipeto community (consisting of village 
elders, men, women, and youths), and supplemented by 

a representative from the county government and KEL. 
Participating landowners mentioned that when any com-
munity issues arose linked to the wind project, the CIC 
would meet with KEL authorities in the presence of a 
representative from the county government to seek solu-
tions. The CIC in turn provides feedback to all those 
directly concerned.

Interviewees mentioned that the role of the CIC is 
important considering that a large segment of the popu-
lation is not formally educated and could barely read or 
write. Participating landowners recounted that the CIC 
serves not only as the link with the company, but also as 
local gatekeepers of community affairs. The committee 
members are entrusted with the responsibility to work 
for the interest of the people—to defend them on matters 
concerning land, including issues of human rights abuse. 
This is very important in the project area because, at the 
moment, Kenya has no law that guides the interactions 
between businesses and human rights [69]. However, 
there are indications that the government plans to design 
a national Action Plan on Business and Human Rights 
that will enable businesses, regardless of the size or oper-
ational context to incorporate human right concerns in 
their agenda [69].

In a nutshell, the key drivers for local acquiescence and 
compliance from the perspectives of the landowners, 
grounded on procedural justice principles include:

•	 Effective communication with landowners and fami-
lies

•	 Inclusion and voluntary participation of landowners 
in land consultation

•	 The formation of a community initiative committee
•	 Acceptance by KEL to certain community condi-

tions, e.g., to lease land instead of sale
•	 Accommodation of traditional livelihood practices 

(like farming and grazing)
•	 Provision of benefits (e.g., jobs, new houses, and 

finance)

Discussion
Land acquisition for wind energy development in Kipeto 
has revealed the importance of local people’s involvement 
in processes that potentially has implications for their 
livelihoods. Using a procedural justice lens, the study 
provides insights on the importance of local perception 
of fairness of process as the basis for landowners’ acqui-
escence and compliance, although with the expectation 
to derive financial and material incentives. Two key argu-
ments emerged: first, the study argues that for large-scale 
renewable energy projects to be accommodated in and 
by communities, access to land must be properly nego-
tiated, particularly with the actual landowners. A key 
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strategy for ensuring effective negotiation, as shown, is 
proper communication. Landowners who participated in 
interviews revealed that participation in public meetings 
was huge, and communication and information exchange 
prevailed extensively between landowners and company 
authorities prior to, and during land consultation and 
negotiation. The two-way communication flow between 
landowners, their families and concerned community 
people, on the one hand, and KEL officials, on the other, 
was/is a fulfillment of a key aspect of a procedural justice 
element in host communities. Moreover, most interview-
ees felt the consultation process was fair, especially as the 
actual landowners were at the center of land negotiation. 
Soliciting landowners’ perspectives and making their 
participation to be ‘voluntary’ inscribes a sense of fair-
ness in the company’s approach and possibly account for 
its positive outlook and perception using the lenses of the 
‘land-givers’, which according to Edwards et al. [91] ena-
bles people to live lives that they consider to have value.

Second, the study argues that local people’s percep-
tion of what they regard as a ‘fair’ process of land con-
sultation constitutes the basis for their acquiescence and 
compliance. Their perspective of fairness of process is 
based on adequate disclosure of information, meaning-
ful participation, representation, and consideration of the 
views of concerned stakeholders—which are fundamen-
tal for addressing procedural injustices in communities 
linked to energy development as Sovacool and Dworkin 
[83] argue. All participating landowners interviewed pre-
sented a positive opinion about the consultation process 
and reported that the decision whether or not to cede 
land was optional. Although the final decision rested in 
the hands of the adult male member of the landowning 
family as their culture prescribes, respondents mentioned 
that women and youths rallied behind family heads to 
approve the land deals. From a local standpoint, such 
inclusive processes are indicative of a just procedure. On 
the contrary, as some scholars have opined, exclusionary 
decision-making processes signify highly unjust proce-
dures and would most likely generate negative outcomes 
for the host communities [9, 92], and this has been the 
case with the infamous Kinangop and LTWP mentioned 
above. But in Kipeto, cultural affinity and allegiance were 
very instrumental in facilitating community consensus 
around the wind energy project—although privileging 
older male voices. At the same time, a cultural prescrip-
tion like the age-sect practice might curtail the abilities 
of youths from voicing their independent views, and this 
epitomizes a situation of social injustice in a true sense 
of ‘community inclusion’. Nonetheless, as gleaned from 
the interviews, there was a strong ‘social power relations’ 
[90] among participating households based on the claims 
made around fairness in process of acquisition—most 

landowners made references to other energy projects as 
‘worst’ cases. As some studies in both the global North 
and South have revealed, the provision of opportunities 
for inclusion and participation by communities consti-
tutes central components of procedural justice [93, 94], 
while at the same time enabling the social acceptance of 
new technologies such as wind energy [20].

Outside this case study area, the literature on land 
acquisition for renewable energy development in Kenya 
generally portrays how most host communities are chal-
lenging, resisting and/or contesting many renewable 
energy technologies [95]. This is mainly due to flawed 
land consultation and negotiation procedures as well 
as concerns over distribution of costs and benefits [3, 
4, 12, 13]. Similar trends have been observed in other 
parts of the global South [18, 19, 92]. In Kenya in gen-
eral, although these trends are deeply entrenched in 
many communities hosting energy projects, and have 
been triggering various sorts of land-related conflicts, 
this current study shows that KEL made significant 
strides to avoid such occurrences by engaging landown-
ers during the land consultation and ensuring that they 
achieve financial and material incentives from the land 
deals (cf. [64]). Some scholars researching the rush for 
land for agro-industrial investments in Africa have noted 
that livelihoods, homes, and histories are disarticulated 
when people are side-lined in processes and activities 
that tampers on their wellbeing [96–98]. KEL’s pursuance 
of procedural justice tenets appears to be quite unique 
and uncommon in Kenya. This could be due to the high 
public visibility of the company’s owners, partners, and 
funder—who are probably opened to public scrutiny, as 
opposed to private equity funds and individual investors 
that appear less vulnerable to external pressure and criti-
cisms as Temper [8] argues.

But this pursuance of procedural justice tenets in Kip-
eto could be attributed largely, to the ‘good will’ and lib-
erty of the wind energy investor and partners—in the 
sense that the company is/was not obliged by any Kenya 
law or regulation to do so. While such efforts on the part 
of the company are highly commendable and should per-
haps serve as a good example for future renewable energy 
investors to emulate, particularly those seeking privately 
owned land in Maasai communities, it is incumbent on 
the state to institute policy measures that guide the land 
acquisition process in ways that promotes fairness and 
justice at the community level.

Conclusion
As Klagge and Nweke-Eze [5] have observed, the govern-
ment of Kenya plays a profound role in the drive toward 
a low-carbon future through its various state-centric sup-
port polices mentioned above. But such policies do not 
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seek to directly address the needs and concerns of local 
people. Similar observations of state-led policies that 
oftentimes tend to neglect social impacts have been doc-
umented by scholars such as Lee and Byrne [78], among 
others. In Kenya, such an approach does not only have 
far-reaching policy implications for the state’s vision 
to achieve a low-carbon economy, but also raises ques-
tions around the future of rural places and people host-
ing these projects. Cognizant of these, the study suggests 
that for energy projects to be accommodated in and by 
communities, national-level policies need to be comple-
mented with institutionally backed micro-level meas-
ures and mechanisms seeking to address local needs and 
concerns around land acquisition. For example, poli-
cies explaining the land acquisition process and clarify-
ing issues around land rights, access, ownership, as well 
as the costs and benefits of leasing land prior to, during, 
and after land acquisition etc. These are critically neces-
sary because local perceptions of fairness of process have 
strong influence on social acceptance [99]; and without 
a positive community outlook about the project, energy-
induced land-related contestations and conflicts are most 
likely to arise over time.

Moreover, governance arrangements around energy 
projects, such as wind need to be strengthened with poli-
cies that, for instance (1) compel wind investors to con-
form to international best practice as outlined in the IFC 
[82] environmental performance standards, in particular, 
undertaking proper environmental and social impacts 
assessments in earmarked communities; (2) ensure the 
application of human rights and justice principles in host 
communities; and (3) engage landowners as active play-
ers during land negotiation. These policies have proven 
effective in many advanced countries such as Sweden, 
Germany, Spain, the US, and UK. In Kenya, such policies 
will need enforcement and monitoring mechanisms at 
the county level to play gate-keeping roles in communi-
ties. This will require the political will of politicians, local 
chiefs, and other community stakeholders mandated to 
monitor the process. This is also important because, cur-
rently, it appears there is no law in Kenya guiding how 
communities benefit from land investment projects such 
as wind [69].

Thus, for energy justice to prevail, ensuring a ‘just’ pro-
cedure during land consultation with the actual landown-
ers is not an option, it is a necessity and a key strategy 
to avoid conflicts or resentment in host communities as 
some energy justice scholars have opined [20, 81]. Land 
investors, governments, and policy-makers who interface 
and negotiate with communities must ensure the provi-
sion of procedural justice in decision-making, particu-
larly in contexts where local livelihood is strictly tied to 
land and where land is owned by individuals such as in 

Kipeto. Even though the findings of this study suggest a 
positive trajectory of wind farm development in Kenya, 
the project is barely 4 years old; things may change over-
time if agreed conditions are not met as specified in the 
MoU. Therefore, additional follow-up research is war-
ranted to ascertain the extent to which both KEL and 
landowners live up to their promises. Moreover, addi-
tional cases examining questions around gender and gen-
erational inequalities linked to land acquisition, as well 
as where and how procedural justice principles could be 
applied in different landownership contexts with a his-
tory of land struggles, would shed further lights on these 
issues, support generalizations, and enrich the literature 
on energy (in)justice in Kenya.
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