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Mitigating human-elephant conflict in a human
dominated landscape: Challenges and lessons
from Transmara District, Kenya
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Summary
From 1998–2006, the Transmara human-elephant
conflict (HEC) project in Kenya has conducted
research and identified and tested cost-effective
mitigation strategies. Among its objectives, the
project has sought to: build local and government
capacity in monitoring and mitigating HEC;
implement a HEC monitoring and research
programme to identify trends, causal factors and
predictor variables; identify, test and implement
successful short-term HEC mitigation strategies;
identify means to provide benefits for local
communities from elephants in conflict areas by
exploring alternative land-use practices to those
currently being promoted; and finally, raise local,
national and international awareness of HEC issues
and solutions. This chapter discusses the genesis and
development of the HEC project in Transmara
District and shares experiences and lessons learnt.
We argue that a successful HEC project should
involve local people and all stakeholders, and
employ a multi-disciplinary approach while
identifying economic incentives and alternative
land-use options for local people incurring the costs
of living with elephants. We discuss the key
elements that can help HEC projects succeed.

Introduction and study area
HEC is a problem that poses serious challenges for
wildlife managers, local communities and elephants
alike. Mitigating HEC requires well-tested and cost-
effective strategies, which in turn rely on accurate
information regarding patterns of HEC and an
understanding of causal factors. Transforming

elephants from a liability to an asset for local
communities is likely to be critical for increasing
their tolerance of elephants and thereby improving
the species’ conservation status.

This chapter describes an ongoing research and
development project that has attempted to
systematically address these issues and find solutions
to HEC in a high-conflict area in southwest Kenya.
After describing the study area and the history of the
project, we discuss the approach and methods used,
outline some of the key findings and explore the
lessons learnt and their implications for HEC
mitigation elsewhere.

The Transmara District covers 2,900 km2, and lies
adjacent to, and includes a portion of, the world
famous Masai Mara National Reserve (MMNR)
(Figure 6.1). Approximately 2,200 km2 of
Transmara is separated from the MMNR by a steep
escarpment, and remains unprotected and inhabited
by over 168,000 people (1999 census figure). An
estimated 1,600 elephants also reside within and
around MMNR (Blanc et al., 2003), some of which
seasonally migrate up the escarpment into the
unprotected part of Transmara (Sitati, 2003). This
unprotected part of Transmara also supports a
resident elephant population estimated at c .
200–300 individuals (Wamukoya et al., 1997). 

The natural vegetation in Transmara is a mosaic of
Afro-montane, semi-deciduous and dry-deciduous
forests and Acacia savanna woodlands (Kiyiapi et
al., 1996). Many parts of Transmara receive high

Noah Sitati, Nigel Leader-Williams, P.J. Stephenson and Matt Walpole
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annual rainfall (1200–1500 mm) and so are of high
agricultural potential. Consequently, much of
Transmara has been converted for maize and sugarcane
cultivation. However, the central part of Transmara is
of lower agricultural potential and so remains forested.
Nevertheless, these forests are increasingly threatened
by slash-and-burn cultivation and by charcoal
production. The traditional, pastoralist Maasai
inhabitants have been joined by an influx of other
ethnic groups, many of whom are agriculturalists.
Land outside MMNR is primarily communally
owned (Sitati, 2003), but is being increasingly sub-
divided into individual small-holdings.

HEC in Transmara can take many forms, from
crop-raiding and infrastructural damage, though
disturbance of normal activities such as travel to
work and school, to injury or death of people and
elephants. HEC has increased as human
populations have expanded from 2.00 persons/km2

in 1948 to 58.16 persons/km2 in 1999. Elephant
populations are also expanding with better
protection, and consequently the number of people
killed or injured by elephants has increased (Sitati et
al., 2003). Because agricultural expansion has
reduced elephant habitat and range from 2900 km2

to c. 1000 km2, crop-raiding is the most widespread
form of HEC.

The impact of crop damage on local livelihoods
results in negative attitudes towards elephants
(Sitati, 2003). Elephants are regarded as the most
problematic wildlife species in Transmara because
the amount of damage inflicted per conflict incident
is often severe, and can destroy entire fields of crops.
Consequently, local people kill elephants in
retribution and destroy their habitat to keep the
elephants away.

In 1989, the Government of Kenya abolished
compensation schemes for crop-raiding, although
limited compensation remains for human deaths
and injuries, equivalent to � £230 and £115,
respectively. However, the Kenya Wildlife Service
(KWS), the custodian of wildlife on behalf of the
government, has limited financial and human
resources, and only 18 rangers are deployed in
Transmara to protect the property and lives of local
people. Thus, most farmers in Transmara are left to
defend their farms themselves, using various
traditional mitigation strategies. 

For relatively low income local farmers, the financial
and non-financial costs of establishing mitigation
methods inevitably leads to a lack of overnight
vigilance, poor application of methods and an
inability to develop and test novel methods to

Figure 6.1: Transmara District, south-west Kenya, showing location of mitigation trials:
i – Watchtowers, frontline communal guarding and chilli rope, ii – Thunder flashes,
iii – Smooth wire barriers, iv – Front line chilli rope
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counter elephant habituation. Local people
originally had little confidence in the effectiveness
of these methods (Sitati, 2003). Consequently, this
project sought to demonstrate and evaluate the role
of simple, cost effective and locally driven
mitigation methods, through the input of low levels
of financial and technical support.

History of the Transmara project
The Transmara HEC project began as part of a
wider large mammal research programme in and
around MMNR (Walpole et al., 2003). However, it
has subsequently grown into a major programme of
applied conservation research and practice in its
own right. The project has evolved through three
phases. Phase I ran from 1998–2000 and explored
and quantified the problem and possible solutions
(Sitati 2003; Sitati et al., 2003, 2005). Phase II ran
from 2001–2003 and undertook pilot field trials of
different mitigation measures (Sitati and Walpole
2004, 2006; Sitati et al., 2005).  Phase III ran from
2003–2006 and scaled-up successful mitigation
trials across the District. Beyond these immediate
efforts to reduce HEC, the longer-term strategy of
the project was to investigate ways to generate
benefits for elephants and local communities, by
securing habitat for elephant-based tourism.

Phase I of the project explored the history of HEC
in Transmara and undertook research to quantify
HEC, explain its distribution in space and time,
explore local perceptions towards elephants and
began to examine the efficacy of local HEC coping
strategies. The research began with an extended
period of local consultation including interviews,
focal group discussions, various PRA methodologies
and a questionnaire survey. Together with archival
research this provided much of the contextual and
historical detail and an insight into local attitudes
and practices regarding elephants and HEC (Sitati
2003). Vitally, it also enabled the development of
systematic community-based HEC monitoring that
has continued throughout subsequent phases and
that provides the foundation for HEC mitigation
trials conducted in Phases II and III.

Phase I culminated in a series of workshops with
local communities and other stakeholders where

recommendations were made for mitigating HEC
and increasing wildlife-related benefits to
communities (Walpole et al., 2003). Phase II of the
programme was designed to implement some of
these recommendations with a particular focus on:
• Building local and government capacity in

monitoring and mitigating human elephant
conflict;

• Testing and implementing successful short-term
HEC mitigation strategies;

• Identifying means to provide benefits for local
communities from elephants in conflict areas;
and,

• Raising local, national and international
awareness of HEC issues and solutions.

The project aimed to place responsibility for HEC
mitigation with communities themselves.
Therefore, the project sought to assist communities
in implementing simple, cost-effective, farm-based
measures that were perceived to be most sustainable.
Since farmers usually have an opinion about which
methods are most effective (Hill, 2000; Nyhus et al.,
2000), many of the methods were based on their
local knowledge, but some novel methods were
introduced from elsewhere.

Methods for monitoring HEC and
measuring the effectiveness of
mitigation trials 
The systematic monitoring and enumeration of
crop raiding incidents lies at the heart of the
Transmara project, and has run almost continuously
from March 1999 to October 2006. Data were
collected on crop-raiding incidents, and on both
human and elephants deaths and injuries, from
March 1999 to August 2000 (Phase I), November
2001–October 2003 (Phase II) and November
2003–October 2006 (Phase III). A team of eleven
community members were selected at local
community barazas (meetings) and trained to
enumerate crop-raiding incidents. Enumerators
were each stationed in different areas within the
elephant range previously identified as being subject
to high conflict.  The details of any crop-raiding
incident within an enumerator’s area were recorded
on standardised reporting forms (Hoare, 1999a),
including: date and time of incident, elephant
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group size and composition, and location using a
global positioning system GPS unit. The UTM
coordinates of each conflict incident were imported
into the ArcView v.3.2 geographical information
system (GIS) software package for spatial analysis. 

The ongoing monitoring data provided the basis to
more rigorously explore temporal and spatial
patterns of HEC, and also comprised a baseline
against which to measure the impact of different
mitigation methods. During Phase I, logistic and
linear regression analyses were used to identify
differences in the characteristics of 224 raided farms
and a sample of 157 non-raided farms. This analysis
highlighted factors, including mitigation methods
used, that might account for a particular farm being
raided or not (Sitati et al., 2005).

Such comparative analyses provide valuable insights,
but cannot ‘prove’ that particular mitigation
methods were effective. Thus, during Phase II, a
more ‘experimental’ test of potentially useful
mitigation methods was undertaken. In our
experimental research design, we monitored and
compared ‘treatment’ plots, where mitigation
methods were applied, versus nearby ‘control’ plots
where there was no additional mitigation effort. Five
geographically separate trial sites were established,
each to test a different mitigation method (Figure
6.1). Plots were monitored continuously for two
years and any attempt by elephants to challenge trial
farms was recorded. The trials included:
• Front line early warning and communal

guarding: farmers in the same vicinity first
formed and registered organised groups.
Watchtowers were erected and farmers were
encouraged to communally guard their crops on
a rotational basis using powerful torches trained
on forest margins. People living in an elephant
corridor beyond the front line farms used
flashlights and whistles as an additional early
warning system to alert farmers. Approaching
elephants were repulsed using flashlights, whistles
and drums.

• Thunder flashes: these were supplied by KWS
and used to scare away elephants at night,
reinforced with a watchtower and powerful
torches to provide early warning.

• Barriers on elephant routes: non-electrified
wire fences were erected in the elephant crossings
along the banks of the Mara River, and farmers
equipped with torches recorded any attempts by
elephants to challenge these barriers.

• Chilli grease deterrent: a chilli-tobacco-engine
oil grease was applied on nylon rope of 10 mm
diameter that was set at a height of 1.5m, with
cowbells fixed to the rope at 100 m intervals as an
early warning system. The grease mix was applied
to the rope three times a week. Rope was either
deployed as a perimeter barrier between the forest
and farm edge, or completely encircled the farm.
Farmers were equipped with powerful torches
and were organised into communal guarding
teams to respond to elephant approaches.
Attempts by elephants to crop-raid were observed
and recorded by a trained guard.

The long-term HEC monitoring that began before
the trails started, and the inclusion of control farms
during the trial, meant that we could analyse how
crop raiding changed on trail farms once mitigation
methods were deployed, and compare that to
change on non-trial control farms. This enabled us
to take account of any background change in the
level of HEC that would not have been possible
without the long-term monitoring and control
plots. The effectiveness of mitigation methods was
measured in three ways (Table 6.1):
• the proportion of elephant crop-raiding attempts

that were successfully repelled during the trial
period;

• the comparative change in number of events on
trial and non-trial farms within a conflict zone,
before and after the introduction of trials; and,

• the comparative change in average crop losses
during each crop-raiding event on trial and non-
trial farms within a conflict zone, before and after
the introduction of trials.

Results of monitoring and
mitigation trials
In total, 329 crop-raiding incidents were recorded
between 1998 and 2000, 618 incidents between
2001 and 2003 and 842 incidents between 2003
and 2006. This is equivalent to an average of around
300 incidents per year, or one incident per 3–4 km2
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of elephant range per year. Although conflict
occurred year-round, there were two peaks that
coincided with two planting seasons as a result of
the bimodal rainfall pattern in Transmara. However,
peak crop-raiding seasons varied somewhat between
years, perhaps as a result of annual weather patterns
that can either extend or shorten the planting time. 

Incidents were spatially clustered, primarily on the
edge of the resident elephant range but also in some
more centrally located areas where agriculture was
encroaching the forest. The clustered pattern of
high conflict zones has persisted throughout the
project, although new conflict sites have emerged
that were mainly related to high cultivation or high
elephant density. Both the occurrence and intensity
of crop raiding could be predicted on the basis of
the area under cultivation (Sitati et al., 2003). 

Local mitigation strategies included: simple non-
electrified barriers, such as dry brush, pole fences
and barbed wire; guarding and the use of fires; and
banging tins and drums (Sitati et al., 2003). The

comparative analysis of raided and non-raided farms
found that a combination of early detection of
elephants before they entered fields, increased
guarding effort and use of fire and noise increased
the success of defending farms (Sitati et al., 2005).
We used these findings, and the end of Phase I
workshop recommendations, to choose which
mitigation methods to test in Phase II.

Between project Phases I and II, overall crop-raiding
across Transmara district declined by 37.7%. Crop-
raiding on farms with frontline early warning and
communal guarding declined by 93%, compared
with a 32% decline on control plots. Thunder
flashes, which are expensive and dangerous to use,
were effective when available but did not
significantly reduce HEC. The wire barriers were
often damaged by hippos and were generally
ineffective. Finally, chilli ropes that completely
encircled farms were 100% effective in stopping
elephant crop-raiding. However, farms with a chilli
rope along the front line were raided at the open
ends because elephants simply walked around the

Table 6.1: A comparative assessment of four mitigation trials over two years. Statistics
for thunder flashes relate to periods when they were available. The apparent reduction
in crop raiding with barriers was likely due to associated guarding (from Sitati &
Walpole, 2006)

TRIAL SUCCESS RELATIVE RELATIVE PRACTICALITY OF METHOD

RATE REDUCTION REDUCTION  

(%) IN CROP IN AVERAGE

RAIDING CROP DAMAGE

EVENTS (%) (%)

Early warning 90 90 100 Lowest cost, but requires
significant manpower

Thunder flashes 80 18 50–99 Expensive, requires license,
more effective with early
warning

Barriers on 0 76 0 Expensive to construct,
elephant routes disruptive to other wildlife,

and did not physically
prevent elephant incursions

Chilli rope 100 100 100 Chillies expensive to buy,
requires regular
re-application of grease
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rope to enter the maize fields. In this site the rope
and cowbells were subsequently vandalised by cattle
rustlers (Sitati & Walpole, 2006).

Project scaling up
Successful trials in Phase II were expanded over the
wider Transmara District in Phase III. These
included chilli ropes, watchtowers, communal and
frontline guarding and bright torches. Twelve
experimental sites were established for further
monitoring. The preliminary findings uphold those
of Phase II and showed that elephants still could not
pass through chilli ropes, and detailed analysis of
these data is now underway.

Key project achievements
The Transmara HEC project is notable in a number
of respects besides the long-running maintenance of
the community-based HEC monitoring. It has
succeeded in building local capacity to monitor and
mitigate HEC, and in raising awareness of the issue
and how to tackle it locally, nationally and
internationally. It has followed a rigorous, scientific
approach that is providing unequivocal tests of a
range of mitigation methods. Not only has this
influenced the approach of other projects in Kenya
but the project has also encouraged Transmara
farmers to adopt methods of which they were
previously skeptical. As a result, farmers in several
areas are experiencing reduced crop losses to
elephants and consequent livelihoods gains.

Of particular note is the novel use of chilli grease on
a perimeter rope around farms. Although the use of
chilli has received much recent coverage and is now
widespread amongst HEC projects in Africa (e.g.
Osborn 2002, Osborn & Parker 2002, Stephenson
2005), there has been little formal testing of its
efficacy. The trials in Phases II and III of the project
suggest that elephants do respond to chilli ropes,
and fully enclosed farms remained free of crop-
raiding throughout. However, recent work in south
east Asia has suggested that chilli ropes added no
additional benefit when applied to communally-
guarded farms with early warning mechanisms
(Gunaryadi and Hedges, 2006). Nevertheless, the
results of the Transmara trials, behavioural
observations of Mara elephants encountering the

chilli ropes, and the uptake of the method by
Transmara farmers outside of the formal trials all
point to a measurable effect. There may be
differences between Asian and African elephant, the
types of chillies used, and the prevailing climatic
conditions, that account for the different
experiences in Kenya and south east Asia. This
clearly represents an area for further comparative
research.
Repeat questionnaire surveys undertaken in 1999
and 2004 also show evidence of improved local
tolerance towards elephants and conservation in
areas where mitigation trials have taken place
compared with elsewhere in the elephant range
(Kanton, 2004). The project has also provided the
foundation for the development of local Maasai
community organizations that are working towards
greater security of land tenure, forest conservation,
wildlife protection and the development of
sustainable tourism within Transmara.

Challenges experienced during project
implementation
Inevitably, the project faced many challenges during
its implementation. Human conflicts, whether
caused by politics, tribal conflict and violence or
cattle rustling, dramatically affect the ability of
communities to mitigate HEC. Such insecurity
leads people to abandon their efforts to protect
farms, and even to abandon farms entirely.
Moreover, the roads in Transmara are impassable
during the rainy season because black cotton soils
cover most parts of the District. This hindered the
supply of materials needed by field scouts. Materials
such as ropes, wires and poles were often vandalized
and needed replacement each year. Under these
circumstances it can be almost impossible to
effectively monitor or mitigate HEC.

During the project there was increased immigration
of non-Maasai who leased land for farming and/or
provided cheap labour for farming or charcoal
burning. Transmara is viewed as an untapped land-
grabbing opportunity for immigrants who have
moved in to unsustainably exploit its natural
resources. Land tenure patterns have changed from
primarily communal to increasing numbers of
individual small-holdings. In turn, this has

chap6.qxd:Layout 1  31/3/08  11:24  Page 42



Mitigating Human-Elephant Conflict: Case Studies from Africa and Asia • Matt Walpole and Matthew Linkie (Eds)

Mitigating human-elephant conflict in a human dominated landscape: Challenges and lessons from Transmara District, Kenya

43

encouraged the selling, fencing and clearing of land
for settlements and other activities. Settlements that
were once clumped are now scattered, which brings
people and elephants into more direct contact and,
therefore, increases HEC. Areas of subdivided land
are no longer preferred by elephants. Moreover, the
changing Maasai lifestyle from pastoralism to
sedentary farming, and their shift in dietary habits
from milk, meat and blood to maize and other
cereals, is encouraging many Maasai to start small
farms. This has further accelerated land
transformation and increased HEC. Although many
of these new farmers lack experience and do not
defend their farms well, the increased uptake of
successful mitigation methods could backfire on
elephant conservation if it encourages more farming.

Elephant attacks on humans, often as a result of
people pursuing stolen cattle at night and
accidentally encountering elephant herds, has always
resulted in either retribution killings or KWS
shooting an elephant to appease the local people.
Furthermore, the delays in government awarding
compensation for elephant attacks have usually
generated hostility between the local people and the
project. Even though such compensation awards are
out of project control, this has required the project to
work hard to maintain good public relations. The
situation is not helped by the lack of tangible benefits
from elephants. Benefit-sharing from MMNR has
not materialized despite the promise of distributing
19% of tourism revenues to local communities
(Walpole & Leader-Williams, 2001). At the same
time efforts to develop community-based tourism
have been slowed by a lack of funding and the
complex series of steps required before enterprise
development can succeed. Without tangible benefits
from elephants and elephant habitat, the
sustainability of HEC efforts and the future of
elephants outside protected areas will remain in
doubt.

Lessons learnt from the project
The project has identified successful mitigation
methods and shown how small-scale trials with a
few farmers over several years can achieve real
impact. Farmers can protect their crops using
simple, active deterrents and increased guarding,

particularly if they detect and deter elephants before
they enter their fields. More broadly, there are a
number of lessons which may be relevant to the
development of HEC projects elsewhere.

1) Sustainable solutions to HEC problems are
owned by the community.
Communities routinely invented, improved
and adapted existing practices or technologies
to fit their own situations and needs. They are
the people that ultimately, and often with little
support from government, must live with and
solve the problem of HEC. Any HEC
mitigation project should be a tool for
mentoring and capacity development, which
encourages communities to think about their
HEC problems in order to find solutions that
are appropriate for their context. These projects
constitute natural laboratories for
experimentation. Paternalism should be
replaced by handing responsibility to farmer
organizations, which have been shown to work
very well. The provision of improved HEC
mitigation strategies is the main incentive for
people’s engagement with HEC projects.

2) Simple solutions are best.
Methods such as electric fencing, that rely on
expensive technology or require specialist skills,
are unlikely to be successful among smallholder
farmers. Experience shows that mitigation can
fail if no local capacity or resources exist to fix
newly emerging technical problems. Where
new mitigation methods are introduced to local
farmers, changes from traditional to improved
technologies should not be too drastic, to
improve their chances of adapting to the new
technology. A good example is chilli. Simple
chilli rope methods worked well, but
encouraging farmers to grow their own chillies
as a cash crop proved more difficult, as this was
not a crop or a market with which they were
familiar.

3) Capacity development promotes integration
and sustainability of HEC mitigation.
Capacity development within the context of
HEC mitigation projects is complex, occurring
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across different levels and sectors. For example,
where a community undertakes chilli-based
HEC mitigation, the capacity of individual
members and the management team may need
to be strengthened to ensure maintenance of
the group and to develop standard methods of
monitoring. Equally, at the societal level, the
entire local community may need to
understand better the linkages between
effective management of group members and
HEC mitigation operations, and be able and
willing to adapt their daily activities and
traditions to mitigate conflict. "Learning by
doing" enhances HEC management and
ownership. This depends on the capacity of
project partners to collect, analyze and store
information at every stage of implementation,
and to manage and share the knowledge
generated in the process. Therefore, an effective
participatory monitoring, evaluation and
learning framework is critical. Failures and
mistakes often provide the richest source of
lessons and should be seen as important steps
towards success. HEC mitigation programmes
implemented across the elephant range have
accumulated substantial knowledge. These
programmes should use the lessons and
experiences from previous projects to feed and
inform the design of new projects.

4) Communication is crucial.
A good HEC mitigation project involves a
long-term process of monitoring. So, in order
to be effective, a project needs to be
participatory, integrative and interactive. A
range of partners, including government,
community, civil society and private sector
representatives, must establish relationships and
communicate to discuss challenges, to identify
problems and to correct courses of action.
These tasks depend critically on awareness,
trust, coordination and dialogue. Without
communication to strengthen cooperation and
collaboration, the reach and impact of a project
will be compromised. On another level, the
press and media can play an important role in
supporting the activities of various HEC
mitigation projects by raising awareness of

available technologies and techniques, building
support for project activities, and lobbying for
policy or legislative change.

5) Complementary partnerships in HEC
mitigation are important but challenging
Although communities are at the heart of HEC
mitigation, it is a multi-sectoral process with
solutions that lie in agriculture, land use
planning and enterprise development.
Therefore, HEC mitigation requires the
support of different development sectors,
including land, health, water, agriculture,
tourism and micro-finance. Other partners
include national and local government
agencies, the private sector, the media, bilateral
donors, universities and research institutions,
conservation non-governmental organisations
(NGOs) and national environment funds.
Encouraging partners to participate in the
design, implementation and evaluation of
projects catalyzes the important process of
learning-by-doing. Partnerships should hence
stand at the core of any HEC project. However,
this is challenging to achieve and manage. Even
getting an over-stretched wildlife agency like
KWS to begin to deal with HEC locally can be
very difficult, and to a large extent  depends on
both the availability of resources and the
personalities involved. The Transmara project
provided resources to support KWS
engagement with communities, but the extent
to which this engagement will continue when
such resources are no longer provided remains
unclear.

6) Generating tangible benefits takes time.
HEC mitigation approaches are enhanced, not
only when the costs of HEC are reduced, but
when local benefits are also generated. The
greater the options for better lives and
livelihoods, the greater the importance attached
to HEC mitigation by a community. It must be
remembered that defending crops from
elephants is not without cost, both in terms of
the human resources required and the potential
risk involved in dealing with elephants up close
and at night. Yet as noted, even in areas as
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heavily visited by tourists as MMNR, benefits
do not flow easily to local communities. In this
project we began to explore the potential for
communities to generate direct benefits from
tourism in their own, unprotected elephant
landscapes rather than waiting for handouts
from MMNR. Although it is clear that there is
real tourism potential in Transmara (Stewart-
Cox, 2003), establishing a viable enterprise
involves myriad steps and the buy-in of local
leadership as well as the commercial sector.
Facilitating such a process takes time and
funding which is not necessarily core to a HEC
mitigation project. We struggled to fund the
development of benefits, beyond initial
feasibility studies in the Transmara project. As a
result, we have not proceeded far with this
critical aspect, five years on from the start of
Phase II. However, achieving real benefits will
be vital to prevent the increasing tolerance of
elephants, and support for the project, eroding.
Nevertheless, the development of community
structures dedicated to pursuing this has a
strong foundation and remains a valuable
legacy of the project. 

Future directions
This chapter describes a HEC project that has
sought to enable elephant conservation by reaching
out to, and empowering, communities. Locally led
initiatives have been the driving force of change,
and HEC mitigation projects such as this can serve
as important and unique mechanisms for
supporting grass-roots action to respond to conflict.
The project has also shown that HEC activities can
serve as an important entry point for interventions
designed to help communities and elephant range
states fulfill their international commitments. HEC
projects help communities meet their basic need for
food, education, forest and habitat conservation and
enterprise development, thereby preparing the
ground for the achievement of the Millennium
Development Goals and related UN environment
conventions.

Two areas for future development are paramount.
Firstly, engaging more partners from different
development sectors in community projects in order

to serve a broader range of community needs
(Walpole, 2006). Local benefits are manifested
largely in the form of social services or livelihood
benefits, but usually require the participation of
stakeholders from other development sectors to
provide complementary services that are important
for sustainability, such as credit, or some type of
financial support to make a HEC project
commercially viable. However, such integration
requires the involvement of many more partners
and consequent tight coordination.

Secondly, breaking down barriers to community
engagement at national and international levels by
creating the appropriate enabling policy
environment. HEC mitigation activities that can
bring benefits at the community level may be
vulnerable to national and international policies and
events. For example, as elephant populations
increase locally, there may be need to re-consider
policy and legislative barriers that prevent local
communities deriving benefits from some forms of
use. Likewise, systems of benefit that depend on
international tourism may be subject to global
events well outside local community control.
Therefore, so as not to compromise any local
protection provided to elephant populations and
ecosystems, it will be imperative to develop a diverse
suite of benefits that operate at different levels as
part of any HEC mitigation strategy (Leader-
Williams & Hutton, 2005; Walpole & Thouless,
2005).
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