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Introduction: This study profiles and analyses 1,099 wildlife crime prosecutions

in Kenya to understand the prevalence of crimes, species involved, arrest

patterns, prosecution and sentencing outcomes.

Methods: A descriptive and temporal analysis of the data is conducted to

understand trends.

Results: Findings indicate that illegal grazing offenses were the most prevalent

offenses followed by trophy and bushmeat related offenses. The elephant was

the species most impacted by wildlife crime. Temporal results show that wildlife

crimes such as poaching, illegal grazing and extraction offences peak during dry

seasons and decrease in wet seasons. Most prosecutions involved single

offenders and 90% of offences brought against them returned a guilty verdict.

The penalty of imprisonment or payment of a fine was the most common

sentence with an average imprisonment and fine for endangered species being

4 years 11 months or 340$ and 1 year 3 months and 126$ for non-endangered

species respectively. We also found evidence of crime convergence with

offenders engaging in other serious crime or more than one species.

Discussion: Illegal grazing offences surpassed other offences reflecting broader

land use challenges between pastoralism and conservation. The temporal

variations reflect the need for adaptative enforcement to address the human –

wildlife competition during dry seasons. Crime convergence together with

predominance of single offender prosecutions suggests that law enforcement

may disproportionately target low level players while larger and organized

players remain underrepresented in prosecution outcomes. While harsher

penalties for crimes involving endangered species compared to lesser penalties

for non-endangered species is aligned with theprinciples of proportionality, the

overall low level of fines raises questions about their deterrence given the high

economic value driving wildlife crime. Strengthening the law enforcement

response requires a livelihood sensitive approach, strong deterrence and

sentencing that matches the harm caused by wildlife crimes.
KEYWORDS

wildlife crime, wildlife prosecutions, environmental crimes, endangered species, Kenya
frontiersin.org01

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fcosc.2025.1626061/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fcosc.2025.1626061/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/conservation-science
https://www.frontiersin.org
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.3389/fcosc.2025.1626061&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-10-16
mailto:jriungu@jjay.cuny.edu
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcosc.2025.1626061
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/conservation-science#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/conservation-science#editorial-board
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcosc.2025.1626061
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/conservation-science


Riungu et al. 10.3389/fcosc.2025.1626061
1 Introduction

A diverse array of wildlife species that captivate the world are

found in Kenya. From elephants that freely roam, giraffes that tower

over everything, and big cats stalk the savannah. These species draw

countless tourists who contribute about 10% to the national Gross

Domestic Product (GDP) and employing over half a million

Kenyans directly (Bitok, 2019). Despite its enchanting beauty and

the rigorous efforts to protect its natural treasures, Kenya faces an

escalating threat - wildlife crime.

Poaching, illegal trade, and habitat destruction undermine

conservation efforts and jeopardize the survival of these

charismatic fauna (Leakey and Morell, 2002; Gastrow, 2011; EIA,

2016; USAID, 2017). The poaching of endangered wildlife species

and their related illicit trade have drawn global attention. In the

period between 2009 and 2014, Kenya was considered a primary

exit point for illegal ivory from Africa. Kenya was among countries

infamously labelled as the “Gang of Eight”, a term alluding to eight

countries identified as the primary drivers and facilitators of illegal

wildlife trade (Cruise, 2014; Otieno, 2013). To turn the tide against

wildlife crime, Kenya enacted the Wildlife Conservation and

Management Act in 2013 that included new offences and

enhanced penalties designed to empower law enforcement in

their efforts to bring poachers and traffickers to justice (Kenya,

2010; Government of Kenya, 2014; Ogutu et al., 2016; Ngetich,

2016; Karanja, 2019). Further reforms established a wildlife crimes

prosecution division within the Office of the Director of Public

Prosecutions in 2014, which was focused on anti-corruption and

anti-wildlife crime capacity building of Kenya Wildlife Service

rangers, prosecutors, magistrates and judges; establishment of a

wildlife forensic laboratory; and the installation of scanners and

deployment of sniffer dogs at border entry points (Government of

Kenya, 2013; Nuwer, 2016; Weru, 2016; Karanja and Matsui, 2018;

Kenya, 2013; United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2016;

Wasser et al., 2022; WildlifeDirect, 2018).

This current study explores the complex web and the nature of

wildlife crime in Kenya, specifically after this period of wildlife

legislative changes, enhanced enforcement, and wildlife prosecution

reforms in Kenya. This study analyzes the prosecution of wildlife

crime offences charged in magistrate’s courts in Kenya to determine

(1) the prevalence and trends in wildlife crimes; (2) wildlife species

involved in prosecuted cases; (3) arrest and prosecution patterns of

wildlife offenders; (4) conviction rates, and (5) sentencing outcomes

of wildlife crime prosecutions.
2 Prior wildlife crime research in
Kenya

Like much of Africa, Kenya is an under-researched country with

scant literature available that examines crime, especially wildlife

crime. Much of the research on wildlife crime has focused on its

impact on conservation plans of endangered species and their

impacts on the legal wildlife trade (Cheloti and Mulu, 2023).

When research has focused on wildlife crime, academics have
Frontiers in Conservation Science 02
generally shown a bias to research mainly iconic endangered

species, such as elephants and rhinoceroses (Milledge, 2007;

Chege, 2015; Karanja and Matsui, 2018; Wasser et al., 2018).

Existing literature examining wildlife crime primarily includes

reports produced by non-governmental organizations and analysis

reports released by the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS). WildlifeDirect,

a nonprofit organization in Kenya, carried out court surveys tomeasure

and evaluate how effectively the new Wildlife Conservation and

Management Act was being enforced by various actors by examining

courtroom trials between 2014 and 2020. WildlifeDirect, while

documenting courtroom trials from eighteen courts in 2014, found

that only 10% of prosecutions successfully resulted into convictions,

only 4% of these convictions led to imprisonment and that arrested and

prosecuted offenders were mainly pleading guilty and paying the low

fine penalties upon conviction (WildlifeDirect, 2020). Essentially, the

law was not acting as a deterrent to wildlife crime.

Subsequent reports produced in 2018 and 2020 showed that

arrests progressively increased, and convictions in wildlife crime

cases increased from 44% and 98% respectively (WildlifeDirect,

2018; 2020). These reports mainly demonstrated that minor wildlife

crimes were swiftly resolved with a progressive improvement in

convictions and case completion. These findings were corroborated

by a study conducted by Halliday et al. (2022) who examined 247

court room trial outcomes of elephant ivory-related cases between

2016 and 2019. They found that conviction rates were at 88%, but

sentences in terms of fines and imprisonment were inconsistent

across all major wildlife crime offences with various judges

imposing differing amounts in fines and differing lengths

of imprisonment.

Although existing research offers an insight into the status of

wildlife crime, there remains an opportunity and need to examine

underlying insights on the typology of offences, relationships

between wildlife species involved, characteristics of co-offending,

and the geographic distribution of crimes within Kenya. In this

study, we build onWildlifeDirect’s (2018) research findings and use

their dataset to further examine wildlife crime through a wider

analytical lens. We chose this dataset for its completeness, as it is the

only publicly available and comprehensive national dataset on

wildlife crime in Kenya.
3 Methodology

In this study, we analyze the prosecution of wildlife crime

offences charged before courts in Kenya to determine (1) the

prevalence and trends of wildlife crimes; (2) wildlife species

involved in prosecuted cases; (3) arrest and prosecution patterns

of wildlife offenders; (4) conviction rates, and (5) sentencing

outcomes of wildlife crime prosecutions.
3.1 Identification of cases

The study builds upon prior research and considers offences

brought under the Wildlife Conservation and Management Act
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between the years 2018 and 2019, relating to killing of wildlife,

possession of live wildlife or their parts, possession of bushmeat and

the breach of protected areas offences such as illegal entry into

protected areas. The data used considers wildlife crime prosecutions

charged at the magistrate’s court level and excludes incidents and

reports made to law enforcement that have not been brought before

court for formal prosecution. Additionally, the scope of the study is

limited to offences brought under the Wildlife Conservation and

Management Act and excludes offences related to forest and

fisheries crime which fall under the Forestry Act and Fisheries

Act respectively.
3.2 Data collection

Kenya lacks a centralized and accessible database that compiles

and aggregates court records. As a result, court monitors under the

Eyes in the Courtroom Project, a partnership between

WildlifeDirect and the Judiciary Training Institute, physically

visited one hundred and thirteen magistrate court stations

administered by the Judiciary of Kenya during the months of

January and February of 2020 (Kahumbu et al., 2018). They

obtained access to the main case file registers that record all

criminal cases registered from 1st of January 2018 and 31st

December 2019 and extracted 1,099 wildlife crime court cases

relating to 2,025 persons charged for various wildlife crime offences.
3.3 Data extraction

In this study, we extracted data about the; (1) accused person,

(2) court case, and (3) offence level. Information on the accused

persons included nationality, date of arraignment, identity, legal

representation (with or without legal counsel), bail and bond

details, and the arresting authority. Information on the court case

included data on the number of accused persons, as well as the

number and type of wildlife species involved. Lastly, data on

offences included the nature of prosecuted offence, the nature of

plea taken (guilty or not guilty), the outcome of prosecution

(conviction, acquittal or withdrawal), and the sentencing

outcomes (jail, fine, probation or community service orders).
3.4 Data coding

Data was collected from court cases and coded by; (a)

individuals prosecuted in a case; (b)the location of the incident by

town; (c) wildlife product or species involved in a case; (d) outcome

of prosecution either acquittal, withdrawal, or conviction; and (e)

sentencing outcome. The type of offence charged was coded

depending on what type of wildlife crime it is as in Table 1 below.

After the data collection and coding, we performed statistical,

spatial, and temporal analyses of prosecuted wildlife crime cases

using STATA 17 and ArcGIS Pro. The descriptive statistics showed

trends at the case, offense, and accused person’ levels. Specifically,
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these analyses focus on examining the distribution of offenders,

locations of arrest, wildlife species involved, typology of offending,

prosecution outcomes such as conviction and acquittal, and judicial

outcomes such fines, imprisonment, community service,

and probation.
4 Results of analysis

4.1 Characteristics of accused persons

This study findings indicate that bail and bond was offered to

most of the accused persons, but only 3.7% of them could post bail

and 10.7% of the suspects were released on secured bonds. About

93% of all accused persons were male, and only 0.3% of all accused

persons had legal representation at the time of arraignment and

took a plea for a wildlife offence.

Table 2 shows information on the nationality of all 2,025

accused persons. About 98.7% were Kenyan and foreigners

accounting for the remaining 1.3%.
TABLE 1 Wildlife crime offence and associated code.

Type of wildlife crime offence
Associated
Code

1 Wildlife trophy offence TRO

2
Bushmeat offence relating to hunting, possession of
hunting apparatus, possession of wildlife meat

BUS

3 Breach into protected areas to illegally graze livestock GRA

4
Entry to extract a wildlife resource or illegal entry to
commit wildlife crime

ENT

5 Hunting of wildlife HUN

6 Illegal taking of flora CUT

7 Other extractive activities EXT
TABLE 2 Nationality of the accused persons.

Nationality
Number of accused

involved
% of

nationality

Kenyan 2,004 98.7

Bangladeshi 1 .05

Spanish 1 .05

Chinese 7 .34

Italian 1 .05

Nigerian 1 .05

Somali 3 .12

Tanzanian 6 .3

Vietnamese 1 .05

Totals 2,025 100
frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fcosc.2025.1626061
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/conservation-science
https://www.frontiersin.org


Riungu et al. 10.3389/fcosc.2025.1626061

Frontiers in Conservation Science 04
4.2 Characteristics of species involved

Wildlife crime impacted a variety of species. Table 2 shows that

elephants are involved in the highest number of incidents or

observations (n=85) which is over 1.5 times higher than the

second species on the list, i.e. the royal antelope (n=53). The

royal antelope and giraffes had relatively high number compared

to all other species as represented in Table 3 below. Many other

species have relatively few incidents or observations. The

cumulative percentage shows that a small number of species

account for most incidents/observations.
4.3 Characteristics of arrests

4.3.1 Analysis of arresting authority
Most of the arrests were made by the main law enforcement

agencies, with Kenya Wildlife Service accounting for most of the

arrests (98.7%, 1,394 arrests), National Police Service - 497 arrests,

and Kenya Forestry Service - 25 arrests. Other arrests were

originated by Sabuk, Lentille, Oljogi, Oserian and Aquila

Conservancies and forwarded to Kenya Wildife Service.

4.3.2 Analysis of arrest locations
The location of arrests was spatially mapped to identify the

locations with prevalence of wildlife crimes in Figure 1 below.

The wildlife crimes are most concentrated in Taveta, Voi, Malindi,

Makindu, Naivasha, Mutomo and Nairobi towns. These towns border

major protected areas, such as the Tsavo National Park (Voi, Taveta,

Mutomo, and Makindu), the Nairobi National Park (Nairobi), and the

Aberdares National Park (Naivasha). Taveta accounted for 34% of the

cases and cumulatively, 14% of all the towns (n=8), experienced 80% of

all the arrests, with the top four towns being Taveta (376), Makindu

(148), Voi (146), and Butali (102).
4.4 Characteristics of offences and
prosecutions

4.4.1 Nature of offending
687 cases involved a single accused person, 220 cases involved

two accused persons, 93 cases involved 3 accused persons, 40 cases

involved 4 accused persons, 26 cases involved 5 accused persons and

14 cases involved six accused persons and 28 cases involved seven or

more accused individuals in a single case as shown in Figure 2.
TABLE 3 Distribution of species involved in wildlife crime cases.

Wildlife species Count

Elephant 85

Royal Antelope 53

Giraffe 20

Buffalo 15

Eland 10

Impala 8

Warthog 7

Bush buck 6

Lesser Kudu 5

Pangolin 5

Python 4

Antelope 4

Blackwood 3

Crocodile 3

Gazelle 3

Owl 3

Red Cedar 2

Zebra 2

Lion 2

Hare 2

Hartebeast 2

Leopard 2

Cedar 2

Love bird 2

Rhino 2

Tortoise 2

Turtle 2

Genuk 1

Genet 1

East African Garden Snail 1

Civet cat 1

Grey Parrot 1

Guinea fowl 1

Giraffe cat 1

Hippopotamus 1

Octopus 1

Oryx 1

Ostrich 1

(Continued)
TABLE 3 Continued

Wildlife species Count

Quailbird 1

Rock Python 1

Snake 1

Waterbuck 1
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4.4.2 Type of prosecuted offences
Each decision to charge an offence by a prosecutor is shown in

Figure 3 below.

Grazing (GRA) offense has the highest number of cases

(n=451), significantly more than any other offense type,
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suggesting it is a major issue. Trophy-related offences (TRO) is

the second most common offense type (n=164), followed by

bushmeat (BUS) (n=139) and illegal entry into national parks

ENT (n=133). The steep increase at the beginning of the orange

line indicates that a few offense types account for a large proportion
FIGURE 1

Location of arrests.
FIGURE 2

The number of accused persons per case.
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of the cases. As the line flattens out, it shows that the remaining

offense types contribute progressively smaller portions to the

total cases.

Trophy-related offences were categorized as either dealing

offences (relating to trading or processing wildlife products) or

possession offences (constructive possession of wildlife products).

Findings show that of the 164 TRO offences, 21 (13%) were dealing

offences (DEA), and 143 (87%) offences related to possession

offences. Figure 3 also shows that some offences were prosecuted

together with other offences in the same case. Although accounting

for few occurrences, 48 offences involved illegal entry (ENT) and

cutting vegetation (CUT), illegal entry (ENT), illegal hunting

(HUN) and extraction (EXT).
4.5 Characteristics of judicial outcomes

After the close of the prosecution case, 1,481 offences returned a

guilty verdict; 136 offences were withdrawn by the prosecution, and

28 offences returned an acquittal verdict.

The most common and prevalent sentencing outcome is where

convicts were offered either “Fine or imprisonment,” penalty with

1,034 occurrences as shown in Figure 4. 73% of these fine penalties

were paid and convicted offenders avoided imprisonment. This

sentencing outcome is over 10 times higher than the second and

third most common sentencing outcomes, i.e. “probation” (n=132)

and “community service” (n=119) instances. Sentences involving

both a penalty of “imprisonment and fine” and just the payment of a

“fine” are quite rare, recording only one (1) and four (4) instances,
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respectively. The penalty of imprisonment or payment of a fine

resulted in an average imprisonment and fine for endangered

species of 4 years 11 months or 340$ and 1 year 3 months and

126$ for non-endangered species respectively.
4.6 Temporal results

Throughout the year, wildlife-related offenses fluctuated, with

some categories more prominent than others as shown in Figure 5.

GRA offenses were consistently high, peaking significantly during

January, December, May and June. TRO offenses were also

frequent, though generally less so than GRA, with occasional

increases in activity in January, July and October. ENT and CUT

offenses appeared more sporadically, with increases in activity in

April, July and October, while BUS offenses related to bush meat

showed a noticeable rise in March, July and October.
5 Discussion of analysis

In this study we examined 1,099 court cases to understand

wildlife crime offending patterns and characteristics, including the

profile of offenders, the wildlife species involved, charges brought

forward by the prosecution, and sentencing outcomes. We found

that elephants are involved in the highest number of incidents or

observations – with a count significantly higher than other species;

elephants were followed in frequency by the royal antelope and

giraffes. Additionally, this study shows evidence of multiple
FIGURE 3

The type of prosecuted offences.
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prosecuted offences in similar transactions with some offenses

relating to more than one wildlife species. This finding aligns

with the existing research on convergence of crimes and

specialization of wildlife crime offenders (Anagnostou and
Frontiers in Conservation Science 07
Doberstein, 2022). This relationship between species poached and

trafficked together indicates a multiple species convergence

typology in wildlife crime. This is consistent with research in

typologies of crime that has found that that wildlife offenders
FIGURE 5

The temporal distribution of all categories of offences.
FIGURE 4

Outcomes of guilty convictions.
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often poach or traffic different species in similar transactions, means

and methods to maximize their rewards (ELI and JJCJ, 2023;

Anagnostou and Doberstein, 2022; WJC, 2021).

The temporal analysis indicates that illegal grazing (GRA) offenses

dominate most months, with significant peaks in January, December,

May and June. The high number of breaches into protected areas to

illegally graze livestock indicates a critical issue during these months.

This is a finding consistent with studies that show increased incidences

of entry in national parks to graze livestock during dry seasons,

especially into Tsavo & Chyulu National Parks (Kioko et al., 2012;

Maina and Nzengya, 2021). Livestock grazing might be driven by the

scarcity of pasture outside protected areas, especially during these

months that also intersect with Kenya’s hot and dry seasons (Waweru

and Oloiloboo, 2013). Trophy-related offenses show consistent activity

throughout the year, with notable peaks in January, July and October.

Bushmeat offences show steady occurrences each month and spikes in

March, July and October. Illegal entry offences (ENT) peak in April,

July and October, while hunting and extraction offenses have minimal

activity with occasional spikes. These offenses have relatively low

occurrences, suggesting these activities are less influenced by seasonal

changes and are more sporadic.

The findings related to the locations of arrests show that Taveta,

Makindu, Butali, Voi, Butali, Mutomo, Naivasha, Nairobi, Malindi,

and Loitoktok had most arrests, and cumulatively accounted for over

80% of the arrests, indicating that a small number of towns account

for a large portion of the total wildlife crimes. This finding aligns with

the “law of crime concentration” which is an empirical observation

that argues that crime concentrates at very small units of geography

(Weisburd et al., 2012). This also aligns with crime pattern theoretical

propositions and research that asserts that crimes, especially wildlife

crimes, are not normally distributed and are geographically clustered

and concentrated (Kurland et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2021).

Many of the prosecuted cases involved multiple accused

individuals, which might indicate coordination among offenders.

However, the prosecution did not utilize legal tools that draw on

conspiracy or organized crime charges. This is a missed opportunity

in addressing the structured and potentially syndicated – based

nature of wildlife offending. The examination of prosecution

outcomes show that prosecuted offences returned a 90% conviction

rate, with 7% offences withdrawn and 3% of the offences returning an

acquittal. It is important to note that almost 84% of these outcomes

related only to illegal grazing (GRA) offences.

The analysis of average imprisonment terms and fines for each

offence shows that judicial officers were imposing lower sentences

than those set in law. Imprisonment terms and fines were on average

60% and 47% lower respectively than those prescribed in the Wildlife

Act. These low penalties do not create a strong deterrence to crime.

These minimum penalties are set to guide judicial officers on the

minimum punishment expected in law. Potential explanations found

in a few cases show that judicial officers are departing from

sentencing provisions in the Wildlife Act and applying provisions

of the Community Service Orders Act, No. 10 of 1998 which allow

judicial officers to sentence convicted offenders to lower sentences in

public interest or the interests of justice.
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The fact that only 0.3% of accused persons in wildlife crime cases

secured legal representation is deeply concerning. It raises serious

questions about access to justice, fair trial rights, and whether these

individuals fully understand the charges against them or the legal

consequences they might face upon conviction. Given the complexity

of wildlife laws and the severe penalties often involved, the lack of

legal representation could potentially lead to wrongful convictions

and disproportionately harsh sentences since accused persons may

not know how to understand and navigate the criminal trial process.

In addition, a 68% rate of guilty pleas upon arraignment reflects a

significant portion of cases being resolved without the need for a

formal trial. None of these pleas were negotiated by the prosecution,

which implies accused persons would rather plead guilty and face a

sentence rather than challenge the evidence in court which has broad

implications for the efficiency and perception of the criminal justice

system. Without legal advice, an accused person may be more likely

to plead guilty, even if there might be viable defenses, because they

might not fully understand their options or the legal proceedings

(Peay and Player, 2018; Erentzen et al., 2021).

As with all research, we faced some limitations. Firstly, we relied

on secondary data collected from court cases aggregated and

catalogued by Kenya’s Judiciary. We anticipated data quality

issues and performed data cleaning to correct errors and missing

data. Secondly, we acknowledge that we are using data from court

cases relating to only reported incidents. We do not have the benefit

of unreported wildlife crime cases. Nevertheless, this data remains

the only comprehensive and publicly accessible dataset that we can

draw meaningful and reliable conclusions from.

Wildlife crime is emerging as a critical concern especially due to

the organized crime elements involved. Even more unique, unlike

other crimes, is the notion that once wildlife is poached, the animal

species is often long dead before we can bring the accused person to

justice. This makes crime prevention a paramount conservation

priority. To meet this need, it is imperative to consider crime

science approaches availed by environmental criminology to

devise targeted interventions. A key framework for prevention of

crime that emerges from environmental criminology is Situation

Crime Prevention (SCP). This framework is based on three crime

prevention theories; (a) the rational choice perspective, (b) the

routine activities approach, and (c) the geometry of crime theory,

and seeks to reduce crime opportunities by increasing the risk of

detection and reducing rewards in the immediate environment that

potential offenders find themselves in (Clarke, 1983; Cornish and

Clarke, 2003).

SCP focuses on reducing the opportunities for crime rather than

attempting to change the underlying motivations of offenders in five

main ways broken down in twenty-five different prevention

techniques. The potential to design simple and yet effective

preventative measures is the main attractiveness of SCP

(Huisman and Van Erp, 2013), with dominant research showing

the utility of SCP in preventing various forms of wildlife crime

(Huisman and Van Erp, 2013; Pires andMoreto, 2011; Lemieux and

Clarke, 2009), Petrossian, 2012; 2015; Kurland et al., 2017; Delpech

et al., 2021).
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SCP strategy potentially offers Kenya a formalized method of

combating wildlife crime by making offenses riskier, more

burdensome, and less rewarding. By the application of the five

SCP fundamental strategies—increasing the effort, increasing the

risks, reducing the rewards, reducing provocations, and removing

excuses—some proposals for crime prevention are set out below.
5.1 Increasing the extent of effort required
to offend against wildlife

Law enforcement could implement strategies that it more difficult

for criminals to conduct illegal activities. This can be done by

strengthening security in protected areas, bolstering border control,

and reinforcing inspections at major transit points (airports, seaports,

and borders) to monitor for smuggling of wildlife products.
5.2 Increasing the chances of detection
and arrest

Wildlife offenders are more likely to act where they think they

can get away with crime and thereby, increasing their likelihood of

being caught is a good way of deterring crime. This can be done by

increasing cooperation between law enforcement agencies, local

communities, and informants to improve intelligence gathering on

poaching operations. Also, rewarding local communities to act as

the “eyes and ears” of conservation organizations in reporting

suspicious behavior and providing whistleblower mechanisms

that support unanimous and protected cooperation.
5.3 Reducing the rewards of wildlife crime

If poaching and trafficking are less profitable, fewer criminals

will be motivated to commit these offenses. Interventions could

involve activities that undermine illegal markets and increase

sanctions against buyers and sellers of illegal wildlife products,

transporting, shipping, clearing and forwarding companies.
5.4 Reducing stimuli that drive wildlife
crime

Reducing factors that drive individuals towards illegal activities

can reduce offenses. This can potentially be solved through poverty

alleviation schemes that incorporate ecosystem service payments or

sharing of tourism revenue. Communities who are benefiting from

wildlife would be more invested in the protection of the same

wildlife. For example, in relation to illegal grazing, communities can

be sensitized on use of designated grazing banks. It can also be

achieved by solving human-wildlife conflict by implementing

compensation schemes for death and injury or for farmers whose

livestock or crops are being destroyed by wildlife to prevent revenge

or retaliatory killings of wildlife.
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5.5 Removing excuses for involvement in
wildlife crime

Elimination of excuses based on ignorance and necessity will be

a deterrent to crime. It can be done through sensitization and

awareness of communities, traders, shippers and transporters and

tourists regarding the legal and ethical implications of wildlife crime

(Didarali et al., 2022). Moreover, policy makers should aim to pass

clear, enforceable laws that have no loopholes would-be criminals

may exploit to escape.
6 Conclusion

In this study, we sought to explore the profile of prosecuted

offenses, co-offending features, convergence of wildlife crimes,

offense typology, prosecution, and sentence outcomes with respect

to wildlife offenses in Kenya. We established the complexity of

wildlife offenses as they related to offenders and type of wildlife

involved. Our assessment demonstrates that wildlife crime in Kenya

is not a singular event, but an intricate activity with connections to

other forms of criminality posing economic and social vulnerability,

and institution-based challenges.

Follow-up studies can employ the environmental criminology

framework to extend this spatial-temporal trend identified in this

study. Having the knowledge of where, when, and how these crimes

are occurring can help develop targeted prevention programs.

Empirically driven studies proposing evidence-based solutions will

help place Kenya back on the conservation prosperity path. To

counter wildlife crime, Kenya must move beyond reactive

enforcement to proactive, integrated, and intelligence-led responses.

More inter-agency coordination, improved judicial consistency, and

increased community participation are necessary. In addition,

coordination, multi-sectoral action, and a sustained effort are the

only means by which the country can safeguard its unmatched

biodiversity for future generations.
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