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FOREWARD
WildlifeDirect is pleased to release the fourth report our court monitoring program ‘Eyes in the Courtroom’. A 
project that began in 2013 as a response to the crisis of poaching of elephants and other endangered wildlife, 
has now become an important tool for the enforcement and judicial agencies. Moreover, the initiative has 
been replicated in other countries similarly threatened by wildlife crime, including Zimbabwe, Rwanda, Malawi, 
Hong Kong, Tanzania and Uganda. 

Much has changed since the publication of our first report, and our work has adapted in response to changing 
conditions. While rates of elephant poaching in Kenya has thankfully fallen, the scourge of organized wildlife 
crime continues to grow unabated, stifling development and threatening ecosystems across the planet. 

According to UNEP and Interpol, wildlife has become part of a portfolio of other natural resources including 
timber, seafood, minerals, waste and ozone depleting substances that are trafficked by transnational criminal 
gangs.  The value of illegal trade in wildlife alone is said to amount to between USD 7 - 23 billion per year, and 
the crime is estimated to be rising by 5 -7% annually, 2–3 times the rate of the global economy.

Thus, the tracking of responses to serious wildlife crime remains central to the work of our legal team. But the 
scope of the work has widened to take in the role of legal system in tackling the complex challenges involved 
in achieving a correct balance and, as far as possible, synergy between the goal of wildlife conservation and 
our shared aspirations for economic development. 

The broadening of scope can be appreciated in the present report, which, for the first time, considers not only 
cases brought under the Wildlife Conservation and Management Act (WCMA, 2013) but also under laws that 
protect forests and marine resources. As a result, the report provides new and important insights into patterns 
and trends of all kinds crimes against wildlife and the environment across the country.

In preparing the report, WildlifeDirect is privileged to have had the opportunity to be part of a collective 
response of Inter-agency collaboration which is essential for addressing these complex issues. In December 
2020, we participated once again in the annual National Judicial Dialogue on Wildlife and Environmental Crime 
Management, this time in a virtual format, alongside more than sixty participants from the Judiciary, Office 
of the Director of Public Prosecutions (ODPP), Attorney General’s Office, Kenya Wildlife Service, Ethics and 
Anti-Corruption Commission, Director of Criminal Investigations, and Kenya Forest Service, among others.

We are committed to continue the collaboration with all stakeholders in the field of wildlife management to 
address the menace.  Towards this end, we look forward to full participation in the review of the WCMA (2013) 
to ensure the Act responds to the emerging challenges. 

Availability of accurate information, such as that provided by the “Eyes in the court room”, 
contributes significantly to law enforcement, and we in WildlifeDirect remain committed 
to maintaining the court room monitoring programme for the success of sustainability

 

Board Chair, WildlifeDirect, Kenya

Ali Doud Mohamed
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Since its foundation in 2004, WildlifeDirect has worked to inspire Kenyans to treasure and protect our wildlife, 
working together with schools, citizens, corporates, NGOs and government agencies to create win–win 
solutions for people and wildlife. As part of this wider strategy, we acknowledge the key importance of an 
effective law enforcement system. Our Legal Program supports the Judiciary and law enforcement agencies 
through courtroom monitoring, engagement in policy development and collaboration in a range of capacity 
building initiatives.

This is the fourth in a series of reports on wildlife crimes cases in Kenyan courts, which have contributed 
to significant improvements in the process and outcomes of wildlife crime cases brought before Kenyan 
courts. The fourth report draws on records of cases brought before 113 Kenyan courts in 2018–2019 under 
the Wildlife Conservation and Management Act (WCMA, 2013), Forest Conservation and Management Act 
(FCMA, 2016) and Fisheries Management and Development Act (FMDA, 2016). It also reviews the status of 
cases involving elephants and ivory initiated in 2016–2019, and of long-running cases involving major seizures 
of ivory dating back to 2012. Data was collected from courtroom registries by our team of qualified lawyers. 

Wildlife and environmental crimes cases from the period 2018–2019 were found in 95 out of 113 courts. We 
recorded 4,142 cases (1,099, 2,988 and 55 under the WCMA, FCMA and FMDA, respectively) involving 6,254 
persons, accused of a total of 7,193 offences, as a result of arrests by the responsible government agency 
(i.e. Kenya Wildlife Service, Kenya Forest Service, or Kenya Fisheries Service) or by the National Police Service 
(NPS).

Courtroom records show that no area of Kenya is free from wildlife crime. However, the report identifies two 
broad areas where wildlife crime is concentrated: 

1. In forest ecosystems, especially in densely populated central and western parts of the country, where 
most crimes involve the illegal extraction of forest resources national forests, reserves and parks in the 
form of timber, charcoal and fuelwood. In most cases, accused persons are charged under the FCMA. 

2. In grassland and savannah ecosystems in the south and east of the country, where most crimes 
involve illegal grazing of livestock, illegal bushmeat hunting and poaching of ivory and other wildlife 
trophies. Most accused persons are charged under the WCMA. 

Overall Tsavo Conservation Area emerged as the principal wildlife crime ‘hotspot’ between 2016 and 2019, 
followed, in the west (but with far fewer cases), by Kakamega County. Elsewhere, trends in cases coming 
before the courts varied over time and among counties. Our analysis revealed one new ‘emerging hotspot’, 
i.e. Nakuru County, as well as several areas (Laikipia, Narok and Meru counties) where the number of arrests 
fell considerably between 2016–2017 and 2018–2019.

The analysis of court processes revealed the following key findings: 

 � The vast majority of accused persons pleaded guilty and these trials were concluded rapidly, most 
often in one day.

 � Three quarters of all convicted persons were sentenced to ‘fine or jail’, i.e. a fine with the alternative 
of a jail sentence if the fine was not paid. Median fines for convictions under the WCMA were twice 
as high as for the FCMA and four times as high as for the FMDA (20,000, 10,000 and 5,000 KES, 
respectively). 

8 Eyes in the Coutroom • 2018-2019
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 � Average fines broadly corresponded to the severity of the crime. For example, for convictions under 
the WCMA, fines for trophy hunting offences were six times higher than for bushmeat offences and 16 
times higher than for timber extraction. Under both WCMA and FCMA, fines for illegal grazing were 
much lower than for all other types of offences. However, the range of fines for apparently similar 
offences was extremely wide. 

 � Trials of persons accused of serious offences, especially bushmeat related and trophy hunting cases 
brought under the WCMA, were often extremely prolonged. We found that 70% of trophy hunting trials 
initiated in 2018 and 2019 were still ongoing at the time of our last visit to the court concerned in 2019 
or 2020. 

 � The more serious the offence, the less likely it is that the trial will result in a conviction. Only 68.2% of 
concluded trophy hunting trials in 2018–2019 and 68.7% of concluded ivory trials from 2016–2019 
resulted in convictions, compared to an average of 90.0% for all trials brought under WCMA. 

We identified several priority areas for follow-up research, including studies to elucidate:

 � The identity of the final users of resources extracted from national parks and reserves, including 
bushmeat, timber and charcoal 

 � Links between wildlife crime and human–wildlife conflict (HWC)

 � The causes of local and temporal variations in the incidence of wildlife crime

 � Reasons for long delays in concluding court cases

 � The extent to which sentences handed down are consistent among courts and regions and 
commensurate to the crimes committed

The report represents the most complete picture yet available of patterns of environmental crime across Kenya. 
It shows that wildlife crime is a complex, multifaceted phenomenon. On the one hand, it is a multibillion-dollar 
criminal enterprise, supplied by trophy hunters and controlled by international cartels. On the other hand, it is 
a manifestation of a wider social and ecological crisis, as humans and wildlife live in ever-greater proximity and 
compete for the same, increasingly scarce resources. However, all wildlife crime is serious. While most of the 
offences coming before the courts in Kenya, considered individually, may appear to be relatively minor crimes, 
collectively, they amount to the pillage of natural resources from protected areas, to an extent that threatens 
the integrity of ecosystems and animal populations they contain. 

We acknowledge the efforts made by the JTI, ODPP, KWS, NPS and other agencies to improve enforcement 
of wildlife law both in the field and in the courts. This report contributes to our shared goal of reducing wildlife 
crime in the following ways:

 � It provides a comprehensive summary of the response of Kenya’s legal system to wildlife and 
environmental crime, as a resource for legal officers and policy makers.

 � It suggests ways to enhance the effectiveness of the legal system, as a deterrent, so that would-be 
wildlife criminals know that they will be caught and punished. 

 � It improves understanding of the causes of wildlife crime, providing inputs for the design to mitigation 
measures that reduce the motivation, or necessity, for people to engage in wildlife crime.

 � It draws attention to the scale of the problem of wildlife crime and makes the case for urgent action to 
address it.

9Eyes in the Coutroom • 2018-2019
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INTRODUCTION
Presentation 
This is the fourth in a series of reports on wildlife crimes cases in Kenyan courts. It presents the results 
of WildlifeDirect’s ongoing courtroom monitoring program Eyes in the Courtroom for the period 2018–2019 
and reviews progress towards strengthening the effectiveness of the prosecution and adjudication of wildlife 
crimes in Kenyan courts. 

The report draws on court records from 111 law courts and 6 mobile courts in Kenya and provides a 
comprehensive overview of the process and outcomes of cases brought before Kenyan courts involving 
offences under legislation for the conservation and sustainable management of wildlife, forests and marine 
resources.

The report is the result of collaboration between WildlifeDirect’s Legal Program and the Judiciary Training Institute (JTI), 

with the support of the Office of the Chief Justice and the Chief Registrar of the Judiciary. We thank them for granting 

access to our teams to all the courts in Kenya. We also thank all judicial staff that assisted our court monitors access 

the court registries, files and archives, as well as the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions (ODPP), Kenya Wildlife 

Service (KWS) and the National Police Service (NPS) for their cooperation in accessing and analysing wildlife crime data.

This work is made possible through the gracious funding from the Elephant Crisis Fund (administered by Save the 

Elephants and the Wildlife Conservation Network), Whitley Segre Foundation, the Straus Foundation and the Cedar Hill 

Foundation. We express heartfelt thanks to these and many other organizations and individuals who have lent their 

support for their continued commitment and belief in the value our work

11Eyes in the Coutroom • 2018-2019
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Brief history of the WildlifeDirect Legal Program
Since its foundation in 2004, WildlifeDirect has worked to inspire Africans from all walks of life to treasure 
our wildlife and support those who take action to protect it. In all our work we reach out to schools, citizens, 
corporates, NGOs and government agencies, working together to create win–win solutions for people and 
wildlife.

As part of this wider strategy to protect our country’s wildlife heritage, we acknowledge the key importance 
of an effective law enforcement system, both to deter would-be wildlife criminals and to demonstrate Kenya’s 
continuing commitment to wildlife conservation. WildlifeDirect contributes to this aim through the work of 
its Legal Program, which advocates for transparency and accountability in enforcement of environmental 
law, while actively engaging with all relevant wildlife law enforcement authorities in Kenya to strengthen their 
response to wildlife crime.

The Legal Program’s inaugural publication was a pioneering review of wildlife crime cases brought before 
Kenya courts between 2008 and 20131. This report, published in 2014, was a wake-up call that exposed 
serious loopholes in the Wildlife Act (1989) and deficiencies in the way wildlife crimes were dealt with in 
Kenyan courts. Our flagship project ‘Eyes in the Courtroom’ was set up following the publication of this report 
to meet the need for continuing monitoring of the performance of the legal system in response to wildlife 
crime. The objectives of the project at its inception were defined at the time as:

 � To identify and document the outcomes of wildlife crime court cases

 � To evaluate the effect of outcomes of wildlife crime court cases on deterrence

 � To identify key loopholes and challenges in the criminal justice chain

 � To recommend and suggest reforms and interventions to strengthen the response to wildlife crime.

In response to the findings of our first report, Kenya implemented a range of transformative measures. These 
included new legislation; the creation of an elite multi-agency response team to tackle wildlife crime; training 
for legal officers; definition of new protocols for handling wildlife crimes; and the deployment of sniffer dogs 
to detect illegal wildlife products at parks, ports, borders, airports and on highways. Numerous international 
and local agencies and conservation organizations supported these developments with expertise, equipment 
and funds. 

Subsequent courtroom monitoring reports have provided evidence of the positive effects of these efforts. 
The second report, published in 20162, two years after the enactment of new Wildlife Conservation and 
Management Act (WCMA 2013), revealed substantial improvement in process and outcomes of wildlife 
crime cases and made further recommendations to strengthen Kenya’s response to wildlife crime. The 
improvements highlighted in the second report also reflected the commitment of Kenyan government to take 
decisive action in response to a poaching crisis that posed an imminent threat to elephant populations across 

1Kahumbu P, Bayamukama L, Mbuthia J, Drori O (2014) Scoping study on the prosecution of wildlife related

crimes in Kenyan courts: January 2008 to June 2013. WildlifeDirect, Nairobi. Available at: https://wildlifedirect.org/resources/ 

2 Gitari E et al. (2016) Outcome of Court Trials in the First Two Years of Implementation of the Wildlife Conservation & Management Act, 

2013: Courtroom Monitoring Report, 2014 & 2015. WildlifeDirect, Nairobi. Available at: https://wildlifedirect.org/resources/
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Africa, a commitment demostrated by the public burning of Kenya’s entire ivory stockpile in Nairobi National 
Park on 30 April 2016. 

The third report, covering the period 2016–20173, found a high conviction rate of 95% among cases brought 
to court under the WCMA, indicating a continuing improvement in prosecutions. However it noted that:

Success is mainly limited to low level wildlife crime offenders possessing wildlife trophies, bushmeat 
or perpetrating illegal entry into protected areas with livestock. The cases involving the international 
trafficking of high value items like ivory, rhino horn and pangolin scales remain a major challenge in 
Kenya where cases are frequently delayed, and suspects are not brought to justice4.

Recommendations of the third report focused on measures to improve the investigation and prosecution 
of high-level crimes, through more effective collaboration with transit and demand countries, aggressively 
pursuing fugitives from justice, and plugging loopholes in the Wildlife Act that allowed wildlife traffickers and 
dealers to evade harsh penalties. 

In addition to courtroom monitoring and the tracking of important cases, the Legal Program supports the 
Judiciary and other law enforcement agencies through engagement in policy development and collaboration 
in a range of capacity building initiatives. Since the publication of the first report, WildlifeDirect has conducted 
seven major workshops and training events for law enforcement and judicial officers, in conjunction with key 
stakeholder and partners, as well as participating in numerous events organized by partner organizations, both 
in Kenya and abroad. A related major outcome of Eyes in the Courtroom project has been the development of 
an innovative application system known as the iCourtroom Wildlife Crime System. The iCourtroom App tracks 
all wildlife crimes cases in Kenya and makes all the data accessible to relevant partners. It is scheduled to be 
launched in early 2021. 

This fourth report represents a significant 
broadening in the scope of our courtroom 
monitoring work, encompassing 
courtroom records of cases brought 
under the Forest Conservation and 
Management Act (FCMA, 2016) and the 
Fisheries Management and Development 
Act (FMDA, 2016), in addition to the 
Wildlife Conservation and Management 
Act (WCMA, 2013). The report thereby 
shines a light on aspects of wildlife crime 
whose extent and seriousness are often 
not fully appreciated, providing the most 
complete picture yet available of patterns 
of environmental crime across the country. 

3 Kahumbu P, Karani J, Muriu E (n.d.) On the Right Path? Court Monitoring Report, 2016 & 2017: An analysis of Kenya’s law 

enforcement response to wildlife crime. Available at: https://wildlifedirect.org/resources/ 

4 Wildlife Direct, On the Right Path? Court Monitoring Report 2016 and 2017, p 8
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COURTROOM MONITORING
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

Methods
The data in this report was collected from courtroom registries by WildlifeDirect’s legal team (Table 1). In 
2018–2019, the team consisted of 7 qualified lawyers, working under the leadership of WildlifeDirect’s former 
Legal Affairs Manager Jim Kirani until September 2019, and thereafter the current Legal Affairs Manager, Mary 
Morrison.

Table 1. WildlifeDirect’s Legal Team, responsible for courtroom monitoring in 2018–2019

Mary Muthoni LLB. Advocate of the high court

Jim Karani LLB. LLM, Advocate of the high court

Franklin Lagat LLB, Advocate of the high court

Wahu Gathu LLB, Advocate of the high court

Judy Wangari LLB. LLM, Advocate of the high court

Shimlon Kuria LLB, Lawyer

Brenda Maina LLB, Lawyer

Data collection was conducted with the authorization of the Judiciary Training Institute (JTI), in the form of 
a letter which monitors presented to court officials upon arrival. Visits to courts were usually unannounced, 
which enabled us to deduce the efficiency of case management of wildlife crime cases and experience the 
service given by the judiciary to any normal citizen. The fact that we rarely encountered problems shows that 
most courts have implemented a transparent system of case file management. Almost all courts maintain 
records in the form of handwritten physical files. Monitors noted down cases numbers and dates and took 
photos of the corresponding pages of case file and transcribed the details into digital records (Excel files) in 
the evening after the visit or on our return to Nairobi.

Data was collected in accordance with the Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for collection and analysis 
court records previously agreed with the JTI. Data extracted from each court record includes: Case Number, 
Identity details of an accused person, Date and location of arrest, Arresting authority, Date arraigned in 
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court, Plea date, Name of magistrate, Name of 
prosecutor, Prosecuting authority, Plea (guilty or 
not guilty), Section of law contravened, Description 
of offence, Species involved, Weight of wildlife 
product involved, Court dates (mention, hearing 
and judgment dates), Bail and bond details, 
Outcome (conviction, acquittal, or withdrawn), 
Sentencing details, and Current status (concluded 
or ongoing).

Data was recorded and stored in Excel files and 
subsequently analysed as described in the main 
body of the report. 

Judicial staff retrieving records at Loitokitok Law Courts

Summary of data collected
Data was collected from 111 out of 123 law court in Kenya and from 6 mobile courts. Data from two mobile 
courts (Wamba and Mikinduri) were recorded separately; data from the other 4 mobile courts were combined 
with records from the stationary court where the criminal register was housed (Magunga, Kendu Bay, Rumuruti 
and Timau, housed in Mbita, Oyugis, Nyahururu and Meru, respectively). This report therefore represents data 
for 113 courts. 

Data for 2018 and 2019 were collected in visits to courts during the second half of 2019. During these visits 
we recorded the outcome or status of all cases brought to these courts under the WCMA, FCMA, and FMDA 
from the start of 2018. Additionally, 17 selected courts with significant numbers of ongoing cases involving 
elephants and ivory were visited in August 2020. The purpose of these visits was to update ongoing cases 
involving elephants that came to court between 2016 and 2019; we also took the opportunity to update other 
ongoing WCMA cases at these courts from 2018 and 2019. 

OVERVIEW OF CASES
Wildlife and environmental crimes cases from the period 2018–2019 were found in 95 out of 113 courts (see 
Appendix 1). These included records at 57, 89 and 8 courts for cases  brought under the WCMA, FCMA, and 
FMDA, respectively. Cases were recorded under all 3 Acts at 5 courts, under 2 Acts at 49 courts and under 
1 Act at 41 courts. No wildlife related crimes were recorded at 18 of the courts that we visited. In total we 
recorded a total of 4,142 cases, of which 1,099, 2,988 and 55 cases were brought under the WCMA, FCMA 
and FMDA, respectively.
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For each case, we recorded the number of accused and, for each accused, the number of offences with 
which he/she was charged. For all 4,142 cases, 6,254 persons were accused of a total of 7,193 offences. The 
average number of persons per case was notably higher for the FMDA compared with cases brought under 
the other two Acts, and higher for the WCMA than the FCMA (see Table 2). For the WCMA, the largest number 
of accused persons in a single case was 13. Cases brought under the FMDA included 4 cases (out of 55) 
with 10 or more accused persons (the maximum number was 19) and 6 further cases with between 5 and 9 
accused persons. 

The number of offences per accused was low, i.e. most accused persons were charged with a single offence, 
with smaller numbers charged with up to a maximum of four offences (Fig. 1).

Table 2. Numbers of cases, accused persons and offences, 2018–2019

Cases Persons Accused/case Offences Offences/ accused

WCMA 1099 2028 1.85 2385 1.18

FCMA 2988 4033 1.35 4543 1.13

FMDA 55 193 3.51 265 1.37

Total 4142 6254 1.51 7193 1.15
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Arresting authority
Arrest is understood to mean the following, as per Holgate-Mohammed v Duke:

First, it should be noted that arrest is a continuing act; it starts with the arrester taking a person into his 
custody (sc. by action or words restraining him from moving anywhere beyond the arrester’s control), 
and it continues until the person so restrained is either released from custody or, having been brought 
before a magistrate, is remanded in custody by the magistrate’s judicial act.5

The legal provisions of arrest are mainly provided under Articles 49 and 51 of the Constitution and the Criminal 
procedure code. For specific agencies, it is contained in the specific Acts that give them the powers, e.g. the 
powers of arrest of KWS officers are set out in the WCMA. It is also noteworthy that arrests can also be done 
by private citizens, subject to certain conditions.

Most arrests under all three Acts were carried out by the responsible government agency: KWS for WCMA, 
the Kenya Forest Service (KFS) for FCMA, and the Kenya Fisheries Service (Fisheries) for FDMA (Fig. 2). A 
substantial number of arrests were also made by the National Police Service (NPS). Conservancies (private 
conservation organizations) also made a small number of arrests that led to cases being brought under the 
WCMA.

67%

31%

1%
1%

KWS

NPS

CON

Other

NPS

KFS

KWS

FIS

NPS

KWS

Other
53%

46%

0%1%

WCMA FCMA FMDA

54%33%

13%

Figure 2. Arresting authorities as a percentage of total arrests for the WCMA, FCMA and FMDA.

In some cases brought under the WCMA, suspects are arrested by a conservation NGOs active in the area. 
This is done under the terms of an agreement between KWS and the NGO concerned. Often a KWS officer 
is present when the suspect is arrested. If not, the conservation organization subsequently hands over the 
arrested person(s) to KWS to be re-arrested and formally charged. This type of arrest is a form of citizen 
arrest. Three NGOs that are especially active in this regard are Big Life Foundation (mainly in Amboseli), the 
Mara Elephant Project (in Maasai Mara) and the Sheldrick Wildlife Trust (SWT) (in Tsavo, Meru and elsewhere). 
Table 3 shows reported arrests by these organizations in 2018–2019. The 919 arrests reported by these three 
organizations represent 60.9% of the 1,491 persons brought to court in 2018–2019 shown in court records as 
having been arrested by KWS. 

5 Holgate-Mohammed v Duke [1984] AC 437, [1984] 1 All ER 1054, [1984] 2 WLR 660. See also CCPR/C/GC/35 para 13
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Table 3. Arrests under wildlife laws reported by the Big Life Foundation, Mara Elephant Project and Sheldrick Wildlife Trust 

(DSWT) in 2018 and 2019. Source: Annual and quarterly reports.

Year Big Life Mara SWT Total

2018 112 38 344 494

2019 126 19 270 415

Total 238 57 614 909

DISTRIBUTION OF CASES

Courts
The distribution of cases among courts was highly asymmetrical. In particular, there was also a notable lack 
of correspondence between the occurrence of cases under the WCMA and FCMA. Seven courts accounted 
for almost 50% of cases under the FCMA; these 7 courts accounted for just over 4% of WCMA cases (Table 
4, Map 1). Correspondingly, 6 courts accounted for almost 75% of cases under the WCMA; these six courts 
accounted for only 1.3% of FCMA cases (Table 5, Map 2). 

Table 4. Comparison of distribution of cases among courts: top six courts for FCMA with corresponding totals for WCMA

FCMA WCMA

Court Cases % Cumul. Cases % Cumul.

Molo 615 20.6 20.6 2 0.2 0.2

Eldama Ravine 217 7.3 27.8 0 0.0 0.2

Nakuru 166 5.6 33.4 6 0.5 0.7

Kajiado 137 4.6 38.0 15 1.4 2.1

Eldoret 126 4.2 42.2 0 0.0 2.1

Kitale 115 3.8 46.1 8 0.7 2.8

Narok 113 3.8 49.8 16 1.4 4.2

Sub-total 1489   47   
Others 1499   1052   
Total 2988   1099   
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Table 5. Comparison of distribution of cases among courts: top six courts for WCMA with corresponding totals for FCMA.

WCMA FCMA

Court Cases % Cumul. Cases % Cumul.

Taveta 369 33.5 33.5 3 0.1 0.1

Makindu 148 13.5 47.0 1 0.0 0.1

Voi 130 11.8 58.8 4 0.1 0.3

Butali 100 9.1 67.9 8 0.3 0.5

Naivasha 36 3.3 71.2 13 0.4 1.0

Mutomo 35 3.2 74.4 9 0.3 1.3

Subtotal 818   38   

Others 281   2050   

Total 1099   2088   

Map 1. Distribution of cases brought to courts under the FCMA in 2018–2019
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Map 2: Distribution of cases brought to courts under the WCMA in 2018–2019



Counties
Court monitors visited courts in 43 of Kenya’s 47 counties in 2018–2019 and recorded environmental crime 
cases in 40 counties. The largest numbers of cases recorded were 858 in Nakuru County (mainly forestry 
cases at Molo and Nakuru courts) and 506 in Taita-Taveta (mainly wildlife cases at Taveta and Voi courts). Six 
counties (Nakuru, Taita-Taveta, Baringo, Kajiado, Makueni and Laikipia) accounted for more than 50% of total 
cases. Fourteen counties recorded more than 100 environmental cases each in 2018 and 2019 (Fig. 3, Map 
3).
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Map 3: Counties where large numbers of cases were brought under the WCMA and FCMA, 2018–2019

To gain an idea of the prevalence of environmental crime relative to population size, we calculated the annual 
‘environmental crime rate’, measured in terms of number of cases per 100,000 inhabitants. Based data on 
cases from 2018 and population data from the 2019 census, the environmental crime rate was markedly 
higher in Taita-Taveta (83.7 cases per year per 100,000 inhabitants) than in all other counties. Between 25 
and 35 cases per year per 100,000 inhabitants were recorded in three other counties (Nakuru, Baringo and 
Laikipia). 
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Ecosystems
To better understand the geographical distribution of cases, we also analysed the distribution by ecosystem. 
We assigned each county to an ecosystem corresponding a particular protected area or cluster of protected 
area (see Appendix 2 for details). Fig 4. below shows the results.
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Figure 4. Distribution of cases by ecosystem. Note that ‘Laikipia’ includes Laikipia County and six surrounding counties 

containing several important protected areas (Meru NP, Samburu NR and Mt Kenya NP). See Appendix 2 for a full list of 

counties and protected areas corresponding to each ecosystem.

As shown in Fig. 4, forestry cases were widely distributed but occurred most frequently in densely populated 
areas in central and western areas of the country, i.e. in areas close to SW Mau National Reserve, Mt Elgon 
and other protected areas in former Western and Nyanza provinces, and Abedares NP.  

Fisheries cases are concentrated around inland lakes, i.e. Lake Victoria and Lake Naivasha (included under 
SW Mau National Reserve in Fig. 4), with relatively few cases (although often involving large numbers of 
persons) in coastal areas.  

Wildlife Cases occurred above all in the Tsavo Conservation Area. The large number of WCMA cases shown 
under ‘Western/Nyanza forests’ corresponds almost exclusively to 100 cases brought before the court in 
Butali, where nearly all arrested persons were charged with illegal entry or logging in a national reserve. Thus 
although charges were brought under the WCMA, these cases are forestry-related. The cluster of WCMA 
cases under “South coast forests and marine” correspond to courts at Malindi and Mariakani, including 
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several serious cases involving possession ivory and pangolin scales, possibly seized en route from Tsavo 
to Mombasa. Thus the data suggests that the majority of cases brought under the WCMA relate to crimes 
committed in the Tsavo ecosystem, in notable contrast to the relatively few cases brought to court in the 
Maasai Mara and Amboseli ecosystems.

Comparative analysis of county data
To gain further insights on the distribution of wildlife crime we compared our data, broken down by county, with 
available data from previous periods and with data on the distribution of human–wildlife conflict.  

To examine trends over time, we compared our data by county for 2016–2017 with our data for 2018–2019. 
The 2016–2017 report provides data by county on the number of persons arrested under the WCMA. Table 
6 compares this with our data on arrests under the WCMA for 2018–2019, for the top 10 counties in both 
periods.

Table 6. Comparison of number of arrests under the WCMA in 2018–2019 and 2016–2017, by county, for the top ten counties in 

both periods. The final column is calculated by subtracting the rank in 2018–2019 from the rank in the previous period. 

Rank in 2018–

2019 County Arrests 2018–19 Arrests 2016–17 Rank in 2016–17

Change in 

rank

1 Taita Taveta 1070 776 1 0

2 Makueni 234 254 2 0

3 Kakamega 169 128 3 0

4 Nakuru 69  - - New

5 Kajiado 61 60 9 +4

6 Kilifi 54 49 10 +4

7 Nairobi 47 70 8 +1

8 Kitui 44 77 7 –1

9 Laikipia 44 112 4 –5

10 Narok 31 95 5 –5

11 Meru 28 77 6 –5

From Table 6 it can be seen that the top 3 counties in both periods were the same, i.e. Taita Taveta, Makueni 
and Kakamega, in that order. Numbers of arrests in the two periods were similar in Makueni, but markedly 
higher in 2018–2019 compared to 2016–2017 in both Taita Taveta and Kakamega. Nakuru, which was ranked 
fourth in terms of numbers of arrests in 2018–2019, was not among the top ten counties for wildlife crime 
in 2016–2017. Numbers of arrests in Kajiado and Kilifi were similar in the two periods. However these two 
counties moved up the table in 2018–2019 due to marked falls in the numbers of arrests in other counties (i.e. 
Nairobi, Kitui, Laikipia, Narok and Meru). 

Overall Table 6 shows that the number of arrests increased in Taita Taveta and Kakamega in 2018–2019 
compared with 2017–2018, remained high in Makueni, and fell markedly Laikipia, Narok and Meru. It also 
suggests the emergence of a new wildlife crime hotspot in Nakuru County, specifically in cases heard at 
Naivasha court, in the vicinity of several conservation areas, including Hell’s Gate and Lake Naivasha national 
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parks. It should be borne in mind that these figures do not provide reliable evidence of trends in wildlife crime 
rates, as the number of arrests may have increased or decreased for other reasons (i.e. as a result of more or 
less effective law enforcement). Trends in arrests under the WCMA could also result from arrests being made 
under different Acts (i.e. FCMA instead of WCMA, or vice versa).

We also compared our data on wildlife crime data to available data on human–wildlife conflict (HWC), as 
reported by Long et al. (2020)6. This comparison should be treated with caution as the data on HWC related to 
an earlier period, i.e. 2005–2016, while our data is from 2018–2019. The study of HWC found that two-thirds of 
incidents occurred in 10 counties, i.e. Taita Taveta, Lamu, Narok, Laikipia, Meru, Kajiado, Tana River, Makueni, 
Kitui and Kwale, in that order. While most of these counties also experienced high levels of wildlife crime 
(based on the number of cases brought to court), several counties with relatively large numbers of wildlife 
crime cases reported very low levels of HWC. Overall we found at most a weak relation between the number 
of wildlife crime cases coming before the course and the number of reported incidents of HWC (Table 7, Fig. 
5). Separate analysis for WCMA and FCMA cases also failed to reveal any clear correlation with incidents of 
HWC. 

County Wildlife crime cases Incidents of HWC

Nakuru 858 500

Taita Taveta 506 4800

Baringo 237 200

Kajiado 220 1400

Makueni 167 700

Laikipia 162 1700

Kakamega 159 <100

Kitui 141 600

Kilifi 140 100

Narok 131 3400

Uasin Gishu 126 <100

Bungoma 124 <100

Trans – Nzoia 123 <100

Meru 114 1600

Table 7, Figure 5. Comparison of incidence of human–wildlife conflict (HWC) in 2005–2016 with cases of wildlife crime brought 

before courts in 2018–2019, by county. All counties where more than 100 wildlife crime cases came to court in 2018–2019. 

Numbers of incidents of HWC were estimated visually to the nearest 100 from Figure 4 in Long et al. (2020). 

ACCUSED PERSONS AND OFFENCES

Date of arrest
We looked at the distribution of arrests of persons over time for the 2018, for which there was data for all 12 
months of the year (excluding about 10% of 2018 cases for which this data was unavailable). There were 

6 Huaping Long, Dagne Mojo, Chao Fu, Guoqin Wang et al. (2020) Patterns of human-wildlife conflict and management implications in 

Kenya: A national perspective, Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 25:2, 121-135, DOI:10.1080/10871209.2019.1695984
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peaks in the number of cases in March and July, mainly driven by totals in FCMA cases, while case numbers 
were lower, for both WCMA and FCMA, in April–May and November–February (Fig. 6). 
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Figure 6. Month of arrest for wildlife crime cases brought under the WCMA, FCMA and FMDA in 2018

Types of offence
Offences were classified and analysed separately for each of the three Acts. Since a very wide range of 
offences were named in the charge sheets, we attempted to group them together into categories of similar 
offences, selecting the most precisely defined and/or serious offences when individuals in a case were 
charged with more than one offence. In the process, some of the details have been lost and it was sometimes 
difficult to decide which category to assign to a case. So the figures given below are not definitive. However 
they provide a useful overview of the general distribution of types of offences under each of the three Acts. 

Offences under WCMA were classified into the categories shown in Table 8 below.

Table 8. Categories of offences, WCMA

Code Description Examples of charges

BUS Bushmeat related Dealing in meat of wildlife species

Hunting for bushmeat trade

Possession of meat of wildlife species 

Subsistence hunting

CUT Extraction of timber products Cutting down vegetation

Logging in NP

Possession of logging tools

ENT Illegal entry (with no other 

offence specified)

Entry into NP



27Eyes in the Coutroom • 2018-2019

EXT Undertaking unspecified 

extractive activities

Undertaking extractive activities

GRA Grazing: livestock related 

activities

Entry in NP with livestock

HUN Hunting, where the purpose 

is not specified

Conveying snares

Conveying hunting apparatus

OTH Infrequent offences Import of wildlife without permit

Residing in NP

TRO Trophy hunting and dealing Dealing in endangered species

Possession of wildlife trophy

Dealing in wildlife trophy

Killing endangered species

In the case of multiple offences, the classification was based on the most ‘serious’ or specific offence 
mentioned. A case was only classified as ENT where no other more detailed charge appeared in the case 
record, and was only classified as HUN when it was not clear whether the purpose was to hunt for bushmeat 
or for wildlife trophies. Where “meat” or “trophy” was specified in the charge, it was classified as BUS or TRO, 
respectively. These included some cases where arrested persons were charged with a trophy-related offence, 
even though the species concerned is more often hunted for bushmeat (e.g. dik dik).

The total numbers of cases and charged persons for each category of offence under the WCMA are shown in 
Table 9 and Fig. 7 (below). Since numbers of unspecified hunting (HUN) and extractive (EXT) activities were 
low, they are grouped together with OTH (others) in the table.

Table 9. Categories of offences charged under the WCMA, 2018–2019. Numbers of unspecified hunting (HUN) and extractive 

(EXT) activities were low and are grouped together with OTH (others) in the table.

Code Description Cases % cases

Accused 

persons % accused

BUS Bushmeat related 166 15.3 253 12.7

CUT Cutting for timber and fuelwood 112 10.2 156 7.7

ENT Illegal entry for unspecified purpose 138 12.6 250 12.3

GRA Grazing: livestock related 433 39.4 959 47.3

OTH Unclassified and unusual offences 47 4.3 68 3.4

TRO Trophy hunting and dealing 203 18.3 342 16.6

TOTALS 1099 100 2028 100

From Table 10 it can be seen that illegal introduction of livestock and grazing (GRA) accounted for about 40% 
of all cases and nearly half of accused persons, while trophy hunting and bushmeat cases were, respectively, 
the second and third most common category of offence charged.

Offences under FCMA were classified under the categories shown in Table 10 below. 
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Table 10. Categories of offences, FCMA

Code Description Examples of charges

CHA Charcoal related Burning charcoal

Charcoal making

Possession of charcoal

CUL Cultivation: agriculture 

related

Clearing and cultivating in state forest without permit

CUT Cutting: presumed timber 

and fuelwood extraction

Cutting and felling forest produce

Cutting and removing forest produce

Introducing logging tools in forest

Possession of forest produce

ENT Illegal entry (with no other 

offence specified)

Entry into a state forest

Trespass into forest land without a permit

GRA Grazing: livestock related Allowing livestock into a state forest

OTH Other: non-specific and 

infrequent offences

Contravening a measure

Erecting a building

Failure to comply with the provision of FCMA

Obstructing forest officers in execution of their duties

Etc.

TRA Removing or transporting 

unspecified forest produce

Removing forest produce

Transporting forest produce

In the case of multiple offences, the classification was based on the most ‘serious’ or specific offence 
mentioned. Thus all cases where the world “charcoal” appeared in one or more charge were classified as 
“CHA”. A case was only classified as ENT where no other more detailed charge appeared in the case record. 
In case where the charge was removing or transporting forest produce, we consulted the charge description 
to see it contained a reference to charcoal or a timber species, in which case the offence was classified as 
CHA or CUT, respectively. It is likely that most other cases classified as TRA also involved extraction of trees 
for timber, fuelwood or charcoal burning. Note that some offences classified as CUT involved extraction of 
species of little value for biodiversity conservation, such as eucalyptus, but we did not take account of the 
species involved in classifying the offence.

The total numbers of cases and charged persons for each category of offence under the FCMA are shown 
in Table 11 and Fig. 7. Extraction of timber and fuelwood (CUT) and charcoal production (CHA) represented 
more than 60% or cases and accused persons. If it assumed that offences classified as TRA (removal or 
transportation of forest produce) also involved extraction of timber, fuelwood and/or charcoal, then these 
cases account for almost 90% of the totals.

Table 11. Categories of offences charged under the FCMA, 2018–2019

Code Description Cases % cases

Accused 

persons

% 

accused

CHA Charcoal related 626 21.0 863 21.4

CUL Agriculture related 67 2.2 90 2.2

CUT Timber and fuelwood extraction 1266 42.4 1682 41.7
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ENT Illegal entry 63 2.1 92 2.3

GRA Livestock related 77 2.6 108 2.7

OTH Non-specific & unusual offences 135 4.5 173 4.3

TRA Transport of forest produce 754 25.2 1025 25.4

TOTALS 2988 100 4033 100

Figure 7. Cases brought under WCMA and FCMA in 2018–2019 grouped by category of offence
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Offences under the FMDA all related to fishing and fell into 3 broad categories, as shown in Table 12; the 
distribution of cases and charged persons for each category of offence is shown in Table 13.

Table 12. Categories of offences, FMDA

Code Description Examples of charges

PER Permit: fishing and trading 

without authorization

Carrying out fisheries activities w/o a permit

Engaging in fishing activities within Kenya inland waters without 

licence

Trading and possession of fish products

PRO Fishing in prohibited areas Fishing in prohibited fishing area

REG Non-compliance with 

regulations

Damaging fishing gear

Fishing undersize fish

Fishing using unauthorised vessels and gears 

Possession of fish whose standard length is less than 18 cm

Table 13. Categories of offences charged under the FDMA, 2018–2019

 Code Description Cases % cases

Accused 

persons

% 

accused

PER Fishing/trading without permit 21 38.2 95 49.2

PRO Fishing in prohibited area 8 14.5 19 9.8

REG Non-compliance with regulations 26 47.3 79 40.9

TOTALS 55 100 193 100
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Gender and nationality of accused persons
The vast majority of accused persons were Kenyan men. Men represented 93% of persons accused the 
WCMA, 92% under the FCMA, and 99% under FDMA. Kenyans represented 97.8% of persons accused the 
WCMA, 93.5% and under the FCMA. In the case of the FMDA, 84.5% of those charged were Kenyan; the 
remainder were Tanzanian, representing two cases in which a total of 30 persons were accused of fishing 
without a licence. 

For cases under the FCMA the proportion of women among the accused persons did not vary significantly 
among categories of offence (Fig. 8). By contrast, for WCMA, women were charged almost exclusively of 
either illegal entry (ENT) or timber/fuelwood extraction (CUT) (Fig. 9). 

The differences between the FCMA and WCMA are notable. Under FCMA, similar proportions of women were 
accused of both livestock related and timber/fuelwood extraction offences; by contrast, under WCMA, virtually 
no women were accused of livestock-related offences, while women represented almost one-third of persons 
accused of timber/fuelwood extraction. The discrepancy most likely relates to cultural and socioeconomic 
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differences. Entry of livestock into grassland ecosystems of national parks mostly occurs in the vicinity of 
pastoralist communities, where men take charge of the livestock; while women are responsible for collection 
of fuelwood, which is often a scarce resource in these ecosystems. By contrast, communities around forest 
ecosystems are largely agriculturalist, with livestock rearing as a supplementary activity undertaken by women. 
Our forestry data does not distinguish between fuelwood collection and timber extraction, but it is likely that a 
majority of charges relate to timber extraction, an activity undertaken mainly by men. 
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PLEAS
The majority (73%) of those arrested pleaded guilty (Fig. 10), with little variation among the three Acts (Table 
14).

73%

27%

Pleas - all cases 2018-2019

Guilty

Not guilty

Figure 10. Guilty vs. not-guilty pleas, all cases, 2018–19. Mixed please in response to multiple charges are recorded as ‘not 

guilty’.

Table 14. Numbers and percentages of guilty and not guilty pleas in response to charges brought under the three Acts, 2018–

19. Where a person charged with multiple offences pleaded not guilty to one or more offences, this was counted as a not guilty 

plea.

WCMA FCMA FDMA TOTAL

Persons No. % No. % No. % No. %

Guilty 1415 69.8 3015 74.8 136 70.5 4566 73.0

Not guilty 613 30.2 1018 25.2 57 29.5 1688 27.0

Total 2028 100.0 4033 100.0 193 100.0 6254 100.0

However, analysis of pleas of accused person by type of offence reveals significant variation in the proportion 
of not-guilty pleas, particularly among different types of charges brought under the WCMA (Figs. 11 and 12). 
For the FCMA, the proportion of not guilty pleas ranged from 22.6% for charcoal-related crimes (CHA) to 
31.5% for illegal entry (ENT) (Fig. 11). For cases brought under the WCMA, the proportion of not guilty pleas 
ranged from 6.5% from livestock-related offences (GRA) to 50.4% for bushmeat related crimes (BUS) and 
87.1% for trophy hunting and dealing (TRO) (Fig. 12). Clearly in the case of the WCMA, the proportion of not 
guilty pleas increases in line with the severity of the offence under the law. 
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Figure 11. Proportion of guilty and non-guilty pleas in response to different types of charges, FCMA 2018–19
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Figure 12. Proportion of guilty and non-guilty pleas in response to different types of charges, WCMA 2018–19
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OUTCOMES

Concluded and ongoing cases
Of the 4,142 cases reviewed, 3,581 (86.5%) were concluded at the date of our last perusal of the records (Fig. 
13a). The proportion of concluded and ongoing cases was similar among cases brought under the three Acts 
(Fig 13b). 
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Figure 13. (a) Numbers and (b) percentages of concluded and ongoing cases.

 

The proportion of ongoing forestry cases (FCMA) ranged from 3.9% for livestock related offences (GRA) to 
20.6% for unauthorized entry (ENT). Among cases brought under the WCMA, there was a notable difference in 
the proportion of ongoing cases among different types of offences. While 98.6% and 90.6% of cases relating 
to livestock (GRA) and illegal entry (ENT), respectively, had been concluded when we last reviewed the case 
files, 61.1% of cases involving trophy hunting (TRO) were still ongoing (Fig. 14). 

Ongoing

Concluded

Ongoing

Concluded

GRA             ENT              BUS             CUT             OTH              TRO GRA             ENT              BUS             CUT             OTH              TRO

500

450

400

350

300

250

200

150

100

50

0

Category of offence Category of offence

N
um

be
r 

of
 c

as
es

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f 
ca

se
s

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Ongoing and concluded cases -
                WCMA

Ongoing and concluded cases -
                WCMA

427

125 123
82

33
79
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Verdicts
Of 6,254 persons accused of crimes under the three Acts during 2018 and 2019, 5,392 (86.2%) had received 
a judgement when we last reviewed the case files. Of these, 4,769 accused persons were found guilty, 
representing a conviction rate of 88.4%, while 127 (2.0%) were acquitted and 496 (7.9%) had their cases 
withdrawn (Fig. 15).
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Figure 15. Results of concluded cases: (a) numbers and (b) percentages of accused persons

The conviction rate was 86.5% (154 persons) for persons accused of fisheries offences and 87.8% (3133 
persons) for forestry offences. The relatively high rate of acquittals of persons brought to trial under the 
FMDA is notable (Fig. 15b). All but one of these acquittals relate to 5 cases brought before the same court 
(Mbita) on the same day, with 4 of the total of 19 acquitted persons apparently belonging to the same family. 
Convictions rates among types of forestry offences were broadly similar, ranging from 92.2% (94 persons) 
for livestock related offences (GRA) to 80.2% (65 persons) for cases relating to illegal farming (CUL) (Fig. 
15b). The overall conviction rate for persons accused under the WCMA was 90.0% (1482 persons). This 
high average conviction rate reflects convictions for ‘less serious’ offences such as illegal grazing and illegal 
logging in national parks. The conviction rate for persons accused of trophy hunting crimes (TRO) was only 
68.2% (75 persons), significantly lower than for other types of offences (Fig 16). 
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Sentences
The majority of convicted persons were sentenced a fine, in nearly all cases with the alternative of a jail 
sentence if the file was not paid (Table 15, Fig. 17). Smaller numbers received community service or probation 
orders, or were discharged. Of 4,784 convicted persons, only 82 were sentenced to a jail sentence with no 
option of avoiding the jail sentence by paying a fine. Moreover these 82 jail sentence included 15 suspended 
sentences. Thus, in the majority of cases, whether or not a person goes to jail depends on his or her ability 
(or willingness) to pay a fine.

Sentence WCMA FCMA FMDA Total

Jail or fine 1034 2294 105 3433

Fine 4 53 7 64

Jail and fine 1 11 0 12

Jail 39 31 0 70

Comm. service 119 391 4 514

Probation 132 139 3 274

Discharged 152 226 35 413

No information 1 3 4

Total 1482 3148 154 4784

Table 15, Figure 17. Details of sentencing of offenders, all Acts

Fines for offences under WCMA were much higher than for those under FCMA, which were in turn higher than 
those imposed under the FMDA. The average for all fines imposed under WCMA was 67,500 KES (675 USD) 
compare to 20,300 KES (203 USD) for FCMA and 14,400 KES (144 USD) for FCMA (Table 16). Fines imposed 
for offences under the FCMA were lower for entry (ENT) and livestock related offences (GRA) compared to 
all other types of offence. For WCMA, average fines were highest for trophy hunting offences (TRO), and also 
relatively high for bushmeat related (BUS) and unspecified hunting related (HUN) offences. Average fines for 
grazing related offences (GRA) were approximately 30 times lower than those imposed for trophy hunting 
offences (Fig. 18).

Table 16. Comparison of fines levied under the three Acts. Values are in Kenyan Shillings (KES). Where fines were imposed for 

multiple offences, these were added to give the total fine per person. 100 KES ≈ 1 USD.

WCMA FCMA FMDA

Average 67,540 20,231 14,420

Median 20,000 10,000 5,250

Maximum 3,000,000 300,000 150,000

11%

73%

1%

6%
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Fine (or jail)

Jail (and fine)

Comm. Service

Probation
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Sentencing - all acts
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Figure 18. Average fines imposed for offences under (a) FCMA and (b) WCMA, by type of offence. Where fines were imposed for 

multiple offences, these were added together to give the total fine per person. 100 KES ≈ 1 USD.

Jail terms imposed with no option of fine under the WCMA ranged from 7 days for entry into a protected area 
(ENT) to 5 years for bushmeat (BUS) and trophy hunting (TRO) offences. The majority of jail sentences were 
imposed for trophy hunting offences and included 6 persons sentenced to 5 years in jail, 1 person to 4 years, 
7 to three years, 8 to two years, and 4 to one year in jail. In addition, 3 persons were given a 2-year suspended 
sentence. The 42 jail sentences imposed under the FCMA were lower, ranging from 1 day to 1 year, and 
included 12 suspended sentences. Twelve persons were sentenced to one year in jail for a variety of offences; 
in addition, 3 persons were given a 1-year suspended sentence.
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TROPHY HUNTING AND BUSHMEAT CASES

Occurrence
Trophy hunting (TRO) and bushmeat (BUS) are distinguished from other types of offence in that they involve 
hunting and purposeful killing of animals. They are also considered more serious crimes and attract higher 
penalties compared with all other types of wildlife crime. Trophy hunting and bushmeat cases were recorded 
at 49 out of 95 courts where wildlife crime cases were recorded, with a considerable overlap in the occurrence 
of the two types of crime (Table 17). The largest number of trophy hunting cases was recorded at Makindu and 
the largest number of bushmeat cases at Voi. Other courts where relatively large numbers of trophy hunting 
and/or bushmeat cases were recorded are shown in Fig. 19. 

Offence type No. of Cases

BUS 8

TRO 17

Both 24

Total 49

Table 17. Numbers of courts were trophy hunting and bushmeat cases were recorded

Figure 19. Principal courts trophy hunting and bushmeat cases were recorded. The criterion for including in the list was the 

occurrence of at least 10 cases of either type of offence. Loitokitok was added because it almost fulfilled the criterion for both 

types of crime.

Target species
In the 369 cases brought under the WCMA in relation to bushmeat (BUS) and trophy hunting (TRO), there 
were 329 references to particular animal species, as shown in Table 18. Not all charge sheets mentioned 
particular animals or plants, while other cases involved possession of several species. 

Charge sheets for bushmeat cases (BUS) typically mention dik dik and other antelope species, buffalo, zebra, 
giraffe and warthog, although the list also includes one case involving elephant and one involving leopard. 
Some charges related specifically to “subsistence hunting” or “hunting for the bushmeat trade”, but it is 
not clear on what basis this distinction was made. There is insufficient information on the charge sheets to 
determine to what extent bushmeat charges relate to subsistence and/or commercial activities

With the exceptions noted above, elephant, leopard, pangolin, rhino, python, and turtle appear exclusively in 
charge sheets for trophy hunting cases (TRO); however, many of these cases also involved species that are 
also hunted for meat, such as antelope, giraffe, warthog and zebra.
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Table 18. Species listed in charge sheets of trophy hunting and bushmeat cases brought to court under the WCMA

Species No. of cases Notes

Elephant 82

All but one case involving elephants were brought to court as trophy 

hunting offences

Antelope 69 Other species of antelope, apart from did dik, included impala, eland, 

duiker, hartebeest, gerenuk, kongoni, suni, lesser kudu, bushbuck, oryx and 

gazelleDik dik 57

Giraffe 15

Bird 15 Bird species included owl, ostrich, frangolin, and lovebird

Buffalo 11

Warthog 10

Python 10 All mentions of snakes were counted as “python”

Zebra 7

Pangolin 7

Leopard 7

Hare 6 Including rabbit

Turtle 6 Including tortoise

Lion 4

Wood 3 Sandalwood, “blackwood” and cedar

Crocodile 3

Rhino 2

Other 15 Hippo, civet cat, and others

Total 329

Findings of trophy and bushmeat cases

Ivory suspect charged at Mariakani court for dealing and possession of an endangered wildlife species namely Pangolin
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A total of 428 persons pleaded not guilty to bushmeat and trophy offences in the cases recorded by our 
courtroom monitors, representing 51.0% and 81.4% of all persons accused of bushmeat and trophy hunting 
offences, respectively. Accused persons who plead not guilty are held in custody pending trial but have the 
right to apply to be released on bail or bond. Courts must strike a balance between respecting this human 
right and setting amounts of bail and bond at levels high enough to ensure the accused does not abscond 
before the trial. Of the 428 accused persons who pleaded not guilty to bushmeat and trophy cases, court 
records we perused indicated that only 156 were granted bail and/or bond (Table 19a). However, it is likely that 
in some cases bond or bail was granted after the last time we visited the court. In 148 cases where amounts 
of bond were specified, bond levels were set significantly higher for persons accused of trophy offences than 
for those accused of bushmeat offences (Table 19b).

Number of persons

Bail 8

Bond 90

Bail and bond 58

No bail or bond 272

Total 428

Table 19. Details of bail and bond granted to persons pleading not guilty to trophy hunting (TRO) and bushmeat (BUS) 

offences. (a) Numbers of persons granted bail and/or bond. (b) Amounts of bond in KES (100 KES ≈ 1 USD).

Of these 428 persons, only 128 had their cases concluded at the time of our final perusal of the court records, 
while the remaining cases were still ongoing.

Data on lengths of trials was available for 353 persons who pleaded not guilty to trophy hunting and bushmeat 
offences, including 93 persons whose trials were concluded and 260 who trials were still ongoing the last time 
we perused the court records. The average length of concluded trials was 207 days (range: 1–851 days), 
while the average duration of ongoing trials was 530 days (range: 19–949 days). Trials of persons accused of 
trophy hunting offences were longer than those accused of bushmeat related offences (Table 20).

Table 20. Lengths of trials of persons pleading not guilty to trophy hunting (TRO) and bushmeat related offences under the 

WCMA. Lengths were calculated as (judgement date or date of last court visit – the date of arraignment) + 1.

 

Concluded trials Ongoing trials

TRO BUS TRO+BUS TRO BUS TRO+BUS

No of persons 41 52 93 196 64 260

Average (days) 290 141 207 553 459 530

Max (days) 851 484 851 949 932 949

Min (days) 6 1 1 46 19 19

Median (days) 304 67 176 544 405 534

TRO BUS TRO+BUS

Number 109 39 148

Average 801,927 234,615 652,432

Max 5,000,000 1,000,000 5,000,000

Median 500,00 200,000 500,000
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Summary of trophy hunting cases
Although there is some overlap between bushmeat and trophy hunting cases, the latter exhibit several 
distinguishing features in the data. As the most erious crimes, penalty for trophy hunting crimes are much 
higher than for bushmeat related crimes. Those convicted of trophy hunting crimes may face long jail terms. 
This is most likely what motivates the very high proportion of not guilty pleas, and explains the long delays 
that are often involved in bringing these cases to conclusion. Overall, while penalties are high, the probability 
of being found guilty of trophy hunting offences is low, particularly in major seizure cases, at least in the short 
term (Fig. 20).

22%

6%

4%68%

Situations of persons accused of trophy
hunting crimes at the end of the study 

Ongoing

Convicted

Withdrawn

Acquitted

Figure 20. Status of trophy hunting (TRO) cases initiated in 2018 and 2019 when case files were last seen by courtroom monitors (in 

2019 or 2020). Percentages relate to the number of persons accused. 
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ELEPHANT IVORY CASES
METHODS

We reviewed all cases in our 
records involving elephants 
and ivory that came to court 
during the period 2016–2019. 
These records are based on 
information from 123 courts 
for 2016–2017 and from 113 
courts (including two mobile 
courts) in 2018–2019. Thus it 
is likely that our data covers 
most elephant and ivory cases 
(henceforth ‘ivory cases’) 
brought to court in the period 
2016–2019. During this period 
ivory cases were recorded by 
our monitors in 45 courts. In 
terms of temporal coverage, 
information on outcomes of 
cases is available up to the 
end of 2019 in 19 of these 45 

courts, which were visited by monitors in 2020 (two in January and 17 in August). These visits in 2020 provide 
information on 162 out of 223 cases recorded (Appendix 3). For the remaining cases, information is available 
up to the date of our visit in 2019 or, in a few cases recorded in courts not visited in 2019, up to the end 
of 2017. From this partially complete data we created partial data sets that could provide statistically valid 
information on different topics of interest, as explained in the following text.

SUMMARY INFORMATION

Cases, accused persons and offences
Total numbers of cases, accused persons and offences are shown in Table 21. Note that the lower number 
of cases in 2019 may reflect the reported decline in ivory poaching compared to previous years7; but it is 

7 Caroline Chebet, Poaching cases down by 90%, survey shows (Kenya), Journal of African Elephant (Jan 3, 2020) available at https://

africanelephantjournal.com/poaching-cases-down-by-90-survey-shows-kenya/ .

Ivory evidence in police custody after making bust with wildlife officers.
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probably also due, at least in part, to the incomplete information on cases brought to some courts during the 
latter part of the year. 

Table 21. Numbers of cases, persons and offences in elephant and ivory cases recorded by courtroom monitors for the years 

2016–2019.

2016 2017 2018 2019 Total

Cases 77 57 64 25 223

Persons 119 104 116 40 379

Offences 171 138 153 52 514

Geographical distribution of cases
Ivory cases were recorded in 45 courts in 2016–2019 (Appendix 3, Map 4). There was little variation in the 
distribution of cases over the four-year period. The courts with the most cases recorded were Makindu (36 
cases), Kibera (25) and Voi (19), followed by Narok (13), Niahururu, JKIA, and Mariakani (each with 10 cases). 
Thus cases were the result of arrests at both ends of the supply chain: in elephant ranges where the elephant 
is poached, and in Nairobi where the ivory is received and exported. Seizures in Mariakani may be of ivory in 
transit to Mombasa, the other major export outlet. Figure 21 shows the geographical distribution of cases by 
county. 

Map 4: Distribution of elephant and ivory cases brought to courts in 2016–2019
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Figure 21. Ivory cases by county, recorded by courtroom monitors for the years 2016–19

To better understand the geographical distribution of cases, we also analysed the distribution of ivory cases 
by ecosystem. We assigned each county to an ecosystem corresponding a particular protected area or 
cluster of protected area (see Appendix 2 for details). Fig 22. below shows the results.
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and six adjacent counties, including some important elephant areas such as Samburu, Meru and Mt. Kenya. See Appendix 2 for 

details.
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Most ivory cases were heard in courts within or nearby the Tsavo Conservation Area, or in the south coastal 
region (at Malindi and Mariakani courts in Kilifi County) located on the route from Tsavo to Mombasa. A large 
number of cases were also heard in Nairobi (mainly at JKIA and in Kibera) and smaller, but still significant 
numbers in Laikipia and Maasai Mara. The small number of cases in Amboseli is a notable feature of the 
data, particularly in view of the large number of ivory seizures reported by Big Life International (see Table 23, 
below).

Arrests and seizures
The majority of arrests followed seizures of ivory, with amounts of ivory seized documented in 184 of the 223 
cases (Table 22). The total amount seized was 4,975.2 kg, representing an average of 27 kg per seizure. 
The largest single seizure was of 1,097.8 kg in Mombasa in December 2016, which led to the arrest and 
unsuccessful prosecution of Ephantus Gitonga Mbare, as described below in this report in the section 
‘Ongoing cases involving major ivory seizures’. 

Table 22. Ivory seizures leading to arrests of suspects in 2016–2019. Weights are shown in kilograms.

2016 2017a 2018b 2019 Total 

Total cases 77 57 64 25 223

Ivory seizures reported (cases) 67 48 51 18 184

Weight 1829.2 1405.9 1318.3 421.8 4975.2

Average weight 27.3 29.3 25.8 23.4 27.0

Max. weight 1097.8 216.8 234.0 58.0 1097.8

a2017: includes “two tusks” estimated at a total of 100 kg
b2018: includes “three pieces” estimated at a total of 1.5 kg

Most arrests were carried out by KWS, and the remainder by the National Police Service (NPS). As explained 
above, several NGOs collaborate with KWS in surveillance operations and also take part in arrests. These 
include, among others, Big Life Foundation (mainly in Amboseli), the Mara Elephant Project (in Maasai Mara) 
and the Sheldrick Wildlife Trust (SWT) (in Tsavo, Meru and elsewhere). Big Life reported arresting 65 trophy 
hunters in 2019 and 99 in 20188, but not all these cases involved ivory. These NGOs also collaborate with KWS 
in tracking, intercepting and seizing poached ivory. Table 23 show seizures reported by these organizations 
in 2018–2019. 

Table 23. Seizures of ivory (in kilograms) reported by the Big Life Foundation, Mara Elephant Project and Sheldrick Wildlife Trust 

(SWT) in 2018 and 2019. Source: Annual and quarterly reports.

Year Big Life Mara SWT Total

2018 1003.8 356 37 1396.8

2019 636.45 183.5 n/a 819.95

Total 1640.25 539.5 37 2216.75

It is notable that total seizures reported by these three organizations exceeded total ivory seizures presented 
as evidence in courts in both 2018 and 2019. The large discrepancy in 2019 (820 kg reported by NGO 
compared to 422 kg presented in courts) could be explained, in part, by the incompleteness of our 2019 data. 

8 Source: Big Life International annual reports
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However, as explained above, our courtroom data for 2018 is almost complete. The fact that more ivory was 
seized by NGOs in 2018 than was presented as evidence in court (1,397 kg vs. 1,318 kg) suggests, assuming 
that the figures are correct, that some ivory seizures (possibly quite a large number) do not lead to cases 
being brought before the courts.

Length of cases
The single most notable feature of trials of ivory cases coming before Kenyan courts was their extreme duration, 
even though most suspects were caught ‘red-handed’, i.e. apprehended in the possession of evidence or in 
the act of the crime. Of 223 ivory cases, only 99 were recorded as ‘concluded’ by the courtroom monitors. As 
shown in Figure 23, of the 162 cases for which ‘complete’ information up the end of 2019 is available, only 
one-third of cases brought to court in 2019 had been concluded when our monitors visited the courts in 2020. 
Even more surprisingly, less than two-thirds of cases brought to court in 2016 had been concluded when our 
monitors perused the court records in 2020. Thus our monitoring data indicates that there are at least 20 ivory 
cases currently before Kenyan courts which have been ongoing for more than 3 years and a further 26 cases 
that have ongoing for more than two years (Fig. 23a). Since we do not have complete data for trials initiated 
before 2016, the true number of such long-running cases is likely to be even higher. 
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Figure 23. (a) Numbers and (b) proportions of cases from years 2106–2019 concluded by the end of 2019. Based on data for 

162 cases for which information up to the end of 2019 is available.

Information is available on the length of 87 trials (of the 99 recorded as “concluded” by our courtroom 
monitors) (Fig. 24). This data shows that the average length of concluded trials was 441 days. The longest 
recorded trial lasted 1,445 days, and the median length was 351 days. In addition, there are at least 6 ongoing 
cases that data back to between 2013–2015, as discussed below in the section on major ivory seizures. The 
inescapable conclusion to be drawn from this data is that there is a growing backlog of serious wildlife crime 
cases in Kenyan courts. 
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Figure 24. Length range distribution of 87 concluded ivory trials with start dates in 2016–2019. Length was calculated in days 

as [judgement date] – [arraignment date] + 1.

ACCUSED PERSONS
The vast majority of accused persons were Kenyan men (Fig. 25a,b). Most were arrested in possession of 
ivory and charged under Section 95 of the WCMA with ‘possession of a wildlife trophy’. ‘Dealing in wildlife 
trophy’ also appears frequently on the charge sheets, nearly always in combination with ‘possession’. Nearly 
all persons brought before court accused of these serious crimes pleaded not guilty (Fig. 25c).

Gender of accused persons - all
ivory cases

Nationality of accused persons -
all ivory cases

Pleas entered by accused persons -
all ivory cases

353, 93%

26, 7% 21, 6%

358, 94%

Men

Women

Kenyan

Non-Kenyan

Not guilty

Guilty

339, 89%

40, 11%

Figure 25. Gender, nationality and pleas of accused persons in ivory case trials, 2016–19. For persons accused of multiple 

offences, the plea was recorded as ‘not guilty’ if a not guilty plea was entered for at least one of these offences.

Our records show that only 21 non-Kenyan nationals were brought before the Kenyan courts accused of 
ivory trafficking in the period 2016–19. Almost all of them (17 persons) were charged in 2016. Of these 21 
persons, 12 were Chinese, 3 were Vietnamese, 4 were citizens of other African countries, and 2 were citizens 
of European countries. Most of the accused (15 out of 21) were arrested at JKIA, usually trying to smuggle 
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small quantities of worked ivory out of the country. A smaller number were caught in possession of larger 
amounts of ivory (Table 24).

Table 24. Examples of charges brought against non-Kenyan nationals accused of ivory trafficking during 2016–2019.

Year Court Name Nationality Details of charge Outcome

2016 Makadara Su Jigua Chinese On the 7th day of Jan 2016 at sorting area 

terminal 1-A JKIA within Nbi County was 

found in possession of wildlife trophy namely 

two pedants, two finger rings, one necklace, 

two beaded bangles and one piece of all ivory 

worked arts weighing 0.24 kgs with a street 

value of Kshs 100,0000 without permit.

Guilty plea. 

Convicted and 

sentenced to a 

fine of 1M KES 

or 5 years jail.

2016 JKIA Huili Hong Chinese On 22/6/2016 at JKIA Terminal 1A sorting area 

was found with pangolin scales, 11 pendants 

and 3 beaded bangles of worked ivory

Guilty plea. 

Convicted and 

sentenced to a 

fine of 1M KES 

or 5 years jail.

2017 JKIA Cao Juana Chinese On 29th July 2017, she was arrested at the 

sorting area 1A at JKIA with 120.9Kgs of 

worked out ivory c/s 95 of the WCMA w/o a 

permit.

Not guilty plea. 

Trial ongoing..

2018 Machakos Rossano 

Ricci

Italian On the 4th day of August at around 1200hrs 

at KIIMA-KIU Village in Makueni County was 

found in possession of 7 pieces of Elephant 

ivory weighing 234KGs valued at 23.4M

Not guilty plea. 

Trial ongoing

PROCESS AND OUTCOMES OF TRIALS

Bail and bond
Persons who plead not guilty have the right to apply to be released on bail and/or bond. Our records show 
that 220 out of 379 persons accused of ivory trafficking during 2016–2019 were granted bail and/or bond. The 
proportion of accused persons granted bail and/or bond ranged from 75% in 2017 to 37.5% in 2019. The value 
of bond plus bail (with amounts of bond typically being much higher than amounts of bail) was typically set at 
high levels of more than 1 million KES. However, the average amount of bond plus bail was significantly lower 
in 2018 compared to preceding years (Table 25). 

49Eyes in the Coutroom • 2018-2019
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Table 25. Details of bail and bond granted to persons accused of ivory trafficking in 2016-19. Amounts shown are for the sum of 

values of bail plus bond.

Unit 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total

Bail No. of persons 0 2 0 0 2

Bond No. of persons 61 70 34 12 177

Bail+bond No. of persons 14 6 18 3 41

Total No. of persons 75 78 52 15 220

% bail/bond % of persons 63.0 75.0 44.8 37.5 58.0

Average amount Million KES 2.92 3.06 0.86 2.45  

Median amount Million KES 2.0 1.0 0.5 1.0

Ongoing and concluded trials
The trials of a majority of accused persons (229 of 379) were still ongoing at the time of the most recent court 
visit. Taken together with data on bail and bond, this suggests that large numbers of people are being held in 
custody for extended periods of time awaiting trial (even allowing for the fact that, in some cases, bail or bond 
may have been granted after our monitors last visited the court).

Fig. 26 shows the status of the trials of accused persons the last time that our monitors visited the court 
in question. The data shows that only 27.2% of accused persons were found guilty, while trials of 60.4% of 
accused persons were still ongoing. Although the proportion of guilty verdicts is higher for trials that started 
earlier, still only 34.5% of trials started in 2016 had resulted in a guilty verdict by the last time our court monitors 
perused the records (in the majority of cases in 2019 or 2020).
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Figure 26. Status of ivory case trials at the time of the last visit of courtroom monitors: (a) numbers of persons and (b) percent 

of accused persons.
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Convictions and sentencing
To gain a better approximation of the conviction rate, were analysed the outcomes of the trials of 150 persons 
whose trials were concluded. These show that conviction rates ranged between 77.8% in 2019 (7 out of 9 
persons) to 66.1% (41 out of 62 persons) in 2016 (Fig. 27). The falling conviction rates between 2019 and 2016 
suggest that long-running trials are less likely to result in a conviction. This issue is further discussed in the 
analysis of important long-running trials in the following section of this report.
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Figure 27. Outcomes of concluded ivory case trials brought to court in 2016–19. Where the person was accused of multiple 

offences, the case was counted as a conviction if the accused was found guilty on at least one charge.

Our records provide details of sentencing of 103 persons convicted of ivory trafficking in trials brought to court 
in 2016. The majority of these persons were sentenced to a jail sentence (typically between 1 and 5 years), 
with the option of avoiding jail by payment of a fine (Fig. 28).

Sentences of persons convicted
in ivory trials 2016-2019
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Figure 28. Types of sentence imposed on persons convicted of ivory crimes in cases brought before court in 2016–19. CSO = 

community service order.



52 Eyes in the Coutroom • 2018-2019

The amount of fine to be paid was typically 1 million KES, although maximum fines of 20 million or more were 
imposed on individuals in trials from 2016, 2017 and 2018. Although the median fine value was 1 million KES 
in all years, it is notable that the average value of fines fell between 2016 and 2019, suggesting that fewer 
high-value fines were being imposed (Table 26).

Table 26. Fines imposed in lieu of jail sentences, for ivory crimes in cases brought to court in 2016–19. Values are in millions of 

KES.

2016 2017 2018 2019

Average fine 3.94 2.69 1.90 1.00

Max fine 20.00 20.00 21.00 1.00

Median fine 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Court records do not show how many of the 86 persons sentenced to jail or fine for ivory crimes served a jail 
sentence and how many paid the fine. A small but significant number of convicted persons (8 in total) were 
sentenced to a jail sentence without the option of a fine. The details of these cases are shown in Table 27. 

Table 27. Details of all recorded cases where persons convicted of ivory crimes were sentence to jail without the option of 

paying a fine. All the accused were Kenyan nationals.

Year Court Accused person(s) Details of charge Sentence

2016 Kibera Charles Leitpula

Nicholas Otieno 

Onyango

On the 24/5/16 at Taj Mall along Eastern 

Bypass within Nairobi County were jointly found 

in possession of wildlife trophies namely 3 

elephant tusks weighing 9 kgs without a permit

10 years 

imprisonment

2016 Voi James Makere Dullu On 25/6/2016 at 0030 Hrs at Mbulia Area jointly 

not before Court you were found in possession 

with 5 elephant tusks weighing 34Kgs; on 

25/6/2016 at 0030Hrs at Mbulia Area jointly not 

before Court you were found dealing with 5 

tusks weighing 34Kgs.

Life 

imprisonment

2018 Malindi Stephen Katana Ngalla

Katana Mele Ndoro

On the 28th day of September 2018 at 

Matsangoni area within Kilifi county, were jointly 

found in possession of 6 pieces of elephant 

tusks weighing ten (10) kgs of street value 

1,000,000/= w/o a permit

5 years 

imprisonment

2018 Malindii Kazungu Karisa Yeri On the 30th day of June, 2018 at around 1210 

hrs at Kombeni, Lango Baya area within Kilifi 

county was found in possession of eight pieces 

of elephant tusks weighing 8.5 Kgs with street 

value of Kshs. 850,00 w/o a permit

3 years 

imprisonment

2018 Malindi Julius Kwicha Mwamure

Mwamure Manyeso 

Yaah

On the 26th day of April 2018 , at around 

1840 hrs were found in possession of four (4) 

pieces of elephant tusks to wit 22.1 kgs a street 

value of kshs 2,210,000/= in Ngomeni area of 

Magarini sub - county within Kilifi county w/o 

permit

5 years 

imprisonment
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ONGOING CASES ON MAJOR IVORY SEIZURES

In our 2016–2017 report we drew attention 
to the continuing failure to conclude 8 cases 
involving seizures of more than 1,000 kg of 
ivory, dating to 2012 (see Fig. 29 below). 
It is notable that the most recent seizure of 
more than 1,000 kg of ivory occurred on 
23 December 2016, when 1,097 kg of ivory 
was found concealed in carved-out timber 
beams in Mombasa, leading to the arrest 
and trial of the shipping agent Ephantus 
Gitonga. As noted above, the largest seizures 
in subsequent years were of 216.8, 234.0 
and 58.0 kg of ivory in 2017, 2018 and 2019, 
respectively. 

We continued to track progress in this and other major cases during 2018–2019. At the end of 2019, 4 cases, 
involving 7,328 kg of ivory, were still ongoing, while a further case involving 3,363 kg of ivory was stalled 
because the suspects were on the run, and the remaining three cases, involving 5,884 kg of ivory, had been 
concluded. In each of these three cases, the prosecution was unsuccessful, and the accused person walked 
free. Moreover, in August 2018, the High Court overturned the conviction of Feisal Ali Mohammed, who had 
already served two years of a 20-year sentence after being found guilty of trafficking in 2,152 kg of elephant 
ivory in 2014. The overturning of the Feisal conviction means that, to date, no major ivory seizure in Kenya 
since 2009 has resulted in a successful conviction. It is notable that in the three concluded cases the accused 
person apparently played a minor role in the transport of the seized ivory and investigations failed to present 
adequate evidence to charge anyone else. In the ongoing cases, there are a number of links between the 
accused persons in the different cases, suggesting the existence of a cartel controlling major shipments of 
ivory out of Kenya. This cartel, if it exists, remains beyond the reach of the law. Summary details of the three 
concluded cases are given below9. 

Rep v Nicholas Maweu John, Cr. 3081 of 2013, CMCC Mombasa
This case related to the seizure of 3,827 kg of ivory from Mombasa on 8 July 2013. The accused was charged 
with playing a minor role in the exportation of the consignment and nobody else was charged. After 4 years 
in court, the case was concluded on 24 of January 2018, with the accused, Maweu John, being acquitted of 
all charges.  

In the judgement, the court noted that as much as the accused might have had a lot of interest in the container 
containing ivory, the prosecution did not tender evidence amounting to proof beyond reasonable doubt. 
Remarks made by the Magistrate at the conclusion of the case drew attention to instances of both investigative 
and prosecutorial bungling. These include:

9 This section draws on an article written by Chris Morris and published by Mongabay, available at: https://news.mongabay.

com/2019/04/kenya-on-the-brink-of-acquitting-ivory-trafficker-number-four-commentary/ 
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 � One of the witnesses in this case was the first accused in the Feisal case 1098/14 (Rep v Feisal 
Mohamed and 5 others, Cr. 1098 of 2014, CMCC Mombasa). The statement he provided to police 
indicated that he owned the vehicle that drove the container of ivory to the port. He was not charged 
or called before the court10.

 � One of the exporters provided investigators with two names and phone numbers of persons who 
allegedly owned the cargo. One of these persons, who was not charged, had a connection to the 
seizure in the Feisal case.

Rep v Ephantus Gitonga Mbare, Cr. 2511 of 2016, CMCC Mombasa
As noted above, this case involved was the largest seizure in the period 2016–2019, i.e. 1,097 kg of ivory, which 
had been concealed in wood beams. This shipment had actually cleared Mombasa Port but was ordered to 
be returned from Singapore by Kenya Revenue Authority (KRA) officials on learning of its contraband from 
Vietnamese authorities. Ephantus Mbare was the clearing agent and, in this capacity, was alleged to have 
played a minor role in the crime. On 25 April 2020 he was acquitted on all charges.

Investigators had several leads to trace the ivory back to its source and identify the owners of the consignment. 
It was known that this shipment was part of something much bigger. In the preceding three months, seven 
other shipments (one transiting Mombasa) totalling more than 6,000 kg had been intercepted in Vietnam 
and Cambodia. Their ports of origin covered four different African countries from both sides of the continent: 
Kenya, Cote d’Ivoire, Nigeria, and Mozambique. In all cases, the ivory had been hidden in hollowed-out timber 
that was sealed with wax or plaster, a technique known to thwart trained sniffer dogs. The ivory haul was 
examined by Dr. Sam Wasser from University of Washington, who determined that the elephant ivory haul was 
from more than 75 elephants originally poached in Central Africa. The ivory also featured markers identifying 
it as originating from Burundi government stockpiles11. 

In these circumstances, it is astounding that the only person charged in the relation to the seizure was a lowly 
shipping agent. In the judgement, it was noted that important evidence and witnesses or co-accused were not 
presented in court. The court reiterated that there was proof that the said items were wildlife trophies; however, 
the prosecution could not prove that Ephantus Mbare, as clearing agent, had any knowledge of the contents 
being wildlife trophies. In his judgement, the trial magistrate noted the failure by the prosecution to produce 
additional potential witnesses and evidence when clearly it should have been possible to identify other people 
involved in the case.  

Rep vs. Sammy Ndirigi Maina, Cr. 530 of 2012, Mombasa
This case relates to the illegal exportation of 1,500 kg ivory to Dubai, which was seized on 21 December 2011 
after officers of the KRA scanned a container apparently containing waste plastic and found the tusks therein. 
Ndirigi was charged, as clearing and forwarding agent, with aiding and abetting the exporter to conceal the 
goods. To say that the prosecution suffered significant delays, lengthy even by Kenyan standards, would be 
an understatement. At one point, there was a 26-month interlude in the hearing marked by 10 consecutive 
adjournments for a variety of superficial reasons. On 15 January 2019, after 7 years and 15 days, the case 

10 Ibid

11 For further analysis of the case, see the article by “Convicted Ivory Kingpin Set Free” by Jim Karani, available on the WildlifeDirect 

website at https://wildlifedirect.org/convicted-ivory-kingpin-set-free/ 
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was dismissed by the magistrate, who ruled no prima facie case has been established and accused was 
acquitted.

As in the previous cases described, no other person was charged. Witness testimony indicate that others 
were involved; however these persons were never identified or located. were never located or investigated. 
This testimony and submitted exhibits also raised the question of complicity by the KRA in this case, and, 
specifically, its Head of Verification at the time, James Kinyua Njagi. In 2017, James Kinyua Njagi was charged 
with six others in a Shanzu court for his part in trafficking 1,000 kg of ivory through Mombasa to Singapore in 
March 2014. That case (Rep v Falah Manzu and 6 others, Cr. 418 of 2017, Shanzu) is still before the courts.

Sheikh Abdulrahman & 8 others (2015)

Seizure: 3,172 kg ivory in Thailand, 25 April 2015

Destination: Vietnam

Obfuscation: Concealed in a consignment of tea leaves

Charges: Organized crime, possession of wildlife trophies, 

illegal export of restricted goods

Status: Ongoing in court

Sammy Maina (2012)

Seizure: 1,500 kg ivory in Mombasa, 21 December 2011.

Source country: South Sudan / Destination Dubai, UAE

Obfuscation: Declared as waste plastic

Charge: Illegal export of restricted goods under East African 

Community Customs Management Act (EACCMA)

Status: Acquitted; dismissed for lack of evidence

Nicholas Jefwa, Samuel Jefwa & 2 others

(2015)

Seizure: 3,363 kg ivory in Singapore, 16 May 2015

Source Country: Kenya / Destination: Laos

Obfuscation: Concealed in a consignment of tea leaves

Charges of organized crime, possession of wildlife trophies 

& illegal export of restricted goods

Status: Accused are fugitives

Nicholas Maweu (2013)

Seizure: 3,287 kg ivory in Mombasa, 8 July 2013

Source Country: Kenya / Destination: Malaysia

Obfuscation: Concealed in a consignment of groundnuts

Charge: Illegal export of restricted goods under EACCMA

Status: Acquitted of all charges. The court found that the 

prosecution had not proven their case beyond reasonable 

doubt

Nelson Ayoo & 4 Others (2013)

Seizure: 1,833 kg ivory in Singapore, 23 January 2013

Source Country: Congo / Destination: Vietnam

Obfuscation: Declared for export as archaeological stones

Charge: Illegal export of restricted goods under the 

EACCMA

Status: Ongoing in court

Falah Manzu & 6 Others (2014)

Seizure: 1,000 kg ivory in Singapore, 25 March 2014

Source Country: Uganda/ Destination: Singapore.

Obfuscation: Concealed in a consignment of coffee beans

Charge: Illegal export of restricted goods under EACCMA

Status: Ongoing in court 

Ephantus Gitonga (2016)

Seizure: 1,097 kg ivory in Mombasa, 23 December 2016

Transit country: Kenya / Destination: Cambodia

Obfuscation: Concealed in hollowed out timber beams

Charge: Possession of wildlife trophies under s. 92 WCMA

Status: Accused acquitted of all charges due to insufficient 

evidence

Fredrick Mungule & 2 Others (2013)

Seizure 1: 

1,323 kilograms ivory in Hong Kong, 3 January 2013

Country: Kenya / Destination: Hong Kong

Seizure 2

3,827 kg ivory in Mombasa, 14 January 2013

Export country: Kenya / Destination: Indonesia

Obfuscation: Declared for export as archaeological stones

Charge: Illegal export of restricted goods under EACCMA

Status: was previously two cases which were consolidated: 

Ongoing in court

Figure 29. Long-running cases involving major ivory seizures in 2012–2016
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DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
Scope and aims of the report
This is the fourth in the series of reports published by WildlifeDirect into process and outcomes of wildlife 
crime cases heard in Kenyan courts. Our fundamental motivation for monitoring wildlife crime trials and for 
publishing this report is to contribute to reducing wildlife crime. We hope the report will contribute towards this 
goal in four ways:

 � By providing a comprehensive summary of the response of Kenya’s legal system to wildlife and 
environmental crime, as a resource for legal officers and policy makers.

 � By helping to enhance the effectiveness of the legal system, as a deterrent, so that would-be wildlife 
criminals are put off from committing crimes because they know that they will be caught and punished.  

 � By improving understanding of the causes of wildlife crime, providing inputs for the design to mitigation 
measures that reduce the motivation, or necessity, for people to engage in wildlife crime.

 � By raising awareness of the scale of the problem of wildlife crime and making the case for urgent 
action to address it.

This report provides the most complete picture yet available of patterns of wildlife crime across the country. 
The inclusion, for the first time, of cases brought under Forestry and Fisheries Acts alongside those brought 
under the WCMA shines a light on aspects of wildlife crime whose extent and seriousness are often not fully 
appreciated. 

The report summarises data collected on more than 4,000 cases heard by courts across the country involving 
more 6,000 persons. However, it only scratches the surface of what can be learned from this unprecedented 
volume of data. Our intention is to make the raw data available as a resource for use by scholars, law 
enforcement agencies and conservation bodies, in their efforts to understand, respond to, and address the 
causes of wildlife crime. 

The report provides a substantially complete record of wildlife crime trials brought before Kenyan courts in 
2018–2109. However, it is important to signal this does not represent a complete picture of the occurrence of 
wildlife crime in Kenya. Court records do not provide information on crimes that were undetected, or crimes 
that were detected but ignored, or on cases where the persons responsible were not identified, or those where 
accused persons were apprehended and arrested but not brought to trial. Moreover, on their own, courts 
records provide no information, except in the most general terms, on the motivations of wildlife criminals and 
why wildlife crime occurs.
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In this final section of the report, we summarize the principal results and identify areas where follow-up research 
and action are needed to reduce wildlife crime, improve the effectiveness of law enforcement, and ensure the 
survival and well-being of Kenya’s unique wildlife heritage.

Distribution of wildlife crimes
Courtroom records show that no area of Kenya is free from wildlife crime. However, the report identifies two 
broad areas where wildlife crime is concentrated: 

 � In forest ecosystems, especially in densely populated central and western parts of the country. A large 
majority of wildlife crimes in these areas involve the illegal extraction of forest resources from national 
parks and national reserves in the form of timber, charcoal and fuelwood. In most cases, accused 
persons are charged under the FCMA. Areas affected include SW Mau National Reserve, Mt Elgon 
and other protected areas in former Western and Nyanza provinces, and Aberdares NP.

 � In grassland and savannah ecosystems in the south and east of the country, and particularly in the 
Tsavo Conservation Area. Crimes in these areas involve illegal grazing of livestock, illegal bushmeat 
hunting and poaching of ivory and other wildlife trophies. Most accused persons are charged under 
the WCMA.

These generalizations should be treated with caution. In particular, while offences under WCMA are very much 
concentrated in Tsavo and to a lesser extent in a few other areas, forestry crimes occur all over the country. 
In fact, our data shows that, with the exception of Tsavo (Taita Taveta and Makueni counties), offences under 
the FCMA greatly outnumber those under the WCMA in all counties and ecosystems (Figs. 3 & 4). The focus 
on numerical data (numbers of cases and arrests) also risks underestimating the importance of the smaller 
numbers of especially serious crimes committed by members of the criminal networks, often based in urban 
areas, that control the illegal trade in wildlife trophies. 

With these provisos, the following conclusions can be drawn from the data on the distribution of wildlife 
crimes:

 � Wildlife crime is all about access to resources. It is clear from the type of crimes committed that 
they motivated by the existence, within national parks and reserves, of resources that are becoming 
increasingly scarce outside of them.

 � All wildlife crime is serious. With the exception of trophy hunting, most of the offences coming before 
the courts, considered individually, may appear to be relatively minor crimes. Collectively, however, 
these crimes amount to the pillage of natural resources from protected areas to an extent that threatens 
the integrity of ecosystems and animal populations they contain.

We can identify the following areas for further research:

 � Final users of extracted resources. Courtroom data tells us that resources are being illegally extracted 
from national parks and reserves. It does not provide information on the intended destination of 
these resources; for example, whether timber extracted from a forest is used to build a house, or is 
sold locally, or ‘enters the market’ and ends up being purchased by construction companies in far-
away cities. This information, and similarly for charcoal and bushmeat and other products, is vital for 
understanding the dynamics of wildlife crime and for devising effective law enforcement strategies. 
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 � Links between wildlife crime and human–wildlife conflict (HWC). The existence of wildlife crime may 
be considered a consequence of an approach towards wildlife conservation based on lines on maps 
dividing areas where natural resources are earmarked ‘for wildlife’ and areas where they are available 
‘for humans’. In this sense wildlife crime and HWC are two sides of the same coin, since they are both 
the result of humans and animals failing to respect these borders and seeking to extract resources 
from the ‘other side’. Our very basic analysis (using available, non-current data on HWC) found no 
simple relation between rates of wildlife crime and rates of HWC (Table 7, Fig. 5). Nevertheless, it 
is known that the two phenomena are related and clearer understanding of how they are related in 
specific local contexts would probably provide important inputs for strategies to reduce wildlife crime.

 � Species-based studies, focusing on individual species or groups of species poached for bushmeat 
and/or trophies. More information is needed on which species are being taken from which areas, 
and for what purposes, and also on the impact on poaching on wild populations, both locally and 
nationally. Such studies would help to identify species and areas of priority concern. 

Trends in wildlife crime
Since we do not have FCMA data for previous periods, we were only able to analyse trends in cases brought 
under the WCMA. Our comparison of data on arrests from 2018–2019 with data from previous years (Table 6) 
reveals the following:

 � Tsavo Conservation Area was the principal wildlife crime ‘hotspot’ between 2016 and 2019, followed, 
in the west (but with far fewer cases), by Kakamega County. 

 � Elsewhere, trends in cases coming before the courts varied among counties, showing that the 
dynamics of wildlife crime are affected by local conditions. Our analysis revealed one new ‘emerging 
hotspot’, i.e. Nakuru County, as well as several areas (Laikipia, Narok and Meru counties) where the 
number of arrests fell considerably between 2016–2017 and 2018–2019. 

 � There was an apparent fall in the amounts of ivory seizures presented as evidence in court between 
2016–2017 and 2018–2019 (Table 22). However, the weights of ivory presented in court do not appear 
to tally with those of seizures reported by NGOs collaborating with KWS law enforcement efforts in key 
elephant areas (e.g. in Tsavo, Amboseli, and Maasai Mara).  The apparent discrepancy highlights the 
need for transparency in reporting on stock in evidence presented to the courts, particularly ivory and 
other trophy items such as pangolin scales. 

Priorities for further research include:

 � Area-based case studies of locations where wildlife crime statistics appear to ‘buck the trend’. In 
the case of Nakaru County, what is behind the apparent rise in wildlife crime? In the case of Laikipia, 
Maasai Mara (i.e. Narok County) and Meru, do the falls in cases brought under the WCMA in 2018–
2019 correspond to a genuine decrease in rates of wildlife crime? (It is notable that all three areas 
reported high numbers of forestry cases in the same period.) If wildlife crime rates are falling in these 
areas, how has this been achieved, and what lessons do these experiences offer for law enforcement 
and conservation agencies in other areas?

 � Case tracking of the pre-trial process following seizures of trophies (i.e. the period between seizure 
and arrest and arraignment in court), to find out if significant numbers of seizures and arrests are not 
leading to trials in court and, if so, why. 
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Court processes
We analysed data on court processes broken down by Act (WCMA, FCMA or FMDA) and type of offence, 
revealing wide differences regarding pleas, bail and bond conditions, outcomes, sentences and length of 
trials. Key findings include the following:

 � The vast majority of accused persons pleaded guilty and these trials were concluded rapidly, most 
often in one day.

 � Three quarters of all convicted persons were sentenced to ‘fine or jail’, i.e. a fine with the alternative 
of a jail sentence if the fine was not paid. Median fines for convictions under the WCMA were twice 
as high as for the FCMA and four times as high as for the FMDA (20,000, 10,000 and 5,000 KES, 
respectively). 

 � Average fines broadly corresponded to the severity of the crime. For example, for convictions under 
the WCMA, fines for trophy hunting offences were three times higher than for unspecified ‘hunting’ 
offences, six times higher than for bushmeat offences and 16 times higher than for timber extraction. 
Under both WCMA and FCMA, fines for illegal grazing were much lower than for all other types of 
offences. However, the range of fines for apparently similar offences was extremely wide: for example, 
under the WCMA, fines ranged from 5,000 to 500,000 KES (50–5,000 USD) for bushmeat offences 
and from 3,000 to 400,000 KES (30–4,000 USD) for timber extraction. 

 � Trials of persons accused of serious offences were often extremely prolonged. This especially affected 
trials of accused persons who pleaded not guilty for bushmeat and trophy hunting offences under 
the WCMA. While some cases were concluded relatively quickly, many others lasted for months and, 
in some cases for years. This particularly affected trials for trophy hunting offences: 70% of trophy 
hunting trials initiated in 2018 and 2019 were still ongoing at the time of our last visit to the court 
concerned in 2019 or 2020.  

 � Acquittals and withdrawals are more common in trophy hunting cases. In addition to being affected 
by delays, trials involving wildlife trophies are less likely to result in conviction compared to all other 
categories of offences. Only 68.2% of concluded trophy hunting trials in 2018–2019 resulted in 
convictions, compared to an average of 90.0% for all trials brought under WCMA. Similarly, only 68.7% 
of concluded ivory trials from 2016–2019 resulted in convictions. 

 � In most cases, court records provide little information on whether the decisions of the court were 
complied with. Some register entries of concluded cases indicate the receipt of payment of fines while 
other do not. We also could not conclusively establish the number of people serving jail terms after 
being sentenced, as this falls under the Kenya Prisons Service (KPS). 

There is clearly scope for further research to elucidate some of the problems and inconsistencies listed above:

 � An in-depth review of sentencing, to see if magistrates are complying with sentencing guidelines, look 
for patterns in sentences among courts and regions, and review the extent to which the sentences are 
commensurate to the crime. 

 � An in-depth analysis of reasons for adjournments and delays in long-running trials. An adjournment 
may be granted at the court’s discretion if there are good reasons to do so. Based on our perusal of 
the records and observations in court, adjournments are most often due witnesses failing to present 
themselves in court on the date of the hearing, or the absence of the prosecutor or indisposition of the 
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trial magistrate (in which case, an adjournment may be granted by a magistrate in a different court). 
Adjournments may also be granted due to the unavailability of police files, or when the prosecution 
requests more time to prepare to question a witness. Since many courts are dealing with a long 
backlog of cases, an adjournment may result in a long delay until another slot is available. 

 � In-depth analysis of the reasons for withdrawal and acquittals in trophy hunting trials, and especially 
trials involving elephants and ivory. This should involve a critical review of the whole process from the 
moment when evidence was collected and arrests were made up until the final outcome. 

 � Research into compliance with court decisions and, in particular, to ascertain how many people are 
remanded in custody during trial and after being convicted; and, furthermore, to ascertain whether 
those in jail are those accused or guilty of the most serious crimes.

Conclusion
Wildlife crime is complex and multifaceted. The cases reviewed in this report ranged from petty offences such 
as cutting trees for fuel wood to major crimes perpetrated by presumed members of organized international 
crime cartels. While court records cannot provide information on crimes that remain undetected and criminals 
who escape arrest, the findings of this report provide a valuable overview of patterns of wildlife crime across 
Kenya. As would be expected, less serious offences account for a large majority of cases that come before 
the courts, pointing to the need for further research to determine the collective impact of these ‘minor’ crimes 
on wildlife habitats, particularly in forested landscapes. It is also important to establish the nature of links 
between wildlife crime and human–wildlife conflict. If these are in fact two manifestations of the same conflict 
between humans and wildlife over access to natural resources, then maybe they need to be tackled together 
by policy makers in order to identify lasting solutions. 

Safeguarding our biodiversity in the face of multiple challenges is a formidable task and we acknowledge 
the serious efforts made by the JTI, KWS, ODPP, KFS, NPS and other agencies in improving enforcement of 
wildlife law both in the field and in the courts. The ease of accessibility of court records, improved practices 
such as those set out in the bond and bail guidelines and standard operating procedures, and the overall high 
rates of conviction are all evidence of the smooth functioning of the legal system in its day-to-day operations. 
However, the courtroom data indicates the trials of more serious cases are often subject to extensive delays. 
Moreover, the more serious the offence, the less likely it is that the trial will result in a conviction. In cases 
involving large seizures of ivory there is evidence of serious irregularities and failings both in the investigation 
of the crimes and the prosecutions of the trials. As a result, none of the cases involving large seizures of more 
than 1,000 kg brought to trial over the last ten years has a resulted in a conviction. In the three concluded 
cases reviewed in this report the presumed perpetrators, i.e. the owners of the shipments, were not even 
identified or arrested.

In a nutshell, while much has been achieved by ongoing efforts to improve the response of the legal system 
to wildlife crime, considerable challenges remain. In drawing attention to these challenges our intention is 
not to point the finger of blame. The findings in this report are presented as a resource, available to all those 
committed to the effective, fair and impartial administration of justice, to be used for strengthening the current 
legal framework, tackling continuing challenges in law enforcement, and identification of measures to address 
the causes of environmental crimes.
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APPENDIX 1
Magistrate Courts in Kenya, listed in alphabetical order, showing courts visited in 2018–2019, and cases 
recorded under the Forest Conservation and Management Act (FCMA, 2016), the Fisheries Management and 
Development Act (FMDA, 2016) and Wildlife Conservation and Management Act (WCMA, 2013).

Court name Visited 2018-19
Number of cases

FCMA FMDA WCMA TOTAL

Baricho Yes 2 0 0 2

Bomet Yes 30 0 0 30

Bondo Yes 4 5 0 9

Bungoma Yes 5 0 1 6

Busia Yes 8 0 0 8

Butali Yes 8 0 100 108

Butere Yes 0 0 0 0

Chuka Yes 13 0 1 14

City Court No    

Eldama Ravine Yes 217 0 0 217

Eldoret Yes 126 0 0 126

Embu Yes 14 0 3 17

Engineer Yes 23 0 4 27

Garrissa No    

Garsen Yes 1 0 10 11

Gatundu Yes 0 0 0 0

Gichugu Yes 2 0 1 3

Githongo Yes 6 0 4 10

Githunguri Yes 1 0 0 1

Hamisi Yes 42 0 0 42

Hola Yes 3 0 9 12

Homa Bay Yes 0 0 1 1

Isiolo Yes 4 0 0 4

Iten Yes 67 0 2 69

JKIA Yes 0 0 9 9

Kabarnet Yes 20 0 0 20
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Court name Visited 2018-19
Number of cases

FCMA FMDA WCMA TOTAL

Kajiado Yes 137 0 15 152

Kakamega Yes 48 0 1 49

Kakuma No    

Kaloleni Yes 1 0 0 1

Kandara Yes 4 1 0 5

Kangema Yes 4 0 0 4

Kangundo Yes 9 0 1 10

Kapenguria Yes 71 0 0 71

Kapsabet Yes 50 0 0 50

Karatina Yes 24 0 2 26

Kehancha Yes 18 0 4 22

Kericho Yes 11 0 3 14

Keroka Yes 0 0 0 0

Kerugoya Yes 25 0 0 25

Kiambu Yes 0 0 0 0

Kianyaga Yes 0 0 0 0

Kibera Yes 27 0 23 50

Kigumo Yes 2 0 0 2

Kikuyu Yes 13 0 0 13

Kilgoris Yes 1 0 1 2

Kilifi Yes 30 0 2 32

Kilungu Yes 3 0 2 5

Kimilili Yes 58 0 0 58

Kisii Yes 0 0 0 0

Kisumu Yes 2 0 0 2

Kitale Yes 115 0 8 123

Kithimani Yes 1 0 0 1

Kitui Yes 55 0 0 55

Kwale Yes 54 2 10 66

Kyuso No    

Lamu Yes 4 0 2 6

Limuru Yes 67 0 1 68

Lodwar No    

Loitokitok Yes 3 0 19 22

Machakos Yes 4 0 5 9

Magunga Yes 17 1 1 19

Makadara No    

Makindu Yes 1 0 148 149

Makueni Yes 9 0 0 9
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Court name Visited 2018-19
Number of cases

FCMA FMDA WCMA TOTAL

Malindi Yes 46 2 26 74

Mandera No    

Maralal Yes 31 0 2 33

Mariakani Yes 24 0 9 33

Marimanti Yes 4 0 0 4

Marsabit Yes 0 0 0 0

Maseno Yes 1 0 3 4

Maua Yes 15 0 7 22

Mavoko Yes 1 0 3 4

Mbita Yes 15 22 0 37

Meru Yes 46 0 7 53

Migori Yes 16 2 3 21

Milimani No    

Milimani Commercial No    

Molo Yes 615 0 2 617

Mombasa Yes 2 0 8 10

Moyale No    

Mpeketoni Yes 6 0 2 8

Mukurwe-Ini Yes 0 0 0 0

Mumias Yes 2 0 0 2

Murang’a Yes 0 0 0 0

Mutomo Yes 9 0 35 44

Mwingi Yes 42 0 0 42

Naivasha Yes 13 20 36 69

Nakuru Yes 166 0 6 172

Nanyuki Yes 65 0 19 84

Narok Yes 113 0 16 129

Ndhiwa Yes 0 0 1 1

Ngong Yes 45 0 1 46

Nkubu Yes 14 0 0 14

Nyahururu Yes 70 0 8 78

Nyamira Yes 0 0 0 0

Nyando Yes 0 0 0 0

Nyeri Yes 59 0 6 65

Ogembo Yes 0 0 0 0

Othaya Yes 2 0 3 5

Oyugis Yes 2 0 1 3

Rongo Yes 2 0 0 2

Runyenjes Yes 0 0 0 0
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Court name Visited 2018-19
Number of cases

FCMA FMDA WCMA TOTAL

Shanzu Yes 0 0 0 0

Siakago Yes 2 0 0 2

Siaya Yes 0 0 1 1

Sirisia Yes 52 0 0 52

Sotik Yes 0 0 1 1

Tamu Yes 0 0 0 0

Taveta Yes 3 0 369 372

Tawa Yes 4 0 0 4

Thika Yes 8 0 0 8

Tigania Yes 7 0 0 7

Tononoka No    

Ukwala Yes 1 0 0 1

Vihiga Yes 0 0 0 0

Voi Yes 4 0 130 134

Wajir No    

Wangu’ru Yes 0 0 0 0

Webuye Yes 8 0 0 8

Winam Yes 1 0 0 1

Wundanyi Yes 0 0 0 0

Mikinduri* Yes 8 0 0 8

Wamba* Yes 0 0 1 1

TOTAL CASES  2988 55 1099 4142

* Mobile courts visited in 2018–2019
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APPENDIX 2
Definition of ecosystems for analysis. Note that only counties where environmental crimes were recorded in 
2018–2019 are shown.

Ecosystem County Important Protected Areas

Abedares NP
Baringo Aberdares NP

Nyeri Aberdares NP

Amboseli Kajiado Amboseli NP

Central forests

Kiambu Kiambu, Karura, Mugaga Forests

Machakos Matetani - Miusuni, Kui, Iveti Forests

Muranga N/A

Laikipia

Isiolo Mt. Kenya NP; Shaba NR

Kirinyaga Mt. Kenya NP

Meru Meru NP

Samburu Samburu NR

Tharaka Nithi Meru NP; Mt. Kenya NP

Embu Mt. Kenya NP; Shaba NR

Laikipia Laikipia NR

Maasai Mara
Bomet Maasai Mara NR

Narok Maasai Mara NR

Mt Elgon

Bungoma Mt. Elgon NP

Trans - Nzoia Mt. Elgon NP; Saiwa Swamp NP

Uasin Gishu Mt. Elgon NP

Nairobi Nairobi Nairobi NP

North coast forests and 

marine parks

Lamu Kiunga Marine Reserve

Tana river Kora NP

Rift Valley Forests

Elgeyo - Marakwet Rimoi NR

Nandi N/A

West Pokot Nasalot NR

South coast forests and 

marine parks

Kilifi N/A

Kwale Shimba Hills NR

Mombasa Mombasa Marine Park

SW Mau National Reserve

Kericho SW Mau NR

Nakuru
SW Mau NR; Hell’s Gate NP; L. Naivasha NP; L. 
Nakuru NP

Tsavo Conservation Area

Kitui South Kitui NR

Makueni Tsavo Conservation Area

Taita Taveta Tsavo Conservation Area
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Western/Nyanza forests and 

Lake Victoria

Busia Lake Victoria

Homa Bay Ruma NP

Kakamega Kakamega Forest NR

Kisumu Lake Victoria; Kenya Wildlife Impala park

Migori Ruma NP

Nyamira N/A

Siaya Lake Victoria

Vihiga Kakamega Forest NR
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APPENDIX 3
Summary of elephant and ivory cases that came to court in 2016–2019, with courts listed in order of the total 
number of cases. Dates of most recent visits are ‘rounded down’ to the end of the previous half-month (e.g. 
08/07/2019 is shown as 30/06/2019, and 21/07/2019 is shown as 15/07/2019). 

Court name
NUMBER OF IVORY CASES

Date of last visit
2016 2017 2018 2019 Total

Makindu 15 10 7 4 36 31/07/2020

Kibera 7 9 6 3 25 31/07/2020

Voi 6 9 2 2 19 31/07/2020

Narok 2 4 5 2 13 31/07/2020

JKIA 7 1 2  10 15/08/2020

Mariakani 1 5 2 2 10 15/08/2020

Nyahururu 4 2 4  10 15/08/2020

Malindi 2 1 5  8 31/12/2019

Mombasa 1 2 4 1 8 15/08/2020

Kwale 1 2 3  6 31/08/2019

Loitokitok 1 2 1 1 5 30/10/2019

Makadara 5    5 [ early 2018]

Mutomo 2  1 2 5 15/10/2019

Nanyuki 3  2  5 15/08/2020

Kehancha 1  3  4 15/10/2019

Kericho 1 2 1  4 15/09/2019

Maralal 2  1 1 4 28/02/2019

Naivasha 1  2 1 4 15/08/2020

Kilgoris 3    3 15/10/2019

Kilifi  1 2  3 15/08/2020

Meru 2 1 0  3 15/08/2020

Migori   2 1 3 15/10/2019

Iten   2  2 31/08/2019

Kajiado  1  1 2 31/07/2020

Karatina 1  1  2 31/07/2019

Machakos   2  2 31/07/2020

Nakuru  1 1  2 31/07/2019

Taveta 1   1 2 31/07/2020

Thika 2    2 31/07/2019

Garsen   1  1 31/07/2019

Gatundu 1    1 30/06/2019

Homa Bay 1    1 30/09/2019

Isiolo 1    1 30/09/2019

Keroka 1    1 30/09/2019

Kyuso  1   1 [early 2018]
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Court name
NUMBER OF IVORY CASES

Date of last visit
2016 2017 2018 2019 Total

Maua   1  1 15/08/2019

Mavoko    1 1 15/08/2020

Mpeketoni   1  1 31/01/2019

Ndhiwa    1 1 30/09/2019

Nyeri 1    1 15/10/2019

Shanzu  1   1 31/12/2019

Wangu’ru  1   1 31/08/2019

Webuye 1    1 30/09/2019

Wundanyi  1   1 31/08/2019

Wamba    1 1 28/02/2019

No. of cases 77 57 64 25 223  

No. of courts 29 20 26 16 45  
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The poaching crisis in Africa poses serious development, environmental, 

and security challenges to the continent. It is pushing vulnerable and 

endangered species toward extinction; fuelling corruption and conflict; 

destroying lives; and deepening poverty and inequality. We must all 

collaborate to stop this horrific trade.

~ UNDP Administrator Helen Clark

©
U

sh
a 

H
ar

is
h





72 Eyes in the Coutroom • 2018-2019

Kenya Address

WildlifeDirect
Karen Connection, Karen Road
P. O Box 24467 - 00502
Nairobi, Kenya

USA Address

WildlifeDirect
921 Pennsylvania Ave. SE
Washington DC 20003

wildlifedirect.org

On October 9th, 2019, WildlifeDirect held a workshop to address the question; how can we ensure the public has agency 
in delivering our national environmental commitments? The Open Space Technology workshop provided a platform for 
concerned citizens to discuss the environmental challenges and come up with solutions on matters to do with wildlife 
and environmental protection."
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