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A SURVEY OF QUEEN ELIZABETH NATIONAL PARK (QENP) COMMUNITIES’ 

ATTITUDES TOWARD HUMAN-LION CONFLICT AND LION CONSERVATION 

Nick M. Moghari, PhD 
 
George Mason University, 2009 
 
 
Dissertation Director: Dr. Lee M. Talbot
 
 
 
 

Local human communities within Queen Elizabeth National Park (QENP) were surveyed 

to determine prevalent attitudes toward lion conservation efforts and Uganda Wildlife 

Authority’s (UWA’s) Revenue Sharing Program.  Other objectives of the surveys were to 

obtain information about the frequency and conditions where the human-lion conflict 

occurred in QENP communities, the nature and extent of the consequences, and the 

communities’ perception of the main causes of human-lion conflict and their proposed 

conflict mitigation solutions.  A further aim was to determine the effects of the UWA’s 

Revenue Sharing Program and the economic development projects funded by this 

program in terms of improving local communities’ attitudes toward lion conservation and 

the prevalent attitudes toward the Park itself. 

The majority of the survey respondents had frequently seen and heard lions in their 

communities and was aware of human-lion conflict in their own community or in a 

nearby village.  Their support for lion conservation was mainly due to the respondents’ 



 

 
 

perceived economic benefits from QENP’s foreign currency revenue and UWA’s 

Revenue Sharing Program.  Despite community support for lion conservation, under the 

current noncompensated lion predation scenario, the majority of the surveyed community 

members would consider a lethal retaliatory action against the lions as “justified” or 

“acceptable.”  

Prevalent attitudes of the respondents toward the Park officials and their general activities 

were positive.  In terms of Park officials’ responsiveness to human-lion conflict, most 

survey respondents considered Park officials as mostly slow in responding to their call 

for emergency help and generally unresponsive to the community demand for the 

compensation of damages caused by Park lions. 

Survey respondents were aware of the Park’s Community Conservation (CC) program.  

Among various CC policies, they particularly favored the Revenue Sharing Program 

whereby 20% of the Park revenue is shared among the communities within or 

neighboring the Park buffer villages.  Such projects as adding two to three classrooms to 

overcrowded schools, building small health units, or supplying freshwater were very 

popular among the surveyed communities.  The cost and execution of these projects 

were, however, disappointing to many respondents.  The majority of the communities 

surveyed described these projects to be incomplete and generally of substandard quality.  

Many community leaders faulted their district and subcounty administrations for the 

inadequacy and mismanagement of these projects.  Communities did not hold either 

UWA or the Park officials responsible for the low quality or the incomplete status of 



 

 
 

these projects.  But when they were asked to select the beneficial effects of the Park, 

many responded that the Park benefits were not fully visible in their communities.   

 

Human Subjects Review Board (HSRB) Note 

This work was approved by the UWA and conducted under the supervision of the QENP 

Office of Research and Monitoring.  Before conducting the community surveys, 

questionnaires were reviewed and approved by Dr. Margaret Driciru, the QENP Warden 

of Research and Monitoring. They were also reviewed and commented on by Mr. Benm 

Mugerwh, Warden of Community Conservation, and reviewed and discussed with the 

local LC1 and LC2 (community Local Council chairpersons).  At the start of each 

survey/interview, survey respondents were informed about the purely academic nature of 

the work and were given the option to skip any or all questions to which they did not 

wish to respond.  A more detailed description of the survey methodology is given in 

Sections 4 and 5 of this report.  The application for George Mason University Human 

Subjects Review Board (HSRB) approval was submitted only after the completion of the 

QENP surveys. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

 
 
 
 
Global population has grown from 3 billion in 1959 to 6 billion in 1999 at a doubling 

time span of 40 years.  The human population is growing more than 79 million per year 

within an existing world population that exceeds 6.75 billion (US Census Bureau, 2009).  

In their effort to find new living areas, humans have continued to encroach on natural 

wildlife habitats, resulting in global forest loss and contraction of wildlife habitats. This 

problem is more acute in the developing world.  In Africa, where the human population 

grew by 200 million in the past decade, the rate of forest loss stands at 0.6% per year.  In 

particular, with 6.8 births per woman, Uganda has one of the highest fertility rates in the 

world (US Census Bureau, 2009).  It also has one of the highest rates of forest loss.  At a 

2% forest loss per year, Uganda will lose the majority of its forest areas within the next 

few decades. 

Incursions into protected areas and wildlife habitats have brought humans into much 

closer encounters to wildlife and resulted in human-wildlife conflict, causing human 

injuries, loss of life, and financial damage.  Encroachers’ retaliatory and often lethal 

actions against wildlife have been responsible for the destruction of many large mammal 

species in general and large carnivores, in particular.  The lethal control of “problem” 
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wild animals by humans has been the cause of serious survival endangerment or 

elimination of entire wildlife subpopulations. 

The majority of protected areas (PAs) were established worldwide to conserve 

ecosystems by controlling further human encroachment into wild habitats and to reduce 

the occurrence of human-wildlife conflict.  There are now more than 102,000 PAs, 

covering 17.1 km2, or 11.5% of the Earth’s land surface (UN, 2003). The sheer number of 

PAs or the expansion of their surface areas, per se, provides no meaningful indication of 

effective global or regional wildlife conservation success.  A more indicative factor is the 

effectiveness by which specific PAs manage human and wildlife interactions within and 

in adjacent areas.  Effectiveness in protecting wildlife is, therefore, a direct function of 

the PA management practices.  Such practices include specific approaches to harmonize 

human-wildlife coexistence: mitigate land clearing and human encroachment, stop 

poaching, resolve illegal grazing and exploitation of PA natural resources, and control 

human-wildlife conflict.  Many PAs have been reported to be successful in 

accomplishing some of the wildlife conservation tasks.  As a result of wildlife protection, 

habitat restoration, and, to some extent, changes in public attitude toward wildlife 

conservation, PA management has been instrumental in helping many carnivore 

populations escape extinction during the last century.   

The conceptual evolvement of PA management from the traditional state-led “fortress” 

preservation practices to a number of variant community-based conservation approaches 

is part of a systematic attempt to ameliorate management effectiveness in PAs.  
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Reconciliation of conservation objectives in PAs with community demands for better 

livelihood and economic development programs defines the essence of Community 

Conservation (CC) programs.  The primary focus of CC approach is wildlife conservation 

through eradication of poverty in rural areas and devolution of control to local 

communities.  Proponents of CC emphasize the importance of direct PA economic 

benefits to local communities in shaping their attitude and support for wildlife 

conservation.  They assume the existence of a strong correlation between direct PA 

economic benefits to communities and communities’ positive attitudes toward wildlife 

conservation.   

Implementation of revenue sharing policies in various CC programs is based on this 

assumption.  Accordingly, portions of park entry revenues are often allocated for a 

variety of community development projects, ranging from the construction of health 

clinics and schools to establishing protective trenches and improving local 

infrastructures.  One objective of the Revenue Sharing Program is to offset the economic 

encumbrances that result from limitations imposed on the usage of PA natural resources 

by local communities.  Another purpose is to demonstrate the visible benefits of wildlife 

conservation to beneficiary communities and encourage their participatory role in PA 

conservation efforts.  The overall objective of CC programs is to improve community 

attitudes toward PAs and generate more tolerance for the burdens of human-wildlife 

conflict.  Success of these programs in achieving the intended objectives relies on how 

well the development projects are implemented in recipient communities and whether 

locals view them as a tangible benefit of living in proximity to PAs. 
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Since maintaining a viable lion population is both an important conservation effort and a 

sizeable economic asset for some African countries, efforts are focused on how to reduce 

conflict between communities and lions.   A new strategy to save the lions in eastern and 

southern Africa emerged from a 2006 workshop convened by the World Conservation 

Union (IUCN) and the Wildlife Conservation Society in Johannesburg, South Africa 

(Bauer and Nowell, 2006).   It was concluded that the reduction in the lion’s wild prey 

base, human-lion conflict, and habitat degradation are the major reasons for declining 

lion populations.  The new lion conservation strategy aims at strengthening the chances 

for future coexistence between lions and communities through policies for wildlife-

integrated land use and by the proposed concept of “Lion Conservation Units.” Units are 

areas identified as being of high priority for lion conservation efforts.  

In Uganda, lion predation on livestock is largely responsible for recurrent conflicts with 

Queen Elizabeth National Park (QENP) villagers. Retaliatory actions by communities 

against the Park’s lions have often been lethal control of the lions and continue to 

endanger the long-term population viability of lions at QENP.  The ongoing Uganda 

Wildlife Authority’s (UWA’s) CC policy and implementation of the Revenue Sharing 

Program at QENP communities do not seem to have diminished poisoning or spearing of 

Park lions by villagers.  Understanding experiences of the QENP community with lions, 

the patterns of conflict, and community attitudes toward lions is essential to mitigate 

human-lion conflict.  Equally important is an evaluation of the Revenue Sharing Program 

in promoting tolerance toward the communities’ burdens of conflict with lions and the 

assurance of a more stable lion population in the Park. 
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The main objectives of this study consist of the following two interrelated topics:  

•   To evaluate human-lion conflict in the northern sector of Queen Elizabeth National 

Park (QENP), where it is most prevalent.  Both structured surveys and informal 

interviews of Park communities were conducted to evaluate the communities’ 

experiences with lions, their prevalent attitudes toward lion conservation, and their 

assessment of QENP programs.   

•   To evaluate effects of UWA’s Revenue Sharing Program by visiting the sites of the 

economic development projects implemented in QENP villages.  Evaluation was 

accomplished by the review of survey results in terms of individual project 

implementation, current project status, and its adequacy in meeting community needs.  

This dissertation is organized as follows.  Section 2 of this work presents a literature 

review of the biodiversity conservation and human-wildlife conflict in protected areas.  

Section 3 presents the study area and general information about QENP.  Sections 4 and 5 

present the results of structured community survey interviews and informal human-lion 

conflict related interviews in QENP “hot spot” communities, respectively. Section 6 

discusses QENP’s CC program and implementation of development projects in QENP 

villages.  Section 7 presents the study conclusions. Cited references and Appendices 1-3 

are included after Section 7. 
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Scope of the Work and the Author’s Travel Perspectives 

This work sprang from the author’s assumption that at one point in time the study of 

human-wildlife ecology should leave the framework of academia and be pursued through 

personal experience and direct observation.  The author’s past travels to Central America, 

Europe, and the Middle East, his environmental studies, and his case studies of mountain 

lions in the western United States and the Asiatic lions in Gir National Park (India) had 

generated some simplistic assumptions and questions.  Testing these assumptions and 

questions required fact-finding travels and learning through personal observation and 

deduction.  The assumptions and questions included 

•   If the root cause of all environmental degradation is human population growth and 

the relentless quest for more space and food, can environmental policies and regulations 

be effective and sustainable without effectively curbing human population growth in Asia 

and Africa? 

•   As the last bastion of carnivores and predators in developing nations, PAs are 

generally underfunded, lack effective management and basic equipment, and are often 

afflicted by corruption and political expediency.  Can these PAs successfully conserve 

the wildlife and the ecosystem? 

  •   Mass tourism, although a source of revenue and foreign currency for a few PAs in 

Asia and Africa, is itself responsible for local overdevelopment, traffic and commercial 

congestion, and ultimately a cause of further environmental deterioration.  Economic 
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benefits of mass tourism seem predominately limited to a small group of investors, hotel 

and shop owners, and beneficial effects seldom reach the communities within or adjacent 

to PAs.  Can mass tourism help sustain wildlife conservation in PAs? 

•   PAs that disallow visitors and continue to be managed as isolated fortresses in the 

Middle East suffer from poaching and illegal harvesting of the PA resources.  In these 

PAs, populations of some wildlife subspecies including Asiatic cheetahs, snow leopards, 

blue sheep, and spotted gazelles are in decline and in some cases near extinction.  Can a 

pristine PA fortress conserve the wildlife better than an open tourist-oriented PA?   

•   Ideally, community-based conservation areas (CCs) are based on the premise of 

conserving the human-wildlife-environment continuum by adopting a people-centered 

approach.  As a simple feedback system, communities benefit from the wildlife and, thus, 

have strong incentives to protect it. Does this approach work in practice?  How effective 

are the CC conservation efforts?   Are they really “people-centered”?  

•   Carnivores, especially large cats have historically been persecuted by trophy hunters, 

skin traders, pastoralists, and livestock owners.  In recent decades, carnivores’ population 

decline and extirpation are determined by their loss of habitat and prey base to 

encroaching humans and conflicts with communities and their livestock.  Are PAs 

successful in conserving the large cats?   

•   With the exception of a small population in Gir National Park, Asiatic lions were 

globally driven to extinction by the mid-20th century.  Similarly, the decline of the 
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African lion population continues its trend from six-digit figures decades ago to fewer 

than 40,000 today.  What is being done to reverse this trend?   

•   Compared to Maldhari herdsmen in Gir National Park, communities in Africa seem 

less tolerant of lions.  What are the African communities’ actual attitudes toward lions?  

How do they perceive lion conservation efforts by PAs?  Are CCs effective in conserving 

the African lions?  

Unlike physics and mathematics, human-wildlife ecology is not an exact science; its 

proposed solutions to human-wildlife problems are neither “unique” nor “definitive”, and 

a specific proposed approach to resolve issues often is not “necessary and sufficient”.  

Therefore, the objective of the author’s trans-European travels to Asia and Africa was not 

a search for definitive ecological solutions but an attempt to make observations of 

human-wildlife problems by visiting or living in PAs and by interacting with park 

officials, conservationists, and the local communities. The learning process had to start 

by investigating the human-wildlife conflict from the stakeholders’ point of view. 

When the author arrived in Kampala, Uganda, in October 2006 to study the declining lion 

population in QENP, he had already spent 18 months (April 2004 to September 2006) 

visiting European and Asian PAs.  Highlights of this experience include living, as a 

visiting scientist, in Iran’s Golestan National Park, Turan National Park, Kavir National 

Park, in Ramsar, and the Lake Urumieh littorals.   
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In their attempt to protect such wildlife as ungulates, leopards, and a few remaining 

Asiatic cheetahs, Iranian National Parks are generally pristine enclaves that are off limit 

to visitors and tourists.  Golestan National Park, however, is dissected by an international 

highway that connects the Golestan Province to Turkmenistan. Some stuffed carcasses of 

wildlife killed by the speeding highway vehicles are on display at the Park’s wildlife 

museum.   

Pakistan’s Hazarganji-Chiltan National Park in Baluchistan Province and Chitral Gol 

National Park in Chitral, northwest Pakistan are both primarily refuges to the endangered 

Chiltan wild goat (locally called “Markhor”).  Besides Markhor, Chitral Gol is also a 

refuge to the Siberian ibex.  Khunjerab National Park in northern Pakistan is a refuge to 

the endangered Marco Polo sheep and the threatened snow leopard.  Living as a visiting 

scientist in these open-to-the public parks, especially in Chitral Gol National Park was an 

encouraging experience.  Despite its long and tedious access road (a 45-minute 4-wheel 

drive on unpaved mountain roads at a speed of about 10 mile/hour) and its lack of 

running water and electricity, Chitral Gol seemed to be an effectively managed Park.  The 

unarmed Park rangers told the author they do not carry firearms because they do not need 

weapons to protect the wildlife.  The majority of communities around the Park are highly 

supportive of the Park’s wildlife conservation efforts and do not allow poaching.  The 

Park had successfully managed to reverse the declining trend of the Markhor and ibex 

population; many Siberian ibexes could be seen at short distances, often at less than 100 

feet.   However, Chitral Gol had lost its snow leopards by 1974. 
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Visiting Afghanistan’s Bande Amir National Park in Bamiyan in 2005 required special 

Park access permission from the Ministry of Agriculture’s environmental protection 

office.  To grant permission, the Ministry required other documents certifying the 

author’s nationality and stating his research objectives in the Park.  In Bamiyan, the 

General Manager of the environmental branch office informed the author that Bande 

Amir National Park did not exist and the Park was only a plan on paper.  He mentioned 

that the Park had no demarcation, no gates, no rangers, and the land mines, within the 40- 

mile unpaved access road from Bamiyan, had not been completely removed.   

Tours of Bande Amir with Hossein, a self-appointed unpaid guard, resulted in no sighting 

of any wildlife except a wolf.  According to Hossein, the recent long battles between the 

fighting factions in the area had wiped out the wildlife either for militia consumption for 

food or for their wildlife skin trade to raise cash.  Hossein suggested if Bande Amir was 

to become a National Park, wildlife would have to be reintroduced from other sources 

outside the Park. 

At the time of the author’s visit in 2005, Chitwan National Park, created to be a refuge 

for the last wild Bengal tigers and rhinos in Nepal, seemed to be extensively invaded by 

Mikania micrantha weed. According to the author’s guide, the Park’s current neglected 

status, ranging from uncontrolled Mikania micrantha weed invasion to increases in 

wildlife poaching is due to Nepal’s ongoing political turmoil (both Maoist movement and 

antimonarchical uprisings).   
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Mass tourism revenues did not seem to have reached the landless indigenous Bote, 

Musahar, Tharus, and other poor communities living adjacent to Chitwan Park.  With the 

establishment of the Park, the routes through the Park and the access to ferrying posts 

were closed and fishing severely restricted, forcing many local fishermen to operate 

illegally.  Subsistence farmers in the Park’s buffer zones who used to depend on the land 

now designated as the park for fodder, firewood, and grazing their cattle had lost their 

traditional access to these resources and had fallen deeper into poverty. 

Gir National Park in India was established as the sole refuge of the world’s remaining 

Asiatic lions, 352 lions at the time of author’s visit in 2006.  There are 158 villages 

bordering the Park and more than 2,000 Maldhari tribal people live within the sanctuary.  

Their buffalos, being the only source of livelihood, are part of the lions’ diet, particularly 

during periods of severe droughts.  Drought and prey scarcity force the lions to enter the 

Park’s adjacent villages in search of food.  In these periods lion attacks on the livestock 

and occasionally the villagers themselves occur at higher frequencies.  Human-lion 

conflict in Gir has its toll on the lions too.   Besides villagers’ retaliatory killing of the 

lions, Park lions are often drowned in the thousands of uncovered wells dug by villagers 

or killed by high-voltage electric fences built by the communities to protect their crops.  

Vehicles that shuttle visitors and pilgrims to four Hindu temples inside the sanctuary are 

another contributing factor to the accidental deaths of lions. 

Staying at a Maldhari ness (homestead) inside the Gir forest familiarized the author with 

the Maldharis’ tolerance of conflict with lions.  Maldhari means “cattle owner” and the 
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Maldharis count their wealth in the number of buffalos they own.  Unlike the African 

Masai, the Maldharis are vegetarian and do not slaughter animals for consumption or for 

conflict retaliation.  Their cultural beliefs generally discourage Maldharis from hunting 

and killing animals including lions.  A typical large Maldhari ness hosts more than one 

family; composed of brothers or cousins with their respective families.  Nesses are 

usually simple dwelling with no running water or electricity.  The Maldharis’ relationship 

with the Park officials could be described as “a mutual peaceful tolerance”.  The 

Maldharis’ chief concerns with the Park include: 

•   Park imposed restriction on the usage of Park resources. 

•   Inadequate compensation for their financial losses due to lion predation.  According 

to the Maldharis, more than 10% of their annual revenues are lost to poorly compensated 

lion attacks on their buffalos.  The compensation process is slow, often taking months to 

settle a predation claim, the settled amounts represent only a fraction of the market value 

of their lost buffalo, and part of the settled amount must be spent on bribery to receive the 

compensated amount.  

•   While the Park does not offer the Maldharis decent jobs or economic opportunities, it 

does impose a limit on the number of buffalos a family can own.  This restriction affects 

young Maldharis who are ready to set up a family of their own.  To do so, the young 

Maldharis have to receive buffalos from their respective families and remain in their nesses.  

The young Maldharis are not allowed to increase the family’s buffalo quota. 
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•   The lion population in Gir National Park seems to have reached its carrying capacity, but 

the local government refuses to translocate the excess lions to other states.  Given the 

importance of Park tourism revenues to the budget, the local government insists on keeping 

all the Asiatic lions in Gir. 

•   Several proposed government plans to relocate part of the Gir Maldhari communities 

to other areas have created a sense of insecurity and fear among the Maldharis.  Past 

relocation of a group of Maldharis out of the Park created many unresolved issues, 

financial hardship, and adjustment problems. for the relocated Maldharis.  They fear that 

another forced relocation will occur in the near future. 

In early 2006 the author traveled to Sub-Saharan Africa to focus on African lions in 

Masailand.   Masailand comprises Serengeti National Park and the Ngorongoro 

Conservation Area in northern Tanzania, as well as the Masai Mara National Reserve and 

Amboseli National Park in southern Kenya.  It is inhabited by seminomadic Masai 

pastoralists with their herds of livestock, mainly cattle.  Masailand hosts the single largest 

contiguous lion population in Africa.  It is also a region of human encroachment into the 

wildlife habitat and a landscape for human-lion conflict.  Unlike the Maldharis who 

would never kill or harm a lion, the ethnic Masai tradition requires the killing of lions for 

the rite of passage of young men.  Before undergoing emorata (circumcision by elders) 

and being considered an adult, a young Masai ilmoran (junior warrior) must kill a lion 

with a spear to demonstrate his courage and gain passage to adulthood.  After killing a 

lion, often with the help of one to several other young men, an ilmoran brings to the 
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village parts of the lion he has killed.  That Masai believe the killed lion hat enables the 

ilmoran to fearlessly endure the painful emorata and makes him eligible to receive from 

his father a number of cattle to plan for his own family.  This lion-killing ritual, although 

illegal, continues to be practiced by traditional Masai pastoralists. 

Formal and informal human-lion conflict discussions with high-ranking Tanzanian and 

Kenyan wildlife managers, protected area officials, Masai local chiefs, local and 

international nongovernmental organizations led to the following observations: 

•   The most serious cause of human-lion conflict is concern over human life and safety.  

Although reduced to a great extent, human injuries and fatality caused by lions continues 

to be a serious occurrence, especially in the buffer zones of the PAs.  For instance, lion 

attacks (including defensive, opportunistic, and predatory types) are widespread in 

Tanzania where dozens of human fatalities are recorded annually. 

•   The most common cause of human-lion conflict is livestock predation.  Frequency of 

livestock predation seems to correlate with the expansion of domestic animal husbandry 

and agricultural activities in proximity to the lions’ range.  The severity of human reprisal 

is determined by the extent of the financial damages caused by the lions.  The toll of the 

conflict is heaviest on families of poor rural pastoralists and subsistence farmers.  For 

poor families the loss of one cattle represents losing a large portion of the total annual 

family income. 
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•   Benefits from the establishment of PAs and local tourism, if implemented 

effectively, can ideally offset the impact of human-lion conflict.  Tangible economic 

benefits from the PAs for the local residents and meaningful community involvement in 

PA management are the best and perhaps the only approaches for the conservation of 

lions. 

•   The Community-based conservation (CC) approach has been gradually but slowly 

improving community attitudes toward wildlife conservation.  Long-term sustainability 

of this trend in the PAs requires more effective management skills to mitigate the 

adversities of human-lion conflict while helping lion population. 

•   There are differing stakeholders’ views on human-lion conflict prevention and 

mitigation methods.  In many PAs Park officials, for instance, reject the proposed use of 

firearms and watch dogs to prevent livestock predation.  They also disagree with 

communities’ demand for fair compensation for damages caused by lions.  But there is a 

general consensus among the park officials and the stakeholders on improving livestock 

security. One simple and low-cost solution consists of fortifying fences and bomas 

(homesteads) where the cattle are kept at night.  Also, community education and outreach 

programs for updates on conflict prevention strategies are needed. 

•   Despite persistent human-lion conflict in Gir National Park and the PAs of 

Masailand, wildlife managers suggest that the lion populations in these areas are being 

maintained at steady levels.  They point out that the human-lion conflict mitigation 

measures adopted by PAs outside Masailand are not equally successful in maintaining a 
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viable lion population.  Some wildlife managers suggest QENP in Uganda to be a good 

example of a PA where human-lion conflict is causing steady decline in the Park’s lion 

population.  

Research in Queen Elizabeth National Park (QENP) 

The author’s October 2006 travel to Uganda began with preliminary human-lion conflict 

literature research at Makerere University in Kampala.  It was followed by a visit to the 

UWA Headquarters to discuss QENP human-lion conflict (HLC) with UWA wildlife 

managers.  The author also expressed interest in conducting HLC research at QENP for 

his dissertation.  UWA officials encouraged the author to submit a formal written 

proposal for his research topic to UWA’s Research and Monitoring Unit. The UWA 

approval of the proposal would enable the author to reside in Mweya in QENP and 

conduct his HLC studies under the supervision of QENP’s Warden of Monitoring and 

Research.  Prior to preparing the proposal, the author visited QENP and discussed the 

HLC with Park officials, tour guides, and two Katunguru-B community members familiar 

with conflict occurrences.  

The HLC research tasks at QENP that were proposed to UWA consisted of the following: 

•   Collect data regarding the QENP lion population and its historical trend, and the 

compilation of livestock predation and HLC data in QENP. 

•   Conduct QENP general community surveys to determine the local attitudes toward 

lions, HLC experiences, and their conflict mitigation preferences. 
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•   Select and survey “hot spot” communities with higher incidences of HLC and 

interview community members with direct HLC experiences 

• Evaluate the effectiveness of the CC program at QENP, particularly the effectiveness 

of CC’s Revenue Sharing program at QENP villages.   

•   Estimate the impact of QENP communities’ lethal retaliation on the lions in terms of 

lion population viability in the Park. 

Following UWA’s approval of the research proposal, the work began in November 2006 

and terminated in March 2007.  Detailed description of the research methodology and 

results are presented in Sections 4 through 6 of this dissertation.    
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2.  BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION AND HUMAN-WILDLIFE  
CONFLICT IN PROTECTED AREAS 

 
 
 
 
Global Protected Areas 

According to the 5th World Park Congress (WPC) held in September 2003, Durban, 

South Africa, the number of protected areas (PAs) worldwide exceeds 100,000 and 

covers 18.8 million km2.  This is equivalent to approximately 12% of the planet’s land 

surface (Burges et al., 2004).  This coverage surpassed the 10% target proposed in the 

previous WPC, held 10 years earlier in Caracas, Venezuela.  Analyses presented at the 

5th WPC revealed, however, that even with increased PA expansion, the coverage of 

biodiversity by the existing network of PAs is inadequate.  The analyses indicated that 

the funding available for PAs is grossly insufficient and the world is facing a budget 

shortfall of about $2.5 billion annually to effectively maintain and conserve current 

national parks and protected areas (BuaNews, 2003).  Furthermore, analysis estimated 

that maintaining and expanding the global protected areas network to conserve the most 

threatened but currently unprotected plant and animal species would cost approximately 

$23-billion a year over the next ten years (Id.). 

The Durban Congress, however, underlined the critical role of PAs in biodiversity 

conservation and sustainable development.  It also addressed such issues as alleviation of 
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poverty around the PAs and the urgent need for greater national and international support 

to local communities for their biodiversity conservation efforts. 

There is a consensus that most PAs suffer from an “extreme shortage” of funding 

especially in developing nations (Bruner et al., 2003), their management is often 

inadequate, and the so-called “paper parks” have insufficient or no management 

capabilities.  Despite funding shortfalls and inadequate management capacities, PAs are 

considered to be effective institutions for conserving biodiversity (Bruner et al., 2001).   

To assess the impact of anthropogenic threats on 93 PAs in 22 countries, Bruner et al. 

(2001) sent a questionnaire to PA officials to collect responses for several parameters 

such as land clearing, logging, poaching, grazing, fire, human encroachment pressures, 

and basic park management activities.  Results indicated that the majority of parks are 

successful in stopping land clearing and, to a lesser degree, effective at reducing 

poaching, logging, and grazing.  Park effectiveness was correlated with such simple 

parameters as density of guards (number of guards per 100 km2), level of deterrents to 

illegal activities, the degree of PA border demarcation, and the direct compensation 

programs to local communities.  A modest increase in PA funding was found to enhance 

PA abilities to better protect biodiversity (Bruner et al., 2001).   

Other reports question the role of PA institutions in effectively conserving biodiversity.   

To answer: “Are parks effective in forest conservation?” Hayes examined data from 163 

forests in 13 countries to determine the necessity of legally established PAs for forest 

conservation (Hayes, 2006).  Her results indicate no statistically significant differences in 
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forest conditions between legally protected forests and those managed by users who 

establish and recognize forest rules.  Hayes suggests that PA institutions may not be the 

optimal governance structure for promoting conservation. 

The debate on the effectiveness of PA institutions centers around two different PA 

management methods. One method is a traditional state-run approach that imposes strict 

limits on the access and usage of PA resources.  Its protectionist policies often alienate 

local communities and stakeholders from participating in conservation efforts.  The other 

model is a participatory comanagement approach (community-based conservation, or 

community conservation) that encourages greater community participation in the PA 

decision-making process and its conservation tasks.  It makes the local communities a 

constituency for wildlife and therefore community members become active stakeholders 

of wildlife protection. The Community Conservation (CC) approach recognizes the 

socioeconomic costs of traditional PA restrictions vis-à-vis the local communities’ need 

and dependency on PA resources.  The CC model adopts a people-centered approach 

where community members form an alliance with the PA management. The community 

members take an active role in the PA planning, conservation activities, and protection of 

wildlife.  At the same time they benefit from PA revenues, principally from ecotourism, 

and are allowed to make rational utilization of its natural resources.   

Institutional establishment of CC programs and tourism revenue sharing (RS) do not 

guarantee the involvement of the communities.  Effective management of CC and RS 

programs is a key element in successful implementation of these programs.  To evaluate 
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the success of RS pilot programs at three PAs in western Uganda, Archabald and 

Naughton-Treves (2001) interviewed both beneficiaries and implementers of local RS 

programs.  Between1995-1998, communities around these PAs used a total of US 

$83,000 from tourism revenue to build 21 schools, four clinics, one bridge, and one road.   

Although respondents were generally positive about the RS program, in informal 

discussions they repeatedly pointed out four obstacles to RS success, namely poorly 

defined RS policies and inconsistent implementing institutions, corruption, inadequate 

funds, and numerous stakeholders with differing priorities. 

Communities living in or around PAs, like the majority of those living in rural Africa, are 

struggling with severe problems such as high population growth, numerous tropical and 

infectious diseases, extreme poverty, and environmental degradation.  Under these 

conditions, the success of CC and the implementation of its policies and programs may 

not materialize as fast as CC advocates hope.  The communities’ urgent need for the 

basics of a subsistence living (e.g., farming, fishing, firewood, and animal husbandry) 

may create conflicts with PA regulations.  The outcome is resistance to CC programs and 

missions, resentment against the implementation of CC policies, and reduced support and 

participation in its programs.   

To measure and compare community attitudes and knowledge about Uganda PAs with 

CC programs and conventional PAs, Mugisha surveyed members of communities 

surrounding three CC PAs and two conventional PA communities (Mugisha, 2002).  

Responses of CC PA communities vs. conventional communities regarding their 
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understanding and support of PAs showed no significant differences.  A comparison of 

perceived CC benefits and costs of conventional non-CC PAs with the benefits and costs 

of CC PAs indicated that communities from the non-CC PAs were perceived to have 30 

times more benefits than those of the CC PAs communities.  Mugisha suggests that local 

community members are interested in utilitarian values of natural resources, not their 

preservation.  He also indicates that the surveyed communities are interested in security 

of their crops, not of wildlife, and are concerned with access to PA resources rather than 

resource protection.   

In a separate report, Mugisha and Jacobson (2004) identify 23 primary PA threats (e.g., 

poaching, bush burning, logging, encroachment, and unclear boundaries) and compare 

the effectiveness of seven CC-based PAs to nine conventional PAs in mitigating the 

threats. Management approaches at all PAs mitigated fewer than half the identified 

threats (Mugisha and Jacobson, 2004).  

Reports of mounting pressure on park boundaries, exacerbated by the lack of 

involvement of local residents (Nagendra et al., 2004), people-PA tensions (Steenkamp, 

2000), human-wildlife conflict, management inefficiencies (Webber et al., 2007), and the 

decline of biodiversity in many PAs with CC approaches, bring into question the 

immediate benefits of this approach.  In a case study survey of the local attitudes in a 

community wildlife management (CWM) project associated with the Selous Game 

Reserve (SGR) in Tanzania, results indicated that many respondents either were unaware 

of the project or held negative views of the activities of the wildlife management 
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institutions (Gillingham and Lee, 1999).  The factors underlying the observed pattern of 

negative attitudes were identified as the inequitable and preferential distribution of 

benefits to the village elite and the limited nature of community participation in CWM 

(Gillingham and Lee, 1999). 

Often deficiencies in PA capacity building, conservation programs, and reliable funding 

commitments are the underlying reason for community unwillingness to support PA 

programs.  In an attempt to alleviate human-wildlife conflict in villages around the 

Budongo Forest Reserve in western Uganda, live traps were constructed to trap and 

identify crop-raiding animals (Webber et al., 2007).   Three years later, none of the traps 

were functioning.  To assess local people’s lack of participation in this mitigation 

intervention, interviews were conducted.  Of those interviewed, 41% of the respondents 

questioned the effectiveness of the project and the majority of local farmers did not 

accept responsibility for the traps. The failure of the project was attributed to ineffective 

management of the project with shortcomings in identifying key stakeholders and lack of 

objective evaluations and monitoring of participation. Another cause of failure was 

attributed to the absence of a long-term funding commitment by conservation agencies 

(Id.).  Similarly, a survey of Uganda’s Lake Mburo National Park community attitudes 

during a seven-year CC program implementation did not show that the surveyed 

communities were generally more positive toward conservation (Infeld and Namara, 

2001). They were in fact more critical of management and demanded more support and 

resources than they had received. The community behavior was not greatly changed, and 

high levels of poaching and illegal grazing continued.   



 

24 
 

In developing countries, with the exception of major national parks in eastern and 

southern Africa, PAs are financially costly both in their establishment and in the 

continued operational expenses (Dudeck, 2004).   The PA establishment limits the 

expansion of agricultural activities, regulates exploitation of the natural resources, and 

prohibits cultural or retaliatory killing of the wildlife by the communities.  PA regulatory 

enforcements can often be a source of local tensions and occasionally cause more 

extensive socio-political problems.  Therefore, many local communities within or 

adjacent to PAs perceive the existence and restrictive regulations of the PAs negatively, 

leading to resistance against, or passive cooperation with PA authorities.   

To understand residents’ relationships and opinions of conflicts with wildlife, Okello 

interviewed Kuku Group Ranch residents of the Amboseli area, Kenya (Okello, 2005). 

Respondents expressed interest in agriculture expansion, as a more profitable activity 

over wildlife conservation. Their support for wildlife conservation was dependent on 

benefits received. Losses due to human-wildlife conflict and lack of compensation for 

these losses were among the major sources of local resentment. Okello concluded that 

without an urgent redress, wildlife may be excluded from Masai lands by direct 

persecution because of this resentment. 

Ideally, PAs and their community-based conservation programs exist to promote new 

benefits and opportunities for local communities. Community members share a portion of 

the PA revenues, have employment opportunities at PAs, benefit directly or indirectly 

from the PA-generated ecotourism revenues, use the added infrastructures, and have 
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access to designated PA resources.  In practice, only a small number of PAs are 

financially profitable and generate sufficient ecotourism revenues or receive international 

aid to create direct financial benefits to local communities.  The majority of PAs falls 

short of financial profitability and are incapable of creating better economic opportunities 

to offset costs associated with human-wildlife conflict in these communities. 

Human-Wildlife Conflict  

As human encroachment into wildlife habitat expands, people and wildlife are forced to 

coexist within smaller ranges and inevitably come into contact with more frequency 

(Talbot, 2002). When the competitive needs of humans and wildlife for limited living 

space and food intersect, the outcome is human-wildlife conflict (HWC).  Human costs of 

HWC are the threat to their safety and lifestyle, as well as financial damage and loss of 

crops and livestock.  The impact on the wildlife is often persecution, lethal control, and 

other threats to the survival of endangered species. 

HWC is more intense in poorer communities where loss of livestock and agricultural 

crops constitute a substantial portion of individuals’ subsistence livelihood.  When 

wildlife cause, or are perceived to cause, damage to people and their property, traditional 

retaliatory practice has been persecution and lethal control of the wildlife.  In this respect, 

PAs provide no definitive mitigation strategies and, thus, retaliatory destruction of 

wildlife persists in many PAs and the surrounding areas.  This is particularly true in 

“multiple use” PAs like QENP that host both wildlife and humans.   
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HWC occurs in both urban areas and rural conglomerates, but it occurs with more frequently 

and with more severe consequences inside or in the vicinity of PAs.  These areas are 

characterized by higher densities of wildlife, and problem animals tend to stray into 

cultivated areas in search of food or easy prey, such as cattle and other animal husbandry.   

Large mammals, especially larger herbivores and mammalian carnivores, are usually 

more exposed to HWC.   Elephants, buffalos, hippopotamuses, as well as well-known 

mammalian carnivores, such as lions, leopards, cheetahs, spotted hyenas, and wild dogs, 

are largely identified as problem animals and held responsible for damages to human 

safety and property.  Studies on conflict between elephants and humans in various 

regions of Asia and Africa have identified crop raiding, destruction of property, and 

injuries and death to humans as the main forms of conflict.  Problem elephants frequently 

leave PAs and enter cultivated areas in search of maize, rice, bananas, and cash crops.  In 

doing so, they threaten human safety and damage property by raiding dwellings and food 

storage facilities and trampling water resources.   Hoare (2001) reports that 80% of the 

African elephant’s range lies outside the boundaries of PAs, and the human-elephant 

conflict appears to be on the rise in many African ecosystems as the expanding cultivated 

areas overlap with elephant ranges.  Hoare notes that inadequate human-elephant conflict 

management is frequently a precursor to further decline in the numbers and distribution 

of elephants in these ecosystems. 

Carnivore predations on animal husbandry and human safety concerns are largely 

responsible for human-carnivore conflict.  The survival of carnivores is a function of 
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human population density.  It is proposed to be more likely a stronger function of the 

activities of local community than phenotypes of local carnivores (Woodroffe, 2000).  

The impact of local culture, government policy, and, for certain wildlife, international 

trade is factors that increase the risk of carnivore’s extinction.  

Felids such as lions and leopards are particularly vulnerable to human persecution due to 

their large ranges, which allows them to leave PAs, enter into agropastoral communities, 

and prey on unattended livestock.  Financial costs of livestock predation, although small 

by Western standards, may amount to a large portion of the subsistence herder’s annual 

income.  The majority of PAs do not have compensation policies for carnivore damage.  

Those with some form of a compensation program may require a long time to process 

claims and their compensated amount is often far below the actual damage incurred.   

Mishra (1997) analyzed livestock predation by the snow leopard, Uncia uncia, and the 

wolf, Canis lupus, in three villages around Kibber Wildlife Sanctuary in the Indian trans-

Himalaya.  During a period of 18 months, 189 livestock deaths (18% of the livestock 

holding) were attributed to predation by snow leopard (Mishra, 1997).  The loss per 

household amounted to half the average annual per capita income. The financial 

compensation received by the villagers from the government was only 3% of their 

reported annual loss. 

Lion Population and Human-Lion Conflict 

For centuries lions have globally symbolized courage, nobility, and magnificence. In 

Christian tradition the lion represents Jesus and the lion of Judah has been used in many 
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Christian emblems.  Lions have also been historically hunted by nobility for big-game sport, 

killed by white hunters and safari hunting expeditions, or Masai young men for a show of 

personal bravery and as part of traditional ceremonies.  The severe hunting of lions was 

concomitant with the European settlement in Africa, where lions were shot en masse, 

sometimes hundreds at a time, in Kenya and South Africa (Herne, 1999).  The underlying 

motive for killing the lions was the settlers’ perceived notion of the need for lion 

extermination for their own safety and the safety of their animal husbandry.  Killing of the 

lions intensified in the last three decades of the 20th century in the form of “problem animal 

control” by African agropastoralist and livestock owners.  Their aim was, and continues to 

be, reducing human-lion conflict.  

A quarter century ago, some 75,000 free-ranging African lions, Panthera leo, covered 

many parts of Africa. Today, the lion population has declined by more than two-thirds 

and exists in PAs and fragmented ecosystems of Sub-Saharan Africa.  Except for a few 

hundred endangered Asiatic lions Panthera leo persica subspecies protected in Gir 

National Park, Gujarat, India (Talbot, 1957), lions were completely wiped out of Europe 

during the 1st century AD; and out of North Africa, the Middle East, and Asia between 

1800 and 1950 (see, for example: ALIC, 2006).  The African lion’s current IUCN Red 

List categorization is classified as Vulnerable, with agriculture, human settlement, and 

poisoning the main threats (IUCN, 2002).  

There is wide agreement that the African lion population has been in accelerated decline, 

and the current estimates of African continental total and region-wide population figures 
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represent an all-time low.  There are two recent estimates of the total lion population in 

Africa (Bauer et al., 2005): (a) lion population figures reported by Chardonnet indicate an 

estimated total population of 39,000 within a range of 29,000-47,000 lions (Chardonnet, 

2002), and (b) figures estimated by Bauer and Van der Merwe indicate a total lion 

population of 23,000 within an estimated range of 16,500-30,000 lions (Bauer and Van 

Der Merwe, 2004).   Figures reported by Chardonnet comprise an extrapolation of 

estimates of known lion population into areas where no estimates are available.  Figures 

reported by Bauer and Van Der Merwe are based on a mail survey (conducted in 2002 

and reported in 2004) and compiled estimates of 100 known lion populations, without 

using extrapolated data.  

Comparison of Ferreras and Cousin’s (1996) estimation of 75,800 lions in 1980 (derived 

from modelling calculation) to Bauer and Van Der Merwe’s estimate of 23,000 (in 2002) 

yields a decline of 52,800 lions (70%) during a period of 22 years.  This represents an 

average loss of 2,400 lions per year.  A similar comparison with Chardonnet’s estimated 

39,000 lions in 2002 yields a percent decline of 49%, representing an average annual loss 

of 1,673 lions.  These figures indicate a substantial decline in lion population during the 

past two decades and are supportive of the recommendation of the African Lion Working 

Group (IUCN, 2004) that the lion continue to be classified as Vulnerable on the IUCN 

Red List of Threatened Species (with < 30% of a species population remaining as a cut-

off for classification as Vulnerable).  

Using Bauer and Van der Merwe’s figures, the regional lion population subtotals are 

listed as follows: 
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•  North Africa: 0  

•  West Africa: 850 (range: 450-1,300)  

•  Central Africa: 950 (range: 550-1,550)  

•  East Africa: 11,000 (range: 8,000-15,000) 

•  South Africa: 10,000 (range: 7,500-12,500) 

 

Some two-thirds of the total lion population in Africa is found in only four countries 

(data extracted and calculated from Bauer and Van Der Merwe, 2004, Table 1):  

 

•  Tanzania with 7,073 lions (31% of the total population)  

•  Botswana: 2,918 (12.6%)  

•  South Africa: 2,716 (12%)  

•  Kenya: 2,439 (10.5%) 

 

Besides declining in population, lions have also been contracted from a historical area of 

approximately 12.08 million km2 to a current known range of 1.26 million km2, with the 

largest areas of extirpation being in South Africa (IUCN, 2006).  

There are a number of significant threats causing the shrinkage of the lion population and 

range.  Threats to lions emanating from infectious diseases and possible effects of climate 

change are reported elsewhere (Dybas, 2009; Packer et al., 2001). Human population 

growth, widespread agriculture, expansion of animal husbandry, and timber operations 

are considered the main reasons leading to shrinking habitat. The lions’ remaining 
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territory is being further degraded and fragmented by local agropastoralists and their 

livestock. Conflict with humans is caused mostly by livestock predation by lions and has 

led to lethal control of lions to prevent further predation (Bauer et al., 2001).  Human-lion 

conflict (HLC) over livestock is the leading cause of threat to lions.  

Prevention of livestock predation is a multifaceted problem that requires an 

understanding of many parameters dealing with lion predation behavior.  Lion 

preferences for prey size, temporal and spatial factors that determine the availability and 

abundance of the prey, conditions and frequency of lion attacks on livestock, and types of 

protective fences and kraals for livestock are among the important factors to be reviewed.  

Lions are generally thought to be opportunistic hunters that prefer large ungulates but 

engage in scavenging when needed, (Schaller, 1972).  Hayward and Kerley (2005) 

analyzed results of 32 studies of lion prey preferences over 48 different temporal periods 

and spatial locations.  Results indicated that lions preferentially prey on species within a 

weight range of 190-550 kg.  They classified lion prey selections as “significantly 

preferred,” “preferred,” and “not significantly preferred.”  Lion “significantly preferred” 

prey species are gemsbok, buffalo, wildebeest, giraffe, and zebra, with a species mean 

mass of 290 kg.   The mean mass of all “preferred” species is 201 kg .  Species outside 

the preferred weight range are generally avoided. Species such as roan, sable, and eland, 

that are within the preferred weight range but are not significantly preferred, have 

features that reduce predation either morphologically (e.g., sable horns), ecologically 

(e.g., roan and sable occurring at low density), or behaviorally (e.g., the large herd size 
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and increased vigilance of eland, (Id.)). Warthogs are below the preferred weight range 

yet are taken in accordance with their sympatry with lion, slow evasion speed, and lower 

level of vigilance (Id.).  

Temporal factors characterizing lion predation deal with seasonal differences in 

precipitation that determine availability and changing abundance of preferred prey 

species and lions improved predation success.  Kolowski and Holekamp (2006) identified 

factors associated with temporal and spatial variation in predation rates by lions and other 

predators.   Spotted hyenas (Crocuta crocuta) were responsible for 53% of the attacks on 

livestock.  Attacks by leopards (Panthera pardus) and lions (Panthera leo) were 32%, 

and 15%, respectively. Monthly predation frequency was correlated positively with 

rainfall and negatively with natural prey abundance. Hyenas were more likely to attack 

livestock enclosures constructed of local bush material than those of sturdier “pole” 

timber.  Overall, improved fences, more watchdogs, and high levels of human activity 

were not associated with lower livestock losses to predators.  

Saberwal et al. (1993) analyzed 193 attacks by lions on Maldhari tribesmen and 

conducted interviews with 73 to identify the spatial and temporal factors associated with 

HLC within and adjacent to areas to Gir National Park, India.  Within the period of 1978 

to 1991, an annual average of 14.8 attacks by lions occurred with an average of 2.2 lion-

caused human deaths per year.  Of the attacks, 82% occurred on private lands outside the 

PA.  However, a drought in 1987-1988 precipitated a 5-fold increase in the rates of 

annual conflict (from 7.3 to 40 attacks per year).  Before the drought, the spatial pattern 
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of lion attacks was random. After the drought, attacks were escalated in village 

subdistricts closer to sites where lions were formerly baited by PA officials for tourist 

shows.  Subadult lions were noted to be involved in conflicts in disproportion to their 

relative lower abundance.  Saberwal et al. (1993) noted extensive Maldhari 

dissatisfaction with the government's compensation scheme for lion-depredated livestock.  

In many arid locations lions attack kraals at night during the wet season.  Patterson et al. 

(2004) analyzed 312 attacks by lions and other carnivores (hyenas and cheetahs) that 

claimed 433 head of livestock on two ranches adjoining Tsavo East National Park during 

the four years ending in 1999.  Lions were responsible for 85.9% of the attacks.  They 

attacked mainly cattle at night and the attacks were independent events. Both number of 

attacks and number of stock killed showed significant seasonal differences, and their 

monthly totals correlated positively with precipitation. Lion attacks in arid scrubland 

increase during periods of precipitation. In Tsavo, dry seasons concentrate traditional 

prey, such as kudu and impala, near water reservoirs making them easy targets. In 

contrast, scarcity of traditional prey in the Serengeti and Masai Mara occurs during the 

dry season, when the migrating herds of zebra and wildebeest leave to follow the rains; 

livestock become better alternatives to the resident carnivores.  

The study concluded that on average, wildlife attacks claimed 2.4% of range stock 

annually, and livestock represented approximately 5.8% of the diet of ranch lions 

(Patterson et al., 2004). This predation represented 2.6% of the herd’s estimated 

economic value, and cost the ranch $8,749 per annum (Patterson et al., Table 2).    
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 In many locations several wildlife species are responsible for livestock predation and the 

lions’ share of predation is less than other carnivores. Besides lions, spotted hyena 

(Crocuta crocuta), leopard (Panthera pardus), cheetah, and black-backed jackal (Canis 

mesomelas) prey on livestock and domestic animals. Retributive killing of these predators 

by herdsmen is generally based on the significance of their financial losses and is seldom 

targeted specifically on problem species.  As preventative measures to avoid future 

attacks, lions are killed equally as often as any offending carnivore.  During a period of 

12 months, 481 households in 7 villages outside the Serengeti National Park in Tanzania 

were surveyed. Of all the households surveyed, 27.4% reported losses totaling 4.5% of 

their livestock to wild predators (Holmern et al., 2007). The loss was equivalent to 19.2% 

(US $26.80) of their annual cash income. Livestock predation was caused most often by 

spotted hyena (97.7%), leopard (1.6%), baboon (0.4%), lion (0.1%), and black-backed 

jackal (0.1%). Total reported losses during 2003 amounted to US $12,846.  

In a separate study conducted during 1993-1996 in a 33-km2 area of the Gokwe 

communal land bordering the Sengwa Wildlife Research Area (Zimbabwe), 241 livestock 

were killed by wildlife.  Baboons (Papio ursinus Kerr) with 52% of the kills, lions with 

34%, and leopards  with12% were the prime predators (Butler, 2001).   Lions and 

leopards jumped into kraals at night and killed cattle (Bos indicus), donkeys (Equus 

asinus), and other animals. In 1995, predators killed 5% of livestock holdings, double 

that recorded by other African studies. The annual total value of losses depended on the 

degree of lion predation on the most valuable species, cattle and donkeys. The average 



 

35 
 

annual loss per livestock-owning household was US $13, or 12% of each household’s net 

annual income. Losses could be reduced by improving kraal defenses against predators. 

Traditional African kraals and bomas are generally simple structures built to keep the 

livestock confined and as such offer no protective shelters against predator attacks (see 

kraal photos in Exhibits A1-A5, Appendix 3 of this work).  Ogada et al. (2003) studied 

rates of livestock predation and monitored retributive killing predators by farmers in 

livestock-producing areas of the Laikipia District, Kenya. Farmers killed more lions, 

leopards, and spotted hyenas where these predators killed more livestock.  Cattle, sheep, 

and goats experienced the lowest predation rates when attentively herded by day and 

enclosed in traditional bomas by night. Construction of the bomas, the presence of 

watchdogs, and high levels of human activity around the bomas were all associated with 

lower losses to predators.  

 Even in areas with repeat livestock predation, lethal control of the carnivores was used 

more frequently than better fortification of the livestock kraals.  Woodroffe and Frank 

(2005) quantified the impact of lethal control associated with livestock predation on a 

population of African lions living outside a PA.  Mortality was four times higher among 

lions radio-collared in association with attacks on livestock, than among lions with no 

known history of stock killing. Also, mortality was higher among lions whose home 

ranges overlapped properties with nontraditional livestock husbandry.  
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Conflict Assessment 

A number of assessments emerge from the review of the preceding human-wildlife 

conflict.  They are summarized as follows: 

•   Wildlife, particularly carnivores, cause serious human safety issues.  In turn, 

retributive lethal control of the predators by humans causes serious population 

decline and may lead to gradual extirpation of the targeted predator subspecies.  

•   Severe financial damages caused by wildlife, especially carnivore predation on 

livestock, often involve losses accruing in very poor communities.  These losses 

are generally uncompensated and are particularly significant among African 

subsistence farmers and pastoralists.  Such conflicts reinforce more negative 

community attitudes toward the carnivores causing retaliatory lethal actions 

against the predators.   

•   Human-lion conflict in Africa has decimated the free-ranging African lion 

populations over the past several decades.  More than two-thirds of the entire lion 

populations are now confined within the PAs of only four African countries. 

•   The PAs have become the last strongholds of the remaining African lion 

populations.  Many PAs and their surroundings are, however, multiple use 

landscapes where lions, wild preys, humans, and their livestock coexist.  These 

are the conflicts areas where the threat of lions to human safety is significant. 
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•   To resolve the human-lion conflict issue, some PAs have adopted a community-

based conservation approach that encourages greater community participation in 

the PA conservation tasks.  The PA community conservation approach with its 

tourism revenue sharing program recognizes the socioeconomic costs of PA 

restrictions vis-à-vis the local communities’ need for and dependency on PA 

natural resources and related revenues.   

•   Institutional establishment of CC programs and tourism revenue sharing do not 

guarantee the involvement of the communities in lion conservation efforts.  

Effective management of CC and revenue sharing programs is a key element in 

successful implementation of these conservation programs. 

•   The economic benefits from the CC revenue sharing programs seem generally to 

be targeted toward community development projects, rather than assisting the 

pastoralists or individuals who disproportionately suffer the costs of conflict.  

Furthermore, such community projects are often inadequate, grossly mismanaged, 

and of substandard quality and use.    

•   A common perception amongst the local communities is that the lions are 

conserved at the cost of community safety and uncompensated financial losses.  

This further exasperates negative attitudes toward the lion conservation program 

and wildlife as a whole.  Unless lions are perceived to have direct benefits and 

tangible value by the PA communities, they will be persecuted by the 

communities. 
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The main objectives of this study consist of evaluating human-lion conflict in the 

northern sector of Queen Elizabeth National Park (QENP), and evaluating the effects of 

UWA’s Revenue Sharing Program in QENP by visiting the sites of the economic 

development projects implemented in QENP villages.   
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3.  THE STUDY AREA 
 
 
 
 
The Republic of Uganda 

Uganda is a country in East Africa, bordered on the east by Kenya, the north by Sudan, 

the west by the Democratic Republic of Congo, the southwest by Rwanda, and the south 

by Tanzania.  During the 1950s and 1960s, Uganda was one of the major tourism 

destinations in East Africa, with the number of visitors coming close to the one million 

mark in 1970.  The civil wars in the 1970s and early 1980s destroyed much of Uganda’s 

infrastructure and contracted the number of tourists to 25,000 in 1986 (WTTC, 2009).  

Since then, the country has returned to peace and relative political stability and the 

number of tourists is following an upward trend.  

Recent economic data indicate that in 2008 the contribution of travel and tourism to 

Uganda’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) was UGX 2,121.2 billion, equivalent to US 

$1,161.0 million, or 9.2% of Uganda’s GDP.  By 2018 this contribution is expected to 

reach UGX  5,080 billion, equivalent to US $2.230 million (WTTC, 2009).  The 

contribution of the travel and tourism economy to Uganda’s total employment is expected 

to remain level at 420,000 jobs in 2008 (7.4% of total employment), or 1 in every 13.6 

jobs, and is projected to increase to 565,000 jobs in 2018 (Id.).  Tourist arrival to Uganda 

increased to 140,000 in 2007, about double the 77,000 recorded in 2003 (UBOS, 2009).  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/East_Africa
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kenya
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sudan
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Democratic_Republic_of_Congo
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rwanda
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tanzania
http://www.kilimanjaro.com/uganda/parkug.htm##
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Employment generated by ecotourism-related activities continues to be of benefit to local 

communities.  Ecotourism in Uganda generates revenues from park entry fees, licenses, 

and tourist expenditures on lodging, transportation, and tours.  As one of Uganda’s top 

foreign currency earners, ecotourism is an important source of hard currency earnings 

and of substantional benefit to local communities. Ecotourism sustains Uganda’s 

Revenue Sharing Program for local communities, whereby 20% of a park entrance fee is 

allocated to local community development projects including building schools, clinics, 

protective fences, and local infrastructures.  

With the assistance of various donor countries, the rehabilitation of the national parks in 

Uganda is under way.  Uganda has 10 national parks (see Figure 1), maintained by the 

Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA): 

 
Bwindi Impenetrable National Park  

Kibale Forest Primate Reserve  

Kidepo Valley National Park  

Lake Mburo National Park  

Mgahinga Gorilla National Park  

Mount Elgon National Park  

Murchison Falls National Park  

http://www.kilimanjaro.com/uganda/parkug.htm##
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Queen Elizabeth National Park  

Rwenzori Mountains National Park  

Semuliki National Park  

 

Figure 1. Uganda National Parks and Protected Areas. 
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Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA) and Community Conservation Policy 

UWA was established in 1996 by the Uganda Wildlife statute, now the Wildlife Act 200 

of the Laws of Uganda 2000.  UWA is mandated to manage Uganda’s 10 National Parks, 

12 Wildlife Reserves, 13 Wildlife Sanctuaries, and 13 Community Wildlife Areas.  UWA 

is further responsible for monitoring and controlling problem animals inside and outside 

protected areas (PAs).  The Wildlife Act stipulates collaborative management with 

strategic partners, consisting of local communities, local government or government 

agencies, international conservation organizations, and non government organizations.  

UWA’s Community Conservation (CC) program (contained in Strategic Program 1) was 

adopted to harmonize the relationship between PA management and local communities to 

ensure benefit sharing and to encourage local community participation in planning and 

management of PA resources.  UWA adopted several CC initiatives.  A summary of these 

programs is listed as follows: 

● Community Protected Area Institutions (CPI):  The CPIs are to encourage 

participation of local communities and other stakeholders in wildlife and PA 

management. 

● Problem Animal Management:  This program deals with problems related to 

human-wildlife conflict.  According to the terms of CC Policy Guiding Principles: 

“Human-wildlife conflicts should be resolved in order to build a positive attitude 

towards wildlife by the public, and to minimize the conservation costs to those 

who bear them most.” 
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● Revenue Sharing Scheme:  The Wildlife Act provides that 20% of park entrance 

fees be given to the local governments of the communities inside and adjacent to 

the parks charging the fees. 

● Other Policy Provisions of CC:  All key stakeholders are encouraged to 

participate in PA planning, management, negotiation, and the resource utilization 

process.  Environmental and conservation education and communications are 

emphasized as necessary tools to promote positive attitudes, knowledge, and 

conservation of the wildlife and protection of PA resources. 

Uganda's Decentralization Program and Local Councils (LCs) 

To understand how these programs are implemented, it is important to understand the 

structure of Uganda’s government bureaucracy.  Uganda’s 1993 decentralization program 

consisted of a series of legal reforms and promulgation of the 1997 Local Government Act. It 

established a hierarchy of local representation by several levels of Local Councils (LCs).  All 

Ugandan adults automatically become members of their geographical council (from the 

village level to larger urban zones) and directly elect a nine-person committee to administer 

its local governance (Birungi et al., 2000).  The basic unit of local government is the district, 

which consists of subcounties.  Subcounties consist of parishes and these parishes consist of 

villages with the smallest political unit, referred to as “LC1.” 

LC1 is at the village level, followed by LC2 at the parish level, LC3 at the subcounty level, 

LC4 at the county level, and LC5 at the district level.  LC1, LC3, and LC5 chairpersons (or 
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“Councillors”) are elected by the constituencies. Members of LC2 and LC4 (administrative 

councils) are selected by the lower council executive members: LC1 executive members 

select LC2, and those of LC2 and LC3 select LC4.  The executive committees consist of a 

Chairperson (referred to as “LC1,” “LC2,” etc.), a General Secretary, and Secretaries for 

Women, Finance, Security, Youth, Information, Mass Mobilization, Social Services, and 

Education.  The committees have statutory power to make decisions pertaining to the 

development of their local areas and to administer local justice through LC courts.  The 

duties of the LCs include matters of local revenue, expenditure, and budget; community law 

and order; gathering of criminal data; and establishment of bylaws that reflect local needs 

(Birungi et al., 2000). 

Description of the Study Area: Queen Elizabeth National Park  

The following information about the Park is based on the Queen Elizabeth National Park 

(QENP) General Management Plan for 2000-2010 (Olivier, 2000); additional information 

from this document is reported in Appendix 1.  Queen Elizabeth Protected Area (QEPA) 

is comprised of QENP with an area of 1,978 km2, and two adjoining wildlife reserves: 

Kyambura with 157 km2 and Kigezi with 256 km2.  QEPA is situated on the equator 

(between latitudes   0◦
15’N and 0

◦
35’S and longitudes 29

◦
35’W and 30

◦
20’ E) within the 

Albertine Rift Valley and forms part of an extensive transboundary ecosystem that 

includes Kibale National Park to the northeast and Rewenzori Mountains National Park 

to the northwest (both in Uganda) and the Park National des Virunga in the Democratic 

Republic of Congo (Olivier, Op. Cit.).   QENP was first established as a game reserve in 
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1934 and was granted national park status in 1952.  It is a semiarid area with typically 

two dry and two wet seasons annually.  The dry seasons are approximately from 

December to February and from June to August.  The wet seasons are from March to 

May and September to November.  The annual precipitation varies widely within the 

Park.  It averages 1,200 mm near the rift wall.  Around Lakes Edward and George it 

averages about 500 mm.  The PA territory comprises a range of diverse habitats, 

including open grassland, grassland with thickets, thick bush, forests, wetlands, and 250 

km of lakeshore.  It borders lakes Edward and George and contains, Kazinga Channel, a 

range of crater lakes, and a wetland.  A general and vegetation map of QENP is presented 

in Appendix 1.  QEPA supports 556 recorded bird species and several large carnivores 

represented by lion, leopard, and spotted hyena.  The Park’s notable primates are 

chimpanzee and red-tailed colobus monkey.  There are also elephants, buffalos, 

hippopotamuses, Uganda kobs, waterbucks, topies, and warthogs.   

The boundaries of the QEPA have never adequately been marked on the ground.  In 

many instances, legal descriptions are either missing or poorly or inaccurately described.  

Many of the PA boundary markers have been shifted or removed completely by the 

settlers, exacerbating land use problems with livestock, settlement, and cultivation 

encroachment. 
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QENP Villages 

In 1964 four fishing villages were legally established (locally referred to as “gazetted”) as 

wildlife sanctuary inside QENP public enclaves: Hamukungu, Kasenyi, Katunguru-B 

(Bushenyi Sub-county), and Katwe-Kabatoro.  The boundaries of these villages were 

legally described but not adequately marked on the ground (Olivier, 2000).  Even where 

boundary demarcations exist, trespass with livestock occurs frequently.  Six other 

nongazetted villages exist within QEPA: Kahendero, Kasenyi, Katunguru-K (Kasese 

District), Kayanja, Kazinga, and Rwenshama.  A seventh nongazetted village, Kashaka, 

lies inside the Kyambura Wildlife Reserve.  The absence of legal status of these seven 

villages makes the role of UWA in managing activities within these villages vague (Id.). 

According to figures reported in 2000 the population of these 11 villages was 30,000.  An 

additional 50,000 people lived in 52 parishes bordering the QEPA (Id.). With an average 

annual population growth rate of more than 3.5%, the 2009 population size of the 

communities within QENP is estimated to be more than 100,000.  PA natural resources 

commercially exploited or used for subsistence purposes include lake fish, firewood, salt 

and metal mining, timber, thatching grass, papyrus, sand, murram, and pasture.  Under a 

semiformal arrangement with UWA, a limited number of activities, including subsistence 

levels of fishing and firewood harvesting, are allowed, but the current scale of QEPA 

resource extraction seems to have exceeded sustainable levels of resource exploitation 

(Id.).    
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The living standards of people living in and around QENP are predominantly low and, in 

the absence of alternative livelihood options, there is a tendency to turn to unsustainable 

exploitation of the Park resources.  Such activities include over-fishing, grazing livestock, 

and exploitation of game meat, firewood, and timber.  Coupled with increasing 

population pressure and inefficient land use, resource extraction in the Park has led to 

further degradation of natural resources in the areas within and outside QENP.  

Consequences of living within and along the boundary of QEPA are similar to those 

borne by local communities living next to PAs elsewhere in Africa.  As people encroach 

into land designated as wildlife habitat in the national parks, their crops are eaten or 

trampled by wildlife, livestock are predated by large carnivores as lions and leopards, and 

people are injured and in some cases killed by wildlife.  In the absence of effective 

human-wildlife conflict control, families living within or near the PA have taken to 

poaching and retaliatory elimination of the carnivores, particularly the QENP lions.   

Population Trend of Major Wildlife Species in QENP 

Table 1 shows trends in large mammal populations in recent decades (Olivier, 2000).  

Mammal numbers were reduced sharply due to heavy poaching during the political and 

economic turmoil of the 1970s and 1980s before beginning to recover in the 1990s and 

thereafter.  The absence of lion population data in this table, according to the QENP 

General Management Plan for 2000-2010, is because in QENP “lion population is not 

statistically known” (Oliver, 2000). 
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Table 1.  Population Trends of Major Wildlife Species in QENP. 

Year Elephant Buffalo Hippo Kob Topi Waterbuck Warthog 

To 1973 2,500 18,000 11,000 15,000 4,600 3,500 4,000 

1980 150 4,200 5,000 20,000 1,500 2,100 1,100 

1988-91 400 5,000 2,200 18,000 400 1,500 1,600 

1995 1,100 17,000 2,800 31,000 500 1,800 1,200 

1999 1,300 7,000 2,900 21,000 325 2,200 1,900 

2000-02 1,100 10,000 3,400 32,000 94 4,500 2,400 

2004-05 2,497 6,777 2,632 17,440 440 3,382 1,880 

 

 

During the period of 1973-2005, the reported wildlife population in QENP generally 

declined.  Some of the wildlife population figures for 1995 (for instance buffalo and kob) 

seem relatively inconsistent. 

Availability of QENP Lion Demographic and Conflict Data 

Although there are widespread reports of human-lion conflict (HLC) in QENP, no formal 

records of the nature or frequency of such incidences exist. Library searches by the 

author at UWA headquarters in Kampala, Makerere University, and QENP resulted in no 

documentation of HLC occurrences in QENP or any other PAs in Uganda.  According to 

the Warden of Law Enforcement and other wardens, QENP does not keep track of HLC 

occurrences.  Initial information dealing with the nature of QENP HLC was collected by 
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the author using sparse data available in QENP internal memoranda and discussions with 

QENP wardens and rangers.  They indicated livestock predation was the most prevalent 

cause of HLC in the Park.  Cattle owners’ response to predation was the killing of the 

Park’s lions by poisoning, spearing, wire snaring, or other forms of lethal trapping 

techniques.  Another major cause of conflict in the Park according to these reports was 

the threat to human safety by lions straying into the villages and occasionally injuring or 

even killing humans.  

Similarly, there are no documented QENP lion demographic data that describe current or 

historical lion population by gender, age group, fertility, and mortality rates.  The only 

reliable source of recent lion population census in the northern sector of QENP (where 

most of the HLCs have occurred in the last three decades) is Driciru’s 1998 Makerere 

University MS thesis (Driciru, 1999).  In addition to QENP lion population information, 

this document incorporates a survey of QENP community attitudes and perception about 

the Park lions that will be used in this study for comparative purposes.  Similar 

community survey studies were conducted by Driciru in Murchison Falls National Park, 

Uganda (hereinafter referred to as “MFNP”), where many of the 1998 survey questions 

were used (Driciru, 2006).  Another reliable source is Ziwa’s report on lion population in 

the southern sector of QENP, Ishasha (Ziwa, 2006).  Ziwa’s report also includes a survey 

of the Ishasha’s community attitudes toward the Park lions.   
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Estimated Number of QENP Lions 

The QENP lion population study conducted in 1998-1999 by Driciru (1999) indicated a 

lion population within the 160-210 range.  In this study the southern sector of QENP 

(Ishasha) accounted for 29 lions.  The 2002 estimated population range of QENP lions 

reported to Bauer and Van Der Merwe for their African lion inventory studies was 140-

260 (Bauer and Van Der Merwe, 2004, Table 1, page 29).  Since no systematic recount of 

QENP lions occurred in 1998-2002, the latter range is basically the same as the 1998 

population range with a wider uncertainty band (200 ± 60 for 2002 vs. 185 ± 25 in 1998).  

A report by Treves et al. (2009) predicts that the combined number of lions in QENP and 

in the adjacent Parc National des Virunga in Democratic Republic of Congo could have 

been 221 lions in 2004. 

A review of QENP memoranda and quarterly reports indicates that in mid-2006 number 

of lions in the southern sector of QENP was thought to be 36 (QENP, 2006), with the 

following structure (Ziwa, 2006): 

Pride Kaplan: 2 adult male lions, 3 adult female lions, 4 cubs (3 males, 1 female) 

Pride Dan: 2 adult male lions, 5 adult female lions, 14 cubs (10 males, 4 females) 

Scar face: 2 adult male lions, 2 adult female lions, 2 cubs (unknown gender) 

The mid-2006 lion population in the northern sector of QENP was reported to be 54, 

belonging to 8 prides (QENP, op. cit.), with the following age structure:  
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Total number of prides: 8; total number of adult male lions: 3; total number of adult 

female lions: 15; total number of male cubs and subadults: 23; total number of female 

cubs and subadults: 13.  In 1998 the lion population in the northern sector of QENP was 

reported to be 76, belonging to 9 prides (Driciru, op. cit.).  Figure 2 presents the lion 

sightings in the northern section of QENP. 

 

 

Figure 2. Lion Sightings in Northern QENP. 
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Thus, the total number of observed lions in the southern and northern sectors of QENP in 

2007 was 54 + 36 = 90.  These inhabit a Park area of about 992 km2, making an average 

lion density of 9.07 lions per 100 km2.  The net remaining area of QENP suitable as lion 

habitat is 875 km2.  Assuming the same observed lion density for the latter area, the 

residual area would hold a calculated population of 8.75 x 9.07 = 79 lions.  Thus, the total 

estimated 2007 lion population in QENP is 169 ± 40. 

At the time of informal interviews, the author was confidentially informed that an entire 

pride of nine lions had been killed by a Basongora cattle owner and his friends.  The 

cattle owner had lost some livestock for which he knew there would be no compensation 

from the Park.  He never reported the predation to Park authorities and proceeded with 

killing the lions.  By taking into the account the eight eliminated lions, the estimated total 

lion population in QENP should be corrected to 160 ± 40. 
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4.  INTERVIEW METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
 
The methodological framework for collection and analysis of survey information 

highlights the complementary characteristics of two types of approach: a quantitative, 

questionnaire-based, structured technique and a less formal qualitative survey method 

that can provide more in-depth understanding of the issue (Marsland et al., NA). 

In this study both types of survey methodologies were applied.  The quantitative surveys 

consisted of two sets of formal, questionnaire-based, cross-sectional interviews, followed 

by qualitative surveys with open-ended questions focusing on “hot spot locations” and 

“target sample” individuals.  Hot spot locations were Queen Elizabeth National Park 

(QENP) villages known for higher incidences of human-lion conflict and target samples 

were individuals with personal human-lion conflict experience or awareness of such 

occurrences in the Park.  The qualitative survey selections were made in consultation 

with the QENP Warden of Research and Monitoring and community Local Council 

(LC1s) or local environmental activists.  The design, planning, and conducting of both 

types of surveys adhered to the general survey guidelines given in “What Is a Survey” 

and similar literature (Scheuren, NA).  

Two questionnaire-based interview sessions were conducted by trained community 

members within a two-week period of each other.  At the start of each interview, the 



 

54 
 

interviewer described the scope of the survey, explained the voluntary nature of the 

interview, and informed individual respondents of their options to skip any question they 

did not wish to answer or not to participate in the interview.  Only a few individuals 

chose the latter option.  An interviewer read each question, provided clarifications when 

needed, and transcribed the respondent’s answers in the questionnaire form.  The 

qualitative techniques were conducted by the author and consisted of informal interviews, 

discussions, and visits to the Community Conservation (CC) sponsored development 

projects.  Where permitted, some of the informal interviews and current status of the CC 

projects were videotaped or photographed.  

The selection of survey villages, survey methods and procedures, contents of the 

questionnaire forms, and the outlines of the informal interviews were reviewed in 

advance with the QENP Warden of Research and Monitoring and the Warden of 

Community Conservation.  The wardens’ comments, mostly of procedural nature to 

obtain unbiased answers from respondents, were followed.  At the village level, prior to 

conducting the interviews, the survey forms and procedures were discussed with LC1s or 

their deputies.  Meetings with LC1s were facilitated by the project guide and interpreter 

Tom Friday.  

The questionnaire interviews, except for the ones conducted by Tom in his home village 

in Lake Katwe, were all conducted by local community leaders or environmental 

activists.  The interviewers were trained by the author and Tom on how to conduct 

interviews with the local people and were instructed to emphasize that the work was 
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independent from the QENP.  They were instructed to describe the main purpose of the 

questionnaire as an academic research effort to collect community perceptions, opinions, 

and suggestions aimed at understanding human-lion conflicts in QENP.  The respondents 

were informed that there was no compensation for their interviews and they had the 

option to skip any question or terminate the interview at any time.  The respondents were 

also advised that a final copy of the interview results (and not the individual 

questionnaires) would be submitted to QENP and Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA).  

Following the completion of each interview, completed questionnaires were reviewed 

and the individual responses were entered in an MS EXCEL 2003 file for statistical 

processing of the responses (e.g., frequency distributions, histograms, pie charts, and 

values of chi-squared) by EXCEL spreadsheet functions and the STATA Version 9.2 

program.  

First QENP Community Survey 

The first quantitative survey of the QENP communities, hereinafter referred to as 

“Survey 1” or “Questionnaire 1,” consisted of interviewing 321 individuals in seven 

villages.  The surveyed communities with respective number of respondents and 

percentages are shown in Table 2.  Selection of these communities was based on two 

considerations: preliminary information about higher incidences of human-lion conflict in 

these areas and the inclusion of the villages surveyed by Driciru (1999).   

Each survey was preceded by a meeting with the respective LC1 and other community 

activists to discuss the purpose of the survey and the independent nature of the work from 
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UWA and QENP and to obtain their concurrence to proceed with the survey.  Following 

the survey procedures, interviewers randomly selected community members and 

conducted the individual interviews using the questions of Questionnaire 1 (Appendix 2).  

 

Table 2.  QENP Parishes Interviewed for the First Survey 

DISTRICT SUBCOUNTY PARISHES 
INTERVIEWED 

RESPONDENTS 
PER PARISH  

Kasese Lake Katwe Hamakungu 38 (12%) 

Kasenyi 22 (7%) 

Kyambura 23 (7%) 

Lake Katwe 49 (15%) 

 Munkunyu Nyakatonzi 32 (10%) 

 Kasese T. Council Kasese Town 126 (39%) 

         Busheny  Katunguru Katunguru-B 31 (10%) 

Total number of respondents 321 (100%) 

 

 

Information about Survey Respondents 

Of a total of 321 respondents, 208 were male (65%) and 113 were female (35%), with the 

age group distribution shown in Figure 3.  Figure 4 shows the number of respondents per 

age group.  Respondents within the age group of 20-49 constituted 66% of the 

respondents.  Of the respondents, 77.5% were Christians, 16% Muslems, and the 

remaining 6.5% belonged to other designations.   
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Figure 3. Number of Female and Male Survey Respondents per Age Group (year). 

 

Figure 4. Respondents Distribution by Age Group. 
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Questions Related to Community Conservation Program and Revenue   

Several questions were created to assess the respondents awareness of UWA’s CC and its 

Revenue Sharing Program.  The majority of respondents were in fact aware of the 

UWA’s Park Revenue Sharing Program.  Of the respondents, 44% considered their 

community’s share as “small,” while 10% considered it a “large” portion.  Of the 

respondents, only 15.5% of the respondents knew the exact portion of the Park revenues 

(20%) allocated annually to the communities within or bordering QENP (Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5.  % Respondents Vs. Perceived Portion of Park’s Revenue Received by QENP 
Communities.  
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Of those interviewed, 229 respondents (71.5%) believed that lions ought to be conserved.  

Of these, 102 respondents (44.5%) attributed their lion conservation views to the Park 

revenues from ecotourism, and 89 individuals (39%) thought lions were a natural heritage 

to be protected. 

The percent affirmative answers to whether tourists are beneficial to respondents’ 

communities were 89%.   Many of the “no” answers were based on such personal 

comments as “tourists take our pictures without our consent,” “some tourists may be 

agents of our neighboring countries,” and “female tourists do not wear proper attire.”  Of 

the respondents, 79.5%, of those who considered tourists beneficial attributed their 

answer to the economic benefits of ecotourism to their community and the inflow of 

foreign currency into the country as a whole.  Of all the respondents, 13.5% viewed the 

benefits of ecotourism in terms of helping the country’s conservation efforts, as well as 

the cultural exchange that occurs between tourists and Ugandans. 

Of the respondents, 45% believed the tourists like lions because they do not have lions in 

their own countries, 35% attributed tourists’ appreciation for lions to the fact that lions 

are exciting to see (35%), and 6% believed tourists liked the lions because they are 

photogenic.  The “praised” answers to the question: “Should tourists be praised or blamed 

for their support of the lion conservation efforts?” was answered “praised” by 83.5%.  Of 

these respondents, 65.5% explained their affirmative answers were due to the fact that 

lions attract more visitors to the Park, which in turn enhances communities’ Park revenue 

shares.  Of the “praised” responses, 28% were based on tourists’ support of conservation 
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programs and cultural interactions with Ugandans.  The “blamed” answers were mostly 

explained by the belief that the tourists’ support of the Park lions would increase the 

human-lion conflicts in their communities. 

Of the respondents, 97% indicated that lions should not be killed for healing or any 

traditional medicinal purpose, and 18% of all respondents were aware of the usage of lion 

parts for witchcraft and traditional medicine.  The respondents were asked to suggest the 

legal consequences for persons killing a lion in terms of incarceration, monetary fines, 

and no consequence.  Of the respondents, 52.5% indicated incarceration and 22.5% chose 

monetary fines.  The majority of the remaining “no consequence” respondents seem to 

have assumed a self-defense reason for killing the lions. 

Views about QENP Officials 

Community members were asked if the QENP officials are generally doing a good job 

(yes or no) and if affirmative, the respondents were asked to rank the officials’ 

performance in terms of excellent, good, average, or mediocre.  Of the respondents, 253 

(81.5%) responded “yes” that the Park officials are generally doing a good job.  The 

ranking responses were as follows: Excellent: 11%; Good: 60%; Average: 28.5%; 

Mediocre: 0.5%.  Respondents were asked the same question about the Park officials’ 

performance concerning the Park’s efforts in preventing/mitigating the human-lion 

conflict in their communities.  Of the respondents, 178 (55.5%) responded that the Park 

officials are doing a good job.  The ranking responses were as follows: Excellent: 9%; 

Good: 46%; Average: 44%; Mediocre: 1%. 
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It should be noted that results of a second community survey (see the Second Set of 

Community Surveys, Questionnaire 2, in Appendix 2) indicated that more than half of the 

survey respondents thought any negative comments about the Park officials might cause 

possible future repercussions for them. 

Community Perception and Experiences with Lions 

Of the respondents, 95% considered lions the most dangerous animal they knew.  Of 

these, 65% justified their answer because lions devour humans and 19% attributed their 

answer to lion predation of livestock. Of the respondents, 52%  considered adult females 

as the most dangerous lions, 36% thought all lions were equally dangerous, and 11.5% 

ranked the male lions as the most menacing to humans. 

Of the total respondents, 65% had seen lions and 55% of them had seen lions in their own 

communities.  Of these, 45% had seen 1-2 lions, 30% had seen 3-5 lions, and 22% had 

seen prides of lions exceeding 5.  The percentage of respondents who had heard lion roars 

was 64% (Figure 6).  Of the respondents who had heard lions, 64% had heard lions in 

their own community.  Expectedly, the respondents of the communities within the Park 

that are in proximity to lions’ habitats had a higher percent of lion sighting and hearing 

experiences than the community members living on or outside the QENP boundaries. 
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Figure 6. Percent of Respondents Who Heard Lions in Different Locations.  

 

The “yes” answers to the question: “Have you seen/heard about a lion attack in your 

community?” totaled 163 (51%).  Of these respondents, 39.5% answered that the lion 

encounter or attack occurred in 2006, 40% dated the event to 2001 or before.  The 

remaining answers included the years within the range from 2002 to 2005. Of all 

respondents, 112 (35%) maintained that a lion attack occurred in their own community, 

while 30 individuals (9.5%) heard of the lion attack in a nearby community.  Of the 163 

respondents who had seen or heard about a lion attack, 68.5% indicated that the attacks 

occurred in their own community, and 18.5% said that the attacks happened in a nearby 

community. The remaining 13% did not indicate where the attacks occurred.  Of all the 
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respondents, 68 (21%) maintained that the lion attack resulted in human death.  Of these 

respondents, 27 reported knowing about 1 death, 41 reported 2 deaths.  Fifty-five (17.1%) 

respondents reported they were aware of human injuries caused by lions.  Of the reported 

lion attacks in QENP, 108 (33.5%) responses indicated knowing about livestock 

predation.  The number of “livestock killed” was reported by 56 respondents to be 6.  

Other reported livestock predations numbered four (by 19 respondents), two, three, and 

five (each response given by 5 respondents).  Other numbers of livestock killed by the 

lions (1 and more than 6) were given by the remaining 18 respondents. 

Of all the respondents, 159 (49.5%) indicated that when the lions were seen in their 

communities, they called the Park officials for help.  Of those respondents who called for 

help, 46 (29%) reported that Park officials came to the community and helped, 65 (41%) 

respondents indicated that the Park officials did not come, and 31 (19.5%) respondents 

reported that when the Park officials arrived it was too late to help.  According to 95 

(29.6%) respondents the strayed lion was scared away by the community members, 20 

(6.2%) respondents indicated that the lion left the community on its own, and 41 

respondents (12.8%) reported that the lion was killed by the community members.  

In answering the question “When lions come to your village/town, how should people 

react?”, 164 respondents (51%) chose “Report to Park officials,” 97 (30%) selected 

“Report to community leaders”, 31 (9.5%) chose the “Scare it away” answer,  and 13 

(4%) selected “Wait for lion to go away.”  Only 16 (5%) of the respondents responded 

“Kill the lion.”  The question that followed asked the respondents “What is the best way 
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to deal with a lion when it comes to your town/village?” This question was a modified 

version of the previous question to establish if the respondents’ answers showed 

consistency. Of the respondents, 176 (55%) chose “Call the authorities and wait 

patiently,” 111 (34.5%) chose “Make loud noises,” 8 (2.5%) chose “Do not contact Park 

officials, they may cause trouble later,” and 8 (2.5%) responded “Kill the lion as soon as 

possible.”  Of the respondents, 259 (80.5%) thought that lion conservation was the 

responsibility of the Park officials; 29 respondents (9%) thought it was the responsibility 

of the local leaders, and 25 (8%) indicated that the community was responsible for lion 

conservation.   

To determine “What is the best way to protect people and their livestock from lions?” 

respondents chose the following conflict prevention options: 

•  Park should be fenced: 103 (32%) chose this option. 

•  People should be taught how to avoid lions: 95 (29.5%) chose this answer. 

•  Lions near villages should be moved to a zoo: 73 (22.5%) chose this answer. 

•  Park should provide food for lions: 40 (12.5%) selected this option. 

•  Lions near villages should be killed: 10 (3.1%) opted for this answer. 

To establish community conflict prevention preferences, respondents were asked: “What 

is the best way to protect lions from people?” Of the respondents, 103 (32%) chose: 

“Park should move people away from National Park to safer places”; 91 (28.5%) 

selected: “Lions near villages should be fed by the Park”; 88 (27.5%) indicated that 
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“Except for self defense, people should never kill lions”; and 39 (12%) respondents chose 

“People who kill lions should be severely punished.”  In a related conflict prevention 

question, respondents were asked if they had heard of a Park-organized meeting or 

gathering about how to prevent conflicts with lions.  Only 68 (21%) respondents had ever 

heard of such a meeting in their community the remaining 253 (79%) answers were “no.” 

To assess conflict mitigation preferences, they were asked “How should the Park officials 

protect the lions from people’s retaliation/killing?” Of the respondents, 193 respondents 

(60%) chose “Compensate damages caused by lions,” 90 (28%) answered “Teach 

community how to prevent conflicts with lions,” and 32 (10%) chose “Create 

fences/trenches to discourage lions.”  Only 5 (1.5%) respondents selected “Lions should 

not be protected.” 

The question that followed the mitigation preferences asked where the funds for damage 

compensation should come from. Of the respondents, 196 (61%) respondents chose: 

“Park entrance fees should be raised by 25%,” 70 (22%) selected “Park should solicit 

donation,” 50 (15.5%) chose “Park should do special fundraising activities.”  Only 5 

(1.5%) respondents opted for “Cattle owners should acquire some form of insurance 

coverage.”  Respondents were asked to write their comments about “What should Park 

officials do to improve human-lion conflict?” Of the respondents, 96 (30%) indicated 

Park compensation for lion-caused damages, 85 (26.5%) indicated that community 

conservation awareness should be increased, and 39 (12%) indicated the Park should 

involve more community members in the matters related to conservation and Park 



 

66 
 

management.  Other comments covered a variety of options including better monitoring 

of the stray lions, a faster emergency response time by the Park rangers, the translocation 

of recent refugee-settlers out of the Park, and allowing cattle owners to have watchdogs 

and guns.   

Comparison of Responses with the 1998 Survey 

To assess the local attitudes and perceptions toward lions and lion conservation in QENP 

communities, Driciru’s 1998 survey included four QENP communities, eight questions, 

and 106 respondents (Driciru, 1999).  To perform a comparative analysis with the results 

of Driciru’s community survey, Survey 1 in the current study selected the four 

communities surveyed by Driciru and included three additional villages with higher 

incidences of human-lion conflict.  This survey consisted of seven communities, 56 

questions (including Driciru’s eight questions), and 321 respondents.  A comparison of 

the results of this survey with the corresponding Driciru findings may indicate possible 

changes in community attitudes during the 8 years that have elapsed since the first study.  

It may also help determine possible variables influencing the observed changes. 

The ages of the 106 respondents of the 1998 survey ranged between 10 and 65 years.  Of 

the 1998 survey respondents, 67% were less than 20 years old with 56% males, and 44% 

females.  In this 2007 study there were 41 (12.8%) respondents less than 20 years old 

(referred to as “the young respondents”), 61% males and 39% females.  The young 

respondents who had seen lions were 61% of the total.  This is higher than the figures 

reported in the 1998 survey, where the reported figures of young respondents seeing lions 
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of the communities of Hamukungu, Kasese, and Katwe are 46%, 58%, and 44%, 

respectively.  The 1998 survey reported figure that 50% of the adults had seen lions is 

less than the 67% obtained for this study.   

Only 47% of the 1998 respondents considered lions as the most dangerous animals, while 

the corresponding figure in this study is 95%.  Such a high discrepancy may be attributed 

to higher frequencies of human-lion encounters in the QENP communities and increased 

community awareness of the conflicts since 1998.  The responses of the two surveys 

dealing with the tourists’ preference for lions, i.e., “Lions are exciting to see,” and “They 

(tourists) do not have lions in their own country” are comparable.  However, in this study 

only 6% of the respondents indicated that tourists’ preferences for lions are because 

“Lions make nice photographs.”  The corresponding figure reported in the 1998 survey is 

15%. 

Preventive human-lion conflict measures reported in the 1998 survey indicate that 37% of 

the Hamukungu respondents and 71% of those in Kasese chose killing the lions that stray 

into the communities as a solution.  In this 2007 study only 8% of the respondents 

considered destruction of the stray lion as a mitigation option.  This is consistent with the 

findings of this survey that the respondents indicate preference for the conservation of 

lions.  Such a difference of attitude toward retaliatory killing of the lions in the two 

studies may be attributable to increased conservation awareness brought into the QENP 

villages. 
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The 1998 survey assessed communities’ rating of the Park officials’ performance as “The 

rate at which conservation Managers are seen to be working is steadily improving from 

14% in the earlier years to 26% last year (1997) and 50% this year.”  In the present study 

81% of the respondents indicated that the Park officials are doing “a good job.”  Even 

though current rating of the Park’s performance dealing with human-lion conflict in 

QENP is lower than their general performance, QENP community attitudes toward the 

Park officials is indicative of a discernable improvement with respect to the 1998 or 

earlier ratings.  Communities now consider Park officials successful in making the Park 

attractive to tourists, thus, bringing more visitors to the Park, and generating more 

revenues that ultimately benefit the Park communities.   

Comparison of Responses with the 2006 Murchison Falls National Park (MFNP) 

Survey 

In Driciru’s 2006 MFNP study (Driciru, 2006), 38% of respondents had seen lions.  Only 

23% of the MFNP respondents had seen lions in their own villages.  The respective 

figures in this study are 67% and 36%.  This may indicate a higher degree of human 

encroachment into the QENP lion habitat.  Of the MFNP respondents 15% had heard the 

lions roaring in their villages and 60% heard lions in an adjacent Park area.  The 

respective figures for this QENP study are 39% and 17%.  These figures are fairly 

consistent for the two communities. 

In both studies respondents considered lions the most dangerous animals because of their 

ferocity and their potential harm to humans and livestock.  The perception of ferocity 
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based on the gender of the lions is indicated in the following figures:  44% of the MFNP 

respondents considered female lions as the most ferocious; the figure for male lions was 

13%, and 15% considered all lions equally dangerous.  The figures obtained in the 2007 

study for the ferocity of female and male lions are very close, and the discrepancy 

observed for the “all lions are equally dangerous” choice may be due to additional 

choices MFNP respondents had (e.g., large males and females and toothless lions). 

The method of choice to be used for dealing with lions that strayed into their 

communities was to call the authorities; 60% of the MFNP and 55% of the QENP 

respondents chose this option.  Chasing away the straying lions was chosen by10% of the 

MFNP and 35% of the QENP respondents.  Surveys of the MFNP respondents’ reaction 

to lions straying into their communities showed that 44% of the MFNP respondents 

would call the authorities, 13% would scare the lions away, and 8% would kill them.  The 

corresponding percentages in this 2007 QENP study were found to be 55%, 35%, and 

8%.  Except for scaring the lions away from the village (MFNP: 13% vs. QENP: 35%), 

the responses are consistent in the two studies.  One possible explanation as to why more 

QENP respondents would scare the lions themselves is because many QENP respondents 

consider QENP Park authorities’ emergency intervention not sufficiently timely and 

effective as shown above. 

In both studies respondents were asked about the type of punishment appropriate for a 

villager who killed a lion.  Of the MFNP respondents, 75% chose incarceration and 18% 

indicated “no consequence.”  The corresponding figures in this QENP study were 75% 
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for incarceration or monetary penalty (53% for incarceration and 23% for fine) and 22% 

for the “no consequence” choice.  These responses are consistent between the two 

communities.  Subsequent interviews with the QENP community leaders indicated there 

was a general sense of community doubt about the fairness of the Park’s law enforcement 

practices.  They cited cases of unnecessary arrests, beatings, attempted extortion, and 

illegal activities by the Park’s law enforcement officials.   

In both studies the majority of the respondents favored the conservation of lions; 82% of 

the MFNP and 71% of the QENP respondents responded “yes” to large predator 

conservation.  Given the frequency of human-wildlife conflicts, and the existing no 

compensation policies in these communities, such an overwhelming support for 

conservation may seem surprising.  Note that in other survey questions both communities 

believed that wildlife conservation was necessary to attract ecotourism, which in turn 

results in direct benefits to the community (park revenue sharing) and economic benefits 

(foreign exchange and employment) to the nation.   

In general, in both parks the emergency calls are addressed by sending Park rangers to the 

site to force the predator back to the Park.  The emergency intervention response times in 

QENP varied between a few hours to several days; the response time depends on who 

receives the call (local rangers, Law Enforcement Warden, CC Warden, or the Chief 

Warden), how the next hierarchical individuals in the chain of command are contacted, 

how soon these instructions are received, and the availability of a reliable vehicle and 

fuel to reach the emergency site. 
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Figure 7. Young Lion, Lake Katwe, QENP, Uganda (photo by the author).  

Figure 8. Members of Kasenyi Pride, QENP (photo by the author). 
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Figure 9. Queen Elizabeth National Park Lions. (photo by the author).  

 

Figure 10. Members of Kasenyi Pride, QENP (photo by the author). 
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Figure 11. Queen Elizabeth National Park Lions. (photo by the author).  
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Survey 1 Discussions 

Chi-square analysis of the Questionnaire 1 responses (in Survey 1) showed that the 

answers given by respondents were not correlated to the respondent’s faith but showed 

some degree of correlation with respondent’s gender.  More male respondents had seen 

lions, were aware of lion attacks, and indicated preference for dealing with stray lions at a 

local level (e.g., scaring the lion away, calling LC1, or killing the lion).  On the other 

hand, more female respondents indicated severe punishment for individuals who kill 

lions, showed more preference for lion conservation, and gave higher ratings to Park 

officials’ performance.  

Even though lions were considered the most dangerous animal, the majority of 

respondents supported lion conservation.  But they considered lion conservation a 

responsibility of the Park officials, and attributed their lion conservation views to the 

need to enhance ecotourism and Park revenues.  Compared to respondents residing 

outside the Park’s perimeter, a higher percentage of QENP residents expressed preference 

for lion conservation.  This is despite the Park residents’ higher exposure risk to human-

lion conflict.  Such a preference can be attributed to Park communities’ increased 

awareness about lion conservation and their perceived benefits from ecotourism 

revenues.  

Although seeing or hearing lions straying into the Park villages seemed a common 

occurrence, only one-half of the respondents indicated that when lions strayed into their 

communities they called the Park officials for help.  They also indicated that only in less 
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than one-third of the reported lion emergencies did Park officials come to the 

communities and resolve the problem.  It seems that Park officials’ inadequate equipment 

(shortage of vehicles and communication equipment) and their lengthy emergency 

management procedures are the main causes of delayed responsiveness to lion 

emergencies. 

Respondents’ most preferred methods for resolving human-lion conflict in QENP were in 

descending order (1) Park’s compensating for damages caused by lions, (2) teaching 

communities how to prevent conflicts with lions, and (3) creating fences or trenches to 

discourage lion attacks.  To pay for the costs, the majority of the respondents chose the 

Park entrance fees should be raised. 
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5.  INFORMAL HUMAN-LION CONFLICT INTERVIEWS IN QENP “HOT 
SPOT” COMMUNITIES 

 
 
 
 
The term human-lion conflict (HLC) as used in this work is intended to cover a variety of 

events in which free-ranging lions harm or destroy human lives or livestock and, in 

retaliation, are killed or harmed by humans (Treves and Karanth, 2003; Bauer and Iongh, 

2005; Fryxell et al., 2007). In the context of HLC, both humans and lions are harmed as a 

result of their interaction (Bauer et al., 2001). Whereas lions harm to humans is 

prevalently occurring at community levels, continued retaliatory killing of lions by 

humans is endangering the viability of lions as a species in the African continent (Nowell 

and Jackson, 1996). Throughout much of the east African protected areas (PAs) and the 

Gir National Forest (Gujarat, India) visited by the author, the lion (both Panthera leo in 

Africa and Panthera leo persica in India) is perceived by local communities and 

pastoralists as a major threat to human safety and property, mainly the livestock (Khan, 

1995; Vasant et al., 1994). Human injuries or loss of human life appears to be the prime 

cause of the communities’ strong negative attitude toward lions.  This attitude is further 

aggravated by uncompensated or poorly compensated loss of livestock to lion predation.   
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Figure 12. Serengeti National Park, Tanzania (photo by the author). 

 

The outcome of HLC and communities’ negative attitude toward lions is weak 

participatory community support for lion conservation.  As “problem animals,” 

communities want lions to be fenced out, translocated to other areas, or killed.  Negative 

perceptions by a community are usually formed based on beliefs of  an exaggerated 

number of lions present in the Park, an over-estimated lion density in the community and 

its vicinity, and an unrealistic number of lion-inflicted human injuries and death and 

livestock predation attributed to lions.  Such perceptions tend to justify the communities’ 
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lethal control of the lions.  A dramatic decline in African lion population and their 

shrinking geographic range during the past few decades are indicative of the unresolved 

HLC issues.  During the past 20 years, lion population in Africa has apparently declined 

at an average annual loss of 2,400 lions per year. Across Africa, the lion has disappeared 

from more than 80% of its former geographic range and is confined mostly to PAs 

(Chardonnet, 2002).  The lion was classified as “Vulnerable” on the IUCN Red List of 

Threatened Species in 2004 due to a continuing decline in its population (Baillie et al., 

2004).  

There are no reported estimates of total annual loss of human life or injuries due to HLC 

in Africa.  Published figures for Tanzania, the country with the largest population of lions 

in Africa, indicate that since 1990 HLC has been responsible for at least 563 human 

deaths (average of 38 human deaths per year) and 308 injuries (average of 21 human 

injuries per year) (Parker et al., 2005).  Major contributing factors to HLC are lions’ loss 

of habitat due to human encroachment, increased human-lion chance encounters, a 

decline in the lion’s prey base, and limited financial means available to local authorities 

and conservationists to effectively manage HLC. 

The distribution of lions in QENP is not uniform.  As shown in Figure 2, the distribution 

of the observed lions consists of an agglomeration of points mostly in the Katunguru and 

Katwe regions.  Katunguru with a population density of 12 lions/km2and  Katwe with 10 

lions/km2
are QENP’s northern regions with higher lion density, and where a higher 

number of HLC incidences has been reported.   
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Based on the author’s interviews with local communities in QENP, within the last quarter 

century two catastrophic HLC events have claimed the lives of 32 people in two QENP 

villages.  The first HLC event occurred in 1984 in Kasenyi (Lake Katwe subcounty, 

Kasese District).  The Kasenyi lion attack is the worst remembered case of human 

casualties in the past several decades in QENP.  During a period of severe draught and a 

shortage of prey base, a pride of lions came to the village, killed 19 people and injured 

15.  When the author interviewed community members, individual detailed accounts of 

the attack varied, but there seemed to be a consensus among many people that at the time 

of the lion attack, Kasenyi people panicked, they were not prepared for such an event, 

and no one knew how to handle a pride of lions in the village.  Many commented that 

with proper training and adequate preparation for lion emergencies, many human lives 

could have been saved.   According to Mr. Joseph Isingoma, a Kasenyi environmental 

activist, in Kasenyi there is still a need for training by QENP specialists.  This training 

should include basic knowledge about lions, how to avoid encounters with lions, and 

once lions stray into the village what the community should do to minimize risks.  

Equally important, Mr. Isingoma indicated, is to create a good degree of community lion 

emergency preparedness by organizing a team of trained people to handle stray lions.  

Without a trained team to handle lion emergencies, the community remains vulnerable to 

tragic human-lion encounters.  
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Figure 13. Mr. Joseph Isingoma with a list of the 1984 victims.  

 

The second major HLC event occurred in 1989 in Kazinga (Lake Katwe subcounty, Kasese 

District).  In 1989, during a period of about eight weeks, one female lion was responsible for 

killing 13 people in Kazinga.  When the first villager was killed by the lion, the event was 

reported to Park officials.  According to persons interviewed in Kazinga, Park officials did not 

respond, and they did not come to verify the event.  Locals interviewed assert that as the 

number of victims grew, Park officials made no attempt to instruct the community on how to 

prevent possible future encounters with the lion.  Interviewees who remembered the event 

pointed out that no one from the Park attended the first victim’s funeral, and no financial help 

was offered to the victim’s family.   
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The author interviewed William Kisoro who remembered the 1989 lion attacks well.  

Kisoro stated that the 1989 lion attacks killed 13 people.  All attacks occurred within a 

period of two months, during the dry season, both during the daytime and at night.  The 

lion responsible for the killings, according to Kisoro, was a single sick lion.  He went 

home and brought back the listed last names of the 1989 victims.  In this list with 12 

names, the name of the thirteenth victim is missing. Kisoro thought the missing one was a 

young girl who was killed by the lion.  The lion was finally killed by Park officials and 

its embalmed remains are kept in the local museum.  

Figure 14. Mr. Kisoro with a list of the 1989 victims. 
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Figure 15. Embalmed Kazinga lion with missing body parts. 

 

The author also interviewed Mr. Ismail Kakoza, a Kazinga fisherman.  In 1993 he was 

attacked by a lion in Kazinga.  Although he was injured (Figure 16 displaying forearm 

injuries), he managed to kill the lion with his fishing knife.   

Figure 16. Mr. Kakoza’s forearm injured by a lion. 
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The incident was reported to Park police. They came and picked up him and the lion 

carcass and took them to the Park headquarters in Mweya.  According to Kakoza, Park 

authorities did nothing for his injuries; they interviewed him about the event and wanted 

to establish if he had killed the lion in self-defense on his own or if he was helped by 

others.  After the interview he was released at the Mweya headquarters.  Park officials 

did not take him to a hospital for his injuries or return him to Kazinga.  Kakoza 

remembers he had to walk back to the channel and take a boat across the channel to get 

back to his village.  To care for his injuries he was taken by a friend to the village of 

Bushenyi and his injuries were treated at his own expense.  

Aside from the Kasenyi and Kazinga tragic lion attacks involving the loss of 32 lives and 

many human injuries, other human-lion encounters resulting in human casualty or injury in 

QENP have been mostly limited to scenarios of one lion-one person encounters like the one 

with Kakoza.  There have been several one lion-two person scenarios but in nearly all of 

these cases one person left the scene mostly unharmed to seek help.  Accounts of the human 

encounters with lions resulting in loss of human life or injuries vary.  Appendix 3 reports 

selected interviews discussing recent occurrences of human-lion encounters in the northern 

sector of QENP.  

A number of factors are believed to contribute to lion attacks against humans.  Aside 

from lions’ attraction to community livestock, other contributing factors include lion 

social dynamics, poor health or injury, and natural prey depletion.  Lion attacks on 

humans may be spurred by interpride problems (e.g., detachment or expulsion of 
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juveniles from the pride) or caused by intrapride competition similar to a 1991 outbreak 

of attacks on humans in Luangua Valley, Zambia. Three fatal attacks on local people 

were made by a small pride of lions that had modified their range.  The new range 

included a densely populated area (Yamazaki and Bwalya, 1999), and increased 

encounters between lions and local people.  Data analyzed over a four-year period on two 

neighboring ranches adjoining Tsavo East National Park indicate that most problem lions 

were less than five years old and were more likely than other lions to attack livestock or 

humans (Patterson et al., 2003). 

Results of all interviews indicate that QENP hot spots where human-lion encounters have 

occurred with higher frequencies are Hamukungu, Kasenyi, Katunguru-B, and Kazinga.  

The total number of human fatalities in the northern sector of QENP within the 10-year 

period of 1996-2006 has been estimated by the author to be roughly 17, an average of 1.7 

fatalities per year.  Eleven of these fatalities occurred in Kasenyi, Kazinga, and 

Katunguru-B.  Over the same period, the number of injuries has been estimated to be 

about 51, averaging about 5.1 human injuries per year.  Details of the attacks described 

by community members are not consistent and description of events that occurred more 

than three years before the interviews show some inconsistencies that stem from lapses of 

memory and confusion.  All victims of fatal attacks were men who were mostly engaged 

in activities such as repairing the road, herding, loading soil, and bicycling.  Most of 

these attacks occurred either early in the morning or late in the evening.  A few of the 

victims were reported to be inebriated when attacked and may have become targets due to 
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their abnormal comportment.  Park rangers suggested that the particular way inebriated 

men walk attracts the attention of lions the same way a senile or sick prey does.   

Experienced rangers attribute historic man-eating lion incidents to several factors.  The 

most important factors are lions’ age and health conditions.  Senile lions, especially ones 

that are sick or have tooth ailments, are more inclined to attack people.  Malnourished 

and weak lions that have difficulty hunting their natural prey tend to attack easier prey, 

including humans.  Subadult male lions detached or expelled from their natal prides may 

stray into villages and engage local people.  Also, solitary lions of any age drift more 

frequently into villages.  In principle, human encounters with subadult or solitary lions 

may depend on specific environmental factors.  Vegetation cover, prey availability, 

seasonality, or proximity to a quiet village with no lights may be some of the 

environmental factors that attract the straying lion into the villages.  But recent attacks by 

solitary and healthy lions on QENP people seem to be mostly unprovoked and do not 

follow specific temporal, spatial, or behavioral patterns.   

Examples of this type of attacks include the encounters of a Warden’s spouse with a stray 

lion in her QENP backyard at night (she scared the lion away), two separate encounters 

of Park rangers with lions in Mweya (both rangers scared the lions, one ranger was 

unharmed, the other ranger had slight hand injuries), separate encounters of two men with 

a lion on their way to the outhouse, one in the evening and one at night (in one case the 

man escaped to safety, in the other case the man was killed by the lion).  There are also 

reports of casual encounters of laborers with lions on the road.  In the early morning of 
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October 8, 2006, Mambo, a laborer loading a truck in Katunguru-B was attacked by a 

Park lioness.  The lioness devoured most of Mambo’s face and part of his legs.  His 

coworker, who was also slightly injured by the lioness, left the scene to call for help.  

Dozens of local people arrived at the scene. At this time Park officials were called.  The 

locals scared the lioness away from Mambo’s remains.  They took Mambo to the nearest 

hospital, where he was later pronounced dead.  In retaliation, the locals stoned the lioness 

to death and, in an initial confrontation with the Park officials refused to release the 

lioness’s carcass to the Park’s Warden (for details see Appendix 3, page 224). 

The author observed individual laborers (with no security guards or protection) who were 

repairing dirt roads around Lake Katwe were subcontracted by QENP.  These workers 

had no protection against possible attacks by lions.  The author asked one of the road 

workers in a videotaped interview if he was aware of the presence of lions in the area.  

His answer was affirmative; he had seen lions in the vicinity.  He showed his necklace 

with what the laborer thought to be a lion tooth and a lion claw and commented that the 

necklace would protect him against any lion attack.  Before starting the road repair work, 

he had bought the necklace from a local healer to protect himself against the area lions.  

The use of lion parts to ward off lion attacks against persons or kraals is practiced in 

QENP villages and for some people it constitutes the main measure of precaution against 

lion attacks. 

Compared to other causes of accidental deaths in QENP, the average number of HLC 

fatalities at 1.7 per year constitutes a relatively low occurrence event.   The tragic nature 
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of the conflict itself, compounded by graphic media coverage, tends to have a negative 

impact on communities’ perception about lion conservation and the Park as a whole.   

The October 8, 2006 fatal HLC in Katunguru-B, the retaliatory killing of the lioness, and 

the community’s confrontation with the Park officials, all point to the severity and 

adversity of this type of conflict.  To some Katunguru-B people, the October 8 fatal 

conflict was an event that signaled possible outbreaks of more lion attacks targeting 

Katunguru-B and the nearby communities.  People who are apprehensive for their own 

safety or fear uncompensated livestock losses to lion predation are generally more 

hesitant to support lion conservation programs.  They are often more prone to engage in 

lethal control of the lions that stray in their communities. Poisoning, spearing, or, as in 

the Katunguru-B case, stoning the visiting lion to death is considered a precautionary 

measure necessary to stop future occurrences of HLC in the community.  

Livestock Predation Conflict 

There are no historical records of the number of livestock kept in QENP.  There is, 

however, a consensus that over the past several years the number of livestock in QENP has 

been steadily increasing.  Prime reasons for such an upward trend are a rapid population 

growth in QENP villages that now is about 3.5% per year and a continuing decline in fish 

yields due to water contamination and over-fishing in the two QENP lakes.  Animal 

husbandry in the Park is therefore essential to sustain the subsistence livelihood of a 

growing population with dwindling reliance on fish and other previous sources of income.  
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Based on livestock figures reported by community Local Council (LC1), the current 

number of livestock in the Park communities is estimated at 5,000-8,000.  A recent 

addition of 12,000-20,000 Basongora livestock from Democratic Republic of Congo, 

however, is reported to have more than tripled the QENP livestock count.  Such an 

increase in easy prey seems to have attracted lions into the Park villages.  Livestock 

predation by lions has become the single most important reason for HLC in the Park.  As 

in all other Sub-Saharan African countries and Gir National Park in India, lions are now 

mostly killed in QENP because of livestock predation. 

 

Results of the present community survey indicate several factors about lion attacks.  They 

occur predominantly during the wet season when their normal prey base declines.  

Predation of livestock, by one lion or a pride of lions, occurs most frequently at night 

(often on moonless nights) when herdsmen are sleeping.  In preparation for attacking the 

kraals, lions do not roar and approach the kraals silently.  Generally, herdsmen find out 

about the lion attack the next morning. 

 

Based on survey results, the estimated number of QENP livestock predations by lions in 

2006 was about 16.  This number does not include Basongora predation losses, which 

may have exceeded 10 in 2006.  Basongora pastoralists interviewed indicated that they 

had no cattle losses and had no other form of conflict experience with the Park lions.  

They seemed to be apprehensive that admitting livestock predation by lions would 

implicate them in retaliatory killing of the Park lions. 
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Cattlemen’s preferred retaliation method against predation has been poisoning and 

spearing of the Park lions.  Before 2006, the average number of Park lions killed was 

estimated at 2-3 per year.  In 2006 the number of retaliatory killings reached 10.  Of 

these, one lion was killed on October 8, 2006, in Katunguru-B, and the remaining nine 

lions were allegedly killed by Basongora pastoralists.  One anonymous informed source 

informed the author that nine lions, including a collared adult female lion, were killed in 

by a Basongora herdsman and his clan, and the skinned carcasses buried in the Park, 

away from the Basongora encampments.  

 

Conflict with Basongora Seminomadic Pastoralists 

The Basongora are a pastoralist community that lived a nomadic lifestyle for generations.  

They have traditionally occupied the lowlands of the Kasese district and the plains in the 

neighborhood of the Imaramagambo forest in western Uganda.  Much of the Basongora 

grazing lands were gazetted (legally established) as QENP by the colonial administration 

in the 1950s, leaving only limited lands for their pastoral activities. Some Basongoras 

remained in the Park with no legal status, others moved across the border with their herds 

into the Virunga National Park in the Democratic Republic of Congo, in search of pasture 

(UNHCR Refworld, 2008).  To familiarize the public with Basongora pastoralists, a 

photo review and background information about the Basongora and their living 

environment was prepared and presented by Jacob Holdt (Holdt, NA).   
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In March 2006 thousands of Basongora began to move back into QENP with their 

livestock, estimated at 12,000-20,000 heads of cattle.  They were allowed by Uganda 

Wildlife Authority (UWA) to stay in a corner of the park as a temporary measure. The 

Basongora broke out of their assigned area and scattered throughout the park, penetrating 

deeper into the wildlife habitat.  Other pastoralists from as far as Nakasero and Luweero 

joined them in the Park to use Park resources.  

The Basongora settlement in the Park proved problematic and Basongora confrontations 

with Park officials caused intense local and national media coverage (Holdt, 2008; News 

about Rangers, 2008; Mayanja, 2008; M&G Nature, 2007; Tenywa, and Thawite, 2007; 

Okeowo, 2007).  Basongora encroachment into the Park also became a major source of 

human-wildlife conflict. Not having any protective enclosures for the cattle, their 

livestock became vulnerable to predation by Park carnivores. There are alarming reports 

of lion, hyena, and leopard poisonings by Basongora herdsmen in order to defend their 

cattle.  QENP Chief Warden, Tom Okello, has been quoted by National Geographic 

News (Okeowo, 2007): 

"Over ten lions have been poisoned, notably one pride of nine lions has disappeared and 

we have lost radio communication with one mother that had been radio tagged, ... lions 

had been disappearing over the past 15 months, despite intensive searches by park 

warders, they had not been spotted.”   

According to the same media source, QENP Chief Warden suspects “a group of around 

10,000 Basongora tribesmen of poisoning the missing animals to stop them preying on their 
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cattle.”  National Geographic News reports that “over 80 percent of the hyenas have been 

killed and all leopards along the Nyamusagani River have been poisoned, we have also lost 

at least 11 lions in the last 15 months."  According to the QENP Chief Warden autopsies 

established that the animals had been poisoned with Furadan, a powerful insecticide used in 

agriculture (Id.). 

There are concerns that the recent addition of up to 20,000 cattle and a dwindling number 

of QENP lions and other wildlife may adversely affect the Park’s ecotourism and its 

revenues.  According to UWA spokeswoman Lilian Nsubuga "Without the cats, Queen 

Elizabeth Park is likely to lose its appeal, Ninety percent of the tourists who come to the 

park are interested in the cats... If the number of animals keeps going down, the entire 

tourism sector will be hit."  

UWA’s major challenge was to keep QENP intact and ensure that part of the Park was 

not degazetted to permanently accommodate Basongora pastoralists.  Park intervention to 

stop further encroachment of the Basongora resulted in violent confrontations between 

Park rangers and pastoralists.  Between March 2006 and October 2007, most of the 

Basongora refugees were peacefully moved out of the Park and translocated to alternative 

pastures (eTurboNews, 2008). 

QENP Lion Population Viability Analysis 

Wildlife managers and conservation biologists use various population viability analysis 

(PVA) methods and techniques to estimate extinction vulnerability of species 

metapopulations to real or postulated threats.  PVA calculations are based on species-
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specific demographic input data including initial metapopulation size, age structure, sex 

ratio, fertility, and mortality rates.  The method also requires data on biological and 

environmental parameters and factors quantifying different types of risks to the species.  

Extinction or survival probabilities are usually calculated with various deterministic and 

stochastic computer simulation models that use the input parameters to project initial 

metapopulation size into future sequential time-steps.  At each time-step, for instance, 

mid-year, every year, for the next 20 years, the metapopulation size is calculated based 

on the initial entries.  The trend of the calculated values over the specified time interval 

indicates probability of the species survival or its projected vulnerability to extinction.  

One of the most important benefits of PVA has been helping evaluation of different 

management options for a population and assessing how to use limited resources and 

money in the most effective way to reduce the probability of extinction (Keedwell, 2004). 

The limitation of PVA calculations, similar to other type of simulation modeling, is 

determined by the mathematical formulation and the extent and reliability of the input 

data.  Many input parameters such as risk factors associated with poaching or retaliatory 

killing of the carnivores are not well known.  Even input parameters that are well defined 

for the initial time-steps, are subject to possible unknown variations during the projected 

time-steps. Experienced modelers are familiar with these uncertainties and by conducting 

multiple simulations and parametric analysis of the results; they can establish the error 

band associated with input uncertainties.   
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Several PVA modeling computer programs are available for simulation of a specific 

population.  Review and intercomparisons of eight main simulation models is reported 

elsewhere (Keedwell, 2004).  The selection of STELLA for PVA in this study was 

mainly based on its successful application at QENP for lion PVA (Driciru, 2006).  

STELLA Version 4.01, the version used in this work has a pictorial approach with 

several on-screen icons (e.g., stock, flow, converter, connector) to build relationships 

between different model elements.  Using the species data, the user builds general 

relationships among the elements with the on-screen icons.  STELLA converts the 

relational map into computational algorithm and performs the required simulation 

calculations.  Using STELLA 4.01 and available lion demographic data (Driciru, 2006; 

Ziwa, 2006), several sets of QENP lion population calculations (referred to as 

“scenarios”) were performed.  Scenarios consisted of projecting the 2006 estimated 

QENP lion population (year 0) to 20 future sequential time-steps of one year each.  In 

each scenario all initial conditions were kept constant, except for elimination of lions by 

retaliatory killings.  At low annual retaliatory killing rates (ARKR), the lion population 

trend is not a sensitive function of the killing rates. Scenario-1 assumes an ARKR of 2 

per year, this trend is similar to ARKR = 0 and 1.  At ARKR greater than 2 per year, the 

resulting trend of lion population decline shows stronger dependence on the killing rates. 

Scenario-2 assumes an ARKR of 4 per year.  Scenario -3 with ARKR = 10, which is the 

estimated 2006 QENP lion killing rate, shows a dramatic decline of lion population as a 

function of time.  It shows that if the retaliatory killing of the Park lions continues at the same 

or greater pace as the 2006 rate, lion population will not be viable in 20 years. 
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Figure 17. Scenario 1, Projected Number of QENP Lions Versus Year (2006 = 0). 

The retaliatory mortality rate of lions in Figure 17 is assumed to be two lions per year. 
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Figure 18. Scenario 2, Projected Number of QENP Lions Versus Year (2006 = 0).   

The retaliatory mortality rate of lions in Figure 18 is assumed to be four lions per year. 
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Figure 19. Scenario 3, Projected Number of QENP Lions Versus Year (2006=0).   

The Retaliatory Mortality Rate of Lions Is Assumed at the Current Ten Lions per Year.  
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them more proactive participants in the Park’s conservation missions.  Other suggested 

methods include organizing local squads ready to scare straying lions away, installing of 
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community members and all livestock owners, especially those who experienced 

livestock predation include the following two interrelated approaches.  The Park should 

financially assist cattlemen to renovate or erect new protective kraals for their livestock 

and the UWA should devise a fair scheme for the compensation of damages caused by 

Park lions.  

A review of the kraals and their conditions in the QENP communities showed that they 

were generally in poor conditions and inadequate to protect livestock against any predator 

(see kraal pictures, Exhibits A1-A5 in Appendix 3).  Of the observed QENP kraals 35 

were totally useless for protecting livestock.  Cattle owners interviewed agreed that better 

kraals may reduce lion attacks and in the event of attack, protective kraals lessen the 

extent of cattle injuries and predation.   Their hesitation to build a protective kraal was 

the perceived unaffordably high cost of the required material.  They suggested if the Park 

provided the needed barbed wire and cement, then they would build new kraals 

themselves or renovate the structure of the existing kraals.  

To estimate the cost of the needed materials for a typical kraal, the author traveled to 

Kasese and inquired about the costs of barbed wire and cement.  In February 2007, a 25 

kg roll of 14-gauge barbed wire, equivalent to 500 meters, was Sh. 68,000 (about USD 

40.00); the cost of a 50 kg cement bag was Sh. 19,500 (about USD 11.50).  Assuming a 

975 m2 kraal, with a 125 m perimeter, the total cost of required barbed wire and cement 

per kraal is estimated to be USD 126.00.  Since there are currently about 35 QENP kraals 

in urgent need of renovation, the required total funding for these kraals is $4,410.  
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The author discussed the community-proposed QENP kraal renovation with a UWA 

official who agreed that rendering the kraal more protective was highly desirable but the 

proposed funding by UWA was problematic.  In his view there are three main issues with 

the funding request: (a) the use of UWA public funding for privately owned kraals is not 

fair to other community members, (b) provision of the required material to cattle owners 

does not guarantee construction or renovation of the kraals, and (c) long-term 

maintenance of the new kraal, even if built, needs regular inspection and maintenance 

enforcement.  

For the majority of QENP community members interviewed, compensation of damages 

caused by lions is a social and ethical responsibility that the Park has to assume.  For 

many respondents infliction of injury or death by lions to humans is an emotional issue 

that involves both human pain and suffering and sizeable economic hardship.  Catunguru-

B human-lion conflict and the death of a Katunguru laborer exemplify an extreme case of 

a community’s emotional issue with QENP’s noncompensation policy.  One main benefit 

of the community suggested compensation programs is that it may increase tolerance of 

lion burdens, i.e., issues dealing with human safety and livestock predation, on the Park 

communities and promote more positive attitudes and support for lion conservation in 

QENP.  A fair compensation scheme will rescue small herders from sudden economic 

hardship, or protect an injured laborer from the hardship of loss of income.  It may reduce 

retaliatory killing of lions and resolve many of the current conflicts issues that are based 

on communities’ uncompensated losses. In the absence of effective compensation 

programs, retaliatory poisoning and spearing of lions may continue.  
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A compensation scheme that may apply to the QENP is a program that reimburses 

individuals or their families for the loss of life or injuries to humans and livestock by the 

Park lions.  The compensation program would target one single species such as the lion 

and formulate eligibility requirements for compensation.  For instance, compensation 

guidelines for human injuries or loss of life may exclude cases involving inebriated 

individuals or loss of livestock not properly protected in overnight enclosures.  Eligibility 

for compensation should include communities both inside and outside QENP.  

A good compensation program faces many challenges.  For instance, determining 

compensation values for loss of human life or serious injuries can be difficult and be 

challenged by the victim’s survivors.  Regardless of the amount of monetary 

compensation, conflict victims may perceive they are not receiving fair compensation for 

the loss of a family member, their pain and suffering, and the future hardships they face 

with the loss of the breadwinner.  For institutions of limited financial resources like 

QENP, however, compensation should not be interpreted as placing a monetary value on 

human life and suffering but simply an attempt to reduce possible economic hardships 

that follows these types of conflicts.  

Some developing nations already have compensation schemes for the loss of human life 

and injuries caused by wildlife. For instance, in Kenya, the government pays about USD 

2,500 (KSh 200,000) for human deaths and USD 375 for injuries due to certain wild 

animals (ACF, NA).  In Malaysia, the government has established a fund to pay families 

about USD 1,300 for injuries and USD 2,600 for death resulting from human-wildlife 
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conflict (Nyhus et al., 2003). In Zimbabwe, families of 21 victims of a 2001 human-

elephant conflict each received about USD 273 (Id.).  

Despite the theoretical appeal of the wildlife compensation policies, little published 

evidence supports their success in practical experience.  In fact, many wildlife protection 

institutions do not support compensation policies for wildlife damages.  They suspect 

adequate coverage of wildlife damages may reduce efforts by beneficiaries in preventing 

conflict with wildlife.  To the contrary, they believe, it may even be conducive to 

potential moral hazards such as cheating and bribery by both the claimant and the 

authorities in charge of adjusting the claims.  Another potential drawback has been 

reported by Bulte and Rondeau (Bulte and Rondeau, 2005).  They claim that 

compensation programs may increase the return of land to agriculture and trigger local 

agricultural expansion, causing more conversion of wildlife habitat into farms. This 

potential contraction of habitat would adversely affect the wildlife population that 

compensation intends to support.  

Most objections to a QENP compensation program are not issues of major significance.  

Reimbursement for lion injury and damages could be made contingent on specific 

guidelines that require additional precautionary measures on the part of beneficiaries. 

Well-designed guidelines would encourage individuals and livestock owners to take the 

necessary steps to prevent conflicts with lions.  Implementation of Community 

Conservation (CC) policies, eradication of local poverty, and lion conservation education 

are all more effective in the presence of a fair and effective compensation program.  A 
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QENP compensation program may not eliminate human-lion conflict from occurring, but 

it could result in more tolerance by livestock owners and pastoralists, giving Park lions a 

better chance for survival. 

 

Second Quantitative QENP Community Survey 

A second survey was conducted following a review of the first survey.  The objectives of 

the follow-up survey were to seek (1) respondents’ perception about the lion threats in 

their community, (2) their understanding of overcrowding problems in the village, and (3) 

their attitudes toward the CC program.  Furthermore, there were additional informal 

discussions with active community members to discuss local HLC experiences, visiting 

community development projects financed by the CC’s Revenue Sharing Program, and 

discussion of the community’s assessment of these projects. 

Second Set of Community Survey 

A review of Questionnaire 1 in Survey 1 indicated a need for a second quantitative 

survey, hereinafter referred to as “Survey 2,” because of the following considerations: 

• In Survey 1 the respondents were asked to provide their names.  This could have 

introduced bias in some of their responses.  Thus, in Survey 2 identification of the 

respondents was eliminated in Questionnaire 2.  

• QENP communities seemed to perceive a very large number of lions in the Park that 

threatened their safety and preyed on their livestock.  They correlated a very large 

number of lions with the occurrence of HLC in their communities.   
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• Communities did not seem to be sufficiently aware of human overcrowding problems in 

their villages.   

• There was a need for more focused questions dealing with livestock, HLC mitigation, 

responsibilities, and attitudes toward retaliatory actions by the community.   

• There was a need for more details as how the communities perceived the benefits of 

QENP and the scenario of lion extinction in the Park. 

Questionnaire 2 (see Appendix 2) was formulated to address these issues and incorporate 

pertinent questions covering the above topics. 

Of the seven QENP communities previously surveyed with Questionnaire 1, four “hot 

spot” communities were selected to be involved with Survey 2.  These communities were 

Hamukungu, Kasenyi, Katunguru-B, and Lake Katwe.  As in the first set of community 

survey, the second survey was preceded by meetings with the respective LC1 or other 

community activists.  Interview procedures and data processing of Questionnaire 2 

responses followed the same procedures described for Questionnaire 1. 

Questionnaire 2 Responses 

In the second survey about 80% of the respondents were within the 20-50 year age group 

(Figure 20).  
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Figure 20.  Respondents’ Age Group Vs. Respondents’ Number and Percentage  

As shown in Figure 21, male respondents represented 60% of the surveyed population. 

Figure 21. Respondents’ Total Number and Percentage by Gender. 
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The majority of respondents chose the population range of their villages to be within 500 

to 1,000 persons (Figure 22).  The village population figures given by respondents were 

fairly correct, indicating the respondents were knowledgeable about the number of people 

living in their villages. 

 

Figure 22.  Village Population Range as Declared by Respondents  

The number of livestock per village, as declared by respondents, is shown in Figure 23.  
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Figure 23.  Number of Village Livestock Declared by Respondents. 

The village livestock figures chosen by respondents were fairly correct indicating the 

respondents were knowledgeable about the number of livestock in their villages.  The 

respondents were asked to rate the extent of HLC in their villages.  The majority of the 

respondents indicated the extent of HLC in their villages to be “serious” or “very serious” 

(Figure 24). 
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Figure 24.  Severity of Lion Problem in Surveyed Villages.   

Respondents were asked if the lion problem was only a matter of livestock predation or if 

it involved both livestock and people.  About half the respondents thought it involved 

both humans and livestock (Figure 25).  About one-third of the respondents considered 

the lion problem to only involve the communities’ livestock.  
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Figure 25. Type of Lion Problem in the Villages as Perceived by Respondents. 

 

During earlier interviews with community members, it was discovered that the 

community perception of the number of lions in the Park was much higher than the 

estimated number of lions by the author.  As shown in Figure 26, the majority of the 

community members perceived the number of QENP lions to be several times greater 

than the estimated number by the author.  Of the respondents 34% perceived the lion 

population in the Park to exceed 1,000.  
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Figure 26.  Perceived Size of Lion Population Vs. the Number and % of Respondents  

 
The communities’ expected degree of lion control by the Park officials is shown in Figure 27.  

Of the respondents, 30% thought the Park should do a “little more control,” 35% selected “a 

lot more control.”  Only 15% of the respondents responded “they are doing fine,” and 19% 

believed the Park officials were incapable of controlling the lions. When respondents were 

asked to choose one solution to the lion problem in their communities, more than half of the 

respondents chose compensation of damages caused by the lions (Figure 28). 
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Figure 27.  Communities expected degree of the lion control by the Park officials. 

 

Figure 28.  Respondents’ Suggested Solution to Lion Problem in the Villages. 
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Compensation for lion predation seems to be a very important issue in communities with 

HLC.  Many community members interviewed considered the Park as the sole responsible 

party for the damages caused by the Park lions.  Many thought a minor portion of the revenue 

sharing funds should be sufficient to cover community losses caused by lion attacks. 

Respondents were asked to choose the main cause of HLC in the villages.  More than 

60% of the respondents attributed the conflict to insufficient lion control by the Park 

(Figure 29).  Only less than 10% attributed the problem to “too many people,” and less 

than a quarter of respondents attributed the causes of the conflict to “too many lions.” 

Even though some respondents perceived the number of Park lions to be as high as 1,000, 

the majority attributed inadequate lion control as the main reason for HLC in the Park. 

 

 

Figure 29. Causes of Lion Problem in Villages. 
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Respondents were asked to suggest to livestock owners a solution for lion problems in the 

villages.  As shown in Figure 30, more than half of the respondents suggested “better 

kraals.”  Only 20% of respondents chose “Park officials to teach how.” 

 

 

Figure 30.  Respondents’ Suggested Solutions to Livestock Owner. 

 

To determine if the communities realized the overcrowded conditions of their villages, 

they were asked if their village was crowded.  More than 60% of the respondents thought 

there was no crowding problem, and their village and their communities had more space 

to expand (Figure 31). 
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Figure 31. Responses to “Is Your Village Too Crowded?” 

 

Respondents were asked to choose a reasonable number of children per family.  More 

than 75% of the respondents believed the reasonable number was four or more children 

per family (Figure 32).  The majority of the respondents choosing “1-3 children per 

family” were from one specific surveyed community.  When the LC1 of that community 

was contacted and asked about the observed response, he attributed the community 

responses to the activities of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and international 

organizations.  According to this LC1, a rather high incidence of HIV/AIDS in his 

community has brought in international experts involved with HIV/AIDS problems and 

family-planning assistance to HIV patients and the community as a whole.  As a result, 

the community is more aware of family planning issues in their village and they tend to 

favor fewer children per family. 
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Figure 32.  Respondents’ Choice of a Reasonable Number of Children per Family. 

 

Village space availability did not seem to pose any problem for about 70% of the respondents 

(Figure 33).  In response to whether there was enough space available in the village, many 

chose “Yes, lots of space available” and “some space available” to expand. Only about 30% 

responded that their village had “no more room to expand,” or the community was “already 

overcrowded.”  One LC1 of a village was contacted to discuss his community’s prevalent 

attitude toward availability of space in the village.  This enquiry was prompted because in a 

previous discussion, the same village LC1 had expressed concern about overcrowding 

problems in the village.  The problems were primarily insufficient availability of food for the 

community and added space to relieve and the overcrowded classrooms.  He had pointed out 

that more than two-thirds of his community members suffered from malnutrition because they 

had only one meal a day.  According to the LC1, respondents may have feared that admitting 

overcrowding in the village would result in possible eviction by Park officials.  He acknowledged 
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that his village is not gazetted and attributed the overcrowded classrooms to neglect by the 

District.  In his view, the malnutrition problem in his village was due to the limits imposed by the 

Park on the use of Park resources.  He did not correlate crowded classrooms and malnutrition 

problems with an increasing community population in the village. 

 

Figure 33.  Amount of Space Available in the Village. 

 

Respondents were asked to choose the best way to deal with lions straying into their 

village.  More than 75% of the respondents chose “Call authorities.” Of the respondents, 

8% selected “Destroy the lion,” and 14% of the respondents preferred not to reveal their 

answer (Figure 34). 
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Figure 34.  Best Way to Deal with a Lion Straying into the Village. 

Lion conservation was deemed by half of the respondents as needed at any cost (Figure 

35), but the conservation responsibilities were believed to belong more to the Park (30%) 

than everyone (20%); 13% opted for no lion conservation option.  
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Figure 35. Need for Lion Conservation and who is Responsible.  

When respondents were asked to choose the consequence if no lion remained in the Park, 

46% of the respondents envisioned it as a possible loss of revenue from the ecotourism 

(Figure 36).  Of the respondents, 25% saw the scenario as a loss of natural assets, and 

12% thought the scenario would make their village a safer place.  
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Figure 36.  Expected Outcomes of a Lion Extinction Scenario in QENP. 

Respondents were asked three questions to assess QENP’s CC programs in the villages.  

The objectives were to determine respondents’ attitude toward lion conservation, to 

evaluate their awareness of the development projects funded by CC revenue sharing 

funds, and to find out how satisfied they were with the existence of the Park in general 

and with the revenue sharing projects specifically.  Respondents who considered the 

retaliatory killing of the lion as “justified” or “illegal but understandable” were 62%; 

24% of the respondents indicated that the retaliatory killing of the lions was illegal and 

deplorable, and 14% of the respondents preferred making no comment.  Thus, under an 

assumed noncompensatory scenario of livestock damages caused by lions, the majority of 

the respondents favored lethal retaliatory actions against the lions.  The responses are 

shown in Fig 37.  A combined 62% of the respondents indicated that if livestock damages 
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caused by lions are not compensated, killing of the problem lions are either justified or 

understandable. 

 

Figure 37. Do Respondents Believe that Retaliatory Killing of the QENP Lions Is 

Justified? 

 

The majority of the respondents were aware of the local Revenue Sharing funded 

projects.  Of the respondents, 87% were aware of these development projects in their 

community (Figure 38).  Evaluation of these projects by respondents, however, indicated 

a general sense of community disappointment with the process of implementation of the 

projects (Figure 39).  Causes of community disappointment were mostly due to delays in 

project completion and the use of substandard construction materials by the project 

contractors.  Only 11% of the respondents rated their community project as “Completed 

Justification of Retaliatory Actions Against Lions
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Reprehensible
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and acceptable.” Of the respondents, 38% rated their community project as “Incomplete 

but acceptable” and 43% of the respondents rated the project as “Incomplete and 

unacceptable.”  The remaining 8% found the projects “Plain wasteful.” Respondents were 

asked to describe the overall effects of QENP in their community:  49% responded that 

the Park is more limiting than beneficial to the community, and 17% thought that the 

beneficial effects of the Park were “Not visible” in their communities (Figure 40).  Only 

9% suggested the Park to be “More beneficial than limiting,” and 12% of the respondents 

believed that the Park should be de-gazetted and lose its legal status as a national park. 

 

Figure 38. Community Awareness About UWA Development Projects in Their Villages. 

 

Are You Aware of Revenue Sharing Project in Your Community?

87%

13%

Yes No
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Figure 39. Rating of UWA-Funded Development Projects in the Villages. 

 

Figure 40. Communities’ Perception of Park Benefits to Their Village. 
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As a policy, the CC Revenue Sharing Program has been well received by all surveyed 

QENP communities.  The implementation of this policy by the Districts and subcounties, 

however, shows many reported instances of project mismanagement, resulting in a series 

of CC-funded projects that are mostly incomplete and of substandard construction and 

quality.  

Because of the preponderance of negative comments about the development projects 

funded by revenue sharing, the author planned visits to the QENP communities to assess 

the type, status, and quality of these CC-funded projects.  QENP’s CC program has been 

active in shaping the communities’ attitudes toward conservation concepts and in dealing 

with the communities’ conflicts with the Park wildlife.  CC’s revenue sharing policy is 

understood by the great majority of the community members and conceptually 

appreciated by the majority.  When it comes to HLCs that result in loss of human life or 

uncompensated predation of cattle, the “hot spot” communities tend to accept lethal 

retaliation against the wildlife as “justified.”   In such cases traditional remedies take 

precedence over conceptual ideas learned from the CC program.  The retaliatory acts 

against lions were generally considered to be illegal and undesirable but necessary 

preventive measures to stop future losses.  Community members justified their intended 

retaliatory acts against lions because of unbearable lion-caused damages that remained 

uncompensated.  Most community members’ current support of lion conservation can be 

correlated to the financial rewards of ecotourism and the economic benefits that come 

with Park revenues from tourists.   
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Most of the written comments faulted the District and subcounty officials for 

mismanagement of their UWA-funded projects and tax deductions of various kinds; 

ranging from 18% VAT, 4% URA tax, and additional charges deducted for 

administrative costs. Some respondents reported over-charging for building materials and 

labor by the contractors and complained about their unscrupulous building practices. A 

description of the policy on Revenue Sharing (RS) Legislation and details of the 

implementation of RS policy in Queen Elizabeth National Park (QENP) communities is 

provided in Section 6 of this work. 
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6.  REVIEW OF QENP COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 
 
 
 
 
This section presents a summary of the Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA) Revenue 

Sharing Program and its community development projects being implemented in QENP 

villages.  Sources of information used are various UWA web-based sites and UWA 

guidelines and reports prepared by the Community Conservation (CC) Unit (UWA 

website; UWA 2000, 2006). 

UWA Community Conservation and Revenue Sharing Program 

The policy on Revenue Sharing (RS) Legislation, under the Uganda Wildlife Statue of 

1996 (now the Uganda Wildlife Act, Cap 200), was reaffirmed in the Uganda Wildlife 

Policy, 1999.  RS is provided for in the Uganda Wildlife Act, Cap 200, Section 69 (4): 

“The Board shall subject to subsection (3) of section 22, pay 20% of park entry fees 

collected from a wildlife protected area to the local Government of the area surrounding 

the wildlife protected area from which the fees are collected.” (UWA, 2006).  Thus, the 

UWA has a legal obligation to share part of the revenue generated from protected areas 

(PAs) with local communities within or neighboring these areas.  RS implementation 

strategies include collaboration and control at all levels of local government institutions, 

from district councils (LC5), subcounty councils, parish committees, down to local 

councils (LC1). 
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The overall goal for RS is to ensure that local communities obtain benefits from the 

existence of these areas, and to strengthen the partnership between the UWA, local 

communities, and local governments for sustainable management of resources in and 

around PAs.  The RS process begins with the UWA establishing a rapport with PA 

communities through PA CC staff to communicate the details of RS.  Responsibilities of 

the benefiting community include 

• Identification and proposal of community projects for possible RS funding and 

implementation. 

• Implementation of RS projects. 

• Monitoring, making community contributions to, and acknowledging the 

completion of RS-funded projects. 

The benefiting community is expected to respond to PA emergencies (e.g., a fire), refrain 

from and report illegal activities, and to participate in the management and conservation 

of PA resources and CC education initiatives. 

Mandatory criteria for the RS projects require that the proposed project must be located 

within a village or parish that is adjacent to or inside the PA, it should include an 

itemized budget, and the requested amount must be within the budgeted RS funds.  The 

parish committee is to review, approve, and recommend the project proposal to higher 

levels of local government.  The approved project proposal will then be submitted to the 

District Chief Executive for endorsement and forwarded to PA management for release of 

RS funds (UWA, 2000).  RS funds are disbursed to the subcounty local governments to 
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cover costs associated with the project, including taxes and government administrative 

fees.  

Survey of RS-Funded Community Development Projects  

To assess the implementation of RS policy in Queen Elizabeth National Park (QENP) 

communities, informal interviews were carried out in all 11 QENP village enclaves and 

in several other selected villages bordering the Park. Whenever possible, interviews were 

conducted in local council (LC) offices, first with the LC1, then, with community 

activists who were familiar with the status of the RS project.  Discussions first addressed 

current community wildlife conflict issues and later focused on the status of the QENP 

RS development project.  The intent was to determine the community’s attitudes toward 

the QENP CC program and their assessment of the RS project implementation. 

Interviews were followed by accompanied visits to the project sites, evaluation of the 

current project status, and documentation of comments made by the community about the 

projects.  Results of the RS project status evaluation are summarized in Table 3 and 

community interview summaries are shown in the Exhibits that follow.   

The communities surveyed in this study generally showed a fair degree of awareness 

about wildlife conservation and the needed partnership between QENP and the Park 

communities.  One salient aspect of the communities’ positive attitude toward QENP and 

its conservation efforts was clearly associated with the UWA’s RS Program.  Many 

community members did not know their designated share of the RS funds but were aware 

of the RS policy and the existence of a RS-funded development project in their village.  
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Within the “Phase 1” and “Phase 2” RS allocation periods (corresponding to fiscal years 

2004-2005 and 2005-2006, respectively), each QENP community was allocated an 

annual share averaging about US $1,600 in Phase 1 and US $2,000 in Phase 2.  The 

average allocated share for fiscal year 2006-2007 was about US $2,850.  A summary of 

QENP allocated revenue sharing amounts by Districts is reported in Table 4. 

Most interviewees were satisfied with their community’s choice of RS projects, which 

they deemed as urgently needed.  For instance, adding two new classrooms to a primary 

school with few standard classrooms (some classes had to convene outdoors), renovating 

existing classrooms that had no doors and windows in another school, installing fences 

for a secondary school grounds to ward off the occasional straying wildlife, and building 

health units were among those considered as highly needed projects.  Other community 

members felt that their community’s choice of certain projects such as building an 

expensive multipurpose community hall or the deciding to build a new health unit next to 

an existing and functioning unit were not meeting the more urgent needs of the 

community.   
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Table. 3. QENP Revenue Sharing Project Status. 

VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  DIST) 

PROJECT FUNDING 
(Million USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

Bukangara (L.  
Katwe, Kasese) 

Construction of a 
health unit 

6.2 Incom Sub-std No 

Karusandara 
(Karusandara, 
Kasese)         

Planting live 
fence 

7.0 Incom Sub-std No 

Kyambogho          
(Karambi, 
Kasese)         

Construction of 3 
classrooms 

3.5 Incom Sub-std No 

Kyarunkara (K. 
Kabatoro TC, 
Kasese) 

Construction of 
town council 

11.0 Incom Sub-std In use 

Kayanzi 
(Nyakiyumbu, 
Kasese) 

Construction of 
health unit 

6.9 Incom Sub-std No 

Kyempala 
(Bwera, 
Kasese) 

Planting 10-km 
long live fence  

5.0 Incom Sub-std Not 
maintained 

Kojo 
(Nyakiumbu, 
Kasese) 

Construction of a 
health unit 

3.5 Incom Sub-std No 

Bukangara 
(Nyakiyumbu, 
Kasese) 

Construction of a 
health unit 

6.2 Incom Sub-std No 

Kyambogho 
(Karambi, 
Kasese) 

Construction of 
three classrooms 

3.5 Incom Sub-std In use 

Nyakatonzi 
(Munkunyu, 
Kasese) 

Construction of 
Parish hall 

3.5 Incom Accept No 

Kahoya (L. 
Katwe, Kasese) 

Construction of 
two classrooms 

3.5                  
(1st Phase funds 
are lost) 

Incom Sub-std No 

Kanamba 
Karushandara, 
Kasese) 

Construction of 
school 

6.5 Incom Sub-std No 

Incom = 
INCOMPLETE 

Sub-std = 
SUBSTANDARD 

Accept = 
ACCEPTABLE 

Comp = 
COMPLETE 

SUBC = 
SUBCOUNTY 

DIST = 
DISTRICT 
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Table. 3. (Continued) 

VILLAGE (SUBC,  DIST) PROJECT FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

Kahendero, (Muhoka, Kasese) Construction of 
a health unit 

6.3 Incom Accept No 

Kirembe(Muhoka, Kasese)         Water piping to 
health unit 

3.0 Comp Accept In use 

Muhoka  (Muhoka, Kasese)         School doors 
and windows 

3.65 Comp Accept In use 

Kashenyi (L. Katwe, Kasese) Construction of 
two classrooms 

3.5 Incom Sub-std No 

Katerera+Kakari+Kyabakara 
(Katerera, Bushenyi) 

1.7-km trench 
excavation 
extension 

10.5 Incom Sub-std No 

Kirugu (Kichwamba, 
Bushenyi) 

Construction of 
two classrooms  

3.5 Incom Accept No 

Rumuri (Kichwamba, 
Bushenyi) 

6-km trench 
excavation 
extension 

3.5 Incom Sub-std Maintenance 
problems 

Kabukwiri (Ryeru, Bushenyi) Construction of 
two classrooms 

3.5 Incom Sub-std No 

Kishenyi (Katunguru, Kasese) Construction of 
community hall 

3.5 Incom Sub-std No 

Katunguru-B (Katunguru, 
Kasese) 

Construction of 
three 
classrooms 

3.5 Incom Sub-std No 

Kiyanga+Rwoburunga+Iramira 
(Kianga, Bushenyi) 

Construction of 
two classrooms 
and an office 

10.3 Incom Accept In use 

Kanyambwanga 
(Kanyambwanga, Bushenyi) 

Construction of 
Parish hall 

3.4 Incomp Accept No 

Nyanga+Rushoroza+Kibimbiri 
(Kihihi, Kanugnu) 

Trench 
excavation 

10.65 Incomp Sub-std Animals cross 
over 
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Table 4. QENP Allocated Revenue Sharing Amounts by Districts. 

DISTRICT SUB-COUNTY     PARISHES AMOUNT             

(M. USh.) 

KASESE          11                         29 96.3 

BUSHENYI            6                         17 44.29 

RUKUNGIRI            2                           5 17.50 

KAMWENGE            4                           9 32.20 

KANUNGU            1                           3 10.65 

TOTAL          24                          63 200.94 

 

 

They attributed the choice of the inappropriate projects to the lack of knowledgeable 

advisors or not having the help of an advocacy team to advise them on their most urgent 

needs.  They also faulted the District/subcounty officials’ stated preferences for 

approving only specific projects such as building classrooms, health units, community 

halls, and fences over more urgently needed but more costly projects such as making 

fresh water available to the community. 

With the exception of a few completed projects that were of acceptable quality to the 

community, all visited projects were incomplete; a few were incomplete and abandoned.  

The quality of the materials used in the majority of these projects was visibly 

substandard.  For instance, the posts used in a high school fencing project were all 



 

130 
 

untreated (already showing signs of termite infestation).  Many of the posts in this project 

were directly installed into the mud holes dug in the ground, without the use of concrete 

footings.  At the time of the author’s visit, about six months after the completion of the 

fence project, some of the posts had already fallen down.  In another project the 

substandard mortar used between the bricks had been washed away by the rain, causing 

part of a wall to crumble.    

Most of the community leaders interviewed were highly dissatisfied with the incomplete 

status of the projects. Other complaints were about the use of substandard materials, 

irresponsible building practices, and the prevalent overcharges by the contractors for their 

work.  They attributed the shortcomings of the contractors to the inappropriate choice of 

unscrupulous contractors by District/subcounty officials.  Other contributing factors cited 

by the interviewees were inefficiencies in project inspection and oversight by the 

District/subcounty officials.  They considered the project administrators’ common 

practice of dispersing RS funds to contractors without inspecting the project sites 

irresponsible and sometimes “questionable.”  Many leaders of the communities with bad 

RS projects saw no benefit to the involvement of the District/subcounty officials in 

awarding the contracts and monitoring progress of the project work.  They expressed 

disappointment for the charges levied by the local government’s “tendering process.”  Charges 

of 22% or more for subdistrict handling fees were mentioned by community leaders as being 

deducted by local government from the RS funds for  the “tendering process.”  The community 

leaders felt these charges were excessive and added no value to the quality or scheduled 

delivery of the projects.  To improve current contract awarding procedures and delivery of the 
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projects, community leaders proposed having a more active role in the choice of contractor and 

awarding of the contract and having authority for direct monitoring and control of the project 

works.  They proposed that the contractors ought to secure LC1’s written project acceptance to 

receive the final distribution of the project funds.   

Despite the low quality and the incomplete status of the RS projects, community leaders 

were prevalently appreciative of the UWA’s RS policy and expressed satisfaction with 

QENP’s CC program.  Many communities had been visited by QENP’s CC Warden and 

were familiar with the CC’s Park-community partnership objectives.  According to one 

LC1 chairperson, QENP is a major national and local asset.  But to maintain and enhance 

community enthusiasm for QENP conservation policies, there is a need to show its 

visible and tangible benefits to the community itself.  He suggested that incomplete and 

substandard RS-funded projects are wasteful and turn community enthusiasm into 

frustration and a sense of helplessness. 
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Table 5. Katojo Health Unit. 

VILLAGE 
(SUBC, DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

KATOJO 
(Niyakiyumbu, 
Kasese) 

Second 
health unit 

Katusabe Marcel 
Marusi 

6.0 Incom Sub-std No 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

Construction of the RS-funded health unit is unfinished and currently abandoned.  They do not 
know if the contractor will ever come back to finish it. He has already received the project 

acceptance certification and full payment from the subcounty. Many community members 
believe this health unit was not needed since the first health unit is functional.  The existing 
health unit has no equipment or drugs; its staff consists of one nurse’s aide, whose main duty is 
referring patients to clinics elsewhere.   

To propose an approvable project, they were advised by the District officials to select the 
construction of the health unit.  They were advised that with available RS funds, community 
choices were limited to adding one or two classrooms to the existing primary school or to 
building another one-room health unit. 
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  
DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDIN
G 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

KAMUR
ULI 
(Kiyanga, 
Bushenyi) 

Add two 
classes and 
one admin. 
office 

School 
teachers 

10.3 Incom Acceptable In use 

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

The new classrooms have no windows and no floors.  The community is not happy 
with the contractor. They had neither control over the quality of his work nor any 
control over scheduling of the deliverables.  The teachers interviewed, however, felt 
that even these unfinished classes were an improvement over earlier teaching outdoors.  
In appreciation of the CC project, the school has established an Environmental 
Protection Club with 16 student members.  The Club has planted CARE-provided sage 
seedlings, plants, and shrubs around the school.  The Club has also formed a chorus 
and they practice singing ecofriendly songs.  They performed three songs for us, which 
Tom and I found moving.  The Club performs in other schools and communities to 
sensitize parents and children to environmental conservation and protection of wildlife. 

 

 

Table 6. Kamuruli Classrooms. 
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  
DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

KABIRIZI   
(L. Katwe, 
Kasese) 

Renovation 
of 
classrooms 

CP1 
Chairperson, 
Wilson 
Tarumbuka 

Phase 1: 
2.8 Phase 
2: 3.5 

Incomp Sub-std In use 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

The two schools in the parish were in need of renovation.  They used Phase 1’s 2.8 Million Sh. 
for the classroom renovation in one school.  Although this work is substandard, the renovated 
classes are in use.  Phase 2 funds with 3.5 Million Sh. were used for the classroom renovation in 
the other school.  The renovation is incomplete but an improvement over what they used to have.  
They are appreciative of CC’s provision of funds for this project.  In terms of priority, however, 

classroom renovations were not high-priority projects, they were advised against proposing more 
expensive but more urgently needed projects.  The community attitude toward QENP and the CC 
program is mostly positive.  Some scheme for the compensation of damages caused by the 
wildlife would further improve the community’s support of the Park. 

 

 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 

According to CPI Chairperson N. Jackson, the community faces several problems: three of the 
main issues are HLC due to livestock predation, crop damage by elephants, and the 
unavailability of fresh water in the village.  In the past, there used to be a very old and slow 
pump, but it broke down and cannot be repaired.  Currently, the community has no easy access 
to fresh water.  Everyone has to go to the Nyamugasanyi River, some three km away, with jerry 
cans to bring water.  A water supply was more urgently needed than classroom renovation, but 
the community had to propose the latter project, because the proposal for water supply would not 
be approved.  CP1 Chairperson estimates the cost of a new well and pump for the village would 
be about 10 Million Sh., way above the RS 3.5 Million Sh. allocated for their Phase 2 
community project.   

 

Table 7. Kabrizi Classrooms.  
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

KAHENDER
O (Muhokya, 
Kasese) 

Construc
tion of a 
health 
unit 

LC 1 
Chairperson, 
Mambo Mugisa 

Phase 1:  
3.4 Phase 
2: 2.9  

Incom Sub-std No 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

6 Million Sh. was spent for constructing a health unit.  The contractor left the project unfinished 
in an unusable status; he used substandard material but was fully paid by the District.  When the 
health unit is finished, they will get a nurse’s aide to work in the unit.  Some of the participants 
considered the health unit as a low-priority project.  They suggested that they have a more urgent 
need for a drinking water well.  Now they buy fresh water from Kasese truckers at about 1,000 
Sh. for a 20-liter jerry can. They believe that the water table is only about 10-15 meters below 
the surface and the estimated cost of the well and the pump should be well within the next CC 
allocation.  They maintained that the community proposed the wrong project.   The community 
needs to be informed about what project they really need and guided through the preparation of 
the proposal.  They felt the community voters should be advised about their more urgent needs 
and this requires advocacy help from the Park officials. 

 

 

 

Table 8. Kahendero Health Unit. 
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

KAYANZI 
(Nyakiyumbu, 
Kasese) 

Construction 
of a health 
unit 

LC1 
Chairperson 
B. Kibune 

6.9 Incom Sub-std No 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

They claim that a sizeable portion of the allocated RS funds are subtracted from the allocated 
amount for taxes and administrative handling at District, and subcounty levels.  For two years a 
Kasese contractor, appointed by the District, was engaged in building the health unit.  The 
builder was not accountable to the client village.  When the community received a 4.8 Million 
Sh. grant from the Catholic Church, they were able to complete four classrooms and one office.  
This is because they hired the contractor and supervised his work.  Now, with the allocated 6.9 
Million Sh. to the District, the construction of the health unit consists only of the enclosure 
walls.  Community leaders suspect some questionable practices at the District level.  They stated 
that the Kasese District’s inspecting engineer never visited the site, but he approved the project 
for the contractor to be fully paid for his unfinished work.   

 Other General Comments:   

Kayanzi is a fishing village with a population of 1,341 with an annual population growth rate of 
about 4-5%. This population does not include the migrant fishermen who come to Kayanzi on a 
seasonal basis.   There are about 200 goats and no cattle.  Local economy is 100% fishing.  
Although the minimum net size is set at 4.5”, many fishermen, forced by poverty and need, use 

smaller net size.  This further aggravates future yields.   

According to Mr. Kibune, Kayanzi is a very poor village, one of the QENP’s  poorest, well 
below the poverty line.  About 70% of the village people have only one meal a day.  The 80% 
incidence of malaria in Kayanzi is the highest in QENP.  There are an alarming number of HIV 
orphans in Kayanzi.  They have no community health unit.  For free medical care they have to 
go to other parishes, but the cost of transportation, ranging from 1,000-3,000 Sh. discourages 
patients seeking medical treatment. 

According to LC1 and CPI chairpersons, the park CC Warden comes to the village and meets 
with them.  They are very happy about these meetings and the CC’s RS-Program.  The CC 
Warden informs them about their RS funds made available to their sub-county. 

They are appreciative of the RS program and the CC activities, but they are also adversely 
affected by the restrictive QENP regulations that limit their use of the Park’s resources.  The 
effects of rampant poverty in the village are compounded by uncontrolled population growth, 
decreasing fishing yields, high incidence of malaria and AIDS, and restrictive Park regulations 
that do not allow them to subsidize their income by livestock. 

 

Table 9. Kayanzi Health Unit.    
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Table 9.  (Continued) 

 

Kayanzi Local Council 1 Members. 
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Kayanzi Health Unit Project. 

 Kayanzi Health Unit Construction. 

  

Table 9.  (Continued) 
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  
DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

KIREMBE 
(Muhokya, 
Kasese) 

Construction 
of a health 
unit 
 

George 
Bwambale 

Phase 1:  
3.0 Phase 
2:  3.6    

Comp Accept In Use 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

Mr. Bwambale, a UNICEF-trained engineer, has personally supervised the RS-funded project 
works in Kirembe.  Phase 1 development work consisted of construction of a health unit.  RS 
funds were supplemented by additional funding provided by the Kasese District.  The health unit 
project was completed according to the budgeted funds and agreed schedule.  Phase 2 
development work consisted of using the RS-allocated 3.6 Million Sh. for extending the water 
pipe from the main water reservoir to the new health unit.  The community contributed about 
60,000 Sh. required to complete the work.  Also, community members contributed voluntary 
labor to complete the project. This health unit is currently staffed by a qualified medical 
assistant.  The community considers the project a success.  The attitudes toward QENP, its CC 
program, and its efforts to attract ecotourism are very positive.  They consider these activities as 
highly beneficial to their community. 

 

The water tank is approximately 2 km away from the health unit.  They used 20 rolls of HDPE 

(Heavy Duty Plastic Pipe) size PN-10 (each roll is 100 meters long) to connect the health unit to 

the water reservoir.  Both Phase-1 and Phase-2 projects are complete and satisfactory. 

 

 

 

Table 10. Kirembe Health Unit.   



 

140 
 

VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  
DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

KAHOKYA 
(L. Katwe, 
Kasese) 

Construction 
of a social 
hall 

Paul Ngununu, 
LC2 Finance 
Secretary 

Phase 1: 
Lost 
Phase 2: 3.5  

Incom Sub-std No 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

According to Mr. Paul Ngununu, the Phase 1 RS-allocated funds are lost at the subcounty level.  
Subcounty officials do not know what happened to the allocated funds.  They continue to review 
their documents to locate the missing funds.  The CC Warden is aware of the missing funds, but 
there are no procedural mechanisms for his office to locate the funds that have already been 
transferred to the Subcounty. 

The Phase 2 project consisted of building a social hall for Kahokya.  The builder built part of the 
foundation, received the full payment from the District and abandoned the unfinished 
foundation.  Community members consider the Phase 2 project mismanaged and wasteful.   

 

 

Kahokya community members who were interviewed and the partial building 

foundation.  

 

Table 11.  Kahokya Social Hall. 
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

NYAKATONZI 
(Munkunyu, 
Kasese) 

Construction 
of an 
administrative 
unit 

Amos 
Balumcu, CP1 

6.2 Incom Sub-std No 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

The project consisted of using Phase 1 and Phase 2 RS-allocated funds to build an administrative 
unit.  An unscrupulous contractor used up the allocated funds for two years but has not finished 
the work.  The unit has no floors, no windows, and the walls and the floors are unfinished.  The 
project is considered wasteful and unusable and its construction is currently abandoned.  It is 
being used as a temporary raw cotton warehouse, and someone seems to dwell in the unfinished 
building.  The community expected a more efficient handling of the RS-funded project by the 
local government, and they are hopeful that in the next phase of RS funding, they will be 
assigned a more conscientious contractor. 

 

 

 

 

Table 12. Nyakatonzi Administrative Unit.   
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

KYAKITARE 
(Katwe 
Kabatoro TC, 
Kasese) 

Construction 
of a town 
hall 

Margaret 
Komuruti, a 
Parish Council 
member 

11 Incom Accept No 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

According to Ms. Komuruti the building work started two years ago and 18 Million Sh. have 
already been spent on it.  Most Kyakitare community members are not happy with the unfinished 
town hall project.  For the amount spent, they expect a lot more than what they have received.   
Ms. Komuruti thinks that building a town hall was not the best choice.  Here, their health center 
is not equipped and has no drugs.  It employs three nurses and three nurse’s aides, but it has no 
drugs and no medical equipment to render the place useful.  Despite a 65% malaria incidence in 
the village, their health center has no malaria drugs, and the nearest hospital is 41 km away.  Ms. 
Komuruti is a reproductive health specialist and thinks other projects such as improving the 
current health unit and making malaria drugs available would have been a better choice.  

 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 

Ms. Komuruti suggested that renovating the community’s fishing facilities would have better 

served the community’s more urgent needs.  The fishing facilities that are being used to unload 
and process fish are in dire need of improvement.   She pointed out that the local annual 
population growth rate is about 5% and she believes that given current village resources and the 
decreasing fishing yield, the village will not be able to sustain such a population growth rate.  
The four elementary schools and the secondary schools are already overcrowded and there are no 
funds to expand or add classrooms.   

Ms. Komuruti believes the community is appreciative of the Park’s PS Program, but the Park 
should do more than just allocate RS funds.  She commented that when CARE (a private 
international humanitarian organization) was in the community, people were trained by CARE 
staff to conserve natural resources and to care for their own health and well-being.  The 
community needs similar CARE-type training and educational initiatives by the Park CC staff.  
She suggested CC specialists should come to the community to teach them about conservation, to 
avoid Waragi (an alcoholic beverage made by sweet bananas), how to prevent unwanted sex, not 
to have numerous children per family, and how to avoid the spread of AIDS.  The community 
currently does not receive any of this CARE-type help or educational initiatives from the Park. 

 The price of Waragi is 3200 Sh./ liter.  At local bars each Waragi serving (1/2 cup) is sold at 600 
Sh. shot.  People usually get drunk after consuming 2-3 shots of Waragi.   

 

Table 13.  Kyakitare Town Hall. 
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Kyakitare multipurpose town hall. The  project is incomplete but acceptable. 

 

Kyakitare: multipurpose town hall 

  

Table 13. (Continued)  
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

KATUNGURU  
(L. Katwe, 
Kasese) 

Renov. 
three 
classes in 
an existing 
primary 
school 

Masika J. Jingo       
Education Dep. 

3.5 Incom Sub-std In use 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

The RS funding was 2.8 Million S. in Phase 1 (2003-2004) and the same amount for Phase 2 
(2004-2005).  Phase 1 funding was used to renovate three classrooms of the existing primary 
school.  Since the Phase 1 renovation work was not completed, Phase 2 funds were used for this 
purpose.  Even with the Phase 2 funds the project remained unfinished.  Renovated classes have 
no floors and no dry wall.  The problems are twofold: (1) inadequate contractors and (2) 
deductions for CC fund handling by the District. According to Ms. Jingo, if the allocated fund 
exceeds 1 Million, the RS funds must be handled by the District’s “Tender Body.”  After 
deduction for taxes and administrative charges by the Tender Body, the net available funds were 
reduced from 2.8 to about 1.6 Million Sh. per phase.  Deductions included the project engineer’s 

inspection fees.  Even with these deductions, the renovation works should have been completed 
with the net funds.   

 

  

 

Table 14.  Katunguru Classroom Renovations 
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED     FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

HAMAKUNGU 
(Lake Katwe, 
Kasese) 

Building 
fences 
around 
Secondary 
School 

Mr. Kamanyi, 
LC1 
Chairperson 

3.5 Comp Sub-std In use 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

The fence project was to keep wildlife away from the Hamacungu Parents Secondary School 
playgrounds.  The District-appointed contractor expended the entire allocated amount for the 
project work.  If the work were to be completed by a community-selected contractor, the cost for 
a reliable work would have been about 1.5 Million Sh.  This project work is substandard and 
wasteful.  Now, only six months after the project completion, part of the fence is falling apart.  
The contractor used substandard material, placed the posts in dirt and mud (instead of concrete 
posting), and ignored the client community’s repeated comments about his work.  When the 
community complained about the contractor’s unacceptable building practices, he responded that 
he did not answer to the community, and it was up to the inspecting engineer to accept the work.  
The work is wasteful and useless. 

 

 

 

 

Table 15.  Hamakungu School Fence. 
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

KATUNGURU 
(Katunguru, 
Bushenyi) 

Construction 
of 2 
classrooms  

Shamila 
Tibahwerayo 

3.5 Incomp Sub-std No 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

Ms. Tibahwerayo, a  subcounty Councillor explained that both Phase 1 (2003-2004) and Phase 
2 (2004-2005) RS funds were used for the construction of two classrooms in the existing 
primary school to alleviate the overcrowding problems.  The contractor did not complete the 
work.  According to Ms. Tibahwerayo, the contractor used substandard materials.  For instance, 
during the wet season part of an exterior wall collapsed because the mortar was bad.  The builder 
refused to come back and fix the wall.  They reported the matter to the proper District authorities 
but have received no response.  QENP’s CC Warden was invited to come and inspect the project 
work.  He came to the site and now he is aware of the problem.  He advised the community that 
he has no authority over the District-appointed contractors, and they have to contact the District 
authorities to rectify the problems. 

 

 

 

Table 16.  Katunguru Classrooms. 
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VILLAGE 
(SUBC,  
DIST) 

PROJECT INTERVIEWED FUNDING 
(Million 
USh) 

STATUS QUALITY USAGE 

MUHOKYA 
(L. Katwe, 
Kasese) 

Metal doors 
and windows 
for a primary 
school 

Abdalatife 
Bigemere, LC1 
Chairperson 

3.65 Comp Accept In use 

 

  

RESPONDENTS COMMENTS 

Phase 1 and Phase 2’s gross allocations were 2.8 and 3.65 Million Sh., respectively.  The net 
amount made available to them was about one-third less due to withholdings for District’s 

handling, taxes, and fees. The community plan was to build a primary school.  They proposed to 
use RS funds to cover costs of metal doors and windows.  They chose metal doors and windows 
because of termite problems.  In the proposal they committed to contribute to the school project 
costs with supplemental community funds, community labor, roofing material, and voluntary 
labor.  The net allocated RS amount was not enough to fully cover these costs.  They have 
completed the unfinished doors and windows with additional contributions of their own.  All the 
project labor was voluntary, and the project is completed. 

 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 

For the new RS funds, they were considering three projects: fencing around the village, a library, 
and a laboratory for the secondary school.  For fencing they were considering the bwara plant.  
They suggested bwara because it is a thorny bush that grows to three meters in six months; it is 
supposed to be a good fence against the intruding wildlife. They were planning to buy the seeds, 
start the seedlings, and transplant them where they were needed as a fence around the village.  
They said they need rain for growing these plants; during the dry season, the community can 
irrigate them using the small nearby river.  As an initial effort, they have already planted bwara 
plants in a 1.5 km fencing track and they are mostly satisfied with the results.  This project was 
accomplished with CARE-provided seeds, transferred knowledge, and community labor.  The 
author also visited the 1.5 km bwara hedge work.  The bush’s height (planted two months earlier) 
ranged from a few cm to about 50 cm.  Some of the plants were stressed because of dry weather.  
They are very happy with the RS program; they think they have sufficient knowhow, community 
supplemental funds, and volunteers to enable them to put these funds to good use. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 17.  Muhokya Classrooms. 
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Muhokya: Primary school doors and windows Phase-2 Project:  all-metal doors and windows  

 

 

Table 17. (Continued).   
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7.  CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
 
 
The majority of the Queen Elizabeth National Park (QENP) respondents showed a 

relatively fair level of awareness about Uganda Wildlife Authority’s (UWA) wildlife 

conservation efforts and the QENP’s Community Conservation (CC) and Revenue 

Sharing (RS) policies.  People were aware of the need for lion conservation and their 

responses to the survey questions assessing respondents’ attitudes toward lion 

conservation were often positive.  This positive attitude was perceptible even in “hot 

spot” communities where human-lion conflict (HLC) had caused loss of human life or 

livestock predation.  The majority of the respondents, however, viewed the importance of 

lion conservation mostly in terms of a local imperative for attracting tourists and securing 

direct revenue from the Park.  Respondents were able to connect the benefits of lion 

conservation with the Park entry fees paid by tourists, which in turn would fund their own 

RS program locally.  Ecotourism and QENP’s effort to sustain it were praised for their 

role as a significant source of foreign currency earnings for Uganda.   

Killing of lions for lion parts or traditional medicinal purposes was rejected by a great 

majority of the respondents as “unfair” or “illegal.”  The majority of the respondents 

indicated their preference for a UWA compensation program to mitigate financial 

burdens of the HLCs.  Suggested conflict prevention measures included greater vigilance 
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by Park rangers, translocation of problem lions, erecting protective fences, and feeding 

the lions by Park officials when food subsidies are needed.  Killing of Park lions as a 

means of population control was the choice of only a few individuals belonging to the 

“hot spot” communities with recent tragic HLC incidents.  More than half the 

respondents had seen or heard lions in their own community or in a nearby community 

and knew or heard about one or more HLCs within the same areas.  Generally the “hot 

spot” communities with serious HLC experience showed more sensitivity toward the 

conflict events, and their comments were more critical of the slow response by Park 

officials to emergency calls and their lack of emergency intervention.  The comments 

connected the community losses to inaction or hostile attitudes by the Park enforcement 

officers.   

The majority of the Park communities were aware of their extreme poverty and persistent 

problems with malnutrition, inadequate housing, inadequate access to fresh water, high 

incidences of malaria and AIDS, inadequate health care, and overcrowded schools.  They, 

however, did not correlate these problems with an unsustainable rate of population 

growth in their villages.  Many respondents felt their villages had more room to grow and 

considered as many as six children per family a satisfactory number.  On the other hand, 

respondents seemed to have a greatly overestimated perception of the number of Park 

lions and the extent of their predation in the nearby communities.  The perceived number 

of Park lions was up to ten times greater than the estimated lion population and their 

perceived number of lion predation was up to several hundred heads of cattle per year.  

The actual estimated predation rate by lions is 17 annually.  Such a discrepancy is in part 
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due to the high visibility of the lions’ in the Park communities, their audible roars at 

night, predation by other carnivores blamed on lions, and exaggerated community 

accounts of predations attributed to lions.  The incorrect perception of lion population and 

their predation rate may erroneously justify communities’ lethal control of the lions.  

When respondents were asked about straying lions that attacked livestock in their 

community, almost half the respondents considered the retaliatory killing of the lions as 

“justified” or “understandable.”  Communities considered the uncompensated livestock 

predation by lions as an unbearable financial loss that could not be tolerated. 

The “hot spot” community members’ ranking of the performance by Park officials’ in 

preventing and mitigating HLC was often “Not good.”  Even respondents who felt that 

the Park officials’ HLC resolutions were satisfactory generally ranked their performance 

as “Average.”  One of the main reasons for the “hot spot” community’s low ranking of 

Park officials’ performance can be attributed to the UWA’s noncompensation policy of 

damages caused by wildlife.  The noncompensation policy seems to be by far the most 

prevalent cause of communities’ retaliatory actions against the lions.  It seems to be 

responsible for the current state of misunderstanding and mutual distrust between the 

communities and Park officials.  The communities seem to have a negative perception of 

the QENP Law Enforcement officers.  Common complaints regarding the officers 

included verbal hostilities, alleged beatings, and attempted extortion.  Many Park officials 

and wardens were aware of these negative attitudes and maintained that a “tough 

outlook” was helpful for the enforcement of Park regulations.  Another contributing 

factor to the communities’ negative attitude toward QENP is slow or non-response by 
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Park officials to communities’ emergency calls.  Because of an insufficient number of 

reliable vehicles (the only reliable vehicle with sufficient fuel is assigned to the Law 

Enforcement Department) available to Park officials, QENP does not have well organized 

emergency response units.  The Park’s emergency response times depend also on who 

receives the call (rangers, Law Enforcement, CC, or the Chief Warden) and how the call 

is handled.  Often requests for emergency interventions have to be first relayed to the 

UWA headquarters and then await directives from Kampala.   

As concepts, QENP’s CC and RS programs enjoy a good degree of popularity among the 

community leaders and activists.  A few of the RS funded projects, especially those with 

local contribution of labor, material, or funds have been successful.  But the majority of 

the RS funded projects remain incomplete or of substandard quality and are often viewed 

by community leaders as plain wasteful.  Community leaders are critical of District and 

subcounty handling of the projects.  Common complaints are local government’s 

preference for specific pet projects that are not urgently needed, awarding project 

contracts to unscrupulous contractors with no prior consultation with the community, and 

disallowing community involvement in project oversight and control. The poor outcome 

of QENP development projects should alert policy makers to reconsider the active role of 

the locals in CC efforts.  In a break from the past, promised CC concepts of local 

participation, empowerment of the community, and collaborative management should be 

enacted.  Current top-down handling of community development projects by the local 

government and the failure of these projects underline the problem of the practice of 

business as usual.  Failure of RS funded development projects in the QENP communities 
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ultimately detracts from the intended effects that these projects should have: showing 

visible benefits of the Park to local people. 

In 2006, the retaliatory killing of the lions in the northern sector of QENP reached an all 

time high with an alarming number of lions killed (9) due to HLC in the Park.  Results of 

population viability analysis conducted for this study indicate that at this elimination rate, 

the lion population in QENP will not remain viable.  Despite the positive attitudes toward 

the Park’s CC program and the RS economic development projects in the communities, 

UWA’s noncompensation policy continues to indirectly take its toll on the Park lions.  A 

relatively small portion of the RS funds could be allocated to compensate for legitimate 

incidences of HLC, ranging from harm to humans to livestock predation.  By making the 

compensation policy contingent on meeting specific human and livestock safety 

requirements, the Park will be able to encourage communities to take the needed 

precautionary measures to safeguard against conflicts with Park lions, reducing the total 

number of HLC incidents and necessary amount of compensation. 

To synthesize the conclusions of this study in terms of specific recommendations for 

reducing QENP HLC, one must bear in mind that the viability of the lion population is 

tied to a complex range of political, ecological, and community-dependent factors 

determining the dynamics of human-lion interactions.  Survey results in this work show 

that the ambivalent community attitude toward lions is shaped by the fear and anxiety for 

human and livestock safety.  This negative attitude is countered by perceived economic 

benefits that communities may obtain from the Park’s RS program.  Negative attitudes 
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toward lions are further exacerbated by the government inabilities to resolve issues 

related to wildlife damage compensation, new illegal settlement of thousands of refugees 

and their livestock in the Park, and questionable practices by the district level authorities 

in implementing RS development programs. Conservation programs in QENP will not be 

effectively supported by the Park communities if the threat of lions to individual 

livelihoods and the risk of coexisting with lions clearly outweigh potential economic 

gains of sharing the Park with the lions.  The author’s recommendations for alleviation of 

HLC in QENP are categorized below in three distinct but interconnected levels:  

•   National and UWA level  

•   QENP level 

•   QENP community level 

Suggested recommendations are summarized as follows: 

A. Recommendations at Political and UWA Level   

1. Park Fishing Villages and Basongora Refugee Settlement   

Statement of the Problem:  Government’s long-standing inability to define and 

enforce QENP boundaries has gradually expanded the number of Park settlers and 

more recently Basongora refugees to unsustainable levels that make the continued 

existence of the Protected Area (PA) as a national Park questionable.  QENP’s 

original village enclaves have expanded from four small fishing villages, all four 

gazetted as wildlife sanctuaries, to eleven growing enclaves characterized by 
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population growth rates exceeding 3.5% per year.  The establishment of the 

additional seven enclaves, none with legal status, has dramatically increased the 

Park’s human population, creating added pressure for the usage of the Park’s 

limited natural resources.  The growing number of subsistence fishermen, small-

scale pastoralists, and landless farmers, the expanding Park communities depend 

on contracting Park resources for their livelihood.  Recent settlement of 

Basongora refugees and their cattle in the Park has further exacerbated the limits 

of QENP’s natural resources to meet new demands for grazing grounds, food, 

fresh water, and firewood.  The role of the UWA in enforcing Park boundaries 

and stopping further human encroachment in the Park has remained vague and 

indecisive.  This in turn has adversely affected the ability of Park officials to 

effectively manage the wildlife conservation, regulate settlers’ activities, and 

mitigate human-wildlife conflict in the Park.  

 

Recommendation:  The government has to determine whether QENP status 

should be changed from a national Park to a recreation area that allows legal 

settlement of the existing communities and the Basongora refugees.  In this case, 

the government may establish a zoo-like “Lion Park” in the vicinities of Kampala 

and implement translocation of the Park lions (and other problem wildlife) to the 

new park.  Lion parks in other Africa countries (for instance in South Africa and 

Ethiopia) keep the lions and other carnivores in a zoo-like setting for 

photographic tourism.  On the other hand, if the objective is to maintain QENP as 
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a PA for conservation of wildlife and biodiversity, the government ought to 

consider the following approach: 

•   Establish clear Park perimeter demarcations, rigorously enforce QENP 

boundaries, and stop human encroachment into the Park. 

•   Estimate QENP’s carrying capacity for hosting human communities 

within the boundaries of the Park. 

•   Relocate the Park’s excess residents in a fair and satisfactory way, starting 

for instance with relocation of recent refugees and illegal residents, to 

other suitable areas outside the Park where relocated people can have a 

comparable or better livelihood. 

In the absence of prompt and decisive action by the government, HLC will  

continue and lethal actions against the lion’s population will jeopardize the  

species’ viability in QENP.  

Remarks:  The suggested partial relocation of QENP’s settlers or translocations 

of the Park’s lions are issues that are expected to be costly and complex.  The 

Indian government’s decades long attempts to reduce HLC in Gir Protected Areas 

(GPA) have encountered and continue to experience a variety of political and 

administrative problems (Chellam, 1993).  For instance, past human relocation 

attempts by the Gujarat Forest Department (GFD) from GPA, although expected 

to improve the living conditions for the relocated communities, has faced 

persistent resistance by  the Maldhari tribal people and proved unsuccessful 

(Paulson, NA).  An alternative approach involved translocation of a group of lions 
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from GPA to Kuno Wildlife Sanctuary (KWS) in the Sheopur District of Madhya 

Pradesh.  In preparation for the GPA lion translocation, by 2002, 20 villages (out 

of a total of 24) located within KWS were relocated outside the Sanctuary area, 

and planned stocking of the lion  natural pray base in KWS was initiated (Report, 

NA).  At the final stages of the plan,  however, the state of Gujarat refused to 

permit translocation of the GPA lions to  another state because the Park lions 

were their “exclusive heritage” (Kirtiman, 2007).   New plans include establishing 

corridors between GPA and the surrounding habitats to increase the range of GPA 

lions.  Before embarking on similar relocation and translocation plans, these types 

of lessons learned by other PAs should be thoroughly reviewed and analyzed. 

2. Creation of a Compensation Program   

Statement of the Problem:  Results of this study indicate that QENP  

communities, particularly individuals with direct HLC experience, consider  

uncompensated livestock predation a prime cause of retaliatory poisoning or  

spearing of the lions.  The majority of surveyed communities view compensation  

of damages caused by lions as a social and ethical responsibility that the UWA  

has to assume.  Infliction of human injury or death and livestock predation are  

highly emotional issues that involve both human pain and suffering and  

intolerable  economic hardship. 

Recommendation:  A fair and effective compensation program could be 

expected to increase the tolerance of lion burdens on the Park communities and to 
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promote more positive attitudes and support for lion conservation in QENP.  A 

fair compensation scheme will rescue small herders from sudden economic 

hardship or help an injured laborer with the hardship and loss of income.  A 

compensation program may reduce retaliatory killing of lions and resolve many of 

the current conflict issues that are based on communities’ uncompensated losses.  

A recommended compensation scheme that may apply to the QENP case is a 

program that allocates a small percentage of the RS funds to compensate 

individuals or their families for the loss of human life or injuries and livestock 

predation.  In this case the compensation program should target one single 

species, such as lions, and formulate well-defined eligibility requirements for 

compensation.  For instance, compensation guidelines for human injuries or loss 

of life should exclude cases involving inebriated individuals or reject claims for 

losses of livestock not properly protected in overnight enclosures.  A good 

compensation program faces many challenges.  Determining compensation values 

for loss of human life or serious injuries can be difficult and, regardless of 

compensation amount, may be challenged by claimants.  For institutions of 

limited financial resources such as QENP, however, compensation should not be 

interpreted as placing a monetary value on human life and suffering but simply an 

attempt to reduce the economic hardships that follow these types of conflicts.  

Remarks:  As discussed in Section 5 of this work, the implementation of an 

effective compensation program is a complex issue and little published evidence 
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supports its success in practical experience.  In fact, many wildlife protection 

institutions do not support compensation policies because they may reduce efforts 

by beneficiaries in preventing conflict with wildlife, be conducive to potential 

moral hazards, or even trigger local agricultural expansion, causing more 

conversion of  wildlife habitat into farms.  A careful review of the compensation 

schemes adopted by other countries (summarized in this report for India, Kenya, 

Malaysia, and  Zimbabwe) is a first step toward a sound compensation policy. 

3. Revenue Sharing Project Implementation   

Statement of the Problem:  Implementation of the RS program in QENP is 

plagued by inadequate community projects that are either incomplete or 

abandoned or are of substandard quality and limited use.  Community Local 

Councils and activists often blame the District and Subcounty authorities for their 

roles in approving only certain “pet projects” that are deemed mostly unneeded or 

are of low priority to communities.  Communities further blame district and 

subcounties for their questionable selection of project contractors, issuing 

certification of “completed” work for payment without proper site inspection, 

disregarding contractors’ overcharges, disallowing communities’ project 

oversight and cost control, and ignoring community complaints about contractors’ 

abusive practices. 

Recommendation:  Effective implementation of RS projects requires a more  

active role by Local Councils and communities during all phases of project  
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implementation.  This can be accomplished by the following procedural  

improvements: 

•   Streamlining RS project proposal processes to reduce current community 

confusion about proposing an urgently needed project (e.g., a freshwater 

well) vs. preparing a proposal that is “approvable” by cognizant 

authorities (e.g., building a community town hall). 

•   Appointment of project contractors by the authorities should involve direct 

consultation with community representatives.  Local representatives 

should also be empowered to monitor and control the quality and costs of 

the RS projects in their communities. 

•   Issuance of completed work certification for payment to the contractor 

should require formal approval by a community representative. 

•   QENP Community CC should acquire sufficient staff to assist the 

communities in all phases of the RS project implementation, including 

selection of the proposed project, project oversight, and resolving 

community-District issues. 

Remarks:  A review of the RS Projects status (reported in Section 6) and 

QENP communities’ feedback and assessment of these projects should help UWA  

improve on cited administrative procedures followed by UWA and the District  

governments. 
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B. Recommendations at the QENP Level   

1. Procurement of Needed Equipment and Staff 

  Statement of the Problem:  QENP’s insufficient staff and equipment,   

  particularly in the department of CC and the department of wildlife research and 

  monitoring are currently compromising the Park’s ability to effectively manage 

  its wildlife conservation program and reduce the escalating human-wildlife  

  conflict.  Two recurrent complaints by many community members were (a) the 

  difficulty of reaching Park officials to report lion-related emergencies and the 

  Park’s slow response to such emergency calls, and (b) a shortage of Park field 

  staff to help communities in case of lion emergencies and to train them to handle 

  such emergencies locally.   

  Recommendation:  First-step efforts required for a more effective Park  

  management in general and lion emergency responsiveness in particular include 

  the recommendations listed below: 

  •   Procurement of modern communication equipment for receiving wildlife 

   emergency calls and dispatching Park rangers to assist the distressed  

   communities. 

  •   Procurement of reliable vehicles to enable Park rangers or Park police to 

   promptly respond to community emergency calls. 
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  •   Hiring and training of additional field staff to handle wildlife emergencies 

   and to visit the villages to provide practical training in the areas of wildlife 

   emergency preparedness, handling straying wildlife prior to the arrival of 

   Park officials, basics of wildlife ecology, and fundamentals of biodiversity 

   conservation as a joint QENP-community effort.  Additionally, QENP  

   should fill the staffing requirements of CC and Research and Monitoring 

   departments.  With sufficient staff QENP should be able to initiate creating 

   databases for Park lions’ demographic data, individual incidences of HLC, 

   and details of the RS funding, project status, and community feedback about 

   the projects. 

Remarks:  There was wide agreement among the interviewed QENP officials that 

procurement of modern communication equipment, additional transport vehicles, 

and hiring of additional field staff for emergency responsiveness were imperatives 

of an efficient and a timely emergency intervention in QENP.  Thus, the main 

issue at stake is the procurement of the required funds from international donors 

or other means such as raising QENP’s entrance fees. 

2. Kraal Fortification for Reducing Livestock Predation 

Statement of the Problem:  The majority of the QENP kraals offer no resistance 

to wildlife attack and make community livestock easy targets to Park’s predators.  

The livestock owners are generally aware of the benefits of predator-resistant 
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kraals but they perceive the costs of kraal repair or restoration to be beyond their 

financial means. 

Recommendation:  Simple calculations discussed in this study show that costs of 

material required for the repair and fortification of an average kraal is reasonably 

low and well below the cost of losing cattle.  Thus, it is recommended that 

•   Park officials educate livestock owners about the cost-benefit outcome of 

fortified kraals and emphasize their preventive role in the safeguarding of 

the livestock. 

•   QENP provide free materials (barbed wire, posts, cement) to small scale 

herders as a strong incentive for the repair of kraals. 

•   Park officials periodically inspect the continued maintenance and upkeep 

of kraals by livestock owners. 

  Remarks:  Calculated costs associated with QENP kraal fortifications discussed 

  in Section 5 of this report indicate the affordability of the proposed fortification 

  project and, thus, it may be funded through the RS allocations. 

3. Improvement Communities’ Perception about the Number of Park Lions 

and Lion Attacks 

Statement of the Problem:  Many Park communities erroneously perceive the 

number of Park lions to be very high; some believe the lion population in the Park to 

be in the thousands.  They also have a highly exaggerated perception of the 
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frequencies of domestic animal predation and the high number of people attacked or 

killed by Park lions.  Communities’ common notion of a very large and growing 

number of lions in the Park tends to weaken the urgency of lion conservation efforts 

and often makes the retaliatory killing of the lions “justifiable”.  

Recommendation:  QENP should keep community environmental activists informed 

about the current number of Park lions, underline lions’ declining population trend, 

and emphasize the impact of the current retaliatory killing of the lions on their long-

term survival in the Park.  QENP should also provide community environmental 

activists with updated facts and figures about livestock predation and other types of 

HLC in the Park.  To accomplish this, QENP could establish a Park-community 

forum where the exchange of knowledge between the stakeholders takes place on a 

regular basis.  It is also noteworthy that several community environmental activists 

have been effective conduits of environmental and conservation knowledge between 

the Park and their own communities.  Park management, therefore, should foster 

stronger support and better communication with these activists.  

Remarks:  Despite limited field staff, QENP’s Department of CC has been spending 

considerable efforts to reach and interact with the Park’s communities.  The latter 

visits and interactions, however, have been mostly limited to matters related to RS 

projects funding and project status evaluation.  Such activities should be expanded to 

incorporate Park-community forums where better community-QENP alliance for the 

conservation of the wildlife can be fostered. 
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C. Recommendations at Community Level   

1. Understanding the Limits of QENP  

Statement of the Problem:  Many individuals in the local communities perceive 

QENP to be a very rich institution of great financial means, managing an area 

with endless natural resources.  Thus, along with communities’ legitimate 

demands comes a spectrum of other expectations that are generally beyond the 

immediate financial means of QENP and are sometimes opposed to its 

responsibilities as the guardian of a PA.  Assisting local AIDS victims, 

distributing food and medicine to malnourished and poor families, hiring jobless 

members of the community, providing vehicles to transport sick individuals to a 

nearby hospital, and similar types of expectations are currently beyond the 

financial abilities of QENP.  On the other hand, demands for over-fishing, greater 

usage of firewood, herding livestock in areas where it is not allowed, grazing 

cattle in sensitive areas, using firearms and watchdogs to protect domestic animals 

are examples of misconceived expectations of the Park.  

Recommendation:  In nearly all communities visited by the author, educated 

individuals are sufficiently familiar with the Park’s protective rules and 

regulations and are aware of the Park’s financial limits.  These individuals should 

reshape the community’s unrealistic expectations from the Park to achievable 

remedies that can be accomplished within the community itself or in conjunction 

with other nearby communities.  The main objective is to direct the community 
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toward a path of self-reliance by understanding and alleviating the root causes of 

community problems derived from overpopulation, extreme poverty, and 

infectious diseases.  

2. Understanding Communities’ Unsustainable Population Growth  

Statement of the Problem:  The majority of QENP villages suffer from all 

aspects of extreme poverty including malnutrition, inadequate freshwater 

supplies, overcrowded houses, infectious diseases, lack of medical care, and 

overcrowded schools.  Compounding their poverty is a gradual shrinking of Park 

resources that now fail to meet the ever increasing demand for food 

(predominantly fish), grazing grounds, and fuel.  The root cause of the rampant 

poverty is the Park communities’ unsustainable population growth that exceeds 

3.5% per year.  On the other hand, results of the second survey reported in this 

study indicate that Park communities do not relate their poverty to community 

overpopulation and they do not consider that a reduced number of children per 

family could alleviate their current overcrowding problems.  

Recommendation:  Control of unsustainable population growth in many 

developing countries has not been successful.  Uganda and specifically QENP 

villages with some of the world’s highest population growth rates are not 

exceptions.  However, several approaches, if implemented properly, may reduce 

the pace of population growth in the Park communities.  Recommended 

approaches are summarized below: 
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• Educate communities about poverty as a result of over-population. 

•   Establish family planning centers in the villages and sensitize communities to the 

imperatives of population control and smaller families. 

•   Provide free or subsidized contraceptive pills, prophylactics, and other birth 

control devices to the communities. 

•   Teach communities how to use contraceptives and lower the average number of 

children per family to less than three. 

•   Provide incentives to the families that do not exceed two children per family.  

•   Offer free medical care to pregnant women, children, and women who decide to 

terminate their pregnancies. 

Successful implementation of the recommendations proposed above requires both  

national and international financial support.  In this respect, establishment of  

international donations and endowed funds to improve the quality of life of QENP  

communities is the primary step to meet the costs of saving the Park lions and QENP  

itself as a viable protected area.  

 Remarks:  Collaborative Park-community efforts in directing the Park residents 

toward a path of self-reliance and the basics of family planning need no emphasis. At 

the time of the author’s visits, a few QENP villages seemed to be benefitting from 

international support in the areas of family planning and prevention of infectious and 

tropical diseases.  Both Park-community collaborative efforts and international 

support should be enhanced and expanded.  In this endeavor organizational roles of 

UWA and QENP are fundamental. 
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Suggested Further Research 

The following suggestions are intended to present possible ideas for further research on 

matters related to lions and HLC in QENP.  Firstly, the development of a lion 

demographic and HLC database entails conducting research in several inter-correlated 

areas of lion ecology and the socio-economic aspects of the conflict.  Secondly, 

investigation into the regulatory policies governing the responsibilities of the District 

governments toward UWA is to study regulatory means that might be available to UWA 

for improving the implementation of the UWA-funded projects by the local governments.  

Availability of the above information would make studies similar to the present work 

easier and more accurate. 

Lion population and HLC database:  Effective prevention and remediation of HLC can 

only be planned with accurate and reliable data.  There are currently no UWA summary 

statistics defining periodic lion population demography or occurrences of HLC in QENP.  

Outstanding deficiencies include little or sparse data on 1) annual occurrences of HLC 

resulting in human fatality and injury, 2) occurrences of livestock predation, 3) the 

magnitude and characteristics of local retaliatory actions against lions, 4) estimated 

community household costs associated with HLC events, and 5) estimated costs 

associated with a fair compensation of damages caused by QENP lions.  Thus, it is highly 

desirable to develop and maintain an updated database containing both historical and 

current records documenting details of the above parameters. 
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Administrative interaction between UWA and District governments: Successful 

implementation of many UWA Revenue-Sharing projects has often been constrained by 

ill-defined administrative interaction between UWA and the local District governments. 

UWA is the authority responsible for the collection and allocation of the RS funds to 

individual villages. The local District governments are responsible for administrating the 

implementation of such projects in the targeted communities.   

There are several policy and regulatory areas defining UWA-Local Districts’ interactions 

that need to be investigated.  For instance, what are the policies and regulations that 

define responsibilities of the local governments toward UWA?  Are Districts answerable 

to UWA for inadequate usage of UWA allocated funds?  Can UWA question the 

administrative procedures followed by the local governments in implementing and 

certifying the projects as complete and acceptable?  Are there any policy provisions 

whereby UWA is enabled to reject a project of substandard quality?  When the local 

governments “lose” the UWA funds allocated to a certain QENP village, can UWA 

demand the local governments to reimburse the funds they lost?  Knowledge of the above 

regulatory provisions may improve the implementation of the UWA-funded projects in 

QENP communities.  
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Uganda Wildlife Authority’s QENP General Management Plan (GMP) 

The following excerpts are from Uganda Wildlife Authority’s QENP General Management Plan 

(Olivier, 2000): 

Queen Elizabeth National Park, Kyambura Wildlife Reserve, Kigezi Wildlife Reserve, General 

Management Plan, September 2000, Uganda Wildlife Authority 

They provide general information about the Park.  Preparation of this document has been 

cosponsored by the USAID. 

 

GMP, Page iii 

During the 1970s and 1980s animal populations were decimated by poaching and mass 

encroachment into the PAs.  QENP, Kyambura Wildlife Reserve, Kigezi Wildlife Reserve, 

Kyambura Wildlife Reserve, and Kigezi Wildlife Reserve, which are collectively referred to as 

QENP, suffered substantially, particularly in reduction of large mammal populations.  The same 

period was also characterized by serious economic hardships which led to increased dependency 

on protected area resources with far reaching consequences on the environment and the QEOA 

ecosystem… 

 

GMP, Page 1 

QENP (for the purpose of this GMP, QENP is referred to as the Park) and the adjoining 

Kyambura and Kigezi Wildlife Reserves are located on the Equator  in the Albertine Rift Valley, 

Uganda (see Figs 1 and 2).  QENP is part of an extensive transboundary system that includes 

Kibale National Park to the northeast and Rwenzori Mountains Nat Park to the northwest.  

QENP is also contiguous with the Parc National des Virunga in the Democratic Republic of 

Congo.  Together these two PAs completely encircle Lake Edward... 
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This planning effort includes the Park (1978 Km
2
), Kyambura WR (157 Km

2
), and Kigezi WR 

(330 Km
2
).  QENP falls within four District Administrations: Kabarole, Kasese, Bushenyi, and 

Rukungiri.   

QENP lies on the convergence zone of two distinct vegetation types.  The overlap of the Central 

African rainforest and East African grassland biomes create a range of diverse habitats, 

including open grassland, grassland with thickets, thick bush, forests, wetlands, and 250 km of 

lakeshore.  This unique convergence of landforms and vegetation supports one of the richest 

avian resources in the world, including 556 recorded bird species within QENP boundary.  Large 

carnivores are represented by lion, leopard, and spotted hyena.  Notable primates include 

chimpanzee and red-tailed colobus monkey.  Historically, there were also large numbers of 

elephants, buffalo, hippopotamus, topi, and kob.  Now, with the exception of kob, large mammal 

populations (e.g. elephants, buffalo, and hippos) remain at reduced number following drastic 

poaching during the 1970s and 1980s.  Subsistence and commercial poaching continue to cause 

significant problems today. 

People lived in the area for thousands of years prior to the Park’s gazettement in 1952.  Today 

there are 11 fishing village enclaves associated with QENP...  Seven of these are Park enclaves, 

the other four being public enclaves with wildlife sanctuary status.  The original intent, as 

implied by the name “fishing village,” was to perpetuate this traditional livelihood, allowing the 

subsistence use of the lakes’ fisheries resource.  In 1989, the total population of these villages 

was estimated to be 19,930.  Today, the estimate is 30,000.  Approximately 50,000 people now 

live on the periphery of the QENP boundary.   At present, illegal cultivation, settlement 

encroachment and resource extraction continue to impact large portions of the QENP system. 

PLANNING ISSUES and CONCERNS 

The boundaries of the NP and adjoining Kyambura and Kigezi WRs have never adequately been 

marked on the ground.  In many instances, legal descriptions are either missing or are poorly or 

inaccurately described.  In many places where accurate legal descriptions do exist, boundary 

markers have been shifted or removed completely.  Problems with livestock, settlement, and 

cultivation encroachment are exacerbated by this confusion. 
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FISHING VILLAGES 

Public enclaves 

Four fishing villages lie inside public enclaves namely; Hamukungu, Kasenyi, Katunguru 

(Bushenyi), and Katwe-Kabatoro (Fig 4).  These areas are also gazetted as wildlife sanctuary 

and were legally established by Statutory Instrument No.226-11 of 1964. 

The boundaries of these public enclaves were legally described but not adequately marked on the 

ground.  In the areas where the boundaries are marked, many of the stone markers have been 

either shifted or removed completely.  Even where the stone markers clearly exist, trespass occurs 

frequently, especially with livestock. 

Park enclaves 

Seven other fishing villages exist within QENP with no legal status.  Kahendero, Katunguru 

(Kasese), Kazinga, Kasenyi, Rwenshama, Kayanja occupy QENP land; Kashaka lies inside 

Kyambura WR (Fig 4).  The role of UWA in managing activities within these villages has 

remained vague. 

GAME MEAT POACHING  GMP, Pages 11-12 

Most game meat poaching within QENP is for commercial purposes, with the most sought-after 

species being hippo and buffalo.  Hunting methods are diverse and include the use of firearms 

(including automatic weapons such as the AK47), wire snares, nets and various types of leg 

traps.  Illegally set fires may be used to herd animals toward traps or lure them to areas of new 

growth.  More than 30 illegal activities are documented each month, of which approximately 95% 

involve poaching or illegal fishing.  There has been a recent increase involving UWA rangers, the 

Uganda People’s Defence Force (UPDF), and local defense units.  This trend can be attributed 

to the dramatic disparity between official monthly salaries and the return from a single illegal 

hunting trip; UWA rangers earn just Ush 97,800 per month (about US $65 in 1999), while a 

hippo carcass can be sold for Ush 850,000 (US $570). 

Problem animal control GMP, Page 14 
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As wildlife moves across protected area boundaries, crops are eaten or trampled and people are 

injured and in some cases killed.  Domestic livestock grazing just inside or outside the QENP 

boundary are also pray to large carnivores, such as lions and leopards.  In the absence of any 

clear mechanism to compensate for, or at least offset, some of these costs, many families living on 

the QENP boundary have taken to poaching as a way to redress the balance. 

PARK REGULATIONS and LAW ENFORCEMENT 

… Abuse of office, corruption and in some cases, the involvement of QENP staff in illegal 

activities was frequently reported.  People will only abide by park regulations if they perceive 

that they are evenly and fairly enforced.  This problem is most pronounced amongst junior 

enforcement staff.  They are usually poorly paid, based far from supervisory staff, and are quickly 

co-opted by the very people they are meant to police.  In many cases there are confirmed reports 

of QENP rangers operating illegal licensing system where, for a payment to the ranger of Ush 

10,000 per month, community members are able to access resources such as firewood, poles and 

papyrus.  When the same community members are caught by mobile controls, they are harasses, 

beaten, and often fined. 

  



 

175 
 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 2 

QUESTIONNAIRE 1 

George Mason University, Department of Environmental Science  

and Public Policy, USA 

A COMMUNITY ATTITUDE SURVEY FOR QENP AREA 

DATE & LOCATION 

 

Date:                        Interviewer:                                  Village:                             Parish: 

 

RESPONDENTS 

 

Name:                          Age bracket:  <20,   20-30, 30-40, 40-50, 50-60, 60-70, >70                        
Tribe/Clan:                  Sex:    Male    Female      Religion:  Christian, Moslem, other                       

QUESTIONS 

 

1. HAVE YOU EVER SEEN A LION?  (exclude films/videos/TV) 
Animal             Yes/No        If Yes, When (Yr)?   Where?     How Many?      

LIONS                   …                  ………                     …….                …..   

2. HAVE YOU EVER HEARD A LION ROARING?  
Animal             Yes/No        If Yes, When (Yr)?     Where?    How Many?      

LIONS                   …                  ………                   ……             ….  
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3. ARE LIONS THE MOST DANGEROUS ANIMALS?       Yes              No 
If yes, is it mostly because: 

(a) They eat people 
(b) They kill livestock 
(c) They damage homes & crops 
(d) They are strong & ferocious        

 

4. WHICH LIONS ARE THE MOST DANGEROUS TO PEOPLE? 
 (a) Males      (b) Females     (c) Young ones           (d) All are equally dangerous 

 

5. WHY DO TOURISTS LIKE LIONS? 
(a) The lions are exciting to see 
(b) They make nice photographs 
(c) They do not have lions in their own countries 
(d)  They do not know the how dangerous the lions are 

 
6. ARE TOURISTS BENEFICIAL TO YOUR COMMUNITY?   

Yes    No   Why? 

7. SHOULD TOURISTS BE BLAMED OR PRAISED FOR SUPPORTING LION 

PROTECTION IN THE PARK?    Praised                Blamed       

Why: 

8. WHAT PORTION OF PARK REVENUE COMES TO YOUR COMMUNITY? 

(a) Very small 
(b)  20% 
(c)  Large portion 
(d)  None that I know of 

             

9. HAVE YOU SEEN/HEARD ABOUT A LION ATTACK IN YOUR 

COMMUNITY?            Yes             No 
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If yes, When ……….Where ………… How many people killed …? 

How many people injured ……. How many livestock killed ……? 

 

Any comments: 

 

10. WHAT DID THE PEOPLE DO?  (Called for help? Police/Park Ranger?) 
 

 

11.  DID PEOPLE GET HELP?  HOW? 
 

12. WHAT HAPPENED TO THE LION? (Killed? Scared away? It left the scene) 
 

13. WERE THE PARK OFFICIALS CALLED/NOTIFIED?     Yes        No 
If yes, what did the park officials do? 

 

14. WHEN LIONS COME TO YOUR VILLAGE/TOWN, HOW SHOULD 
PEOPLE REACT? 
 

 (a) Report to LC             
 (b) Report to Park Officials              
 (c) Kill it                           
 (d) Scare it away             
 (e) Wait for lion to go away 
 

15. WHAT IS THE BEST WAY TO DEAL WITH A LION WHEN IT COMES TO 
YOUR TOWN/VILLAGE? 
 

(a) Call the authorities & wait patiently 
(b) Do not contact the authorities, they may cause trouble later 
(c) Kill the lion as soon as possible 
(d) Make loud noises 

 

16.  SHOULD LIONS BE PROTECTED?   Yes           No 
Why? 
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17. WHAT WOULD BE THE CONSEQUENCES IF A VILLAGER KILLED A 
LION?            Jail?            Fine?        Reward?          No consequence? 

 

18. WHAT SHOULD BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF PARK OFFICIALS, 
LOCAL LEADERS, & LOCAL COMMUNITIES FOR PROTECTING 
LIONS? 
 

(a) Park Officials: 
(b) Local Leaders: 
(c) Local Communities: 

 

19.  WHAT IS THE BEST WAY TO PROTECT PEOPLE & THEIR 
 LIVESTOCKS FROM LIONS? 
 

(a) The National Park should be fenced 
(b) Park should provide food for the lions 
(c) Lions near villages/towns should be moved away 
(d) Lions near villages/towns should be killed 
(e) People should be taught how to avoid lions 

 

20. WHAT IS THE BEST WAY TO PROTECT THE LIONS FROM PEOPLE? 
 

(a) The National Park Should Move People Away from NP to Safer Places 
(b) Lions near villages/towns should be fed by Nat. Park 
(c) Except for self defense, people should never kill lions for livestock or 

witchcrafts/medicinal use 
(d) People who kill lions, should be severely punished  

 

21.  ARE YOU AWARE OF THE WITCHCRAFT/MEDICINAL USES OF LION 
PARTS (LION FAT, BONES, ETC.)?   Yes             No 
If yes, explain why they are used (to cure, save lives?): 

 

Is it acceptable to kill lions for the witchcraft/medicinal/totem uses of lion parts?     
Yes                   No           

Why: 
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22.  HOW SHOULD THE PARK OFFICIALS PROTECT THE LIONS FROM   
 PEOPLE’S RETALIATION/KILLING? 
 

(a) Compensate people’s damages caused by lions 
(b)  Create fences/ditches/trenches to discourage lions 
(c)  Teach villagers how to prevent conflicts with lions 
(d)   Lions should not be protected at all 
 

23. WHO SHOULD COMPENSATE FOR LION DAMAGES, WHERE THE 
MONEY SHOULD COME FROM? 
 

(a) All the Park entrance fees should be increased by 25% & be used for lion 
damage compensation 

(b) Park should do special fund-raising activities to raise the needed funds 
(c) Park should solicit donations by supporters of lion conservation 
(d) Villagers should pay a livestock insurance premium for protection 

coverage  
 
 

24. HAVE YOU EVER HEARD OF A MEETING OR GATHERING IN YOUR 
AREA ABOUT PREVENTING CONFLICTS WITH LIONS?    Yes    No 
 

If yes, who organized it? 

Was it useful? 

Are these types of learning helpful? 
 
 

25. ARE PARK OFFICIALS GENERALLY DOING A GOOD JOB?  Yes      No 
  
If yes, is it:  (a) Excellent    (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor 

 

26.  ARE PARK OFFICIALS DOING A GOOD JOB ABOUT LION 
 PROBLEM/CONFLICT?  Yes      No 
  
If yes, is it:  (a) Excellent    (b) Good (c) Average (d) Poor 

                

27. WHAT SHOULD PARK OFFICIALS DO TO IMPROVE LION PROBLEMS?  
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28. DO YOU KNOW SOMEONE IN YOUR COMMUNITY WHO HAS       
EXPERIENCED CONFLICT WITH LIONS?  Yes               No 

If yes, please provide information (name, address, etc.) 

 

Thank you very much for your time & help. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 2 

George Mason University, Department of Environmental Science and Public 

Policy, USA 

A COMMUNITY ATTITUDE SURVEY FOR QENP AREA 

DATE & LOCATION 

Date:      -Feb-2007                    Interviewer:                                  Location: 

 

RESPONDENTS 

Age bracket:  <20,   20-29,  30-39,  40-49,  50-59, 60-69, >70                         

Sex:    Male          Female                                Years of Formal Education:                 

 

1. HOW MANY PEOPLE LIVE IN YOUR VILLAGE (GUESS)? 
(a) Less than 500         (b) 500-1000         (c)  1000-2000           (d) >2000 

 

2. HOW MANY LIVESTOCK Cows + Goats + Pigs  (GUESS)? 
a. Less than 500         (b) 500-1000         (c)  1000-2000           (d) >2000 
 

3. DO LIONS CAUSE PROBLEM IN YOUR COMMUNITY? 
(a) Yes, but not serious   (b) Yes, it is serious   (c) Yes, it is extremely intolerable 

(d)  No, we do not have any lion problem, only a nuisance 

 

4. WHAT TYPE OF LION PROBLEMS YOU HAVE? 
a. Only our livestock are in danger  
b.  Both livestock & people are in danger 
c. We have no lion problem in our village 

 
5. HOW MANY LIONS ARE THERE IN THE QE PARK (GUESS)? 

a. More than 1,000  (b) 500 to 1,000   (c) 200 to 500  (d) About 100 
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6. SHOULD PARK OFFICIAL DO MORE TO CONTROL LION 
PROBLEMS? 

(a) Yes, a lot more            (b) Yes, a little more          (c) No, they are doing fine                              
(d) I do not trust them, they will not do anything about our lion problems 

 

7. TO SOLVE LION PROBLEMS, PARK OFFICIALS SHOULD: 
(a)  Move A FEW lions out of the Park    
(b) Move ALL of the lions out of the Park    
(c) No lion move, just compensate for lion-caused damages    
(d) No lion moves, park should do better lion monitoring & control 
 

8. WHAT IS THE CAUSE OF LION PROBLEM IN YOUR COMMUNITY? 
(a) Too many lions in the Park (lions’ fault) 
(b) Too many people have encroached lions’ natural habitat (our fault) 
(c)  Park officials have to control lions more effectively (Park’s fault) 
(d) We should control increasing number of people in our community  

 
 

9. WHAT SHOULD LIVESTOCK OWNERS DO? 
a. They should have better kraals & keep their livestock better protected 
b. They should destroy those lions that attack livestock 
c. With Park lions around, nothing can save the livestock 

 
 

10. We don’t know, Park officials should come & teach us about it 
 

11. DO YOU FEEL YOUR VILLAGE IS TOO CROWDED? 
a. Yes, too many young children in the village 
b. Yes, too many adults & children in the village 
c. No, we are the right number 
d. No, we still have a lot of room to grow in our village 

 

12. WHAT IS A REASONABLE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER FAMILY? 
a. 1 to 3         (b) 4 to 6         (c)  5 to 8           (d) The more, the better 
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13.  IS THERE ENOUGH SPACE FOR MORE PEOPLE & LIVESTOCK? 
a. Yes, there is a lot of space in our village to expand in our village 
b. Yes, there is only a little more room to expand in our village 
c. No, no more room to expand in our village 
d. No, we are already over-crowded in our village 

 

14. HOW TO DEAL WITH A LION WHEN IT COMES TO THE VILLAGE? 
a. Call the authorities, make loud noises, & wait patiently 
b. Do not call the authorities, call community members 
c. Kill the lion as soon as possible before it causes damage 
d. I do not wish to reveal what I really think 

 

15.  SHOULD LIONS BE CONSERVED FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS?    
a. Yes, they must be conserved in the Park at any cost 
b. They belong to the Park, only Park officials should conserve them 
c. Yes, we ALL have as much responsibility as the Park officials 
d. No conservation, lions are too dangerous to people & livestock 
 

16. WHAT WOULD HAPPEN IF QENP REMAINS WITH NO LIONS?  
a. We lose a lot of tourists & our area will be impoverished 
b. Nothing will happen.  Our village will be a safer place to live 
c. I do not know, I need to learn more, Park officials should come & teach us 
d. Park & Uganda will lose one its valued wildlife asset 
e. With no lion damage compensation, lion survival is doubtful  
 

PARK REVENUE SHARING, CHECK ONE OR MORE ANSWERS: 

(a) We do not get our fair revenue share, the District does not allocate it to us. 

(b) District spends our Park revenue share on projects that do not benefit us 

(c) Park revenue allocation policies are unfair, they must be changed 

      (d) We are too small, we cannot influence decisions made at the District 
 

Please tell us about lion problems in your community (How many times last year? How 

many livestock killed or injured? How much damage, other lion problems?) 
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APPENDIX 3 
 

 
 
 
INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  LAKE KATWE               Facilitated by Tom Friday       Date: 1-15-2007 

Tom and I went to Lake Katwe, the Top Hill Parish to see the general area where in 

August 2006  lions killed six cows belonging to four different small-scale herders.  We 

interviewed the four cattle owners and, with their prior permission, videotaped the 

interviews. 

1. Mr. Archangel Mahindo of Kyarunkara, Lake Katwe lost two cows.   

2. Mr. Salim Abed of Kyarunkara, Lake Katwe lost two cows.   

3. Mr. Samsone Bisanku, Lake Katwe, Top Hill Parish lost one adult cow. 

4. Mr. Asimwe Dosag, Kyarunkara, Lake Katwe lost one pregnant cow. 

They all claimed that at the time of the lion attack, their cattle were in the kraal.  These 

kraals were typical kraals seen in QENP villages.  They are very primitive and offered no 

protection to the cattle (see picture below).  All four owners were very unhappy about the 

Park’s non-compensation policy.  They think this is an unfair policy; it hurts both 

herdsmen and lions.  They would not engage in retaliatory control of lions, because it is 

illegal.  But they understand why others may be tempted. 
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A Lake Katwe Kraal.   

 
 

A Lake Katwe Kraal with lion predation in 2006. 
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A QENP Kraal.  
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 
Location:  In KYTALE,  LAKE KATWE      Facilitated by Tom Friday       Date: 2-7-07 

 

Mr. Kabtruwaki, 60 years old.  His statement: 

In 2002, during a night in the dry season I lost a cow that was almost totally eaten up by 

one or more lions.  I did not see the event.  The cattle were in our kraal (see picture), but 

our kraals provide no protection against predators; it just keeps the herd together at night. 

His loss was more than $200 (price of an adult Heifer). When he approached Park 

officials for some form of compensation, his request was rejected.  He was told that you 

live in the lions’ den, you should expect these accidents.  The Park has no compensation 

policy for the loss of livestock.  Mr. Kabtruwaki expressed disappointment and 

resentment against the Park’s noncompensation policy and the Park’s insensitivity toward 

his substantial loss.  

What do you consider as the preventative measures to avoid conflict with Park lions? 

1. The Park should confine the lions to fenced areas where the lions cannot come to 

the villages.  Or fence villages to stop lions’ visits. 

2. Allow villagers to have watchdogs. 

3. Provide herders with fence materials to construct protective kraals. 

4. When lions come to the village, the Park should respond promptly to our 

emergency calls.  Park officers’ emergency telephones are often off at night. 
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What do you consider as measures to mitigate results of conflict with park lions? 

1. The Park should provide compensation for lion damages to human life and 

property. 

2. They should get us more actively involved in Park management; we should 

have a voice in the decision making process. 

3. We should have more training on how to handle the straying lions that come 

to our villages. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  In KYTALE,  LAKE KATWE      Facilitated by Tom Friday       Date: 2-7-07 

 

Mr. Vincent Ngaanzi, 34 years old, Senior Law Enforcement Officer, Katwe Kabatooro 

Town Council.  His statement: 

Here in Katwe and its three parishes (Rovenguro, Kyarokara, and Ciaktali), the 

population, including the migrant workers and emigrants from the Congo, is 15,000.  

During the wet season the migrant workers leave.  A decade ago, the Katwe population 

was higher because we had good catches.  Now, because of over-fishing,  Lake Edward 

has low catch yields.   

We do not keep a record of accidents caused by human-wildlife encounters.  I estimate 

that the total losses of livestock to carnivores in Katwe Kabatooro during the past 10 

years are about 80-90 cows and 20-30 goats.  In this area livestock predation is mostly 

done by lions and hyenas. 

Each attack usually involves 2-4 lions per attack, usually 3-4 kraals are attacked each 

time, and result in an average of 1-3 cows (and 1-2 goats) killed or injured per attack per 

kraal.  The frequency of lion attacks is 3-5 times per year. 

People tend to consider lions as the chief predator, mainly because of their visibility, roar, 

and presence in this area.  Attacks happen mostly at night, they come in a pride and 

sometimes just one lion, and it usually happens during the wet season.  Our kraals are not 

protective and sometimes the cattle are outside the kraals grazing when the lions attack.  



 

190 
 

Park officials are aware of our kraal problems, sometimes they visit us to discuss this and 

other predation-related problems. 

Park rangers seem to be stationed too far from us.  When lions stray into our village, Park 

officials are generally slow to respond to our emergency calls.  Often when we call, they 

say no vehicle is available to them and they need to wait for one.  They never come on 

time, often they show up the next day.  When the community incurs losses caused by 

lions or other wildlife, the Park ignores their request for compensation.  Officials say this 

Park is lions’ place and is not fit for people and their livestock.  Lion predation and 

Park’s slow response to the community’s emergency calls are the main causes of people’s 

resentment against the lions and their retaliatory actions that destroy the visiting lions. 

In our community the governing attitude is that lions are not important to us, just a 

burden and nuisance.  We should only care for our cattle, we depend on our cattle for a 

living.  This is partly because the Park officials have not sensitized us about the lions, 

their benefits, and their right to survive.  We have not been sensitized about lion 

conservation and a mutual peaceful coexistence where we share the Park together.  Now 

we only worry about ourselves, our cows, and our goats.  If one animal is taken by lions, 

the community tries to destroy the killer.  In this act, the important strategy for the 

community is not to get caught by the Park rangers. 

What do you consider as the preventative measures to avoid conflict with Park lions? 

1. The Park should sensitize our community to mutual coexistence with Park lions 

and lion conservation. We should see lions as help, not enemies.  
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2. Teach the locals how to scare the lions away. 

3. Improve the Park telephone and communication system and emergency responses. 

4. Help us build protective kraals, teach us how to protect our livestock. 

What do you consider as measures to mitigate results of conflict with Park lions? 

1. Park should compensate for lion damages to human life and property. 

2. They should respond to emergency calls faster.  Now they are too slow to be 

effective.  They seem to need more vehicles to handle emergencies. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  In KYTALE,  LAKE KATWE      Facilitated by Tom Friday       Date: 2-7-07 

 

Mr. Nicholas Kagongo, Field Guide, Lake Katwe Office of Tourism.  His statement: 

Here is my informal but documented information about human-lion conflict in Lake 

Katwe: 

• August 2006:  6 cattle were killed at night by a pride of lions. 

• September 2006: 1 cow was attacked by a lion during the daytime around the Salt Lake 

area.  People could not help and the lion left the scene on its own. 

• October 2006: 1 cow was killed by a lion.  Most of the remains of the cow was 

recovered and made available for sale at reduced price. 

• 2005: During the dry season 2 lions attacked goats near the water tank.  1 goat was 

killed and 1 wounded.  The attack occurred during the day time while the goats were 

grazing unattended near the water tank. 

Estimation of Lake Katwe human-lion conflicts provided by Mr. Kagongo: 

Frequency of lion attacks:  3 to 4 times per year. 

Number of cattle killed:  15 to 20 per year (other carnivores may be involved too) 

Time of attack:  Kraal attacks are mostly at night during the wet season.  In grazing 

grounds, attacks occur during the daytime when cattle are unattended. 
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Killing Park lions:  This subject cannot be freely discussed because it involves legal 

consequences against people who kill Park lions.  In general there are two types of lion 

killing: the more frequent occurrence is associated with the event of pastoral people who 

returned back from the  Congo and took refuge in the Park (Basongora pastoralists).  To 

retaliate for the predation of their livestock by lions, they are known to kill the lions by 

spears (this may involve as many as a dozen people attacking a lion with spears) or by 

placing poison on the carcass of the livestock depredated by lions. 

Poaching for lion parts is now less frequent.  In 2004, when I was teaching in a school 

near QENP (in Katwe Kabatoro Chachtate Parish), a poacher showed me the paws of a 

lion.  He had set a trap to catch the lion.  He also had a jar with about 3 kg of lion fat.  

These were procured for a local woman involved in witchcraft. 

In 2005 there was a cotton grower from Rohingo who had killed a lion for its skin.  He 

was commissioned by individuals from Senegal to procure lion skin.  The reason may be 

witchcraft.  Here I saw two women wearing pieces of lion skin.  To attract male partners, 

a local healer had prescribed them to wear pieces of lion skins.  In Katwe there are five 

traditional healers, some of them are from outside.  Most of their customers are women 

using lion fat to strengthen their baby’s bones, attract men and romance, and prevent 

lions from attacking kraals.   Male customers use the witch doctor services to ward off 

lion attacks while working or bicycling in the park, or even stoppage of the rain for salt 

mine workers. 
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What do you consider as the preventative measures to avoid conflict with Park lions? 

1. People have never been invited or encouraged to visit the Park (Mweya area).  

They do not feel privileged.  They do not feel the Park belongs to them.  If they 

do not see the Mweya set up, how could they identify their interests with the 

Park’s interest?  To our community, Park officials seem to be more interested in 

paying tourists than poor locals. 

2. The Park has never used the local talents to teach the community the importance 

of conservation.  We have some talented local women specialized in drama.  The 

Park can use them to portray the importance of lion conservation and the evils of 

witchcraft.  This will be an effective tool to teach the public. 

3. Lions fear intense light, install them here to scare lions away. 

4. Watch the pastoral people back from the Congo (Basongoras); they have no 

mercy for predators when they lose livestock. 

 

What do you consider as measures to mitigate results of conflict with Park lions? 

The Park should compensate for lion damages to human life and property.  Nothing else, 

short of eviction, stops retaliation against lions.  For Congo refugees, livestock is 

everything they have; they do not fish, nor do they engage in agriculture.  When lions 

attack their livestock, the revenge against the lions is sure and deadly. 

 

 

 



 

195 
 

INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  In KYTALE,  LAKE KATWE      Facilitated by Tom Friday       Date: 2-7-07 

 

Director, Office of Tourism.  His statement: 

In 2006, six cattle were killed at night by lions.  Details confirmed statements made by 

Mr. Nicholas Kagongo, Field Guide, Lake Katwe Office of Tourism.  During the last 10 

years lions have attacked our community only five times.  Often people attribute attacks 

by other carnivores like leopards and hyenas to lions because they see and hear lions 

much more often than other carnivores.  Lions are social animals and are not elusive like 

leopards. 

In the previous nine years, lions killed a total of 12 cows; that makes the confirmed total 

cattle predation by lions over the last 10 years18.  Other reported number of predation by 

lions is either exaggerated or includes predation by leopards and other predators.  It 

should be noted that around here lions do not kill people, unless they are sick or the 

attacked people are drunk.  Hippos do kill people.  The majority of goat predations are 

works of leopards, not the lions.  When people do not see the predation scene, they 

assume lions did it. 

What do you consider as the preventative measures to avoid conflict with Park lions? 

More teaching and transfer of knowledge and experience to locals by the Park 

officials.  More teaching of conservation and respect for animals are needed at 

elementary and secondary school levels. 
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The Park should compensate for lion damages to human life and property.  The 

expected compensation costs are much lower than what the Park officials think.  

If they increase the Park entry fee by 2,000 Sh. (about USD 1.20) for foreign 

tourists, this can more than pay for lion-caused damages. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  In KYTALE,  LAKE KATWE      Facilitated by Tom Friday       Date: 2-7-07 

2-12-07 

Interview with Mr. Sandy Phillips, Environmental Activist 

Here are human-lion encounters recorded by Mr. Phillips.  He also was asked to conduct 

the survey interviews (Questionnaire 1) with the community. 

In 2001, on an early morning of the wet season, a 30 to 35-year-old man, riding a bicycle, 

was attacked and killed by two lions around Lake Nyamuka (Lake Katwe area).  Sandy 

saw the event at a time when the lions were finishing the remains of the rider.  Sandy 

chased the lions away but it was too late to save the rider.  He carried two jerry cans of 

local beer from Bushenyi to sell in L. Katwe.  His family members came from Katerere to 

take his body.  No one informed the Park authorities about the event. 

In 2005, on an early morning of the wet season, a man by the name of Barnava was 

attacked by a young male lion while riding a bicycle in Kikorungo with another bicycle 

rider.  He was a fish dealer who bought fish in Katunguru-K and sold it in Kasinga. The 

other rider immediately left the scene and escaped to safety.  By the time the Park rangers 

arrived, Mr. Branava was killed.  He had a broken neck and his buttocks and part of his 

intestines were devoured by the lion. 

On a late evening in December 2005, two students riding on a motorcycle were charged 

by a young male lion.  They were close to Nyamkasani River.  Sandy saw them when 
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they lost control of the bike and fell down in a ditch.  The lion got scared and left the 

scene. 

According to Sandy, on the average, local cattlemen lose a total of 3 to 5 cows per year to 

attacks by lions.  When cattle are killed, the cattlemen do not speak about it because they 

want to sell the rest of the remaining carcass to the villagers, and especially Moslem 

customers here do not buy nonslaughtered meat. 

It is safe to say that villages with unprotective kraals on the average lose 3-5 cows per 

year.  The killing of lions is a legal issue and it is best not to be discussed in any detail.   

In general, cattlemen who lose livestock to lions receive no compensation.  They usually 

think the same lions come back for more cattle, so they poison the lions to stop attacks.  

Killing Park lions is considered a necessary evil for cattlemen who lose cows. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  In Katunguru B,  LAKE KATWE      Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-8-07 

 

Interviewed Mr. Nuwageta Naberts, Account Assistant, Katunguru Subcounty.  Also 

present were Mr. Mageri Didas, Chairperson LCI, Kigato, and Mr. Yubu Ruyobya. 

The population of Katunguru B Parish is about 400.  It is a gazetted Parish with 2 

villages: Chigabu and Chavigabukame.  We have no cows but about 150 goats and an 

unknown number of chicken, ducks, and geese.  We hear lions every night because we 

have no street lights and no commercial activities; that makes it easy for lions to come 

here undisturbed. 

The most major human-lion conflict happened to Mr. John Alinde Naku in May 2004.   

At about 8 PM he left his home to go to the outhouse.  Near the outhouse he was attacked 

and killed.  He was mostly eaten up by the lion and hyenas.  The remains of Mr. Naku 

were limited to his skull, arm and leg bones, and a small part of his intestines.  Mr. Naku 

was a 50-year-old local fisherman who lived alone.  From the footprints and skats, it was 

established that one lion and several hyenas were at the scene that night.  This was the 

only occurrence of its kind during more than 20 years.  People wanted the Park rangers to 

kill the lion; they wanted revenge and they wanted to be sure that the lion would not 

come back for more human flesh.  Park rangers suggested scaring the visiting lions away 

with loud noises.  We have not had any human-lion conflict since.  Despite such a rare 

occurrence, people are very afraid of the lions.  We hear their roars every night. 
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What do you consider as the preventative measures to avoid conflict with Park lions? 

1. Park officials should visit us more often and teach us how to be careful, especially 

at night.  The last time they came here for training purposes was in 1992.  After 

that, the Park Warden changed and we have had no meetings with Park people 

since. 

2. They should install street lights.  There are none. 

3. For the past 10 years the District has not made our share of CCP’s revenue 

sharing available to us.  For the fiscal year 2006-2007, we have been allocated 3.2 

Million Shillings, but the District gives no explanation as to why these funds are 

not made available to us yet. 

What do you consider as measures to mitigate results of conflict with park lions? 

1. Park should compensate for lion damages to human life and property, no matter 

how modest.  This should include hospital bills and funeral expenses.   For 

people this would be a symbolic gesture of sympathy and consolation.   
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Kasenyi      Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-8-07 

 

According to an LC2 who participated in this meeting, Kasenyi population is 883 (2002 

census).  He estimates the total number of cattle in the village to be about or less than 

100, the number of goats is about 200.  They do not have any recent human-lion conflicts 

to report.  He is satisfied with the services of QENP.  But the RS- funded development 

project is not cost effective. 

The author interviewed Ms. Beatrice Nyakaisiki, BMU Member.  She is also elected by 

the community and approved by the Park as a CPI (Community Park Integration) 

member.  She invites Park officials 4-5 times a year to come to Kasenyi.  They come and 

discuss several topics of mutual interest that range from how to protect the wildlife from 

local and visiting poachers to problems with leopard and hyena predations.  Other topics 

include the status of RS funds and Kasenyi CC project status.  Ms. Nyakaisiki, said that 

they are very satisfied with their relationship with the Park officials, especially with the 

Park’s office of CC.  She pointed out, for instance, in 2004-2005, with the outbreak of 

anthrax in hippos, CC people came there and advised the community on how to protect 

themselves against anthrax. 

The occurrence of human-lion conflict in Kasenyi is rare.  Lions are often heard at night 

from outside the village, but they do not come in.  Kasenyi problems are mainly from 
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elephants and leopards.  Last night one goat was killed by a leopard.   Hyenas and 

leopards attack goats and animal husbandries on the grazing grounds. 

The last human-lion conflict occurred in 1998 when a pride of lion entered a kraal and 

killed six cows.  This kraal had some wires, but it offered no protection against predators. 

What do you consider as the preventative measures to avoid conflict with park lions? 

1. We are satisfied with Park officials.  More training and distribution of educational 

material would be very helpful. 

2. They should invite our youth to visit Mweya (Park’s headquarters) and talk to 

them about Park’s missions and community’s responsibilities. 

What do you consider as measures to mitigate results of conflict with park lions? 

1. For people in our communities predation of a single goat is a significant loss.  

These losses are not frequent, but they happen.  There should be some mechanism 

to help these people for their financial loss. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Kasenyi      Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-8-07 

 

Interviewed Mr. Joseph Isingoma, Kasenyi the CPI Chairperson.  He independently 

confirmed Beatrice’s statements. The last human-lion conflict occurred in 1998, as 

described by Beatrice.  According to Mr. Isingoma, in 1984 they witnessed a tragic 

human-lion conflict.  That year the Park problem was a major draught and not much prey 

for the Park lions.   A pride of lions came to the village, killed 19 people and injured 15.  

He provided me with a list of the first and last names of 18 Kasenyi people killed by 

lions.  At that time, according to Mr. Isingoma, local healers assured people that the 

tragic attack was not by real lions but by evil people who transformed themselves into 

lions.  Since 1984 there has been no more local human casualty or injury by the lions. 

Currently there are healers in the village but they do not use animal parts, they heal by 

touching and massaging.  The real threat to the wildlife around Kasenyi is from Congo 

poachers.  They come with cars and rifles; we can hear their gunshots.  They shoot hippos 

and kobs.  After killing them, poachers cut them into pieces and sell them outside the 

Park.  We have reported their activities to the Park officials. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Kasenyi      Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-12-07 

 

Interviewed Mr. Aziz 

In recent years lion attacks have been uncommon.  The last attack dates back to 1998.  

The chronology of lion attack starts in 1980, when there were a high number of cattle, in 

the hundreds.   Now the number of cattle is around 30 and there are no lion attacks.  But 

the number of goats in the village has increased to 500-700. 

In 1980, Mr. Mawaro Katamogira, a Congolese undocumented migrant worker was killed 

by a lion.  He was fishing in Kasenyi. 

In 1984, 19 people were killed by a pride of lions. 

According to Mr. Aziz before 1998 two factors attracted lions to Kasenyi: (1) availability 

of hundreds of cattle in unprotective kraals and (2) the abundance of kobs which came to 

Kasenyi for the grass and water.  Both factors gradually changed: the number of cattle 

was drastically reduced and kobs found water and grass elsewhere and stopped coming to 

Kasenyi.  Now lions go elsewhere where cows and cobs are readily available. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Hamakungu-A   Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-12-07 

Interviewed Mr. Mahmud Kamangi, LC1, Chairperson of Hamakungu-A.  Many of the 

Hamakungu-A community are Basongora or sympathetic to the Basongora cattlemen 

back from the People’s Republic of Congo, now residing and herding in QENP.   

Mr. Kamangi stated that human-lion conflict is not an issue in their community.  

Predation of cattle per year is negligible and human-lion encounters are very rare.  He 

added that the community activities are concentrated on family planning.  The incidence 

of AIDS in his community is rampant.  They are trying to lower the population growth 

from 4-5% a year down to about 2%. 

Mr. Mahmud Kamangi did not show interest in pursuing the human-lion conflict 

discussion, but accepted the survey Questionnaire 1 forms to conduct the interviews in 

Katunguru-A.  
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Hamakungu-A   Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-12-07 

 

Interviewed several adult male Basongora refugees from DRC.  They all maintained that 

human-lion conflict is not a problem for Basongora refugees.  They never encounter 

lions, have never lost livestock to lion attacks, and do not consider lions as a Basongora 

problem.  They allowed me to videotape their cattle, the surrounding areas, and 

Basongora people.  They preferred not to participate in Questionnaire 1 interview. 

Tom Friday’s interpretation of the Basongora uniform responses was that because of their 

illegal status at QENP and because of the Park officials’ suspicion of Basongora 

involvement in retaliatory acts against lions, they deny the existence of any conflicts with 

the Park lions.  According to Tom, they may have been coached by Basongora leaders to 

avoid any self-incriminatory statements dealing with the loss of cattle and their reprisal 

against Park lions. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Katojo   Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-15-07 

Katojo is a cotton plantation and cotton trading center village situated on the QENP 

buffer zone.  It has a population of about 650 and is about 8 km from Kayaza. 

Interviewed Mr. Katusabe Marcel Marusi, a community activist and a member of the 

Trade Center. 

In 1984, a person was killed by a lion.  In 1992, another person was killed by a lion.  

People are very scared of the visiting lions.  In 2006, a young male lion, about 2-3 years 

old, strayed into the village.  It was during the daytime in the wet season.  They called the 

Park police for help.  The rangers promised to come soon but they did not show up.  The 

lion did not respond to people’s loud noises and refused to leave.  The lion did not cause 

any injury or predation, but the people panicked.  Finally, a dozen men attacked the lion 

with their spears and killed it.  Three hours later a Park ranger showed up, apparently 

they had to wait for a vehicle to bring them in.  It was too late because the lion was 

already killed.  Rangers took the lion’s carcass away and filed no charges against anyone.   
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 INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Kabrizi   Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-15-07 

Discussed the human-lion conflict with the CPI Chairperson, Mr. Jackson Nuwergira, and 

the police officer Mr. Samuel Tisende and other community participants. 

Kabrizi is a community of 500 people with about 1,000 cattle and 300 goats.  Lions come 

to the village every week and elephants come every day.  The lions seem to be attracted 

by the presence of cattle, which are kept in simple unprotective kraals.  Lions have 

caused no injuries to people.  But during the last 12 months, they have killed five cows 

during the wet season. 

One main reason for the lack of serious human-lion injuries is the presence of Park 

ranger’s station nearby.  The rangers usually respond fast to emergency calls and come to 

the village and scare the visiting lions away from the village.  Their emergency responses 

have improved during the past two years. 

In 2004, a 46-year-old man riding his bicycle was killed by a lion near the bridge.  It 

occurred in the wet season at night.  The lion devoured the rider’s legs and part of his 

head.  Park law enforcement people were called, but they did not show up. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Kahembero   Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-15-07 

Discussed the human-lion conflict with the LC1 Chairperson, Mr. Mambo Mugisa, Mr. 

Juma Atube, Mr. Ngonzi Bogz, Mr. Dan Katongore, Kahender Parish Vice Chairperson, 

Mr. Magezi Baferasusa, Secretary for Security Kahendero II Cell, and Mr. Steven 

Muresige, General Secretary, Kahendero II Cell. 

Kahendero is a fishing village inside QENP and situated on Lake George.  The Parish 

population, according to Mr. Mugisa, is 2,700, with 3,000 cattle and 1,500 goats.  Fishing 

is no longer enough for their livelihood; there are more people and a lot less fish, and the 

cattle complement the fishing business.   

The lions usually come to the village at night and during the wet season they kill about 4-

5 cows per year.  They usually attack the kraals, scare the cows, and attack the cows that 

panic and come out of the kraal.  The community always calls Park officials, but they 

rarely respond to the emergency calls and when they show up several hours later, it is 

already too late.  There have not been any cases of human injuries or loss of life due to 

human-lion conflict in the village.  The community experiences conflict with Park 

elephants, warthogs, and other wildlife.  They destroy crops and the farmers receive no 

compensation from the Park.  They do not know what they should do about their losses. 

Their main problems are slow emergency responses from the Park, unprotective kraals, 

and uncompensated loss of cattle.   They are fairly happy with the RS program and CC 

activities. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Kazinga   Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-15-07 

Discussed the human-lion conflict with Kazinga LC1 and Mr. William Kisoro who 

witnessed the 1989 lion attacks. 

According to the LC1, Kazinga is a community of 600, mainly a fishing village with 70 

goats and 50 sheep.  In 1989, lions killed 13 people in Kazinga.  When the first villager 

was killed by the lions, they reported the event to the Park officials.  Officials did not 

respond, they did not come to instruct the community on how to prevent the next 

encounter with the lions, no one from the park attended the first victim’s funeral, and no 

financial help was offered to the victim’s family.  Even with more lion attacks and 

killings of the local people, Park officials did not do a whole a lot more.  After the 

number of dead people mounted, it was a well-known fact that one single lion was 

responsible for the killings.  Park officials did not assign a ranger with a rifle to guard 

Kazinga, but they set a trap, which caught a leopard.  They killed the leopard but the lion 

attacks continued. 

Mr. William Kisoro, who remembers the 1989 lion attacks stated that the lion attacks that 

killed 13 people all occurred within a period of two months, during the dry season, both 

in daytime and at night.  The lion responsible for the killings, according to Mr. William 

Kisoro, was one senile and sick lion.  He went home and brought back the last names of 

the 1989 victims.  In this list, the name of the 13th victim was missing.  After the lion 
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killed its 13th victim and the matter received press coverage, Park officials found and 

killed the sick lion. 

The author also interviewed Mr. Ismail Kakoza (he showed his forearm injuries), a 

Kazinga fisherman.  In 1993 he was attacked by a lion in Kazinga.  He was injured by the 

lion but he managed to kill the lion with his fishing knife.  The incident was reported to 

Park police; they came and picked up him and the lion carcass and took them to the Park 

headquarters in Mweya.  According to Mr. Kakoza, Park authorities did nothing for his 

injuries. They interviewed him about the event and wanted to establish if he single-

handedly had killed the lion in self-defense or if he was helped by others.  After the 

interview, he was released at the Mweya headquarters.  He had to walk back and take a 

boat across the channel.  To care for his injuries he was taken by a friend to Bushenyi and 

his injuries were treated at his own expense. 

Lions and other wildlife continue to come to Kazinga but they have not caused human 

injuries or loss of life.   They lose 10-20 sheep and goats per year to wildlife (leopard, 

lions, and hyenas) predation.  Most of these losses are not reported to the Park officials 

because Park officials are considered by the community as insensitive and nonresponsive 

to their wildlife conflict issues. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Nyakatonzu    Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 1-16-07 

Met Mr. Wilson Okaali, Chairman, and Mr. Jimmy Muzoora, Secretary of Basongora 

Group for Justice and Human Rights (BGJHR).  Other active members were also present. 

I asked Mr. Okaali and Mr. Muzoora why they formed BGJHR.  They said the 

Nyakatonzu Parish has a population of 8,000, with 10,000 cattle, 1,000 goats, and 300 

sheep.  The group feels oppressed by District leaders because they have been purposely 

left out of any consideration: no employment, no political voice, and no clout.  According 

to Mr. Okaali, tragic events go back to 1952 when the government took their land to 

establish what is now QENP.  Government seizing of the land occurred with no 

consultation and no compensation.  According to BGJHR: 

In 1968-1970, the post-independence government grabbed more of their land to build 

several prisons, again with no consultation and no compensation. 

In 1989, Kasese District mobilized people from the mountain (Revenzori) to descend and 

start grazing in their land.  They seized most of their land in the Rwehingo area.  Some 

700 mountain people settled there and turned their lands into pastures and cultivation 

lands. 

Gradually landless Basongora people who could not sustain a living had to migrate to 

DRC for better access to pastures.  Because of civil war in DRC, some 2,000 Basongora 

people returned to Uganda.  Not having anywhere to go, they finally entered and stayed 

in QENP.  In March 2006, Basongora people and their cattle were evicted by QENP 
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officials.  But the President of Uganda intervened, allowing the Basongora people and 

their cattle to return in July 2006 and live in QENP. 

The author  asked Mr. Okaali if Basongoras and their 10,000 heads of cattle are 

experiencing any problems with the park lions? 

• No, we do not have any problems with lions.  We are used to a peaceful coexistence 

with the Park wildlife.  Such statements as Basongora poachings and killings of the 

Park wildlife are all Park officials’ slanderous allegations against us. These are 

political maneuverings and contain little element of truth. 

 

Mr. Okaali, how friendly is Basongora-QENP relationship? 

• We fully cooperate with the Park officials.  We have never experienced problems 

with the Park wildlife.  In fact, we have turned in to the Park police the poachers 

coming from outside the park.  But QENP wardens are politically motivated.  With 

their baseless allegation, Park officials are trying to evict Basongoras from QENP. 

 

• Our human rights are being violated and we are trying to stand for our rights. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Katunguru-B    Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 1-16-07 

This is the most recent case of fatal human-lion conflict in QENP.  The fatal encounter 

occurred at about 6:00 AM on October 8, 2006.  For details of how the tragic event 

occurred, here are descriptions of the explanations provided by various sources.  

Source 1, Katunguru-B LC1 and Community: 

Mambo, a corpulent 28-year-old man, was a “digger” who loaded trucks with dirt at 

about 15,000 Shillings per truckload.  On an average day he made about 3,000-4,000 

Shillings.  He left behind a pregnant wife and a child. 

In the early morning of October 8, 2006, Mambo was attacked by a lioness.  The lioness 

killed Mambo and devoured most of his face and part of his legs.  His coworker, who was 

also slightly injured by the lioness, left the scene to call for help.  Dozens of local people 

arrived at the scene. At this time Park officials were called.  Locals scared the lioness 

away from Mambo’s remains.  They took Mambo to the hospital, where he was later 

pronounced dead. 
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The photo below shows the site of accident 

 

 

 

 

The coworker who survived the conflict            LC1 Chair and other community members 
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Source 2, Park Ranger: 

According to Mr. Paul Tugume, a QENP ranger, he and Park police came to the scene at 

about 8:00 AM.  By that time, in an act of retaliation, the community had already stoned 

the lioness to death.  Before releasing the lion carcass to a QENP warden, the LC1 and 

other community members demanded compensation for Mambo’s family.  When their 

compensation demand was rejected, community members got angry. They refused to 

release the carcass to the Park warden, they took the carcass away and locked it up.  

Facing dozens of shouting and angry people, Park officials left the scene and came back 

at about 11:30 AM.   People asked again for compensation for Mambo’s wife.  Since the 

officials’ answer was negative, they refused to release the carcass.  At about 2:30 PM, 

Park officials returned again.  This time they succeeded in securing the carcass.  It was, 

however, stripped of its nose, several teeth, and toe nails.  People thought these lion parts 

could bring some money to Mambo’s wife. 

According to LC2 Chairperson, Mr. George Magunda, Katunguru-B people are now very 

scared of Park lions and at the same time are resentful about Park officials’ total lack of 

sympathy and financial support for the victim’s pregnant wife and the 2-year-old child.  News 

of Mambo’s death was briefly reported in Kasese’s New Vision newspaper.  The author 

obtained a copy of this report.  It reported only the lioness attack and the death of Mambo. 
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Source 3, Mrs. Mambo, Victim’s Wife: 

Accompanied by Mr. George Magunda and Tom Friday,  the author went to visit Mrs. Mambo.  

A month after her husband’s death, she was evicted from her rented bungalow and had to move 

out and live with her mother.  She did not have the monthly rental money to pay the landlord.  

She had to move in with her 65-year-old mother, who is divorced, and has to do odd jobs for a 

living.  The mother’s current source of income is to walk around the channel and sell the 

fishermen hot tea and chapatee (African version of pita bread).   

The author asked Mrs. Mambo if she received any assistance from the Park.  She said she 

never received any compensation or financial assistance from the Park.  Because of her 

advanced pregnancy, she was in no condition to work.  The author asked about her future 

plans.  She said after giving birth to her second child, she hoped to start a business like 

her mother’s: selling tea and chapatee to fishermen.  Her problem was her lack of the 

required initial capital to purchase a heater, a tea kettle, a dozen mugs and glasses, tea 

spoons, and a sugar shaker.  The cost of the latter items was estimated by Mr. Magunda 

to be about 55,000 Shillings (about $30).  Mr. Magunda stated that he went to QENP 

headquarters and requested any amount of financial assistance that could help Mrs. 

Mambo.  He was told that QENP has no compensation policy and has no special funding 

for similar cases.  The photos below show Mrs. Mambo, her children and her mother. 
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Source 4, Dr. M. Driciru, QENP Warden of Research and Monitoring 

When she arrived at the scene, she faced an angry mob of more than 100 people that 

forced the Park police and other QENP officials to leave the area.  When she returned and 

finally received the carcass of the lioness, it was stripped of some body parts.  She 

noticed the weight of the lioness was much lower than the average weight of a healthy 

lioness of the same age.  It was safe to assume that before the Katunguru accident, the 

lioness had been sick for a while. 

The author asked Dr. Driciru about possible financial remedies for similar cases where a 

poor pregnant mother loses her husband to an unpredictable wildlife incident.  Dr. Driciru 

suggested there should be private charity organizations that, in cooperation with Park 

officials, address these tragic situations.  She believes for many national parks that are 

already understaffed, verification and handling of the compensation claims by the victims 

of wildlife interaction would place a heavy burden on the Park staff.  Such claims are best 

handled by charity organizations with some technical input by the parks. 
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 INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Katunguru-B   Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 1-16-07 

 Interviewed Mr. George Magunda, LC2 Chairman and other members. 

Katunguru-B, with a population of about 700, is part of a 4,000 strong subcounty which 

includes Kazinga, Kasenyi, Kashaka, and Katunguru-B.  In Katunguru-B there are no 

cattle, but there are about 200 goats.  We always see lions around here, they sometimes 

kill our goats.  The average annual number of goats killed is about 10-20.  This includes 

predation by leopards and hyenas. We do not have kraals and we are all afraid of lions.  

We believe Park officials are not doing enough to help us or to protect us.  It is clear to us 

that they do not approve of people living in the Park. 
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 INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Kasenyi    Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 1-16-07 

Interviewed Mr. Aziz Kanyabindi, LC1 Chairman, Mr. Musa Kibiran, Chairman 

Breeding Zone, and other members.  

 Kasenyi has a population of about 700 and has about 50 cattle and 200-300 goats.  The 

main economic activity in the village consists of fishing in Lake George and selling the 

catch in the retail market.  This activity now is supplemented by raising goats. 

What are your human-lion conflicts? 

•Despite loss of human lives and injuries in the 1980s, we have not had loss of human 

lives for many years.  The conflict is limited to loss of goats and cattle to lions and 

leopards.  In 2006, we lost 40-50% of our goats to predation by the wildlife.  Last 

year one community member lost 18 of his 20 goats to predation.  For him this was a 

major financial loss that he could not recover from. 

When do most attacks occur? 

• Mostly in the wet season, at night.  But it happens anywhere, anytime. 

What type of protection do you use? 

• We cannot afford protective stables or kraals.  Many people bring the goats inside 

the house.  But goats have no protection during the day while grazing in the Park. 

Do you use shepherds to watch your goats? 
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• No, that will endanger the shepherd. 

What do you do when a lion strays into your village? 

• If it is during the day, usually 20-50 community members gather, they all shout, 

make loud noises, and throw rocks at the lion.  Lions do not like loud noises, they 

leave. 

Usually how many lions show up? 

• Generally one lion at a time, sometimes two lionesses show up together. 

How often do lions come into the village? 

• We do not keep a record, but we lose an average of 7-8 goats/month.  They cost us 

about 50-100 thousand Shilling each.  For us that is a fortune. 

What can be done to avoid these losses? 

• We all live a subsistence life based on fishing with ever diminishing yields.  Our 

income is all spent for basic survival: food and needed fishing items such as fishing 

nets.  We do not have any savings to build stables or kraals.  Having dogs is helpful, 

but it is illegal for us to have dogs here.  There are, however, five watchdogs in the 

village.  We hide them during the day and use them at night to watch. 

What can the Park do to help? 
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• The Park only allows us fishing.  Nothing else is allowed.  Fishing is no longer 

sufficient for our survival, we must rely on livestock for a subsistence living. The 

Park does not consider our dilemmas and offers no help and no guidance. 

Why is fishing not enough? 

• It is a vicious circle.  Lake George has been polluted by Cobalt residues released by 

a Kasese mining company. Cobalt pollution gradually lowered fish catches and 

fishermen had to use smaller-size nets (3-inch net instead of the standard 4.5 inch).  

This resulted in catching young fish and creating the problem of over-fishing. 

A marine biologist told me a pollution problem in Lake George is due to urination and 

defecation by fishermen in the lake. 

• Yes, we are aware of that problem.  But the Park has to be blamed.  We requested a 

piece of the Lake George island to be used for fishermen’s sanitary needs.  The Park 

rejected our request. 

Why do fishermen not use portable toilettes or plastic bags? 

• A few do, most don’t.  They think it will go away, or fish will clean it up.  

Compared to the Cobalt pollution, this is a minor issue. 

What is the community feeling about the Park and lions? 

• It used to be hostile, now it is improving, the Park’s revenue sharing program is 

popular here and is helping a friendlier relationship with the Park. 
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How hostile was it? 

• In the past when lions killed the animals and owners were not compensated by the 

Park for their losses, the owners killed the lions to protect their remaining goats.  

They killed the lions at night and took the carcasses outside the village and buried 

them in the Park.   

And what about lion conservation? 

• Most people in our village think Park lions help our future, but our goats guarantee 

our survival now.  Nonetheless, there is no lion killing in our village, even though the 

Park veterinarian killed our dogs and cats. 

How did that happened? 

• The Park veterinarian visited our village to inoculate our dogs and cats.  A few days 

after he administered the vaccinations, our dogs and cats died one after another.   This 

created a lot of mistrust toward the Park.  People thought the vaccination ploy was a 

plan to destroy our cats and dogs, Tom is aware of this. 

The author asked Tom about this vaccination episode because Tom accompanied the 

Park’s part-time veterinarian (a lecturer at Makerere University College of Veterinary 

Medicine) that administered the vaccinations.  Tom confirmed the deaths of the 

vaccinated animals. He added that the veterinarian attributed the deaths of the animals to 

“expired” vaccination material made available to him.    
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Hamakungu-B    Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 1-16-07 

Interviewed Mr. Patrick Bayuga, Hamakungu-B  LC1. 

Hamakungu Parish has a total population of 3000: Hamakungu-A with 1,300 and 

Hamakungu-B with 1,700 people.  Hamakungu-B’s economy is based on subsistence 

fishing.  Their problem is a low fishing yield due to Cobalt contaminants in its 

Nyamwamba River tributary.  In 1996, experts from Makerere University informed the 

public about Lake George’s pollution problems and the fact that the Lake George’s fish 

were also Cobalt-contaminated.  There was no discussion of alternative business for the 

fishermen.  We have 300 cows and 250 goats.  Since our land is not enough, we must 

graze in the Park. 

Our conflict with Park lions is 2-3 times a year when, during the wet season, lions attack 

for predation of our animals. The loss is 2-4 cows per year.  There are also poachers and 

trappers in this area that we reported to the Park authorities.  We do not think the Park is 

sympathetic to our issues.  Park police are not responsive; we think they just follow 

orders.  So, it is the boss’s fault. 
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INFORMAL INTERVIEWS AT QENP HUMAN-LION CONFLICT HOT SPOTS 

Location:  Muhokya    Facilitated by Tom Friday    Date: 2-18-07 

Discussed the CC development project with Mr. Abdalatife Bigemere, LC1 Chairman. 

The Muhokya population is 600.  Three families own cattle and some have goats.  Here 

there are mostly farmers and those who work for KCCL (Kasese Cobalt Company, 

Limited).  They have problems with elephants and wild pigs that destroy crops, but no 

problems with lions.  They are very unhappy with the park’s noncompensation policy for 

their damaged crops. 
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