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INTRODUCTION 

Tacugama Chimpanzee Sanctuary (TCS) has been commissioned by Mr. Willie McGhee, 

Bioclimate Research & Development, to develop and implement the first phase of the Biodiversity 

Monitoring and Evaluation Programme (BMEP) as part of their Payment for Ecosystem Services 

(PES) Programme. 

Bioclimate is working with local communities to sustainably manage their community forests, in 

order to protect important natural resources on which they rely, and so they can perform as a 

refuge for high value biodiversity in the region.  

The BMEP is designed to capture a baseline of impacts on biodiversity within the community 

forests, and to measure if the community forest management plans that have been developed with 

the community are successful in improving biodiversity. 

The first phase of the BMEP has taken place in Kortoh and Fintonia villages in Priority Zone 1 (PZ1) 

in the STEWARD programme. Both communities are in the Tambakka chiefdom in the Bombali 

district in Sierra Leone.  

The BMEP included interviews to the farmers, camera trapping and reconnaissance walks. There 

have been two levels of training: one directed to the Bioclimate management team and another to 

the forest monitors selected from each village, who will carry out the ongoing biodiversity 

monitoring in the community forests in the coming months.  

OBJECTIVES 

 

The objectives of this programme carried out by the Tacugama team were: 

 

 To train the Bioclimate management team in biodiversity monitoring techniques including 

semi-structured interviews, camera trapping, and reconnaissance (recce) surveys.  

 To carry out the semi-structured interviews, to do the recces, to collect bio-data and to set 

and retrieve the camera traps in both study areas together with the Bioclimate management 

team.   

 To set 1 - 2 transects in each study area which will be monitored every fortnight during the 

coming months by the community forest monitors. 

 To train the community forest monitors in data collection. 

 To manage, analyse and write a summary report of the findings and results.  
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STUDY PERIOD 

The first trip to the site by the TCS team was on the 7th July and returned to Freetown on the 16th of 

July 2014. The second trip to retrieve the camera traps was on the 22nd of August.  

STUDY AREAS 

The two study areas were the community forests from the Sumata and Kortoh villages, located 

between both sections of the Outamba-Kilimi National Park in the Bombali district in the North of 

Sierra Leone (Sumata: 28P 798739 E, 1072095 N; Kortoh: 28P 808544 E, 1068907 N).  

Each study site has an approximate area of 1 km2 and a perimeter of 4 km. The altitude ranged 

between 27 to 47 m above sea level. The land is characterized by a mixture of grassland and 

woodland savannah, patches of secondary forest, fallow farm land and swamp areas. (Fig. 1).  

Fig. 1: Location of the two study areas which coincide with the community forests of the villages of Sumata and 
Kortoh in the Bombali district in Sierra Leone. 

 

TRAINING 

The training sessions were held in Fintonia’s primary school and the number of participants was 11 

people (8 men and 3 women) (Table 1). The trainers were Yirah Koroma, Joseph Marah, Edward 

Kongofa Marah and Dalila Frasson from TCS. 
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NAME COUNTRY LOCALITY GENDER OCCUPATION / 

ORGANISATION 

FOREST 

MONITORS 

Mohammed S. Sumah SIERRA LEONE Kortoh M Head teacher X  

Fatu Kamara SIERRA LEONE Kortoh F Student X  

Sheriff Monseray SIERRA LEONE Fintonia M Member of the community  

Abdul K. Dambuya SIERRA LEONE Fintonia M Member of the community  

Abu Bokura Kamara SIERRA LEONE Sumata M  X  

Nancy M. Bangura SIERRA LEONE Sumata F Teacher X  

Lamin Kamara SIERRA LEONE Sumata M BIOCLIMATE   

Osman K. Bangura SIERRA LEONE Simbarala M Member of the community  

Philip K. Kargbu SIERRA LEONE Samaya M CARE   

Elie Kekoura Mansane GUINEA Guinea M BIOCLIMATE  

Genemi Keleba GUINEA Guinea F CARE   

Table 1: List of the participants to the training sessions held in Fintonia by the TCS field team. 

 

The training integrated theory and practical 

sessions and were delivered during two days 

(8th and 9th July) and included: 

1. Introduction of the objectives of the 

Biodiversity Monitoring and evaluation 

Programme and the reason for this 

training by Gbessay E. S. Momoh from 

Steward. Yirah Koroma from TCS did the 

introduction to Tacugama’s outreach 

activities in biodiversity and conservation 

issues and the challenges to achieve the 

goals.  

2. Introduction to the semi-structured 

interview format and practical training on 

how to perform the interviews by Yirah 

Koroma.  

3. Setting and use of the GPS units as well as 

a practical session by Yirah Koroma.  

4. Camera trapping: how to set the camera 

traps, where and which information is 

required to record when setting the 

cameras by Joseph Marah and Edward 

Kongofa Marah.  

5. Recce monitoring: Explanation of the field 

Photo 1: Yirah Koroma teaching a theoretical class. 

Photo 2: Joseph Marah and Kongofa Marah imparting a 
practical class on how to set a camera trap. 
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recording sheets for the recce data by Dalila Frasson and Edward Kongofa Marah. 

6. Training in the use of the DNR-Garmin software to download and store the GPS data by Yirah 

Koroma. 

SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS 

During the 10th and the 11th of July, the group divided in 

two teams and carried out the interviews in Fintonia, 

Sumata and Kortoh villages. Semi-structured interviews 

were conducted individually in different households in 

each settlement although often the interviews gathered 

more people, and often intervened during the interview. 

The field team performed the interviews singly or in pairs. 

The local language most commonly used was Susu with 

the help of a translator. The interviews were anonymous 

and voluntary. They covered the socio-economic and 

cultural background of each interviewee. We also asked 

respondents to identify animals from a field guide and we 

noted the names of the animals in their local language. 

For each animal identified, we asked them whether the 

animals raid crops. The animal guide contained 43 

drawings of different animal species.  

The interviews were designed to determine: 

1) Socio-cultural profile of interviewees 

2) Types of crops cultivated and causes of crop losses 

3) Identification of wildlife by means of a field guide 

4) The presence-absence of chimpanzees and other wildlife 

5) Which three species of animals were considered the most destructive of crops 

6) Measures of protection against crop raiding by animals 

7) People's attitude towards chimpanzees  

8) The locations where chimpanzees are usually seen or heard 

RESULTS 

In total, we conducted 62 semi-structured interviews: 20 in Fintonia and 20 in Sumata and 22 in 

Kortoh. There was good participation by the members of the communities. 

The average time per interview was 23 minutes per interview (range: 14-31 min; SD: 5) and the 

average number of participants per interview was 5 adults (range: 1-11 participants; SD: 2.7). 

 

Photo 3: Carrying out interviews in the 
focal villages. 
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Socio-cultural profile of interviewees 

Among the respondents, 55% (34/62) were men and 45% (28/62) were women. The mean age of 

the male respondents was 45 years old (range=17-85, SD= 16.5) and for female respondents was 38 

years old (range=20-101, SD=17.6). All of the respondents were farmers and 13% (8/62) of them 

combined farming with other occupations which included trading (3), carpenter (1), tailor (1), 

teaching (1), technician (1) and wildlife officer (1). The dominant ethnicity was Susu (93.6%) and all 

declared themselves as Muslims. About 53% of the interviewees had not received a formal 

education (Table 2). 

Total interviews 62 

Total communities interviewed 3 

Religion % (total) 100% Muslim (62/62) 

Gender % (total) 55% male (34/62) and 45% female (28/62) 

Ethnicity %  (total) 93.6% (58/62) Susu, 1.6% (1/62) Temne, 1.6% (4/62) Mende, 
1.6% (1/62) Limba, 1.6% (1/62) Fula   

Age average (min, max) 42.2 years old (range: 17- 101, SD=17.2) 

Born in the village 76%  (47/62) 

If born somewhere else, average years 
living in the village (min, max) 

15 years (3,40) 

Education 53% none (33/62), 24% Arabic (15/62), 5% primary (3/62), 
10% secondary (6/62), 8% Arabic and English (5/62) 

Occupation 100%  were farmers (62/62) and 13% combine farming with 
other jobs (8/62)  

Table 2: Summary of the socio-cultural profile of the interviewees. 

Agricultural aspects 

The most common crops reported to be cultivated were rice (100%), peanuts (90%) and chili 

pepper (82%) (See Appendix 1).  

Crop raiding by wild mammals were the cause most often reported (96.8%) as being a serious 

problem to their agricultural yield (Table 3). 

 Wild mammals Insects Birds Land quality No fertiliser Weeds N/A 

1st ranked 60 1 1     

2nd ranked 2 8 7    44 

3rd ranked  4 4 2 1 1 51 

Table 3: Rating of the different causes of crop losses cited by the respondents. N/A: no answer 

When asked to rank what they considered the three most important crops, whether for self-

consumption and/or for selling, 80% (48/60) of the farmers ranked first choice rice and 16.7% 

peanuts (10/60) (Figure 2).  
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If the three rankings for each crop are pooled together, rice was considered the most important 

crop by 96.8% of the respondents followed by peanuts (75.8%) and chilli pepper (62.9%). 

Measures of crop protection 

All of the respondents but four (98%) reported using one or more mitigation measures against 

animal crop raiding.  

Traps and fencing were the most common deterrent used to prevent animals from entering the 

cultivated farms (Fig. 3). Usually the fences are hand-made with palm leaves and/or sticks 

alternated with traps along the fence. Night guarding was also reported as common practice.  

 
Fig. 8: Type of measures adopted by farmers to protect their crops from animal raiding and the number of times 

reported. 

 

Fig. 2: Ranking of importance to farmers of the crop types considered most valuable. 
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There was some disparity of answers regarding the protection measures adopted by the farmers to 

protect their crops. When asked whether they use measures of crop protection, 98% said they used 

between 1 to 5 different types. But during the animal identification, when asked whether the 

animal in question was hunted, they mentioned further measures not indicated in the previous 

question. For example the use of catapults to hunt squirrels, sticks to hunt pangolins and guns to 

hunt bush cows, bushbucks, hogs and monkeys were often mentioned.   

 

 
Fig. 4: Hunting methods used to hunt some of the animals identified in the field guide by the respondents  

Farmers’ perception of chimpanzees. 

At the end of the interview we asked some questions about chimpanzees and 80.6% (50/62) of the 

respondents reported seeing chimpanzees in groups and 9.7% (6/62) reported seeing single 

individuals only. In Fintonia, 3 people interviewed reported not seeing chimpanzees and other 3 

reported not seeing them but hearing them screaming and drumming.  

The average size of the sighted groups for all interviews was 7 individuals (N=44, range: 2-21, SD: 

4.6). Per village, the average size varied: Fintonia and Sumata reported seeing them in groups with 

an average of 4 and 5 individuals respectively. All respondents in Kortoh reported seeing 

chimpanzees in groups with an average of 10 individuals (N=22, range: 2-21, SD: 5.7). 

When asked what the chimpanzees do when they are encountered in the fields, among the total of 

respondents, 48.2% (27/56) reported that chimpanzees run away, 17.9% (10/56) chimpanzees 

threaten people by shouting and 16.1% (9/56) said that chimpanzees do nothing. See figure 5 with 

the different answers given per village. 
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Fig.5: What do chimpanzees do when farmers encounter them in the field? (N/A: No answer) 

We asked what did the respondents do when seeing the chimpanzees in the fields and 39.3% of the 

respondents said that they were afraid of the chimpanzees and 21.4% run away when encountering 

the chimpanzees (Fig. 6) 

 
Fig.6: What do farmers do when they encounter chimpanzees in the field? (N/A: No answer) 

Slightly over 87% (54/62) of the respondents considered chimpanzees to be ‘dangerous’. The most 

common reason for why people viewed them as dangerous was that they are fearful in 77.8% of 

the responses (42/54) and destructive in 22.2% (8/54). In Kortoh 95.5% of the farmers considered 

chimpanzees dangerous but their percentage for destructive was higher than for fearful. See table 5 

for more details. 
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Location 
Are chimpanzees 

dangerous? 
% Total % Fearful % Destructive 

Fintonia Yes 80 (16/20) 75 (15/20) 5 (1/20) 

Fintonia No 20 (4/20)   

Kortoh Yes 95.5 (21/22) 59.1 (13/22) 36.4 (8/22) 

Kortoh No 4.5 (1/22)   

Sumata Yes 85 (17/20) 70 (14/20) 15 3/20) 

Sumata No 15 (3/20)   

Table 5: Farmers’ perception of chimpanzees 

In 98% (61/62) of the respondents stated that chimpanzees were present in the farms before the 

civil war (1991-2002). Most, i.e. 80% (49/61) felt that there were more chimpanzees now than 

before the war because now they were protected by the law (17/49) and were not hunted (29/49). 

Only 17.7% (11/61) felt there were fewer chimpanzees now but most did not know the reasons why 

(Table 6). 

 More chimpanzees now Fewer chimpanzees now Don't know 

TOTAL (N=61) 80% (49/61) 18% (11/61) 1.6% (1/61) 

FINTONIA 52.6% (10/19) 47.4% (9/19)  

KORTOH 91% (20/22) 9% (2/22)  

SUMATA 95% (19/20)  5% (1/20) 

Table 6: Perception of the respondents to the actual abundance of chimpanzees compared with before the civil war. 

All interviewees were aware that chimpanzees are protected by law in Sierra Leone, of which, 47% 

(29/62) had learnt through just one means, 47% (29/62) through two means and 6% (4/62) through 

three means. The three most mentioned means were the Steward programme, the OKNP wildlife 

officers, and through radio announcements (Table 7).  

 
FINTONIA KORTOH SUMATA TOTAL 

Steward programme 13 8 16 37 

OKNP wildlife officers 9 15 5 29 

Radio announcements 12 
 

16 28 

JGI  
 

3 
 

3 

Newspaper 1 
  

1 

Film worker 
 

1 
 

1 

Table 7: The different means respondents learnt chimpanzees are protected by the law in Sierra Leone. 

Almost half of the respondents did not have any knowledge about chimpanzees and 30% 

responded that chimpanzees are and behave like humans. As seen in table 8 people in Kortoh 

seemed to have more understanding of chimpanzee behavior than in the other two villages 

interviewed.  
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What do you know about chimps Fintonia Kortoh Sumata Total 

No idea 13 3 12 28 

Behave like humans 4 7 6 17 

Destructive 1 3  4 

They carry the child on the back  2  2 

Behave like humans, eat same crops  1  1 

Behave like humans. Breast feed the young 1   1 

Take care of babies like humans  1  1 

They build nests  1  1 

They can stand up like humans  1  1 

They have no tail  1  1 

N/A 1 2 2 5 

Table 8: Knowledge of the respondents about chimpanzees. 

Animal identification 

The average number of species identified per interview was 14 (range: 7-23; SD: 4). The 

interviewees named the animals generally with their local vernacular language, Susu.  

Chimpanzee and Guinea baboon were the most identified animals (93.5% of the interviews) 

followed by buffalo (88.7%) and bushbuck (80.6%) (Figure 7). All the monkey species pooled 

together had the largest number of reported incidents followed by hogs.  

 

 
Figure 7: Bar graph showing the % of times the different animal species were identified in the field guide. 

Respondents clearly knew what a chimpanzee was, i.e. no-one indicated another primate species 

when naming the chimpanzee. It was called by its Susu name, demui as well as its Krio name, babu. 

There was some confusion between species of the same genus, respondents were often using the 

same vernacular name for all monkeys, pangolins, porcupines, hogs, duikers and squirrel species; 
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for the purpose of the analysis these were consequently pooled into groups and dividing the total 

number per group with a correction factor according to the number of species in each group.  

For each animal identified in the guide, we asked whether the animal in question raided crops and 

whether this animal was being hunted. Appendix 2 and 3 show a list of the animal species and the 

occasions they were considered as crop raiders or not by the respondents as well as if they 

reported to hunt them or not.  

Once the interviewee finished going through the animal field guide, we asked them to rank the 

three animals they thought were the most destructive. Hogs were considered the most destructive 

followed by cane rats and monkeys (Figure 8). Chimpanzees were not considered once as one of the 

most destructive animals. 

 
Fig. 8: Bar chart showing the rank reporting of the 3 most destructive animals according to the respondents. 

  

CAMERA TRAPS   

The use of cameras had two main objectives:  

1- To study the wild chimpanzee population and produce an inventory of the medium and 

large sized wildlife present in these areas. 

2- To corroborate the information provided by the farmers about the absence/presence of 

wildlife species.  

During the 12th and 13th of July 2014, the field team set infra-red PC900 Reconyx, Inc., (Holmen, WI 

54636) digital camera traps in 12 different locations across the community forests of Kortoh and 

Sumata at the same time that they reconnoitered the area (figure 9  show the placements of the 

camera traps and the recces). In Kortoh, the community people did not allow the team to survey 

the inside of the forest because the area is sacred and used for traditional and cultural rituals. To 

maximize the chances of obtaining pictures of chimpanzees, cameras were set in locations with 
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evidence of chimpanzee presence like nests, feeding remains, trails, dung as well as other wildlife 

signs (Photo 4).  

 

 
Fig 9: Location of the camera traps and the recces in the community forests of Kortoh (top) and Sumata (bottom) 
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RESULTS 

All cameras captured animal images. Unfortunately the 

night pictures turned out completely black therefore we 

have got only daytime pictures. The most probable cause 

for this could be that the illuminator on the camera was not 

turned on.  

The survey effort (the total number of trap days for all the 

camera stations) was 498 trap days (mean: 41.5 days; SD: 

0.5). Only one camera stopped working before their 

retrieval due to flat batteries. Therefore the total trap 

nights of effort (the number of trap days subtracting the 

days where the cameras malfunctioned or run out of 

batteries) was 471 trap days (mean: 39 days; SD: 7.9). We 

obtained a total of 3264 photos out of which 1122 had 

captured animals and 2057 turned out completely black.  

We identified a total of 13 different species of wild animals 

including 3 species of primates, 6 species of ungulates, 3 

species of carnivores and 1 rodent species.  

Camera traps captured 8 different mammal species in Sumata community forest and 11 different 

species in Kortoh. See table 9 for a list of species captured for each study area and camera location.   

SPECIES COMMON NAME 

SUMATA KORTOH 

TO
TA

L 

LO
C

A
T

IO
N

S 

C
L0

1
S 

C
L0

2
S 

C
L0

3
S 

C
L0

4
S 

C
L0

5
S 

C
L0

6
S 

C
L0

1
K

 

C
L0

2
K

 

C
L0

3
K

 

C
L0

4
K

 

C
L0

5
K

 

C
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6
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Black duiker X X  X X    X  X  6 

Bushbuck        X   X X 3 

Campbell's monkey X     X    X X X 5 

Cusimanse          X  X 2 

Fire-footed rope Squirrel X  X  X  X   X   5 

Green monkey X            1 

Marsh mongoose          X  X 2 

Maxwell duiker X  X X X X X X X X  X 10 

Red river hog X  X    X      3 

Red-flanked duiker       X   X   2 

Sooty mangabey X X   X  X X X X X X 9 

Waterbuck           X  1 

Side-striped Jackal X            1 

Table 9: List of the animal species captured with the camera traps per location and study area. 

 

Photo 4: Yirah Koroma overseeing the 

setting one of the camera traps by Elie K. 

Mansane from Steward. 
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RECONNAISSANCE WALKS “RECCES” 

Recce walks were conducted during four days (12th to 15th July 2014). The team split in two groups. 

Each group was composed by TCS field staff, Bioclimate staff, future forest monitors and local 

guides from the community villages. During the recce and camera setting, the theory learned during 

the previous days was put into practice by the trainees.  

The first two days the teams did 4 recce walks in the Sumata and Kortoh community forests and 

also set the 12 camera traps (six in each community forest) (See fig 9).  

In Kortoh, the team was not allowed to survey the inside of the forest because the area is sacred 

and used for traditional and cultural rituals. Therefore the recces were done only on the perimeter 

of the forest. The habitat type is mostly characterised by secondary forest and woodland savannah 

with patches of fallow land. All the signs that encountered showed a rich presence of wildlife. We 

found a lot of chimps nests, but mainly old. 

In Sumata, the team also was precluded by the community to visit certain areas of the forest. The 

habitat is characterised by woodland savannah with large patches of thick grassland (elephant 

grass: Pennisetum purpureum). The team encountered less animal signs than in Kortoh community 

forest. 

The last two days were allotted to set up 1 recce transect in each community forest and train 

selected local community members (forest monitors) together with the Bioclimate staff on how to 

collect data so they can monitor every fortnight the recce transect to be able to assess changes 

over time. The recce lines were kept shorter than what is was initially planned for two reasons: the 

limitations of accessing the community forests and to ensure that the community forest monitors 

would perform the fortnight monitoring task.  

Recce lines are not straight, and do not take into account the area surveyed, and thus they can only 

give a relative abundance. This is called an Encounter Rate (ER), which is defined as the number of 

observations per km walked. It does not represent individual animals but rather animal signs. One 

animal can leave behind multiple signs in one area and thus it is not representative of the relative 

number of animals but rather the frequency of sign. Using this method, we are able to document 

the presence/absence and calculate the encounter rate of medium and large mammals. 

 

As we had a limited time and restricted access to the study areas, we have only got minor recce 

lengths. For the analysis of ER, for Sumata I have included the two recce walks and the fixed recce 

transect set for the monitoring. But in Kortoh the monitoring recce overlaps with the one of the 

recce walks and therefore I have not included in the analysis of the ER. 

 

Along the recce lines, the following information was collected: indirect signs of medium and large 

mammals (e.g. footprints, dung, trails, feeding remains, nest sites and number; typically only 

separated by >5 meter if multiple signs are encountered), its corresponding GPS location, and 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pennisetum_purpureum
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vegetation type the sign was found in, and any human disturbance evidences (logging, snares, 

human trails, etc).  

 

RESULTS 

The total recce length was 4,428 m in Kortoh community forest and 4,087 meters in Sumata 

community forest (see table 10). 

RECCE WALKS LOCATION START X START Y END X END Y TOTAL LENGTH (METERS) 

1 KORTOH 808005 1069873 809076 1068942 2647 

2 KORTOH 808082 1069143 808082 1069143 1781 

Monitoring transect KORTOH 808863 1068572 809110 1068802 641 

3 SUMATA 799216 1072450 798789 1071702 1317 

4 SUMATA 799417 1072692 799016 1071794 1668 

Monitoring transect SUMATA 799472 1072515 799427 1072524 1102 

Table 10: GPS locations and corresponding lengths of each recce 

Considering the recces, signs of 11 mammal species were recorded. Of these species, five were 

from ungulates, three from primates, two from rodents and one Tubulidentata (aardvark). Two 

types of signs were not able to be attributed at the species level (‘monkey’ and ‘animal signs’).  

The most common sign encountered was of hogs, followed by chimpanzee (Pan troglodytes verus) 

and cane rat (Thryonomys swinderianus). Two species of conservation concern were recorded: the 

chimpanzee (endangered) and the sooty mangabey (vulnerable). 

 

Animal species 
Kortoh  

Number of 
signs 

Sumata  
Number of 

signs 
Total signs 

Kortoh  
Encounter rate 

(#signs/km) 

Sumata  
Encounter rate 

(#signs/km) 

Aardvark  1 1 
 

0.2 

Animal signs 2 
 

2 0.5 
 

Bay duiker 1 
 

1 0.2 
 

Brush-t. porcupine 1 
 

1 0.2 
 

Buffalo 4 5 9 0.9 1.2 

Bushbuck 1 1 2 0.2 0.2 

Cane rat 11 4 15 2.5 1.0 

Chimpanzee 14 3 17 3.2 0.7 

Hog 8 16 24 1.8 3.9 

Human 6 6 12 1.4 1.5 

Sooty Mangabey 3 
 

3 0.7 
 

Maxwell duiker 1 5 6 0.2 1.2 

Campbell’s monkey 1 
 

1 0.2 
 

Monkeys  17 17 
 

4.2 

Total 53 58 111 
  

Table 11: Number of signs per each species encountered on the recces and the encounter rate for each one per study 
area. 
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OVERALL SPECIES PRESENCE 

Considering both recce walks and camera traps, this study recorded 19 different species mammals 

including 8 ungulates, three rodents, four primates, three carnivores, and one tubulidentata 

(aardvark). Table 12 shows the list of the species and their IUCN status for 2013. Appendix 4 shows 

a selection of images of the animal species captured on camera traps.  

Common name Scientific name Group 
IUCN 
status 

Recce 
walks 

Camera 
traps 

Population 
trend 

Aardvark Orycteropus afer T LC X  Unknown 

Bay duiker  Cephalophus dorsalis U LC X  Decreasing 

Black duiker Cephalophus niger U LC  X Decreasing 

Brush-tailed porcupine Atherurus africanus R LC X  Unknown 

Buffalo Syncerus caffer U LC X  Decreasing 

Bushbuck Tragelaphus scriptus U LC X X Stable 

Campbell's monkey Cercopithecus campbelli P LC X X Unknown 

Cane rat Thryonomys swinderianus R LC X  Unknown 

Chimpanzee Pan troglodytes verus P EN X  Decreasing 

Cusimanse Crossarchus obscurus C LC  X Unknown 

Fire-footed rope squirrel Funisciurus pyrropus R LC  X Stable 

Green monkey Chlorocebus aethiops sabaeus P LC  X Stable 

Marsh mongoose Atilax paludinosus C LC  X Decreasing 

Maxwell duiker Cephalophus maxwellii U LC X X Decreasing 

Red river hog Potamochoerus porcus U LC X X Decreasing 

Red-flanked duiker Cephalophus rufilatus U LC  X Decreasing 

Side-striped Jackal Canis adustus C LC  X Stable 

Sooty mangabey Cercocebus atys P VU X X Decreasing 

Waterbuck Kobus ellipsiprymnus U LC  X Decreasing 

Table 12: The presence of mammals in the study area found during recce and camera trapping. X represents the 
presence. LC = least concern, VU = vulnerable, EN = endangered, T = tubulidentata, U = ungulate, P = primate, C = 
carnivore, R = rodent. 
 

 
Other signs recorded during the recces were of human origin. These forests are protected by the 

community they belong and the access is limited. Only few evidences of human activity were found: 

some traps, logging and also an old gold mining pit. See photos 5 to 7 of indirect signs recorded 

during this study. One of the camera traps captured a group of three red river hogs one of them 

shows an injury to the front foot (Photo 8). The lower part of the right front limb has the bone 

exposed and the end part is missing which is compatible with an injury caused by a snare trap.   
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Photo 5: Chimpanzee nest 

Photo 6: Buffalo footprint 

Photo 7: Logging 

Photo 8: Red river hog with an injury to 
the front right foot (the bone is exposed 
and the lower part of the foot is 
missing).  
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DISCUSSION 

This initial phase of the Biodiversity Monitoring and Evaluation Programme (BMEP) has been 

designed to help manage and strengthen biodiversity conservation in community forests located 

within the Priority Zone 1 of the STEWARD programme. The implementation of the initial phase of 

the BMPE has included training of the Bioclimate staff from West Africa and Guinea, training of 

members of the local communities in forest monitoring techniques and the collection of 

biodiversity baseline data for an initial assessment of two community forests.  

Considering the small areas surveyed during this initial period, the limited access to some areas of 

the community forests and the short study period, we still have been able to record a relatively high 

level of mammal species living in these non-protected habitats, which emphasizes the importance 

of working with the local communities to sustainably manage these areas in order to protect 

important natural resources.  

Two species of conservation concern were recorded: the chimpanzee (endangered) and the sooty 

mangabey (vulnerable).  

Signs of the presence of chimpanzees were recorded in both community forests (CF), but Kortoh CF 

showed more recent and abundant signs. The largest encounter rate in Kortoh CF was for 

chimpanzee signs (3.2 signs/km) compared to only 0.7 signs/km in Sumata CF. All people 

interviewed in Kortoh reported seeing chimpanzees in groups with an average of 10 individuals and 

together with the recent signs encountered during the recces, we can speculate that there is at 

least one chimpanzee community regularly visiting the Kortoh CF. In Sumata the chimpanzee 

groups reported by the farmers average a size of 4 to 5 individuals. It is not surprising that we did 

not capture any chimpanzee image because our study area was about 1 km2  and chimpanzees’ 

home range typically exceeds 10 km2 (Newton-Fisher, 2003). Therefore, further studies are 

necessary to really establish their home range, group size and composition. 

Sooty mangabeys are listed as vulnerable by the IUCN 2013 red list. This species is restricted to the 

Upper Guinea area. Sooty mangabeys have ground foraging habits and have been the most 

photographed primates in this study. Green monkeys and Campbell’s monkey were also recorded 

less frequently in this study and both species show less ground habits. Interviewees identified these 

three monkey species as well as the Western red Colobus (Procolobus badius) and the white-

spotted nose monkey (Cercopithecus petaurista) with similar degree of frequency so there is a good 

chance that both species are also present in the area. Western red Colobus is listed as endangered 

increasing to three the species of conservation concern.  

The large majority of the respondents thought of the chimpanzees as being ‘dangerous’. However, 

farmers in Fintonia and Sumata, viewed them majorly as fearful and farmers in Kortoh, seemed not 

to fear them as much as they perceived them as destructive to their crops. So, we can speculate 

that the more chimpanzees present in an area, the more damage to the crops can cause which 

inclines the perception of the farmers towards more destructive than fearful. 
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All of the interviewed people were farmers and their main reason of crops loss was the intrusion of 

wildlife consuming their agricultural yields, mostly rice, peanuts and chili pepper which are also 

their main subsistence crops. Chimpanzees were perceived as destructive by many respondents, 

but were not listed once as one of the three most destructive animals; instead hogs, cane rats and 

monkeys led the top list. This can either be interpreted as that the number of chimpanzees is 

generally low and therefore the damage they cause to the crops is minimal compared to what other 

more numerous animals can cause. It could also mean that chimpanzees are only well established 

in some areas, being only a problem to the farmers from those specific areas, as it seems to happen 

in Kortoh but not so much in Sumata or Fintonia. 
  

Hog signs were the most abundant recorded during the recces and also we captured their images in 

various camera locations confirming the responses of the farmers. Hogs travel in large parties and 

can be very destructive. Cane rats were ranked the second most destructive animal. Cane rats move 

in large parties as well and can cause extend damage to rice fields. Cane rats are abundant resident 

animals in agricultural areas (Arlet et al., 2007) and are the main cause of concern for farmers 

across many other districts in Sierra Leone (Garriga, 2013). Cane rats are large rodents that are 

hunted and eaten frequently. They are a good source of protein and have an elevated nutritional 

value (Hoffman et al, 2003). We did not capture any image as these rodents but the team recorded 

may signs on the recces.  

Guinean baboon was recognized in the guide without equivocal by almost all respondents but we 

did not find signs on the recces neither got any images. Baboons are well known in many parts of 

Africa as crop raiders (Hill, 2000). They also seem to occur more often in human-modified habitats 

(Hoffman, 2012). Baboons may be spending more time near the agricultural areas where 

anthropogenic food sources are easily available instead of being in the community forests.  

Almost 80% of the interviewees felt that there were more chimpanzees now than before the war 

mostly because they are protected and are not hunted. Chimpanzees are protected by law in Sierra 

Leone by the Wildlife Conservation Act of 1972. It is remarkable that all the interviewed people 

knew that chimpanzees are protected by law in Sierra Leone and more than half had heard through 

the Steward programme which reveals that the sensitization campaigns undertaken by this 

program had a positive impact in the target communities. Education and sensitization campaigns 

are key strategies to conservation as shown by the results of this survey and if compared to 

previous studies in other districts of Sierra Leone carried out by the same author of this report 

showed that where no education-sensitization work has been conducted, the communities are in 

large measure unaware of the laws protecting chimpanzees (Garriga, 2013).  

General protection measures against animal crop raiding were widely implemented by the farmers 

in this survey. People reported using mostly fencing, traps and night guarding to deter animals to 

enter their crops. We felt that not all people interviewed were always telling the truth when asked 

if they hunted the animal identified in the field guide. Most probably this was to prevent 

retaliations. The hunting methods most often mentioned were traps followed by guns and dogs. 

Bushmeat consumption is a common practice across Africa being an important source of protein 
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(Hoffman et al, 2003). And in this survey, most of the animals hunted were consumed except for 

the common rat that was usually killed with poison and discarded. In four instances chimpanzees 

were reported to be hunted an eaten by the respondents.  

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FOLLOW UP MONITORING 

a- Learning about the chimpanzee population demographics and dynamics in these areas is 

highly recommended. This could be achieved by resetting camera traps for longer periods, 

and doing more recce walks.  

b- Increasing the total length of recce walks in the study areas as well as surrounding habitats 

to survey for the presence of species of conservation concern like the Western Red Colobus. 

c- Carrying out the same type of monitoring programme in other community forests in the PZ1, 

which would provide further baseline data to be compared over time if the management 

plans implemented by the programme are successful in protecting its biodiversity.  

d- The forest monitors that have been trained to periodically survey the transects set in their 

community forests should be encouraged to continue doing so and the data obtained 

should be regularly analysed and compared over time to evaluate if the monitoring system 

is effective.  

e- It would be very interesting to expand the research area to habitats neighbouring the 

community forests in order to be able to compare the differences in biodiversity level 

between them and assess which other animals species are present outside the community 

forests.  
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APPENDIXES 

Appendix 1:  Types and number of times crops reported to be cultivated by the interviewed 

farmers.  

 

Type of crops Scientific name No. of interviewers reporting 
cultivating the crop (N=62) 

% 

Rice Oryza spp. 62 100.0 

Peanuts Arachis hypogaea 56 90.3 

Chilli pepper Capsicum spp. 51 82.3 

Cassava Manihot esculenta 34 54.8 

Beans Phaseolus spp. 26 41.9 

Maize Zea mays 25 40.3 

Sesame Sesamum sp. 19 30.6 

Millet Pennisetum sp. 16 25.8 

Potato Solatum tuberosum 7 11.3 

Oil palm Elaeis guineensis 6 9.7 

Okra Abelmoschus esculentus 4 6.5 

Aubergine Solanum melongena 4 6.5 

Banana Musa spp. 3 4.8 

Sorghum Sorghum bicolor 3 4.8 

Yam Dioscorea spp. 2 3.2 

Pineapple Ananas comosus 2 3.2 

Oranges Citrus sinensis 2 3.2 

Pumpkin Cucurbita spp. 1 1.6 

Mango Mangifera spp. 1 1.6 

Kola nut Cola sp. 1 1.6 

Cocoa Theobroma cacao 1 1.6 
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Appendix 2: Number of times each animal species identified was reported to raid crops or not.  

ANIMAL GROUP ANIMAL SPECIES IDENTIFIED RAIDER -YES RAIDER -NO 

Baboon Guinea baboon 58 1 

Chimpanzee Chimpanzee 55 3 

Bovine Buffalo 54 1 

Cane rat Cane rat 53  

Hog Red river hog 51  

Bushbuck Bushbuck 49 2 

Porcupine Crested porcupine 44 1 

Giant rat Giant pouched rat 43 1 

Monkey Green monkey 41  

Elephant Elephant 37 10 

Squirrel Fire-footed rope Squirrel 35  

Monkey Sooty mangabey 33  

Hog Giant forest hog 32 1 

Hippo Hippopotamus 20 2 

Duiker Maxwell duiker 17 5 

Bovine Bongo 16 5 

Monkey Red Colobus 16  

Hog Common warthog 13 3 

Monkey Campbell's monkey 13  

Monkey White-spotted nose monkey 12  

Big cat Leopard 10 20 

Porcupine Brush-tailed porcupine 10  

Duiker Bay duiker 9 2 

Squirrel Giant forest squirrel 8  

Civet African civet 7 1 

Monkey Black and White Colobus 7 2 

Monkey Diana monkey 5 1 

Pangolin Giant pangolin 5 13 

Bovine Water chevrotian 4 3 

Cusimanse Cusimanse 4 1 

Duiker Jentinck's duiker 4 6 

Pangolin White-bellied tree pangolin 4 9 

Genet West African linsang 3 5 

Palm civet African palm civet 3 3 

Big cat African golden cat 2 1 

Mongoose Slender mongoose 2 3 

Aardvark Aardvark 1 6 

Duiker Black duiker 1 2 

Duiker Zebra duiker 1  

Galago Dwarf Galago 1  

Galago Potto 1  

Big cat Serval  3 

Mongoose Marsh mongoose  1 
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Appendix 3: Number of times each animal species identified was reported to being hunted or not. 

 

 

ANIMAL GROUPS ANIMAL SPECIES IDENTIFIED HUNTED -YES HUNTED -NO 

Chimpanzee Chimpanzee 4 54 

Elephant Elephant 1 46 

Baboon Guinea baboon 22 37 

Bovine Buffalo 20 35 

Cane rat Cane rat 22 31 

Porcupine Crested porcupine 16 29 

Hog Red river hog 23 28 

Bushbuck Bushbuck 24 27 

Big cat Leopard 3 27 

Monkey Sooty mangabey 8 25 

Monkey Green monkey 17 24 

Giant rat Giant pouched rat 24 20 

Squirrel Fire-footed rope Squirrel 15 20 

Hog Giant forest hog 13 20 

Hippo Hippopotamus 2 20 

Duiker Maxwell duiker 7 15 

Hog Common warthog 2 14 

Bovine Bongo 8 13 

Pangolin Giant pangolin 6 12 

Monkey Red Colobus 6 10 

Pangolin White-bellied tree pangolin 4 9 

Monkey Campbell's monkey 5 8 

Monkey Black and White Colobus 1 8 

Monkey White-spotted nose monkey 5 7 

Duiker Bay duiker 4 7 

Duiker Jentinck's duiker 3 7 

Porcupine Brush-tailed porcupine 3 7 

Genet West African linsang 2 6 

Aardvark Aardvark 1 6 

Squirrel Giant forest squirrel 3 5 

Palm civet African palm civet 2 4 

Cusimanse Cusimanse 1 4 

Mongoose Slender mongoose 1 4 

Civet African civet 5 3 

Bovine Water chevrotian 4 3 

Monkey Diana monkey 3 3 

Big cat Serval  3 

Duiker Black duiker  3 

Big cat African golden cat 2 1 

Duiker Zebra duiker  1 

Galago Potto  1 

Galago Dwarf Galago 1  

Mongoose Marsh mongoose 1  
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Appendix 4: Selection of images of the animals species captured on camera traps.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
Black Duiker 

Campbell’s monkey Green monkey 

Sooty Mangabey 

Maxwell Duiker 
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Red-flanked Duiker Bushbucks 

Waterbuck Red river hog 

Side striped Jackal Cusimanses 
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Marsh mongoose Fire-footed rope squirrel 


