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Abstract 
Wildlife corridors are landscape linkages that enable animals to move between habitat areas for 

feeding, breeding, dispersal, seasonal migration, and adaptation to environmental change. Their 

protection has become increasingly important where forests, grasslands, wetlands, and river systems 

are divided by farms, settlements, roads, railways, mines, fences, and other forms of land conversion. 

At the same time, corridors frequently overlap with working landscapes and settlements, creating 

conditions in which wildlife movement can lead to crop damage, livestock depredation, property loss, 

injury, fear, and retaliatory killing. Effective corridor protection must therefore address both 

ecological connectivity and the safety, livelihoods, and rights of people living in shared landscapes. 

This study uses a qualitative, literature-based approach to examine the relationship between wildlife 

corridor protection and human-animal conflict. It reviews ecological connectivity principles, habitat-

fragmentation research, linear-infrastructure mitigation, coexistence frameworks, conflict-prevention 

measures, community participation, and land-use governance. The analysis follows a corridor-

management sequence: identifying habitat linkages, assessing movement risks, securing and restoring 

habitat, reducing dangerous encounters, responding to losses, monitoring outcomes, and revising 

management through local participation. Particular attention is given to the need for prevention 

measures that are species-specific, place-based, socially legitimate, and supported by credible 

institutions. 

The study finds that corridors can strengthen biodiversity conservation only when their design and 

governance are integrated with conflict prevention and coexistence planning. Land-use zoning, 

wildlife crossings, habitat restoration, early-warning systems, livestock protection, crop-risk 

reduction, rapid response, fair compensation, and community-led monitoring can work together to 

reduce risk. However, no single measure is universally effective. Sustainable outcomes depend on 

reliable evidence, local knowledge, transparent decision-making, long-term funding, and equitable 

sharing of the costs and benefits of living with wildlife. The paper concludes that corridors should be 

treated as social-ecological systems rather than as isolated strips of habitat. 

Keywords: Wildlife Corridors, Ecological Connectivity, Human-Wildlife Conflict, Coexistence, 

Habitat Fragmentation, Landscape Planning, Community Participation, Wildlife Crossings, 

Conservation Governance, Risk Reduction 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 
Wildlife populations depend on movement 

across landscapes. Animals travel to obtain 

food and water, locate breeding partners, 

maintain genetic exchange, respond to 

seasonal change, and shift away from 

disturbance. When natural habitats are broken 

into isolated patches, these movements 

become more difficult and risky. Habitat 

fragmentation can reduce population 

persistence, restrict dispersal, increase edge 

effects, and expose animals to roads, fences, 

settlements, and other hazards. Ecological 

connectivity refers to the unimpeded 

movement of species and the flow of natural 

processes that sustain life, while wildlife 

corridors are one important element of a 

broader ecological network designed to 

maintain or restore such connectivity [1, 8, 

10]. 

A wildlife corridor may include forest belts, 

riparian strips, ridgelines, grassland passages, 

stepping-stone habitats, seasonal routes, or 

permeable agricultural and community 

landscapes. It does not need to be a single 

narrow strip of land. In many regions, animal 

movement depends on a mosaic of protected 

areas, private land, community-managed 

forests, farms, water sources, and 

infrastructure crossings. Protecting this 
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connected landscape is especially important 

for wide-ranging mammals, migratory 

ungulates, elephants, large carnivores, 

amphibians, and species whose ranges need to 

shift under climate pressure. The International 

Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) 

recommends that connectivity be planned as a 

network involving protected areas, other 

effective area-based conservation measures, 

and compatible land uses beyond formal 

reserves [1]. 

The same spaces that support wildlife 

movement may also support agriculture, 

grazing, transport, tourism, housing, and local 

livelihoods. As animals move through shared 

landscapes, people may experience crop 

raiding, livestock losses, damage to stored 

food or property, road collisions, threats to 

safety, and restrictions on daily movement. 

These impacts are commonly described as 

human-wildlife conflict, although the term can 

conceal the diversity of relationships, values, 

institutions, and historical conditions shaping 

encounters between people and animals. 

Human-animal conflict is not simply an 

ecological problem. It is also a question of 

risk, inequality, livelihood security, land 

rights, public trust, and the distribution of 

conservation costs [2, 3, 21]. 

Corridor protection can either reduce or 

intensify conflict depending on how it is 

planned. A protected linkage that avoids 

villages, secures seasonal water, reduces road 

mortality, and includes effective local 

safeguards can reduce dangerous encounters. 

In contrast, a corridor identified only on a 

map, without community consultation or 

support for affected households, may transfer 

risk to people who receive little benefit from 

conservation. This paper investigates corridor 

protection through a coexistence perspective. 

It reviews the main ecological and social 

challenges, compares corridor contexts, and 

proposes an integrated framework for 

safeguarding movement while reducing 

avoidable harm to people and wildlife. 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Connectivity science has developed in 

response to the ecological consequences of 

fragmented landscapes. Research has shown 

that isolated habitat patches can limit 

movement and create long-term risks for 

biodiversity, particularly where species require 

large home ranges or multiple habitat types. 

Conservation corridors are intended to 

improve functional connectivity: not merely 

the physical arrangement of habitat, but the 

extent to which organisms can actually move 

through it. Scientific approaches to corridor 

identification include field tracking, camera 

trapping, occupancy analysis, genetic 

evidence, resistance modelling, circuit theory, 

expert knowledge, and local observations of 

animal movement [8, 9, 11, 13, 14]. 

The literature also emphasizes that corridor 

effectiveness is context dependent. A linkage 

that appears suitable in a land-cover map may 

be unsuitable if it is blocked by traffic, night 

lighting, fencing, human activity, invasive 

vegetation, or conflict-related persecution. 

Linear infrastructure has become a major 

concern because highways, railways, canals, 

pipelines, and transmission lines can create 

barriers and direct mortality. Wildlife 

crossings, fencing designed to guide animals 

safely, speed management, warning systems, 

and careful routing can reduce some impacts, 

but their effectiveness requires monitoring, 

maintenance, and integration with surrounding 

habitat [4, 15, 16]. 

Human-wildlife conflict research has moved 

beyond an exclusive focus on technical 

deterrents. Earlier approaches often 

emphasized damage control after an incident. 

More recent work recognizes that coexistence 

requires prevention, participatory decision-

making, reliable institutions, social legitimacy, 

and attention to the uneven burden carried by 

rural and marginalized communities. Reviews 

of human-carnivore and human-herbivore 

interactions show that interventions are more 

likely to be durable when they are tailored to 

local species behaviour, livelihood practices, 

cultural contexts, and people’s perceptions of 

fairness [3, 19, 20, 22-26]. 

2.1 CONCEPT AND SCOPE OF 

WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 
• Wildlife corridors are ecological linkages 

that connect habitat areas and enable 

movement, dispersal, migration, gene 

flow, and access to seasonal resources. 

• Corridors may include continuous habitat, 

stepping-stone patches, riverine routes, 

forest edges, grassland passages, 

underpasses, overpasses, and compatible 

working landscapes. 
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• A corridor differs from a protected area 

because its central purpose is to maintain 

connectivity between ecological areas; it 

may cross multiple ownerships and land-

use categories. 

• Functional connectivity depends on 

animal behaviour, habitat quality, 

disturbance, barriers, mortality risk, and 

the willingness of people and institutions 

to maintain compatible land uses. 

2.2 HUMAN-ANIMAL CONFLICT IN 

CORRIDOR LANDSCAPES 
• Crop damage, livestock depredation, 

property loss, traffic collisions, injuries, 

and fear can occur where movement 

routes overlap with farms, settlements, 

roads, and grazing areas. 

• Conflict impacts are often distributed 

unevenly: households located near forest 

edges, water points, or seasonal routes 

may bear a disproportionate share of risk. 

• Retaliatory killing, habitat conversion, 

unplanned fencing, and exclusionary 

governance can further undermine 

connectivity and intensify conservation 

conflict. 

• Livelihood security, rapid response, 

compensation or insurance, access to 

information, and respectful participation 

influence whether communities perceive 

corridor conservation as legitimate. 

2.3 CONNECTIVITY AND 

COEXISTENCE FRAMEWORKS 
• The IUCN connectivity guidelines provide 

a framework for maintaining, enhancing, 

and restoring ecological connectivity 

through networks and corridors [1]. 

• The IUCN SSC human-wildlife conflict 

guidelines emphasize prevention, 

response, monitoring, institutional 

capacity, and equitable coexistence rather 

than reliance on isolated deterrents [3]. 

• The Kunming-Montreal Global 

Biodiversity Framework recognizes the 

importance of well-connected 

conservation systems and the inclusion of 

rights-holders and local communities in 

biodiversity action [5]. 

• Monitoring should combine ecological 

indicators, such as movement and 

mortality, with social indicators, such as 

damage experience, response time, trust, 

participation, and perceived fairness. 

3. OBJECT OF STUDY 
The present study examines wildlife corridors 

as social-ecological systems in which animal 

movement, habitat protection, infrastructure 

planning, and human livelihoods are closely 

connected. The object of study is not a single 

corridor or species. Instead, it considers 

representative corridor landscapes where 

conservation objectives must be balanced with 

the prevention of harmful human-animal 

encounters. The analysis focuses on how 

corridors are identified, secured, restored, 

managed, monitored, and governed over time. 

The theoretical basis of the study is grounded 

in the principle that connectivity and 

coexistence should be addressed together. A 

corridor that enables movement but creates 

unmanaged risks for people is unlikely to 

retain long-term social support. Similarly, a 

conflict programme that ignores habitat 

connectivity may reduce short-term incidents 

while contributing to isolation of wildlife 

populations. The study therefore treats 

ecological integrity, public safety, livelihood 

protection, procedural fairness, and adaptive 

governance as linked requirements of 

successful corridor protection. 

3.1 CORRIDOR LANDSCAPES AND 

COEXISTENCE REQUIREMENTS 
The study considers five representative 

corridor contexts. These contexts illustrate that 

the ecological function of a linkage, the type 

of human-animal interaction, and the 

appropriate prevention measures differ across 

landscapes. 

Table 1. Corridor contexts, protection needs, and coexistence considerations 

S. 

No. 

Corridor 

Landscape 

Protection 

Requirement 

Main Human-

Animal Risk 

Coexistence Value 

1 Forest-

agriculture 

mosaic 

Secure forest patches, 

resting cover, and 

seasonal routes; 

maintain compatible 

farm edges 

Crop damage, 

livestock loss, night-

time encounters 

Supports movement 

while creating 

opportunities for crop 

protection, early 

warning, and 
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community 

stewardship 

2 Road and 

railway 

crossing zone 

Use wildlife 

underpasses or 

overpasses, guidance 

fencing, crossing 

signage, and speed 

management 

Vehicle collisions, 

injury, barrier effects, 

and emergency 

response risks 

Reduces mortality and 

maintains movement 

across transport 

corridors 

3 Riverine and 

water-access 

route 

Protect riparian 

vegetation, water 

sources, and safe 

approach zones; avoid 

blocking seasonal 

access 

Competition at water 

points, crop raiding 

near rivers, dangerous 

encounters 

Maintains seasonal 

movement and can 

reduce pressure on 

settlement water 

sources 

4 Peri-urban 

habitat edge 

Manage light, waste, 

dogs, fencing, and 

land conversion; retain 

stepping-stone habitat 

Property damage, 

waste attraction, road 

mortality, public fear 

Enables risk-aware 

planning before 

settlement expansion 

closes movement 

routes 

5 Transboundary 

or community-

managed 

landscape 

Coordinate land use, 

habitat restoration, 

local rights, benefit 

sharing, and cross-

jurisdiction monitoring 

Unequal costs, 

enforcement disputes, 

retaliatory killing, 

loss of trust 

Builds durable 

connectivity through 

collective governance 

and shared 

responsibility 

3.2 STUDY OBJECTIVES 
• To examine the ecological role of wildlife 

corridors in maintaining movement, 

dispersal, and landscape connectivity. 

• To identify the principal forms of human-

animal conflict associated with corridor 

landscapes and shared resource use. 

• To compare protection and coexistence 

requirements across forest-agriculture 

mosaics, infrastructure crossings, riverine 

routes, peri-urban edges, and community-

managed landscapes. 

• To evaluate the importance of land-use 

planning, mitigation measures, 

compensation or insurance, local 

participation, and institutional trust in 

corridor governance. 

• To develop a practical framework for 

corridor protection that supports 

biodiversity conservation while reducing 

avoidable risks to people and wildlife. 

4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
The study adopts a qualitative and literature-

based research methodology. It synthesizes 

conservation guidelines, ecological-

connectivity research, infrastructure-mitigation 

literature, and scholarship on human-wildlife 

conflict and coexistence. The approach is 

appropriate because the central research 

question concerns the relationship among 

landscape structure, wildlife movement, 

human livelihoods, and governance rather than 

the measurement of a single numerical 

outcome. The study does not present primary 

field-survey data; its findings are interpretive 

and intended to provide a structured 

framework for planning and further empirical 

research. 

The methodological framework follows a 

corridor-protection lifecycle. It considers the 

identification of movement routes, assessment 

of ecological and social risks, protection or 

restoration of habitat, management of roads 

and other barriers, deployment of prevention 

measures, rapid response to incidents, 

monitoring of outcomes, and periodic review. 

This lifecycle approach recognizes that 

corridor protection is not completed by legal 

notification or mapping alone. It must be 

maintained through day-to-day land-use 

decisions and relationships among agencies, 

communities, landholders, researchers, and 

civil-society organizations. 

4.1 RESEARCH DESIGN (QUALITATIVE 

ANALYTICAL APPROACH) 
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• The study follows a qualitative and 

comparative design based on established 

conservation literature, international 

guidance, and documented field-practice 

principles. 

• The analysis compares corridor settings 

according to habitat structure, species 

movement requirements, infrastructure 

pressures, livelihood exposure, and 

governance conditions. 

• The study uses a social-ecological 

perspective that links movement ecology 

with risk reduction, institutional 

legitimacy, and community participation. 

• Findings are interpreted through planning 

and management principles rather than 

through a controlled experiment or a 

statistically representative survey dataset. 

4.2 CORRIDOR PROTECTION AND 

COEXISTENCE FRAMEWORK 
• Connectivity assessment is structured 

around core habitats, movement routes, 

stepping-stone areas, barriers, mortality 

hotspots, and future land-use change. 

• Conflict assessment considers crop and 

livestock exposure, travel routes, water 

use, waste management, seasonal patterns, 

household vulnerability, and perceived 

risk. 

• Mitigation options include habitat 

restoration, zoning, wildlife crossings, 

traffic management, early warning, crop 

protection, livestock husbandry, rapid 

response, and compensation or insurance 

mechanisms. 

• Governance is assessed through clear 

roles, accessible reporting systems, 

response capacity, transparent decision-

making, local representation, and long-

term financing. 

4.3 LANDSCAPE AND COMMUNITY 

CONTEXT 
• The study considers forested linkages, 

agricultural mosaics, riparian routes, 

transport corridors, peri-urban edges, and 

cross-boundary movement landscapes. 

• Wildlife is treated as a diverse group that 

may include elephants, large carnivores, 

deer, primates, ungulates, and smaller 

species; management should remain 

species- and site-specific. 

• Human communities are considered in 

relation to farming, grazing, forest-

resource use, travel, schooling, livelihood 

assets, cultural values, and access to state 

support. 

• Institutions are considered through their 

authority for land use, wildlife 

management, road planning, disaster 

response, compensation, law enforcement, 

and local development. 

4.4 PARAMETERS OF ANALYSIS 
The following ecological, social, and 

governance parameters are evaluated: 

• Continuity, quality, and seasonal usability 

of habitat links, including barriers and 

mortality risks. 

• Evidence of wildlife movement, including 

field signs, camera records, telemetry, 

local knowledge, and genetic or 

occupancy information where available. 

• Frequency, timing, location, and severity 

of crop loss, livestock depredation, 

property damage, collisions, injury risk, 

and retaliatory action. 

• Accessibility, reliability, and perceived 

fairness of prevention support, rapid 

response, verification, compensation, and 

grievance mechanisms. 

• Extent of community participation, 

representation of affected groups, land-

tenure clarity, and coordination among 

conservation, infrastructure, and 

development agencies. 

• Capacity for adaptive management 

through monitoring, transparent reporting, 

maintenance, and periodic revision of 

corridor and coexistence plans. 

4.5 PROCEDURE OF STUDY 
• Review ecological-connectivity 

guidelines, corridor science, and human-

wildlife conflict literature. 

• Identify recurring ecological and social 

pressures in shared landscapes and 

corridor settings. 

• Compare representative corridor contexts 

according to movement needs, barriers, 

conflict pathways, and governance 

requirements. 

• Map each context to protection, 

mitigation, response, and participation 

measures. 

• Interpret the combined evidence to 

formulate an integrated corridor-

protection and coexistence framework. 
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• Develop practical recommendations that 

can guide site-specific planning, 

monitoring, and future empirical 

investigation. 

4.6 ANALYTICAL APPROACH 
• Qualitative comparison of corridor 

functions and human-animal interaction 

risks across representative landscape 

contexts. 

• Interpretation of how ecological measures 

and livelihood safeguards can be 

combined to produce socially legitimate 

conservation outcomes. 

• Assessment of the relationship between 

land-use governance, institutional trust, 

mitigation effectiveness, and long-term 

habitat connectivity. 

• Identification of interventions that can be 

adapted for protected-area boundaries, 

multi-use landscapes, infrastructure 

projects, and community-managed areas. 

5. DATA ANALYSIS 
The qualitative analysis indicates that wildlife 

corridor protection cannot be separated from 

the social conditions of the surrounding 

landscape. In ecological terms, a corridor must 

support movement at the scale and time 

required by the species concerned. This 

requires more than visual continuity of 

vegetation. Animals may avoid a route 

because of traffic, fencing, lighting, noise, 

intensive human activity, lack of cover, or 

previous persecution. Conversely, a narrow 

but secure and well-managed linkage can be 

highly valuable where it connects core habitats 

and avoids severe barriers. Corridor 

assessment should therefore combine spatial 

modelling with on-the-ground validation, 

species knowledge, and observations from 

local residents who encounter wildlife 

movement regularly [1, 11, 13, 14]. 

The analysis also shows that the risks faced by 

people are shaped by spatial and seasonal 

patterns. Crop loss may be concentrated during 

harvest periods, while livestock depredation 

may increase where animals graze unattended 

near cover or water. Road collisions may occur 

at predictable crossing points, and dangerous 

encounters may be associated with night-time 

travel, waste disposal, or access to water and 

forest resources. This means that prevention 

should not be designed as a generic package. 

Measures should target the specific pathways 

that produce harm. For example, an underpass 

can address transport-related mortality, while a 

grain-storage improvement, carefully located 

solar fencing, herd supervision, or an early-

warning system may be more relevant in an 

agricultural corridor setting. 

A further finding is that compensation alone 

rarely resolves human-animal conflict. 

Compensation can reduce the financial burden 

of verified losses, but it may be delayed, 

inaccessible, insufficient, or perceived as 

unfair. Research on coexistence suggests that 

prevention, timely response, respectful 

communication, and transparent procedures 

are just as important as payment. Households 

are more likely to cooperate with corridor 

measures when they can report incidents 

easily, understand the decision process, 

receive practical prevention support, and 

participate in decisions about local land use 

and mitigation priorities [2, 3, 21, 24]. 

The comparative assessment highlights the 

importance of institutional coordination. 

Corridors commonly cross legal boundaries 

and sectors: wildlife agencies may manage 

protected areas, road agencies control transport 

infrastructure, local governments influence 

land-use permissions, and communities 

manage farms, grazing land, or customary 

forests. When these institutions work 

separately, a corridor can be undermined by an 

approval, fence, road upgrade, settlement 

expansion, or land-use change outside the 

jurisdiction of a single conservation authority. 

Integrated planning should therefore recognize 

corridor routes in local and regional land-use 

plans, require connectivity safeguards in 

infrastructure decisions, and create clear 

responsibility for monitoring and response. 

The analysis does not support a single 

universal mitigation formula. Evidence 

reviews have found that claims about 

effectiveness are often stronger than the 

available evaluation data, especially for 

measures intended to reduce livestock 

predation. This makes monitoring essential. 

Interventions should be tested against a 

baseline, documented carefully, evaluated for 

both ecological and social outcomes, and 

revised when they do not reduce risk. 

Measures that reduce harm to one group while 

shifting the burden to another should be 

reconsidered. Effective coexistence is not the 
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absence of all incidents; it is a durable 

condition in which risks are reduced to 

tolerable levels, losses are addressed fairly, 

and wildlife populations can persist within 

shared landscapes [23, 25, 26]. 

6. DISCUSSION 
The analysis confirms that corridors are 

essential conservation tools in landscapes 

where protected areas alone are insufficient to 

maintain viable wildlife populations. They 

support movement between habitat areas, 

provide routes around fragmented land uses, 

and may help species respond to changing 

climate and resource conditions. Yet corridor 

maps can create a false sense of security if 

they are not translated into legal recognition, 

management actions, and compatible land use. 

A line on a plan does not guarantee that 

animals can cross safely, that habitat will 

remain available, or that communities will 

receive support when wildlife movement 

affects their livelihoods. 

A coexistence approach changes the question 

from how to keep wildlife and people 

completely separate to how to reduce 

avoidable harm while retaining ecological 

function. Complete separation is not feasible 

in many rural, forest-edge, riverine, and peri-

urban landscapes. Nor is it necessarily 

desirable where local communities hold 

ecological knowledge, cultural relationships, 

or conservation interests linked to wildlife. 

The goal is not to romanticize risk. It is to 

recognize that safety and livelihood protection 

are necessary conditions for conservation 

legitimacy. Corridor plans should therefore 

include human safety protocols, local 

communication systems, risk-sensitive 

infrastructure, and household-level prevention 

support from the earliest planning stage. 

The strongest corridor strategies are layered. 

At the landscape scale, they protect core 

habitat, restore degraded links, prevent 

incompatible development, and maintain 

movement across roads and railways. At the 

community scale, they support safer crop and 

livestock practices, early warning, rapid 

response, accessible claims processes, and 

representation of affected households. At the 

institutional scale, they create coordination 

across agencies, stable funding, shared 

monitoring, and transparent feedback 

mechanisms. At the knowledge scale, they 

combine scientific data with local observations 

while documenting uncertainty and avoiding 

assumptions that every conflict report has the 

same cause or solution. 

Equity is central to this approach. 

Conservation benefits such as biodiversity 

protection, ecosystem services, tourism, and 

national heritage may be enjoyed broadly, 

while the direct costs of wildlife movement 

can be borne by a relatively small number of 

households. Ethical and practical corridor 

governance requires that these households are 

not treated merely as obstacles to 

conservation. They should be recognized as 

rights-holders, partners, and holders of place-

based knowledge. Benefit sharing, secure land 

tenure, voluntary conservation incentives, 

livelihood diversification, insurance or 

compensation, and meaningful decision-

making can help address unequal burdens, but 

they must be adapted to local conditions rather 

than imposed through standard models. 

Finally, corridor protection should be adaptive. 

Land use, wildlife movement, climate 

conditions, infrastructure, and community 

needs change over time. Corridor plans need 

periodic review through ecological monitoring 

and social assessment. Indicators should 

include evidence of wildlife use, mortality and 

barrier effects, incident patterns, response 

time, mitigation maintenance, household 

experience, and confidence in institutions. 

This integrated evidence can reveal whether a 

corridor is functioning not only as a route for 

animals but also as a durable agreement for 

sharing space. 

7. CONCLUSION 
This study examined wildlife corridor 

protection and human-animal conflict as 

interconnected dimensions of landscape 

conservation. It showed that ecological 

connectivity is necessary for the movement, 

persistence, and adaptability of many wildlife 

populations, but that movement routes often 

overlap with farms, settlements, roads, and 

other livelihood spaces. Corridor protection 

must therefore be planned as a social-

ecological responsibility. It must protect 

habitat and movement while also reducing 

risk, supporting livelihoods, and ensuring that 

the people most affected by wildlife 

encounters have a meaningful role in decision-

making. 
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The analysis found that forest-agriculture 

mosaics, infrastructure crossings, riverine 

routes, peri-urban edges, and transboundary or 

community-managed landscapes require 

different combinations of conservation and 

coexistence measures. Habitat restoration, 

land-use zoning, wildlife crossings, traffic 

management, early-warning systems, safer 

crop and livestock practices, rapid response, 

transparent compensation or insurance, and 

community-led monitoring can contribute to 

better outcomes when they are coordinated. 

No measure is sufficient in isolation, and 

effectiveness should be verified through 

monitoring rather than assumed. 

Wildlife corridors can support biodiversity, 

ecological resilience, and shared landscape 

stewardship when their governance is fair, 

evidence-based, and adaptive. Their long-term 

value depends on maintaining the relationship 

between habitat, movement, public safety, 

livelihood security, and institutional trust. 

When corridor protection is integrated with 

coexistence planning from the start, it can 

reduce avoidable conflict and help create 

landscapes in which both people and wildlife 

have a more secure future. 
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