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Abstract 
This study examines the impact of wild animals on the livelihoods of people living in and 
around Dallagaon, Bardiya National Park, Nepal. Using interviews, observations, and 
survey questionnaires, the research explores awareness, safety, economic, psychological, 
and social effects of wildlife. Findings (mean score 4.3) reveal frequent crop and property 
damage, financial losses, and widespread fear and stress disrupting daily life. Despite 
tourism benefits, economic and emotional hardships prevail. A mean score 2.75 indicates 
community dissatisfaction with government support and compensation. Nevertheless, local 
awareness and collective efforts show resilience. The study concludes that human–wildlife 
conflict is a multidimensional issue requiring integrated solutions, improved preventive 
measures, fair compensation, and community-centered policies for sustainable 
coexistence. 
Key Words: Bardiya National Park, Community, Conservation, Crops, human wildlife 
conflict 

 
Introduction 

Protected areas  are an essential component of conservation strategies throughout the world 
(Andrade & Rhodes, 2012). And it represents the only one significant method of 
conservation of biodiversity (Martín‐López et al., 2008). Over the past two decade, it has 
become widely accepted method that management of conservation areas should include the 
cooperation and support of local communities (Berkes, 2007a). This has exhilarated the 
development of community based conservation (Campbell & Vainio-Mattila, 2003), which 
emphasizes the role of local communities in decision making (Rijal, 2023). According to 
this approach, local communities should be active members in conservation areas 
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management (Vodouhê et al., 2010). Community based conservation projects have now 
started in many countries (Berkes, 2007b), Nepal also adopted community based 
conservation projects, and have contributed to decrease in poaching, improved 
conservation through increase in wildlife games scout and direct economic benefit 
(Lamichhane et al., 2020). 
 
Wildlife conservation started in Nepal in 1958 with the declaration of wild life conservation 
act 1958 (Chaudhary, 2000). The WWF (World wildlife fund for nature) and government 
of Nepal started the first Rhino conservation project in chitwan in 1967 for increasing the 
population one-horned rhinoceros (Subedi et al., 2017). Since then government of Nepal 
started protection of large mammals, including endangered tigers and Asian elephants, and 
their habitats (Pradhan et al., 2011.). Then governments of Nepal also lunched community-
based forest rehabilitation program in 1976 to protect natural resource and prevent 
unsustainable utilization of natural resource (Cadman et al., 2023). 
 
Community forest under the forestry program was state owned forests handed over to the 
local community’s people so that the forest and the resource could be locally sustainably 
managed (Tole, 2010). Community forests make up 39% of Nepal total forest cover, and 
provide goods and services to 50% of Nepal population (Pathak et al., 2017). Rural 
community’s people, whose livelihood totally depends on agriculture and livestock 
farming, typically incur economic losses when crops are attacked or livestock are killed by 
wild animals (Baral et al., 2021a). Some wildlife, such as leopards, tigers and elephant not 
only kill livestock they also causes property damage, injure people (Acharya et al., 2016). 
These events especially the ones that are human life loss events, can lead retaliatory killings 
of wild animals, even legally protected, endangered or threatened (Viollaz et al., 2021).  
 
Many protected sites were originally established by either displacing local community 
people or without proper consideration to their livelihoods (Kabra, 2009). The creation of 
protected areas can conflict with rural communities in a variety of negative ways (Soliku 
& Schraml, 2018). like as the restriction of access to traditionally used resource, tourist 
disruption of economy and culture, wild animal depredation of crops and livestock and 
displacement of human beings from their original homelands, leading to social and cultural 
disruption and imposed poverty (Massé, 2016) .The concept of linking conservation to 
development that has brought about a major shift in the way conservation management 
(Sharma et al., 2010), believing that the local population will be more willing to support 
the conservation of biodiversity if they gain some benefit from it (Pretty & Smith, 2004). 
 
The forestry sector plays important role in supporting the economic development and social 
life of the Nepalese people (Bhatt et al., 2021). Forest shrub, and land around farmer’s 
offers the primary energy inputs and fodder needs (Franzel et al., 2014). Forest litter and 
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dung help to increase the fertility of farms land (Gauli et al., 2022). Forest watersheds are 
the main source of water, which is used in energy, irrigation, and for domestic uses (Lele, 
2009). People in rural areas to a large extent depend on the production of non - wood forest 
products for income (Derebe & Alemu, 2023). People in Nepal uses forest products as fuel, 
fodder, timber, medicine and food (Shrestha et al., 2020). Forest supply over 75% of the 
energy resources and over 40% of the fodder needs (Khadka et al., 2021).Mismanagement 
in the gathering harvesting process of the major economic plants like medicines and orchids 
is a critical problem which has been pushing plants to extinction from the species, 
particularly timber, medicines and ornaments are hence under threat (Boampong, 2021.). 
 
Various researchers (Dahal et al., 2022, Gillingham & Lee, 1999 , Pozo et al., 2021, 
Studsrød & Wegge, 1995) research on the topic related to Impact of Wild Animals on 
Community People  however there are under research in the case of Nepalese universities. 
There are many studies have conducted on wild animals impacts on community and it did 
not compare wild animals impact on different community people (Baird et al., 2009). Thus, 
in our study, we focus on understanding about Dallagaon Impact of Wild Animals on 
Community People in Bardiya National park. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
Human–wildlife conflict is a major concern for communities around Bardiya National 
Park, causing crop and livestock losses, threats to human life, economic damage, 
psychological trauma, and disruption of daily and social activities. Despite legal 
protections and compensation schemes, local people remain dissatisfied with authorities’ 
responsiveness. Socio-demographic factors such as education, gender, and dependence on 
natural resources influence perceptions and reactions to wildlife impacts. This study aims 
to understand the effects of wildlife on community life and local attitudes toward 
conservation. 
 
Objectives of this Study 
The main objective of this study is  
Specific Objective 

1. To examine the level of awareness and perception of Dallagoan community people 
regarding wildlife conservation. 

2. To analyze the economic, social, security, and psychological impacts of wild 
animals on the daily lives of Dallagoan local people. 

3. To examine how wildlife-related activities influence the overall well-being of the 
community local resident. 

Limitations 
This study is delimited to the following boundaries 
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1. Subject Delimitation: The research focuses exclusively on the awareness levels, 
and the economic, social security and psychological impacts of wild life on 
community people. Other aspects of conservation such as ecological or biological 
assessment of wild life are beyond the scope of the study. 

2. Area Delimitation: The study is geographically limited to Dallagoan a community 
people located near Bardiya National Park. 

3. Methodological Delimitation: The study is limited to self-reported data collected 
through structured questionnaires and interviews, which may include personal 
bias or subjective interpretation. Additionally, the study did not incorporate direct 
field observations, wildlife monitoring, or official records from park authorities 
due to time and resource limitations. 

4. Time Delimitation:  The data for this study are collected within a specific time 
period (May - 2025). Wildlife activities and community responses outside this 
timeframe are not captured. 
 

Literature Review 
 

In Nepal mostly people are highly depend on forest resource and face significant challenges 
of human wildlife conflict (Baral et al., 2021b). Those people who live with wildlife in 
and around protected areas directly experience the impacts of human wildlife conflicts 
(Ayalew & Melese, 2025a). The lack of access to forest resource for the local community 
people residing in buffer zones of protected areas has created conflict between human 
and wild life (Silwal et al., 2022). Human wildlife conflict has been understood as 
negative interaction between people and wildlife that generates unwanted impacts on 
human social, economic or cultural life, wildlife conservation of species (Nyhus, 2016).  
 
It affects the economy of both human beings and wildlife (Barua et al., 2013). People lose 
their crops, livestock, property and sometimes their lives whereas animals, which are 
already endangered or threatened, are often killed by people (Poudel & Lamichhane, 
2020) Human and wildlife conflict is a universal problem that varies according to 
geography, and land use patterns, attitude of people and the habitat of the wild life and 
behavior of wildlife or individual animal behavior within the species (Megaze et al., 2017). 
Wildlife damage has disastrous economic disadvantage for vulnerable residences 
(Thompson et al., 2014). The major sources of human wildlife conflict include property 
damage, crops, loss of livestock, harassment to the people, sometimes even death (Gemeda 
& Meles, 2018). To reduce the negative impacts of wildlife on people (Higginbottom et 
al., 2003), different types of social security schemes ought to be proposed as a part of 
conservation strategies because poor societies are relatively more dependent on forest 
products (Tirivayi & Rodriguez, 2017), which is likely to increase the intricacies of 
protected area management both for human and wildlife needs (Campbell, 2018). 
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In most of the protected areas the time spent protecting property (Bitariho et al., 2015). 
Poverty increase due to loss of crops and damage of property is commonly reported, 
resulting in dependence on selling labour to earn livelihood( Mehta & Ghosh, 2004.). Man 
are engage in night watching while women and children watching during the day time. 
Time spent guarding by children obviously leads to loss of opportunities for education 
(David, 2012.). Farmers suffer from attacks by wildlife such as monkeys, elephants, 
buffalos and tigers (Madhusudan, 2003).In addition there have been human deaths from 
attacks by Rhino, Tigers and elephants, Wild animals are very aggressive to the native 
people who were around the National parks (Silwal et al., 2017).Wild animals create 
numerous employment opportunities, Wild animals attract foreign communities who travel 
to such treasured wildernesses to view wild animals (Ivanova et al., 2022).  
 
In some context, wildlife is revered, contributing to a sense of culture identity and spiritual 
well-being (Bell et al., 2018). In Nepal and India, for example, elephants, tigers and 
monkeys are considered scared in Hindu and Buddhist traditions (Acharya et al., 2019).  
 

Method and Procedures 
Study Area 
Bardiya National Park (BNP) is one of the largest protected areas in the lowland Terai 
covering an area of 368 km2 in the Bardiya districts of western Nepal. The terrain of the 
park ranges from 152 m to 1561 m from mean sea level (BNP report, 2020). BNP provides 
a home to around 61 species of mammals including tigers, leopards, rhino ceros, elephants, 
and spotted deer and 513 species of birds, 42 herpetofauna and 120 fishes have been 
recorded from the park area. The southern end of the park extends into Khata forest 
corridor, connecting to Katarniaghat Wildlife Sanctuary in India (BNP Report, 2020).         
 
Madhuwan is a municipality located in Bardiya District of Lumbini Province of Nepal. 
The municipality was established on 2 December 2014, when the government announced 
61 more new municipalities. This new municipality was established merging the two then 
VDCs, e.g. Sanoshree and Taratal and this new municipality was named Sanoshree Taratal. 
On 10 March 2017, two more VDCs Suryapatawa and Dhodhari Incorporated merged with 
this municipality and renamed it to Madhuwan. Suryapatawa ward No-1 Dallagaun was 
selected for the study. This was a backward area of this municipality and far from 
municipalities and very near from BNP. Bardiya National Park touches the border of the 
municipality by north.                                                                                                                  
This research is mainly based on primary data which is obtained through household survey, 
direct observation. The questionnaires included close ended questions 
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Participants  
The data was collected using the primary method. Then the data collected is computed and 
interpreted based on the objectives of the Study. In 126 household only 112 respondents 
were available and rest of the respondent were not available during data collection time. 
The participants were Community people of Dallagaon. Among the 112 households 40 are 
male 72 Female were respondents. 
 
Data Collection  
This research is mainly based on primary data which is obtained through household survey, 
direct observation.  
 
Research Instrument 
The research of this study is a survey questionnaire, direct observation. The study adopts a 
survey research design based on survey method through questionnaires under a quantitative 
research. The questionnaires included close ended questions. Research data were collected 
by using the survey method and the questionnaire is divided into five sections of 26 
questions. Respondents indicate their level of agreement with each statement, allowing 
researchers to quantify and analyze the impact of wild animals on the community people.  
It consists of five sections; Section 1:  Demographic Information, Section 2. Awareness 
and Knowledge of Wild animals, Section 3: Safety and security, Section 4: Economic 
Impact,   Section 5: Psychological and Social Impact, Respondents indicate their level of 
agreement with each statement, allowing researchers to quantify and analyze their Impacts 
of Wild Animals on Community people the subject being studied. Each part of 
questionnaire is consisting of Likert scales strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, 
and strongly agree. 

 
Data Analysis: 
The study incorporates mixed data obtained through survey questionnaires, direct 
observations. Quantitative data will be processed and presented through descriptive 
statistics.  

Result 
 

Demographic factors that influence Impacts of Wild Animals on Community people. 
The sample accurately represents communities near the national park, considering 
demographic factors such as gender, age, education, occupation, and length of residence. 
 
Table: 1 
Demographic Characteristics of the Survey Respondents 
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Variable Categories Frequency Percentage 

Sex Respondent 
Male 40 35.71% 

Female 72 64.28% 

Age of 
Respondent 

18-30 22 19.64% 
31-40 23 20.53% 
41-50 34 30.35% 
51-60 21 18.75% 
61+ 12 10.71% 

Education level of 
the respondent 

Master 1 0.89% 
Bachelor 5 4.46% 
12 PASS 3 2.67% 

10/SLC/SEE PASS 24 21.42% 
Non-formal education 79 70.53% 

Occupation of 
Respondent 

Farmer 87 77.67% 
Trade/Business 4 3.57% 

Government Employee -- -- 
Other 21 18.75% 

Length of   
Residence Near 
Conservation Area 

01-May 3 2.64% 
05-Oct 4 3.57% 
Nov-20 5 4.46% 

20+ 100 89.28% 
Source: Field Survey, 2025 
 

 
Awareness and Knowledge of Wildlife Animals 
 
Table: 2 
 
Awareness and knowledge of wild Animals 
The study reveals high awareness and concern about wildlife impacts among respondents. 
Most 99.11% reported frequent wild animal intrusions, and 80.35% felt unsafe in forest 
areas. About 89.28% agreed that wild animals cause fear and injury, and 69.64% reported 
financial losses. Similarly, 89.29% believed women, children, and disabled people face 
higher risks, while 69.64% avoid certain areas due to fear. A strong majority 95.52% urged 
greater government protection, and 82.15% supported awareness programs to reduce 
conflict. Overall, findings highlight that human–wildlife conflict causes fear, insecurity, 
and economic loss, demanding stronger government action and community awareness 
initiatives. 
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StatemA1:G11ents 
Strongly 
disagree   

(1) 

Disagree   
(2) 

Neutral  
(3) 

Agree       
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree   

(5) 

Mean 
Score 

 
Wild animals often 
enter our community. 

0 0 
1     

(0.89) 
54     

(48.21) 
57 

(50.90) 
4.5  

I feel unsafe working a 
forest area. 

3          
(2.68) 

15   
(13.40) 

4     
(3.57) 

60     
(53.57) 

30 
(26.78) 

3.88  

Wild animals have 
caused injuries or fear 
in the community. 

2          
(1.79) 

8       
(7.14) 

2     
(1.79) 

71     
(63.39) 

29 
(25.89) 

4.04  

My family has suffered 
financial loss due to 
wild animals attack. 

4          
(3.57) 

28        
(25) 

2     
(1.79) 

51     
(45.53) 

27 
(24.11) 

3.61  

Children, women, 
elderly and disabled 
people are more at risk 
from wild animals. 

1          
(0.89) 

9       
(8.03) 

2     
(1.79) 

66     
(58.93) 

34 
(30.36) 

4.09  

I avoid certain areas 
because of fear of wild 
animals 

2          
(1.79) 

28        
(25) 

4     
(3.57) 

66     
(58.93) 

12 
(10.71) 

3.51  

The government should 
do more to protect 
communities from wild 
animals. 

1          
(0.89) 

4       
(3.57) 

0 
61     

(54.46) 
46 

(41.07) 
4.31  

Awareness program can 
help reduce human wild 
life conflict. 

1          
(0.89) 

13   
(11.60) 

6     
(5.36) 

69     
(61.61) 

23 
(20.54) 

3.89  

Building fences or 
barriers would help 
prevent wild animals. 

5          
(4.46) 

19   
(16.97) 

14   
(12.5) 

56          
(50) 

18 
(16.07) 

3.56  

Source: Field Survey, 2025 
 

Safety and Security  
The study shows that wild animals significantly affect community safety and security. Most 
respondents 92.86% feel unsafe, and 95.54% report property damage by wild animals. 
About 94.64% have experienced or heard of wildlife-related injuries, creating widespread 
fear. Although 61.61% acknowledge some government measures, many remain 
dissatisfied. Overall, human–wildlife conflict causes fear, insecurity, and economic loss, 
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emphasizing the need for stronger, community-centered government action with effective 
protection, compensation, and awareness programs. 
Table: 3 
Safety and Security 

Statements 
Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neutral  
(3) 

Agree     
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree   

(5) 

Mean 
Score 

 

I feel unsafe due to wild 
animals in my area. 

0 
6       

(5.36) 
2            

(1.78) 
66 

(58.93) 
38 

(33.93) 
4.21  

Wild animals often 
damage property in my 
community. 

1     
(0.89) 

3        
(2.68) 

1            
(0.89) 

62 
(55.36) 

45 
(40.18) 

4.31  

I have experienced or 
heard of injuries caused 
by wild animals. 

2      
(1.78) 

3       
(2.68) 

1            
(0.89) 

61 
(54.46) 

45 
(40.18) 

4.28  

Authorities take 
adequate measure to 
protect us from wild 
animals. 

5      
(4.46) 

23   
(20.54) 

15 
(13.39) 

59 
(52.68) 

10   
(8.93) 

3.41  

Source: Field Survey, 2025 
 
Economic Impact 
The study found that wild animals cause major economic losses in the community. Most 
respondents 94.65% reported crop or property damage, and 75.85% had direct financial 
losses. While 72.32% were aware of compensation schemes, many were dissatisfied—only 
39.29% found them sufficient. Although 81.25% recognized wildlife’s tourism potential, 
the benefits are unevenly shared. Overall, wildlife poses serious economic challenges, with 
inadequate compensation and limited support for affected households. 
 
Table: 4 
Economic Impact 

Statements 
Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree  
(2) 

Neutral    
(3) 

Agree     
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree   

(5) 

Mean 
Score 
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Wild animals have 
damage our crops or 
property in our 
community. 

2        
(1.78) 

4        
(3.57) 

0 
58 

(51.79) 
48 

(42.86) 
4.3  

I am aware of any 
financial support or 
compensation available 
for wildlife related 
losses. 

1        
(0.89) 

24    
(21.43) 

6       
(5.36) 

69 
(61.61) 

12 
(10.71) 

3.59  

My household has 
suffered financial losses 
due to wild animals. 

5         
(4.46) 

21    
(18.75) 

1        
(0.89) 

57 
(50.89) 

28      
(25) 

3.73  

The presence of wild 
animals supports 
tourism and local 
businesses. 

0 
12    

(10.71) 
9       

(8.04) 
61  

(54.46) 
30 

(26.79) 
3.97  

Compensation provided 
for damages by wild 
animals is sufficient. 

21    
(18.75) 

38    
(33.93) 

9       
(8.03) 

35 
(31.25) 

9     
(8.04) 

2.75  

Source: Field Survey, 2025 
 
Psychological and Social Impact 
The study examined the psychological and social impacts of wild animals on local 
communities. Results show that most respondents over 90% experience fear, anxiety, and 
stress due to wildlife, with a mean score of 4.20 indicating strong psychological effects. 
Many 86.61% report disturbed sleep (mean = 3.91) and significant stress (mean = 4.04). 
About 74% feel their daily activities are restricted (mean = 3.72), and over half avoid social 
gatherings out of fear (mean = 3.22). However, neighborly relations remain mostly 
unaffected (mean = 2.96), suggesting shared experiences may foster solidarity. Nearly all 
respondents 96.44% actively discuss wildlife issues (mean = 4.30), reflecting strong 
community awareness. Almost all 98.22% report crop or property damage (mean = 4.44), 
underscoring that economic losses underpin psychological and social distress. Overall, 
wild animal conflicts impose significant mental and social burdens, disrupting daily life 
yet also encouraging collective resilience. 
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Table: 5 
Psychological and Social Impact 

Statements 
Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neutr
al  (3) 

Agree   
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree   

(5) 

Mean 
Score 

 
I feel fear or anxiety due 
to the presence of wild 
animals. 

3      
(2.68) 

5        
(4.46) 

0 
62 

(55.36) 
42   

(37.5) 
4.2  

Wild animals disturb my 
sleep. 

2      
(1.78) 

4       
(3.57) 

9     
(8.04) 

84      
(75) 

13 
(11.61) 

3.91  

I experience mental stress 
because of wild animals. 

1         
(0.89) 

10     
(8.93) 

1     
(0.89) 

71 
(63.40) 

29 
(25.89) 

4.04  

Fear of wild animals 
affects my daily activities 
and movements. 

1      
(0.89) 

25   
(22.32) 

3     
(2.68) 

58 
(51.79) 

25 
(22.32) 

3.72  

I avoid attending social 
events due to fear of wild 
animals. 

6      
(5.35) 

35   
(31.25) 

9     
(8.04) 

52 
(46.43) 

10   
(8.93) 

3.22  

Wild animals have 
affected my relationship 
with neighbors. 

6       
(5.35) 

52   
(46.43) 

5     
(4.47) 

38 
(33.92) 

11   
(9.83) 

2.96  

There are community 
discussions or programs 
about wild life related 
issues. 

0 
2       

(1.78) 
2     

(1.78)  
68 

(60.72) 
40 

(35.72) 
4.3  

Wild animals have 
damage our crops or 
property in our 
community. 

0 
2       

(1.78) 
0 

56       
(50) 

54 
(48.22) 

4.44  

Source: Field Survey, 2025 
 

Discussion 
 
In developing countries, wildlife significantly impacts crops and livestock (Herrero et al., 
2013), making crop damage a major source of human–wildlife conflict that hinders 
conservation efforts (Ayalew & Melese, 2025b). Successful conservation depends on local 
communities gaining tangible benefits(Igoe, 2006; Stem et al., 2003) . In Dallagaon, 
communities derive mostly non-monetary benefits—such as firewood, fodder, timber, and 
wild vegetables—from Bardiya National Park. However, wild animals cause serious fear, 
property damage, and injuries, disrupting livelihoods and wellbeing. The gap between 
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community expectations and institutional responses highlights the need for stronger 
government action, including protection measures, fair compensation, and awareness 
programs. 

 
Conclusion 

 
The study found that socio-demographic factors (gender, age, education, and proximity to 
the park) influence how wild animals affect people’s lives. Wildlife causes significant 
economic losses, psychological distress, and social disruption. While communities show 
resilience through dialogue and cooperation, inadequate government support and 
compensation remain major concerns. Human–wildlife conflict is thus a multidimensional 
issue—economic, psychological, social, and governance-related. Addressing it requires 
integrated measures combining preventive infrastructure, livelihood protection, mental 
health support, and responsive policies to ensure sustainable coexistence between people 
and wildlife. 
 

References 
 

Acharya, K. P., Acharya, N., & Wilson, R. T. (2019). Animal Welfare in Nepal. Journal 
 of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 22(4), 342–356.  
 https://doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2018.1519437 
Acharya, K. P., Paudel, P. K., Neupane, P. R., & Köhl, M. (2016). Human-Wildlife 
 Conflicts in Nepal: Patterns of Human Fatalities and Injuries Caused by Large 
 Mammals. PLOS ONE, 11(9), e0161717. 
  https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0161717 
Andrade, G. S. M., & Rhodes, J. R. (2012). Protected Areas and Local Communities: An 
 Inevitable Partnership toward Successful Conservation Strategies? Ecology and 
 Society, 17(4), art14. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-05216-170414 
Ayalew, M. Z., & Melese, G. T. (2025a). Effects of human–wildlife conflict on local 
 people’s livelihoods and wildlife conservation in and around Alitash National 
 Park, northwest Ethiopia. Wildlife Biology, 2025(1), e01083. 
 https://doi.org/10.1002/wlb3.01083 
Ayalew, M. Z., & Melese, G. T. (2025b). Effects of human–wildlife conflict on local 
 people’s livelihoods and wildlife conservation in and around Alitash National 
 Park, northwest Ethiopia. Wildlife Biology, 2025(1), e01083. 
 https://doi.org/10.1002/wlb3.01083 
Baird, T. D., Leslie, P. W., & McCabe, J. T. (2009). The Effect of Wildlife Conservation 
 on Local Perceptions of Risk and Behavioral Response. Human Ecology, 37(4), 
 463–474. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-009-9264-z 



Chhahari, A Multidisciplinary Peer-reviewed Research Journal, Vol. 3, No. 1: 2026 
TUTA, Butwal Multiple Campus, Tribhuvan University, Nepal 

 
30  Gupta and Verma (2026)                      Impacts of Wild Animals on Community People
 
   
 

Baral, K., Sharma, H. P., Kunwar, R., Morley, C., Aryal, A., Rimal, B., & Ji, W. (2021a). 
 Human Wildlife Conflict and Impacts on Livelihood: A Study in Community 
 Forestry System in Mid-Hills of Nepal. Sustainability, 13(23), 13170. 
 https://doi.org/10.3390/su132313170 
Baral, K., Sharma, H. P., Kunwar, R., Morley, C., Aryal, A., Rimal, B., & Ji, W. (2021b). 
 Human Wildlife Conflict and Impacts on Livelihood: A Study in Community 
 Forestry System in Mid-Hills of Nepal. Sustainability, 13(23), 13170. 
 https://doi.org/10.3390/su132313170 
Barua, M., Bhagwat, S. A., & Jadhav, S. (2013). The hidden dimensions of human–
 wildlife conflict: Health impacts, opportunity and transaction costs. Biological 
 Conservation, 157, 309–316. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2012.07.014 
Bell, S. L., Westley, M., Lovell, R., & Wheeler, B. W. (2018). Everyday green space and 
 experienced well-being: The significance of wildlife encounters. Landscape 
 Research, 43(1), 8–19. https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2016.1267721 
Berkes, F. (2007a). Community-based conservation in a globalized world. Proceedings of 
 the National Academy of Sciences, 104(39), 15188–15193. 
 https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0702098104 
Berkes, F. (2007b). Community-based conservation in a globalized world. Proceedings of 
 the National Academy of Sciences, 104(39), 15188–15193. 
 https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0702098104 
Bhatt, B. P., Chhetri, S. G., Silwal, T., & Poudel, M. (2021). Economic Contribution of 
 Forestry Sector to National Economy in Nepal. Journal of Resources and 
 Ecology, 12(5). https://doi.org/10.5814/j.issn.1674-764x.2021.05.005 
Bitariho, R., Babaasa, D., & Akampurila, E. (2015). Human-wildlife conflict 
 management: experiences and lessons learned from the greater virunga 
 landscape.. https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.1889.4809 
Boampong-Konam, D. O. R. I. N. D. A. (2021). Exploring factors affecting some nursing 
 trainees’ project work completion at the College of Community Health Nursing, 
 Winneba (Doctoral dissertation, University of Education, Winneba). 
Cadman, T., Maraseni, T., Koju, U. A., Shrestha, A., & Karki, S. (2023). Forest 
 Governance in Nepal concerning Sustainable Community Forest Management and 
 Red Panda Conservation. Land, 12(2), 493. https://doi.org/10.3390/land12020493 
Campbell, L. M., & Vainio-Mattila, A. (n.d.). Participatory Development and 
 Community-Based Conservation: Opportunities Missed for Lessons Learned? 
Campbell, M. O. (Ed.). (2018). Geomatics and conservation biology. Nova Science 
 Publishers, Inc. 
Chaudhary, R. P. (2000.). Forest conservation and environmental management in Nepal: 
 A review. 
Dahal, N. K., Harada, K., Adhikari, S., Sapkota, R. P., & Kandel, S. (2022). Impact of 
 wildlife on food crops and approaches to reducing human wildlife conflict in the 



Chhahari, A Multidisciplinary Peer-reviewed Research Journal, Vol. 3, No. 1: 2026 
TUTA, Butwal Multiple Campus, Tribhuvan University, Nepal 

 
31  Gupta and Verma (2026)                      Impacts of Wild Animals on Community People
 
   
 

 protected landscapes of Eastern Nepal. Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 27(3), 
 273–289. https://doi.org/10.1080/10871209.2021.1926601 
David, M. (2012.). Impacts of wild animals to communities around protected areas. A 
 case study of maasai mara game-reserve narok county kenya. 
Derebe, B., & Alemu, A. (2023). Non-timber forest product types and its income 
 contribution to rural households in the Horn of Africa: A systematic review. 
 Forest Science and Technology, 19(3), 210–220. 
 https://doi.org/10.1080/21580103.2023.2231963 
Franzel, S., Carsan, S., Lukuyu, B., Sinja, J., & Wambugu, C. (2014). Fodder trees for 
 improving livestock productivity and smallholder livelihoods in Africa. Current 
 Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 6, 98–103. 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.11.008 
Gauli, P., Bhatta, S., Singh, S. K., Shrestha, K., Nidal, B., & Atreya, K. (2022). Farming 
 in the mountains of Nepal: Crops, soil fertility, livelihoods and farm-forest 
 linkages. Archives of Agriculture and Environmental Science, 7(3), 463–472. 
 https://doi.org/10.26832/24566632.2022.0703021 
Gemeda, D. O., & Meles, S. K. (2018). Impacts of human-wildlife conflict in developing 
 countries. Journal of Applied Sciences and Environmental Management, 22(8), 
 1233. https://doi.org/10.4314/jasem.v22i8.14 
Gillingham, S., & Lee, P. C. (1999). The impact of wildlife-related benefits on the 
 conservation attitudes of local people around the Selous Game Reserve, Tanzania. 
 Environmental Conservation, 26(3), 218–228. 
 https://doi.org/10.1017/s0376892999000302 
Higginbottom, K., Green, R., & Northrope, C. (2003). A Framework for Managing the 
 Negative Impacts of Wildlife Tourism on Wildlife. Human Dimensions of 
 Wildlife, 8(1), 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1080/10871200390180118 
Igoe, J. (2006). Measuring the Costs and Benefits of Conservation to Local Communities. 
 Journal of Ecological Anthropology, 10(1), 72–77. https://doi.org/10.5038/2162-
 4593.10.1.7 
Ivanova, S., Prosekov, A., & Kaledin, A. (2022). Is Ecotourism an Opportunity for Large 
 Wild Animals to Thrive? Sustainability, 14(5), 2718. 
 https://doi.org/10.3390/su14052718 
Kabra, A. (2009). Conservation-induced displacement: A comparative study of two 
 Indian protected areas. Conservation and Society, 7(4), 249. 
 https://doi.org/10.4103/0972-4923.65172 
Khadka, D., Aryal, A., Bhatta, K. P., Dhakal, B. P., & Baral, H. (2021). Agroforestry 
 Systems and Their Contribution to Supplying Forest Products to Communities in 
 the Chure Range, Central Nepal. Forests, 12(3), 358. 
 https://doi.org/10.3390/f12030358 



Chhahari, A Multidisciplinary Peer-reviewed Research Journal, Vol. 3, No. 1: 2026 
TUTA, Butwal Multiple Campus, Tribhuvan University, Nepal 

 
32  Gupta and Verma (2026)                      Impacts of Wild Animals on Community People
 
   
 

Lamichhane, S., Joshi, R., Poudel, B., & Subedi, P. (2020). Role of Community in 
 Leading Conservation: Effectiveness, Success and Challenges of Community-
 Based Anti-Poaching Unit in Nepal. Grassroots Journal of Natural Resources, 
 3(4), 94–109. https://doi.org/10.33002/nr2581.6853.03046 
Lele, S. (2009). Watershed services of tropical forests: From hydrology to economic 
 valuation to integrated analysis. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 
 1(2), 148–155. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2009.10.007 
Madhusudan, M. D. (2003). Living Amidst Large Wildlife: Livestock and Crop 
 Depredation by Large Mammals in the Interior Villages of Bhadra Tiger Reserve, 
 South India. Environmental Management, 31(4), 466–475. 
 https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-002-2790-8 
Martín‐López, B., Montes, C., & Benayas, J. (2008). Economic Valuation of Biodiversity 
 Conservation: The Meaning of Numbers. Conservation Biology, 22(3), 624–635. 
 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2008.00921.x 
Massé, F. (2016). The political ecology of human-wildlife conflict: Producing wilderness, 
 insecurity, and displacement in the Limpopo National Park. Conservation and 
 Society, 14(2), 100. https://doi.org/10.4103/0972-4923.186331 
Megaze, A., Balakrishnan, M., & Belay, G. (2017). Human–wildlife conflict and attitude 
 of local people towards conservation of wildlife in Chebera Churchura National 
 Park, Ethiopia. African Zoology, 52(1), 1–8. 
 https://doi.org/10.1080/15627020.2016.1254063 
Mehta, A. K., & Ghosh, S. (2004). Globalisation, loss of livelihoods and entry into 
 poverty. Alternative Economic Survey, 5. 
Nyhus, P. J. (2016). Human–Wildlife Conflict and Coexistence. Annual Review of 
 Environment and Resources, 41(1), 143–171. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
 environ-110615-085634 
Poudel, B., & Lamichhane, S. (2020). 70 PUBLICATIONS 451 CITATIONS SEE 
 PROFILE. 9(2). 
Pozo, R. A., LeFlore, E. G., Duthie, A. B., Bunnefeld, N., Jones, I. L., Minderman, J., 
 Rakotonarivo, O. S., & Cusack, J. J. (2021). A multispecies assessment of wildlife 
 impacts on local community livelihoods. Conservation Biology, 35(1), 297–306. 
 https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13565 
Pradhan, N. M. B., Williams, A. C., & Dhakal, M. (2011). Current Status of Asian 
 Elephants in Nepal. 
Pretty, J., & Smith, D. (2004). Social Capital in Biodiversity Conservation and 
 Management. Conservation Biology, 18(3), 631–638. 
 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2004.00126.x 
Raj Pathak, B., Yi, X., & Bohara, R. (2017). Community Based Forestry in Nepal: Status, 
 Issues and Lessons Learned. International Journal of Sciences, 3(03), 119–129. 
 https://doi.org/10.18483/ijsci.1232 



Chhahari, A Multidisciplinary Peer-reviewed Research Journal, Vol. 3, No. 1: 2026 
TUTA, Butwal Multiple Campus, Tribhuvan University, Nepal 

 
33  Gupta and Verma (2026)                      Impacts of Wild Animals on Community People
 
   
 

Rijal, S. (2023). The Importance of Community Involvement in Public Management 
 Planning and Decision-Making Processes. Journal of Contemporary 
 Administration and Management (ADMAN), 1(2), 84–92. 
 https://doi.org/10.61100/adman.v1i2.27 
Sharma, E., Chettri, N., & Oli, K. P. (2010). Mountain biodiversity conservation and 
 management: A paradigm shift in policies and practices in the Hindu  Kush‐
 Himalayas. Ecological Research, 25(5), 909–923. 
 https://doi.org/10.1007/s11284-010-0747-6 
Shrestha, S., Shrestha, J., & Shah, K. K. (2020). Non-Timber Forest Products and their 
 Role in the Livelihoods of People of Nepal: A Critical Review. Grassroots 
 Journal of Natural Resources, 3(2), 42–56. 
 https://doi.org/10.33002/nr2581.6853.03024 
Silwal, T., Devkota, B. P., Poudel, P., & Morgan, M. (2022). Do Buffer Zone Programs 
 Improve Local Livelihoods and Support Biodiversity Conservation? The Case of 
 Sagarmatha National Park, Nepal. Tropical Conservation Science, 15, 
 19400829221106670. https://doi.org/10.1177/19400829221106670 
Silwal, T., Kolejka, J., Bhatta, B. P., Rayamajhi, S., Sharma, R. P., & Poudel, B. S. 
 (2017). When, where and whom: Assessing wildlife attacks on people in Chitwan 
 National Park, Nepal. Oryx, 51(2), 370–377. 
 https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605315001489 
Soliku, O., & Schraml, U. (2018). Making sense of protected area conflicts and 
 management approaches: A review of causes, contexts and conflict management 
 strategies. Biological Conservation, 222, 136–145. 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.04.011 
Stem, C. J., Lassoie, J. P., Lee, D. R., Deshler, D. D., & Schelhas, J. W. (2003). 
 Community Participation in Ecotourism Benefits: The Link to Conservation 
 Practices and Perspectives. Society & Natural Resources, 16(5), 387–413. 
 https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920309177 
Studsrød, J. E., & Wegge, P. (1995). Park-People Relationships: The Case of Damage 
 Caused by Park Animals Around the Royal Bardia National Park, Nepal. 
 Environmental Conservation, 22(2), 133–142. 
 https://doi.org/10.1017/s0376892900010183 
Subedi, N., Lamichhane, B. R., Amin, R., Jnawali, S. R., & Jhala, Y. V. (2017). 
 Demography and viability of the largest population of greater one-horned 
 rhinoceros in Nepal. Global Ecology and Conservation, 12, 241–252. 
 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2017.11.008 
Thompson, K., Every, D., Rainbird, S., Cornell, V., Smith, B., & Trigg, J. (2014). No Pet 
 or Their Person Left Behind: Increasing the Disaster Resilience of Vulnerable 
 Groups through Animal Attachment, Activities and Networks. Animals, 4(2), 
 214–240. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani4020214 



Chhahari, A Multidisciplinary Peer-reviewed Research Journal, Vol. 3, No. 1: 2026 
TUTA, Butwal Multiple Campus, Tribhuvan University, Nepal 

 
34  Gupta and Verma (2026)                      Impacts of Wild Animals on Community People
 
   
 

Tirivayi, N., & Rodriguez, O. R. (with Guarini, M. R.). (2017). Social protection for 
 building the resilience of forest-dependent people: Evidence, linkages, practices 
 and potential applications. Food and agriculture organization of the United 
 Nations. 
Tole, L. (2010). Reforms from the Ground Up: A Review of Community-Based Forest 
 Management in Tropical Developing Countries. Environmental Management, 
 45(6), 1312–1331. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-010-9489-z 
Viollaz, J. S., Thompson, S. T., & Petrossian, G. A. (2021). When Human–Wildlife 
 Conflict Turns Deadly: Comparing the Situational Factors That Drive Retaliatory 
 Leopard Killings in South Africa. Animals, 11(11), 3281. 
 https://doi.org/10.3390/ani11113281 
Vodouhê, F. G., Coulibaly, O., Adégbidi, A., & Sinsin, B. (2010). Community perception 
 of biodiversity conservation within protected areas in Benin. Forest Policy and 
 Economics, 12(7), 505–512. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2010.06.008 
  Bardiya National Park Report (BNP) 2000. 
 


