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Summary

Community-Based Conservation (CBC) focuses both on community development and conservation,
however, Human-Wildlife Conflict can undermine the goal. Nepal is one country that adopted this
approach, but Human-Wildlife Conflict have been a major challenge in recent years. As a result, local
livelihoods are affected by crop damage, livestock predation, stored food damage, property damage
and human injuries or casualties. As different studies show that costs related to CBC form a threat to
both conservation of wildlife and sustainable livelihoods, this research aims to understand the
attitudes of local people towards CBC, while also taking into account the impact of Human-Wildlife
Conflict experiences.

This study is guided by a case study and attitudes of local communities in the buffer zone
around Bardia National Park, Nepal is focused on. By using the Sustainable Livelihood Approach (SLA)
and the Environmental Justice Framework (EJF) insights on the impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on
CBC is gained. This study shows that Human-Wildlife Conflict not only have an impact on local
livelihoods, it also influences attitudes towards CBC initiatives including attitudes towards the
Revenue Sharing Program (RSP) and feelings and behavior towards wildlife conservation. Two factors
play a role in shaping attitudes, including the village and the level of education. Negative attitudes
towards RSP and wildlife conservation need to be addressed because this reduces local support
towards conservation efforts. One of the main issues related to these negative attitudes is the
compensation process which is related to Human-Wildlife Conflict. Therefore, some policy
recommendation are made.

Key concepts: Community-Based Conservation, Environmental Justice, Human-Wildlife Conflict,
Bardia National Park, Nepal



Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1. Research problem

In many developing countries, conservation is increasingly integrated with community development
on the assumption that conservation programs benefit both wildlife and rural residents (Khumalo &
Yung, 2015). Although community-Based Conservation (CBC) programs are designed to ensure that
local communities benefit from conservation initiatives, Human-Wildlife Conflict can undermine the
goal (Khumalo & Yung, 2015). Human-Wildlife Conflict occur ‘when wildlife requirements encroach
on those of human populations, with costs both to residents and wild animals’ (IUCN, 2005 as cited
in Lamarque et al., 2009, p.1) and the last decades, the intensity and severity of Human-Wildlife
Conflict have increased worldwide. Especially developing regions are vulnerable to Human-Wildlife
Conflict due to their rich biodiversity and human developmental characteristics such as a high
number of human populations. These characteristics increase interactions between humans and
wildlife, leading to higher incidences of conflict (Treves et al., 2006). Nepal is one country where
these conflicts have been a major challenge in recent years (Anand & Radhakrishna, 2017; Lamarque
et al., 2009). For example, the rate of humans being killed by tigers increased significantly; where in
the period from 1967 to 1997 one human death per year was reported, in the period 1998 to 2006
that number had increased to about 7 human deaths per year (Gurung et al., 2008). Another study
shows that there is an increasing trend in numbers of attacks by different wildlife species (e.g. tiger,
leopard, rhinoceros, elephant, wild boar) on humans in and around Chitwan National Park (Silwal et
al., 2016).

Like many developing countries, Nepal has adopted a CBC approach to manage its protected
areas (PAs) and to link community development and conservation. Part of this approach to
biodiversity conservation is the creation of buffer zones which are ‘areas adjacent to protected areas,
on which land is partially restricted to give an added layer of protection area itself while providing
valued benefits to neighboring rural communities’ (Mackinnon as cited in Wells & Brandon, 1993, p.
159). Although buffer zones provide various socio-economic benefits, this management approach
fosters Human-Wildlife Conflict because of increased competition for space and resources. As a
result, conflict such as livestock depredation, crop and property damage, and human casualties take
place. In response to these attacks, local support and tolerance towards conservation efforts erodes
and in the worst case, wildlife species are killed in retaliation (Lamarque et al., 2009)

Human-Wildlife Conflict forms a challenge for CBC efforts because it seems inevitable that
Human-Wildlife Conflict will continue to occur. This threatens not only the livelihoods of local
communities but also the long-term survival of wildlife species. Therefore, there is the need to
ensure that local communities do not unjustly bear the adverse effects of CBC, because it can result
in the opposition to conservation. Put it differently, in order to keep conservation effective in the
long term in Nepal, benefits of conserving a PA must be assured for the local communities, but
Human-Wildlife Conflict forms a significant threat (Furley & Newton, 2006).

1.2. Scientific and societal relevance

Various conservation models that also involve support from local communities are being widely
promoted, however, there is lack of evidence regarding the effectiveness of the CBC approach. The
last years, there is growing empirical evidence that support from local people for protected areas is
key. Various studies show that local support depends mainly on people’s perceptions of costs and
benefits of living around protected areas. However, these perceptions also interact with
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of residents (Allendorf, Smith, & Anderson, 2007;
Kansky & Knight, 2014; Megaze, Balakrishnan, & Belay, 2017; Thapa Karki, 2013). Whereas local
people hold favorable attitudes towards the perceived benefits related to, for example, tourism,
training and educational opportunities, local communities also experience a number of CBC-related
costs (Furley & Newton, 2006). The major issue remains wildlife conservation due to wildlife
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depredation; few studies show that crop damage and livestock predation are one of the main
reasons for a negative attitude towards CBC initiatives, despite the fact that they receive benefits
from conservation (Kideghesho, Rgskaft, & Kaltenborn, 2007; Liu et al., 2011; Mir, Noor, Habib, &
Veeraswami, 2015). This finding is supported by literature on local communities’ attitudes towards
conservation as literature indicates that support to conservation is often comprised in situations
where people’s interests and livelihoods are threatened (Kideghesho et al., 2007). Although attitude
studies have been conducted on the positive and negative impacts of CBC initiatives, they remain
poorly defined. Moreover, in-depth analyses of the influence of Human-Wildlife Conflict on people’s
attitudes towards CBC remain scarce (Furley & Newton, 2006). In addition, despite the fact that
many studies on Human-Wildlife Conflict and attitudes towards wildlife have been conducted, most
are site and species specific. This research has scientific relevance because it contributes to research
on the attitudes of local communities towards CBC. In addition, this case-study contributes to the
gap in the literature related to the extent to which Human-Wildlife Conflict influence local attitudes
towards this approach. Whereas most attitude studies on CBC and Human-Wildlife Conflict use
gualitative research methods, mixed-methods are applied in this study providing more detailed
insights on various factors (contextual, sociodemographic, livelihood activities) influencing local
attitudes. In addition, a broad range of wildlife species who are responsible for Human-Wildlife
Conflict are taken into account and comparisons in attitudes towards CBC between people with and
without experience of conflict with wildlife are made. Finally, this case-study contributes to academic
literature on protected area management, domains of wildlife conservation and sustainable
livelihoods.

This research also has social relevance. Although Nepal is a country with success in
biodiversity conservation, balancing conservation and local development still remains a major
challenge (Bhatta, Bhattarai, & Aryal, 2018). Human-Wildlife Conflict is one of the most severe and
complex challenges conservations and local communities face around protected areas because it
challenges both sustainable development and wildlife conservation. Especially retaliatory killings of
wildlife by local communities is a severe threat to biodiversity conservation because many protected
areas have provided ‘the last stand’ for several threatened mammals (Barua, Bhagwat, & Jadhav,
2013). To ensure that local communities and wildlife can coexist in Nepal’s buffer zones, more in-
depth knowledge is needed on the role of Human-Wildlife Conflict in supporting or undermining the
desired outcomes of CBC. Insights on people’s attitudes are critical in designing appropriate policies
and strategies in order to address local people’s needs and to conserve biodiversity (Allendorf et al.,
2007).

Based on the scientific and societal relevance, the purpose of this research is to gain insights
into people’s attitudes towards current CBC practices applied in Nepal’s PAs and how these attitudes
are influenced by Human-Wildlife Conflict. Nepal has a long tradition of conservation and the current
approach of protected area management is to focus on community-based and people oriented
conservation. Bardia National Park (BNP), one of Nepal’s largest PAs, serves as a case-study because
the Government of Nepal has implemented community-based conservation programs in this area
since the early 1990s (Baral & Heinen, 2007). The findings of this case-study are not only valuable for
Nepal; they are also be valuable for other developing countries where local communities also play an
important role in conservation policies (Humphries, 2012; Mutanga, Vengesayi, Gandiwa, & Muboko,
2015). The knowledge generated from the study will contribute to the coexistence between humans
and wildlife.

1.3. Structure of the research

The structure of this study is as follows. This report will firstly provide the theoretical lens that is used
in the analysis of this research. The next chapter presents research aim, the questions and thereafter
the contextual framework is discussed. The next chapter shows the applied methodological approach
that is characterized by a mix-method design. Subsequently, the results of this study are divided into
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five chapters. The conclusion will conclude on the findings and this research ends with a discussion
and policy recommendations.
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2. Theoretical framework

This section will discuss relevant theories and concepts related to debates in the field of CBC and
Human-Wildlife Conflict. First, background information on CBC in PAs is focused on, followed by the
Environmental Justice Framework (EJC) which is used to assess the attitudes and effectiveness of
CBC. Although some studies use the Sustainable Livelihood Approach (SLA) for analyzing the
attitudes towards CBC, this is a too narrow focus as it does not take into account the broader focus
of costs and benefits and changes in decision-making processes related to PAs (Mudumba, 2011).
However, the SLA is used in this study because it is used in order to analyze the impact of Human-
Wildlife Conflict on local livelihoods in the buffer zones. This is important since people perceive
Human-Wildlife Conflict as cost of CBC, which may influence local attitudes towards CBC.

2.1. Protected areas and Community-Based Conservation
The establishment of protected areas (PA) has become one of the main instruments for biodiversity
conservation worldwide, and now constitutes a principal element of development planning in many
countries (Furley & Newton, 2006). Many PAs such as national parks and wildlife sanctuaries have,
however, been established following the ‘preservation-oriented’ approach which advocated
centralized regulatory control and exclusion of local people (Kellert & Mehta, 2002). As a result,
many PAs have failed to consider important social, cultural, and political factors and a variety of
negative consequences for local communities exist (Andrade & Rhodes, 2012). Frequently, PAs were
originally established by displacing local communities from their lands without sufficient
consideration to their livelihoods or adequate compensation which leads to social and cultural
disruption and enforced poverty. Other negative consequences include the restriction of access to
traditionally used resources, disruption of local cultures and economies by tourists and increased
livestock depredation and crop damage caused by wildlife (Furley & Newton, 2006). Striking a
balance between the objectives of PAs and the needs of the local communities living around them is
still a challenge, however, CBC is one of the strategies that has tried to address this challenge.
Whereas until the 1970s, most conservation efforts followed the ‘preservation-oriented’
approach, there has been increasing recognition that needs of local communities must be taken into
account and that they need to be actively involved if wildlife is to be conserved. CBC is one approach
that has been adopted to accommodate the needs of local communities and practices in PA
management. This decentralized, ‘people-oriented’ approach shares the key assumption that the
likelihood that local people will support conservation depends on if they receive sufficient benefits
and participate in management (Mehta & Heinen, 2001). The approach therefore aims to provide
socio-economic benefits for local people, either directly or by compensation costs associated with
conservation and empowering local communities so they have leverage in decision-making and the
management of local resources (Campbell & Vainio-Mattila, 2016). Although CBC has led to large-
scale community participation, compensation payouts to increase tolerance, new development and
co-management opportunities for local communities, this policy is also often criticized. This approach
has been criticized for being unsuccessful and ineffective in conserving biodiversity and lacking local
people’s concerns and the role of local institutions in its conservation strategies (Allendorf et al.,
2007). For example, it has been reported that in some cases local communities are not actively
participating in planning and management initiatives and local level institutions are sometimes
lacking which results in management decisions that are controlled by district- or state-owned
institutions (Furley & Newton, 2006). As a result, ownership, use rights and control over nature and
resources remain in the hands of the powerful and local benefits remain scarce. This process of the
appropriation of land and resources for environmental ends while excluding local, indigenous people
from natural resources is referred to ‘green-grabbing’ and local resistance to green grabbing can
hinder the achievement of the aim of CBC initiatives (Weeber, 2016). In order to get more insights in
the way benefits are shared and how decisions are made, it is relevant to analyze CBC from the
Environmental Justice Framework (EJF) (Berkes, 2004).
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2.2. Environmental Justice Framework

In many studies, it is acknowledged that conservation is not only about conserving biodiversity and
maintaining ecosystems but it also includes concerns about power relations and fair distribution of
benefits and burdens. The effectiveness of conservation in PAs is therefore often studied using the
EJF.

2.2.1. Environmental justice: theoretical background

The core of the environmental justice movement is the notion of justice. The concept of social justice
is often applied to evaluate the equity of the distribution of social rights and goods. John Rawls’
Theory of Justice (1971), for example, defines justice as ‘a standard whereby the distributive aspects
of the basic structure of society are to be assessed’ (Rawls, as cited in Schlosberg, 2001, p.2). The
guiding idea is that each person finds comfort in a social contract that guarantees equal liberty,
distribution and fairness. Violations of the social contract effect injustices (Rawls, 1971). Rawls’
theory and other traditional theories of justice (including Nozick’s Entitlement Theory of Justice,
Walzer’s General Theory of Justice) have frequently been applied on the community level and in the
context of human rights infringements. Most theorists of justice argue that justice is only applicable
on the community-level since ‘justice and injustice are only applicable to relations among creatures
considered moral equals’. However, in the early 80s, scholars applied justice in the scope of
environmental injustices and the concept of ‘environmental justice’ came to be (Fraser, 1997; Fraser,
1998; Young, 1990). Central in environmental justice is equal treatment of all human beings in
relation to the environment (Schlosberg, 2001; Schlosberg 2013).

The theoretical roots of environmental justice are to be found in the United States where the
focus was on the inequity of the distribution of toxics and hazardous waste. Later, the focus has
moved far beyond issues surrounding environmental pollution and environmental justice research is
being increasingly applied to ecosystem governance (Schlosberg, 2013; Schroeder, St. Martin,
Wilson, & Sen, 2008). The environmental justice movement in the U.S and internationally have
focused exclusively on justice as an issue of distributional equity, however, some scholars argue that
justice encompasses more than distribution of environmental impacts (Fraser 1998; Schlosberg,
2004; Young, 1990). They argue that the term ‘justice’ can be understood much more broadly in
recent environmental literature since it also include concerns of power, identity and institutions
(Young, 1990) The diversity of perspectives and framings has led to discussions of justice in the last
years and Schlosberg’s (2007) broader definition of justice reflects the theoretical discussion.
Schlosberg (2004) draws on both Young (1990) and Fraser (1998) to argue that environmental justice
is not only about securing a fair distribution of goods or effects, it also embraces recognition and
political participation. According Schlosberg (1, treating others justly also involves recognizing
people’s identities, values and their membership in the community, along with inclusion in the
political process. Accordingly, recognition and procedural justice are added to the Environmental
justice Framework and along with distributive justice, they form the three main dimensions of
environmental justice (Table 1).

Table 1. Three dimensions of environmental justice

Dimension Definition

Distributive justice Refers to the distribution of benefits and costs

Justice as recognition Refers to who is given respect and who is valued
Procedural justice Refers to how decisions are made, who participates and

has influence

Source: Walker, 2009
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2.2.2. Environmental justice and conservation
Concerns about justice in the context of conservation are related to the three interlinked dimensions
of the Environmental Justice Framework.

Distributive justice

Most efforts to assess justice in conservation of PAs have focused on distributive justice. In the
context of conservation in PAs, distributive justice refers to how benefits and burdens and
responsibilities between different actors - such as local communities, local governments and
protected area management are distributed (Martin et al., 2016). More specific, it is mainly
associated with the distribution of financial benefits through tourism and burdens such as loss of
access to natural resources and conflict with wildlife (Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017). Usually, conservation
burdens are predominantly experienced by local communities, especially poor and marginalized rural
people who depend on natural resources. Distributive justice focuses on this imbalance of perceived
benefits and burdens between different actors (Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017).

Procedural justice

In the context of conservation, procedural justice refers to the decision-making process related to PA
management; it is about how decisions are made and who is included in the process. This dimension
is closely connected to distributive justice because it is related to who should receive benefits and
burdens (Martin et al., 2016). Inclusive and effective participation of all relevant actors that are
affected by PA management is critical to conservation success. Special consideration must be given
to local community participation as participation of indigenous and marginalized groups enhances
equitable procedures in PA management. In addition, right to Free, Prior and Informed Consent
(FPIC) must be given to local communities (Schreckenberg et al., 2016).

Recognition

Recognition is relevant to conservation in PAs because it is about the extent to which local identities
and social and cultural differences are valued, respected and acknowledged ( Abayomi Peters, 2015).
Similar to procedural justice, this dimension is related to distributive justice because recognition of
diverse identities and cultures influences the distribution of benefits and burdens. In addition, it is
linked to procedural justice because it has an influence on who can take decisions. Recognition is
linked with conservation because half of the PAs are established on lands traditionally occupied and
used by indigenous communities (Schreckenberg et al., 2016). Due to conservation-induced
displacement, which can take both the form of physical removal of communities as well as indirect or
socio-economic forms (loss of access to land, resources), there is a concern about how these people
have been affected (Massé, 2016). Due to the fact that PAs are associated with mixed cultures where
conservation practitioners, local communities and others have different interests and beliefs about
nature, conservation in PAs is still a challenge (Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017)

The three dimensions of environmental justice are interrelated and an analysis of these dimensions is
prominent in debates about conservation. The focus of environmental justice on conservation has
been mainly on people’s perceptions of and justice claims made about distribution issues, decision-
making procedures and recognition of people’s identities and values. While various studies conclude
that unequal distribution of benefits, unequal power relations and lack of measures to fulfill local
needs negatively affect the success of conservation programs, the intensification of Human-Wildlife
Conflict that goes along with the establishment of PAs remain underexamined in environmental
justice literature (Kellert et al., 2000; Straede and Treue, 2006). Hence, by analyzing the impact of
Human-Wildlife Conflict on attitudes towards CBC through an ‘environmental justice’ lens
contributes to existing literature. As shown in the conceptual research model (Figure 1), various CBC
programs are subdivided under the distributive and procedural dimension of environmental justice.
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2.3. Human-Wildlife Conflict and local attitudes towards Community-Based

Conservation

Human-Wildlife Conflict is as old as human civilization but because of the increase of its intensity and
severity the last years, it poses serious challenges for both humans and wildlife today (Megaze et al.,
2017). One the one hand, wildlife conservation efforts play a significant role in the increase in
Human-Wildlife Conflict since some wildlife populations have increased (Anand & Radhakrishna,
2017). For example, the Government of Nepal announced that the tiger population in Nepal has
increased by 63% between 2009-2013 (Aryal, Lamsal, Ji, & Raubenheimer, 2016). On the other hand,
human population growth that is associated with habitat loss, fragmentation and expansion of
human activities into buffer zones around PAs contribute to the increase in Human- Wildlife Conflict
(Anand & Radhakrishna, 2017). Most fear exists for conflicts including tigers, leopards, one horned
rhinoceros and Asiatic elephants because they are recognized as major wildlife causing most damage
at once and components of possible human injury and death play a role (Treves et al., 2006). Beside
that Human-Wildlife Conflict pose a risk to livelihood preservation, it also threatens wildlife
conservation as conflict deplete local support for conservation efforts and in extreme cases result in
retaliatory killing of wildlife species (Anand & Radhakrishna, 2017). Since conflicts between wildlife
and human are increasing, enlisting the support of local people is and will continue to be, critical to
management and conservation efforts. Understanding the human dimension of protected area
management, such as people’s attitudes which are posited to influence human behavior, give
insights in how people influence the success of conservation policies.

Various studies suggest that CBC through protected area management significantly relies on
the attitudes of local adjacent communities (Bragagnolo, Malhado, Jepson, & Ladle, 2016; Farouque,
Fuyuki, & Takashino, 2017; Megaze et al., 2017; Mehta & Heinen, 2001; Sesabo, Lang, & Tol, 2007).
There is growing evidence that support for protected areas depends on local people’s attitudes that
are largely influenced by the incurrence of costs and benefits of living around protected areas.
Studies on examining local attitudes have focused on various personal costs and benefits associated
with major CBC interventions and show that benefits from eco-tourism, community forestry and
community development are significant predictors of positive attitudes towards CBC (Mehta &
Heinen, 2001; Selfa & Endter-Wada, 2008; Thapa Karki, 2013). Involvement in protected area
management is also an important determinant with lack of involvement of the local community in
decision-making processes and participation result in negative attitudes towards CBC. Also,
biodiversity conservation is part of Community-Based Conservation and attitudes toward wildlife
conservation are often shaped by people’s previous experiences with wildlife (Browne-Nufiez &
Jonker, 2008; Liu et al., 2011). Since interactions with wildlife are spatially heterogenous, the
influence on attitudes towards Community-Based Conservation vary, but it is widely recognized that
Human-Wildlife Conflict such as crop damage and livestock depredation create negative attitudes
(Liu et al., 2011; Mir et al., 2015). Also identified as important factors influencing attitudes are
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of local communities. Factors such as gender, age,
education, ethnicity, and income have shown to influence attitudes towards Community-Based
Conservation in some cases, although not consistently (Mehta & Heinen, 2001). However, most
studies conclude that gender and education are important factors driving attitudes towards
conservation efforts with women and people with a lower education level tend to have more
negative attitudes toward biodiversity conversation (Kansky & Knight, 2014; Kideghesho et al., 2007,
Mehta & Heinen, 2001; Mir et al., 2015). Women possibly have a greater apprehension about
dangerous carnivores since they have less exposure to them compared to men, and education can be
an important tool for understanding and motivating local communities to conserve biodiversity (Mir
et al., 2015). Moreover, there is evidence that livelihood factors such as household livelihood
activities have an impact on attitudes towards conservation initiatives (Thapa Karki & Hubacek,
2015). Mir et al. (2015) show that people working in a natural-resource dependent profession tend
to have more negative attitudes toward biodiversity conservation efforts

16



2.4. Sustainable Livelihood Approach

The concept of linkage between Community-Based Conservation and livelihoods can be understood
by the Sustainable Livelihood Approach (SLA). The introduction of the term sustainable livelihood is
widely attributed to Chambers and Conway (1991) and they defined the term as following: “A
livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets and activities required for a means of living: a livelihood is
sustainable which can cope with and recover from stress and shocks, maintain or enhance its
capabilities and assets, and provide sustainable livelihood opportunities for the next generation; and
which contributes net benefits to other livelihoods at the local and global levels and in the short and
long term” (1991, p.6). Since the establishment, the sustainable livelihood framework has
increasingly been used by researchers and development practitioners concerned with poverty
reduction, sustainability and livelihood strategies (Ellis, 1999). The approach puts people at the
center of development and it seeks to gain understanding of people’s constraints and capabilities
that are related to livelihood outcomes. By analyzing various factors which constrain or provide
opportunities and how they relate to each other, insight to achieve more positive livelihood
outcomes can be gained (DFID, 1999). The Sustainable Livelihood Framework, which is presented in
the schematic form below, consist of the vulnerability context, livelihood assets, transforming
structures and processes determining access to the assets, livelihood strategies and outcomes.
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Figure 1. Sustainable Livelihood Framework.

The vulnerability context refers to the environment in which people exist where critical trends,
shocks and seasonality affect people’s livelihoods and availability of assets (DFID, 1999). The
livelihood assets mentioned by Chambers and Conway (1991) form the core of the livelihood
framework and are redefined into five so-called capitals on which livelihoods are built. These capitals
include human capital (skills, education and health of household members); natural capital (natural
resource base); financial capital (savings, credit/inflows of money); physical capital (infrastructure
and goods); and social capital (social networks and associations) (DFID, 1999). The assets are directly
linked with the livelihood strategies since strategies, defined as combination of activities that people
pursue in order to achieve their livelihood goals or outcomes, depend on the assets people have in
their possession. Livelihood outcomes are the outputs of the pursued livelihood strategies.

The rationale behind using the SLA is that it is an effective tool to analyze the linkage
between conservation and livelihoods. The framework provides guidance on the impact of
conservation on community’s livelihoods, their activities as well as livelihood issues. Moreover, even
though it is not a perfect instrument, it is useful for investigating the costs and benefits of
conservation (lgoe, 2006). According some scholars, one of the costs is conflict with wildlife and
conflict is considered as shock in the livelihood framework (DFID, 1999; Igoe, 2006). Shocks are a key
element in the vulnerability context and are abrupt events that have a significant impact on people’s
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livelihoods (DFID, 1999). In order to cope with shocks, the SLA has been increasingly used to
understand household’s capabilities as well as the strategies that people sometimes adopt in order
to achieve their livelihood outcomes (DFID, 1999). The SLA is an optimal basis to address the
guestion of whether Community-Based Conservation in the buffer zones has contributed to the
sustainable livelihoods of households surrounding BNP.

2.5. Conceptual research framework

The conceptual framework that guides this research is displayed in Figure 2. The CBC programs and
wildlife conservation are put in the center of the framework. The CBC programs are divided under
the distributive and procedural dimension of the EJF. An integral part of this research is the analysis
of the impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on local attitudes towards these CBC programs and wildlife
conservation. The impact of conflicts with wildlife on local livelihoods are analyzed by the SLA,
followed by an analysis of the impact of these conflicts on local attitudes towards CBC and wildlife
conservation. Finally, the influence of situational factors on attitudes towards wildlife conservation
are taken into account since these might influence local attitudes.

Local attitudes (feelings and behavior) towards CBC
SLA
Situational
variables
Human-Wildlife Local
Conflict livelihoods
CBC programs: Wildlife conservation
Distributive justice: Procedural justice
- Buffer Zone Community Forest - Buffer Zone Management
- Annual Grass-Cutting Program System
- Revenue-Sharing Program

Figure 2. Conceptual research framework. Source: Author’s own.
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3. Research aim and research questions

This research aims to contribute to both sustainable conservation of wildlife and sustainable
livelihoods of local communities by increasing understanding the role of Human-Wildlife Conflict on
local attitudes towards CBC in the buffer zones around BNP. Attitudes of local people who
experienced conflict with wildlife in the past five years are analyzed because it includes the period
before and after the implementation of the Buffer Zone Management Plan (2016-2020). Secondly,
detailed information on Human-Wildlife Conflict and the impact might still be memorable and visible.
In order to fulfill the objective of this research, the following central question will be addressed:

To what extent have the attitudes of local communities towards Community-Based Conservation
been influenced by Human-Wildlife Conflict in Bardia National Park in Nepal?

The overarching research question will be answered on account of four sub-questions:

1) What is the impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on the livelihoods of the local communities in the
buffer zones around Bardia National Park?

2) What are the attitudes of local communities towards Community-Based Conservation in the buffer
zones around Bardia National Park?

3) What is the role of Human-Wildlife Conflict on the attitudes of local communities towards
Community-Based Conservation in the buffer zones around Bardia National Park?

3a) How can local attitudes towards Wildlife Conservation around Bardia National Park be
explained?

The sub-questions have been answered using a variety of research methods. For sub-questions one
and two, both qualitative and quantitative methods were used. The third sub-question was mainly
answered by quantitative methods and the influence of various factors on attitudes was determined
via statistical analysis. These methods will be explained more thoroughly in the next section.
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4. Contextual framework

4.1. Community-Based Conservation in Nepal
Although Nepal is one of the poorest countries, it is very successful in balancing conservation and
development. At present, the PAs in Nepal constitute 23,2% of the country’s land area, one of the
highest ratio of protected land in the world (Karki & Hubacek, 2015). Initially, Nepal followed the
Yellowstone model (where people were excluded from National Parks) and due to the National Parks
and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1973, people living inside the core areas of park were relocated to
areas outside the park boundaries in order to protect this area (Bhattarai et al., 2017). Since that
time, Nepal managed PAs under the ‘fences and fines’ approach in the 1970s through ‘restrictive
legislation and removal of customary rights’ (Karki & Hubacek, p. 130). Although the approach was
successful in conserving wildlife species, it led to negative attitudes of local people. The approach
was criticized because of ignorance to traditional use rights, social and economic interests of local
people, the top-down structure as well as lack of involvement in decision-making processes (Baral &
Heinen, 2007; Mehta & Heinen, 2001). In order to reduce park-people conflict, the management
approach changed to more incentive-based approaches like Community-Based Conservation (CBC).
Part of the Nepal’s CBC approach is the creation of buffer zones around PAs. Buffer zones
serve the dual purpose of providing opportunities for local communities and conserving biodiversity
(Thapa Karki, 2013). Various CBC programs have been developed and implemented in the buffer
zones; local communities are (limited) allowed to extract resources (e.g. thatch grasses) from the PA.
In addition, people receive benefits from revenue sharing schemes and local communities are
encouraged to participate in conservation initiatives and in decision-making processes related to
conservation through the establishment of buffer zones (Thapa Karki & Hubacek, 2015). Buffer zone
policies related to wildlife conservation include wildlife protection with habitats and corridors and
compensation to local communities in the buffer zones for wildlife impacts (Lamichhane et al., 2018).

4.1.1. Community-Based Conservation initiatives in Nepal

Community-Based Conservation programs provided to the households in the buffer zones include: 1)
Buffer Zone Community Forest, 2) Annual Grass-Cutting Program, 3) Revenue Sharing Program, 4)
Buffer Zone Management System.

Wildlife

Community-Based
Conservation

Figure 3. Community-Based Conservation

1) The Buffer Zone Community Forest

The promotion of Buffer Zone Community Forest (BZCF) is central in the Buffer Zone Management
Regulation (1996). The BZCF is an integral component of CBC where forest management is in the
hands of local communities. The BZCF serves different purposes such as 1) addressing local needs
and demands of resources (e.g. firewood, grass, fodder), 2) generating income from tourism, 3)
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reducing dependency and pressure on the PA, 4) resolving park-people conflicts related to resource
use, and 5) conserving biodiversity (Thing & Poudel, 2017). The BZCF is managed by Buffer Zone
Community Forest Users’ Groups (BZCFUG), a sub-committee of BZUC (see Figure 3). The forest user
groups are following prescribed rights to manage the forest, based on the work plans approved by
the BZUC and park management (Thing & Poudel, 2017)

2) The Annual Grass-Cutting Program

The Annual Grass-Cutting Program (AGCP) is also an important CBC initiative. This incentive-driven
program by the park management allows local communities to enter the national park for three days
and to collect thatch grass and other related species (Shova & Hubacek, 2011)

3) The Revenue Sharing Program

The Revenue Sharing Program (RSP) is an important focus point in the National Park and Wildlife
Conservation Regulation (1974). In this regulation, it is stated that 30-50% of the revenue generated
from the park (through tourism, fines, concession) should be spend on socio-economic and
community development programs in the buffer zones. Few years later, a specification on the
allocation of the annual amount shared by the park for buffer zone development is provided in the
Buffer Zone Management Guideline (1999): 30% should be spend on conservation, 30% on
community development, 20% on income generation and skill development, 10% on awareness
programs and 10% on administration (Bardiya National Park and Buffer Zone Management Plan,
2016-2020).

4) The Buffer Zone Management System (BZMS)

The management of the buffer zones is central in the National Parks and Wildlife Conservation
(NPWC) Act of 1973. Buffer zone areas in Nepal are co-managed by local communities and the
respective park authorities. For the management of conservation and development activities in the
buffer zones, the role of local communities is well recognized and the buffer zones are managed by
community institutions (Budhathoki, 2004). The formation of these institutions is one of the focus
points in the Buffer Zone Management Regulation (1996) and the Buffer Zone Management
Guideline (1999) and a three-tier community-based institutional model has been established
including 1) Buffer Zone User Groups (BZUGs), 2) Buffer Zone User Committees (BZUC), and 3) Buffer
Zone Management Council (See Figure 3). In the table below, the institutions are specified (Table 2).

Table 2. Specification of community institutions.

Institution Who/formed by Responsibilities Numbers
BNP

Buffer Zone Each resident household is a BZUGs propose projects related to 262
User Groups ‘user’ of a group. Households natural resource conservation and

elect the representatives of community development (related to

their user groups utilization of forest products)

to their BZUC.

Buffer Zone The elected representatives of Mediator between the BZUGs and the | 19
User the BZUGs elect the BZUC BZMC: choose projects from the
Committees members BZUGs and forward them to the BZMC
Buffer Zone Consisting of the chairpersons The apex body allocates the budgeton 1
Management of the BZUCs various projects
Committee

Source: Bardiya National Park and Buffer Zone Management Plan (2016-2020)
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Figure 3. Buffer Zone Management System. Source: Lamichhane et al., 2019.

Wildlife conservation

Wildlife conservation is an important aim of buffer zones and they provide an important habitat for
various wildlife species such as the elephant, rhinoceros, leopard, tiger, wild boar, spotted deer.
However, due to buffer zones, human and wildlife increasingly have to share their space and
resources, which increases Human-Wildlife Conflict. Therefore, buffer zone policies related to
conservation include specification on the compensation process for Human-Wildlife Conflict (crop
damage, livestock depredation, property damage, grain storage damage, human casualties
(Lamichhane et al., 2018).

4.2. Bardia district

The two study villages, Thakurdwara and Shivapur, are located in Bardia district which is one of the
77 districts of Nepal. Bardia district lies in Nepal’s western Terai region and covers an area of 2,025
km?2 (CBCS, 2001). The climate is classified as subtropical monsoon with three distinct seasons: the
rainy season (July to October), the cool-dry season (October to February) and the hot-dry season
(March - June ) (Shova & Hubacek, 2011). According to the census, the district had 426,576
inhabitants in 2011 (CBS, 2012). In the North of Bardia district, Bardia National Park is located which
is one of Nepal’s largest protected areas in the lowland Terai area (Shova & Hubacek, 2011).

4.2.1. Political background
The period from 1996-2006 is frequently termed as the Maoist insurgency period or the Maoist
People’s War and has played a crucial role in Nepal’s development (Baral & Heinen, 2005; Singh,
Dahal & Mills, 2005). Though there is no single reason for the civil war, failure by democratic
governments of not recognizing Nepal’s plural society is the basis for the conflict between the Nepali
government authorities and the Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist rebels). Social and economic
inequities played a key role and the conflict between government authorities and the Maoist rebels
resulted in a civil war which lasted for one decade (Baral & Heinen, 2005). The civil war not only lead
to damage to many physical facilities and deaths of 13,000 people by the end of 2005, it also had far
reaching conservation consequences (Martin & Martin, 2006).

As stated before, Nepal has a long tradition of conservation, however, the Maoist People’s
War had detrimental effects on the country’s development including conservation (Baral & Heinen,
2005; Martin & Martin, 2006). Protected areas had been taken over by Maoists and guard posts
within national parks had been destroyed. In addition, intimidation and killing of conservation
agencies by Maoist rebels! and retraction of army guard posts and park rangers to the larger bases,
in among other things Bardia, resulted in reduced law enforcement and patrolling. As a result, illegal

1 According Baral & Heinen (2006), 70% of the guard posts were unoccupied and 306 conservation agencies lost their lives
during the insurgency period.
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resource extraction and wildlife poaching and smuggling increased during this period which had a
strong impact on the conservation sector (Baral & Heinen, 2005). The number of incidents of Human-
Wildlife Conflict also increased, especially between 2002-2004 during the Maoist communist guerilla
movement (2000-2005) (Lamichhane, 2019b). After the ‘Comprehensive Peace Agreement, 2006’
was signed by both the government and the Maoist rebels, conservation programs were restored
and gradually the wildlife population has increased in the last years (Lamichhane, 2019b). Last year,
Nepal announced that it nearly doubled the tiger population in the last decade; it is estimated that
the population has increased from 121 wild tigers in 2009 to 235 tigers nowadays (WWF, 2018). In
BNP, the tiger population increased from 18 to 50 wild tigers between 2009 to 2013 (Karki et al.,
2016).

4.2.2. Socio-economic context

Nepal is one of the South Asian countries known to have a caste system. Although the caste system is
officially outlawed in Nepal, it remains observed across much of Nepal’s society. Different castes and
ethnicities are part of the society and people are divided into different social classes (Rao, 2010).
According the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) (2012), more than 100 castes and ethnicities are
identified in Nepal and a mixture of these ethnicities can be found in the Terai region. Historically,
the indigenous inhabitants of the Terai region are the Tharu ethnic group, however, other ethnic
groups from the hill regions migrated to Bardia after the eradication of malaria in the mid-1950s
(Karki, 2013; Thapa & Chapman, 2010). Land and forest accessibility in the Terai area attracted
people resulting in a mixed ethnic population in Bardia district. Despite the migration, the Tharu
people still make up most of the population in the region, followed by the ‘hills migrants’ or the
higher caste (Brahmin and Chettri) as second dominant population and finally by the lower (Dalit)
and other castes (e.g. Kami, Magar, Musalman, Thakuri, Yadav, DAmai/Dholi) (Bardiya National Park
and Buffer Zone Management Plan, 2016-2020; Karki, 2013; Lamichhane, 2019; Shova & Hubacek,
2011; Thapa & Chapman, 2010). From these ethnicities, the culture and traditions of the Tharu ethnic
group differ in many ways from the other ethnic groups. Weddings, religious occasions and other
celebrations differ and from the other ethnic groups, the Tharu depend most on forest resources for
their livelihoods or to support their livestock and farms (Bardiya National Park and Buffer Zone
Management Plan, 2016-2020; Karki, 2013; Lamichhane, 2019).

Majority of the households in rural Nepal (65%) rely on subsistence farming for their
livelihoods (CBS, 2012). This is also true for Bardia district which it is a fertile plain and much of the
land is covered with agricultural land and forest (Paudel, Bhattarai & Kindlmann, 2012). Crop
production, often including wheat, maize, paddy, maize, mustard and lentil, are mostly grown for
domestic purposes. Livestock such as cattle (cows, buffalos, oxen) or other domesticated animals
(goats, sheep, chicken, pigs)) also contribute to the livelihoods of some households, though the
livestock stock size is for most households small (Karki, 2013; Lamichhane, 2019). The purpose of
livestock holdings is mainly for own consumption, cash income, drawing heavy loads or animal
manure (Tamang & Baral, 2008). Besides subsistence farming, households own small businesses (e.g.
shops) or earn money with day labor (Tamang & Baral, 2008). Further, off-farm income generating
activities (e.g. tailoring, hotels, homestays, restaurants) are increasingly promoted in the buffer
zones in Bardia. Most of the activities are related to the tourism sector because tourism is increasing
in the district as BNP is becoming one of the main tourist destinations in Western Nepal. Most
tourism activities and tourist accommodations can be found in Thakurdwara, the place where the
park headquarter is located (Bardiya National Park and Buffer Zone Management Plan, 2016-2020).

Table 3. Key figures Bardia District

Area 2,025 km?
Development region Mid-Western
Physical region Terai
Population (2011) 426,576
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Main caste/ethnicity Tharu (53%), Chettri (11,45%), Brahmin (8,72%)
Sources: CBS 2012

4.3. Case study: Bardia National Park

4.3.1. Location and history of the establishment of Bardia National Park

BNP is located in the western Terai lowlands of Nepal and lies about 300 km South-West of
Kathmandu, the capital of Nepal (Tamang & Baral, 2008). The park is with 986 km? the largest
protected area in the Terai region of Nepal (Allendorf et al., 2007).
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Figure 4. Map of Bardia National Park with study sites: Thakurdwara and Shivapur.
Source: Adapted from Thapa Karki & Hubacek, 2015.

In terms of property rights and conservation, the park has undergone various shifts. Part of the area
was first designated as Royal Hunting Reserve in 1969 and it changed to the Royal Karnali Wildlife
Reserve in 1976. The area of 368 km? was renamed to the Royal Bardia Wildlife Reserve in 1982 and
in 1984 the area was extended with the inclusion of the Babai valley. Finally, the status of the area
changed to national park status in 1989 and it became Royal Bardia National Park. The park was
renamed as Bardia National Park in 2007 (Tamang & Baral, 2008; Thapa Karki, 2013). Nowadays,
BNP is one of the most important protected areas since it is home to mammals such as the
endangered One-Horned Rhinoceros (Rhinoceros unicornis), the Royal Bengal Tiger (Panthera tigirs
tigris) and the Asian Wild Elephant (Elephus maximus) (Tamang & Baral, 2008).

4.3.2. Bardia National Park and the buffer zone

The National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act in 1973 has created and empowered the
Department of National Parks and Wildlife Conservation (DNPWC) to establish and manage
protected areas such as national parks (Spiteri & Nepal, 2008). This provided the DNPWC to
designate buffer zones around national parks and the Buffer Zone Management Regulation of Bardia
National Park was declared in 1996. Due to this regulation, a buffer zone area of 372 km? was
created around BNP in 1996. In 2010, the buffer zone area was extended and nowadays the buffer
zone includes an area of 507 km?. In total, 17.146 households and 114.201 people are living in the
buffer zone around BNP (Bardiya National Park and Buffer Zone Management Plan, 2016-2020)
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In order to set out the desired future of Nepal’s protected areas and the buffer zone areas,
five-year management plans of protected areas have been developed and implemented (source).
The goal of the management plan is to ‘conserve and manage species, genetic and ecosystem
diversity applying the science based measures and maximizes benefits to the people’ (Bardiya
National Park and Buffer Zone Management Plan, 2016-2020, p. 26). However, Human-Wildlife
Conflict is challenging this objective and based on Bardia’s Management plans, research on conflicts
and buffer zone development in the coming years is key. Since most studies on the impact of Human-
Wildlife Conflict are conducted in the buffer zones around Chitwan National Park in Nepal, it is
interesting to study Bardia National Park (Allendorf & Gurung, 2016; Dhakal & Thapa, 2015;
Lamichhane et al., 2019; Spiteri & Nepal, 2008; Subedi et al., 2019; Upadhyay, 2013). In addition,
Bardia National Park is less explored by tourists, hence, the park has less tourism revenues compared
to Chitwan National Park (Allendorf & Gurung, 2016). By researching Bardia National Park, more
insights on the impact of conflict with wildlife on traditional livelihoods of inhabitants in Terai region
can be gained.
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5. Methodology

In this section, the research methodology is presented, including the applied research strategy,
operationalization of concepts, data collection methods as well as data analysis methods. Lastly,
limitations and ethical considerations in data collection are discussed.

5.1. Research strategy

The research strategy is characterized by a case study design. According Verschuren and Doorewaard
(2007) a case study is a detailed study of a small number of research units. Both objective and
subjective data can be combined to achieve an in-depth understanding of a phenomenon. In this
research mixed research methods were applied.

Qualitative as well as quantitative methods were used and they include transect walks, semi-
structured interviews, observation, a focus group discussion and surveys (Figure 5). The main sources
of data were the semi-structured interviews and the surveys. First, the qualitative approach was
applied and after in-depth data was gathered, the research method moved from qualitative to
guantitative research. The surveys combined the insights from both interviews and the focus group
discussion. The aim of the surveys was to quantify findings of the qualitative research, to diversify
the findings of the qualitative research to different groups in society (e.g. gender, education) and to
investigate the role of various factors on attitudes in order to find an answers for sub-question three
(Hennink et al., 2010).

Transect walk

/ Semi-structured interviews

- Key-informant
N - Households

Qualitative approach

o Observation

Focus Group Discussion

Research strategy

Surveys

Quantitative approach

Figure 5. Overview of the research strategy.
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5.2. Operationalization
The operationalization of key concepts is shown in the table below.

Table 4. Operationalization of key concepts.

Human-Wildlife
Conflict?

Attitudes

CBC

Environmental
Justice
Framework

Sustainable
Livelihood
Framework

Concepts

Crop damage
Livestock predation
Property damage

Stored food damage
Human casualties

Affective component

Action-tendency
component

CBC programs

Wildlife conservation

Distributive justice

Procedural justice

Livelihood capitals
1) Financial

2) Natural
3) Human

4) Physical
5) Social

Livelihood strategies

Livelihood outcomes

Indicator

Crop loss (crops, vegetables, fruits)

Loss of livestock

Damage to the house for living or the livestock corrals or sheds —
caused by elephant

Loss of stored crops

Human injuries or deaths

Normative beliefs and emotions, i.e. feelings towards CBC
Specific support, i.e. behavior towards to CBC

Buffer Zone Community Forest, Annual Grass-Cutting Program,
Revenue Sharing Program, Buffer Zone Management System
Wildlife conservation efforts and the effects

Benefits and costs related to Buffer Zone Community Forest,
Annual Grass-Cutting Program, Revenue Sharing Program and
wildlife conservation

Level of participation and influence in decision-making processes
due to the Buffer Zone Management System

The average monthly household income and the amount of
livestock

The amount of private or lease land and crops grown on this land
The skills and knowledge through education and trainings and
the ability to labor

Infrastructure, house for living and livestock corrals or sheds
Support from households members and membership in groups
and organizations

The number and type of (economic) strategies that people
undertake in order to order to achieve their livelihood goals

Changes in among other things income, well-being, food security,
vulnerability

2 Includes conflicts caused by elephant, rhino, tiger, common leopard, wild boar, wild buffalo.

Source

Based on Wildlife
damage relief
guideline/ (2012-
2013).

(Saris &
Gallhofer, 1997).
Adopted from
Kideghesho et
al., 2007.

Based on Bardiya
National Park
and Buffer Zone
Management
Plan (2016-2020)

Based on John
Rawls’ Theory of
Justice (1971)

DFID (1999)
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5.2.1. Case study villages: Thakurdwara and Shivapur

Data collection took place in the southwestern section of BNP and included two villages of
Thakurbaba Municipality: Thakurdwara village under Thakurdwara User Committee and Shivapur
village under Shivapur Ekikrit User Committee (Table 5).

Table 5. Structure of the local government and the Buffer Zone Management System.
Local government Structure Buffer Zone Management System
Thakurbaba Municipality Buffer Zone User Council (1)

Buffer Zone User Committees (19)

Four Buffer Zone User Committees in Thakurbaba Municipality:
Thakurdwara, Shivapur, Shreeramnagar, Babai

Source: Laxmi Raj Joshi (NTNC).

These villages, which are contiguous with BNP were selected as case study sites. Purposive sampling
was used and the villages were selected on the basis of the following characteristics: 1) Located
within the buffer zone area; 2) Large numbers of development projects; 3) Proximity to resources
(e.g. buffer zone community forest at Thakurdwara, BNP at Shivapur; 4) High prey densities which
enables high wildlife densities (source). These characteristics in combination with conservation
incentives distribution and subsistence farming as main livelihood strategy make Thakurdwara and
Shivapur as a representative sample of rural villages around a protected area (Karki, 2013). Numbers
on the total population and households in both villages are provided in the table below (Table 6). The
total population in Thakurbaba Municipality is 55,814 in 2018 (20 Yrs. Master Plan of Thakurbaba
Municipality, 2018/2019).

Table 6. Numbers on population and household in Thakurdwara village and Shivapur village.

Two Buffer Zone User Committees in Population (2018) Households (2018)
Thakurbaba Municipality

Thakurdwara village 9290 1928

Shivapur village 9726 1733

Total 19016 3661

Source: 20 Yrs Master Plan of Thakurbaba Municipality 2018/2019.

5.3. Data collection

Data was collected during fieldwork research in March, April and May 2019 and the process is
described in the next sub-chapters.

5.3.1. Transect walk

During the initial phase of fieldwork, a transect walk through the research area was conducted
together with a translator. The purpose of this systematic walk was to explore the research area and
to become familiar with the study context. Moreover, this technique contributed to building rapport
with the local community. This helped to select and recruit households for the interviews.

Data gathering took place during two days. The first transect walk was conducted on the 18
of March in Shivapur and the second transect walk took place on the 19" of March in Thakurdwara.
Whereas some areas were explored by foot, most of the route was done by motor bike since the size
of the research area covered was large. Both transect walks took ~ 3 hours and the surrounding area
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was observed and field notes of relevant and useful information were made (See Appendix ). Also,
notes were made of responses given to the following four pre-planned questions: What do you do in
your daily life?; Have you ever been in conflict with Wildlife? If yes, what wildlife, what type of conflict
and when was the last time?; What do you think about BNP?; Do you want to participate in my
research?

5.3.2. Key-informant interviews

After the transect walks, key-informant interviews were held. In-depth interviews with four experts
of NTNC and BNP were conducted in order to get background information on BNP and to get insights
on Human-Wildlife Conflict in and around BNP. Part of the acquired information was used as input
for constructing the interview guide for the household interviews. Key-informant interviews have
also been carried out after the household interviews. Several local government officials and buffer
zone management committee representatives were interviewed in order to get their opinion on
existing policies and practices related to CBC in the buffer zone area. In addition, questions were
asked related to policies for victims of Human-Wildlife Conflict.

As key-informants are participants with specific characteristics such as specific roles and
knowledge, purposive sampling was required. Via staff from NTNC, experts were selected.
Altogether, eight key-informant interviews have been carried out and separate semi-structured
interview guides were used. Three of the eight interviews have been conducted in English, while for
five interviews a translator was required (See Appendix Il for the detailed list of the key-informants).

5.3.3. Semi-structured household interviews

The core instrument for data collection in this research was interviewing. To be able to answer the
central research question, interviews with households gave the opportunity to collect in-depth
knowledge about opinions on CBC and personal experiences on conflict with wildlife. As part of
conducting household interview, an interview guide was designed. Pilot testing of the interview
guide has been conducted prior the household interviews. Pre-testing allowed the researcher and
the translator to gain familiarity with the questions and offered an opportunity to remove, alter or
rephrase questions. The final semi-structured interview guide can be found in Appendix Ill. Although
the interviews were guided by a list of questions, a semi-structured interview is flexible as it leaves
room for follow-up questions, clarification of questions and redundant questions can be left out
(Bryman, 2016).

In this research, each household was considered a sampling unit and interviews were
restricted to one respondent per household, preferably the household head. The total number of
interviewed households was 51, however, four interviews were unusable either because they were
conducted with another, less-experienced translator or due to recording problems. In the end, 47
interviews were considered to be of sufficient quality. Respondents were selected through purposive
sampling in order to ensure that households with and without Human-Wildlife Conflict experiences
in both villages were sampled because this was relevant to the research questions (Bryman, 2016).
Moreover, it was strived for equal gender representation (See Appendix Il for respondents’
characteristics). The-face-to-face interviews took place within the respondent’s home in order to
foster a comfortable and non-intimidating setting . Of the 47 interviews, four were conducted in
English and the other Nepali interviews were conducted through the assistance of a translator.
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Photo 1. An example of an interview setting.

5.3.4. Observation

Another part of this research was done through observation which basically meant involving myself
in organized workshops, visits to BNP and to an elephant withholding fence project which is among
others supported by the Himalayan Tiger Foundation (HTF). Observation was primarily intended to
gain a more detailed impression of the processes and developments which are taking place in and
around the park. This technique was also useful in order to know which stakeholders are involved
and to get an impression of the interactions between the stakeholders (See Appendix IV for detailed
information).

5.3.5. Focus Group Discussion

In order to get a broader range of views about local attitudes to CBC and to assess the impact of
Human-Wildlife Conflict on people’s livelihoods, data has also been attained through one focus
group discussion (FGD). The FGD was a suitable method because discussing sensitive information in a
group environment may offer solidarity, especially if the group compromises an existing group where
participants are familiar with each other (Hennink et al., 2010).

NTNC organized a meeting for victims of Human-Wildlife Conflict and with the help of staff
from NTNC, few victims were selected based on their place of residence (Thakurdwara or Shivapur).
After an official meeting with staff from NTNC, six participants were asked to participate in the FGD.
The selected participants were victims of Human-Wildlife Conflict and they all experienced human
injuries or human fatalities as a result of conflict with wildlife up close; either one of their household
members had been injured or killed by wildlife or the participant had been injured. A semi-structured
FGD guide was used during the discussion and a translator was used. The discussion was recorded
(See Appendix V for detailed information)

5.3.6. Surveys

In the final stage of the on-site research, quantitative data was gathered by means of a
guestionnaire. The aim of the survey was to quantify the findings of the qualitative research and to
diversify the findings of the qualitative research to different groups in society (e.g. gender,
education) (Hennink et al., 2010). Therefore, data gathered through surveys was mainly meant to
answer sub-question three.

The structured survey included 25 questions and was designed to collect information on
respondents’ (1) socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, (2) experiences of Human-Wildlife
Conflict in the last five years, and (3) attitudes toward CBC. Attitudes towards CBC were measured on
a five point Likert scale where 1 denoted ‘Strongly agree’ or ‘Highly satisfied’ and 5 denoted ‘Strongly
disagree’ or ‘Not satisfied at all’. The questionnaire was first only created in English, however, in
order to make it more understandable for the students from Jagadamba Higher Secondary School,
Madehla, who conducted the surveys, the questionnaire was also translated into Nepali (See
Appendix VI). Different smaller villages in Thakurdwara and Shivapur were divided under the
students with the help of staff from NTNC. Each student was asked to conduct 20 surveys in the
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given region and to sample every 10" household in every separate village. In other words, systematic
sampling was applied and as a result data from 80 respondents was collected.

5.4. Data analysis

The first step in data analysis involved developing an illustrative diagram of the transect walk. After
the transect walk in both Thakurdwara and Shivapur, observations and gathered information were
discussed and a transect diagram was developed based on drawn conclusions (See Appendix ).
Qualitative data obtained via key-informant interviews, household interviews, and the focus group
discussion have been analyzed using the software program NVivo. After transcribing the interviews
and coding the data according to the livelihood framework, the environmental justice framework and
the attitudes components related to wildlife conservation, conclusions were drawn. Quantitative
data acquired through the household interviews (only the statements related to wildlife
conservation) and surveys was analyzed using the statistical software program SPSS. Results of the
data analysis have been presented through frequencies, correlations, and one-way ANOVA.

5.5. Methodological limitations

Inherent to research, the methodology is not without its limitations which affect reliability and
validity of it. The first limitation of this study is related to the sampling strategy of the research area
and households which limits external validity. The research area was selected on various
characteristics, so selection of the two villages was not random. Before the household interviews, the
smaller villages in the ‘wards’ of both Thakurdwara and Shivapur were discussed and classified as
high or low conflict areas. However, during the fieldwork not all areas were covered because of poor
accessibility due to road constructions or improvements. | also depended to some extent on the
route of the translator with whom | conducted the household interviews. Households were also
purposively sampled and the translator helped with selecting the households. Although care was
taken to achieve external validity through careful sampling, significant groups remain
underrepresented. The poorest people (i.e. the lower castes), especially in Thakurdwara, are
underrepresented in the sample because they worked in the field (e.g. harvesting crops, cutting
grass) and were not available for interviews.

Another limitation is related to using a translator. The translator played a key role during the
key-informant interviews, the household interviews and the focus group discussion, however, the
background of the translator plays a role. The translator is an employee of NTNC and the status of
the translator and its dual role of translator/researcher might have influenced the answers of the
respondents. On the other hand, a beneficial aspect of using a translator from NTNC was that
he had expertise and experience in conducting interviews. Moreover, the translator had an extensive
social network and great understanding of the context since he also lives in the buffer zone area. One
other limitation with the translator was that the translator occasionally provided summaries of the
translations, thereby the information was subjected to the translator’s interpretation.

Furthermore, the external validity of the research can be limited due to the relatively small
sample size of the household interviews (N=47) and surveys (N=80). However, during the household
interviews in both villages, saturation points were reached as answers were eventually repetitive.
When focusing on the surveys, the sample size is too small to generalize the results beyond the
specific research context?.

Another limitation that needs to be addressed is related to the FGD. The participants of the
FGD all experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict in the last five years, but cases where they were self-

3Based on the total population in Thakurdwara and Shivapur (N=19016), the survey data is representative when N>377,
however, in this research N=80 (Based on https://www.surveymonkey.com/mp/sample-size-calculator/)
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injured or experienced human fatalities up close took place more than five years ago. Although
attitudes of people towards CBC are studied within a 5-year timeframe, the results of the FGD
remain valuable since a lot of detailed and useful information was obtained during the discussion.

Finally, the way in which the surveys were conducted limits this research. Four students
from Jagadamba Higher Secondary School conducted the surveys. In order to ensure that the
students understood the questions, the questions were translated into Nepali and the researcher
explained all the questions. Subsequently, the survey was tested in pairs. Despite these preparations
validity is not guaranteed since the students had no experience with conducting surveys and the
surveys were conducted independently. However, when the students were finished with their
fieldwork, they mentioned that they did not face any difficulties and based on the completed
guestionnaires, most data obtained by the surveys was considered to be usable.

5.6. Research ethics

In this study a number of ethical principles have been given careful consideration. The ethical
principles as outlined by Hennink et al. (2011) were used as a guideline. First, participants were
provided with sufficient information about the research; the purpose of the interview, FGD or survey
was explained to the participants before questions were asked and verbal consent was sought. Also,
participants were told that they have the right to refuse participation and that they can stop at any
given point during the research. In addition, all respondents were asked for permission to record the
interview and they were informed that all data recordings will be kept confidential and that
anonymity is guaranteed. Finally, since questions about personal feelings and Human-Wildlife
Conflict experiences can be sensitive, it was ensured that these questions caused no harm by
rephrasing questions and emphasizing the procedural guidelines. The use of a local, experienced
translator was very helpful in creating a comfortable atmosphere.
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6. Livelihoods in Thakurdwara and Shivapur

6.1. Introduction

In this chapter, the identification of the livelihoods that are present in the two research areas are
discussed. For this analysis, the SLA will be referred to and the livelihood capitals, livelihood
strategies and outcomes will be discussed. The main findings are summarized in the last sub-chapter.
The results are based on the household interviews and surveys.

6.2. Identified livelihoods in Thakurdwara and Shivapur

6.2.1. General information on livelihoods in Thakurdwara and Shivapur

In both study areas, the majority of the people rely on subsistence farming. The importance of
agriculture is highlighted by the fact that almost all interviewed households and 80% of the surveyed
households mention agriculture as one of their livelihood strategies. Livestock keeping is an integral
part of farming; the majority of the interviewed households and 98,7%* of the surveyed people own
a small number of single or multiple species. In addition to subsistence farming, people are
increasingly employed in other livelihood activities such as tourism, labor and business (see Table 8).
The amount of people employed in tourism is especially high in Thakurdwara because this area is
home to many tourist activities.

6.2.2. The Livelihood Capitals

The SLA identifies five types of capital upon which livelihoods strategies are built: financial-, natural-,
human-, social-, and physical capital. These capitals are the building blocks for a sustainable
livelihood and since they are both created and destroyed due to external factors (e.g. shocks),
understanding these capitals in the context of Human-Wildlife Conflict is key (DFID, 1999).

Financial capital

Financial capital represents the household income and the monetary assets people have to sustain,
or to improve their livelihoods (DFID, 1999). During the interviews, respondents were asked to
indicate their average monthly household income over the last 12 months. Respondents reported
their income in thousands of Nepali Rupees (NPR) and in Table 7 the average monthly income of the
households is presented. The table below shows that nearly half of the interviewed households has a
monthly income between 15.000-30.000 NPR ($130 - $262) and the median is 20.000 ($175).
However, it is important to note that not every household was capable of precisely estimating the
average monthly household income based on the last year. In addition, income of the households is
not constant over the years as it is influenced by various factors such as the season, availability of
labor and conflict with wildlife. Based on the last household budget survey (2015) of Nepal Rastra
Bank, the average monthly household income in the rural areas of Nepal is 27.511 NPR ($240) and
Nepali household spends on average 25.928 NPR ($240) every month. Given this data, the
interviewed households have a moderate income.

Table 7. Average monthly household income in NPR and dollars

Average monthly income in NPR Average monthly income in dollars Frequency

5000-15.000 43 -130 6
15.000-30.000 130 - 262 22
30.000-45.000 262 - 393 9
45.000-60.000 393-524 1
60.000-75.000 524 - 655 3

75.000 or more 655 or more 2

Total Total 43

* Missing values: 4

4 Missing values: 1
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* The numbers are based on the households interviews

Apart from household members who are unable to work due to age, health or other reasons, all
household members contribute to the livelihoods of the household. Although subsistence farming is
the main source, the household income is in most cases based upon other sources. During the
interviews, nine types of livelihood activities were identified: agricultural farming, livestock farming,
labor, foreign employment, tourism, governmental jobs, services, job and business. In Table 8, the
livelihood activities are specified.

Table 8. Specification of the different types of livelihood activities

Agricultural  Livestock Labor Foreign Tourism Govern- Services Job Business
farming farming employment mental
job
Wheat, Chickens, Carpenter, Labor (e.g. Resort/ Chair- Small- Teacher, Poultry farm,
maize, paddy, goats, constructio  carpenter, lodge/ person scale electrician, poultry
lentils, cows/oxen, n worker, construction homestay, local retailers driver, slaughtering,
mustard, buffalos sewing & worker), nature governm with cook, park tailoring
bananas, pigs tailoring, security guard guide ent shops ranger, business, fish
vegetable driver, (selling Indian farm,
electrician food, army, clothing
other forest business,
basic guard, renting out
needs) land,
construction
contractor,
pharmacy

*Based on households interviews
* Labor refers to temporary work , whereas job refers to someone who works under contract for an employer

Agricultural farming is mainly for subsistence but when the harvest is sufficient it can also generate
some cash income. Concerning livestock farming, raising of animals is for own use, but in rare cases
chicken or goats are sold to others. Households who get income solely from agriculture, have an
average monthly household income of 12.500 NPR ($109) (N=4). The major and common income
activity is labor. Household members, often males, earn their living by laboring work (e.g. carpenter,
construction workers, driver) in surrounding areas or they go to other places like Pokhara,
Kathmandu or India. Households who mainly depend on (foreign) labor, and for three households in
combination with farming, being a forest guard or a police job, have an average monthly income of =
180.00 NPR ($157) (N=22). Additionally, households are employed in tourism, the governmental
sector, services, jobs and business. Most households depend on more livelihood activities, therefore,
the average monthly household income is based on more than one livelihood strategy. The average
monthly household income for households involved in tourism, and for two households in
combination with other income sources (park ranger and poultry slaughtering business), is 130.000
NPR ($1138) (N=3). The homestays are run both the male and female, however, respondents who
indicated that they are nature guides were only males. Households active in the governmental
sector, in one case in combination with teaching, have an average household income of 20.000 NPR
(5175) (N=3). The average monthly household income for households depended on a job (teaching,
electrician, Indian army, cook), for two household in combination with a small shop or labor work in
Kathmandu, is 30.000 NPR ($262) (N=5). In addition, few households are involved in businesses such
as fish farming and poultry farming. The average monthly income for households active in business,
and for two households in combination with teaching, is = 35.000 NPR ($306) (N=5). When
comparing the two study areas, there is one clear difference: whereas five households are involved
in the tourism sector in Thakurdwara, none of the interviewed households is involved in tourism in
Shivapur.

Finally, livestock is considered part of financial capital as it serves as an asset that can be
transferred into cash when necessary. 95,7% of the interviewed and 98,7% of the surveyed
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households have one or more types of livestock; chicken, goats, cows/oxen, buffalos and pigs are the
most common type. The purpose of having livestock is mostly for private consumption or usage,
though some households sell their chicken, goats or milk products.

Natural capital

Although the core of BNP is strictly protected from human intervention, much of the buffer zone
area has been converted into agricultural land and human settlements. This is not surprising as Nepal
is a predominately agricultural country with 65% of the population involved in subsistence farming
(Lamichhane et al., 2018). The majority of the interviewed households and surveyed households
(80%) rely on subsistence agriculture with using most of their private land for subsistence agriculture.
Half of the interviewed households have private land holding smaller than 9 Kattha (0,3942 ha)®, and
the average of private land holding is 13,3 Kattha (0,4495 ha)® (N=41). This is akin to survey data
where half of the households have private land holding smaller than 10 Kattha (0,338 ha) and the
average of private land holding is 20,1 Kattha (0,6793 ha) (N=77). In addition to private land,
households lease land for their agricultural activities since they either have little private land or they
use their private land for other purposes. The interviewed households indicated that they lease on
average 28,33 Kattha (0,9575 ha) (N=6) and the surveyed households reported that they lease on
average 13,91 Kattha (0,4702 ha) (N=34)".

Based on the interviews, paddy, maize, wheat and mustard are the main crops, but some
farmers also reported that they were attracted to farming of vegetables (e.g. lentil, potatoes, onions,
cucumbers, radish) and fruits (bananas). Crops, vegetables or fruits are mostly grown for private
consumption, however, few households sell some of their grain yield when the harvest is sufficient
for the household. Based on the surveys, most households grow paddy, lentil, vegetables and wheat
(See Graph 1).

Type and amount of crops grown in Thakurdwara and
Shivapur
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Graph 1. Type and amount of crops grown in the two research villages (based on survey data).

Human capital

In this study, human capital represents the skills and knowledge through education and trainings and
the ability to labor. It is relevant to get insights into human capital it plays an important factor in
understanding behavior and feelings towards conservation efforts (Kansky & Knight, 2014;
Kideghesho et al., 2007; Mehta & Heinen, 2001; Mir et al., 2015). Moreover, education and the

®> http://www.onlineunitconversion.com/hectare_to_kattha.Nepal.html

& One outlier is excluded (160 Kattha land (5,408 ha) since this households has a business in renting
out land to others.

7 Missing values =11
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ability to labor are key in enhancing an individual’s or the household’s capabilities to cope with
shocks and being able to find and make us of a wider range of livelihood opportunities (DFID, 1999).
Before analyzing human capital, it is important to note that the amount of human capital in a
household depends on several factors and household size is one factor. In rural Nepal, the multi-
generational household system predominates and different age cohorts and genders live together in
the same household. The average household size in Bardia was 5,13 in 2011 (SOURCE). The average
household size of the interviewed households is 6,6 (SD=2,61; N=46) and of the surveyed households
6,3 (SD=2,53; N=78). The household consist mostly of parents, children, grandchildren and some
relatives.

The interview and survey data illustrate that most respondents have no education. Of the 47
interviewed households, almost half (46,8%)%reported that they have no education. Based on the
survey data, 46,3% of the respondents have no education. Among the interviewed and surveyed
respondents, the educational levels are lower among the older generations. For the younger
generations, there are much better educational opportunities nowadays.

In addition, accumulation of human capital is supported by trainings. More than one-third of
the interviewed households (41,7%) reported that they or other households members have been
involved in trainings. Most of these trainings are related to farming (e.g. agricultural training, off-
seasonable vegetable farming training, poultry farming training), labor (e.g. sewing and tailoring
training), tourism (cooking course, nature guide training) and business (herbal training, fish farm
training). Other trainings include wildlife mitigation training, ecological behavioral wildlife training,
cooperative financing management training, water and sanitation training and leadership training.
Whereas some of these trainings have been supported by female conservation clubs, the
government, BNP, NTNC, or (local) NGOS, the majority claimed that they paid the trainings by
themselves.

Social capital

Access to social capital is assessed by the support of households members and membership in formal
groups or organization. In rural Nepal, different age cohorts and gender live together in one
household, hence, household members are an important source to whom people can turn to when
they need different types of help (Devkota, Rauniyar & Parker, 1997; Khatiwada et al., 2018).
Financial support, informal (health) care, and help during harvest periods are examples. Although
households livelihood diversification is common in the two villages, households members still help
with subsistence farming:

‘During the rainy season, for example, while there is rice growing, they [three sons] come here and
help us and again they are going somewhere else to earn money’ (1. 42. )

Besides the connections that people have within the household, social capital can also be formed by
social relationships as a result of being a member of a formal group or organization. During the
interviews, household heads were asked if they were an active member of a formal group of
organization. In Thakurdwara and Shivapur all households are part of a group since each resident
household in the buffer zone area is a member of the user group in that area. However, the majority
of the interviewed households are passive members and only few indicated that either themselves or
relatives are active members by being representatives of their particular BZUG. When focusing on
other groups or organizations, 55,32% of the interviewed households mentioned that either they or
a household member is part of a group or organization. These groups and organizations include
medicines business organizations, temple management groups, agricultural farming groups, hotel
associations and cooperative financing groups. Whereas the first four organizations were only
mentioned once, many households are member of a cooperative financings group. Cooperative
financing groups or savings and credit groups are owned and operated by its members where

& Missing values: 2
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members deposit a certain amount of money for socio-economic development in their own
community. Groups and organizations related to conservation included Female Conservation Clubs
(FCC), the Community Based Anti-Poaching Unit (CBAPU), the Nature Guide Association (NGA) and
Bardia Conservation Club. All these groups are concerned with various aspects of conservation and
development in the buffer zones (See Table 9). When comparing the data of Thakurdwara and
Shivapur, there is a marked difference in households being member of these organizations and
groups. Whereas in Thakurdwara nine households are member of these conservation-related groups
(FCC (1), CBAPBU (3), NGA (3), BCC) (2), in Shivapur none of the interviewed households is member.

Table 9. Membership in conservation-related groups and organizations in Thakurdwara and Shivapur

Conservation- Quotes

related group

Female ‘We played an active role in conservation (...) we also played an active role in some clean-up
conservation activities also, to clean up our area’ (. 23)

clubs

Community Based | ‘With the Community Based Anti-Poaching is the one where we work with the youth group, the
Anti-Poaching volunteers’ (I. 19)

Unit

‘It is on a voluntary basis. So when we hear or see that people illegally enter the park or so, we
become alert and we notice that to the park authorities’ (I. 14)

‘They indirectly play the role to handle or to capture the poacher’ (Key informant — 1. 2)
Nature Guide ‘We do research and birds surveys and we train nature guides and bird watchers and we go to
association schools and to the community to talk about conservation’

‘We have special programs for animals and we go to schools and give them classes and take them
to the field for bird watching and {(...) we give trainings to the political leaders, women groups and
students and farmers and everyone’ (I. 1)
Bardia Nature ‘We conduct so much awareness programs and research things and fundraising and we are helping
Conservation Club | the communities and those who are harmed by the wildlife. And we provide education, food and
health things, things like that’ (I. 1)

Physical capital

In this study, physical capital includes infrastructure developments on the community level and the
house for living and livestock corrals or sheds on the household level. Road construction and
improvement, which allows for better mobility, is one of the main developments in Bardia district in
the last years. Also, continuity of electricity supply, access to internet, the use of mobile phones,
more hand pumps to gather the water from groundwater, construction of bridges, fences, dikes and
concrete houses were developments mentioned by the households. The infrastructures are paid by
the allocated budget for the buffer zone which is specified in the buffer zone management plan of
BNP (2016-2020). In consultation with the local government, the park management and the BZMC
decide on where the 30-50% of the revenues generated from the park should be invested in. Few
households mentioned that developments like construction of fences and dikes and the building of
schools have been implemented through joint collaboration between park authorities and NGOs (e.g.
WWF, USAID, NTNC). Developments related to construction of infrastructures and especially to
fences and dikes are mainly due to the problem of Human-Wildlife Conflict. These solutions are not
only meant for the long-term survival of wildlife species but also for the livelihoods of local
communities because the conflicts pose a risk to livelihood preservation due to the livelihood
strategies adopted by the people. Additionally, many households observe the effects of tourism: new
resorts and hotels are being build and more tourists are visiting the area. This last development is
especially true for Thakurdwara because this area is home to many tourist activities. During the
transect walk and the household interviews, the researcher also observed most of these above
mentioned developments.
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6.2.3. Livelihood Strategies

As mentioned in chapter 5.2.1., the main livelihood strategy in Thakurdwara and Shivapur is
subsistence farming. Despite the fact that Nepal is a predominately agricultural country with 65% of
the population involved in subsistence farming, people in rural Nepal actively seek for alternative
income sources (Lamichhane, 2019).Livelihood diversification, the adoption of multiple income-
generating activities, is particularly prevalent in rural areas of Nepal and to some extent this is also
the case in Thakurdwara and Shivapur. Though farming is the main livelihood strategy, many
households earn their income through other livelihood activities (See Table 8). Based on the surveys,
46,3% of the households is involved in one livelihood strategy, 45,0% is involved in two livelihood
strategies and 8,7% in three or more strategies. Households involved in one livelihood strategy were
mainly involved in subsistence farming. The common combination of two types of livelihood
activities existed for ‘subsistence farming and job’ and ‘subsistence farming and labor in Nepal. The
common combination of three types of livelihood strategies or more existed for ‘subsistence
farming, job and labor in Nepal’.

The vast majority of livelihoods in Thakurdwara and Shivapur directly depend on subsistence
farming and farming is mostly done by all households members. However, as a result of livelihood
diversification, the roles within the households change. Due to increasing off-farm opportunities and
decreasing interests in farming, people are looking for alternative livelihood strategies, hence,
households are increasingly involved in more livelihood strategies. Based on the interviews,
especially the younger generation, ‘middle-aged’ men and higher educated people are involved in
other sectors. In most cases, the males of the household were engaged in other sectors such labor
work in Nepal, foreign employment in India or they have a paid job. Since women are mainly
responsible for taking care of the household and they are lower educated, women are increasingly
forced to stay at home. Together with the older household members they increasingly spend time on
farming activities and household chores.

6.3. Summary

Households in both Thakurdwara and Shivapur rely mainly on subsistence farming; various crops are
grown on private or lease land and people hold different types of livestock. However, people are
increasingly employed in other livelihood activities in order to generate income. The involvement of
households in different livelihood activities depended upon various factors including age, gender and
education, and for most households males are increasingly engaged in other sectors.
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7. The impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on people’s livelihoods

7.1. Introduction

The sub-question that is leading to this chapter is: What is the impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on
the livelihoods of the local people in the buffer zones around Bardia National Park? The first sub-
chapter starts with a description of the problem of Human-Wildlife Conflict in the two villages. In the
second sub-chapter a detailed analysis of the impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on people’s is given.
This chapter ends with a summary of the main findings. The analyses are mainly based on the
household interviews and the surveys. Data from the FGD is also used, especially to assess the impact
of human casualties on local livelihoods.

7.2. The problem of Human-Wildlife Conflict in Thakurdwara and Shivapur

7.2.1. The problem of Human-Wildlife Conflict
In the study area, various forms of conflict are experienced which include crop raiding, livestock
predation, property damage, food storage damage and human injuries and fatalities. Based on the
interviews, surveys and FGD, the elephant, tiger, leopard and wild boar are considered the animals
representing the greatest threat to humans and are responsible for the majority of Human-Wildlife
Conflict. From all conflict between wildlife and human, conflict with the elephant are highest.
According the majority of the interviewed households, conflicts have been increasing after
the establishment of BNP and this is still the fact today. Respondents claimed that this increase might
be related to human population growth, increase in wildlife population and improved habitat quality
maintenance in BNP and the BZCF. On the other hand, poor construction and maintenance of fences
and dikes were also mentioned. Few respondents claimed that the number of conflicts have not
changed in the last years while others argued that the number of conflict have decreased due to
construction of new fences, dikes, mess wires and also human settlements. Although it might sound
contradictory, human settlements play an important role in reducing conflict. As one interviewee
said:

‘Three years ago there were no human settlements but now there (...) are many houses. So when the
elephants come now, the people will make a sound, so there are less number of conflicts’ (1. 8).

In order to further reduce Human-Wildlife Conflict, not only fences, dikes and mess wires need to be
constructed and improved. Households mentioned that the local government, the park authorities
and the buffer zone institutions should also focus on plantation of alternative crops like Mentha,
public awareness through conservation education and controlling human and wildlife populations.
The most important provided solution by the respondents relates to the compensation process.
Victims of Human-Wildlife Conflict can receive compensation when they can prove that they
experienced any type of Human-Wildlife Conflict. However, all respondents indicated that they are
not satisfied with the lengthy process and the received compensation. For many respondents, this
negatively affected their attitudes towards wildlife conservation. Most respondents noted that the
national park authorities are mainly responsible for reducing Human-Wildlife Conflicts, though, the
local government and the local people are also considered as important actors.
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Figure 6. Overview of provided ‘new’ solutions to reduce Human-Wildlife Conflict (based on household
interviews, key-informant interviews and FGD).

7.2.2. Experiences of Human-Wildlife Conflict

Overall, 59,60% of the households being interviewed and 87,50% of the households being surveyed
experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict in the last five years. Based on the interviews, respondents
mostly suffer from crop damage and livestock loss; this is akin to the survey data where 62 of the 80
respondents experienced crop damage and half of the respondents experienced livestock loss. After
crop damage and livestock loss, loss of stored crops and property damage are the most common
type of Human-Wildlife Conflict. Human injuries or fatalities are the least experienced types of
Human-Wildlife Conflict (See Graph 2).

Household experiences Human-Wildlife Conflict
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Graph 2. Experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict by the households in the last 5 years.

Crop damage

Crop damage caused by raiding wildlife is the prevalent form of Human-Wildlife Conflict in both
study areas: 85,7% of the interviewed households and 77,5% of the surveyed households
experienced crop losses to wildlife. Respondents mentioned that crop damage by wild animals
continues almost throughout the year, but the incidents involve different types of crops depending
on the season. Paddy, wheat, maize and lentils are the major crops grown in the study area,
therefore, these are the most affected crops by crop raiding. More specific, based on the survey
data, paddy (50) is the most severely damaged crop, followed by lentils (30), wheat (25) and maize
(25). In addition, banana’s, mustard, potatoes and other vegetables are cultivated by some
households and are sometimes also damaged. Interview data indicates that the wild boar and
elephant were the most frequently mentioned crop-raiding species. Crop damage by the rhinoceros
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was experienced once. This is akin to the survey data, where majority of the crop damage is done by
the wild boar (85,5%), followed by the elephant (79,0%). In only two cases, the rhinoceros caused
crop loss (See Table 10). The wild boar is mainly responsible for destroying potatoes and other
vegetables and the elephant for damaging crops and banana’s.

Livestock predation
Livestock predation by wildlife is the second major problem in Thakurdwara and Shivapur. 42,9% of
the interviewed households and half of the surveyed households experienced livestock loss in the
last five years. Despite that livestock is mostly protected by keeping them in corrals and sheds, the
slightest opening is enough already for wildlife to grab the animals. According the interviewed
households, predation rates on goats and pigs were highest. In one case, livestock loss was caused by
other wildlife (unknown). This is akin to the survey data, where predation on goats/sheep (29) was
most common, followed by predation on pigs (16), chickens (4) and cow/oxen (2). Of the interviewed
households, nearly all respondents reported that livestock depredation was done by the leopard
(goats and pigs). One household experienced livestock loss (one ox and two buffalos) caused by the
tiger. This data on predating wildlife on livestock significantly differs from the survey data; livestock
was in most cases (77,5%) depredated by the tiger, followed by the leopard (27,5%). One reason for
this remarkable difference could be a wrong interpretation of the students who conducted the
surveys. Since the researcher cannot guarantee the correctness of the data, the survey results on
predating wildlife should be taken with a significant degree of caution.

T e R A e ST wamm—

Photo 2. Victim shows the corral house from
where the goat was taken by the leopard. Source:
Pradeshu Chudhary (NTNC).

Property damage

About one-fourth of both interviewed (21,4%) and surveyed households (27,5%) reported that they
encountered property damage in the last five years. Property damage occasioned by wildlife include
damage to the house for living and the livestock corrals and sheds. Whereas the interviewed
households only experienced house damage caused by wildlife, 36,4% of the surveyed houses also
reported damage to their corral house or shed. Concerning property damage, elephants are the most
problematic animals; they are responsible for all property damage experienced by the interviewed
households and for 90,1% of the surveyed houses. In one case, one household had encountered
damage from the tiger and in another case, respondent experienced property damage cause by the
leopard. In both cases the corral house was destroyed.

Food storage damage

Along with the problem of crop damage, damage to stored food is a severe problem in the study
area. Food storage is an important element in food security and some households storage their
grains following harvest. The households store the grains in special containers in or near the house,
attracting elephants who are in search of food. Of the interviewed households, 14,3% reported
losses of stored food, whereas food storage damage accounted for 43,8% of the complaints by the
surveyed households. The interviewed households reported only losses of stored rice whereas for
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the surveyed households damage on food storage included losses of stored paddy/rice (25), maize
(17) and wheat (16). Moreover potatoes (11), vegetables (10, lentils (13), bananas (7) and mustard
(1) were also mentioned by the surveyed households. Similar to crop damage and property damage,
the elephant is the major problematic animal; all interviewed households and 85,7% of the surveyed
houses experienced losses of stored food due the elephant. In 65,7% of the cases, the wild boar was
the problematic animal.

Human casualties

Conflict which involves human casualties (injuries and fatalities) is the most severe form of Human-
Wildlife Conflict (Dhungana et al., 2018). Based on the interviews and surveys, this is the least
common type of Human-Wildlife Conflict in Thakurdwara and Shivapur. 7,1% of the interviewed and
5% of the surveyed households indicated that they experienced conflict with wildlife involving
human casualties. Of the interviewed households, one respondent was injured by an elephant and
one respondent lost a family member due to an elephant attack. When focusing on the survey data,
two victims were attacked by the elephant where one was moderately wounded and one deeply
wounded. In one other case, the respondent was deeply wounded, however, it is unclear by what
animal the conflict was caused.

In order to get a more detailed overview of this type of Human-Wildlife Conflict, data from
the FGD is also referred to. All six people who were part of the discussion experienced human
casualties (injuries or deaths) up close; two people have been personally injured and four people lost
their relative. The two victims who have been injured, have been attacked by an elephant. In both
cases, the participants reported that they tried to scare the elephant when it raided crops around
and on their farmland. Both got physically injured and this still has major consequences for their
lives. The other four participants all experienced human fatality due to Human-wildlife Conflict up
close: they all lost their partner. Three fatalities of human were caused by the elephant and
happened when they were guarding their crops on their farmland. One human fatality was due to
the rhinoceros and happened during working time (wildlife technician) in BNP. Although these cases
of human casualties have not been taken place within the last five years (Mean=15,17; SD=6,62), the
information is still valuable for this research.

Table 10. Overview of types of experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict, the effects, and caused by what wildlife.

Type of Human-Wildlife
Conflict

Effect of conflict

Caused by what wildlife

Crop damage Wheat (25) Elephant (49)
Maize (25) Wild boar (53)
Lentils (30) Rhinoceros (2)
Mustard (8)
Paddy/rice (50)
Potatoes (22)
Banana (9)
Vegetables (20)
Other (1)

Livestock predation Goats/sheep (29) Tiger (31)
Chicken (4) Leopard (11)
Pig (16) Other (1)
Cow/ox (2)

Property damage House for living (14) Elephant (20)
Livestock shed house (18) Tiger (1)

Leopard (1)

Food storage damage Wheat (16) Elephant (30)
Maize (17) Wild boar (23)
Lentils (13)
Mustard (1)
Paddy/rice (25)
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Potatoes (11)
Banana (7)
Vegetables (10)

Human attacks Normal wounded (2) Elephant (2)
Deeply wounded (1)

* The numbers in the parenthesis indicated the frequency of the reported cases of what has been ‘damaged’ and caused by
what particular wildlife species
* The numbers are based on survey data

7.3. The impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on local livelihoods
7.3.1. Impact of Human-Wildlife conflict on livelihood capitals

Crop damage

The most common type of Human-Wildlife Conflict is crop damage and has an impact on both
natural and financial capital. Whereas few interviewed households claimed that crop damage has no
big impact on their natural capital because crops are grown on a small patch of land or they are
involved other livelihood strategies which reduces dependency on their crops, most households
reported that crop damage has a big impact on their lives. This is mainly because households heavily
depend on their grown crops and loss of crops means less natural capital which has an impact on
household’s food security. Crop damage also has an impact on households financial capital. Crop
damage means less harvest and for those households who sell a part of their harvest, they can sell
less. Moreover, due to crops being damaged, households have to buy more often crops or vegetables
at the market which are more expensive. For example one respondent mentioned:

‘When the wild boar damages the potatoes, | have to buy a little bit more potatoes and it is more
expensive. If | grow them by myself then that is cheaper’ (I. 38)

Livestock predation

Livestock predation is related to the financial assets of households. Firstly, livestock loss has an
impact on financial assets because livestock loss means a reduction in animal products (dairy
products, eggs). Few people mentioned that due to Human-Wildlife Conflict they need to buy these
products from the market now, which is often more expensive. Secondly, livestock loss reduces the
amount of resources which can be transformed into money. Since most households have livestock
and they heavily depend on their livestock for both products and as an income source, loss of
livestock has a big impact on the lives of local communities in the buffer zones.

Property damage
Property damage has an impact on household’s physical capital because it related to damage to the
house for living. In some cases, also the livestock corrals or sheds have been damaged.

Food storage damage

Destruction of stored food has an impact on two types of livelihood capitals, namely financial and
physical capital. Similar to crop damage, this type of Human-Wildlife Conflict reduces the financial
capital of households since households cannot sell a part of their stored food anymore. In addition,
households have to buy food from the market which is often more expensive. Food storage damage
is also linked to physical capital. Households who experienced loss of stored food reported that their
house for living was damaged because they stored their grains inside their house.

Human casualties
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Human casualties influence household’s human and financial capital. The ability to labor is affected
when people are injured by wildlife. For example, one respondent who got injured by an elephant 11
years ago, said:

‘But even now, | cannot walk without the physical support, so | cannot work, so my family needs to
support me’ (FGD, participant 2)

Also, human fatalities have an impact on the human capital; households mentioned that they have
more burdens because they need to work harder since they have less work force. Secondly, human
casualties have an impact on financial capital because it reduces the work force of the household.
People who are injured are less or not able anymore to contribute to the household income and
when households lost one of their relatives, it also reduces the work force and thus the financial
capital.

Table 11. Overview of impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on the Livelihood Capitals

Human-Wildlife Conflict Livelihood capital

Crop damage Natural and financial capital
Livestock predation Financial capital

Property damage Physical capital

Storage food damage Financial and physical capital
Human injuries/fatalities Human and financial capital

7.3.2. Impact of Human-Wildlife conflict on livelihood strategies

Human-Wildlife Conflict also have an impact on the livelihood strategies of the households and
changes include: 1) change in growing crops, 2) change in livestock holdings and 3) migration.
Especially people living close to the park or the buffer zones were more affected and changed their
livelihood strategies. Firstly, some households reported that they have changed something in
growing crops. Due to crop damage, some households stopped with growing particular crops (e.g.
rice, wheat, potatoes, bananas) and few households tried to grow alternative crops like Mentha or
chamomile.

‘Last year my wheat was damaged by an elephant and | feel scared. From that year | did not plant
wheat anymore’ (I. 45).

However, the major part of the households continued with cultivating the same crops since they
depend on their crops, they cannot afford alternative crops or they are also used to crop damage.
Based on the surveys, 17,2% of the victims changed their crops or stopped with growing some crops.
Another change in livelihood strategies is related to livelihood diversification. Due to Human-Wildlife
Conflict, particularly crop damage, few households mentioned that they are also involved in labor
work now. In order to get sufficient income, which is now being affected by conflicts by wild animals,
labor work in Nepal or India is for some households the solution. For two households, household
members (son, husband) went to India in order to get income to buy food because of the reduced
food security due to crop damage.

‘Because of the conflicts [and] because we do not have that much land (...) that is why my husband
also went to India to earn money for food (. 3)

Finally, few households reported that they have migrated because of conflict with wildlife.
Based on the interviews, crop damage, livestock predation and property damage are related to
migration. Due to these conflicts, which are mostly related to conflicts with the elephant, few
households migrated within the village in order to find a safer place. One of the interviewed victims
mentioned that she wants to migrate because of the conflicts:
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‘I got so tired because of these animals, | want to sell this house and want to shift to another place..
(...)  want to go with my son to India’ (1. 44)

The problem of migration is especially high in Bhanket, a village in Shivapur. Due to high conflicts,
people migrate from that area. However, because there are no crops grown anymore, the wild
animals come more inside the villages:

‘Because people migrated from that area [Bhanket], they do not grow anything there at this time and
because of that, the animals now come to this side’ (I. 40)

From the surveyed households, 13,2% moved to another place because of conflicts and 2,9%
changed their livelihood strategy.

7.3.3. Impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on livelihood outcomes

Human-Wildlife Conflict also have an impact on livelihood outcomes. Firstly, conflicts with wildlife
reduce the household income. As stated before, due to crop loss, livestock loss, stored food damage
and human casualties, the income of the household is affected because of less resources and people
need to spend more money in order to get the same products. Secondly, food security is reduced
due to loss of crops, livestock predation and stored food damage. Finally, Human-Wildlife Conflict
have an impact on people’s well-being and this effect is related to all types of conflict. Impacts
related to people’s well-being are often psychological in nature and are referred to ‘hidden’ or
‘indirect’ impacts and include diminished states of psychological wellbeing (Barua et al., 2013). Based
on the interviews, crop damage, livestock loss, property damage, food storage damage and
disruption of families or livelihoods led to these diminished states. Around half of the interviewed
victims mentioned that they psychologically suffer from Human-Wildlife Conflict. Loss of sleep
because of alertness, crop and livestock guarding and increased fear towards wildlife are the main
psychological effects:

7.4. Summary chapter

Based on the household interviews, surveys and the FGD, crop damage, livestock predation and
human casualties have the biggest impact on peoples livelihoods. Crop damage and livestock
predation are the most common types and they are related to subsistence farming, the main
livelihood strategy of the households. In addition, human casualties have a big impact. Although they
are the least experienced types of Human-Wildlife Conflict, they have a big impact on the livelihood
capitals and they disrupt the families and the livelihoods of people.
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8. Local attitudes towards Community-Based Conservation

8.1. Introduction

The sub-question that is leading to this chapter is: ‘What are the attitudes of local people towards
Community-Based Conservation in the buffer zones around Bardia National Park?’ In this section,
Community-Based Conservation in Thakurdwara and Shivapur is discussed. The analyses are
predominantly based on the household interviews.

8.2. Community-Based Conservation in Thakurdwara and Shivapur

8.2.1. The Buffer Zone Community Forest

An integral component of PAs and buffer zone management is the Buffer Zone Community Forest
(BZCF). Most of the interviewed enter the forest to collect natural resources; grasses, fallen wood
and fuelwood are mainly gathered. These natural resources are used for livestock, cooking and
firewood. The majority of the households perceive the forest as positive because 1) it provides
natural resources, 2) the forest is in closer proximity to human settlements than BNP® and 3) the
forest puts less pressure on BNP.

Despite that the forest is an alternative resource collection area, the BZCF is not able to fulfill
community needs entirely. The amount of available natural resources in the BZCF is for some
households insufficient to support their livelihoods. Insufficient grass, but especially inadequate
wood is the main problem. Some respondents mentioned that the underlying cause is bare land
areas or the resources are already taken by other villages. Although households in both Thakurdwara
and Shivapur experience insufficient available natural resources in the BZCF, mainly people from
Shivapur mentioned this problem during the household interviews. Another common criticism of the
BZCF is that it increases problems with wildlife because of the plantation programs:

‘Before it was bare land, and now after the plantation, it [the BZCF)] is a good place for wild animals
as well. So now the conflicts increased’ (I. 46)

Thus, because of the plantation programs implemented in the BZCF, wildlife and humans live in
closer proximity to one another, therefore, wildlife and people are coming into contact more
frequently. Notwithstanding those remarks from both Thakurdwara and Shivapur, the majority
(93,8%) of the surveyed households is satisfied with the BZCF; more than half of the respondents is
satisfied and 35,0% is highly satisfied.

Comparing households in Thakurdwara and Shivapur

When comparing the households on their opinions regarding the BZCF, differences between
Thakurdwara and Shivapur exist. Overall, people residing in Thakurdwara are more positive towards
the BZCF. The majority of the households in Thakurdwara are of the opinion that there are enough
natural resources (e.g. wood, grass) available in the forest. Households in Shivapur are a little more
negative towards their BZCF. According the respondents, the BZCF in Shivapur is smaller compared to
other BZCFs, resulting in less available resources. In addition, respondents claimed that there is no
equal distribution of the resources among the villagers. Distance from the BZCF plays a role as
households living closer to the forest can easier enter the forest and collect resources. Moreover,
whereas some other BZCF are partly covered by sal forest, respondents mentioned that in the BZCF
in Shivapur no sal trees are grown. Because of this, households in Shivapur feel more negative
towards the forest since there is no proper wood for furniture making, and thus they also cannot
generate income from this. As a result of all these issues, some households from Shivapur illegally

% 60% of the surveyed households live less than 500 meters from the BZCF, whereas 28,75% of the households lives less than 500 meters
from BNP). From the interviewed households 36% of the households live less than 500 meters from BZCF, and 13,6% lives less than 500
meters from BNP
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enter the BNP in order to meet their resource demand. Despite these results, there are no significant
differences between the two villages based on the survey data ( x 2= 1,864, df=3, p=0,601)

Table 12. Overview of attitudes towards CBC initiatives

CBC Positive Negative Difference Thakurdwara
and Shivapur
Distributive justice
BZCF Natural resources, closer to Insufficient resources, Shivapur more negative: 1)
village, less pressure on BNP Human-Wildlife Conflict smaller forest, 2) no sal
forest
AGCP Natural resources, grass land Human-Wildlife Conflict, -
management, wildlife amount of days, no legal
conservation collection of wood
RSP Infrastructure, jobs Not enough benefits Shivapur more negative:
opportunities, more income unequal distribution of
benefits
Procedural justice -
BZMS Sufficient power to influence Relatives and the amount of -
decisions people play a role

8.2.2. The Annual Grass-Cutting program

Natural resources are also extracted from the Annual Grass-Cutting Program (AGCP). Apart from few
respondents, all interviewed households participate in this program which is held once a year. By
paying a permit, people are allowed to enter the park and collect thatch grass which people use for
making walls or as roofing material for their house, kitchen, or livestock corrals and sheds. The AGCP
is therefore especially of importance to the poorer households who often still live in a traditional
Tharu house, with walls made from grass (reeds) stitched together by mud (Lamichhane, 2019b).
Only one respondent is involved in selling a small part of the collected thatch grass during the
program. Although illegal, wood is also extracted during the AGCP and for many households this is
the main reason to enter BNP during the program:

‘I am not participating because of cutting the grass but because of collecting the wood, firewood, but
that is also my own risk’ (I. 27)

Fuelwood is the most important item extracted illegally during the program and is mainly used for
cooking and for a campfire during the winter period. Although households are aware that collecting
wood is illegal, many households are involved in illegal wood extraction during the AGCP. People had
little hesitation answering the question as to what they had collected during the program, and were
apparently comfortable even talking about illegal products like fuelwood. One of the reasons for
illegally collecting firewood is that it is necessary for subsistence of the majority of households
surrounding BNP. Collected wood from the BZCF or other places is often not sufficient, therefore,
households collect wood during the AGCP. Secondly, respondents claimed that illegal wood
extraction is difficult to control by the park management which also plays a significant role.
Households can enter BNP from different entries during the program and collected wood is covered
and hidden by thatch grass. Besides providing the ability to gather natural resources from BNP,
households mentioned that the AGCP is important for wildlife conservation as it helps in grassland
management.

One negative aspect households mentioned is the danger to get attacked by wildlife and for
this reason, one respondent does not always enter the park when they are allowed to go and collect
resources. Secondly, some respondents are of the opinion that three days is too short for collecting
sufficient resources. Lastly, extraction and gathering of wood is illegal which still restricts some
households to fulfill their needs.
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8.2.3. The Revenue Sharing Program (RSP)

The RSP provides both direct and indirect benefits in the buffer zones around BNP. Households in
Thakurdwara and Shivapur experience different benefits from conservation. The most common
direct benefits are job opportunities in the conservation sector, more income due to tourism and
trainings. Various jobs in the conservation sector are created and the people are employed as nature
guides, park rangers and forest guards. Also, households mentioned that they get more income
because there is an increase in demand because of the tourists and people are earn money with in
the tourism sector. In addition, there is more labor work, increased demand for crops and livestock
and those in the manufacturing sector can sell more of their products. Another direct benefit is that
some households receive different trainings such as sewing and tailoring trainings provided by NTNC
or the park. This helps people to diversify their livelihoods which increases household income and
makes them less vulnerable to the effects of Human-Wildlife Conflict. Indirect benefits include higher
land prices which is positive in the sense that the people get more money for their land if they want
to sell it in the future. Besides, due to improved infrastructure (electricity, roads, bridges) life is
easier and road expansions and improved bridges make it easier to move to other places.

Points of criticism are related to differences in received benefits between Thakurdwara and
Shivapur. Although both villages fall within the buffer zone and are recipients of benefits through the
RSP, households in Thakurdwara get more benefits from this program compared to Shivapur. This
was especially mentioned by many respondents in Shivapur:

‘The national park needs to give more alternatives in Thakurdwara, and promote tourism also in
Shivapur. So they have to organize some tourism activities here, and not only in Thakurdwara,
Thakurdwara, Thakurdwara’ (1. 47).

People mentioned that the park management focuses more on Thakurdwara and developments and
benefits such as education, road construction, tourism activities, job opportunities are more
concentrated in Thakurdwara. For example, whereas in Thakurdwara many job opportunities in the
tourism sector (lodges, homestay, cook), this is not the case for Shivapur. There are many lodges and
homestays available in Thakurdwara and people own these places or some people work as a cook, or
help with some of these business. The main reason for this is that most tourist activities are located
in Thakurdwara.

8.2.4. The Buffer Zone Management System (BZMS)

Buffer Zone User Groups

In both Thakurdwara and Shivapur, there are different BZUGs. Although all households residing in
the buffer zone area belong to one BZUG, only few households are elected to represent the user
groups. Out of the 47 interviewed households, 13 households actively participate in the user groups
and were elected as representatives. Remarkably, the proportion of men actively participating in the
user groups is exceptionally higher compared to women; 12 out of the 13 households (92,31%) who
are active in the BZUGs is male. Elected members meet regularly but the amount of organized
meetings with other members of the user groups differs; whereas some people meet one, two or
three times a month, others meet once per two or three months. However, it must be noted that the
amount of attended meetings does not only depend on the members of the user groups, it also
depends on the situation and the needs of the local people living in the buffer zone. During these
meetings various subjects are discussed and for example, one interviewee said:

‘We are discussing about the conservation programs and the forest guard and how to improve the
habitat for the wildlife’ (1. 10)

Besides discussing issues concerning conservation programs, matters relating to community

development such as the distribution of natural resources and money are focused on. Decisions
related to these subjects are definitive when all the members of the group present in the meeting
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confirm their agreement with a signature on the so-called work plan (Buffer Zone Management
Guideline, 1999). When focusing on the level of empowerment and participation, most active
members stated that they have power to influence decisions concerning local needs and
developments at the local level:

‘I sometimes talk to the buffer zone chairperson and if he is doing something wrong then | say that.
For example that the chairperson needs to focus also on the poor people and help them {(...) | have
some control even | am just a member’ (I. 12)

Buffer Zone User Committee

When the interviewed households were asked whether they play an active role in the committee,
three respondents mentioned being an active member because of being elected. Two other
respondents mentioned that their relatives (uncle, brother) were elected. Two other respondents
play an active role in the Buffer Zone User Forest Committee (BZUFC) and the CBAPU, two sub-
committees of the BZUCs. Similar to the BZUGs, there is a gender difference in participating; all
members who actively participate in the BZUCs are male. When asking these respondents about the
power they have to influence decisions and implement own ideas at the local level, they are positive
as one interviewee said:

‘In Hattisar, there was no proper toilet and [there was] a lot of plastic and food and | noticed that to
the chairperson. | said that this was not good and you have to make some strict rules and a better
toilet (...). Now they put a barrier so people cannot enter that area directly [and] before there was no
proper pick nick spot and no toilet, and there is a toilet and a good spot [now] (. 19)

By being a member in the BZUC or the sub-committee, people have the possibility to directly
communicate various issues with the chairperson of the BZUC. In addition, having relatives who
actively participate in the BZUC increases the power of others since they can influence this person.
Although some perceive this as positive, some households who do not have relatives participating in
the management system perceive this is as negative.

Buffer Zone User Management Council

The Buffer Zone Management Council (BZUMC) consists of the chairpersons of the BZUC and is the
apex body for the buffer zone management (Figure 3). Based on the household interviews, the
majority of the respondents have positive feelings towards the council, however, many people and
especially in Shivapur do not exactly know the role of the Council. This might be related to the fact
that people in Shivapur are lower educated.

Overall, the BZMS is perceived as positive. However, few respondents that mentioned that
individuals do not always have sufficient power because the power in decision-making often depends
on having relatives in the management system or on the amount of people; groups have more power
to influence decisions than individuals. Despite these points of criticism, the majority of the
households is positive.

8.2.5. Wildlife conservation
Finally, it is relevant to focus on attitudes towards wildlife conservation. Attitudes towards wildlife
conservation are divided into 1) feelings and 2) behavior.

Feelings toward wildlife conservation

Based on the household interviews, various positive and negative feelings towards wildlife
conservation are identified (Table 13).
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Table 13. Overview of positive and negative feelings towards wildlife conservation in Thakurdwara and
Shivapur.

Wildlife conservation Positive Negative Difference Thakurdwara and
Shivapur
Attitudes towards wildlife Observe wildlife, future | Human-Wildlife Shivapur: more negative because of
conservation generations, income Conflict the unbalance between conservation
opportunities and local needs, less conservation

related behavior

As can be seen in Table 13, people have positive attitudes towards conserving wildlife because they
like it to observe wildlife, they acknowledge the importance of conserving wildlife for the future
generations and it provides income opportunities due to tourism. However, people also experience
negative effects of wildlife conservation and the main problem is Human-Wildlife Conflict. The
compensation process related to the conflict is one of the main reasons for negative attitudes (see
next chapter). Attitudes towards wildlife conservation are divided into 1) feelings and 2) behavior
towards conservation.

Feelings towards wildlife conservation

Feelings towards wildlife conservation have been measured on the basis of statements. During the
semi-structured household interviews as well as the household surveys, opinions on various
statements related to wildlife conservation have been measured. Three related statements*, with
five possible responses ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) were combined to
one single ‘feeling scale’ where a higher score means more positive feelings towards wildlife
conservation The mean is 2,5 (SD=0,92) which means that households hold positive attitudes
towards wildlife conservation.

Differences in feelings towards wildlife conservation exist between Thakurdwara and
Shivapur. Households in Shivapur claimed that they receive in general less benefits from CBC and
therefore they were also more negative towards conserving wildlife. The main reason is that there is
no balance between wildlife conservation and the local needs:

‘They need to focus both on the wildlife for the future generation and protection of our crops also,
this need to be in balance (...) now it is not in balance’ (. 34)

In addition, households in Shivapur have more negative feelings towards the compensation process
which is related to Human-Wildlife Conflict:

‘This area is a conflict area, but we do not get any compensation but the people in Thakurdwara and
close to the park they get (I. 45).

Behavior towards wildlife conservation
Behavior towards wildlife conservation is also important in discussing attitudes towards wildlife
conservation. Based on the household interviews, some people maintained fences or are involved in

10 statements: 1) 'It is fine for me that Wildlife is sometimes feeding on crops or livestock of local people, if that helps
wildlife to survive' 2) 'It is fine for me that Wildlife is sometimes wandering around in my village' 3) 'Despite conflicts with
wildlife, and even that some people are being killed by wildlife, Wildlife Conservation should still be one of 'the main
priorities in this area’. Cronbach’s alpha= 0,639
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groups or organizations related to conservation such as the CBAPU. When comparing Thakurdwara
and Shivapur, people in Thakurdwara were more involved in the conservation sector.

Statements related to behavior towards wildlife conservation were also asked during the
interviews and surveys. Households were asked if they would like to learn more about wild animals,
their behavior and ecology. The majority of the people shows positive behavior; 82,7% agrees with
the statement. The positive attitude towards wildlife is also reflected in their willingness to
contribute to conservation efforts with 95,3% agreeing to the statement ‘1 am willing to contribute
(more) to conservation efforts, so wildlife will be better protected’. Similarly, households also showed
positive attitude towards maintaining barriers to avoid Human-Wildlife Conflict: ‘I am willing to
participate (more) to maintain electric fences and physical barriers constructed to avoid conflict’. In
total, 96,1% agreed with this proposition.

Table 14. Statements related to behavior towards wildlife conservation

Disagree Neutral Agree Total
Behavior
I would like to learn more about wild (7,1%) (6,3%) (82,7%) 122 (missing 5) - 127
animals, their behavior and ecology
(behavior)
I am willing to contribute (more) to - 3,1% 95,3% 125 (missing is 2) - 127

conservation efforts, so wildlife will be
better protected

I am willing to participate (more) to - 1,5% 96,1% 124 (missing is 3) - 127
maintain electric fences and physical
barriers constructed to avoid conflict

9. Human-Wildlife Conflict and attitudes towards Community-Based

Conservation

This chapter is related to the following sub-question: What is the role of Human-Wildlife Conflict on
the attitudes of local people towards Community-Based Conservation in the buffer zones around
Bardia National Park? In the first three sub-chapters, the impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on
attitudes towards BZCF, the AGCP, the RSP, and the BZMS are discussed. Subsequently, a more in-
depth analysis on the impact of Human-Wildlife Conflict on attitudes towards wildlife conservation is
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conducted. The analyses are predominantly based on the household interviews and surveys.

9.1. Human-Wildlife Conflict and attitudes towards BZCF

When comparing the attitudes, i.e. feelings, towards the BZCF of the interviewed respondents, no
remarkable differences between the groups are found. Also, no significant differences were found
when analyzing the data related to feelings towards the BZCF obtained by the surveys. The surveyed
households were asked to rate their satisfaction with the BZCF on a five-point Likert scale with
O=highly dissatisfied, 1= dissatisfied, 2=neutral, 3= satisfied and 4=highly satisfied. Therefore, a high
mean score on the five-point scale represents more positive feelings towards the BZCF. The average
score for respondents with Human-Wildlife Conflict experiences is 3,25 (SD=0,67; N=69) and for
those without conflict experiences 3,36 (SD=0,65; N=11). Based on the one-way ANOVA, there is no
significant difference in the average score on attitudes towards the BZCF between the two groups (F
(1,78)=0,305; p=0,582).

9.2. Human-Wildlife Conflict and attitudes towards AGCP

Similar to attitudes towards the BZCF, there are no significant differences between the attitudes of
the interviewed households without and with Human-Wildlife Conflict experiences towards the
AGCP. When focusing on the survey data, feelings towards the AGCP have also been measured.
Attitudes of respondents towards the AGCP were examined using the five-point attitude scale
ranging from 0 (highly dissatisfied) to 4 (highly satisfied). So, a higher mean score means a higher
level of satisfaction with the AGCP. The average scale score for people who experienced Human-
Wildlife Conflict is 3,88 (SD=0,32; N=69) and for people without conflict experiences 3,63 (SD=0,67;
N=11). The results of the one-way ANOVA indicate that there is no statistically significant difference
in attitudes towards the AGCP between people with and without experiences of Human-Wildlife
Conflict (F(1,78)= 0,240; p=0,052).

9.3. Human-Wildlife Conflict and attitudes towards RSP
Questions linked to attitudes, in this case feelings, towards the RSP were asked during the household
interviews, surveys and the FGD. When comparing the answers on perceived benefits, the amount of
answers where respondents reported that they perceive no benefits from the RSP was higher under
those households who experienced conflict with wildlife. Although the majority of these households
claimed that they perceive no benefits, some of these households mentioned that they only
experience downsides from CBC and they referred to their experience of Human-Wildlife Conflict.
Attitudes towards the RSP were also measured during the surveys. Feelings towards
perceived benefits and downsides related to CBC in the buffer zones were measured by three
statements. The three statements could not be created into a three-item scale-variable due to the
low internal consistency of the scale (a=0,589). Therefore, the statements were separately analyzed
by a one-way ANOVA. During the survey, the respondents were invited to score the extent to which
they agreed with the statement offered. For calculating the mean score for the level of agreement
with the statements, ‘strongly disagree’ was assigned a score of 0, ‘disagree’ 1, ‘neutral’ 2, ‘agree’ 3
and ‘strongly disagree’ 4. Put differently, a higher score represents more favorable feelings towards
the perceived effects or benefits of the RSP. The mean score for the statement ‘Because of BNP and
its related developments, my life has improved’ is 3,01 (SD=0,93; N=69) for respondents who have
been in conflict with wildlife and 3,36 (SD=0,50; N=11) for respondents who have not been in conflict
with wildlife in the last five years. Results of the one-way ANOVA show that there is no significant
difference in the extent the life of people has improved due to BNP and its developments between
the two groups (F(1,78)=1,47, p=0,230). For the second statement, ‘/ am satisfied with the current
benefits | receive from BNP and its developments’, there is also a small difference in the mean scores
between people who experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict (mean=2,99, SD=1,06, N=69) and those
who did not experience conflict (mean=3,27, SD=0,78, N=11). The ANOVA-analysis shows that there
is no significant difference between the level of satisfaction with the current perceived benefits
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between the two groups (F(1,78)=0,734, p=0,394). The mean scores for the last statement “I receive
more benefits than negative effects from Community-Based Conservation’ are 1,46 (SD=1,37, N=69)
for people who experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict and 2,64 (SD=1,43, N=11) for people who have
not experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict. For this statement, there was a statistically significant
difference between the two groups as determined by one-way ANOVA (F(1,78)=6,89, p=0,010). In
other words, people who experienced no Human-Wildlife Conflict claimed to perceive more benefits
from the RSP than people with Human-Wildlife Conflict experiences.

9.4. Human-Wildlife Conflict and attitudes towards BZMS

The BZMS is related to the procedural dimension of the EJF and questions related to attitudes
towards this management system were asked during the household interviews. Based on the
household interview, no big difference in attitudes were found. Attitudes towards the BZMS were
also measured during the surveys. The following statement related to the BZMS: ‘How satisfied are
you with the power local people have in decision-making because of the buffer zone management
system? For this statement, there was no significant difference between the two groups as
determined by the analysis (F(78;79)=0240, p=0,626).

9.5. Human-Wildlife Conflict and attitudes towards wildlife conservation

To research whether respondents with and without Human-Wildlife Conflict experiences showed
diverging attitudes towards wildlife conservation, the household interviews, surveys and the FGD
have been analyzed. In this sub-chapter, an analysis of feelings and behavior towards wildlife
conservation is conducted.

9.5.1. Human-Wildlife Conflict and feelings towards wildlife conservation

Questions related to feelings towards wildlife conservation were asked during the household
interviews and the FGD. Based on the data, majority of the people who experienced conflict with
wildlife have more negative feelings toward wildlife because of the impact of the conflict on their
lives. For example, one respondent said:

‘I got more negative effects because of conserving the community forest and other things, the wildlife
increases so that leads to more problems. So that is why | am not that positive for that’ (I. 45)

The main complain of those who experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict in the last five years is related
to the Nepalese compensation scheme. All interviewed households who suffered from wildlife
damages reported that they are not satisfied with the compensation mechanism of the park. Besides
compensation, some households reported that they have received a predator-roof corral house for
their livestock provided by NTNC. However, only few household actually received this. Of the 28
households who experienced conflict, 25 households have applied for compensation, however, only
five households actually received compensation. The respondents received compensation in the
form of money!! and two respondents also received a mess-wire related because of livestock loss.
Respondents reported that they were not satisfied with the received compensation due to the
lengthy process and the low compensation provided by the park authorities. For example, one
respondent mentioned:

‘I feel a little bit negative because | don’t get any benefits and | just received that compensation after
two years’ (I. 26)

Another respondent said:

11 Crop damage: 1800 NPR; Property damage in combination with food storage damage: 3000 NPR; livestock loss: 1500
NPR, 4000 NPR, 2500 NPR and 2500 NPR.
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‘Because one big goat was killed, we only got 2000 Rupees as compensation, but maybe it was worth
15.000 or 20.000 Rupees’ (1. 26)

The other households who have not received any compensation, showed greater negative feelings
towards the whole compensation process. The effort they put in providing enough proof of the
damage caused by wildlife by making photos and filling in the compensation form, while not
receiving any compensation from the park authorities, negatively affected the feelings of these
people towards wildlife conservation. Three of the interviewed household showed even greater
negative feelings as their land is unregistered which makes it impossible for them to receive any
compensation from the park management.

However, few people who experienced conflict reported that they still feel positive towards
conserving wildlife. Reasons were mainly because they like observing wildlife, wildlife should be
conserved for the future generation and it also leads to a good reputation of BNP which attracts
tourists:

‘Even | suffer from the conflicts, | still feel a little bit positive towards wildlife conservation because
the tourists come here to see the wildlife’ (I. 18)

Besides the national park authorities, NTNC and the BZMC also support affected households. Of the
28 households, 6 households received either support from NTNC in the form of a predator-roof
corral house or wood or a plain sheet to reconstruct the damaged house or they received support
from the BZMC (compensation money and wood). Overall, the households were quite satisfied with
the received help.

Feelings towards wildlife conservation have also been measured on the basis of statements.
During the semi-structured household interviews as well as the household surveys, opinions on
various statements related to wildlife conservation have been measured. The mean score on the
constructed ‘feeling’-scale variable for households who experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict is 2,58
(SD=0,912, N=88) and the mean score for households with no experiences of Human-Wildlife Conflict
is 2,22 (SD=0,90, N=24). Based on the results obtained from the one-way ANOVA, there is no
significant difference in the mean scores on feelings towards wildlife conservation between the two
groups (F(1,110)=2,85, p=0,094).

9.5.2. Human-Wildlife Conflict and behavior towards wildlife conservation

People’s attitudes towards wildlife conservation also includes understanding people’s behavior
towards wildlife conservation. Based on the interviews, few people who experienced conflicts were
less willing to contribute to wildlife conservation:

‘Because of the wildlife, the leopard and other animals and the elephant who damaged our crops, we
still do not have received any compensation, so we feel a little bit unhappy. And if | need to do
something, | will go, but only forcefully but personally | am not that happy so | will not help’ (1. 34)

However, despite Human-Wildlife Conflict experiences, some households mentioned that they are
still willing to contribute to conservation efforts or that they still contribute to wildlife conservation
by, for example, being a member of conservation-related groups or organizations (CBAPU). The main
reason for this is that most households do recognize the importance of wildlife conservation for the
future but also for the ecosystem.

Respondents’ opinion on three related statements concerning behavior towards wildlife
conservation was asked during both household interviews and surveys. Since the Cronbach’s alpha of
the three-item scale variable is a=0,27, the internal consistency of the resulting scale variable is low,
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hence, the statements were separately analyzed by the one-way ANOVA-analysis. The three
statements related to behavior have five possible responses, ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4
(strongly agree). The mean score on the statement 1 am willing to contribute (more) to conservation
efforts, so wildlife will be better protected’ for respondents with Human-Wildlife Conflict and without
Human-Wildlife Conflict is 3,31 (SD=0,53, N=96) and 3,45 (SD=0,57, N=29). A one-way ANOVA was
conducted to compare the scores on this statement for respondents with and without Human-
Wildlife Conflict experiences; the results show that there are no significant differences in the mean
score between the two groups (F (1,123) = 1,411, p=0,237). Similar to the first statement, the
difference in mean scores on the statement ‘/ am willing to contribute (more) to conservation efforts,
so wildlife will be better protected’ for respondents with Human-Wildlife Conflict experiences
(mean=3,15, SD=0,93, N=95) and without Human-Wildlife Conflict experiences (mean=3,37, SD=0,84,
N=27) are also very small. The analysis shows that there is no significant difference in the mean score
on this statement between the two groups (F (1,120)=1,252, p=0,265). The mean scores for the last
statement 'l am willing to participate (more) to maintain electric fences and physical barriers
constructed to avoid conflict' are 3,73 (SD=0,49, N=95) for people who experienced Human-Wildlife
Conflict and 3,66 (SD=0,48 N=29) for people who have not experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict. The
F-test shows that there is no significant difference in the mean scores on this statement between
these two groups (F(1,122)=0,466, p=0496).
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10. Other factors influencing local attitudes towards wildlife

conservation

This chapter is related to the final sub-question: ‘How can local attitudes towards wildlife
conservation around Bardia National Park be explained?’ This question only focuses on wildlife
conservation because other studies show that various factors especially might influence attitudes
towards wildlife conservation. The effect of situational factors is assessed by statistical analyses of
the both household and survey data because it is based on statements related to wildlife
conservation which were asked during both interviews and the surveys.

10.1. The effect of situational factors on attitudes toward Wildlife Conservation
Situational factors include socio-demographic factors (age, education, gender, ethnicity and time of
residence), contextual factors (proximity to the BNP and the BZCF and the village households belong
to) and livelihood factors (number and type of livelihood strategies) (Karki & Hubacek, 2015). The
effect of these variables on feelings and behavior towards Wildlife Conservation is measured by
statistical analyses of the survey data (N=80). In the first sub-chapter, the focus is on the feelings
towards wildlife conservation. The second chapter focuses on the effect of various factors on the
behavior towards wildlife conservation.

10.1.1. Situational factors and feelings towards wildlife Conservation

As can be seen from Table 14 and Table 15, none of the socio-demographic variables significantly
correlate with feelings towards wildlife conservation. From the contextual factors, only the effect of
the village households belong to on local attitudes towards conservation is significant (F (110, 111) =
4,456; p=0,037). Therefore, the null hypothesis, that states that the mean of the dependent variable
is identical across categories of this categorical variable, needs to be rejected. In other words, the
village people belong, in this case Thakurdwara or Shivapur, plays a significant role in predicting
attitudes of local people towards conservation. Livelihood factors may also be associated to attitudes
towards wildlife conservation. Households were asked about the number of livelihood strategies and
the type of livelihood strategies. The survey data indicates that the number of livelihood strategies
does not significantly correlate with local attitudes, thus, the variable does not change feelings
towards conservation. The effect of the type of exerted livelihood strategies is also examined and the
results of the analyses are presented in Table 15. It is apparent from the table that there are almost
no significant differences between the different types of livelihoods strategies and feelings towards
conservation. The livelihood variable ‘job’ is the only type of livelihood strategy that significantly
correlates with feelings towards wildlife conservation (F (77,78)= 4,022, p=0,048).

The results of the statistical analysis are to some extent akin to the qualitative data since
there were also differences in feelings towards wildlife conservation between households form
Thakurdwara and Shivapur. Households in Thakurdwara had more positive feelings towards wildlife
conservation compared to households in Shivapur. However, there was no difference in feelings
towards wildlife conservation between households who were employed in a job.

Table 14. Correlation table: Situational variables and feelings towards wildlife conservation

Situational variables Feelings toward wildlife conservation

Socio-demographic

Age -0,090

Education 0,154

Time of residence -0,124
Contextual

Distance from BNP -0,090

Distance from BZCF -0,073
Livelihood

Number livelihood strategies -0,183
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*Significant at <P0,05

Table 15. Results One-Way ANOVA: Situational variables and feelings towards wildlife conservation

Situational variables F Sig.
Socio-demographic
Gender 3,129 0,080
Ethnicity 0,512 0,675
Contextual
Village 4,456 0,037*
Livelihood
Agricultural farming 0,372 0,544
Job 4,022 0,048*
Livestock farming 0,015 0,904
Tourism - -
Business 2,139 0,148
Labor work (in Nepal) 1,133 0,291
Foreign employment 3,671 0,059
Remittances 0,023 0,880
Retired 0,023 0,880
Other - -

*Significant at P<0,05
** Significant at P<0,01

10.1.2. Situational factors and behavior towards Wildlife Conservation

The results of correlational and ANOVA analysis with three statements related to behavior towards
wildlife conservation as dependent variables are presented in Table 16 and Table 17. As shown in
Table 16, from the socio-demographic variables, education significantly correlates with behavior to
wildlife conservation; it significantly correlates with the first (r=0,271; P=0,002) and second
statement (r=0,219; P=0,016). In addition, gender plays a significant role in predicting behavior of
people towards conservation since the effect of the variable on the first statement is significant

(F (123, 124)=5,544, p=0,020). Contextual factors may also be important explanatory variables and
based on the data, the effect of the village households belong is significant related to the third
statement (F(123, 124F)=7,299, p=0,008). The other contextual variables are not significantly related
to one of the tree statements related to behavior towards wildlife conservation. Finally, the
relationship between livelihood factors and the three statements is investigated. Table 17 indicates
that there is a difference in mean of the first statements across the categories of the variables labor
work in Nepal (involved or not involved) F(DF, DF)=4,907, p=0,030) and labor work outside Nepal
(involved or not involved) F(DF, DF)=4,700 p=0,033).

The results of the statistical analyses is to some extent akin to the qualitative data. Based on
the households interviews, education and village played a role in behavior towards wildlife
conservation. Respondents with higher educational level, contributed more to conservation efforts
and were more involved in the conservation sector (nature guide, CBAPU, electric fence training).
Moreover, the place of residence was also related; respondents in Thakurdwara contributed more or
were more willing to contribute to wildlife conservation efforts. However, during the interviews, no
clear differences between gender or their involvement in labor in Nepal or foreign employment were
found.

Table 16 . Correlation table: Situational variables and behavior towards wildlife conservation

Variables Statement 1: ‘I Statement 2: ‘1 am Statement 3: ‘l am willing to
would like to willing to contribute participate (more) to maintain
learn more about (more) to conservation electric fences and physical
wild animals, efforts, so wildlife will barriers constructed to avoid
their behavior be better protected conflict
and ecology’

Socio-demographic
Age (pearson correlation) 0,018 -0,176 0,075
Education 0,271** 0,219* 0,069
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Time of residence 0,120 -0,085 -0,020
(pearson correlation)

Contextual
Distance from BNP -0,116 0,006 -0,100
Distance from BZCF 0,088 -0,108 -0,086
Livelihood
Number livelihood -0,129 0,013 -0,011
strategies

*Significant at P<0,05
** Significant at P<0,01

Table 17. Results One-Way ANOVA: Situational variables and behavior towards wildlife conservation

Statement: ‘1 would like to Statement: ‘l am willing to Statement: ‘1 am willing to
learn more about wild contribute (more) to participate (more) to maintain
animals, their behavior conservation efforts, so electric fences and physical

and ecology’ wildlife will be better barriers constructed to avoid
protected conflict
Variables F Sig. F. Sig. F. Sig.
Socio-
demographic
Gender 5,544 0,020* 2,293 0,133 3,846 0,052
Ethnicity 1,524 0,212 0,616 0,606 1,903 0,133
Contextual
Village 2,577 0,111 2,900 0,091 7,299 0,008**
Livelihood
Agricultural farming 0,375 0,542 0,013 0,908 0,771 0,382
Job 0,850 0,359 0,292 0,591 0,292 0,591
Livestock farming 0,720 0,399 0,010 0,919 0,402 0,528
Tourism - - - - - -
Business 0,797 0,375 0,010 0,919 0,544 0,463
Labor work (in Nepal) 4,907 0,030* 2,258 0,137 0,195 0,660
Foreign employment 4,700 0,033* 1,127 0,292 1,158 0,285
Remittances 0,052 0,820 1,833 0,180 0,402 0,528
Retired 0,052 0,820 1,833 0,180 0,402 0,528
Other - - - - - -

*Significant at P<0,05
** Significant at P<0,01
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11. Discussion

11.1. Challenges and opportunities for CBC

The main challenge for CBC remains the compensation process. Even though a compensation scheme
exists for the studied case, the research showed that it does not fulfil the requirements of the local
residents. Those who were involved in HWC report that the process of obtaining compensation is too
lengthy. Respondents reported that they had to wait about half a year before receiving any
reimbursements. For families with low cash incomes, such a lengthy waiting time presents serious
problems to the households’ livelihood as they do not have sufficient financial buffers to survive such
a long period. In addition, the compensated amount was reported to be insufficient. The process of
compensation is further complicated because it was experienced that it is difficult to prove and
guantify the exact damage that was done by wildlife.

11.2. Contribution to theory

This study has obtained a comprehensive understanding of how Human-Wildlife Conflict impact local
attitudes towards CBC, using the case study of BNP. The use of the Sustainable Livelihood Framework
(SLA) and the Environmental Justice Framework (EJF) has allowed consideration of the impact on
livelihoods which is again linked with attitudes towards CBC. Additionally insightful was the
consideration of the costs of Human-Wildlife Conflict for local communities. This provides better
understanding of communities’ responses to these conflicts. Therefore, the insights of these study
can provide valuable inputs for targeted responses to increase community support for wildlife
conservation.

11.3. Recommendations for further research

Further research into other areas where CBC programs are applied could, however, give greater
insights into the impact of conflict with wildlife on attitudes towards CBC. The following
recommendations for future research will enhance our understanding of coexistence between
humans and wildlife in protected areas. Firstly, further insight into the various aspects of
conservation justice could be explored. This study mainly focused on distributive justice and
procedural justice. However, as Martin et al. (2016) show, another important aspect of
environmental rights is recognition. This concept highlights the importance of recognizing local
knowledge and diversity which are likely to be of strong impact on local communities’ attitudes
towards conservation. In addition, this knowledge can be used to improve conservation practices by
incorporating this local knowledge. Even though it was beyond the scope of this research, during the
interviews it became clear that studying this recognition aspect of conservation justice could provide
further depth to the academic, but also policy relevance of further studies.
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12. Conclusion
This study has examined the role of Human-Wildlife Conflict on the attitudes of local people towards
Community-Based Conservation. As Community-Based Conservation initiatives are widely promoted
in developing countries, balancing sustainable livelihoods and sustainable biodiversity conservation
remains a challenge due to Human-Wildlife Conflict. Nepal is one country where Human-Wildlife
Conflicts have been a major challenge in recent years. More specific, conflicts between human and
wildlife is a major problem in buffer zones around protected areas such as Bardia National Park.

In this study, the attitudes of households in Thakurdwara village and Shivapur village in the
buffer zone of Bardia National Park have been researched. Through a mixed-method approach the
following research question has been focused on:

To what extent have the attitudes of local communities towards Community-Based Conservation
been influenced by Human-Wildlife Conflict in Bardia National Park in Nepal?

This question was answered through the lens of a case study and the Sustainable Livelihood
Framework (SLA) and the Environmental Justice Framework (EJF) were used to guide this research.
By using the SLA, it was concluded that Human-Wildlife Conflict have a significant impact on the
livelihoods of local people in buffer zones. Crop damage, livestock depredation and human casualties
were the main problematic types of Human-Wildlife Conflict because they have the biggest impact
on local livelihoods; they significantly impact the household income and disrupt the livelihood
strategies. In addition, the negatively impact the livelihood outcomes; food security reduces and it
affects the psychological wellbeing of people. Livelihoods are not only affected by Human-Wildlife
Conflict but also by living in the buffer zones around a protected area. Various Community-Based
Conservation initiatives have been implemented in the buffer zones around BNP and wildlife
conservation has been also an important focus point of the park management. Overall, the various
CBC programs which include the Buffer Zone Community Forest (BZCF), the Annual Grass-Cutting
Program (RSP), the Revenue-Sharing Program (RSP) and the Buffer Zone Management System (BZMS)
were perceived as quite positive. However, people in Shivapur had more negative attitudes towards
some programs, especially towards the RSP. Because the headquarter of BNP is located in
Thakurdwara, tourist activities are more focused in Thakurdwara village compared to Shivapur. As a
result, the park management focuses more on Thakurdwara and communities in Shivapur experience
less benefits from BNP such as infrastructure developments, job opportunities or conservation
education. In addition, people in Shivapur had more negative attitudes towards wildlife conservation.
Although wildlife conservation was perceived as very important because it increases wildlife
populations, it attracts more tourist to Bardia National Park and it is important for the future
generations, all people perceived Human-Wildlife Conflict as negative. Especially the compensation
process led to negative attitudes because this process is too lengthy and the compensation does not
meet the local needs. Local communities in Shivapur had more negative feelings towards conserving
wildlife because, also in the case of wildlife conservation, the park management focuses more on
Thakurdwara and people in Shivapur experienced less help when conflict with wildlife happened.
Moreover, there were also difference between the villages regarding behavior towards conserving
wildlife; none of the households in Shivapur was involved in a group or organization related to
wildlife conservation . An important factor that influences behavior towards wildlife conservation
was education: people with higher educational levels seemed to contribute more to conservation
efforts.

Taken together, the conclusion of this research is that attitudes towards Community-Based
Conservation are to some extent formed and shaped by Human-Wildlife Conflict experiences and
relevant such as the village and education also play an important role in shaping attitudes. The
information provided in this research can help understanding conflicts between humans and wildlife
and gives insight of these conflicts on local attitudes towards Community-Based Conservation
initiatives in buffer zones around protected areas. including Human-Wildlife Conflict. Understanding
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of these fundaments form the key for successfully balancing livelihoods and conservation and
promotes coexistence with wildlife.

Policy recommendations

This study revealed that effective conservation needs the support and cooperation of local
communities. In order to increase this support and cooperation, this study recommends the
following:

Firstly, policy to support local communities are recommended to invest in education for the local
communities. This study found that currently most people in the studied area have not obtained
extensive education. This hinders effective conservation, and through increased understanding about
wildlife and biodiversity support for conservation can rise. Support for education could be provided
by employing a part of the revenue sharing program for the purposes of education and conservation
education specifically. In addition, investing in education can of course then overall have positive
effect on local communities livelihood opportunities. This is also strongly advised, as most residents
still rely on subsistence farming or low-income labor. This makes them more vulnerable in the case of
a HWC. The impact on communities attitudes might be much less when they do not feel the impacts
on their livelihoods as strongly. Thus, not only education efforts relating to conservation should be
employed, but also a focus on diversifying and improving local residents’ livelihoods should be aimed
for.

Secondly, it is recommended that policy efforts are directed towards fairly designing
revenue-sharing programs. For example, in the studied case, the residents of Shivapur receive less
benefits, which undermines their support for the conservation program. By understanding who
receives benefits and to what extent that is fairly distributed. Then, more fair revenue-sharing
programs can be designed which will enhance local support.

In addition an improvement of the compensation mechanism is advised. For example, a
species such as the spotted deer invokes considerable crop damage, however it is not part of the
compensation scheme. This resulted in negative attitudes of local residents. Therefore, it is advised
to include the spotted deer in the compensation scheme, and to further study how the
compensation scheme could be improved by including more wildlife species, but also by improving
the compensation process. As a part of this, also the grass cutting program should be considered

Concluding, minor details of a conservation scheme have important impacts on local
livelihoods. Thus, this research shows that detailed insight into livelihood processes is necessary for
any conservation effort.
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Appendices

Appendix |. Transect walk

Photo 1. The transect walk in Thakurdwara Photo 1. Local people are building a
and Shivapur. Source: Own source - concrete fence. Source: Own source (18"
polarsteps. of March, Mohanpur, Shivapur village).

Figure 1. Transect diagram from the transect walk in Shivapur and Thakurdwara. March, 2019.

Observations and information Details about the observations and information
Livelihood strategies: Agriculture, livestock, small-scale shops, tourism
- Agriculture Wheat, maize, collecting grasses and herbs
- Livestock Cow, buffalo, goats, sheep, chicken, pigs
- Small-scale shops Selling snacks and water
- Construction work Building roads, houses, fences
- Social services Restaurant/bar, homestay/resort
Impacts of Human-Wildlife Conflict Crop damage, livestock predation, property damage, human injuries
- Property damage House damage
- Crop damage Eaten and trampled crops (particularly wheat).
- Livestock predation Reduced livestock (goats, chicken)
- Human casualties (injured) Injured people including one man who was attacked by an elephant and
got an injured leg and one other person who got blind because of
Human-Elephant Conflict.
Attitudes/emotions regarding CBC and BNP Positive and negative attitudes
- Positive Positive attitudes because of the importance for future generations
- Negative attitudes Negative attitudes regarding the process of compensation money
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Other Abandoned houses, high grasslands, broken fences

- Abandoned houses In specific areas (particularly in Motipur) many houses were abandoned
and some have been sold because people cannot grow crops in the
areas because of wildlife conflict, so they decided to move.

- High grasslands In some areas there are high grasses (purple flowers because of the
impossibility to grow crops in these areas) due to Human-Wildlife
Conflict in some areas

- Broken fences Some fences were broken because of elephants

Appendix Il. Information related to key-informant interviews

Table 2. List of key-informants

No. Gender Function Organization Date Language

1 Male Program Assistant National Trust for 02-04-2019  Nepali
Nature Conservation

2 Male Assistant conservation officer Bardia National Park 03-04-2019  English

3 Male Park ranger Bardia National Park 03-04-2019  English

4 Male Conservation Officer National Trust for 07-04-2019  English
Nature Conservation

5 Male Chairperson local government  Local government 01-05-2019  Nepali
(Shivapur)

6 Male Chairperson Shivapur Buffer Zone User 01-05-2019  Nepali
Committee

7 Female Chairperson local government  Local government 02-05-2019  Nepali
(Thakurdwara)

8 Male Chairperson Thakurdwara Buffer Zone User 03-05-2019  Nepali
Committee

Appendix lll. Interview guide for household interviews

[Introductional greetings]

My name is Esther Leystra. Thank you very much for taking the time to have a chat with me. I’'m currently a
second-year student in the Masters program of Sustainable Development at Utrecht University in the
Netherlands. For my master thesis | am conducting this research as part of my studies. | am interested in CBC
so | would like to ask you a few questions related to this topic. | am particular interested in how Human-
Wildlife Conflict influences the ideas and behavior regarding CBC Conservation in Thakurdwara. Is it okay that |
will ask you questions about this?

Before we start | want to assure you that the information gathered in this interview will only be used
for the purpose of our research project and will not be shared with anyone else. Also rest assured that your
name will not be used in the reports, so all answers are completely anonymous. No information will be shared
with individuals outside of this research. Are you comfortable with continuing with the interview? [confirm
consent] Thank you. To assure this, | would like to ask you to read and sign the consent form. This states that
you are aware of the purpose of this research and that your information will remain confidential. During the
interview | would like to record our conversation so that | can listen to your answers more carefully later on.
The recorded file will be safely stored with me and not shared with others. Are you okay with the conversation
being recorded? [confirm consent] Thank you. The recorder is now on. The entire interview will take
approximately half an hour to an hour. Please understand that your participation is entirely voluntary. You may
stop at any point of the interview. If there are any questions you are uncomfortable with, please let me know
or freely say that you would prefer not to answer. During the interview, you are also allowed to ask questions
or for clarification at any point in time. Are there any questions you may have now before we start? [answer
any questions].
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Great, then we can begin.

1. Demographic Information
Interview No.:
Age:
Ethnicity:
Gender:
Education:
Ward:
Duration of residence in village:
Main source of household income:
Household size: x
Distance from BNP and the BZCF (in meters/kilometers):
2. Opening questions
1. Since how long do you live in Thakurdwara/Shivapur?
Probe: duration, origin?
2. Can you describe what a typical day looks like for you?
Probe: livelihood strategies, one or more livelihood strategies, different in summer, winter, monsoon?
3. How many people live in this household?
Probe: number, whom?
4. Can you describe what the daily lives of the other household members looks like?
Probe: contribution to household, studying?
5. What is the main livelihood strategy in this household?
Probe: agriculture, labor, business, tourism, self-employment?
6. Do you have your crop field?
Probe: how much, what do you do with it, what kind of crops, m2, private or lease?
7. Do you have any livestock?
Probe: how much, what type of livestock, what do you do with it (sell, own use)?
3. Questions related to the establishment of Bardia National Park
8. What do you know about the life of local people before the establishment of Bardia National Park in 1988?
Probe: own experience, family experience, daily activities, feelings?
9. What do you know about the access to natural resources (forest, livestock grazing area, other resources) before the
establishment of Bardia National Park?
Probe: own experience, family experience, changes, feelings?
10. What do you know about the changes in the life of the local people due to establishment of Bardia National Park?
Probe: own experience, family experience, personal preference, migration, restrictions on resource use, change in rights,
other livelihood?
11. What do you know about the support local people received from the government after the establishment of Bardia
National Park in 1988?
Probe: own experience, family experience, money, property (land), other types of support?12. Do you think that with the
establishment of Bardia National Park, it has created some problems in local people’s life?
Probe: own experience, family experience, preference of life, why, what problems?13. What do you think was the main
reason for the creation of Bardia National Park?
Probe: protection of wildlife, for local community, protection of forest and the resources, why?
4. CBC programs in the buffer zones
4.1. Buffer Zone Management System
14. Are you a member in a Buffer Zone User Group?
- If No: 14a) Do you know what the people discuss in these groups?
Probe: examples, changes in community, changes in your life/household, satisfied with functioning, equal
distribution (money, resources)
- If Yes: 14b) Can you describe your role, function?
Probe: for how long, how often do you meet, what do you discuss, examples, changes in community, satisfied
with functioning, equal distribution/treatment (money, resources), reduction wildlife interaction?
15. Are you involved in the Buffer Zone User Committee?
- If No: 15a) Do you know what the people discuss in the committee?
Probe: examples, changes in community, changes in your life/household?, satisfied with functioning, equal
distribution (money, resources)?
If Yes: 15b) Can you describe your role, function?
Probe: for how long, how often do you meet, what do you discuss, examples, changes in community, satisfied
with functioning, equal distribution/treatment (money, resources), reduction wildlife interaction?
16. What do you know about the functioning of the Buffer Zone User Council?
Probe: the chairpersons, responsibilities, reduction human-wildlife conflict, equal distribution (money, resource), own life
experience, feelings, improvements, what do they discuss, examples of changes in community?
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17. What is your opinion on the following statement: ‘Because of the Buffer Zone Management System, | have the feeling
that | have the power to influence decisions that have an impact on me/local people in the buffer zones’
Probe: agree, not agree, decision-making, feel heard, how much, why?
18. What do you know about the functioning of the National Park Authorities?
Probe: responsibilities, tasks, buffer zone programs, equal distribution (money, resource), own life experience, feelings,
examples of changes in community, improvements?
19. Are you involved in any other social group related to Wildlife Conservation?
If yes: 19a) What type of organization?
Probe: nature conservation clubs, eco-clubs, women environment sub-committees, nature guide associations,
community-based anti-poaching group, role, tasks, how long active?
4.2. Developments, Revenue Sharing Program, Buffer Zone Community Forest, Annual Grass-Cutting Program
20. Have you seen any changes in Thakurdwara/Shivapur in the last five years?
Probe: migration, roads, electricity, other houses, lodges, restaurant, tourists, schools, change in livelihood strategies,
feelings, migration, benefits, challenges, impact own household?
21. Have you seen some developments in Thakurdwara/Shivapur financed by the Park or other organizations (NTNC, WWF,
ZLS) on the community level?
Probe: education facilities, health facilities, other infrastructure developments such as canals, road networks, bridges, clean
drinking water, sanitation, solar lighting, infrastructures to mitigate Human-Wildlife Conflict, impact on household?
22. Bardia National Park provides different buffer zone programs (linked to revenue-sharing program) in order to promote
community development and wildlife conservation. You can think of programs related to infrastructure, education, eco-
tourism, stimulating biodiversity, increasing wildlife population, creating wildlife awareness programs etc. Are you involved
in any of these buffer zone programs?
If Yes: 22a) In what type of program are you involved?
Probe: construction/maintenance of infrastructure, promotion of alternative income-generating activities
(trainings/education, eco-tourism), community forest management (forest guard), annual grass cutting program,
buffer zone community forest?
23. What type of effects do you experience of the buffer zone programs (linked to revenue-sharing program) from Bardia
National Park?
Probe: positive, negative effects, developments from revenue-sharing program other incentive-based conservation
(development projects NGOs), aesthetic value of the park (health forest, clean and fresh environment), observing wildlife,
interaction with tourists, impact on livelihood?
24. Does CBC with its related developments and buffer zone programs bring you any challenges?
Probe: wildlife interference (e.g. damage, being awake during the night for guarding the crops), lack of compensation for
wildlife damage, restriction in resource use, lack of alternative resource collection area, non-cooperative NGOs' staff, effect
on livelihood?
25. What do you think of the Annual Grass Cutting Program?
Probe: what is the aim, positive, negative feelings, do you make use of it, why, contribution to livelihood?
26. What do you think of the Buffer Zone Community Forest?
Probe: what is the aim, positive, negative feelings, why do you make use of it (fodder, wood, grass), contribution to
livelihood?
5. Human-Wildlife Conflict in the buffer zones of Bardia National Park
5.1. Wildlife interaction (for all households - in general)
27. To what extent do you think the amount of times wildlife roaming around in the village has changed over the last five
years?
Probe: increased, decreased, what wildlife, patterns, different seasons, reasons of change, why/main reasons (education,
wildlife population, human population, distance to park)?
28. What do you think are the most problem causing wildlife in Thakurdwara/Shivapur?
Probe: spotted deer, wild boar, monkey, leopard, elephants, blue bull, rhinoceros, what types of damage?
29. What do you think about these wildlife that cause problems in your village?
Probe: feelings, effects on efforts to conserve wildlife?
30. Who do you think is responsible for managing these Human-Wildlife Conflict?
Probe: National park authorities, buffer zone institutions, local people, why?
31. Do you have the feeling that both Wildlife Conservation and Local needs are equally addressed or does the park and
other organizations focus too much on Wildlife Conservation now?
Probe: why?
32. How do you think Human-Wildlife Conflict could be reduced?
Probe: not entering the community forest/park during night, better fences, less wildlife, other livelihood strategies, other
examples, provided by whom, how financed?
33. Have you experienced any interaction with wildlife in the last five years?
Probe: what animals, what happened, feelings?
5.2. The next questions are only for those who experienced Human-Wildlife Conflicts
33. Can you tell me something about the different conflicts you experienced with wildlife in the last five years?
Probe: what wildlife (wild boar, monkey, leopard, elephants, blue bull, rhinoceros), what consequences (crop damage, food
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storage loss, livestock loss, property damage, human injuries/deaths, how often?
34. Can you mention the severity of Human Wildlife Conflict you experienced the last five year on a scale from 1-5, with 1
low Human Wildlife Conflict, and 5 high Human Wildlife Conflict?
Probe: scale 1-5, why, changed in the years? Low, medium high.
35. What do you think about these conflict causing animals?
Probe: change in attitude, why, reduce the population?
36. How did the Human-Wildlife Conflict affect or change your life?
Probe: daily activities, migration, work, job, emotions, food security, income, properties, emotions towards wildlife?
37. Has the Human-Wildlife Conflict changed your livelihood strategy?
If yes: 36a) What did you change in your livelihood strategy?
Probe: other strategy, more strategies, other role in the household, dependent on
type of conflict, dependent on type of wildlife?
36b) Did any other factors played a role in this change?
Probe: age, health, family issues?
38. What solutions were offered to you after the Human-Wildlife Conflict?
Probe: predator-roof corrals for livestock, unpalatable crops, support for auto rickshaw, tailoring, sewing, bee-keeping, bio-
gas installation, skill-based trainings, eco-tourism, small funds, provided by whom (NTNC, WWF, National Park), impact
livelihood, negotiation options.
39. Did you receive any compensation after the Human-Wildlife Conflict?
If yes:
39a). Can you tell me something about the process of the compensation you received?
Probe: how much, for what type of conflict, negotiation options, influence livelihood, feelings, improvements?
39b). How does the process of compensation influence your attitudes towards Wildlife Conservation?
Probe: less willing to help to conserve wildlife, to participate in buffer zone programs, no influence?
If no: 39b) Why not?
Probe: | don’t know about the compensation policy, other reasons, feelings?
40. What suggestions do you have to improve these solutions offered to you?
Probe: more compensation, concrete house, separate food storage, better fence, park habitat, other examples, who is
responsible?
41. What do you think about the following statement: ‘People who experienced Human-Wildlife Conflict are less willing to
contribute to Wildlife Conservation efforts’
Probe: agree, disagree, why, own opinion based on own experience?
42. Do you have the feeling that because of the experience of Human-Wildlife Conflict, you have a more negative view to
wildlife now?
Probe: agree, disagree, how much?
8. Closing questions related to wildlife conservation.

Statements Strongly Agree Neutral/50- Disagree | Strongly
agree 50 disagree

1. 1 would like to learn more about wild animals, their behavior
and ecology (behavior)

2. In case of severe conflict, problem animals should be killed

3. Itis fine for me that Wildlife is sometimes wandering around
in my village

4.1 am willing to contribute (more) to conservation efforts, so
wildlife will be better protected

5. Conserving wildlife is more important than the needs of the
local people

6.1 am worried about the effects of human wildlife conflicts on
the livelihoods of the local people in the buffer zones

7. Despite conflicts with wildlife, and even that some people
are being killed by wildlife, Wildlife Conservation should still be
one of the main priorities in this area (feeling)

8. 1 am willing to participate (more) to maintain electric fences
and physical barriers constructed to avoid conflict

9. Itis fine for me that Wildlife is sometimes feeding on crops
or livestock of local people, if that helps wildlife to survive
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Table 3. List of interviewed households

Demographics

Interview | Gender | Age | Village Ethnicity Human- | Education
No. Wildlife
Conflict
1 Male 41 Thakurdwara Tharu Yes Higher
education
2 Female 42 Thakurdwara Chettri Yes Secondary
3 Female 25 Thakurdwara Chettri Yes Secondary
education
4 Make 43 Thakurdwara Dalit Yes Primary
education
5 Male 30 Thakurdwara Brahmin Yes Higher
education
6 Female 63 Thakurdwara Tharu No No
education
7 Female 50 Thakurdwara Lower No No
education
8 Male 46 Thakurdwara Tharu Yes No
education
9 Male 46 Thakurdwara Tharu No Primary
education
10 Female 54 Thakurdwara Chettri No Higher
education
11 (not - - - - - -
recorded)
12 Male 54 Thakurdwara Chettri No Higher
education
13 Male 45 Thakurdwara Lower Yes Primary
education
14 Male 25 Thakurdwara Tharu Yes Secondary
education
15 Female 30 Thakurdwara Brahmin No Higher
education
16 Female 40 Thakurdwara Brahmin Yes Primary
education
17 Male 46 Thakurdwara Tharu No Higher
education
18 Female 37 Thakurdwara Lower/disa | Yes No
dvantaged education
19 Male 50 Thakurdwara Other Yes Secondary
(mugger) education
20 Female 32 Thakurdwara ? No ?
21 Male 57 Thakurdwara Tharu ? Primary
education
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22 Female 48 Thakurdwara Tharu No No
education
23 Female 44 Thakurdwara Tharu Yes No
education
24 Female 50 Thakurdwara Lower/disa | Yes No
dvantaged education
25 Female 48 Shivapur Chettri No No
education
26 Male 25 Shivapur Brahmin Yes Higher
education
27 Female 43 Shivapur Chettri No No
education
28 Male 49 Shivapur Chettri No Secondary
education
29 Female 71 Shivapur Chettri No No
education
30 Female 38 Thakurdwara Chettri No No
education
31 Male ? Thakurdwara ? Yes ?
32 Male 36 Shivapur Other No Secondary
(mugger) education
33 Female 45 Shivapur Chettri Yes No
education
34 Female 47 Shivapur Tharu Yes No
education
35 Female 46 Shivapur Tharu Yes No
education
36 Male 58 Shivapur Tharu Yes No
education
37 Female 64 Shivapur Chettri Yes No
education
38 Male 57 Shivapur Chettri Yes Primary
education
39 Male 62 Shivapur Tharu No Primary
education
40 Female 32 Shivapur Tharu No Higher
education
41 Male 40 Shivapur Tharu Yes Secondary
education
42 Male 61 Shivapur Tharu Yes No
education
43 Female 35 Shivapur Tharu Yes No
education
n
44 Female 62 Shivapur Lower/disa | Yes No
dvantaged education
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45 Female 61 Shivapur Brahmin Yes No
education

46 Male 56 Shivapur Tharu Yes No
education

47 Male 61 Shivapur Tharu No No
education

48 Male 45 Shivapur Chettri Yes Higher
education

Appendix IV. Field observation
Table 4.
What Whom/where Date
Visited Bardia National Park Bardia National Park 28-03-2019
& 30-03-2019

Stakeholder consultation: Workshop on Thakurdwara village, 15-04-2019

preparation of elephant conservation action plan Bardia

for Nepal

Stakeholder meeting: Tourism promotion Bardia Thakurdwara village, 19-04-2019

National Park with stakeholders. Bardia

Visited test fence in Bardia National Park NTNC & Himalayan 28-04-2019

Tiger Foundation

Visited elephant fence project in combination with  NTNC & Himalayan 29-04-2019

Himalayan Tiger Foundation Tiger Foundation

Workshop: Feasibility of green tax for sustainable WWEF, NTNC, Bardia 04-05-2019

financing of conservation and development National Park

Visited Bardia National Park WWEF 04-05-2019

Photo 3. Stakeholder Consultation Photo 4. Stakeholder meeting:
Workshop on Preparation of Tourism promotion Bardia National
Elephant Conservation Action Plan Park with stakeholders. Nepal (19"
for Nepal (11" of April, 2019). of April, 2019). Source: Author’s
Source: Author’s own. own.
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Appendix V. Focus Group Discussion

Focus Group Discussion guide — Saturday 20" April, 2019, Thakurdwara, Nepal
Moderator/note taker: Esther Leystra

Assistant/translator: Laxmi

Participants: six participants (4 female, 2 male)

Introduction

Welcome everyone. We would like to thank you all for taking some time to participate in this focus
group discussion. My name is Esther Leystra and for my master thesis of the Master’s Program
Sustainable Development at Utrecht University, The Netherlands, | am conducting a study in Bardia.
Together with my assistant and translator Laxmi we will conduct this focus group discussion and the
subject of today’s discussion is what people, living in the buffer zones around Bardia National Park,
think about CBC.

For the next half an hour/hour, we will ask you several questions related to Wildlife
Conservation and please feel free to drink and eat something. During this discussion it is very good if
you discuss things together as much as possible. There are no right or wrong answers, so feel free to
say what you think at any time you want, since | want to understand your opinions and perceptions
about CBC and especially Wildlife Conservation because they are very valuable for my research.

During this discussion, | will ask you questions and make some notes, however, since it is
impossible for me to write every word down on paper, we will also record the whole discussion. In
this way, we don’t miss anything that is said which increases the quality of the transcribing process.
Please do not be concerned about the idea that we are recording this discussion. This discussion will
remain completely confidential; we will only use first names in the discussion and when transcribing
this discussion, we will give each of you a number to anonymize you. Besides, the recording will be
securely stored so that it is not accessible to anyone outside the research team and after the
research, the recording will be destroyed. If someone does not agree with this, this is the moment to
indicate (asking the participants). One final note, if someone needs a break or wishes to stop
participating in this discussion, let us know. And finally, after this discussion and transcribing it, you
can ask us for the transcribed text and the final report if you are interested. Is everything clear? Does
everyone agree with the things being said here? Are there any ambiguities or questions before we
start? Yes/ No? (asking participants). Okay then we start with the discussion.

Opening question

1. As an introduction, let’s introduce ourselves first. Please tell us something about who you are and
where you are from.

- Introduction of the Chairman

- Introduction of the translator

- Introduction of the participants

Topic 1. Life around the Bardia National Park

2. We will start this discussion by thinking about Bardia National Park. Can you mention some wildlife
that lives in Bardia National Park? What do you think about these animals?

Probe: examples wildlife, feelings, emotions?

Topic 2. Transition guestions — Human-Wildlife Conflict

3. So sometimes the wildlife form the park also comes into the villages. Can you tell me something
about what do you think of the fact that some wildlife wanders around in your village?

Probe: emotions, feelings, happy, unhappy, why?

Topic 3. Key guestions: Human-Wildlife experiences

4. Can you tell me something about how the human-wildlife conflict you experienced in the last
years, and how it influenced your life?

Probe: types, last time, impact, livelihood strategy, income, food security, different role in household?
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5. What solutions were to you offered and how has that solution influenced your life?
Probe: predator roof corral, alternative crops, compensation, emotions, feelings?
6. To what extent do you think the solutions offered to you can be improved?
Probe: how, by whom, examples of solutions, other solutions on community level?
Topic 4. Closing questions: Feelings regarding Wildlife Conservation
7. So we now discussed some own experiences of Human-Wildlife Conflict, thank you for sharing that
information with me. The final question of this discussion is about Wildlife Conservation. Do you
think that because you experienced Human Wildlife Conflict in the last years, it changed your
feelings/behaviour towards Wildlife Conservation? Do you still receive enough benefits from the
buffer zone programs etc?
Probe: change in contribution? Why, examples? Member of wildlife conservation club?
Conclusion
We are now reaching the end of the discussion. Before ending this discussion, | will give you a short
summary of what is being discussed. (The chairman gives a short summary of what is being
discussed). Do you think this summary is complete, or are there still important points missing? And
does anyone have any further comments to add before we conclude this discussion? (Participants
can give feedback on the summary and/or give comments)

| would like to thank you all very much for your participation in this focus group discussion.
We will include all input you provided during the discussion in our research and report. As mentioned
earlier, you will remain anonymous and all information will be treated confidentially and with
respect. Concluding, we are very happy that you wanted to share your opinions, experiences and

perceptions with us as they are very valuable to assist in improving the effectiveness of aid in conflict
regions.

Table 5.

Partici | Gender | Ethnicity | Age | Village Type of Human- Year of

pant Wildlife Conflict injury/fatality

P1 Male Dalit 63 Shivapur Injured by elephant 2006

P2 Male Tharu 64 Thakurdwara Injured by elephant 2008

P3 Female | Tharu 62 Shivapur Husband got killed by | 1999
elephant

P4 Female | Tharu 60 Thakurdwara Husband got killed by | 2011
elephant

P5 Female | Tharu 68 Thakurdwara Husband got killed by | 2006
elephant

P6 Female | Tharu 58 Shivapur Husband got killed by | 1993
rhinoceros
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Property damage? Oﬂmebfhlgnw 0 Elephant G 0 Rhinoceros RED 00-5 times fye o (0 W 4 wou Wiy wh |
0 Ne @0 0 Livestock shade house (09 OWild Boar D) 0 Leopard fhgem 0 510 times fyear & W 10 woW)
0 Yes @) @ & 54 OOther (W 0 Tiger () 0 Blue bull (D 0 10-30 times/ year G0 W % w29)
OOther (W 0. > 30 times fy cor (W0 S0 W W)
Foodstorage damage? | OWheat (i) O Maize (o) O Elephant el O Wild Boor o) 00-5 times fyeor (o e 4 v oy v
0 No @0 Olentds (W) O Mustard (i) 0 Monkey (RO 0 Rhinccercs e 0 510 times fyear & W 10 W)
0 VYes @) o & 57 0 Paddy/Mice @D O Mint () 0 Spotted deer (IR0 Blue bull 0 1030 timey/ year G0 W %0 W)
0Potate (WD 0 Banana @ Brwrg 0 > 30 times fy car (00 T2W W W)
0 Vegetables o) OOther @ . .
OOther (e
Human injuries/ O Normal wounded (W WD) O Elephant Gl 0 Ahinoceros MWD 0Only 1 time in the last 5 years
death? O Deeply wounded (WIS T 0 Tiger () O Leopard (Ngm N TEF T ¢ W wafanr
0 No @0 0 Death case OPD 0 Blue bull Geeed 02 timesin the last Syears
0 Yes @) @ & 54 OOther (e 3 TIE TR & W

03 timesin the last Syears
3 TEE W ¢ W oW
0> 3 times in the last S years
3 72w veRr afy noar ¢ Wi wafaer
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17 What has been e impact of this/these condiict On yo ur e 7 (e e sy 1ot it Deorer e ey rint o
0 Crarge In orowng crops (Other rop, NOt Rrowng 90 oo crops armare) ol dfmoty ar woer ol oy

O Mgrason (moved 10 other pRco/Nonise ww sy warw wsrpmny 0 Unabie %0 wark s
0 Mo foar towards Widhide wien oy wmwesr am O Bulchrg/ou it an mprove/concrete house (sprher « wlwy s [y
0 Lews food/rechi @ food security e pererw wiv 0 Charge in joby ncome earning activity fivelhood strategy) i seeare lsarbry
0 Crarge In vestock hddm; Ll L T R 0 Buldhrg/concrete corral house Sor vestock (wrwsres splyw aie ewivy
QOMer i ... ... e L AR R LR LR EX
18 Have you flled in ary <mm|m!am atter B Muman Widide Cantict in the et Sve years (o & o wwger ot el oeedt
o ey gt w0

0 Mo, go 1o Question 19 @, 10T YL W wrgin)
0 Yes, what dd you receive ! 8 W W W & oy W 1)
OMan oy (V) 0 Predator roat corral for Ivestock Gaeedy wer yaftgdt W0
OMatedals far cormtmiction of house O vl wiv e
OMatenals forcormtmiction of corrd house/ded lestock (e el wity srev)
0O®er o . ONothog (M N e

19 Mo sanslied e you with the received compernaton (0 Wl sewes & vl wgw e
O Mgty sate fod G WD O 5350 ioc (WMD) ONeuval (WD O Duwatishod (N0 O Hoghly dasats fod (8 e

1. Statem ents refated 1o Wikdide Conservation (wewwy W weiwr yewy)
3.1 Uftects of Bardha Nasonal Park and the miated develo pmen ts (i aigy Pegwr wer fosrwer wrey)

20 To what extent do you aree with the ilowing statements? Strorgly Agree (| Neutmal (| Diagree | Strargly
o wrervw oo s aPe 1) srec gt | WW | ww) | eagree 0t
- Loon]

1. Becaus e of BINFP andd its related develo prments ftouriem, road, job
o) my Ilomtmaond*:v-..'*
Nwrw o wpere Revwerens gy -

2 1am satisted with the curment benedits | receive fram BNFP and s
ey el prnents ftouriem, road, o etc) (i oige ey wer el wroel
oot Pewrwers st vivewes w g g 0

b Irecene mare Denedits than negatve eflects fram Wildhide

Corv ey aton (g Wous e &t Pverar srer s s ol e )

3.2 Dxtmcson of s ources

21 Mow satished are you with .7 wwew wielt W g ) gl satefied ( | Newtral | Nt ot
wrdied (| e - satisted wlied

™ g [y o] auur

1.The uter 2one Community fomst e g amount of resonrces, amaunt of
LAnes you can enter, e prce you need 10 pay | (esenll wngaier wvit i

1.The Arvvaal Grass Ontrg Mrogram e g amount of resonrces, amount of
Lot Yo Can enter, T1e pace you need 10 pay | (N SN W v v wok

13 Level of participation -0
22 Mawsatisted areyou wit ) ewl wbe sl W P 1) righly satefied ( | Newtral | Nt N
wrdied (| v L] sativted sasslied

ey ”wﬂ

1.The power local people have n deciwon making (Developments &

Distribntion of money, natwral s ources, developmen t propec s, HWC

meanres ok | becaus e of e Bulder Jone Management System which

Inchuddes the Budfer Zone User Geoups, Bufder Zone User Commitiee, and

Buter Zone User Counal ! Gemonll Srel o vl st vosr iy, Pvere, oy
]

1.The power local people have 10 indlence dec s io s which aremade by the
Local Govemment 7 { Diswibation of money, naturd resowrces, develop ment
PO jects, WWC meanres o | (i wosrel wif Iiesr loarware wvlt vow iy,
w’ﬂhﬂwnmu“**“
oew

1. The power local people have 0 indlence dec s o which aremade by the
National Pak authorises? (Dmtntantion of money, natuwral reso woes,
dewelopment proects, WWC measres o | gt w8 vy Aoy wit

w“wﬂ*"ﬂwnwﬂu"w
oL L LT}

10 Wi e Consenation (W You)
21 Rark telaiowngneeds it pucammm! m.n have In the arder of 1 imost impartant) % 3 (somewhat important)

rvmondlmboﬂﬂ“ A . ~ o add nunoer hece | O Ny e feghen
Cannm!ymaoavm!m ek i ber hece ) @ WO W g

- .
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12 31sements related 1o Wildide Corveryason ey Weew de v

Strorgly

g(

Newtral
Lo

Svongy
dugree
S

CR R L O O R L

A e e e I R T e e ARL L

e N I ST ERT

WOAREN YIEEE TATE U MIRR WE TART ST S Y s

A A e e e N L

R e R R R R LR LR e T

B e e e R AL AL L R R T T
el e e

R L N T ETeT

LR R A A R NI E T I R R Ry

You have mached heend of the survey w for youur kind cooperaton. Do you ke 10 add aryiing maore that we havenot covered?

o wwlwt ity ey | el Sl et el il e e e ()
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Appendix VII. - Wildlife damage relief guideline/ (2012-2013).

Compensation form — 18th of April, 2019 (Translated from Nepali)

Wildlife Human Casualties Animal (livestock Property Storage of | Crop
species predation: damage crops /food | damage
bullock/buffalo/cow (house for | (damage) (crop
hybrid, others — goat, | living & land area
pig, cow etc.) livestock & nature
shade of
house & damage)
corn of
stock
(Vakari)
Normal Deeply Death
wounded wounded case
Elephant v v v v v v
Rhino N4 N4 N4 N4
Tiger v v v v
Bear N4 N4 N4
Common v v v v
leopard
Snow v v v v
leopard
Clouded J v v v
leopard
Wulf v v v v
Wild dog v v v v
Wild boar V4 V4 V4 v
Wild N4 N4 N4 N4
buffalo/Gaur
Mugger / v v Ve Ve
Maggar
crocodile
Python v v v
Indian Bison | / v v

Notes:

- Wildlife damage relief guideline/ (2012-2013).
- Nepali government
- Unchanged policy until now.
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