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Abstract: The human-animal conflict risk map reveals the spatial pattern of risk and
helps to identify priority areas for mitigating the risk of wildlife accidents. This study takes

four counties involved in Sanjiangyuan National Park as research area and the township
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as the research unit. Based on the regional disaster system theory, we constructed a human-animal conflict risk assess-

ment model from four aspects: the risk of disaster-causing factors, the sensitivity of hazard-bearing environment, the vul-

nerability of hazard-bearing bodies, and risk prevention capacity, and comprehensively evaluated the spatial risk and over-

all risk of human-animal conflict in the study area. The results showed that the factors affecting the risk of human-animal

conflict included animal density, number of incidents, normalized difference vegetation index (NDVI), population density,

wild prey density, distance from rivers, distance from settlements, and livestock density. The risk of human-animal conflict

in Sanjiangyuan National Park has an obvious spatial differentiation pattern. The risk was generally higher in the central

area than in the eastern and southern areas, and the higher risk areas were mainly distributed in the townships of Zhidoi

County and Qumarleb County in the Yangtze River Source Park, accounting for 97. 07% of the area. It is concluded that the

risk of human-animal conflict in the Sanjiangyuan National Park is generally high. The results of the study provide a scien-

tific basis for determining the factors influencing the risk of human-animal conflict and precise prevention and control of wild-

life accidents.
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Fig. 1 Risk evaluation indicators of human-animal conflict disaster
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Tab. 1 Human-animal conflict disaster risk evaluation index weights

st AR g
Indicator name Weights vture of
the indicator

ST TE Animal density 0.370 +
B YR Number of incidents 0. 630 +
Y] i 8 B9 Distance from river 0.118 -
WF A= A ) %% BE Wild prey density 0.518 +
1 i 5 B BS Distance from settlements 0. 061 -
NDVI 0. 304 +
N F1% Population density 0.325 +
P E % Livestock density 0. 675 +
PEF B Livestock insurance rate 1. 000 -

T + RN AR (B, XU B g 5 — 27 8 B R B 7 , XU
R

Note: + indicates that the higher the value of the indicator, the
higher the risk; — indicates that the higher the value of the indicator, the

lower the risk.
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Tab. 2 Classification of human-animal conflict risk zones in Sanjiangyuan National Park %
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Classification level Risk of disaster

Sensitivity of hazard-

Vulnerability of Risk prevention Comprehensive

causing factors bearing environment hazard-bearing body capacity risk evaluation
{I% Lower 21.51 16.79 24.47 6.95 12.21
1 Middle 18.91 30. 45 41.60 15.71 38.21
8% Higher 25. 64 22.10 16.38 47.94 29.07
= High 21.99 12. 68 10. 92 17.90 12.77
W& Extremely high 11.95 17.97 6.63 10. 68 7.72
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Tab. 3 Percentage of human-animal conflict points at different risk levels
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Human-animal conflict points
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RS X Low risk area
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B XU [X. Higher risk area
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4215 20. 14
5296 25.31
10 803 51.62

4 iTig

4.1 MBS

AWFFE N B vh 5 3 J0 A R 8 R 7 4 2
14 D77 s B B X R G e, M 28 1Y
R F PRI R RARF; T K e T 44 T7
T AL SRS AR T — VLU R el i v 4 B A e
4 25 Ti] XU , R 9 465 SR A ] S ok 31 T A v KO

(97.07%) , UESE T 9 F WU PE A 468 T 7 N i e s
(] KU A P B8 R o IS E 45 SR O il N b 5%
DR AR A T 15 L, O A s A BRI E R
G2 fip N i 5 AU, ) EL Rl s B AR i,
AW TE 45 AR BE S 1 52 E AN IE 22 BNt s % 4
SEHT S MR E RZ & BB S (AU BT S
DRy N 5 e RS 3 X, 5 AR 435 22 L A RR
S NE g RS X R B ST 2 e B




154 LIS SO B 7/ B SO 74 545 3%
A R B &
&1 Legend ] Legend

= AU X Low risk area
= XU X Medium risk area
T B KUK Higher risk area
B KUK X High risk area

03570 140 210 280 km
e KU X Extremely high area

RS X Low risk area
= U X Medium risk area
0 A AU X Higher risk area
5 AU X High risk area

03570 140 210 280 km
= {7 KU X Extremely high area  ———————

C N

&1 Legend

= AU X Low risk area
RS X Medium risk area
T B KU X Higher risk area
5 KU X High risk area

03570 140 210 280 km
e . —_
17 5 XU X Extremely high area

D N

& Legend

= fIGAUS IX. Low risk area
XU [X. Medium risk area
0 535 XU [X. Higher risk area
= 75 KUK X High risk area

03570 140 210 280 km
e . —_
5 XU X Extremely high area

& Legend

B (I KU X Low risk area
5 KU X Medium risk area
0 45 o KU X Higher risk area
B 20 AU X High risk area

A 03570 140 210 280 km
W 7 KU X Extremely high area  ——t————

A, BOATRERE s B, IS HUENE ; . ARIHRNESS s D. BRI RE ST B, KBRLEAITAN .

A. Risk of disaster-causing factors; B. Sensitivity of hazard-bearing environment; C. Vulnerability of hazard-bearing body; D. Risk prevention ca-

pacity; E. Comprehensive risk evaluation.
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Fig. 2 Risk zoning map of human-animal conflict risk in Sanjiangyuan National Park
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