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ABSTRACT

Wild tigers experience unparalleled coercion due to habitat destruction, prey reduction and commercial poaching. The 
Indian tiger (Panthera tigris tigris) one of the world's most endangered carnivore species, and is now thought to be in the 
verge of extinction in the wild. Sariska National Park in India is considered to be a highly suitable habitat for the tigers. 
Relocation and change in habitat of these living giant creatures is a thought of study for their survival and existence in 
the coming future considering change in climatic conditions. But the main problem for the tigers in the new habitat will 
be poaching and the human-wildlife conflicts. Integrated geospatial techniques provide accurate, cost-effective as well as 
time-effective method for habitat evaluation. The aim of the study is current status followed by opportunities and 
challenges. The results point out a large and comprehensive research on each of these issues, in particular on the 
community involvement in wildlife management and government policies.

Research Article

INTRODUCTION

India is the seventh largest country in the world and Asia's 
second largest nation with an area of 3,287,263 km2 , a 
national border of 15,200 km, and a coastline of 7516 km. 
The people of the Indian subcontinent were once blessed 
with some of the most profuse natural gifts: verdant forests, 
water-stocked Himalayan ranges, rich coastal fish 
resources, productive estuaries, grassy pastures, and 
bountiful river systems (Srivastava, 2009; Walston et al., 
2010; Change and Wang, 2009 Gurnell et al., 2002). Years 
of mismanagement, however, have degraded our forests, 
wounded our coastline, and poisoned our aquifers with 
devastating results. Today, India contains 172 species 
(2.9% of the world's total number) of animals that are 
considered to be globally threatened by the IUCN. These 
include 53 species of mammals, 69 species of birds, 23 
species of reptiles, and 3 species of amphibians. 
Establishment of protected areas (PAs) has been the most 

widely accepted means of biodiversity  and wildlife 
conservation so far, supported by national and international 
agencies. However, alarming loss of habitat makes it 
difficult for wildlife to adapt. The reason for such alarming 
habitat loss is because international conservation policies 
have neglected considering niche habitats of species when 
setting targets for the expansion of protected areas. The 
global protected area network, which implies forests or 
other ecosystems protected under law, don't cover the 
environmental or climatic conditions required by a 
majority of 19,937 vertebrate species assessed in the study. 
The loss of Sariska Tigers Reserve (STR) was the most 
prominently broadcast wildlife story in post-Independence 
India (Butfiloski et al., 1997; Rittenhouse et al., 2006; Roy 
et al., 1995; Singh et al., 2009).

Natural forests and wild animals that live in it can still live 
without the help of humans. Whereas human society cannot 
maintain its existence for many days in the absence of them 
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(Kushwaha et al., 2000; Kushwaha et al., 2004b; Larson et 
al., 2003; Aspinall and Veitch, 1993). As much as centuries 
of thought have been given to the ancient Indian society 
about conservation of natural resources and wildlife, it is 
not even in Western knowledge. But the irony is that today, 
foreigners are telling us about conservation of nature and 
wildlife, while conservation of nature is a part of our Indian 
way of life.

Formerly a dominant part of Sariska's ecology and culture, 
tigers were missing from some areas of this landscape for 
decades before being officially declared extirpated (locally 
extinct) in 2005.In July 2008, two tigers from 
Ranthambhore National Park were relocated to Sariska 
Tiger Reserve. Another female tiger was relocated in 
February 2009 (Sankar et al., 2010). Also, translocations 
will likely increase in popularity after Jhala et al. (2015) 
reported a 30% increase in India's tiger population, now 
reported at 2,226. Rising tiger populations in isolated 
protected areas (PAs) pose a conservation concern, as 
competition for resources can expedite intra-specific 
conflict (conflict within a species population), prompting 
translocations. Effective conservation of the endangered 
tiger depends upon reliable knowledge of factors driving 
genetic differentiation and population connectivity (Reddy 
et al 2017). As per state forest department, the major factor 
which tilted the scales against Sariska, despite the honest 
intentions with which the tiger relocation programme 
started here, is the presence of 29 villages inside the 
reserve, Sariska is on the verge of losing its tigers once 
again. There is a great need for conservation of wildlife 
while studying the causes of wildlife loss in STR. it was 
hypothesized that stress caused by these anthropogenic 
pressures in the habitat might have an influence on the 
reproductive potential of the introduced tigers in Sariska 
and a study was conducted (Bhattacharjee et al., 2015).

This study makes an explorative overview on two main 
research topics in policies of wildlife management in 
Sariska tiger reserve: current status followed by 
opportunities and challenges. The results point out a large 
and comprehensive research on each of these issues, in 
particular on the community involvement in wildlife 
management and government policies.

1.  Wildlife and Environment
The pressure of development has led us to the brink of 
environmental crisis today by prudent exploitation and 
exploitation of natural products that now even the survival 
of the natural is in crisis. In such a situation, what will be 
the value of our priceless heritage wildlife? Lack of pure 
life, degradation of soil origin from contaminated water, 
fertilizers and synthetic chemicals, shrinking natural 

forests, increasing temperature due to gaseous pollution in 
the atmosphere, depletion of organic-borne nutrients in 
food grains and lack of rainfall, etc. (Bian and West, 1997; 
Brooks, 1997; Conner and Leopold, 1998; Craighead, 
2008). Today, if there is a stroke, then a question mark is 
automatically put on the conservation of vegetation and 
wildlife. In other countries of the world, wild animals have 
been destroyed due to hunting and their neglect. As a result, 
the number of wild animals and birds has remained very 
low. Many breeds have perished. Therefore, in such a 
situation, the need was felt to protect and preserve these 
wild animals in national parks, protected forest areas. 
Therefore, like many countries, national parks, sanctuaries 
have also been established in India (Debeljak et al., 2001; 
Donovan et al., 1997; Edenius and Mikusinski, 2006)..

2. Sariska Tiger Reserve : At the verge of loos wildlife 
The Sariska Tiger Reserve (STR), is compromised of the 
Sariska Wildlife Sanctuary and adjoining areas in the 
Alwar district of Rajasthan, a state in India (Kumar et al., 
2018a; Kumar et al., 2018b; Kumar et al., 2014a; Kumar et 
al., 2014b; Kumar et al., 2012; Rani et al., 2011) STR 

2 stretching for 1200 Km located between 27°13' N to 27°31' 
N latitudes and from 76°15' E to 76°33' E longitudes 
(Figure 1). It lies in Alwar district of Rajasthan state in 
India. Government of Rajasthan (2007) notified three 
distinct zones in STR viz. critical tiger habitat (881.11 

2 2Km ), protected forest (276.14 Km ) and reserved forest 
2(604.97 Km ).

Prior to the formation of the state of Rajasthan, the Reserve 
was a part of the Alwar princely state, managed solely to 
supply hunting grounds for the royals. After India's 
independence, Government of Rajasthan assumed control 
of the Reserve. The Sariska was declared as a Wild Life 
Reserve area in 1955 under the Rajasthan Wild Animals & 
Birds Protection Act of 1951. The park was brought under 
Project Tiger in the second phase of the Project's expansion 
from 1978-79. In 1982, the land was declared as Tiger 
Reserve. The Ministry of Environment & Forests (MoEF) 
issued guidelines to the state government to delineate the 
Critical Tiger/wildlife habitats in tiger reserves / protected 
areas. According to the guidelines, delineating of critical 
tiger habitat (CTH) is required for the sustenance of a 
viable population of tiger and other wild animals in tiger 
reserves and protected areas. For supporting viable 
population of tigers, a minimum inviolate space of 800-

21,000 km  should be maintained based on tiger life history 
parameters, territory sizes, and population viability 
analysis.

According to the tiger census of October 2018 in this 
national park famous for tigers, there are a total of 18 tigers, 



but it is not that only tigers are found here, this national 
park of India has always been a natural habitat of wildlife, 
and among these wildlife Some are predatory animals and 
some are prey animals. Among the wildlife found here, you 
get to see magnificent wildlife like wild cat, Indian 
leopard, golden jackal, nilgai, striped hyena, caracal, wild 
boar, deer, fox, sambar, chital, rhesus macaque, langur. The 
environment of this sanctuary is very favorable for bird 
habitat. In this park you can find a confluence of migratory 
and native birds. Indian peacock, bush quail, golden-
backed woodpecker, Indian eagle-owl, gray partridge, 
white-throated kingfisher, Native and exotic birds such as 
trepees, sandgrass, crested snake eagles are seen.

Primary hetrotrophs
The herbivorous animals or the primary consumers which 
depends on the producers in the preceding paragraphs are 
Sambhar, Nilgai, Chital, Wildboar and Chausingha. They 
are distributed through out of area. Their distribution 
pattern is governed by the food habits. Deep dense woody 
areas mainly in the valleys like kalighati, Silibery, Jhaj, 
Naldeshwar Panidhal, Bandipul etc. are occupied by the 
Sambher while outskirts of these valleys which are having 
plain land with modest slop are liked by the Chital, Nilgai 

and Wild boar. The Langur (Presbytis entellus Eschsch.) is 
common through forest but their concentration is near 
temples.

Secondary hetrotrophs
The Leopard (Panthera pardus L.) and Tiger (Panthera 
tigris L.) are the principle predators. Important niches of 
tigers are Bandipur, Algwal, Tarunda, Tunda Chhalipaj, 
Chamoli, Slopka, Kalighati and Jahaj. The Leopard prefers 
outskirts of the forest tract but also in the tiger niches. 
Though the vegetation is not very dense here you are 
unlikely to spot tigers in the daytime as the tigers at Sariska 
are nocturnal creatures. Sariska national park is home to 
numerous carnivores, including Rusty Spotted Cat 
(Prionailurus rubiginosus L.), Jackal (Canis aureus L.), 
Leopard (Panthera pardus L.), Caracal (Caracal caracal 
Schreb.), Jungle Cat (Felis chaus Schreb.), Tiger 
(Panthera tigris L.), Hyena (Hyaena hyaena) and Wild 
Dog (Cuon alpinus Pallas.). These feed on an abundance of 
prey species such as Sambar (Rusa unicolor Kerr.), Cheetal 
(Axis axis Erxleben.), Nilgai (Boselaphus tragocamelus 
Pallas.), Chausingha (Tetracerus quadricornis  
Blainville.), Wild Boar (Sus scrofa L.), Civet (Viverricula 
indica Dasmerest.), Palm Civet (Paradoxurus 
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Figure1: Map of Study area 



1. Community and wildlife conflict
Very high anthropogenic disturbances due to large number 
of villages in core and adjoining areas, organized 
poaching, high pilgrimage, state highways passing through 
the core area, low strength of frontline staff for 
enforcement, lack of commitment and careless approach 
were some of the identified factors responsible for local 
extinction of tigers. Local people also move in and out 
Sariska extensively, as selling livestock milk is the primary 
economic activity. Consequently, livestock graze and 
fodder is collected from inside Sariska and the buffer daily 
(Jain and Sajjad, 2016). These and other pressures (e.g., 
highway traffic, pilgrimage traffic, village relocation, tree 
felling) continue to impact Sariska (Johnsingh & 

Madhusudan, 2009). About 2254 families live in the core 
area while about 12000 families live around the Critical 
Tiger Habitat (Garcia and Armbruster, 1997; Gerrad et al., 
2001; Gurnell et al., 2002) thus making this reserve as 
human dominated landscape that is subjected to immense 
anthropogenic pressures. Tigers only have 50 km2 of the 
882 km2 reserve to themselves due to villages inside 
Sariska and other anthropogenic pressures (Sebastian, 
2016).

Some researchers with a political ecologist view attribute 
the poor performance to the failure to devolve authority to 
local communities and unequal distribution of tangible 
economic benefits around PAs (Heglund, 2002; Jessup, 
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hermaphroditus Pallas.) Sariska is also well known for its 
large population of Rhesus Monkeys (Macaca mulatta 
Zimmermann), which are found in large numbers around 
Talvriksh. The avian world includes the Great Indian 
Horned Owl (Bubo bubo L.) Peafowl (Pavo cristatus L.), 

Grey Partridge (Perdix perdix L.), Golden backed Wood 
Pecker (Dinopium benghalense L.), Bush Quail (Perdicula 
asiatica Sykes.), Sand Grouse (Pterocles indicus Gmel.), 
Crested Serpent Eagle (Spilornis cheela Latham) and Tree 
Pie (Dendrocitta vagabunda Latham) (Figure 2).

Figure 2: Faunal diversity in Sariska Tiger Reserve.



1998; Kamat, 1986; Keith et al., 2008). On the contrary, 
biologists claim that wildlife species are at risk if local 
people are given more priority over conservation 
objectives. (T Kelly and Goulden, 2008; Kushwaha et al., 
2004; Kushwaha et al. 2004). But the general consensus is 
that such projects if successful, would lead to better 
support from local communities towards conservation. 
Non-recognition of community role by state in 
conservation has led to conflicts over land and poachers 
took the opportunity of it. Also, human-tiger conflict is a 
major problem. The future of conservation now depends on 
solutions that minimize these conflicts.

Wildlife policies and  implication in India
Enforcement of various wildlife and forests laws in any 
protected area is the key to the protection of biological 
diversity of the area. Although many studies have been 
done in Sariska tiger reserve focusing mainly on the 
ecological, biological and technical aspects of floral and 
faunal components of the landscape (Sankar and 
Johnsingh, 2002: Lai et al., 2000; Lancia et al., 1982; 
Larson et al., 2003; Luck, 2002b; Lurz et al., 2008; Osborn 
et al., 2001; Ozesmi and Mitsch, 1997) or critical review of 
the working of forest department with local communities 
(Radeloff et al., 1999; Rittenhouse et al., 2006; 
Schamberger et al., 1982) but the studies related to wildlife 
law enforcement are still lacking.Despite challenges 
associated with patrolling vast landscapes (Schamberger 
and O'Neil, 1986; Senapathi et al., 2007), research 
suggests that frontline law enforcement presence is 
necessary to curb wildlife crimes (Shalaby et al., 
2007).Wildlife Protection Act, 1972 is comprehensive 
enough to tackle the crisis with regard to wild life 
protection. However, it is believed that, in spite of having 
comprehensive legislation, there is no sign of reduction in 
the poaching of wild animals and other offences related to 
habitat destruction in many of PAs, therefore, it can be 
concluded that enforcement mechanism is suffering decay 
from within (Store and Jokimäki, 2003). Accordingly, it 
raises the question with regard to effective implementation 
of the provisions of wildlife law. The draft National 
Tourism Policy of 1997 in India, speaks of “maintaining a 
judicious balance between conservat ion and 
development”. The policy addresses social and 
environmental impacts and also suggests guidelines for 
sustainable growth, but does not discuss the legal or 
institutional framework for activities that would contribute 
to sustainable development, for example wildlife tourism, 
or the role of local communities in tourism development. It 
is also seen that the enforcement mechanism of the laws in 
India for the conservation and protection of wildlife is also 
complicated in nature. The laws, on one hand, enable the 
forest officers to protect the forests resources, but they are 

not given any powers to make policies pertaining to the 
situation which further creates problems in the confiscation 
of the felled timber or the poached animal. It was concluded 
that the protection of forest and wildlife depends on the 
efficient enforcement of meticulous provisions by the 
enforcement agencies (Poddar, 2017). Implementation of 
existing forest and wildlife laws in a protected area or a 
tiger reserve is the determining factor for the long term 
conservation of biological diversity of that area.

Wildlife policies are typically motivated by the wildlife 
species imposing an external cost of some kind, e.g., on 
agricultural or forestry production, or by the species 
providing benefits that have public good characteristics, 
e.g., if the species is threatened and its preservation is 
considered highly valuable. There is a large body of 
literature on voluntary cooperation on management of 
natural resources, but we have not found applications to 
wildlife resources in this regard. However, conditions for 
successful voluntary cooperation are restrictive, and 
governmental interventions with coercive power are often 
needed for improved management.

CONCLUSION
Local communities are vulnerable to the establishment of 
protected areas, particularly in developing countries since 
their livelihoods are dependent on them. They pay 
indirectly not only by loss of access to resources like fuel 
wood, fodder and other non-timber forest products, but 
often by direct losses from crop and livestock raiding by 
wild animals dispersing from protected areas. Some 
researchers with a political ecologist view attribute the 
poor performance to the failure to devolve authority to 
local communities and unequal distribution of tangible 
economic benefits around protected areas. On the contrary, 
biologists claim that wildlife species are at risk if local 
people are given more priority over conservation 
objectives. Linking communities with conservation goal 
can be a viable option however, linking economic benefits 
to conservation is difficult where wildlife is highly 
endangered, pressure on biomass resources is high, and 
stakeholders are many. 
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