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Factors affecting Crop Damage by the Wild Boar (Sus scrofa)™

: A case study in Geochang County, Gyeongnam Province, Korea

Seong-Min Lee?, Eun-Jae Lee?, Hee-Bok Park’, Chang-Wan Seo™
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ABSTRACT

Wild boars have expanded their habitats in Korea in recent years and caused serious social problems such as
crop damage and appearance in urban areas. This study was carried out from May to October 2012 to investigate
the environmental factors that affect crop damage based on actual cases reported in Geochang County of
Gyeongnam Province, Korea. The analysis showed that the damages by wild boars occurred mainly between
August and September, and rice was damaged most often while sweet potatoes were damaged most intensely.
The results indicated that the damages were related to the wild boars' preference of crop and the seasonal
availability of crops. Other factors that affected the crop damage included the slope, the topographic relief, and
the distances from forest, stream, road, and residential area. There was no significant difference of

1 "2 20174 49 179, 24 (12 201749 109 169, 23k 201849 29 119), AAEHY 20189 49 4
Received 17 April 2017; Revised (1st: 16 October 2017, 2nd: 11 February 2018); Accepted 4 April 2018
2 hAAMFEALY, Daejeon Sejong Research Institute, Daejeon 34863, Korea
3 S HAYE Y, National Institute of Ecology, Seocheon- gun 33657, Korea
a o] =Bo 20164 gjghular @oEol sharel Eache] A%l EALAF(TA M E: NRE-2016R1C1B2010972)2] 2| Lo] o]a}o]

A= A5

* WAIA A} Corresponding author: dharmascw@nie.re.kr



141 o[l - o] A - ur8]% - A3k sHaAEekel ) 82(2) 2018

environmental factor according to damage intensity, suggesting that the wild boars tended to attack the same
cropland repeatedly and thus accumulating the damage. Our study suggests that reducing crop damages by wild
boars will require cultivating crops less preferred by wild boars, installing electric fences, and controlling wild

boar population with hunting and trapping.

KEY WORDS : ENVIRONMENTAL FACTOR, GIS, HUMAN - WILDLIFE CONFLICT, WILDLIFE
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Fig 1. Map of study area in Geochang County, Gyeonam
Province, Korea.
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Fig 2. The damaged points by wild boars in Geochang
County, Gyeonam Province, Korea from May to
October in 2012.
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Fig 3. Monthly frequencies of crop damage caused by
wild boars.
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Fig 4. Seasonal damage intensity caused by wild boars
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Aug, Harvesting season: Sep-Oct). Bars with
different letters are statistically significant(P<0.05).
Vertical lines represent SD(standard deviation).
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Tablel. Differences in characteristics of environmental factors among two types of damaged areas and control.

Damaged area

Environmental factors Rice field Dry field Control F P
(n=88) (n=56) (n=144)
Elevation(m) 416.7£119.3 411.6+142.8 391.2+133.4 1.184 0.308
Slope(*)" 17.1+9.3° 14.7+7.9° 8.5+5.9° 39.56 <0.001
Relief’ 14.449.4° 11.8+5.9° 6.9+4.1° 38.21 <0.001
Forest(m)’ 40.1425.4° 43.6+35.7° 97.24100.1° 20.43 <0.001
Stream(m)" 116.3£92.6" 158.7+122.9° 583.8+646.7 34.13 <0.001
Road(m)’ 683.9+518.4° 526.4+471.4° 373.8+372.5° 13.63 <0.001
Residence(m)” 451.7£304.4° 304.94+239.4° 251.14197.9° 18.81 <0.001

" means with different superscript letters are significantly different(Tukey HSD, P<0.05).
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