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Executive summary 

Threats: the main pressures come from pasturing, fuelwood and timber collection and from 

poaching of game species. Camels were widely present in the zapovednik, despite this being illegal. 

In areas closest to villages, most standing and down timber had been taken. All threats are probably 

increased as a result of resentment due to loss of water resources by communities. 

 

Adaptive management: there is little management in place, mainly providing access to water for 

animals during the dry season. There is limited understanding of potential climate change impacts 

and no active restoration except for an animal breeding programme. There is clearly potential for 

increased management, although this will require more and better trained staff. Restoration 

projects are justified only if existing pressures (mainly from humans) can be reduced. 

 

Training needs: further training was urgently needed, and a draft list of subjects drawn up: 

 Botanical knowledge – identification and ecology 

 Zoological knowledge – as above 

 Modern survey and mapping techniques, including  camera trapping 

 Use of computers and relevant software 

 Habitat management 

 Communication and social training, particularly with local communities 

 Analytical techniques 

 

Key points from the METT analysis: six main points came through clearly from the analysis 

 

1. Equipment: There is clearly need for equipment and a vehicle, plus motorbikes, would improve 
the opportunities for management. Many other items of equipment were also identified, with a 
prioritised list being developed: computer and software, video, camera, binoculars, communication 
radios, uniforms, field tools, mobile microscope, observation tower, GPS and colour printer.  

 

2. Community relations: access to water resources is essential and carrying out estimates of the cost 

and practicality of piping water from the wells now in the zapovednik is a priority. Further work is 

needed to rebuild trust, including regular meetings with surrounding communities.  

 

3. Rangers: Training of rangers is important along with building pride in the job as a profession. 

Discussions with the International Rangers’ Federation would be helpful. 

 

4. Protected area design: a distinct project to look at options is justified to improve overall 

conservation values. This should additionally consider the social impacts of any changes. 

 

5. Training of scientists: it was noted that there are a lack of scientists and an ageing population 

within the scientific community. Training needs have been outlined above. 

 

6. Visitors: The minimal number of visitors means that major investment in them seems to be 

unnecessary at the moment. It may be worth considering support for basic materials (sign boards, 

tea-making equipment, chairs etc) at the breeding station for the small number of visitors; this 

would also provide better living standards for staff of the station as well. 
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Introduction 
 

The report summarises a field mission and METT (Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool) analysis 

of the recently-created Bereketli Garagum Zapovednik in Ahal Province, Turkmenistan.  

 

The aim of the mission was to: 

 

 Conduct the METT as a baseline survey for the Bereketli Garagum Zapovednik and to start 

tracking the development of PAME 

 Provide a comprehensive threat list 

 Provide guidance on adaptive management 

 Provide a training needs scheme 

 Provide METT derived recommendations (to be mainstreamed by the client in the frame of CADI 

implementation) 

 Provide one training with relevant target groups on the implementation of METT 

recommendations 

 Feed the WDPA database with METT results from both protected areas 

 

The mission schedule was as follows: 

Date Tasks 

16.05.2019 departure 

17.05.2019 arrival Ashgabat 

briefing with project team 

departure to Bereketli Garagum Zapovednik 

18.05.2019 Mission to Bereketli Garagum Zapovednik 

19.05.2019 Mission to Bereketli Garagum Zapovednik 

20.05.2019 Mission to Bereketli Garagum Zapovednik, return to Ashgabat 

21.05.2019 METT Workshop with Bereketli-Karakum + representatives from other protected areas 

22.05.2019 departure to Europe via Istanbul 

 

Previously, CADI members also visited Repetek Biosphere Reserve.  
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Field mission 
 

CADI staff and consultants joined the director of Bereketli Garagum Zapovednik, the head of the 

ranger station of cluster “Murzechyrla” plus an entomologist and driver, for a four-day mission to 

the protected area. During this time we visited: 

 

 An outlying research and captive breeding area of 100 ha, where gazelle, porcupine and rabbit 

species are raised in captivity and released back to the wild 

 The “door to hell” burning gas crater on the edge of the protected area; an important tourism 

site in the country 

 The western part of the zapovednik (“Gamyshly”) 

 Parts of the wildlife corridor connecting the two parts of the protected area 

 The eastern part of the zapovednik (“Murzechyrla”) 

 

Along the way we had the chance to interact with a group of scientists doing an initial survey of the 

biodiversity of the area, plus inspectors, rangers and research staff of the zapovednik, and briefly 

visited a village in between the two parts of the reserve. The trip included stops at two ranger 

stations. It gave the visitors a chance to see the ecosystem, get a feel for the levels of facilities 

available and the difficulties of access, and to understand at first hand some of the management 

challenges.  
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METT Workshop 
 

The METT workshop took place in the Grand Turkmen Hotel Conference Room, on May 21st 2019. A 

total of 23 people took part, including one person from the staff of Bereketli Garagum Zapovednik, 

several researchers, members of CADI and consultants, and staff members from other 

zapovedniks in Turkmenistan. 

 

The primary aim was to complete a METT for Bereketli Garagum; people from other 

reserves were invited to either take part in the discussions relating to this METT or fill in 

METTs for their own reserves in turn. In the event, everyone focused on the Bereketli 

Garagum METT. Time constraints meant that we focused on the METT itself and did not 

have time to complete the threats analysis (although a clear picture of major threats 

emerged from the discussion and is reflected in the report). The key findings are reflected 

below.  
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Bereketli Garagum Zapovednik, Turkmenistan: Data Sheet  
 

Name, affiliation and contact details for 
responsible person (email etc.) 

Jens Wunderlich, CADI 

Date assessment carried out 21st May 2019 

Name of protected area Bereketli Garagum Zapovednik 

Country Turkmenistan  

Location of protected area (province and if 
possible map reference) 

Ahal province, 38o55’N 59o00’E 

WDPA site code (these codes can be found 
on www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/) 

Not currently listed on the World Database on Protected Areas 

Date of establishment  
 

2013 

Ownership details (please tick)  State  Private Community Other 

Management Authority 
Ministry of Agriculture and Environmental Protection, Department of 
Environmental Protection and Land Resources 

Size of protected area (ha) 87,000 hectares 

Number of staff 
Permanent  

30 (23 rangers etc plus 7 scientific) 
Temporary 

Occasional zoologists/botanists 

Annual budget (US$) - excluding 
staff salary costs 

  

Designations (IUCN category, World 
Heritage, Ramsar etc) 

IUCN 1a, potential World Heritage site cluster 

What are the main values for which 
the area is designated 

Cold winter (temperate) desert ecosystem of Central Asia, some Red List 
species 

List the two primary protected area management objectives  

Management objective 1 Effective management and restoration of a cold winter desert ecosystem 

Management objective 2 Effective research into this ecosystem 

No. of people involved in completing assessment 23 

Including: 
(tick 
boxes) 

PA manager        PA staff               
Other PA  

agency staff        
NGO                

Local community  Donors                External experts   Other               

 

Please note if assessment was carried out in 
association with a particular project, on behalf of a 
organisation or donor. 

 

The assessment was funded and carried out as part of the 
work of the Central Asia Desert Initiative (CADI) of the 

Michael Succow Foundation 
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Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

1. Legal status 

 

Does the protected 
area have legal 
status (or in the case 
of private reserves is 
covered by a 
covenant or similar)?  

 

Context 

The protected area is not gazetted/covenanted 

 

0  The protected area was 
established under a special 
decree of the president, which 
forms the baseline of a more 
detailed legal framework 

 

There is agreement that the protected area should be 
gazetted/covenanted but the process has not yet begun  

 

1  

The protected area is in the process of being gazetted/covenanted 
but the process is still incomplete  

2  

The protected area has been formally gazetted/covenanted  3  

2. Protected area 
regulations 

 

Are inappropriate 
land uses and 
activities (e.g. 
poaching) 
controlled? 

 

Planning 

There are no regulations for controlling land use and activities in the 
protected area  

0  There was some discussion 
about whether this should be 
scored 3 or 2. Most regulations 
are in place; associated 
problems are more linked to 
lack of or imperfect 
implementation. Lack of limits 
of pasture animals was 
identified as a problem. 

Possibly some further 
analysis to judge if the 
regulations really do 
cover all important 
issues 

Some regulations for controlling land use and activities in the 
protected area exist but these are inadequate 

 

1 

 

 

Adequate regulations for controlling land use and activities in the 
protected area exist but there are important gaps 

2  

Regulations for controlling inappropriate land use and activities in the 
protected area exist and provide an excellent basis for management 

3  

3. Law  

enforcement 

 

Can staff enforce 
protected area rules 
well enough? 

 

Process 

The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected 
area legislation and regulations  

0  Staff are seriously hampered 
from law enforcement by lack 
of resources, the fact that live a 
long way from the reserve and 
rely on their own motorbikes 
and fuel to travel, and lack of 
basic equipment like binoculars. 
Staff come from a village 270 
km away. There is a nearer 
village (55 km) but concern that 
people from there would have 
difficulty in applying sanctions 
against their neighbours 

There is clearly a need 
for some basic 
equipment for this 
reserve. Ways of 
employing more locally-
based staff also need to 
be investigated. 

There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce 
protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no patrol 
budget) 

1  

The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce protected 
area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain 

2  

The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce protected area 
legislation and regulations 

3  
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Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

4. Protected area 
objectives  

 

Is management 
undertaken 
according to agreed 
objectives? 

 

Planning 

No firm objectives have been agreed for the protected area  0  As noted in question 3 above, 
staff have serious problems in 
following management 
objectives due to lack of 
equipment. Lack of trained 
research staff has a serious 
impact on the scientific work of 
the reserve. 

Staff clearly need more 
resources as noted; but 
also additional 
background research is 
needed to complete 
biodiversity surveys and 
more firmly establish 
conservation objectives. 

The protected area has agreed objectives, but is not managed 
according to these objectives 

1  

The protected area has agreed objectives, but is only partially 
managed according to these objectives 

2  

The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet 
these objectives 

3  

5. Protected area 
design 

 

Is the protected area 
the right size and 
shape to protect 
species and habitats 
of key conservation 
concern? 

 

Planning 

Inadequacies in design mean achieving the major objectives of the 
protected area is impossible  

 

0  The low score recorded was 
mainly due to lack of 
information; it is still too early 
to say if the protected area is of 
sufficient size or design. Recent 
surveys discovered new 
habitats.  

Further survey work is 
needed (including for a 
planned World Heritage 
nomination); including 
May and October 
botanical surveys and 
on animal populations, 
particularly endemic, 
Red Data Book or Red 
List species. Migration 
corridors may require 
re-zonation or 
extension 

Inadequacies in design mean that achievement of major objectives 
are constrained  

 

1  

Design is not significantly constraining achievement of objectives, but 
could be improved 

2  

Reserve design features aid achievement of objectives of the 
protected area 

3  
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6. Protected area 
boundary 
demarcation 

 
Is the boundary 
known and 
demarcated? 
 
 
Process  

The boundary of the protected area is not known by the 
management authority or local residents/neighbouring land users 

0  Boundaries have been plotted 
on maps and demarcated on 
the ground; there was 
confidence that local 
communities are aware of the 
location. However, it was noted 
that people from further away 
might not know 

 

 

 

Despite confidence that 
the boundary was well 
known, we saw little 
evidence of detailed 
boundary marking and 
this might be one area 
worth investment in the 
future. 

The boundary of the protected area is known by the management 
authority but is not known by local residents/neighbouring land users  

1  

The boundary of the protected area is known by both the 
management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users 
but is not appropriately demarcated 

2  

The boundary of the protected area is known by the management 
authority and local residents/neighbouring land users and is 
appropriately demarcated 

3  
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Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

7. Management plan 

 

Is there a 
management plan 
and is it being 
implemented? 

 

Planning 

There is no management plan for the protected area 

 

0  A five year plan exists and is 
being implemented, although 
this does not cover every 
aspect of management. Results 
are monitored in a forum every 
six months and management 
actions adjusted as needed. 

 

A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is 
not being implemented 

1  

A management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented 
because of funding constraints or other problems 

2  

A management plan exists and is being implemented 3  

Additional points: Planning 

7a. Planning process 

 

The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key 
stakeholders to influence the management plan  

+1  Two ministries combined to 
produce an integrated plan 

Local communities are 
still not involved in 
planning and this should 
be addressed 

7b. Planning process 

 

There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and 
updating of the management plan  

+1  Management plans are 
regularly updated and 
monitoring takes place every six 
months. 

 

7c. Planning process 

 

The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely 
incorporated into planning  

+1   It was nonetheless 
noted repeatedly that 
the amount of data 
available was less than 
ideal so this needs to be 
addressed to improve 
effectiveness 

8. Regular work plan 

 

Is there a regular 
work plan and is it 
being implemented 

 

 

Planning/Outputs 

No regular work plan exists  
 

0  An annual work plan exists but 
lack of professional specialists 
on the staff, and lack of 
resources for patrolling both 
reduce how much of this is 
completed 

There is an urgent need 
to (i) find resources for 
specialists in the 
protected area and (ii) 
train up more young 
professionals in these 
fields 

A regular work plan exists but few of the activities are implemented 

 

1  

A regular work plan exists and most activities are implemented 

 

2  

A regular work plan exists and most or all activities are implemented 

 

3  
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Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

9. Resource 
inventory 

 

Do you have enough 
information to 
manage the area? 
 

 

 

Input  

There is little or no information available on the critical habitats, 
species and cultural values of the protected area  

0  Biodiversity data are still being 
collected 

As noted, further survey 
work is required 

Information on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the 
protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision 
making 

1  

Information on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the 
protected area is sufficient for most key areas of planning and 
decision making  

2  

Information on the critical habitats, species and cultural values of the 
protected area is sufficient to support all areas of planning and 
decision making  

3  

10. Access 
assessment 

 

Is access/resource 
use sufficiently 
controlled in 
accordance with 
designated 
objectives? 

 

 

Outcomes 

Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) are ineffective in controlling 
access or resource use of the protected area  

0  Depending on the type of 
violation, rangers can demand 
reimbursement for damage or 
bring sanctions. Poaching of 
Red Data Book species is more 
serious and three incidents can 
lead to a prison term of 1-3 
years. But there is only money 
for on inspection a month and 
rangers are often not allowed 
to use their own vehicles 
because they fail to meet 
technical standards. 

There are concerns 
about employing local 
people due to the 
problems they would 
face in implementing 
regulations, although 
some of those 
interviewed denied this. 
There are also tensions 
between local 
populations and rangers 

Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access or 
resource use of the protected area 

 

1  

Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access or 
resource use of the protected area 

 

2  

Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling 
access or resource use of the protected area 

 

3  

11. Research  

 

Is there a 
programme of 
management-
orientated survey 
and research work? 

There is no survey or research work taking place in the protected 
area 
 

0  Each reserve in theory compiles 
a year book of research and 
relevant data; it was not clear if 
this has yet been done for 
Karakum. 

Clarify the status of the 
year book 

There is a small amount of survey and research work  

 

1  

There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed 
towards the needs of protected area management  

2  
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Process 
There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and 
research work, which is relevant to management needs 

3  

Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

12. Resource 
management  

 

Are the necessary 
management actions 
understood and 
being implemented? 

 

 

Process 

Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species and 
cultural values are not understood 

0  Some limited management 
already takes place, namely a 
captive breeding and release 
programme for gazelle (17 
already released) porcupine 
and rabbit. Well water is 
pumped for animals in the 
driest periods. 

Further research is 
needed into 
management needs. 
Parts of the zapovednik 
close to villages are 
severely degraded with 
removal of both living 
and dead woody 
material. 

Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species and 
cultural values are understood but are not being implemented  

1  

Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species and 
cultural values are understood and are being partially implemented 

 

2  

Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species and 
cultural values are understood and are being substantially or fully 
implemented 

3  

13. Staff numbers 

 

Are there enough 
people employed to 
manage the 
protected area? 

 

Inputs 

There are no staff   

 

0  There are 23 staff in the 
protection department and 7 in 
the research; including 3 people 
not located in the protected 
area. Lack of research staff is a 
particular problem 
necessitating hiring of 
consultants. 

More staff are needed 
to manage the 
zapovednik effectively. Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities 1  

Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management 
activities 

2  

Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the 
protected area 

3  

14. Staff training 

 

Are staff adequately 
trained to fulfil 

Staff lack the skills needed for protected area management 0  All technical staff have basic 
training but it is generally 
agreed that much more 
technical capacity is needed. 

Skills identified as being 
needed: zoological, 
botanical, modern 
survey & mapping 
techniques including  

Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the protected 
area 

1  

Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved 
to fully achieve the objectives of management 

2  
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management 
objectives? 

 

Inputs/Process 

Staff training and skills are aligned with the management needs of 
the protected area 

3  camera trapping, 
computers & software, 
habitat management, 

communication & social 
training and analytical 
techniques 

Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

15. Current budget 

 

Is the current budget 
sufficient? 

 

 

Inputs 

There is no budget for effective management of the protected area 

 
0  Salary scale is so low that it is 

difficult to recruit younger 
people into the field so that 
technical staff are ageing and 
there is a risk of a serious skills 
gap in the next few years. 

Major efforts and 
incentives to develop 
staff capacity, and to 
encourage younger 
people into protected 
area management, 
should be a priority. 

The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and 
presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage 

1  

The available budget is acceptable but could be further improved to 
fully achieve effective management 

2  

The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management 
needs of the protected area 

3  

16. Security of 
budget  

 

Is the budget 
secure? 

 

 

Inputs 

There is no secure budget for the protected area and management is 
wholly reliant on outside or year by year funding   

0  There used to be an “ecological 
fund” providing core funds but 
this is discontinued and general 
funds now distributed direct by 
the ministry, with overall 
funding declined. Shortfall is 
made up, where possible, with 
outside project funding. Some 
protected areas have 
introduced fund raising such as 
beekeeping. Permission is 
needed to explore alternative 
funding. Some of the budget 
allocated to a protected area is 
spent at the ministry. 

 

There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not 
function adequately without outside funding  

1  

There is a reasonably secure core budget for the protected area but 
many innovations and initiatives are reliant on outside funding 

2  

There is a secure budget for the protected area and its management 
needs  

3  
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17. Management of 
budget  

 

Is the budget 
managed to meet 
critical management 
needs? 

 

Process  

Budget management is poor and significantly undermines 
effectiveness 

0    

Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness 

 

1  

Budget management is adequate but could be improved 

 

2  

Budget management is excellent and aids effectiveness 3  

Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

18. Equipment 

 

Is equipment 
sufficient for 
management needs? 

 

 

 

Input 

There are little or no equipment and facilities  

 

0  There is a major lack of 
equipment, beyond rangers’ 
huts and solar cell instillations 
there. 

Prioritised funding list 
(less accurate at end): 

 

 Vehicle 

 Computer 

 Six motorcycles 

 Video, camera, 
binoculars 

 Communication 
radios 

 Uniforms 

 Field tools 

 Mobile microscope 

 Observation tower 

 GPS 

 Colour printer 

 

There are some equipment and facilities but these are inadequate  

 

1  

There are equipment and facilities, but still some gaps that constrain 
management 

 

2  

There are adequate equipment and facilities  

 

3  

19. Maintenance of 
equipment 

 

Is equipment 
adequately 
maintained? 

There is little or no maintenance of equipment and facilities 

 

0  No funds are available for spare 
parts or computer software. 
Most drivers are good 
mechanics. Basic training is 
needed for many aspects of 
management 

Any funding for 
equipment needs to 
ensure that part of the 
budget is reserved for 
maintenance and spare 
parts / fuel 

There is some ad hoc maintenance of equipment and facilities  

 

1  

There is basic maintenance of equipment and facilities  

 

2  
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Process 
Equipment and facilities are well maintained 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3  

Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

20. Education and 
awareness 
programme 

 

Is there a planned 
education 
programme linked to 
the objectives and 
needs? 

 

Process  

There is no education and awareness programme 

 

0  Bereketli Garagum reserve does 
follow a management and 
annual working plan which 
include limited (minimum) tasks 
related to public outreach and 
education. The present 
educational mission, though, 
does not adequately meet the 
requirement to build trust and 
knowledge among locals and 
land users in order to prevent 
violation on long term. 

With the planned WHS 
nomination, new 
opportunities for a 
larger public outreach 
and enhanced 
educational offers need 
to be exploited 
targeting locals, land 
users, pupils and the 
public in general. 
Education for 
Sustainable 
Development and e.g. 
use of more modern 
means, improved 
training of mediators 
should be an integral 
part of the WHS’s 
education and 
awareness programme.       

There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme  

 

1  

There is a planned education and awareness programme but it only 
partly meets needs and could be improved 

 

2  

There is a planned and effective education and awareness 
programme  

3  

21. Regional 
Planning  

 

Does regional 
planning recognise 

There is no regional planning 

 

0  Discussion was unclear. The 
zapovednik is protected in law, 
with little activity apart from 
pastoralism around, so planning 
integration is probably not 

 

Regional planning does not take into account the needs of the 
protected area 

 

1  
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the protected area 
and aid the 
achievement of 
objectives? 

Planning 

Regional planning partly takes into account the long term needs of 
the protected area 

2  particularly important. 
However, there are currently 
not the processes in place to 
address this if the situation 
changed, e.g. regarding 
transport infrastructure 

 

Regional planning fully takes into account the long term needs of the 
protected area 

3  

Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

21a: Land and water 
planning for habitat 
conservation  

Planning and management in the catchment or landscape containing 
the protected area incorporates provision for adequate 
environmental conditions (e.g. volume, quality and timing of water 
flow, air pollution levels etc.) to sustain relevant habitats  

   This requires further 
consideration, 
particularly under 
climate change. 

21b: Land and water 
planning for 
connectivity  

Management of corridors linking the protected area provides for 
wildlife passage to key habitats outside the protected area (e.g. to 
allow migratory fish to travel between freshwater spawning sites and 
the sea, or to allow animal migration) 

    

21c: Land and water 
planning for 
ecosystem services 
& spp. conservation 

Planning addresses ecosystem-specific needs and/or the needs of 
particular species of concern at an ecosystem scale (e.g. volume, 
quality and timing of freshwater flow to sustain particular species, 
fire management to maintain savannah habitats etc.) 

    

22. State and 
commercial 
neighbours  

 

Is there co-operation 
with adjacent land 
users?  

Process 

There is no contact between managers and neighbouring official or 
corporate land users 

0  NOT APPLICABLE  

There is limited contact between managers and neighbouring official 
or corporate land users 

1  

There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official 
or corporate land users, but only limited co-operation  

2  

There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official 
or corporate land users, and substantial co-operation on 
management 

3  

23. Indigenous 
people 

 

Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions 
relating to the management of the protected area 

0  NOT APPLICABLE  

Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions 
relating to management but no direct role in management 

1  
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Do indigenous and 
traditional peoples 
resident or regularly 
using the protected 
area have input to 
management 
decisions? 

Process 

Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some 
decisions relating to management but their involvement could be 
improved 

2  

Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in all relevant 
decisions relating to management, i.e. co-management 

3  

Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

24. Local 
communities  

 

Do local 
communities 
resident or near the 
protected area have 
input to 
management 
decisions? 

Process 

Local communities have no input into decisions relating to the 
management of the protected area 

0  The reserve staff is in conflict 
with local people because it has 
cut off access to their 
traditional wells, having a direct 
impact on their livelihoods 
(reduced opportunities for 
livestock raising) 

Addressing conflict is a 
priority and does not 
seem to be high enough 
on the list of 
management priorities 
at the moment. The 
option of piping water 
to re-open water 
supplies is one obvious 
step and needs to be 
costed and investigated 

Local communities have some input into discussions relating to 
management but no direct role in management 

1  

Local communities directly contribute to some decisions relating to 
management but their involvement could be improved 

2  

Local communities directly participate in all relevant decisions 
relating to management, i.e. co-management 

3  

Additional points Local communities/indigenous people  

24 a. Impact on 
communities 

There is open communication and trust between local and/or  
indigenous people, stakeholders and protected area managers 

+1   See above. Lack of 
communication and 
trust with neighbouring 
communities will create 
long-term problems 
unless addressed. 

24b. Impact on 
communities 

Programmes to enhance community welfare, while conserving 
protected area resources, are being implemented  

+1   

24c. Impact on 
communities 

Local and/or indigenous people actively support the protected area 

 

+1   

25. Economic benefit 
assessment 

 

Is the protected area 
providing economic 

The existence of the protected area has reduced the options for 
economic development of the local communities 

 

0  (But note in other answers loss 
of access to wells was given as a 
reason for reduced income) 

As above, addressing 
water security issues for 
local people should be a 
priority. The existence of the protected area has neither damaged nor 

benefited the local economy 
1  
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benefits to local 
communities, e.g. 
income, 
employment, 
environmental 
services? 

 

Outcomes 

There is some flow of minor economic benefits to local communities 
from the existence of the protected area  

2  

There is a significant or major flow of economic benefits to local 
communities from activities in and around the protected area (e.g. 
employment of local people, locally operated commercial tours etc.) 

3  

Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

26. Monitoring and 
evaluation  

 

Are management 
activities monitored 
against 
performance? 

 

 

Planning/Process 

There is no monitoring and evaluation in the protected area 

 

0   Although participants 
scored this high, the 
fact that baseline 
surveys are still being 
conducted suggests that 
further investment in 
these areas is probably 
justified. 

There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation, but no overall 
strategy and/or no regular collection of results 

 

1  

There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation 
system but results do not feed back into management 

 

2  

A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented 
and used in adaptive management 

3  

27. Visitor facilities  

 

Are visitor facilities 
adequate? 

 

 

 

 

There are no visitor facilities and services despite an identified need 

 

0  Neither the Ashgabat office 
premises nor the captive 
breeding centre in Chalysh yet 
serve as visitor facility in an 
appropriate way.    

 

Only about 50 people (with 
specific scientific interest 

Some basic 
infrastructure would be 
useful at the breeding 
centre. 

Currently, the small 
number of visitors does 
not justify a major 
expenditure. 

Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of 
visitation  

 

1  

Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of 
visitation but could be improved 

 

2  
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Outputs 
Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of 
visitation 

 

3  /order) visit the reserve and 
captive breeding centre per 
year.  

 

 

With the planned 
nomination as WHS a 
seasonally rotating yurt 
class room and 
education programme 
may serve as visitor 
facility and improve the 
outreach and 
educational mission of 
the reserve.  

 

 

Issue Criteria Score: Tick only one 
box per question 

Comment/Explanation Next steps 

28. Commercial 
tourism 

 

Do commercial tour 
operators contribute 
to protected area 
management? 

Process 

There is little or no contact between managers and tourism operators 
using the protected area 

0  There is virtually no tourism in 
the area, and none at all in the 
zapovednik 

It is not worth investing 
in ecotourism at the 
present time; the tight 
visa controls limit 
tourism to short, group 
visits, mainly cultural. If 
people want to visit 
natural sites more 
accessible options exist. 

There is contact between managers and tourism operators but this is 
largely confined to administrative or regulatory matters 

1  

There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism 
operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain PA values 

2  

There is excellent co-operation between managers and tourism 
operators to enhance visitor experiences, and maintain PA values  

3  

29. Fees 

If fees (i.e. entry fees 
or fines) are applied, 
do they help 
protected area 
management? 

Inputs/Process 

Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected 0  There are fees for visiting 
protected areas but there are 
no tourist visitors to the 
zapovednik 

As above 

The fee is collected, but it makes no contribution to the protected 
area or its environs 

1  

The fee is collected, and makes some contribution to the protected 
area and its environs 

2  

The fee is collected and makes a substantial contribution to the 
protected area and its environs  

3  

30. Condition 
assessment  

 

Important biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being 
severely degraded  

0  
There is some degradation 
around the villages, some 

Many of these issues 
need to be addressed 
first through working on Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being severely 

degraded  
1  
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Is the protected area 
being managed 
consistent to its 
objectives? 

Outcomes 

Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being partially 
degraded but the most important values have not been significantly 
impacted 

2  
poaching and a paucity of larger 
animals.  

community relations as 
identified above. 

Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact  
3  

Additional Points: Condition assessment 

30a: Condition 
assessment 

The condition assessment is based on research and/or monitoring 
results 

+1    

30b: Condition 
assessment 

Specific management programmes are being implemented to address 
key threats to biodiversity, ecological and cultural values 

+1    

30c: Condition 
assessment 

Requirements for maintenance of key biodiversity, ecological and 
cultural values are a routine part of park management 

+1    

TOTAL SCORE 41   
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Threat analysis 
 

Time prevented an explicit threat analysis from being carried out in the workshop, although 

information gathered on the field mission and in conversations in the workshop gives some 

indication of the nature of threats. The protected area is well protected in law, and has few 

surrounding pressures from industry or other arms of government.  

 

The main pressures come from pasturing, fuelwood and other timber collecting and from poaching 

of game species by local communities. Camels were widely present in the zapovednik, despite this 

being illegal. In areas closes to villages, most standing and down timber had been taken. 

 

 All these threats are probably being increased as a result of resentment towards the protected area 

as a result of loss of water resources by communities. However, even if this was not the case, there 

seems to be little attempt to reduce timber use or maintain vegetation cover; traditional stockyard 

design is very resource intensive and woodfuel is used for both cooking and heating. Unless these 

pressures are reduced the protected area will likely undergo further degradation. 

 

 

Adaptive management 
 

There is little real management in place at the moment, mainly providing some access to water for 

animals during the dry season. There is apparently limited understanding of potential climate change 

impacts and no active restoration going on with the exception of an animal breeding programme. 

The latter is taking place in the scientific reserve some may from the main zapovednik, where staff 

claimed the animals were virtually tame; release into the main zapovednik has not yet taken place. 

There is clearly potential for increased management, although this will also require more and better 

trained staff. Restoration projects are justified in places although only if existing pressures (mainly 

from humans) can be reduced first. 

 

 

Training needs 
 

There was consensus that further training was urgently needed, and a draft list of subjects drawn up: 

 

 Botanical knowledge – identification and ecology 

 Zoological knowledge – as above 

 Modern survey and mapping techniques, including  camera trapping 

 Use of computers and relevant software 

 Habitat management 

 Communication and social training, particularly with local communities 

 Analytical techniques 

 

It was stressed that there needed to be greater emphasis on bringing well-trained younger people into 

the protected area service. 
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Key points from the METT analysis 
 

For me, six main points came through clearly from the analysis, listed in order of priority: 

 

1. Equipment: There is clearly a need for equipment; the protected area is seriously under-resourced 

and a vehicle, plus motorbikes, would improve the opportunities for management enormously. 

Many other items of equipment were also identified, with a prioritised list being developed: 

 Vehicle – care and 6 motorcycles 

 Computer 

 Video, camera, binoculars 

 Communication radios 

 Uniforms 

 Field tools 

 Mobile microscope 

 Observation tower 

 GPS 

 Colour printer  

Much of this equipment will be wasted unless there are funds for basic maintenance (and fuel for 

vehicles) and skills within the rangers to do this; at the present this does not appear to be the case. 

 

2. Community relations: The fact that surrounding communities deeply resent the zapovednik is 

worrying; long-term success will be hard to achieve unless this can be addressed. Access to water 

resources is an essential start and carrying out initial estimates of the cost and practicality of piping 

water from the wells now in the zapovednik is an urgent priority. But further work is needed to 

rebuild trust, and staff should for example be encouraged to set up regular meetings with 

surrounding communities and start to develop active programmes together.  

 

3. Rangers: Training of rangers is important along with building pride in the job as a profession. 

Discussions with the International Rangers’ Federation would be helpful, plus translation of basic 

materials into Turkmen and perhaps the development of one-to-one training if possible – retired 

rangers from richer countries are sometimes prepared to do such trainings for expanses alone. 

 

4. Protected area design: The Ministry representative at the meeting hinted that they would 

consider redesign of the protected area, which is indeed at the moment an odd shape and possibly 

sub-optimal. A distinct project to look at options would therefore seem to be justified. This should 

additionally consider carefully the social impacts of any changes, to avoid a repeat of the tensions 

arising from the current borders. 

 

5. Training of scientists: it was noted that there are a lack of scientists and an ageing population 

within the scientific community. Training needs have been outlined above. 

 

6. Visitors: The minimal number of visitors means that major investment in them seems to be 

unnecessary at the moment. It may be worth considering support for basic materials (sign boards, 

tea-making equipment, chairs etc) at the breeding station for the small number of visitors; this 

would also provide better living standards for staff of the station as well. 
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СПИСОК УЧАСТНИКОВ СЕМИНАРА по METT, проводимого в рамках проекта Фонда М. 
Зуккова (Германия) 

 «Центрально-азиатская инициатива по пустыням (CADI/КАДИ) – Сохранение и устойчивое 
использование пустынь Туркменистана»  

Дата и место проведения: 21 мая 2019 г. конференц-зал отеля «Гранд Туркмен» 
Время: 9:00    
 

 №№ ФИО НАИМЕНОВАНИЕ ОРГАНИЗАЦИЙ 

1.  Сапармурадов Дж. Министерство сельского хозяйства и охраны 
окружающей среды  

2.  Аманов Р.А.   Министерство сельского хозяйства и охраны 
окружающей среды  

3.  Аннаев Б. А.  Управление ООС Ахалского велаята 

4.  Гулмамедов Р. 
 

Государственный природный заповедник 
Берекетли Гарагум 

5.  Моммадов И. 
 

Государственный природный заповедник 
Берекетли Гарагум 

6.  Мухамедов Б. Государственный природный заповедник 
Берекетли Гарагум 

7.  Тячназаров Н. 
 

Репетекский государственный биосферный 
заповедник 

8.  Аманов Аразмурад Гаплангырский государственный природный 
заповедник 

9.  Мамедов М. Хазарский государственный природный 
заповедник 

10.  Тагиев Ч.  
 

Сюнт-Хасардагский государственный 
природный заповедник 

11.  Ходжамурадов Х. Сюнт-Хасардагский государственный 
природный заповедник 

12.  Худайкулиев Н. Бадхызский государственный природный 
заповедник 

13.  Менглиев Ш. Койтендагский государственный природный 
заповедник 

14.  Садыков А. Амударьинский государственный 
природный заповедник 

15.  Потаева А. 
 

Копетдагский государственный природный 
заповедник  

16.  Дуриков М.Х. Национальный институт пустынь, 
растительного и животного мира  

17.  Кепбанов П.А. Национальный институт пустынь, 
растительного и животного мира 

18.  Рустамов Э.А. Руководитель проекта РСПБ/RSPB 

19.  Агамамедова З. Корреспондент газеты «НТ» 

20.  Алтыева Энеджан  Государственный музей ГКЦ   

21.  Щербина А.А. Консультант проекта КАДИ 

22.  Павленко А. Консультант проекта КАДИ 

23.  Шестопал А. Консультант проекта КАДИ 

24.  Бушмакин А.Г. Консультант проекта КАДИ 
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25.  Курбанов А. Консультант проекта КАДИ 

26.   Jens Wunderlich  CADI project  

27.  Christian Welscher CADI project  

28.  Judith Kloiber  CADI project  

29.  Nigel Dudley CADI project  

30.  Каррыева Ш.  CADI project  

31.  Аннамамедов И.  Temporary assistant  

32.  Шихкулиева Б.  Переводчик  
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