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First Conservation 

(252 BC) 

Protection Concept Over History 

Yozgat ¢amlēĵē NP 

Conservation Areas Allocated for  

- Hunting 

- Needs for shipyard, heavy gun etc.. 

(1872) 
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Nature Conservation in Turkey 

National Parks Incresase 

Rapidly in the Wold ! 

Some Other Conservation Status in 

Turkey 

ÅResearch Forests 

ÅRecreation Sites 

ÅConservation Management Units 

ÅNature Sites 

Conservation Status Number Area (ha) 

National Park 41 862.935 

Nature Reserve Areas 31 64.676 

Natural Monument 105 5.285 

Nature Parks 36 80.756 

Wild Life Reserve Areas 88 1.192.958 

Conservation Forets 56 378.78 

Genetic Conservation Areas 225 33.789 

Seed Stands  346 46.77 

Specially Protected Areas 14 1.069.035 

Ramsar Sites 13 179.482 
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What is the Problem? 

×Strict conservation causes National Parks as abandoned places in terms 

of forestry activities.  

×Intervention is applied only when storm, insect or fire caused damages to 

these areas and damaged trees are removed. Sometimes, remove of 

damage trees seen as highly controversial subject and claimed as leave to 

nature.  
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Is absence of forest management plan a problem ? 

Why an intervention is applied 

to a NP? 

But NPôs also need treatment ! 

GEOGRAPHIC 

REGIONS OF 

TURKEY 
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Why Forest Management Plan? 

× To whom we conserve our protected 

areas?  

× What are the ñconservation targetsò 

of these areas?  

× Could we reduce the fuel especially 

accrued at the understory by reason of 

untaken intervention?  

× Could we display or digitize fire risk 

and apply prescriptions using 

modeling?  

× Could we display stand characteristics 

like age, density, crown closure and 

spatial properties suffers from insects 

to reduce the potential damage by 

intervention?  
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Why Forest Management Plan? - II 

×Conflicts arise between local people, 

tourism sector, NP authority and another 

responsible institution GDF, for absence of 

a collective plan and utilization.  

 

×NP areas are leaved as blank spaces in 

stand type maps. This leads some 

difficulties during data filling. 
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Why Forest Management Plan? - III 

FMP is needed; 

 

- To provide health and sustainability 

of forest ecosystem, serving goods 

and services to the public. 

 

- Synchronizing the balance between 

conservation and utilization. 

 

- To protect and monitor biodiversity. 
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Methods 
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

DATA COLLECTION 
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK-II 
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Field Survey 

Productive Forests 

Degraded Forests 

Openings 

Water 

Sample Plots 
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Determined Forest Functions 
Fonksiyonlar Criteria  Indicator  

P
ro

d
u
c
ti
o
n
 Timber Production 

Site, crown closure, work demand of 

local people, transport possibilities, 

adminastrive and technical 

infrastructure 

Red pine dominated high forest stands 

except for ecological and social functions 

NWFP Species, crown closure elavation 

Low crown closure and degraded stands 

having Oregano (Origanum 

munitiflorum), forest openings, 1500 mt. 

above the sea level 

E
c
o
lo

g
ic

a
l 

Wildlife  Conservation 

Wildlife  Conservation Areas 

Announced by Law, endangered and 

rare animals 

Areas where seen wild animals recorded 

during the inventory. Stands appropriate 

for habitats of wildlife,  

Alpine Zone Altitute 
Stands composing upper boundary of 

forest over 2000 mt. high. 

Old Growth Forests Age, diameter and high 
Stands containing trees having 

extraordinary age, diameter and height. 

Ecological Integrity Area 
Adjacent to critical ecosystems and 

connecting ecosystems 
Adjacent stands to spespeciality areas 

High Protection Value Area 
Unique stands and areas important 

for biological diversity 
Pure and mix Cypress Stands 

High Mountain Forest 

Ecosystem 

Altitute, tree form, tree height, tree, 

diameter,  

Stands between 1700m. and 2000 mt. 

above the sea level 

Cupresses Seed Stand Legal Allocated Areas 
Legally allocated compartment number 

754 as Cyprees Seed Stand 

Socially Conflict Area 

Illegal cutting areas especially 

adjacent to villages and mountain 

pastures,  goat grazing areas 

Adjacent stands to residential and grazing 

areas. 

S
o
c
ia

l 

Water Conservation 
High flow water course of Köprüçay 

Creek . 
Stands adjacent to Köprüçay Creek 

Aesthetics 
Topography, geological structure, 

stand structure 

Stands covering geological structures 

called «Man Rocks» locally and adjacent 

stands to trackway used frequently by 

tourists 

Bird Observation 
Areas covering rocky structures 

suitable for nesting 

Red, and black vulture,and shah Eagle 

exist stands covering rocky structures 

Recreation 
Areas suitable for picknicking, 

camping and water sports. 

Rafting Center Area, stands picknicking 

and camping are performed 

Timber Pro. 

NWFP 

Wildlife Conser. 

Alpine Zone 

Old Grow. For. 

Ecological Integrity Area 

High Protectionn Value Area 

High Mountain Forest Ecos. 

Cupressus Seed Stand 

Socially Conflict Area 

Water Conservation 

Aesthetics 

Bird Conservation 

Recreation 

Openings 

Core Zone of the NP 

Forest Functions 
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Forest Functions 
Productive 

(ha) 

Degraded 

(ha) 

Rocky,  

Water, 

Treeless 

(ha) 

Total (ha) Area (%) 

Timber Production 3382.7 652.0 4.9 4039.6 11.3 

NWFP 669.0 4737.7 209.8 5616.5 15.7 

Wildlife  Conservation 435.5 1999.0 - 2434.5 6.8 

Alpin Zone 114.6 614.4 2262.5 2991.5 8.3 

Old Growth Forests 1594.7 1170.9 128.6 2894.2 8.1 

Ecological Integrity Area 1312.8 1662.4 153.8 3129.0 8.8 

High Protection Value Area 
357.0 97.4 - 454.4 1.2 

High Mountain Forest Ecosystem 1689.2 972.5 64.8 2726.5 7.6 

Cupresses Seed Stand 
38.0 - - 38.0 0.1 

Socially Conflict Area 2832.9 3031.5 169.2 6033.6 16.9 

Water Conservation 54.8 46.3 49.8 150.9 0.4 

Aesthetics 675.9 1075.3 372.9 2124.1 5.9 

Bird Observation 5.9 149.8 8.2 163.9 0.5 

Recreation 5.6 - - 5.6 0.01 

Open Lands (Agriculture, 

Settlement, Sandy) 

- - - 2924.2 8.1 

Total 13168.7 16209.4 3424.5 35726.5 100.0 

Forest Functions 
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Management Goals 

Å To protect biodiversity, 

Å To serve recreation and aesthetic values to the society, 

Å To reduce the fire risk, 

Å To maximize the net carbon storage and oxygen production, 

Å To minimize the soil loss,  

Å To keep water production in a sustainable level obtained from forest 

ecosystem, 

Å To provide timber for local people in a sustainable manner, 

Å To provide oregano or thyme for local people in a sustainable 

manner. 
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Conservation Targets-I 

Endangered habitats according to 

Bern Convention 

Black Pine Forests in Toros Mountains 

Cypress Forest 

Cedar Forests 

Reaching to 4000 

ha. 

Wild Olive Communities 

Reduced to 195 ha. 

South Anatolian Red Pine Forests 
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Conservation Targets-II 

To create conservation zones along the 

Köprüçay Creek home to many flora and 

fauna. 

 

To protect the high mountain and 

alpine ecosystem rich for 

biodiversity and habitat for wild 

goats.  

D:/koprulu_video/uzay_koprulu_film/Koprulu_Film_3.avi
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Conservation Targets-III 

Å Provide needs for local people without 

contaminating gene resources. 

Å Construct fire roads and bands. Build fire towers 

and pools for early intervention.  
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Questionnaire 

ÅWhich natural recreational beauties or graceful appearances of the NP 

have influenced the visitors?  

ÅCould these attractions be increased or moved to other regions of the NP?  

ÅDoes NP have characteristic visitor profile?  

ÅWhich parts of the NP are used by the visiting people?  
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Results of The Questionnaire 

(Socio-Demografic Results) 

Question  Ratio (%) Question Ratio (%) 
Gender   Academic 

Background 
  

Female 37.4 Elementary 17.4 
Male 62.6 Secondary   7.0 
    High school 25.6 
Age Group   University 44.8 
16-25 22.1 Graduate   5.2 
26-35 31.4 Illiterate - 
36-45 30.2     
46-55 12.2 Monthly Family 

Income 
  

56-65   4.1 Low     9.3 
More than 65 - Moderate       60.5 

    High   19.8 
Occupation   Very high     1.2 
Student  8.8 Donôt want to answer     9.3 
Officer 25.7     
Worker 23.4 Type   
Retired   4.1 Domestic tourist 18.4 
Self-

Employment 
21.6 Recreationist      34.5 

Farmer/Village

r 
  4.1 International tourist  47.1 

Housewife   6.4 Other - 
Other   5.8     


