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The objectives of the work package and an overview of performance 

The purpose of this work package is to assess the impact of rangeland tenure and natural resource ownership on flock movements.  Three kinds of information will be collected:

· A random sample of livestock-owning households will be interviewed at each study site to provide data on flock movement.

· Official statistics on stock numbers and performance, and maps and records of land ownership will be collected.

· Government authorities responsible for land registration will be interviewed. 

Progress on meeting deliverables and milestones is as follows:

· D5.1  Maps of land holdings are complete but the mapping of seasonal patterns of flock movement has not begun.

· D5.2  Completed to all study sites.

· D5.3  Completed at two of the four study sites.

· D5.4  Work has not yet begun on this analysis.

· M5.1-5.3 completed at all study sites.

· M5.4 completed at two of the four study sites.

· M5.6 – the formal movement survey scheduled for completion by month 26 – is finished in Turkmenistan and will be completed in March 2002 in Kazakstan.

The following papers have been drafted and require revision before publication:

Rangeland use in 20th Century Kazakstan: the shifting balance between migratory and settled pastoralism, II Alimaev and RH Behnke

Retraction and expansion of flock mobility in Central Asia: costs and consequences, C Kerven, R Behnke, I Alimaev, E Mathijs and O Souynova.

Field research in year 2

Over a period of seven weeks in March-May 2002, Dr. Behnke visited all study sites in Turkmenistan and Kazakstan.  Dr. Behnke traveled to Kazakstan in August to continue work on the movement survey.  Plans to visit Turkmenistan in October 2002 were delayed until November 2002 due to routine difficulties in obtaining a visa. Subsequently, field work on water point management and flock movement in Gok Tepe Etrap (Turkmenistan) was successfully completed over a three-week period in November and December 2002.
Livestock population data

Annex 5.2 Official livestock statistics for the DARCA study sites – interim report summarizes the results thus far of efforts by Work Package 5 to collect, systematize and analyze the official agricultural statistics available on the DARCA study sites.  The bulk of the report consists of figures with accompanying notes on sources, their reliability, and the interpretation of apparent trends.  Whenever possible, information has been collected at four spatial/administrative scales: the state (Kazakstan or Turkmenistan), the province (oblast or wilaiyat), the district (raion or etrap) and the state farm/village. 

In general, the collection of official statistics proceeded more quickly in Kazakstan where it is possible for researchers to deal directly with the various branches of the state statistical services, and was slower in Turkmenistan where access to agricultural data requires more elaborate official clearances.  However, with the assistance of Ogultach Souynova, almost all available material has now been located for the Turkmenistan study sites.  The material was collected late in 2002 and is not included in Annex 5.2.  An expanded and updated statistical report will appear in the next semi-annual DARCA report.  

Preliminary conclusions supported by the livestock population data are as follows:

1. There was a gradual decline in the national sheep and goat flock in Kazakstan in the late 1980s, followed by a catastrophic loss of up to 70% of the flock in the mid 1990s.  By 2000 the decline had leveled out and there are signs of recovery.  These patterns recur consistently at all administrative levels in our sample, with only minor shifts in the dates and magnitudes of particular trends.  Despite problems with the reliability of some data sets, the statistics paint a consistent overall picture.  With respect to livestock population changes, developments at the DARCA study sites in Kazakstan are an accurate reflection of nation-wide conditions.  

2. By 2000 livestock in Kazakstan were virtually all privately owned.  The increase in the proportion of privately owned animals was, however, not accompanied by any marked increase in the absolute number of private animals.  The collective flock of the late 1980s was simply liquidated during the 1990s, leaving behind about the same number (or in some instances a few more) privately held animals than had existed at the outset of the privatization process.  There was very little actual transfer of collective animals into private hands.

3. The timing of the collapse of the collective farms was very similar in both our study sites, in Jambul and Moinkum raions.

4. Official Turkmenistan statistics (and official data on our Gok Tepe study site) assert that total sheep and goat numbers at the end of the 1990s (i.e. after the transition period) are higher than they were in the late 1980s.  According to these statistics, declines in state-owned animals have been more than compensated by increases in privately held animals.  Based on field experience, I am skeptical of these claims and would instead estimate a modest decline in overall flock size through the transition period.  Officials are under political pressure to increase the national flock.  Faced with an undeniable fall in the number of state-owned animals, they may have compensated by over-estimating the number of poorly enumerated private animals.  My own impression is that private gains do not, as yet, compensate for state losses.

5.  The propensity for statistical distortion works in opposite directions in Turkmenistan and Kazakstan.  In Turkmenistan there is pressure to over-count, for reasons given above.  In Kazakstan, where private flock owners report their own animal numbers to the local authorities, there is pressure to under-count, because owners fear taxation and expropriation by the state and own more animals than they report.  The local authorities are aware of this under-reporting but do not challenge owners’ estimates.  In sum, based on official statistics, there is probably a tendency to over-estimate the success of the pastoral sector during the transition period in Turkmenistan and to under-estimate the extent of the recovery in the pastoral sector following the transition period in Kazakstan.

6.  In Kazakstan  (where there are enough different data sets and statistical publications to make cross-checking possible) different sources of information do not always agree, for a variety of reasons.  One source of confusion is the putative date when livestock statistics are routinely collected – January 1.  A count at this date can provide either the opening inventory for the coming year or the closing inventory for the past year.  Clarification is routinely provided, but there is evidence that even the statisticians get muddled up, with different published sets of time series data running in parallel but a year out of synchronization.  There are also inconsistencies between the information provided by different levels of government.  The provincial authorities (Almaty Oblast, for example) may receive all their information on a district (like Jambul Raion) from the district authorities, but nonetheless quote different figures for the district than those available in the district statistical office, sometimes for reasons that are not clear. 

Land use and flock movement studies

For Kazakstan we have obtained land tenure/land use maps (from the Soviet period) for all the old state farms covered in the study.  In Turkmenistan, complete statistical data and maps of water points have been obtained or constructed from GPS records for both of the study sites.  For Gok Tepe, the Desert Institute has also prepared a hydrological map showing water salinity and volume throughout the district.  Collection of cartographic data is therefore virtually complete.

The livestock movement survey to be undertaken by Work Package 5 has been initiated at all study sites and is in various states of completion at each site, as follows:

· In Gok Tepe district (Turkmenistan) all field work has been completed and analysis will begin in early 2003

· For the Ravnina site (Turkmenistan), field work has been completed and a preliminary report on the results of this work is attached to this report (Annex 5.1); additional analysis is scheduled for mid-2003.

· For the Chu study site (Moinkum Raion, Kazakstan), field work has been initiated and will be completed in March 2003; analysis will be conducted in April-May 2003.

· For the Balkhash study site (Jambul Raion, Kazakstan), field work has been initiated and will be completed in March 2003; analysis will be undertaken in April-May 2003.

A preliminary account of the results of these surveys will be included in the next semi-annual project report.

Data on land tenure and registration has been collected at all study sites and written up for the Ravnina site (see Annex 5.1 Ravnina field report (for 2001, updated in 2002 and 2003 by Roy Behnke and Abdul Jabbar).  This report provides an overview of a remarkably complete data set covering:

· the institutional structure of the farm, 

· patterns of pasture usage, 

· a complete census of both collectively and privately owned livestock, 

· the coordinates of all major livestock watering sources on the farm, 

· the history of the use of these water sources. 

It should now be possible to explain how livestock have contributed to the rangeland degradation observed by WP2 on some parts of the farm.  We hope to collaborate with WP2 to undertake this analysis in the coming year.

