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Abstract: The General Directorate of Nature Conservation and National Parks (DKMP) of Tirkiye was
reclassified by Presidential Decree No. 175 (Official Gazette, 28 December 2024) from a central ministerial unit to an
affiliated public entity with legal personality and a special budget under the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry. This
structured review examines (i) the historical development and current organizational structure of DKMP; (ii) the legal
framework of the seven national protected area (PA) designations administered by DKMP, their distinction from
international designations (Ramsar Sites) and conservation-planning tools (Key Biodiversity Areas, KBAS), and their
indicative correspondence with [IUCN management categories; and (iii) management effectiveness challenges identified
in the literature. The review draws on 36 sources, including 20 peer-reviewed journal articles, together with legislation,
official statistics and international guidance. At a common reporting date (end of 2023), the seven DKM P-administered
designations comprised 646 sites with a gross area of 3.21 million hectares; because protection statuses overlap, gross
areas cannot be summed to estimate coverage. Official overlap-corrected figures for all national designations indicate
that approximately 7.8% of Tiirkiye's land area and 6.0% of its marine area were protected in 2023, well below Target 3
(30x30) of the Kunming—Montreal Globa Biodiversity Framework (KM-GBF). Governance complexity, overlapping
legal mandates, the absence of site-level IUCN category assignment, weak ecological connectivity and the lack of
systematic management effectiveness evaluation are the primary structural problems identified. Recommendations
address site-level ITUCN assessment, KBA-informed gap analysis, representativeness and connectivity, management
effectiveness evaluation, transparent PA statistics and inter-agency coordination.

Keywords. DKMP; protected areas; national parks; I[UCN management categories; Key Biodiversity Areas; KM-
GBF Target 3; nature conservation; Tiirkiye.

TYPKUSAHBIH TABUFATTBI KOPFAY K9HE YJITTBIK TAPKTEP BAC
BACKAPMACBI: HTHCTUTYTTBIK K¥YPbBUUIBIMbI, KOPFAJIATBIH TABUT'
AYMAKTAPIABIH CAHATTAP® )KOHE BACKAPY TUIMALJIITT

Anparna: TypkusaelH TaOuraTTel KOpray KoHe YWITTHIK mapkrep Oac O6ackapmackl (DKMP) IMpesunentriyg Ne
175 Xapneireivern (Pecmu razet, 2024 KpUFBl 28 JKENTOKCAH) MUHHUCTPIIKTIH OPTANBIK OeiMIIeciHeH AYBUT jKOHE
OpMaH IIapyamIbUIBIFEI MHHHUCTPIITIHE KapacThl 3aHOel TYIFa MopTeOeci Oap koHe apHalbBl Oromkeri Oap
BEJIOMCTBOJIBIK OAaFbIHBICTHI MEMJICKETTIK MeEKeMe OOJNBIN KalTa KYpbulbl. By KypbUIBIMABIK IIOdyAa Kemeci
Macedenep KapacToipbiiaasl: (1) DKMP-HIH Tapuxu 1aMmysl MeH Ka3ipri YHbIMABIK KypbuUibiMbl; (1)) DKMP ky3biperine
KipeTiH KopramaTelH Taburum aymakrapaslH (KTA) oxeTi YITTBIK CaHATBIHBIH KYKBIKTBIK HETi3Zepi, OJapibIH
XaNbIKapanelK canattapaan (Pamcap cynbl-0aThmakTel —ajgKamTapbl) JKoHE TaOWUFATThI KOpFAyAbl JKocmapiay
KypannapeHan (Herisri 6mooprtypminik aymakrapsl, HBA) alisipmamsuieirsl, coHmai-ak onmapasiH XTKO (IUCN)
Oackapy caHaTTapblHa OOJDKaMIbl COWKecTiri; oHe (iii) omebuwerrepae aHBIKTANFaH OacKapy THIMIUITIHIH ©3€KTi
macenenepi. oy 36 nepekkesre, coHbIH imriHae 20 peneH3usUIaHFaH JKypHaJl MakalachblHa, COHIAl-aK 3aHHAMara,
peCMH CTaTHCTHKara >XOHE XallbIKapallblK HYCKayJBIKTapFa HerizfenreH. bipsiHrail ecenTimik KyHiHe coiikec (2023
KbULABIH coHbl), DKMP GackapysIHnars! xeTi caHaT skannsl (OpyTTo) ayaansl 3,21 MUIIIIMOH reKTappl KypanTeiH 646
HBICaHIIBl KaMTBIIbI; KOpFay MopTeOernepiHiH e3apa KabaTTacyblHa OaiyIaHBICTBI JKaJIbl KAMTYbl Oarajnay yIIiH Oy
ayJaHaapIbl JKail FaHa Kocyra OonMaiibl. Bapiblk ynTTBIK caHaTTrap OoOMBIHIIA KadaTTacynapAbl €CKepe OTBIPHII
Ty3eriireH pecmu aepekrep 2023 kpuibl TYPKUSHBIH KYpJBIKTHIK ayMarblHBIH 11amMameH 7,8%-bI jkoHE TeHI3
akBaTOpUSACHIHBIH 6,0%-bI KOprayFa anblHFaHbIH Kepcerendi, Oyn KynpMuH-MoHpeans »xahaHABIK OHOSPTYPIIIIK
6armapnamaceinbiy (KM-GBF) 3-mi Makcateinan (30x30) aiitapisikrait ToemeH. backapyablH KypJemiIiri, 3aHibl
eKineTTikTepAiH Oip-OipiH Kaiftamaysl, »ekenereH HbicaHmap nAeHreiiinge XTKO canarrapbiHbIH —Oepinmeyi,
SKOJIOTHSUTBIK OaMTaHBICTBIH QJICI3MIT1 koHE OacKapy THIMIUITIH Xy#elni OaraiayblH KOKTHIFBI aHBIKTAJFAH HETi3Ti
KYPBUIBIMIBIK Macesenep Oombim Tabbutansl. ¥ cbiabicTap kekenereH KTA nenreiiinme XTKO omictemeci GoiibrHima
Oaramay okyprizyre, HBA gepekrepi HeTi3iHAe ONKBUIBIKTapIAbl TaljayFa, ayMakTapIblH OKUIIUII MeH
OailTaHBICTHUTBIFBIHA, OacKapy THIMIUIITiH Oaranayra, KTA OOWBIHINA allIBIK CTATUCTHKAFa XOHE BEIOMCTBOAPAIBIK
yitnectipyni skakcapTyFra OarbITTaJIFaH.
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Tyiiin ce3nep: DKMP; xopranarein Taburu aymaxrap; yiIrTeik mapkrep; XTKO 6Gackapy canarrapsl; Herisri
Ouoaprypuinik aymakrapsl; KM-GBF 3-mi Makcatsr; Taburattsl Kopray; Typkust.

I''TABHOE YIIPABJIEHUE OXPAHBI ITPUPO/1bl 1 HAIIMOHAJIBHbBIX ITAPKOB
TYPUUU: THCTUTYHUOHAJIBHAS CTPYKTYPA, KATEI'OPUHU OXPAHAEMBIX
INPUPOJHBLIX TEPPUTOPUU U DPPEKTUBHOCTD YIIPABJIEHUSA

AHHoTaunusi: [7aBHOe ympaBieHHE OXpaHBI NPHUPOAB M HanuoHAIBHBIX mapkoB (DKMP) Typuomm yxasom
Ipesunenra Ne 175 (OdummansHerii BecTHHK, 28 aexadps 2024 roma) Obuto TpeoOpa3oBaHO W3 IEHTPAIHHOTO
MOJIpa3/ie/IeHNs] MUHUCTEPCTBA B MOABEJOMCTBEHHOE IOCYAapCTBEHHOE YUPEXKIEHHE CO CTaTyCOM IOPUANYECKOro JIHMLA
U CIIEIMANBHBIM OI0/DKETOM NpH MHHHCTEPCTBE CEJILCKOTO M JIECHOTO XO3siicTBa. B IaHHOM CTpyKTypHpOBaHHOM
0030pe paccMaTpuBaroTcs: (1) HICTOPUYECKOE pa3BUTHE M TEKyIlas opranusannoHHas ctpykrypa DKMP; (ii) mpaBoBas
0aza ceMU HallMOHAJIBHBIX KAaTErOpUil oxpaHseMbIX npupoaHbix tepputopuii (OI1T), Haxonsmuxcs B Benennn DKMP,
UX OTIMYHE OT MEXIyHapOAHBIX Kareropuit (Pamcapckue yroabs) 1 HHCTpYMEHTOB IJIAHUPOBAHUS OXPaHbI IPUPOJIBI
(KiroueBble opHHUTONOrHYecKue/6nopazHooOpasusie Tepputopun, KBT), a Takke UX OpHEHTHPOBOYHOE COOTBETCTBUE
kareropusiM ynpasieauss MCOIL; u (iii) mpoOieMsr 3 GEKTHBHOCTH yTIpaBICHUS, BRIABICHHEIEC B uTepaType. O030p
ommpaercss Ha 36 HMCTOYHHUKOB, BKIIouas 20 pereH3UpyeMBIX >KYypHAIBHBIX CTaTeil, a Takke 3aKOHOAATEIbCTBO,
oHIMaTbHYI0 CTAaTHCTHKY W MEXIyHapoIHbIe pyKoBoAcTBa. Ha eamHyio oTueTHylo naty (komen 2023 roma) cemb
kareropuit oy ynpasineaueM DKMP Bxrouanu 646 00bekToB 00mieit (OpyTro) miomansio 3,21 MHIUIHOHA TEKTApOB;
13-3a HAJIOKCHUS OXPAHHBIX CTaTyCOB 3TH IUIOMIAIN HENb3s CyMMHUPOBATh ISl OLEHKH 001ero oxsara. OdunuaasHbe
JTaHHbIE, CKOPPEKTUPOBAHHBIE C yUETOM HAJIOKEHHH, [ BCEX HAI[MOHAJIBHBIX KaTETOPUH IMOKa3bIBalOT, uTo B 2023
ToJy MOJ OXpaHO! HaxoauiIoch mpuMepHo 7,8% cyxomyTHol Teppuropun Typrun u 6,0% e€ MOpckoil akBaTOpUH, YTO
3HaumtenbHo Hike Llemn 3 (30x30) KynbmunHcko-MoHpeanbckoil rio0anbHOW paMOYHOW NporpaMMmbl B 00JIacTH
ouopaszunoobpasuss (KM-GBF). CrnoxHocTh ymOpaBieHHs, IyOJHUPOBaHUE 3aKOHHBIX MOJHOMOYHIA, OTCYTCTBHE
npucBoeHHbIX Kateropuit MCOII Ha ypoBHE KOHKPETHBIX OOBEKTOB, cliabasi SKOJOrn4ecKasi CBI3HOCTh U OTCYTCTBHE
CHUCTEMaTHYeCKOi OlEeHKH S((GEKTUBHOCTH YIPABICHUS SBIAIOTCS OCHOBHBIMH BBIABICHHBIMH CTPYKTYPHBIMHU
npobimemamu. Pexomennmamum kacatorcs omeHkH 1o meroposiorun MCOII wHa ypoBre otaenpHbix OIIT, anammsa
npobenoB Ha ocHoBe AaHHBIX O KBT, pempe3eHTaTMBHOCTH M CBSI3HOCTH TEpPPUTOpHUil, ONEHKH 3(GPEKTUBHOCTH
yrpasiieHus, npo3paunoil cratuctuku OIIT u MexBeOMCTBEHHOM KOOpAUHALIMH.

KnatoueBbie ciaoBa: DKMP; oxpaHsemble NpHpOAHBIE TEPPUTOPHH; HAIMOHAIBHBIE MApKH; KaTEroOpuu
ynpasienuss MCOIT; KiroueBbie 6nopasnoodpasusie Tepputopun; Liens 3 KM-GBF; oxpana npuponsr; Typrms.

1. Introduction

Protected areas (PAs) are the primary tool for in situ biodiversity conservation. The
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) defines a protected area as “a clearly
defined geographical space, recognized, dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective
means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and
cultural values” [19]. National PA systems are evaluated against this definition. [UCN management
categories (la-V1) are assigned according to the primary management objectives of each individual
site, not according to the name or legal designation under which the site is established [19,31].

Tiirkiye falls almost entirely within three of the 34 global biodiversity hotspots recognized at
the time of Sekercioglu et al.’s review: the Caucasus, Irano-Anatolian, and Mediterranean [2]. Of
the more than 9,000 native vascular plant species then known (the true number probably
approaching 10,000), at least 3,022 (33%) are endemic, and the fauna has been estimated at about
80,000 species [2]. Despite this biological wealth, Sekercioglu et al. [2] documented a conservation
crisis driven by unchecked urbanization, dam construction, wetland drainage, poaching, and
excessive irrigation. Kaya and Raynal [1] had earlier identified biogeographic representation gaps
in Tiirkiye’s PA network, noting the intersection of biodiversity and forestry management.

Tiirkiye’s PA system is administered mainly by DKMP, restructured in December 2024 as an
affiliated public entity by Presidential Decree No. 175 (Official Gazette No. 32766, 28 December
2024) [34]. The lega framework rests on National Parks Law No. 2873 (1983), Land Hunting Law
No. 4915 (2003), and Environment Law No. 2872 (1983), supplemented by international
obligations under the Ramsar (in force for Tiirkiye since 1994), Bern (ratified 1984), and CITES
(acceded 1996) conventions, and the Kunming-Montreal Globa Biodiversity Framework (KM-
GBF, December 2022) [22]. Further area-based designations, notably Special Environmental
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Protection Areas (OCK) and natural sites, are administered by the Ministry of Environment,
Urbanization and Climate Change [30].

Severa studies have identified governance complexity as a central obstacle to effective PA
management in Tirkiye. Atmis and Cil [3] placed Tiirkiye within the Pan-European sustainable
forest management framework; Elvan and Birben [10,11] demonstrated progressive but incomplete
alignment with international conservation conventions; Caliskan et al. [6,7] examined the tension
between economic pressures and ecological sustainability in forestry governance. Eken et al. [4]
identified 303 globally important Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAS) covering about 26% of the
country and found water-development projects (dams, irrigation and drainage) to be the main threat
to them. KBAs are identified with a standardized scientific method [32] and do not, by themselves,
confer any legal protection.

This article makes five contributions to the literature: (1) it provides an early synthesis of
DKMP’s 2024 reorganization in the academic literature; (2) it distinguishes national legal PA
designations from international designations and conservation-planning tools, and assesses the
indicative correspondence of each national designation with [IUCN management categories; (3) it
reconciles the PA statistics in circulation by stating their scope, reporting date and treatment of
overlapping designations, (4) it integrates ecosystem-service, governance, and conservation-
effectiveness findings from 36 sources; and (5) it proposes evidence-based policy recommendations
within the KM-GBF Target 3 framework that extend beyond area coverage.

2. Materialsand Methods

2.1. Review Design and Literature Search

This study is a structured narrative review. It does not follow a systematic-review protocol
(e.g., PRISMA) and does not claim exhaustive retrieval of the literature. Literature was searched in
Web of Science Core Collection, Scopus, and Google Scholar using the query (“DKMP” OR
“nature conservation” OR “national park” OR “protected area”) AND (“Turkey” OR “Tiirkiye”),
limited to publications from 2015 to 2026; the searches were last updated in April 2026. The search
was supplemented with backward and forward citation tracking of key anchor papers (Sekercioglu
eta., 2011 [2]; Kaya & Raynal, 2001 [1]; Elvan & Birben, 2021 [10,11]) and with targeted retrieval
of legidation, official statistics and international guidance documents from DKMP, the Ministry of
Environment, Urbanization and Climate Change, IUCN and the CBD. Retrieved records were
screened by title and abstract and then in full text. Sources were included if they (i) were peer-
reviewed journal articles, official reports or statistics, legisation, or international guidance
documents; (ii) directly addressed PA governance, legal frameworks, ecosystem services, or
biodiversity conservation in Tiirkiye, or provided international standards applied in the analysis
(IUCN categories, KBA standard, KM-GBF); and (iii) were available in English or Turkish.
Sources were excluded if they dealt with a single species or site without a governance or PA-system
dimension, or if the full text was not accessible. Pre-2015 works were retained only where they
remain the primary source for a topic. The fina corpus comprises 36 sources. 20 peer-reviewed
journal articles, 9 books, guidelines or international reports, and 7 legidative instruments or official
statistical sources.

2.2. Data Sources

Quantitative PA statistics (number of sites and area by designation) were taken from the
DKMP Nature Conservation Status Report 2023 [30], the most recent official source that reports,
for one reporting date, both designation-level statistics and an overlap-corrected (“single-surface™)
total in which areas holding more than one protection status are counted only once. All statisticsin
Table 1 therefore refer to the end of 2023. Sites designated after that date (e.g., national parks
proclamed in 2025 and the two marine national parks proclamed in August 2026 [36]) are
mentioned in the text but are not added to the 2023 totals. Coverage percentages are expressed
relative to the land area (77,997,582 ha) and marine area (46,200,000 ha) used in [30]; terrestrial
and marine percentages are reported separately and are never summed, because they refer to
different reference areas. Gross areas (the arithmetic sum of designation areas) are used only to
describe the size of individual designations, not to express coverage, because a single site may
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simultaneously hold several national and international statuses. The World Database on Protected
Areas (WDPA, 2025) and the Environmental Indicators Database of the Ministry of Environment,
Urbanization and Climate Change [23] were used for cross-checking. Correspondence with [TUCN
categories was assessed against the IUCN guidelines [19,31] and the FAO guidelines for
establishing protected areas in Tiirkiye [20]. Organizational structure information was extracted
from Presidential Decree No. 175 (Official Gazette No. 32766, 28 December 2024) [34].

2.3. Conceptual Distinctions

Four kinds of concepts are kept separate throughout this review. (1) Nationa legal PA
designations are categories created by domestic legislation that establish a legally binding
protection regime (e.g., national park, nature reserve, wildlife development area). (2) International
designations are listings under international agreements, such as Ramsar Sites under the Ramsar
Convention; they create reporting and wise-use obligations, but protection on the ground depends
on the underlying national designation(s), and a Ramsar Site is neither a national legal category nor
an I[UCN management category. (3) Conservation-planning tools, such as Key Biodiversity Areas
(KBAS), identify sites of particular importance for biodiversity using standardized scientific criteria
[32]; they have no legal status of their own and can be safeguarded through various measures,
including PA designation, other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs), spatial
planning and environmental impact assessment. (4) IUCN management categories (Ia-V1) describe
the primary management objective of an individual site and should be assigned site by site
following the IUCN assignment procedure [19,31]; they cannot be inferred from the legal
designation alone. Accordingly, the correspondence between national designations and [UCN
categoriesis expressed here as the closest likely (indicative) correspondence, not as equivalence.

2.4. Scope and Limitations

This is a structured review article; no new primary field data were collected, and no spatia
overlay (GIS) analysis was performed by the authors: overlap-corrected figures are taken from the
officia source [30], and statistics for sites designated after 2023 are not overlap-corrected. Because
record counts at each screening stage were not logged, the selection procedure cannot be reported as
a PRISMA flow diagram, and database and language restrictions may have led to relevant studies
being missed. The anaysis focuses on terrestrial PAs. Marine and coastal PA governance, while
referenced, is not evaluated in depth. Some older foundational references (e.g., Kaya & Raynal,
2001 [1]; Ekim et a., 2000 [18]) were retained for historical context where no more recent
equivalent exists.

3. Results

3.1. Ingtitutional History and the 2024 Reor ganization

3.1.1. Historical Evolution

DKMP’s institutional roots go back to 5 February 1958, when Yozgat Camligi was proclaimed
Tiirkiye’s first national park and a national parks unit was established within the General
Directorate of Forestry. Over the following six decades, the unit moved through several ministeria
homes: it became the General Directorate of National Parks and Hunting (1968), was downgraded
to a departmental unit under the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Rural Affairs (1982-1991),
and then went through successive re-elevations under the Ministries of Forestry, Environment and
Forest, and Forest and Water Affairs, before settling within the current Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry [28]. Atmis and Cil [3] noted that this administrative instability weakened both
institutional memory and budget continuity in forestry and PA management.

Caligskan et al. [6,7] provide relevant context: their analyses of Tiirkiye’s forest governance
document how legidlative changes since 2003 incrementally reconfigured the balance between
conservation and resource extraction within public forests, shaping DKMP’s operational mandate in
the process.

3.1.2. December 2024 Reorganization

Presidential Decree No. 175 (dated 27 December 2024; Official Gazette No. 32766, 28
December 2024) [34] reclassified DKMP from a central ministerial service unit to “an affiliated
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public entity with legal personality and a special budget” under the Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry (Figure 1). The special-budget status was formalized when DKMP was added to Schedule
(1) of Public Financial Management and Control Law No. 5018 by a law published in the Official
Gazette on 14 July 2025, and the Constitutional Court rejected an annulment action against the
relevant provisions of Decree No. 175 on 3 June 2025 (E.2025/49, K.2025/120). Nationa Parks
Law No. 2873 was subsequently amended by Law No. 7576 (Officia Gazette, 19 March 2026)
[35], which revised the rules on planning, permits for private persons and entities, and sanctions in
areas under the Law, and created the post of hunting and nature protection officer. Together, these
instruments give DKMP autonomous budget authority, the capacity to enter contracts
independently, and greater flexibility in personnel management. New or reinforced internal units
include a Wildlife and Nature Conservation Department with an explicit veterinary medicine
mandate and a dedicated Wetlands Department, which responds to a long-standing governance
problem identified by Elvan and Birben [10]: placing wetland management under an agriculture-
dominated ministry created institutional conflicts of interest that hampered Ramsar implementation.

Figure 1, DEMP Organisationol Structure after the Decemleer 2024 Roorganksathon

MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
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Figure 1. Organizational structure of the DKMP Directorate General following the December 2024 Presidential
Decree. Source: Presidential Decree No. 175 [34]; DKMP [28].

3.2. Protected Area Designations. Legal Framework and Indicative [UCN
Correspondence

3.2.1. National Legal Framework

Tiirkiye’s PA legal architecture under DKMP rests on three primary instruments: (1) National
Parks Law No. 2873 (1983; most recently amended by Law No. 7576 in 2026 [35]), which defines
(Article 2) and regulates national parks, nature parks, nature monuments, and nature reserves; (2)
Land Hunting Law No. 4915 (2003), which establishes Wildlife Development Areas (YHGS); and
(3) Environment Law No. 2872 (1983), which governs wetland protection together with the
Wetlands Conservation Regulation (2014), under which nationally and locally important wetlands
are recognized (Table 1). Other national designations fall outside DKMP: Special Environmental
Protection Areas (OCK; Environment Law No. 2872) and natural sites (Law No. 2863 on the
Conservation of Cultural and Natural Property) are administered by the Ministry of Environment,
Urbanization and Climate Change, while protection forests, gene-conservation forests and similar
categories under Forest Law No. 6831 are administered by the Genera Directorate of Forestry
(OGM) [30]. International obligations arise from the Ramsar Convention [10], the Bern Convention
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[11], CITES[26], and the KM-GBF [22]. Table 1 separates national legal designations administered
by DKMP (Panel A), international designations (Panel B) and national designations administered
by other agencies (Panel C), all at a common reporting date (end of 2023); Figure 2 shows the
distribution of the DKM P-administered designations by number of sites and area.

Elvan, Birben and Unal [11] found, using a four-point scoring chart, that the compliance of
Tiirkiye’s wildlife legislation with the Bern Convention rose from 17% to 74% between accession
(1984) and 2019; their analysis of 47 Council of State decisions (1984-2019) showed that decisions
explicitly citing the Convention more often produced positive ecological outcomes (87.5% versus
66%). Elvan and Birben [10] assessed Ramsar Convention effectiveness against Turkish legislation
and judicia decisions, finding measurable progress in legislation while noting that local community
consultation remains systematically inadequate. Velioglu and Elvan [15] provide a historical
analysis of wildlife legislation across Ottoman and Republican legidlative periods, documenting the
continuity in Tirkiye’s conservation law tradition. Elvan, Arslangiindogdu and Birben [12]
examined the legal framework for conserving migratory birds within the wetland network and
identified several international legal compliance gaps.

Table 1. Tiirkiye’s protected area designations at a common reporting date (end of 2023): legal basis, number of sites,
gross area and closest likely I[UCN management category.

Designation Legal basis Number | Grossarea Closest likely TUCN category
of sites (ha) (indicative) #
Panel A. National legal designations administered by DKMP
National Park Law No. 2873, Art. 2(a) 48 909,158 I
Nature Park Law No. 2873, Art. 2(b) | 266 108,036 V (site-dependent)
Nature Monument Law No. 2873, Art. 2(c) | 110 8,356 I
Nature Reserve (TKA) Law No. 2873, Art. 2(d) |31 46,453 la(Ib possible)
Wildlife Development Area | Law No. 4915 85 1,165,448 IV or VI only where extractive
(YHGS) uses are excluded; otherwise not
assignable ®
Nationally important wetland | Law No. 2872; Wetlands | 59 869,697 Site-dependent (1V or V)
Conservation Regulation
(2014)
Locally important wetland Law No. 2872; Wetlands | 47 107,021 Site-dependent (IV or V)
Conservation Regulation
(2014)
Subtotal, Panel A (gross) © — 646 3,214,169 —
Panel B. I nternational designation (overlaps with Panels A and C; not additive)
Ramsar Site Ramsar Convention (in 14 184,487 Not applicable (international
force for Tiirkiye since designation)
1994)
Panel C. National designations administered by the Ministry of Environment, Urbani zation and Climate Change
Specia Environmental Law No. 2872, Art. 9 19 3,832,960 Site-dependent (mostly V or VI,
Protection Area (OCK) or not assignable)
Natural site (Dogal Sit) Law No. 2863 3,962 2,854,906 Site-dependent (by protection
grade)
Overlap-corrected (single-surface) total of all national designations, including OGM forest protection categories “:
8,815,169 ha, of which land 6,060,270 ha (7.77% of land area) and sea 2,754,899 ha (5.96% of marine area).

« Indicative only: IUCN categories must be assigned site by site according to primary management objectives [19,31];
see Table 2. ® Mining has been permitted in YHGS since Law No. 5995 (2010) [2]; sites where extractive uses occur
must first be shown to meet the IUCN protected-area definition. < Gross areas are arithmetic sums that include overlaps
between designations, they must not be used to estimate coverage. < Includes Panels A—C, Ramsar Sites and OGM
categories (protection forests, urban forests, gene-conservation forests, seed stands and seed orchards), with overlaps
removed by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry; percentages refer to a land area of 77,997,582 ha and a marine
area of 46,200,000 ha. Source: DKMP Nature Conservation Status Report 2023 [30] .
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Figure 2. DKMP-administered protected area designations (Table 1, Panel A): distribution by category in terms of (a)
number of sites and (b) gross area (thousand ha), end of 2023. Ramsar Sites are not shown because they overlap with national
designations. Source: DKMP [30].

3.2.2. National Park (closest to lUCN Category I1)

National Parks (Milli Park) are Tiirkiye’s highest-profile PA designation. Law No. 2873,
Article 2(a), defines them as natural and cultura areas of national and international rarity with
outstanding scientific, aesthetic, and recreationa value; establishment requires a Presidential
Decision. The network grew from asingle site in 1958 to 48 sites covering 909,158 ha by the end of
2023 [30]. Later proclamations raised the number to 50 by May 2025, when Geben Valley
(Kahramanmaras) was proclaimed, and to 52 in August 2026, when Tirkiye’s first two marine
national parks, Fethiye-Kas (2,170,603 ha) and North Aegean (174,214 ha), were proclaimed [36];
these post-2023 sites are not included in the 2023 statisticsin Table 1.

The legal objectives of national parks correspond most closely to IUCN Category 11, athough
no site-level category assignment has been published. Sekercioglu et al. [2] described many of
Tirkiye’s PAs as practically “paper parks”, generally surrounded by agriculture and human
settlements and isolated from one another. Kaya and Raynal [1] identified biogeographic
representation gaps: semi-arid steppe and inner Anatolian grassland biomes are substantially under-
represented. Elvan et al. [17] found that Tiirkiye’s forest-fire legislation only partially meets FAO
criteria, which has implications for fire-prone national parks; Sari et al. [24] mapped high fire
danger across the Antalya region, where several PAs are located. Vatandaslar et al. [8] compared
sustainability language in Turkish and US public forest management plans and found that
biodiversity and ecosystem-service considerations appear in Turkish plans but are inconsistently
applied.

3.2.3. Nature Park (closest to |lUCN Category V)

Nature Parks, defined in Law No. 2873, Article 2(b), as areas with outstanding plant cover,
wildlife, and geomorphological features permitting recreational activities including hunting, fishing,
water sports, and camping, form the most numerous category, with 266 sites covering 108,036 ha at
the end of 2023 [30]. Their management objectives correspond most closely to IUCN Category V
(Protected Landscape/Seascape), which alows more human use than Category II; sites with
intensive recreational infrastructure require case-by-case assessment of whether they meet the
IUCN protected-area definition. Elvan, Yildirnm and Birben [27] studied the governance of
Istanbul’s nine Belgrad Forest nature parks and found that public participation in planning was
procedurally inadequate, with affected communities systematically excluded from key decision-
making steps.

3.2.4. Nature Reserve (closest to IUCN Category | a)

Law No. 2873, Article 2(d), defines Nature Reserves as areas requiring absolute protection,
restricted exclusively to scientific and educational use, that contain rare, threatened, or disappearing
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ecosystems and species. With only 31 sites covering 46,453 ha [30], this is Tiirkiye’s most strictly
protected category, and its legal objectives are closest to IUCN Category Ia. Sekercioglu et al. [2]
note that their small size and isolation limit landscape-scale ecological processes. Basak et al. [14],
in their national-scale review of ecosystem services studies in Tiirkiye, found that Nature Reserves
appear rarely in ecosystem-service assessments, reflecting both restricted access and scarce baseline
monitoring data.

3.2.5. Nature Monument (closest to |UCN Category [11)

Nature Monuments (Law No. 2873, Article 2(c)) are natural formations of scientific value
produced by natural phenomena. The 110 sites designated by the end of 2023 covered only 8,356 ha
[30], and their objectives correspond most closely to IUCN Category Il (Natura Monument or
Feature). Their ecological function is limited by small size. Spatial overlap between a Nature
Monument and a KBA does not by itself mean that the monument designation protects the species
and ecosystems for which the KBA was identified [32].

3.2.6. Wildlife Development Area (IUCN correspondence conditional)

Wildlife Development Aresas, established under Law No. 4915 (2003), aim to improve habitat
quality for wildlife by creating conditions for sheltering, feeding, and reproduction. With 85 sites
and 1,165,448 ha [30], YHGS are the largest DKM P-administered category by area. Their habitat-
and species-management objectives correspond most closely to IUCN Category IV, or to Category
VI where sustainable use of natural resources is a primary objective. However, Law No. 5995
(2010), which amended Mining Law No. 3213, opened Wildlife Development Areas to mining, and
Law No. 6094 (29 December 2010) alowed hydroelectric plants in protected areas [2]. Where such
extractive uses are permitted and take place, it must first be established whether the site still meets
the IUCN definition of a protected area, i.e., whether nature conservation remains its primary
objective, before any category is assigned [19,31]; sites that fail this test should not be reported as
protected areas in any IUCN category. Category VI does not resolve the problem, because it is
reserved for low-level, non-industrial resource use compatible with nature conservation [19]. This
regulatory erosion, an example of the policy-implementation gap examined by Caliskan et al. [6,7],
remains a major concern. Mékela et al. [16] provide a relevant international benchmark, showing at
national scale in Finland that forest management choices generate substantial trade-offs between
carbon sequestration and biodiversity, trade-offs relevant to multi-use management of YHGS in
Tiirkiye.

3.2.7. Wetlands (national designation) and Ramsar Sites (international designation)

The Ramsar Convention has been in force for Tiirkiye since 1994, and 14 Wetlands of
International Importance covering 184,487 ha have been designated [30]. Ramsar listing is an
international designation, not a nationa legal category or an IUCN management category: the
protection regime of each Ramsar Site derives from the Wetlands Conservation Regulation and
from any other national designation covering the site. Ramsar Sites therefore overlap with national
designations and are not added to national totals (Table 1, Panel B). Under domestic law, 59
nationaly and 47 localy important wetlands were recognized at the end of 2023 [30]. Elvan and
Birben [10] found that Ramsar Convention influence on Turkish legislation is measurable but that
community participation remains a persistent deficit. Elvan, Arslanglindogdu and Birben [12]
identified gaps in the integration of the Ramsar, Bonn, and EU Birds Directive frameworks for
conserving migratory water birds. Tulukcu Yildizbas et al. [13] found Turkish legislation to be
about 71% compatible with the Bucharest Convention on the protection of the Black Sea against
pollution, but noted that the Convention has had virtually no influence on court decisions, a finding
relevant to the governance of coastal wetlands.

3.3. Historical Expansion of the Protected Area Network

The PA network has expanded considerably since 2000, driven mainly by YHGS
proclamations and the growth of Nature Parks (Figure 3). Eken et a. [4] identified 303 globally
important KBASs covering about 26% of Tiirkiye; quantifying how much of this KBA area lies
within legally designated PAs, and under which management regimes, requires a spatial overlay of
KBA boundaries with overlap-corrected PA boundaries, which has not yet been published. Kaya
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and Raynal [1] and Ekim et al. [18] remain the foundational baseline references for understanding
what was present before the expansion began.
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Figure 3. Historical expansion of Tiirkiye’s protected area network, 1958-2024. Source: DKMP (2025); Sekercioglu et
al. [2]; Kaya & Raynal [1]; Atmus & Cil [3].

3.4. Indicative Correspondence with lTUCN Management Categories

IUCN categories are defined by the primary management objectives of individual sites rather
than by the legal designation under which a site is established [19,31]. A national designation can
therefore indicate only the category to which its sites are likely to correspond; actual assignment
requires site-level assessment of management objectives, zoning and permitted uses, with the
primary objective applying to at least three-quarters of the site area [19]. Table 2 summarizes the
closest likely correspondence for each national designation and the conditions under which it would
hold. Correspondence is most straightforward for nature reserves (1a), nature monuments (111) and
national parks (I1), and most problematic for YHGS, whose legal framework permits mining, and
for multi-purpose designations such as OCK and lower-grade natural sites, whose management
objectives vary widely between sites. Atmis (as cited in Elvan & Birben [11]) attributed TUCN
misalignment to overlapping protection statuses and governance fragmentation. FAO [20] notes that
Tiirkiye’s multiplicity of designations, while domestically coherent, creates ambiguity in
international reporting to the WDPA.

Table 2. Indicative correspondence between national protected area designations in Tiirkiye and [UCN management
categories, and the conditions under which the correspondence would hold.

Designation Closest likely lTUCN Conditions/ caveatsfor site-level assignment
category

Nature Reserve (TKA) la(lb for large sites of Access restricted to science and education; effective
wilderness character) enforcement of the absol ute-protection regime.

National Park I Ecosystem protection as primary objective over >75% of the

area; recreation and visitor infrastructure confined to zones;
no extractive use.

Nature Monument Il Management focused on the specific natural feature; small
size limits wider ecological function.
Nature Park V (Il or VI for somesites)  Depends on the intensity of recreational, hunting and

infrastructure use; sites where recreation is the primary
objective may not meet the I[UCN protected-area definition.
Wildlife Development Area  IV; VI only for low-level, Only where mining (Law No. 5995, 2010) and hydropower
(YHGS) non-industrial resourceuse  (Law No. 6094, 2010) are excluded or demonstrably absent;
otherwise the IUCN protected-area definition must be tested
first and the site may not qualify.
Nationally / locally important |V or V (site-dependent) Absolute-protection zones may correspond to 1V; buffer and

wetland ecological-impact zones permitting agriculture and
settlement do not meet category IV objectives.
Specia Environmental V or VI, or not assignable  Large multi-purpose planning areas that include settlements
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Protection Area (OCK) and tourism; assignment requires zoning-level assessment.

Natural site (Dogal Sit) Site-dependent Varies with the protection grade under the natural-site
regulation; lower grades permitting controlled development
are unlikely to qualify.

Ramsar Site Not applicable International designation; category, if any, followsthe
underlying national designation(s).
Key Biodiversity Area Not applicable Scientific site-identification standard [32]; no legal status;

may be safeguarded by PA designation, OECM recognition

or planning instruments.
Source: authors’ assessment based on [IUCN [19], Solton et al. [31], FAO[20], IUCN [32] and thelegal provisions
cited in Section 3.2.

3.5. Regional Distribution of Protected Areas

Protected areas are distributed unevenly across Tiirkiye’s seven geographic regions. At the end
of 2023, the 48 national parks were distributed as follows. Black Sea 10, Central Anatolia 9,
Mediterranean 8, Aegean 6, Marmara 6, Eastern Anatolia 6 and Southeastern Anatolia 3 (Figure 4).
Six of the 48 are national historic parks designated mainly for their cultural and historical values
(two each in Central and Eastern Anatolia and one each in the Aegean and Black Sea regions);
parks designated for natural values are therefore fewest in Southeastern Anatolia (3) and Eastern
Anatolia (4). Inner Anatolian steppe ecosystems, among the most biodiversity-rich yet least forested
landscapes, appear to be among the least protected [1,4]. Durkaya et a. [9] found that socio-
economic conflicts between forest villages and PA administration are sharpest where PA boundaries
overlap with traditional resource-use areas, particularly in the Black Sea and Eastern Anatolia
regions.

Figurn & Dighrbgbion of Terhipe's 81 lpbonel Packs by Goagraphic Begisn lersi ol 207250

= b — e
—— ¥

Figure 4. Distribution of Tiirkiye’s 48 national parks by geographic region at the end of 2023, distinguishing national
historic parks. Parks spanning several provinces are assigned to the region containing their main part.
Source: site list compiled by the authors; total number of sites from DKMP [30].

3.6. International Benchmarking and KM-GBF Context

Figure 5 compares Tiirkiye’s terrestrial PA coverage with comparable European nations and
the KM-GBF Target 3 [22]. On an overlap-corrected basis and including all national designations,
about 7.8% of Tiirkiye’s land area and 6.0% of its marine area were protected at the end of 2023
[30]. The two figures are reported separately because Target 3 applies the 30% goal separately to
terrestrial and inland water areas and to marine and coastal areas [22], and because the percentages
refer to different reference areas. Reaching 30% on land would require roughly 22 additional
percentage points. The two marine national parks proclaimed in 2026 (about 2.34 million ha) [36]
will raise marine coverage substantially, but their contribution should be quantified once overlap-
corrected statistics are published. Coverage is, moreover, only one element of Target 3, which also
requires PA systems to be ecologically representative, well connected and effectively and equitably
managed (Section 4.2). OECD [21] Environmental Performance Reviews confirm that Tiirkiye’s
conservation spending per protected hectare is substantially lower than European peers. Caliskan et
a. [6,7] show through a governance analysis that extractive-industry interests and agricultural
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expansion exert sustained pressure on PA boundaries even when those boundaries are legally
defined.
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Figure5. Terrestrial protected area coverage (%) for selected countries, Tiirkiye (7.8%, overlap-corrected, 2023), the
global average, and the KM-GBF Target 3 (30%). Source: Eurostat (2023); OECD (2019) [21]; DKMP [30];
CBD/KM-GBF (2022) [22].

4. Discussion

4.1. Governance Architecture: Reform Potential and Structural Risks

The December 2024 reclassification of DKMP as an autonomous affiliated entity is a
potentially significant governance change. Financial autonomy may enable more strategic multi-
year planning and reduce the budget volatility that Atmis and Cil [3] identified as a recurrent
obstacle to sustainable forestry and PA management. That autonomy also carries risks: without
robust parliamentary oversight, an autonomous DKMP could be more exposed to ad hoc political
directives, a concern consistent with Caliskan et al.’s [7] finding that amendments to Tiirkiye’s
forestry laws have systematicaly shifted resource alocation towards extraction. Whether the
reorganization delivers genuine scientific decision-making authority and adequate staffing will
determine its practical effect.

The inter-agency coordination problem identified by Elvan and Birben [10,11] and Tulukcu
Yildizbas et al. [13] is not resolved by the 2024 decree. DKMP (including its Wetlands
Department), the General Directorate of Forestry (OGM), and the Genera Directorate for the
Protection of Natural Assets of the Ministry of Environment, Urbanization and Climate Change
(responsible for OCK and natural sites) hold overlapping jurisdictions, and the same area often
carries statuses administered by different agencies; the difference between the gross (10.4 million
ha) and overlap-corrected (8.8 million ha) totals of all national designations in 2023 indicates the
scale of this overlap [30]. A formal binding inter-agency coordination protocol covering wetlands,
coastal PAs, and KBA-adjacent forest lands is needed, comparable to the existing OGM-DKMP
protocol on forested PAs, together with a single, annually updated national PA register reporting
both gross and overlap-corrected statistics.

4.2. TUCN Alignment and KM-GBF Target 3: Beyond Area Coverage

KM-GBF Target 3 calsfor at least 30% of terrestrial and inland water areas and of marine and
coastal areas to be effectively conserved and managed by 2030 through ecologically representative,
well-connected and equitably governed systems of protected areas and OECMs, with particular
emphasis on areas of importance for biodiversity [22]. Progress cannot therefore be judged by area
coverage alone. For Tirkiye, four further dimensions are equally important: (i) ecological
representativeness, since steppe, semi-arid and inland-water ecosystems appear under-represented
relative to forest and coastal ecosystems [1,4]; (ii) connectivity, since PAs are largely isolated
within agricultura and urban landscapes [2] and ecological corridors have no dedicated lega
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instrument; (iii) management effectiveness, since no periodic, nationally standardized evaluation of
PA management effectiveness has been published, so it is not known how many designated sites
achieve their objectives [33]; and (iv) the actual contribution of sites to biodiversity conservation,
which requires biodiversity monitoring linked to site management.

Within this framework, the KBA dataset of Eken et al. [4] is best used as a scientific basis for
identifying priorities for the expansion and improvement of the PA network, not as a ready-made
list of sites to which a uniform legal status should be assigned. A national KBA gap analysis,
overlaying the 303 globally important KBAs with overlap-corrected PA boundaries, would show
which KBAS are unprotected, partialy protected, or protected under regimes that do not address the
species and ecosystems for which they were identified. The appropriate response may then differ
from site to site: designation of a new PA, improved management or rezoning of an existing PA,
recognition as an OECM, or safeguards through spatia planning and environmental impact
assessment. Priority should go to KBAs in under-represented ecosystems, such as the inner
Anatolian steppe and semi-arid eastern zones, and to KBAs that would improve connectivity
between existing PASs.

For YHGS sites where mining is permitted under Law No. 5995 (2010), which amended
Mining Law No. 3213 [2], two options are consistent with [UCN guidance: excluding extractive
uses so that nature conservation remains the primary objective, or, where this is not possible,
ceasing to report the affected areas as protected areas. Reclassification to Category VI is not a
solution for industrial extraction, because Category VI is restricted to low-level, non-industrial
resource use compatible with nature conservation [19]. The IUCN 30x30 implementation guide [25]
suggests that OECM (Other Effective Area-based Conservation Measure) frameworks could
complement formal PA expansion by recognising community-managed forests and traditional
protection zones not currently counted in Tirkiye’s PA statistics; OGM categories such as
protection forests and gene-conservation forests are candidates for OECM assessment, provided
their long-term biodiversity outcomes can be demonstrated.

4.3. Ecosystem Services Integration

Basak et al. [14] found that ecosystem service studies in Tiirkiye are spatially concentrated in
rural and peri-urban landscapes, leaving large functional gaps in systematic assessments of carbon,
water, and biodiversity services within PAs. Mikeld et al. [16], in their national-scale study in
Finland, demonstrated that open multi-objective planning tools are necessary to simultaneously
optimize forest management in terms of carbon sequestration and biodiversity targets. However,
such tools are not included in the protected area management plan templates in Tiirkiye.
Vatandaslar et al. [8] reached a similar conclusion comparing sustainability language in US and
Turkish public forest management plans. Turkish plans increasingly mention sustainability, but
quantified biodiversity or carbon targets are rare and monitoring obligations are poorly specified.

4.4. Biodiversity Threats and Wildlife Legidation

The threat profile documented by Sekercioglu et al. [2] remains largely unresolved: dam
construction, irrigation projects, coastal urbanization, and land conversion continue to fragment PA
networks. Elvan et al. [17] found that Tiirkiye’s forest fire legislation achieves only partia
compliance with FAO criteria, a gap of particular concern for PAs in high-fire-risk Mediterranean
zones. Velioglu and Elvan [15] traced wildlife protection legislation from the 1937 Hunting Law
through the current Law No. 4915 and identified persistent gaps in species-level protection
standards. Durkaya et al. [9] and Atmus et al. [5] argue that effective forest and PA governance
requires not only legal compliance but genuine participation and socio-economic inclusion of
forest-dependent communities, a dimension that conservation science increasingly treats as
inseparable from ecological effectiveness.

5. Conclusions

This review synthesizes the institutional history, lega framework, and management
effectiveness challenges of the DKMP, drawing on 36 sources, including 20 peer-reviewed journal
articles. The December 2024 reorganization grants DKMP operational and financial autonomy that,
if properly used, could address longstanding coordination and budget constraints. The structural
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problems documented in the literature, however, cannot be resolved by institutional reclassification
alone: overlapping lega mandates and protection statuses, the absence of site-level IUCN category
assignment, weak ecologica connectivity, the lack of systematic management effectiveness
evauation, inadequate ecosystem-service integration, and a large gap between current overlap-
corrected coverage (7.8% of land and 6.0% of sea in 2023) and KM-GBF Target 3 al require
targeted policy action.

Six recommendations follow from this synthesis: (1) assign IUCN management categories site
by site, following the IUCN assignment procedure [19,31], and report the results to the WDPA,;
areas in which extractive uses are incompatible with conservation as the primary objective should
not be reported as protected areas; (2) adopt a standardized management effectiveness evaluation,
such as the IUCN METT (Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool) within the ITUCN-WCPA
framework [33], as a mandatory periodic requirement for all PA designations; (3) use the KBA
dataset of Eken et al. [4] as the basis of a nationa gap analysis to prioritize the expansion and
improvement of the PA network, with responses tailored to each site (PA designation, improved
management, OECM recognition or planning safeguards) and priority given to under-represented
steppe and eastern Anatolian ecosystems and to connectivity; (4) publish annual national PA
statistics with a common reporting date that distinguish national designations, international
designations and gross versus overlap-corrected areas, with terrestrial and marine coverage reported
separately; (5) establish a legally binding inter-agency coordination framework between DKMP,
OGM, and the Ministry of Environment, Urbanization and Climate Change, drawing on the
convention-effectiveness analyses of Elvan and Birben [10,11]; and (6) integrate quantified
ecosystem-service targets, particularly for carbon sequestration, biodiversity, and water regulation,
into PA management plan templates, drawing on the methodological frameworks of Basak et al.
[14] and Mékeld et al. [16]. These steps would bring Tiirkiye’s conservation governance into line
with its KM-GBF obligations and with the scientific consensus on effective protected area
management.
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