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USAID Grant NO. TA-MOU-98-CA17-011 12 Oct. 200 1 
"Farm restructuring and land and water reform in Turkmenistan" 

Scientific Report for the period 1/9/2000-30/8/200 1 
By Zvi Lerman 
Department of Agricultural Economics and Management 
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Rehovot, Israel 

The project is currently in its second year. The cooperation with the principal investigator 
and the project team in Turkmenistan is proceeding smoothly. There is a regular 
exchange of e-mail messages, reinforced, when necessary, by fax and phone calls. Dr. 
Ivan Stanchin, the Turkmen principal investigator, visited Israel in March 2001. The visit 
provided an opportunity for a thorough discussion of various scientific aspects associated 
with the analysis of the private farmers survey (carried out in 2000) and for the design of 
the leaseholders survey (recently completed). In addition, Q. Stanchin met with members 
of the Department of Agricultural Economics and Management in Rehovot to discuss 
issues of common interest relating to land and water policies. He was also interviewed in 
Rehovot by Mr. Stanley Chan from Washington as part of USAID audit and evaluation 
procedures. Dr. Stanchin met with the staffat the R&D Authority (Ms. E. Slater and Ms. 
T. Atlas) to discuss and clarify various administrative procedure. In view of the practical 
and scientific success of Dr. Stanchin's visit, another visit by one of the Turkmen team 
members is planned for October 2001. 

The main accomplishment of the second-year phase of the project in Turkmenistan is the 
implementation and completion of a survey of leaseholders operating within the existing 
collectivist framework (in large farm associations). The survey covered 1,100 
respondents in 110 farm associations in all five provinces. The sample comprised 20% of 
farm associations in Turkmenistan, and it was selected by general random-sampling 
principles. As in the previous survey of private farmers, the survey instruments were 
developed by a panel of local experts in consultation with the Israeli principal 
investigator. The survey and the questionnaires received the approval of the authorities in 
Turkmenistan before the implementation. 

The survey fieldwork has been completed and the questionnaires are now being 
processed in Ashgabat. The data are being cleaned and a computer database is being 
created. As with the private farmers survey, the analysis will be carried out concurrently 
in Turkmenistan and in Israel. 

Following the completion of the survey of private farmers last year, the Turkmen team 
prepared apreliminary analysis of the survey database. The analytical report (in Russian) 
was received in January 2001 and can be provided on request (50 pages). A more detailed 
analysis of the private farmers database is now in process in Israel under the supervision 
of the Israeli principal investigator. 

As noted in last year's scientific report, the Israeli team is also analyzing a set of 1 0  
financial reports of large farm associations (collective farms) in Turkmenistan. The 



Turkmen team has recently managed to collect the latest financial reports of these farm 
associations, and the financial database, once completed, will cover the period 1997- 
2000. These data will enable us analyze over time the financial performance and the 
production efficiency of a group of f m  associations currently operating under new 
leasehold arrangements with their members. Preliminary results have already been 
obtained for the 1997 data year. 

A background report on legal, institutional, and economic aspects of the ongoing 
transformation in Turkmen agriculture is attached as Annex 1. It is largely based on the 
Russian-language report prepared by a group of experts, scholars, andagricultural policy 
makers in Turkmenistan (submitted in January 2001). Annex 2 is the English translation 
of the table of contents of the Russian-language report. The full report in Russian (90 
pages) is available on request &om the Israeli principal investigator. Annexes 3 and 4 
provide the survey instruments used respectively in the private farmers survey (2000) and 
the leaseholders survey (2001). The survey instruments are.in Russian, as no English 
version exists at this time. 
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1. Agricultural Performance and Policies in the Context of Land - 

Reform in Turkmenistan 

Turkmenistan is a predominantly desert country in which climatic factors limit the 
agricultural potential. Land area and sunshine are abundant, but water is scarce. Almost 80% of 
the country is extensively grazed desert pasture. Cropped area is virtually all irrigated, and 
comprises only 3.6% of land area. The endowment of irrigated crop land is less than one hectare 
per rural person. This is similar to the per-capita endowment of crop land in Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, and Moldova, with one substantial difference: all these are countries with a relatively 
high population density, while the population density in Turkmenistan turns out to be high only 
when calculated per unit of imgated land, and not all agricultural land. 

Despite climatic limitations, agriculture is an important sector in the Turlanen economy. 
Turkmenistan's rich reserves of oil and gas offer potential for substantial row* &om sectors 
other than agriculture. However, this potential has not been realized due to large capital 
investment requirements, as well as difficulties with logistics, market access, and low 
international energy prices. Agriculture therefore remains at present an important source of 
employment and export earnings; in 1998 about one quarter of export revenues derived from 
cotton. Over half of the population is rural, and just less than one haif of the labor force is 
employed in primary agriculture. Yet agriculture contributes only about one quarter of GDP, 
suggesting that labor employed in agriculture is significantly less productive than in other 
sectors. However, national accounts are very approximate, and agriculture's share may be 
underestimated. 

With the country's high ratios of labor to land, abundant solar radiation, and dependence 
on irrigation under conditions of water scarcity, economic logic suggests that the sector should 
specialize in labor intensive products with high yields and high value per hecrare. The actual 
pattern of production, in contrast, emphasizes low yielding and low value products. Just under 
half of the planted area (45%) is devoted to grains. By international standards, -gains offer 
relatively low value per hectare, particularly at the yield levels observed in Turkmenistan. 
Another 38% of the planted area is devoted to cotton, a higher value crop, but cotton area is 
down from 49% of the planted area in 1991. Horticultural products can offer higher value per 
hectare than grains or cotton, and prior to independence Turkmenistan was a major producer and 
exporter of h i t s  and vegetables for more northerly regions of the USSR. Production and trade 
in these products declined markedly in the 1990s with the dissolution of the USSR, and has not 
recovered. 

Crop yields show high variability despite the prevalence of irrigation. Although the 
variability masks trends, yields appear to be low and declining, particularly since 1995. The 
1998 wheat harvest was a welcome exception to recent low yields, but much of the improvement 
is attributable to unusually favorable rains. The 1998 wheat yields, although higher than the 
prior two years, were still low by international standards for inigated wheat, and may be difficult 
to sustain in future years with more normal weather patterns. With low yields and increased area 
devoted to low value crops, the evolution of Turkmeh agriculture is at odds with longer-tern 



trends that could increase rural well-being. In addition, present agricultural practices are 
contributing to depletion of soil and water resources, and may undermine the natural resource 
base for agricultural production in the future. 

Poor performance of agriculture raises important questions regarding the prospects for 
longer-term growth in Turkmenistan. The outlook for agriculture and for the rural sector more 
generally depends to an important degree on reforms in land tenure and related decisions 
regarding agricultural policy. Since 1991, the government has made a number of changes in 
agricultural policy. Major objectives of agricultural policy have been to achieve self-sufficiency 
in grains, earn foreign exchange through continued export of cotton, and provide resources to 
other sectors for investment in public buildings, infktructure, and industry. These multiple 
roles and ambitious goals for the agricultural sector were expected in 1991 to be temporary, since 
high and early earnings from the energy sector were anticipated. 

Earnings from the energy sector did not materialize as expected, and agricultural policies 
adopted soon after independence became a longer-term b e w o r k  for the sector. Under these 
policies, agriculture experienced a gradual decline in performance until 1996, when output 
dropped precipitously for a number of reasons. Adjustments in policy and adoption of new 
programs followed after 1996. 

Recent developments in the economy as a whole, in particular low revenues &om gas 
exports and delayed growth in industry and services, imply that agriculture will remain more 
important for the foreseeable future than was expected during the optimistic period immediately 
after independence. Indeed, the latest strategy for socio-economic development of Turkmenistan 
to year 2010, adopted in December 1999, projects that agriculture will maintain its share of GDP 
at around 25% at least to year 2004. The efficiency of resource use in agriculture and the impact 
of policy on sectoral performance is therefore of heightened importance as agriculture's share of 
the economy remains relatively high. 

The Macroeconomic Environment for Agriculture 

Changes in Turkmenistan's agricultural sector reflect an approach to reform marked by 
,-dualism, guided by administrative authority, and punctuated by turnover in personnel. As a 
consequence of the gradualist approach, the degree of administrative control over the sector 
remains high and retains key elements of central planning, such as administered prices and 
production quotas. Under present policies a substantial flow of resources is extracted h m  
agriculture, as argued below in this report. The present position of agriculture as a net 
contributor to the rest of the economy is in contrast to the situation in the late Soviet period, 
when agriculture was a net recipient of resources through investments in land reclamation and 
irrigation, input subsidies, and subsidized credit, the overall impact of which exceeded the 
implicit taxation of state orders. 

In the early years after independence in 1991, Turkmen authorities expeaed to benefit 
from an improvement in terms of trade, as energy exports sold for hig%er prices on international 
markets than they had under barter terms of trade in the Soviet system. Although formal terms 
of trade for energy were more advantageous in international markets, Tubenistan could not 
access the more lucrative sales because the gas pipelines linked them with partners within the 



former Soviet trading space. With cotton, the situation was reversed. The barter terms of trade 
for cotton were less advantageous on international markets than they had been in the Soviet 
system, but cotton could be redirected easily to international buyers who paid cash in hard 
currency. The switch kom ruble trade to dollar trade more than compensated for a decline in the 
formal relative price of cotton. The country thus entered into independence confident of high 
economic growth based on exports of energy and cotton. Difficulties related to payments for 
energy exports were expected to be transitory. The Turkmen manat was introduced in November 
1993 at an initial exchange rate of 2 manat to the US dollar. 

Between 1993 and 1995 the outlook dimmed. Real GDP declined by approximately 10% 
and inflation averaged 1,500% annually. The economy's decline was slow for a period in 1995 
and early 1996, but then accelerated, spurred by the disastrous harvest of 1996 and sharply lower 
payments for gas exports. For example, exports of gas fell from approximately 80 billion cubic 
meters in 1990 to 6.5 billion in 1997. The economy declined by 25% in 1997 alone, and then 
made a partial recovery in 1998, due largely to a better harvest. Even with the recovery, 
however, aggregate real GDP remains below that of 1996. . 

Despite the severe shrinkage of the economy between 1991 and 1998, the government 
has maintained a major program of public investment, financed largely by foreign borrowing, 
and to a lesser extent by redistribution of earnings from the agricultural sector. This included 
constructing new public buildings in Ashgabat, ,gain storage and milling facilities, a new airport, 
and modem hotels. 

The large amount of foreign borrowing has led to substantial obligations for debt service, 
and the continuation of the construction pro,%m despite the worsening economy places a high 
burden on agriculture. Direct and indirect taxes on cotton sales and exports accounted for about 
9% of budgetary revenues in 1998. This amount is considerably less than the share of the energy 
sector, at 31% of revenues. A 9% share of budgetary revenues from agriculture may not appear 
high if the sector in fact contributes about 25% of GDP. Indeed, as noted below, agriculture is 
exempt from a number of taxes operative for other sectors, such as the value added tau and the 
profit tax. However, virtually all of the direct tax on agriculture comes from the cotton sector. 
Moreover, the budgetary revenues from cotton do not reflect the full burden of taxation on 
agriculture. Taxes on wheat are implicit, and flow directly to consumers through low bread 
prices without showing in the budget. Thus the aggregate tax burden for agriculture is higher 
than the government's explicit share reflected in the budget. 

The appropriate level and mechanisms for taxation of agriculture could be the subject of a 
separate and detailed discussion. As a general principle, the overall level of taxation should be 
adequate to keep the budget deficit within bounds, the tax rate should be rou$ly equal across 
sectors to avoid swings in investment flows, and the instruments of taxation should be roughly 
neutral in the impact on producers' decisions about choice of activities and technology. Taxation 
of cotton and wheat in Turkmenistan deviates from these general principles. The state purchases 
wheat under state order prices below international prices, and then passes the benefit to 
consumers. 

The tax burden and the instruments for extracting tax (production and marketing orders) 
reduce efficiency and earnings of agriculture. Yet with public finance in a perilous state and the 



budget deficit increasing, reducing the tax on cotton and wheat would require either alternative 
sources of revenue or substantial cuts in public expenditure. Without either of these measures, a 
cut in the cotton tax would be inflationary. Inflation hovered around 20% annually in 1997 and 
early 1998 after a decline &om triple digits in 1996, but the monetary expansion in late 1998 
could push it higher in 1999. Agricultural producers are locked into production quotas and fixed 
administered prices for inputs and output, and can do little to protect them if inflation 
accelerates. Renewed inflation would therefore harm most agricultural producers. They would 
gain little if the government eased the tax burden on cotton but at the same time fheled inflation. 
Reduced taxation of cotton would and will require a reassessment of the government's 
expenditure and investment programs that has not been undertaken to date. As a consequence 
mandatory production and marketing of cotton and wheat remains a major instrument of public 
finance. 

The dual commitment to gradual economic reform and high rates of public investment 
has created tension in the economy throughout the period of independence. High rates of public 
investment necessitate high growth rates to generate revenues and borrowing capacity. Gradual 
reform brings slow, or in this case, negative growth. The tension has been resolved in part 
through increased foreign borrowing, and in part through retention of the state order system as a 
mechanism for taxation of agriculture. 

Although public investment is high, investment in essential public goods and services for 
agriculture is low. Basic maintenance of the imgation system, investments in agricultural 
science, and extension activities have been cut back severely. Public investments related to 
agiculture have been largely to support the govemment gain program, and have included -M 
milling capacity, and importation of combines for harvesting. The policies and programs pursued 
in the 1990s have thus resulted in significant net depreciation of the capital stock in primary 
production and water management. Private investment in agriculture is low now because 
earnings are low, and is limited to the household plot, since this is the land for which families 
have greatest confidence in security of tenure. To the extent that rural households have resources 
to invest, they concentrate on household plots and housing. One of the potential advantages of 
transferring agricultural land to private ownership is that land reform serves as a stimulus to 
private investment in rural areas, as households invest to improve and utilize their enlarged 
landholdings. 

Depreciation of the capital stock occurs in parallel with degradation of land and water 
quality, due to increased soil salinity, lower quality of water, and more erratic timing of delivery. 
These trends bode ill for the sector and the economy as a whole. Risks of severe revenue shock 
like that deriving kom the harvest failure of 1996 increase as the resource base deteriorates and 
the capital stock ages. Yet with higher debt service requirements, the need for revenue rises. 
Improved wheat yields in 1998 provided some breathing space. Paradoxically, the larger than 
expected harvest also created difficulties in public finance, since the government had not 
budgeted adequate resources to procure the large crop. Emission of an extraordinary tranche of 
centralized credit was needed to finance the larger-thanexpected procurement. 



Sectoral Performance Since Independence 

Overall, Turkmen agriculture has declined about 40% since 1990, as reported to FA0 and 
to the CIS statistical agency. The reported decline was modest until 1996, when a severe drop in 
the cotton and wheat crops pushed the sectoral total down dramatically. The decline in 
Turkmenistan has been roughly equal to that in Kazakhstan and the K y r g  Republic, although 
in the latter growth has resumed from a low point in 1995. Output in neighboring Tajikistan has 
dropped even more, largely due to eruption of civil strife. Reported output in Uzbekistan has 
fallen less, about 20% over the same period, although statistical reporting on the ml sector in 
both countries is imprecise. 

Approximately 60% of the value of Turkmen agriculture derives h m  the crop sector. 
Cotton is the most important crop, followed by wheat. Preliminary reports indicate that 1998 
was a favorable year for production of wheat, and a less favorable year for cotton. N e i $ i b o ~ g  
countries within the region also report good crops of wheat, suggesting that weather conditions 
have contributed to higher yields of grain in 1998. Wheat production was reported at 1.2 million 
tons that year, the largest harvest to date. The cotton crop was reported to be about 700,000 tons. 
This is higher than the exceptionally low crop of 1996 (435,000 tons) and that of 1997 (about 
600,000 tons), but it is only about half the level of cotton production reported in &he early 1990s. 

Table 1.1. Area Sown to Main C r o ~ s  in Turkmenistan: 1990-1997 (thousand hectare) 

Table 12. Cotton and Grain: Production and Yields for 1991-1998 

Year Grain Cotton Total 
CmPp+d 

Vegetables and 
melons 

Feed cmps 



Within the overall decline in output, the relative importance of various crops has changed 
substantially. An analysis of the area, production, and yields of key subsectors since 1991 
reveals several results (Tables 1.1, 1.2). Total planted area increased about 15% up to 1997 and 
then dropped back. Over this same period yields declined, suggesting that strong political 
pressures to expand area could not be sustained and could not be achieved with improved yields. 
Cotton area declined modestly (by about 11%). Yields remained roughly constant until 1996, 
when they dropped to about one third of prior levels, then recovered to about half of the earlier 
yield per hectare. 

Among the highest priorities of government policy has been increased domestic 
production of food grain, with the objective to achieve full self-sufficiency in wheat This policy 
represents a sharp break fiom agricultural policy of the Soviet period, when Turkmenistan w& 
required to specialize in production of cotton, and to a lesser extent, horticultural products for the 
all-union market. With the autonomy in policy making achieved under independence, the 
government moved rapidly to increase area under wheat at the' expense of area devoted to cotton, 
horticultural products, and feed crops. The main instrument for achieving this objective \as 
mandatory state orders requiring producers to substitute wheat for other crops, supplemented by 
administrative provision of inputs. The impact of the grain pro,- can be seen in the shifts in 
planted area shown in Table 1.1. The expansion of wheat area has come largely at the expense 
of feed crops, melons and vegetables, and, to a lesser extent, cotton. Wheat yields declined as 
area expanded, with a significant drop in I995 and 1996 and partial recovery thereafter. 

Reported animal numbers increased (Table l3), even though the feed base declined as 
area under feed crops fell and imports of concentrate feed were cut back Most of the increase in 
livestock numbers took place in the household sector. The accuracy of statistical reporting on 
livestock may have declined with the increase in production in the household sector, not all of 
which is officially recorded. Some of this increase is conjectural, and -the reported increase is 
contrary to trends in neighboring countries. For example, under pressures of reduced domestic 
demand for meat and higher relative prices for feed, livestock numbers in neighboring Central 
Asian countries experiencing similar economic pressures have declined substantially. 

Table 13. Livestock Subsector: Herd and Production in 1991-1997 

Cattle, 
thousand head 

1991 899 5,599 100 458 1.43 

1992 1,004 6,265 98 47 1 1,306 

1993 1,104 6,313 110 711 1,712 

1994 1,181 6,503 107 716 1,499 

1995 1,199 6,574 110 727 1,282 

1996 1,155 6,138 111 755 1,291 

1997 1,128 5,957 110 755 810 

1998 1,438 6,386 129 766 707 

Sheep and soak, 
thousand head 

Meat, thousand ton 
(slau&ter weight) 

Milk, 
thousand ton 

blik yield, kg per 
covr per year 



Households in Turkmenistan do not in general have increased access to feed to match the 
reported increased herd size. The farm-enterprise sector, with its declining animal numbers, 
retains disproportionate access to feed supply. The deteriorating feed base probably explains 
much of the reported decline in productivity per animal in production of meat and milk. Since 
1991, reported milk yields per cow have declined from the low starting point of 1,413 kg per 
cow annually to 1,383 kg per cow. The transfer of large numbers of animals without 
commensurate increase in access to feed has reduced animal productivity, and correspondingly 
raised costs of production of meat and milk. 

Households may have unrecorded sources of feed, andlor production data for meat and 
milk may be overestimated due to the difficulty of recording production in the household sector. 
If animal numbers are as large as recorded, feed as scarce as indicated, and most animals held in 
the household sector, environmental problems associated with overgrazing in tural settlements 
are likely to be severe and worsening. 

State Procurement of Wheat and Cotton 

The government retains state orders for wheat and cotton at levels exceeding recently 
observed production. Since wheat and conon account for about 90% of planted area, activity in 
the crop sector at present is almost as klly administered as it was under the Soviet system. Under 
the Soviet system, only the approximately 2% of land in the household garden sector was exempt 
fiom state production and marketing orders. At present approximately 10% of land appears to be 
unencumbered by state orders. The state orders target for wheat in 1998 was 1 2  million tons, 
and for cotton 1.3 million tons. Wheat production is reported to have been at or near the taro*et 
In recent years the state has procured about 85% of the wheat crop and virtually all cotton. 
Cotton production in 1998 was about half of the state order target. 

The state sets procurement prices for wheat and cotton. Prices in 1998 remained at the 
same nominal levels as in 1997, at 400,000 manat per ton for wheat and 1,000,000 manat per ton 
of medium staple raw cotton (1.5 million manat for long staple canon). Between 1997 and 1998 
the official exchange rate depreciated about 25%, from 4,165 manat/$ to 5,200 manat/$. In the 
third and fourth quarter of 1998 the manat is estimated to have depreciated unofficially a further 
50% to 8,000 manat/$. By March of 1999, when producers still depend on earnings and prices 
from the 1998 marketing year, the unofficial value of the manat had fallen to 17,000 manati5. 
The producer price for wheat in 1998 is thus approximately $50 per ton at the end-year curb 
exchange rate, and half of that at the March rate. The cotton price was approximarely S190 per 
ton (for raw cotton at the farm gate) in fourth quarter 1998 manat, and half that level in March 
1999. A farm-level price of $190 per ton corresponds to approximately $570 fiber equivalent 
The export price for cotton fiber f.0.b. at the Turkmen border is approximately $1,550 per ton. 

Implicit Taxation of Cotton and Wheat Producers 

The low procurement prices for cotton and wheat implies that producers of these products 
are subject to high implicit taxation. Producers are implicitly taxed when they are required to 
sell products to the state for less than they could receive if they sold directly to international 
traders active in global markets. The direction and magnitude of implicit taxation of the sector 
as a whole and of particular commodities is important when agriculture is undergoing major 



structural change, as, for example, through land reform. Structural change often implies 
investment on the part of individuals who are beneficiaries of the pro,gams of reform. Patterns 
of pricing and profitability will influence the magnitude and distribution of investment. If 
taxation is very high or if profitability is depressed for other reasons, participants in reform 
pro,gams may withdraw or fail to fulfill obligations incurred under the programs. Distortions 
and high rates of implicit taxation, therefore, can make otherwise promising reforms fail to 
deliver expected benefits. 

The question of whether agricultural producers are paying high implicit taxes is d i i t l y  
relevant to the issues of land reform addressed in this report In other countries of the former 
Soviet Union, particularly Russia and Ukraiie, producers have been given the legal ri&t to 
assume ownership of land and to establish new productive enterprises. Few have taken 
advantage of the opportunity, in p a  because with poorly developed markets and low prices, the 
value of land transferred through the reform programs is low. In contrast, when land reforms 
began in China in 1978; producer prices rose in real terms and implicit taxation of agiculture 
declined. Households moved rapidly to claim land under the household responsibility system 
because the land had real value under the new economic conditions. In Turhenistan, as in 
Russia and in China, the response of rural people to opportunities created under land reform 
programs will depend on whether the associated reforms in pricing and marketing are undertaken 
simultaneously. Reforms that increase the value of land, such as changes in marketing rules, can 
be expected to accelerate land reform. 

The beneficiaries of these taxation policies are a diverse group. In particular, bread 
consumers benefit from low wheat prices, because they are able to buy bread and flour for 
reduced prices. Since over half of the population is rural, and many of these people are both 
producers and consumers of bread, many rural people sell wheat to the state and later buy it back 
in the form of low priced flour or bread. These transactions are not efficient, and simply impose 
costs through excess marketing and waste. Flour consumers who do not grow wheat benefit 
from the low prices, although they are likely to meet the problems that are well known and 
associated with bread subsidies; for example, lines, erratic deliveries, and shortages. 

The beneficiaries of low cotton prices are more difficult to identify. The difference 
between the low domestic cotton price and the international trading price is divided benveen the 
cotton marketing agency, the state budget, and the Agricultural Development Fund in 
proportions that are not transparently displayed. The Agricultural Development Fund xvas 
founded in April 1996 to manage centralized investment and repayment of foreig obligations 
associated with the agricultural sector. The Agricultural Development Fund inherited debts 
incurred since 1991 on behalf of the Ministry of Agriculture for purchases of equipment for the 
grain program and also for other projects not necessarily connected to agriculture, such as 
construction of the Ak-Altyn hotel. The revenues and expenditures of the Agricultural 
Development Fund are displayed in aggregate in the 1998 budget, and this allows somefiat 
greater transparency than in the past, although disaggregated accounts of expenditures under the 
Fund are not yet public. 

A portion of the difference between farm gate and export price covers processing and 
handling costs of the cotton marketing agency. In the cotton industry in the United States, where 
processors and handlers are subject to competitive pressures, processing and transport margins 



absorb approximately ten cents per pound, or $220 per metric ton. Producers in a competitive 
industry also receive the monetary value of processing byproducts, such as oil and oilcake. 
Where processors have monopsony power, processing margins tend to be higher because 
competitive pressures are not exerted to bring them down. Producer prices are correspondingly 
depressed. In Turkmenistan the cotton marketing agency is not subject to competitive pressures, 
and thus could be expected to charge relatively high margins. At the same time, the marketing 
agency provides services, such as extension advice and provision of some agricultural input, that 
are not provided by cotton ginning and processing firms elsewhere. A full accounting of the 
marketing and processing margins of the cotton agency has not been made public. 

The residual price difference between the low payments to farmers, margins retained by 
processors, and the export price of approximately $1,550 per ton is divided between the budget 
and the Agricultural Development Fund. In the 1998 budget, the direct budgetary revenues h m  
sales of cotton were projected to be 199 billion manat, and another 355 billion manat were 
projected to accrue to the Agricultural Development Fund . o m  export sales of cotton. Yet 
according to the calculations s h o w  below, the difference between the value of the cotton crop at 
the farm level in domestic procurement prices and in international trading prices converted at the 
end of year exchange rate is approximately twice the amount projected for budgetary revenues 
from cotton and for the Fund. 

Part of the difference is explained by the movement in the exchange rate during 1998, but 
even at the prior year's exchange rate, the price difference exceeds the projected revenues to the 
budget and the Agricultural Development Fund. Some or all of this difference is likely to be 
absorbed by the margins of the cotton processing and marketing agency. With greater 
transparency of accounting and clarity on how cotton revenues are distributed, producers would 
be in a better position to lobby for retention of a higher share of export earnins, and thus would 
have higher retained earnings to invest in improved productivity. 

The Agricultural Development Fund manages the debt repayment obligations of the 
Ministry, and also is responsible for fmancing subsidies for current inputs, such as fertilizer. For 
1998 revenues into the Fund were budgeted at 419 billion manat (approximately $80 million at 
the end year official exchange rate), of which 85% were to derive h m  cotton exports. 
Expenditures under the Fund were also budgeted at 419 billion manat in 1998 for agriculture and 
602 billion manat in a m g a t e .  At this level of revenue and expenditure, the Agriculturat 
Development Fund in 1998 would have accounted for approximately 10% of budgetary 
expenditures, or about 3% of GDP. Although the 410 billion manat of expenditure is not broken 
down by category, it presumably includes both input subsidies for the 1998 crop year and debt 
repayment for agricultural investment in the past. The aggregate expenditure figure may include 
operating costs of the Fund and debt service for non-agricultural obligations. 

Producers of wheat and cotton under state order contracts are entitled to receive a 50% 
subsidy on purchases of fertilizer, chemicals, fuel, hwsport, machinery services, and other 
purchased inputs. Producers also receive a 30% advance payment on contracts for cotton and 
wheat, with the remainder payable upon delivery. In principle, both the 50% subsidy and the 
30% interest free loan represent subsidies to producers of cotton and wheat to offset the implicit 
taxation of low producer prices. In practice the quantitative flows are difficult to measure, since 
producers do not necessarily pay for inputs at the time of delivery, or receive payment for output 



upon delivery. Administrative commands still have greater weight than market s i sa l s  and 
payments. Transactions mediated through markets have little impact in these sub-sectors. 

Data needed to calculate inter-sectoral flows through subsidies and implicit taxation are 
incomplete, but estimated calculations suggest that agriculture is subject to severe implicit net 
taxation (Table 1.4). The impact of state order prices appears to be very large by international 
standards. Nominal rates of protection for cotton and wheat appear to be about equal. The late in 
1996 was very high, at approximately -70% for each commodity, implying that seventy percent of 
the value of the commodities on international markets was redistributed to the budget and to other 
uses. The official exchange rate did not change much in 1997, but procurement prices for both 
cotton and wheat increased significantly, resulting in a drop in nominal protection rates to about 
-45%. In 1998 the rate of taxation increased again, to approximately -65%, as nominal prices 
remained fxed, but the exchange rate depreciated. The volume as well as the rate of tax increased in 
1998, since the wheat crop was so much larger than in the prior year. 

In partial compensation for the low procurement prices, producers receive subsidies on inputs 
and do not pay for irrigation services or water. Estimates of the magnitude of subsidies for inputs 
and water are approximate, but suggest that they only partially compensate for low procurement 
prices. When transfers for input they subsidies and irrigation subsidies are 'netted out  the 
redistribution of resources out of primary agriculture through pricing and procurement of cotton and 
wheat still appears large, as much as 3% of GDP in 1997 and increasing with the depreciation of the 
exchange rate in 1998 (Table 1.5). Countervailing this l q e  negative transfer are periodic 
additional subsidies for debt write-off. 

Table 1.4. Redistribution of Cotton and Wheat Revenues Betwen Producers and State Budget 

The available data, although incomplete because of the lack of data on debt write-off, 
suggest that primary &culture is a net donor to the rest of the economy. Net transfer of 
resources out of agriculture most probably contributes to declining productivity in the sector. 

Products other than cotton and wheat are not subject to explicit production quotas or 
procurement orders. Major processing plants for meat, milk, and horticultural products, 
however, remain publicly owned. Local governments in some cases require processors to 
provide milk and meat under preferential terms to schools, hospitals, and other local institutions 
with special status. This implicit price control on a portion of processed products depresses the 
prices that processing plants can pay for raw materials. As a result, most meat and milk is sold 

\%eat 

1996 ( 1997 1 1998 

556 760 1,200 

159,920 346,000 5S8,OOO 

529,520 613,240 ljjS,lOO 

-70% 31% -57% 

Cotton 

*Calculated at the official exchange rate for each year. 
#Calculated as [(Z-3)/1(100); negative NPR implies taxation of agricultural sector. 

1996 

1 Production, thou. ton 435 632 700 

2 Value of output in domestic 195,750 632,000 700,000 
prices, M manat 

3 Value of output at 765,160 765,160 2,030,000 
international prices, M manat" 

4 Nominal protection rate # -74% -44% -65% 

1997 1998 



on local markets and fully bypasses the processing sector. Most cattle and a larze number of 
sheep and goats are in the household sector, and can be marketed informally and directly. 

Direct input subsidies# 

Irrigation subsidy+ 

Table 1.5. Net Resource Transfers in Agriculture 

I Net transfer out of @culture -264 -1,565 1 

1997 

Percent of GDP 3% 11% 
'From Tahle 1.4~ 

1998 

. - -- .~ .. 

# Input subsidies for cotton and wheat are estimated h m  the survey data, as show in 
Table 1.6. According to s w e y  data, producers report costs for variable inputs of 
approximately 500,000 manat per hectare on average for cotton and wheat. The subsidy 
portion is thus calculated at SO%, or 250,000 manat per h a  Extrapolating to an area of 1.1 
million ha planted in cotton and wheat in 1997 and 1.2 million ha in 1998 yields the 
estimates shown. 
+Taken from the corresponding budget expenditure category 

Taxation through price gap, bill. manat* -768 -2,100 

Table 1.6. Estimating Input Subsidies 

I Cononlv/heat 1 fatal in samvle 
-down 

Total cost of purchased inputs in the sample 42,504 M manat 

Total production of cotton and wheat in the sample: 123,717 ton 

Cotton 54,808 ton 

Wheat 68,939 ton 

Total area sown to cotton and wheat in the 86,919 ha 
sample: 

Cotton 

Wheat 

Unit costs and subsidy Manat per ton Maoat perha 1 
Cost of inputs 345,900 492,500 

Subsidy component (50% ofcost) 173,000 2 4 6 3 0  

Processing 

According to a program announced in late 1998, the processing sector will undergo 
reorganization to increase scope for. private ownership and investment. Under the program, 
enterprises will be corporatized, and minoritystakes of shares will be sold to private buyen who 
express interest. The state will most likely retain control and the industries will remain highly 
concentrated. It is too early to tell whether this program will attract the interest of domestic 
and/or foreign investors. Similar programs of corporatization and partial privatization in other 
countries have had limited impact either on investment or performance of the enterprises. For 
example, in Central Europe, where foreign investment in food processing has facilitated entry 



into international markets on a substantial scale, foreign firms generally take a controlling share 
of ownership before they are willing to make substantial new invesfment. 

Agricultural Inputs 

The state in Turkmenistan is actively involved in allocation and distribution of fertilizer, 
seeds, agricultural chemicals, machinery, and hel.  Producers working under state orders are 
entitled to the 50% subsidy on inputs noted above. The private sector is relatively undeveloped 
and inactive in provision of inputs. Imports of fertilizer and chemicals are managed through the 
state commodity exchange, and then distributed through a subsidiary firm associated with the 
exchange. 

Turkmenistan had a welldeveloped and innovative system of biological pest control 
introduced in the late Soviet period in response to concerns about excessive use of chemical 
agents for cotton production. The system consisted of a network of laboratories producing 
biological plant protection agents. The system declined throughout the 1990s, but interest has 
renewed since the crop failure of 1996 and subsequent recognized outbreaks of pests. In 1998 
the government began a program to revive the biological pest control system and made modest 
progress in the effort. Services for the crop and livestock sectors @rimarily plant protection and 
veterinary services) are now on a cost recovery basis, although the extent to which payment can 
be collected is still to be tested. 

The state pays virtually the entire cost of maintenance and operation of the irrigation 
system. According to the 1998 budget, expenditures on irrigation and land reclamation (net of 
cost recovery and earnings of the farms and enterprises operated by the Ministry) were 235 
billion manat, slightly up from 229 billion in 1997. Although the legal basis for cost recovery of 
water charges exists, actual collection is reported to be minimal. Most of the reported revenues 
of the Ministry of Land Reclamation and Water (43 billion manat in 1998) probably derive fium 
sales of output grown on land allocated to the Ministry by Presidential decree in November 1997 
to provide a revenue base for the Ministry. The land was allocated in an effort to make the 
Ministry financially self-sufficient through production and sale of cotton. The measure was 
ineffective, since it required the Ministry to undertake activities for which it is poorly suited, and 
did not provide sufficient resources for the Ministry to do its designated job in the irrigation 
sector. 

Credit, Debts, and Arrears 

Financing of agriculture in Turkmenistan throughout the 1990s has involved large and 
complex flows into and out of the budget, the banking system, and various off-budget funds. A 
new bank for agricultural lending, Daikhan Bank was created in 1995 with branches in 
administrative jurisdictions down to the village level. In conjunction with creation of the bank, 
approximately $35 million in debts of agricultural producing and processing enterprises were 
written off, and inter-enterprise debts of approximately $128 million were netted out and cleared. 
Daikhan Bank thus began operations in 1995 without a legacy of bad debt. 

As part of the administrative changes in 1996, Daikhan Bank was reorganized into three 
commodity-specific sub-units: Gallabank serving the wheat sector, Pagtabank serving the cotton 



sector, and Mallarbank serving the livestock sector. The bank and its subdivisions served in 
1997 largely as an agent to distribute 30% advance payments against contracted commitments to 
produce wheat and cotton under state orders. The bank engaged in little financial intermediation 
in rural areas. 

In 1998 the advance payment system was amended and became a program of diiected 
lending to producers, with the interest rate established administratively at 2% annually, and 
lending amounts determined according to the state order contracts. The 1998 loans are to 
individual leaseholders, and are secured by personal property. 

Daikhan Bank is also the major financing channel for procurement of the harvest The 
Bank's own resources are relatively modest, and insufficient to finance large-scale procurement 
of the wheat and cotton harvests. In an administrative system where the state is the ultimate 
customer, the state ultimately provides financing to purchase the crop. In 1998 financing appears 
to have come fiom a special emission of directed credit issued at the end of the year and 
distributed through Daikhan Bank. 

The institutional setting for primary agriculture in Turkmenistan remains highly 
administered, with little scope for activities in the private sector. Producers of cotton and wheat 
are subject to rules for production, marketing, and pricing that result in a high level of implicit 
taxation of their potential earnings. The combination of weak development of the private sector 
and poor incentives for agricultural production will reduce the willingness of rural people to 
invest in land even if they are granted secure tenure. As the land reform moves ahead, therefore, 
changes in the institutional arrangements for input supply and marketing as well as changes in 
price policy could have a strong impact on the enthusiasm with which rural people seek land 
ownership, and the investment they are willing and able to apply to their land. 



2. Legal Framework and the Status of Land Reform in 
Turkmenistan 

Turkmenistan's agriculture is highly intensive in investment. Over the past decades, 
billions of rubles and manats have been invested in irrigation, land reclamation, and land 
improvement in order to make a harsh desert flower with cotton, wheat, and other valuable 
agricultural products. Investments in the past made production possible, but also caused 
considerable environmental damage, including dramatic reduction of water flow to the Aral Sea 
and salination of extensive areas, and did not always yield high returns. Nonetheless, under the 
demanding climatic conditions, agiculhm in the future will continue to require significant 
recurrent investments. Much of-the investment will have to come fiom producers themselves, 
because they are the one who will reap the benefits, and because the state budget will be unable 
to finance significant additional investment in the near future. - 

Rural households the world over have been shown to invest in the land they work, but 
only if they have secured tenure. They require confidence that they will be able to reap income 
fiom their investments, and moreover, that they can sell their land and recover their investment if 
they choose to leave farming. Without assurance of secure tenure of cropland, families will 
invest their own savings in their homes and small garden plots. They will not in general choose 
to invest either savings or labor in land that they perceive to belong to the state or to the 
collective. Land tenure is thus intimately linked to the productivity of land h u g h  the 
investment process. In many parts of the world, insecure land tenure is the key barrier impeding 
growth in productivity and quality of land. Because of the fragility and vulnerability of 
Turkmenistan's land, land tenure and renewed investment in land are of high priority on the 
reform agenda. 

Turkmenistan is the only country in Central Asia in which the constihltion formally 
recognizes private ownership of land. Prior to the adoption of the new Constitution in 1992, all 
land in Turkmenistan was owned by the state. This exclusive state ownership of land was 
traceable to the fundamentals of the 1917 Soviet Land Decree, which eliminated privately owned 
land in the region that would eventually become USSR The Soviet state granted use rights in 
land to producers, both colfective and individual. 

Turkmenistan inherited a typically dual pattern of land tenure &om the Soviet Union. 
Most o f  the arable agricultural land (over 95%) was in permanent use of large-scale farm 
enterprises: there were some 500 former state and collective farms, which respectively cultivated 
1500 ha-2500 ha of sown land per average farm. In addition, around 2% of arable land rvas 
allocated in lifetime inheritable possession to rural households, where farm employees and 
pensioners used family labor to farm small subsidiary household plots of less than 0 2  ha on 
average. The l y d  in household plots was almost entirely arable land, orchards, and vineyards, 
without any pastures and with very little land in hay meadows. The composition of an average 
household plot was typically 85% arable land and 15% orchards and vineyards. 



The large-scale farms produced on average 80% of gross agicultural product during the 
last decade, while the remaining 20% came from production in small household plots. -4s is the 
case in other former Soviet countries, the share of subsidiary household plots in gross 
agricultural product is much higher than their share of land. Household plots were sigificantly 
increased in the first stage of land reform after independence in all countries of the former union. 
Because of the scarcity of irrigated arable land in Turkmenistan, the household plots remain 
quite small even after augmentation (from 0.14 hectares on average prior to reforms to 0.22 
hectares at present). 

Growth of Individual Sector 

With reforms begun in the late 
Fig. 2.1. Decline of CollecLively Cultivated Land: 19851998 

Soviet period and continued after 
independence in 1991, the share of 
large-scale farm enterprises in 
cultivated land in Tuhenis tan  is 
shrinking (Fig. 2.1). The total land 
holdings of the individual sector 
increased nearly seven-fold during the 
last decade: from 36 thousand ha in 
1985 to 248 thousand ha in 1998 
(Table 2.1). The share of the individual 
sector in cultivated land increased from 
about 2% to nearly lo%, while the 
share of the traditional farm enterprises 
in cultivated land dropped to 90%. The 
decline of the large enterprises 
accelerated markedly after 1989. Since 
total irrigated and cultivated land 
expanded after independence from 1.2 
million ha to 1.7 million ha, the 
declining share does not imply decrease 
of total land area cultivated by large- 

Fig. 2.2. Share of Household Plots in Cultivated Land: 19851998 

perrent of tow culbvated land 
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scale farms. However, the rate of growth 
of collective cultivated area is much 
slower than the rate of growth of all 
cultivated land, which accounts for a , 
pronounced decline in the collective 

0 
share. Cultivated land is shifting from 1 ~ 5  1987 1989 1531 1543 1995 1997 

traditional large-scale farms to the 
individual sector, the share of which in cultivated land has rapidly increased since 1990 (Fig. 
2.2). 



The individual sector today Fig. 2.3. Sbucture of Individual Sedor (Jan. 1999) 
includes three distinct categories of 
producerj (Table 2.1). The largest Househdd mts 

category is still the household plots, which 
account for more than half of all land in 
the individual sector. The household plots 
are cultivated by approximately half a 
million rural families, mostly employees 
and pensioners of large-scale farms. 
Another 60 thousand urban families 
cultivate gardens and vegetable patches. 
This category of so-called collective 

46% 
gardens is quite small, however, and Total land in i n d i d  seQoE48.2Ihx.ha 
represents about 2% of all land in the 
individual sector. The collective gardens are established by associations of city workers, usually 
affiliated with the same work place, who apply as a group to local government for an allocation 
of land. These urban groups are allocated contiguous tracts of land not far kom the city, which 
are then subdivided into small individual plots for part-time farming by association members. 
The third category, which began to emerge as recently as 1991-1992, are the private peasant 
farms (or daikhan farms) established by independent individuals outside all collective 
hmeworks. The number of independent private farms reached 7,000 by the end of 1998. Land 
in private farms comprised slightly less than half of the land in the individual sector, but this land 
is not as intensively farmed as land in household plots. Some land in private farms is still in the 
process of reclamation, and got yet under production. The contribution of private farms to total 
output is thus minor. Figure 2.3 shows the relative weight of the three components of the 
individual sector in land area. 

Table 2.1. Individual Land Use: 1985-1998 (thousand ha) 

Year Household plots Collective gardens I Private farms ( Total in individual use 



The first stage of land reform in Turkmenistan, as in other post-Soviet countries, was 
expansion of household plots. The land in household plots doubled within two years, fiom 52 
thousand ha in 1990 to 102 thousand ha in 1992 (see Table 2.1). By the end of 1998, it reached 
130 thousand ha, or an average of 0.22 ha per family. The share of household plots in cultivated 
land increased fiom around 2.5% in the 1980s to nearly 7.5% in 1998 (see Fig. 22). Collective 
gardens of urban workers registered an even more spectacular growth rate: from a mere 700 ha in 
1985 to 5000 ha in 1990, or an average of 0.08 ha per family. Private farmers, the new third 
component of the individual sector, were allocated 110 thousand ha of land between 1992 and 
the end of 1998, of which 90 thousand ha are the farmers' property and another 20 thousand ha 
are leased from the state. An average private farm today is 16 ha. 

While household plots and 
collective gardens comprise mostly Fig. 2.4. Growth of Ag Product Households and Enterprises 

inigated arable land, peasant farms as a 
-nt of 1980 

matter of policy are established on 2" 

marginal virgin land. The peasant 
farmers are expected to convert their ZW - 
marginal land into arable land by 
preparing it for cultivation and pro '" 
viding irrigation. As of October 1995, 
only 40% of the land holdings of 100 

Table 22. Land Holdings of Peasant Farms: 1991-1998 (thou. ha: 

pri;ate farms were classified as &able 
land 139 thou. ha of the total of 98 thou. 

Year 

ha aiocated at that time). In order to 1- 
start producing before their allocation 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1557 13% 

of private land has been fully prepared 
for cultivation, many farmers lease arable land h m  the local farm enterprise, or peasant 
association as it is now called. Nearly 20% of land holdings in peasant farms is unutilied land 
leased h m  local farm enterprises (Table 22). Thus, despite the generous endowment of land, 
private farmers are currently producing less than 1% of agricultural product, mainly because 
most of them were established recently and are still not fiilly operational on their marginal land. 

Total land I Privately owned I Leased 

1991 0.1 - 0.1 

1992 1.8 - 1.8 

1993 31.1 25.7 5.4 

1994 87.3 69.8 17.5 

1995 98.5 83.9 14.6 

1996 105.5 89.5 16.0 

1997 109.6 90.2 19.4 

1998 116.1 93.2 22.9 



In contrast, the increased allocation of good land to household plots has led to a 
substantial increase in their contribution to gross agricultural product. The share of households in 
gross agricultural product rose from around 17% in 1989-1991 to 30% in 1995, and household 
plots today account for over 60% of the value of livestock production in Turkmenistan (their 
share of crop products remains below 10%). Household plots are reported to have provided 20% 
of family incomes on average for Turkmenistan, up from 5% of incomes prior to independence. 
The agricultural production of household plots in constant prices more than doubled between 
1980 and 1994, while the agricultural production of large-scale farm enterprises declined in 
recent years basically to the level of 1980 (Fig. 2.1). The change is in fact observed since 1990, 
when large farms began distributing additional land to households for individual cultivation. 

Legal Framework of Land Reform 

The legal M e w o r k  of land reform in Turkmenistan is provided by a long list of 
presidential decrees and laws, some dating back to the Soviet period in 1990 (Table 23). The 
changes in land relations began in the first half of 1991, primarily with the President's letter of 
April 1991 instructing local councils and ministries to allocate additional arable land for 
household plots and collective gardens from underutilized land reserves of large-scale farm 
enterprises. The jump in the share of cultivated land in household plots observed between 1990 
and 1991 (see Fig. 2.2), and the associated increase in ag.cultura1 production of households (see 
Fig. 2.4), are a direct outcome of this policy decision. The April 1991 decree established a new 
principle; namely that land originally granted to farm enterprises in perpetuity could be 
reallocated to other users if not utilized efficiently. This principle has since remained an active 
component of the land policy. 

The augmentation of household plots began before the adoption of the new Constitution 
of Turkmenistan. At that time, all land was state-owned, as everywhere in the former USSR, and 
land tenure was governed by the traditional Soviet forms of permanent use (for farm enterprises) 
and inheritable lifetime possession or usufruct (for individuals). The May 1992 Constitution 
(article 9) recognized private ownership of land (and other means of production) by individuals. 
The constitution also allowed corporate ownership of assets, including land, and naturally 
retained the category of state ownership. Furthermore, it is unique among the constitutions of 
Central Asian countries (including Kazakhstan) in that it recognizes private ownership of land. 
The Constitution, however, only sets general principles, and defmition of ownership as well as 
practical implementation is left to laws, presidential decrees, and government resolutions. Both 
the 1990 Land Code, which remained in force after the adoption of the new constitution, and 
subsequent legislation unequivocally showed that private ownership of land did not cany with it 
the usual rights to transact in land: privately owned land may not be sold, given away as a gift, or  
exchanged. 

According to the presidential decree of February 1993, published after the adoption of the 
new constitution, land in subsidiary household plots and in collective gardens was transferred 
from the old form of inheritable lifetime possession to private ownership. The decree also 
legalized long-term leasing of land by individuals and groups of individuals within large-scale 
farms: land could now be leased to farm employees for terms of 10 years and longer. In addition, 
the February 1993 decree made the first step toward expanding individual land tenure to include 
an entirely new category of producers, the private farms. While the traditional household plots 



and collective gardens were largely intended for subsistence purposes, and only a small part of 
their output was sold in local markets, the new private farms were expected to have a 
commercial orientation. 

Table 23. Legislation on Land Reform and Farm Restructuring in Turkmenistan 

1990 October I Land Code of the Turkmen SSR amended May 1991 

1991 Aoril I President's letter to local councils of People's Deputies and heads of ministries 

1991 Mav 

and authorities "On augnentation of a&s for howhold plots and collective 
,gardens from inefficiently utilized lands" 

Amendment of the Land Code 

1992 May 

I993 February 

1993 October / Law on Ownership 

/ 1994 March 1 Presidential decree "On resbucturine of kolkhozes. sovkhozes, and other 

Constitution of Turkmenistan (article 9: private ownership of land) 

Presidential decree "On right of ownership and use of land in T h e n i s t a n " ;  
Re.mlations on Allocation ofLand Use in Private Ownership and Lon<-Tern 

1993 May 

1995 June 

- 
I.e&iig to Citizens of Turkmenistan 

Presidential decree "On increasing economic motivation for i n d  
production and improved quality of agriculhral products" 

Presidential decree "On implementation of reforms in agriculNre of 

- ~ 

E ~ e p t e m b e r  Standard regulations on peasant association 

1995 December President's oroenm "On dee~enine of market reforms and socic-ecnnomic 1 - - - ~  ~ 

/ develoomedt o r ~ h e n i s t a  in 1996"; Presidential decree "On additional I 
meas- for reforming peasant associations in 1996" 

1996 January Draft Land Code 

1996 December Law on Allocation of Land in Ownership to Citizens for Commercial Farming 

1996 December Presidential decree "On additional measures for implementadon of economic 
! 
t reforms in agriculture" 
! 1997 January Presidential decree "On increasing economic incentives for production of 

: 1997 July Directive on normative allotment of leased land per worker varying according 
to product produced 

1998 March Presidential denee "On subsidized credit to cotton and wheat produrn" 

1998 June Presidential decree "On exemption of peasant associations h m  d u e  added 
tax" i 

- 

1998 August Presidential decree "On some measures foc accelerationof agricultural reform" 

1998 August Presidential decree "On subsidized rates of mechanical field works for cotton 
and wheat production" 

1999 January Presidential decree "On privatization of agricultural, ago-industrid, and 
mnshuction enterprises in the ago-industrial complex" ! 

/ 1999 ~ebruary Presrdential decree "On improvement of lease relations in agricuhwe" 



After February 1993, citizens of Turkmenistan could apply to receive up to 50 ha of land 
in private ownership for commercial farming. This land, however, was not necessarily arable or 
irrigated land. The presidential decree specifically stipulated that local authorities would allocate 
land plots for commercial farming fiom reserve lands, virgin lands, and lands not used by farm 
enterprises. The new farmers were thus expected to "open" virgin lands by their own efforts and 
with their own resources. This task would normally involve leveling the rough native terrain, 
moving away large volumes of sand, trucking in equally large volumes of fertile soil florn afar, 
and providing irrigation ditches or pipes from relatively distant water sources. Yet the new 
farmers were obliged to start producing within two years, and would lose the land if they failed 
to start farming commercially within the stipulated period. This was probably an unrealistic 
stipulation, given the tremendous difficulties that individuals would face in "opening virgin 
lands and providing irrigation. Nevertheless, the "opening of virgin lands by private farmers 
since 1993 accounts for part of the considerable increase in irrigated land observed during the 
last years. The land received for private farming, although classified as privately atwed, could 
not be sold, given as a gift, or exchanged. 

Despite the physical obstacles and the marginal quality of land allocated to private 
farming, individuals began to apply in increasing numbers for an independent plot of land 
outside the collective kamework. As of October 1995, 3237 individuals received a total of 80.3 
thousand ha of vkgg lands in private ownership, and nearly 5000 additional applications were 
pending. Private farmers managed to "open" 3 1 thousand ha, or nearly 40% of land that they had 
received. The growing interest in private farming encouraged the preparation of a special law, 
the Law of Peasant (Daikhan) Farms, which was passed in March 1994, superceding the 
February 1993 Presidential decree. 

The Concept of Private Ownership of Land in Turkmenistan 

The land reform process in Turkmenistan is mainly guided by presidential decrees. The 
Land Code presently in effect was passed in 1990, and has been overtaken by the new reality in 
land relations. Several drafts of a new Land Code have been submitted for discussion. 
According to the current legal conception, every citizen of Turkmenistan has a right to private 
ownership of land. Foreign citizens may not own land, but may lease i t  The concept of private 
ownership contained in the draft Land Code is limited in that it restricts transactions: "land is 
granted in private ownership in inheritable lifetime possession, without the right to sell, give as a 
gift, or exchange." This formulation is the same as that in the Land Code of 1990, except for the 
addition of the clause "private ownership." 

Private ownership in the Turlanen context is thus interpreted as secure inheritable tenure. 
This conception is confirmed in the statement of allowable uses of privately owned land. When 
listing the legitimate uses for which individuals may be granted land in private ownership (article 
57), the draft law says (emphasis supplied): "Citizens of Turkmenistan have the right to receive 
in private ownershw with igetime inheritable possession plots of land for the following 
purposes: commercial farming, peasant farming, flee entrepreneurship, and provision of services 
to the population; subsidiary household farming; individual residential and summer-home 
construction; gardening and vegetable growing; etc. 

With regard to private farms, the draft law (article 6.1) reads: 



Citizens of Turkmenistan who wish to establish a peasant farm for crop or livestock 
production based predominantly on personal labor and labor of other family members 
will lease land or receive land in private ownership with the right of lifetime 
inheritable possession. 

Rights of land owners (zemlevladel'tsy) include the right to transfer the land plot or 
part thereof in temporary use to other juridical or physical bodies (article 47). This 
presumably includes leasing out land to others. Since no other rights of alienation are 
mentioned, none are allowed by implication. Land users (zemlepol'zovatel~ do not 
have any rights of transfer, even temporary. 

Private ownership thus appears semantically and legally indistinguishable fiom traditional 
"lifetime inheritable possession," in terms of rights usually associated with land tenure. In the 
Turkmen context of highly administered agricultural markets, however, private ownership has 
additional implications for disposition of the products of land. The President has indicated (in 
Presidential Decree No. 2694 of 28 June, 1996) that producers working privately owned land are 
not subject to state orders for delivery of cotton and wheat, while those working on leasehold are 
still subject to the orders. Other countries in transition, with the exception of Uzbekistan, have 
abandoned state orders. In other countries, therefore, forms of land tenure do not cany 
implications with regard to marketing rights. In Turkmenistan, however, where approximately 
90% of arable area is still subject to state orders for planting and marketing, exemption of 
privately owned land from state orders can be a meanin,&l economic distinction, at least in the 
short run. Producers with privately owned land can sell wheat on the State Commodity 
Exchange and cotton to the cotton marketing agency at negotiated prices, rather than state order 
prices. The exemption of privately owned land fiom state orders may also explain the reluctance 
of local and national officials to convert leaseholds to private ownership until the operators of the 
land have achieved high production targets, since local authorities are still responsible for plan 
fulfillment according to state orders for their regions. 

Restructuring of Traditional Large Farms 

Large farm enterprises continue to dominate Turkmen' agriculture, despite the g m t h  of 
the individual sector in household plots, collective gardens, and peasant farms (see Fig. 2.1). 
Land in the large farms is owned by the state, allocated in use to the farm enterprises, and, in 
many cases, leased to households that comprises the farm work force. 

Internal changes in the structure and organization of large farms began in the late 1980s 
and early 1 9 9 0 ~ ~  when Mikhail Gorbachev's model of intra-farm lease groups or lease contracts 
was adopted in all parts of the Soviet Union. According to this model, a group of f m  workers 
leased land and equipment fiom the large-scale enterprise and assumed responsibility for 
production. In return, the lease group either made a fixed lease payment or shared outpllt with the 
farm enterprise. The lease group (arendvi podriad in Russian) consisted either of relatives 
within an extended family or of workers without any blood relation employed in the same 
section of the farm enterprise. The inha-farm lease model did not prove particularly successful, 
because in a command economy the lease groups continued to depend on central farm 
management for input supply and product marketing, and because their prodllction decisions 
continued to be dictated by the production plan of the large-scale enterprise. Yet it provided an 



important experiment in small-group or individual initiative as a departure from large-scale 
organization and laid the foundation for later approaches to farm restructuring. 

Intrafkm leasing was widely adopted in Turkmenistan and retained after independence. 
Organizing the large farms according to lease brigades was regarded as an instrument to 
distribute income within the farm and to motivate workers. Measures announced in May 1993, 
for instance, Iimited the share of total value of production of lease groups that could be withheld 
by the collective farm in lieu of lease payments and as a contribution to general expenses of the 
community (35% of cotton value, 50% of grain, 50% of ,mpes, and 20%-25% of h i t s ,  
vegetables, and potatoes). The rest was to be used to cover production costs and pay group 
members for their work. The value of the lease contract fiom which these amounts were withheld 
was to be based on average yields achieved during the previous 3 years in the corresponding 
section of the collective enterprise before it was leased by the group. All production in excess of 
the contractual obligation remained the property of the lease group. The lease p u p ,  however, 
was obliged to sell all its cotton and grain to the state, and only h i t s ,  vegetables, and melons 
could be sold on local markets. 

A more radical attempt to restructure the large-scale farms beyond intra-farm leasing 
arrangements was announced in March 1994 in Presidential Decree No. 1729 "On Restructuring 
of Ko!.khoz, Sovkhoz, and Other Agricultural Enterprises in Turkmenistan." Large-scale f m s  
were to be transformed into associations of peasant farms, shareholding societies and 
partnerships, cooperatives, associations, and other farm enterprises of various forms of 
ownership. The workers were allowed to choose fieely the preferred form of organization. Land 
was to be transferred in permanent use to the newly created organizational forms, and assets 
were to be leased with a right to buy. This mechanism did not allow privatization of land, nor did 
it go as far as distribution of shares in land and assets to individual members. Yet it envisaged a 
reorganization of existing large-scale enterprises into diverse organizational forms, each 
exercising direct control of its resources. The decree stipulated that state orders on cotton and 
grain would remain in force for the new organizations. 

The implementation of the March 1994 decree was entrusted to a joint governmental 
committee, which proposed a list of 58 farm enterprises in all the five provinces that were to be 
restructured in 1994. Farms chosen for the filst round of restructuring were primarily the weak 
ones under financial stress, plus one or two ''stars'' inciuded in each province. These %tarsB had 
begun their own program of internal transformation long before the publication of the decree, 
and they were intended to serve as model examples for other farms in the region. The decision to 
start with weak farms limited the success of the p r o m .  Experience in other countries shows 
that weak farms are relatively poor candidates for restructuring, since their assets are often of 
poor quality and prospects of fmancial success even under better organization are often dm. No 
drsta are available on the results achieved with the March 1994 program. Informal discussions 
suggest that the program never really got off the ground for a variety of reasons. 

The govenunent announced a new farm tnnsformation program in June 1995. The new 
pro,- was encapsulated in a very short, two-paragraph presidential decree of June 15, 1995 
which (a) abolished the existing large-scale farms (kolkhozes, sovkhozes, and interfarm 
enterprises) and created in their place peasant associations ("daikhan birleshik" in the Turkmen 
language); (b) transferred the use and management of land and assets from the existing farms to 



the new associations. The decree was followed by the Law of Peasant Associations (June 15, 
1995) with implementation regulations (Sept. 15, 1995). The conversion of enterprises to new 
associations by stroke of the pen implies that the change was one largely of name. Yet the law 
and the regulations contain measures intended to move the agricultural sector toward more 
meaningful and deeper restructuring. 

According to the law, a peasant association takes possession of all land and assets 
previously used by the large-scale farm from which the association is created. The assets are 
transferred without payment to the ownership of the peasant association, while land remains state 
property and is given to the association in use. The term for which land is given in use is not 
specified: neither the law nor the regulations say that land is given in "permanent use," as w a s  
the traditional practice in the past for collective and state farms. According to the State Land 
Committee, the govemmenf has flexibility to take land awa-y from associations if they misuse the 
land or do not produce with expected efficiency. 

The peasant association may create a variety of autonomous internal organizational 
forms, including Iease groups, peasant f m s ,  subdivisions, livestock units, and other formations, 
all of which should operate on profit principles. The association may also establish profit- 
oriented agoservice operations. The process of reorganization is not limited in time, and 
apparently may take place at any point. In the process of reorganization, the ownership of non- 
land assets may be transferred &om the association to the newly created subunits. Alternatively, 
the subunits may lease the assets from the association, as was the former practice. Land, 
however, cannot be assigned and can only be leased to the subdivisions. The draft Land Code 
provides the legal h e w o r k  for leasing of Iand by the association to its subdivisions. The draft 
Land Code states (article 13) that "land owners and land users, regardless of the form of 
ownership, may give land in use to workers and collectives in the form of in-firm lease 
contracts." This provision is essential to enable allocation of land to autonomous intra-farm 
subdivisions, because the original 1991 Law on Leasing stipulates that an asset can be leased out 
only by its owner, which in case of land in large enterprises is still the state. 

The association is given rights to manage the entire land area of the -former fivm 
enterprise (less unutiliied tmcts), and is responsible for subleasing. This provision is not 
commonly found elsewhere in the world, but it is reminiscent of the practice in Israel, where 
state land is leased in large tracts to the village association (the moshav), which then subleases it 
to the members. It should be noted, however, that the Israeli practice has increasingly come 
under attack in recent years, and it will ultimately be changed to allow direct leasing of land by 
producers from the state. In Turkmenistan, the association is responsible for assurance that land 
resources are used as designated (i.e., for farming), and it is hlly accountable for damage caused 
by inefficient use of land, environmental pollution, and other violations. 

Membership in the peasant.&ociations is by law to be completely voluntary. Members 
have a right of fi-ee exit, and they may leave with their personal property and the household plot. 
However, they do not get a share of the association assets, as these are not divided among the 
members. Nor would a person leaving the association get a share of the association land, 
although non-members can apply to lease land if any is available. A member who exits would be 
more likely to apply for a plot of land in virgin areas and other unutilized reserves. 



The Law of Peasant Associations creates a framework within which the new 
organizations can undergo significant internal rest~ct~ring.  Households or small groups could 
achieve a large measure of autonomy within this context if the associations became autonomous 
and less controlled by procurement directives. The associations remained subject to state orders, 
however, both at the time of passage of the law in 1995 and at present. Moreover, associations, 
rather than their members, are responsible for fulfillment of the orders. Thus, although the 1995 
law created possibilities for change, the economic and administrative environment in which the 
associations were created did not encourage change, and little actual restructuring follo\ved 
passage of the law in 1995 and throughout most of 1996. 

The emphasis on expanding intra-farm lease arrangements is reflected in the President's 
program on deepening of market reforms and socio-economic development of Tubenistan in 
1996 (announced in the President's New Year speech on Dec. 27, 1995) and in the presidential 
decree "On Additional Measures for Reforming Peasant Associations in 1996" based on this 
program. The draft decree instructs the Ministq of Agriculture and the local authorities to speed 
up agricultural reforms by basing in 1996 all intra-farm proauction relations on contracts with 
autonomous subdivisions and families. The land and assets of peasant associations are to be 
assigned on long-term leases for not less than 10 years, a time period intended to ensure 
sufficient security of tenure. Ten years has been found in other parts of the world to be an 
insufficient period of time to stimulate investment in land or perennial plants. Thus, although ten 
years is a longer period of leasehold than was permitted in Turkmenistan in the past, the 
economic impact of leasing for that period of time may not be significant. Moreover, in practice, 
the size of holdings leased for the ten year period has been reported to be adjusted in response to 
the household's success in managing the land. Some of the area leased in relatively large 
holdings of ten hectares or more to households producing wheat has been reallocated where 
families were perceived to lack sufficient labor to manage the holding successfully. The 
reallocation in 1997 and 1998 raises questions as to the security of tenure even on a ten-year 
leasehold. 

Under terms of the 1996 program, growers of vegetables, melons, h i t s ,  and grapes paid 
fixed lease'payments (in cash or in kind) per unit land area and were allowed to sell their output 
at free market prices. Cotton, grain, milk, and meat remained subject to state orders. State orders 
for meat and milk were removed later in 1996. 

The expansion of leasing in early 1996 was followed by additional changes in the 
program later in that year. In December 1996, the Law on Allocation of Land in Ownership to 
Citizens for Commercial Farming (December 20, 1996), stipulated that members of peasant 
associations are entitled to receive land in private ownership for commercial farming. The 
December 1996 announcements came after the very poor harvests of wheat and cotton during 
that year, and represented the most significant change in policy regarding land tenure llnd farm 
structure of the entire decade. According to the law, leased land can be converted to private 
ownership certified by official documents after a 2-year probationary period. During the two- 
year period, the household cultivates under leasehold, and must demonstrate good performance. 
The presidential decree attached to the law directs the peasant associations to start distributing 
land to member families on 2-year leases preparatory to its transfer into private omership, and 
establishes supervisory organs on different levels that are required to report on the progress of 
the new reform measures at loday intervals. Under the December 19% law and decree, the 



concept of private ownership remained unchanged, but the scope ofeligibility to become owners 
broadened to include virtually the entire agricultural labor force. In contrast to the earlier 
programs of intra-enterprise leasehold, the family or household was designated as the primary 
leaseholding unit. Households that did not perform well were to be ,gamed an extension of the 
leasehold, during which period they could continue to apply for ownership. Leaseholders within 
associations were to pay 20% of the value of gross output to the association; 12% for common 
expenses and 8% for taxes. 

The peasant association is expected to manage input supply, machinery, equipment 
maintenance and repairs, and other support activities, although leaseholders pay for the inputs 
and services. The structure that emerges from the 1996 law and decree is not unlike the Israeli 
moshav, an association of individual producers supported by a village-level cooperative that 
provides a variety of farm services to the members. In Israel, however, the producers are not (and 
have never been) subject to state orders, and are allowed to make h e  production and marketing 
decisions. 

As of January 1999, lease contracts Fig. 25. Distribution of C u h t e d  Land Among Different Users 

had been signed with 363.4 thousand (1 999) 

leaseholders in peasant associations, who 
had been allocated 1,261.9 thousand n 
hectare of irrigated land for cultivation. 
According to latest reports, a total of 145 
leaseholders have been given 658 ha of 
irrigated land in private ownership in 
recognition of their satisfactory 
performance in 1997-1998. The 
leaseholders in peasant associations today 
cultivate 74% of irrigated land in 
Turkmenistan, while mother 16% remains TOW ara& mu 1700 mw. ha 
in collective cultivation (Fig. 2.5). Yet the 
large leaseholder sector still cannot be regarded as an extension of the individual sector (which 
controls about 10% of irrigated land), because leaseholders continue to be subject to state orders 
and are effectively managed and controlled by the peasant association. 

Land Titling 

Recent legislation has created three main categories of land users: 

Nearly 600,000 tural and urban residents with small household plots and ,dens,  totaling 
over 120,000 ha. 

A few thousand private farmers, each with up to 50 ha of land &om virgii areas or unutiiized 
reserves (a total of around 80,000 ha in 3500 farms as of the end of 1995). 

Some 500 peasant associations (former kotkhozes and sovkhozes) control 35 million ha of 
land. 

Land in household plots, gardens, and private farms is classified as privately o w e d  in the 
sense of the 1992 constitution. As such, more than half a million landowners are entitled to 



receive an official document confirming title to this land. Before the title document is issued, the 
specific land plot has to be surveyed, mapped, and officially registered. The surveying and 
registration process is handled by provincial and district arms of the State Land Committee, 
which also issue a simple certificate of title. The certificate shows schematically the location of 
the land plot in relation to the adjoining temtory and an outline of the borders and dimensions. 
The certificate is signed by the head of the district land management and surveying deparbnenf 
which also keeps track of the individual titles. 

The wording of the certificate highlights the inherent ambiguity toward private ownership of 
land in the Turkmen legislation. The certificate confirms "private ownership of land ... with a 
right of lifetime inheritable possession". This formula is a mixture of two forms of pmpelty 
rights, which are usually kept as distinct categories in successor Soviet legislation. Legislation in 
Russia and Ukraiie,~following the Soviet Civil Code, distinguishes between private ownership 
(sobstvennost ') and lifetime inheritable possession (vladenie). The actual rights of landowners in 
Turkmenistan are similar to those of holders of land in lifetime inheritable possession according 
to the Soviet Civil Code. Turlanen legislation does not disthguish between these two forms of 
tenure, and in a unique manner combines them into a single category. 

Land allocated to private farmers receives a more formal title document (a state "M), which 
is issued by the State Land Committee and registered in the Registry of State Titles to Right of 
Possession and Right of Use of Land. The landowner receives one copy of the title document, 
and the other copy is Ned at the district level. The title document includes a fairly detailed hvo- 
page map, drawn to scale and certified by the district land committee, and also space for listing 
outside owners and future changes in ownership and use. The preprinted part of the title 
document does not use the term "private ownership" (sobstvennost') at all: it only uses the terms 
"permanent possession" (postoiannoe vladenie) and "use" (poliovanie). The filled-in 
handwritten part usually contains the same formulation as the certificate for household plots: 
"The land is given in private ownership in lifetime inheritable possession." The front page of the 
title document contains some excerpts fiom the 1990 Land Code (Table 2.1). 

Table 2.4. Excemts from 1990 Land Code Printed in Title Document 

Land is the properly of the peoples residing on the territory of Turkmenistan, and is owned by Turlaneniaan. 

Every citizen of Turkmenistan has a right to a plot of land. 
Landownen and land users are responsible for efficient use of land in accordance with its designated purpose, for 1 
increasing its fertility, for applyingnature-con4erving production technologies, for preventing kxha&o"of 
natural resources and deterioration o f  the environment in the region as a result o f  their activity. I I Ownership and use of land in Turkmenistan re&ires payment 

Peasant associations created on the basis of former collective and state farms are to 
receive new title documents fiom the State Land Committee conferring use rights to their land. 
These use rights are not indefinite, contrary to the traditional use rights of former collective and 
state farms. The State Land Committee is conducting a full-scale survey of association lands in 
order to identify utilized and unutilized land, a process tRat is expected to take up to four years. 
The unutilized land will be extracted into the state reserve for redi*bution, and the peasant 
associations will only retain the use of the remaining land. The official opinion is that this 
procedure will be simplified by the fact that the use rights of peasant associations under the new 
law are no longer permanent. 



The State Land Committee faces an important task, as land titling is essential in a market 
economy. The four-year overall land survey project is a relatively standard job for the Land 
Committee with its various institutes. Titling of hundreds of thousands of individual landholders 
is something entirely new for the system, but it seems to be progressing without undue delays. 
Under the system as it is designed today, title documents and the registry are kept at the district 
level, which is probably entirely sufficient at the present stage. It is desirable to develop a 
standard title document for all plots, instead of two different documents in use today (one for 
household plots and one for peasant farms). Even if this is not done, the household plot 
certificate preferably should also include a page for listing ownership changes, like the peasant 
farm " a W  In the future, a central registry will have to be developed to pool and duplicate the 
data stored on the district level, without eliminating the district systems. Creation of a central 
registry will allow transactions to be initiated and handled &om a location outside the specific 
district center where the records are kept, an important consideration in a country \;irh a 
geographically dispersed population. 
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I-roc. Konuepll " T y p m e ~ n a m "  6-npyrwe rocynapcTnenable opra~n3aunn 
2-Accouwaum "Typ~c~earanao~y~nepw" ~ - K ~ ~ C T ~ R I I C K W ~  06aenn~e11nn 
~ - ~ \ c c o w ~ w ~  "TypKMe~~anJIapbl" ~ - K O M M ~ ~ ~ I ~ C K M ~  ~ I M ~ M L ~  

4-Accoqnaqnn "Typ~~en06a~bl3Ma~" 9 - s a c ~ ~ s r e  nnua 
5-rKE " f l a i ha~6ae~"  1 0-~pyrwe 

. . 

AIi3KOe Ka'lCCCBO YCnyr 2 60nbmne 3 a ~ p a ~ b l  npe~e111i 5 H ~ T  - 2 >> uonpoc E.I. 

LlOnOKKl'a 3 flpyroe 6 Ecnn AA, TO, KaKllO BImbI fiIleHTenbHOCTU Bbl OCYUleCTBnReTe COBM~CTIIO? 
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2-IX~OM 0 i l - n o n a e 3 ~ 1 ~ 1 ~ n  nopora~w 0 ~ennopauna 5 



PA3AEJT E. I'ACTEHIIEBOACTBO 

E.2. ECJIII IIC acnonb3ye~cn noneocn,lo, TO s o v e ~ y ?  
(ynamn~e nuc 11an6onee umtlwe npn~lnsb~) 

~e nblrnn~o 1 wrcycTnwe opoulewnn 

IleROCTaeT CpenCTB H a  OCBOeBUe 3eMeJlb 2 IIepeI~nUpHOCTb OpOlueHUfl 

no npwswlie hie rtatiecTneHixocTH 3 e ~ n u  3 npyroe 

TPYnltOCTH CO C B ~ ~ X ~ H U ~ M  W T ~ X H U K O ~ ~  4 

E.3. I < ~ K u ~  cenbxO3KynbTypbl BLI Bl*IPHUIUD~~ll B CDOeM X O ~ U ~ ~ C T B ~ ?  

Ha3na~ue ~ y n h ~ b l  

I<oJlbl 

a) Bblpa- 

UlUBanU, 

na- 1 

19cpnon61e 
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~ .. .. .- 

6) nrMeHb 

u, KYKWsa 3cP'l!? . 
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01 1 
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013 

6) npn- 
6blnb~0 IIM 

 TO? 
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HCT - 2 
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- ~ 

-- 

n) npou3nonc~so B 2000 r 
Bbl co6epae~ech 

BCnU9IiTb I 
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aTpy~llSllOCLO'CBCTWTb 4 
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E.6. C K O ~ ~ K O  nonuoon n p o u e n ~ ~  n 1999 rony? 
IlOPMR 

1- xnonraTkiuKa 

4- nlo~repllbl U 
5-  canon I 
6- uut~orpan~~u~oo  u 

E.7, l ~ a ~ l l e  BOUllble l1CrO~lllllKlI nbl llCnOJlb3yeTC Usln O ~ O I U C ~ ~ I I ~ ?  

MCCTHLlC UOl[llble UCTO~lllUKN (PCKLI, CKRBXUI<B, POAIIMKH) 1 

Itclcyccruenllue opoclvrenLttble coopyxenufl ( K ~ I I ~ ~ L I ,  

~exxoz~ufici.ue~~t~an opoclrrenbllan CCTL) 2 

npyroe .. 3 

na - 1 
Her - 2 >> oonpoc E.12. 

Ecnu AA, TO lia C K O ~ ~ K O ?  

I -  03u~an  nmeenua 7 1  q\ra 

- .  
U p~c'~Cll!l~C~!CTUC, TblC. Malla'FOU 

[ --- l o :  .. - 19T9 I-. 1~-2000 r. (OI~CIIKB)  1 



E.13. h o '  B.1 C'I~IWCTC I ~ W ~ X O W M L I M  CllWlSTL U n o B b 1 ~ 1 l M ~  ~ ~ M ~ ~ I ~ L I I O C T M  p~CTellMeBOucM K 6 y u e ~  1. y BSC BO~MOYKMOCTL 

OCYlUeCTBl1Tb 3T0 B 6llllYKSflUltl~ n B R  lOnS? 

IConb~: na- 1; H ~ T  - 2 

llaAo 6yne-r 
IlRnO 

CRCJlaTb B03MOYKIIOCTb 6 y n e ~  
cuentira ~ O ~ M O X I I O C T ~  I -nOBLICWTb llP0,llYlCTNBHOCTL 3eMnM 1 1-OCyUeCTBUTb CTpOMTenKCTBO M OCHaCTUTb 

2-~3MeHHl'b CneUUaJU3allUIO 
060pyno~anwe~ peMOHTtlble MaCTepCKHe 

~ - ~ ~ C U I U ~ W T L  IlOCeBtlble MOWWK 
12-np0n0XkiTb nOpOCH M KOMMYHHKBUUU 

4 - y n y ~ u l n ~ b  MennopaTuBHoe CocToanne 3 e ~ e n ~  
13-~oonepupo~a~bcn  c npyrwun cpepuepa~n no: 

5-ucnonb30sar~ tlosble copTa a) npOH3BOACTBeHHO-TeXHWqeCKOMy 06ecne~e11u~) 
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10-or~pbrrb 111npue~nblR ~ara3u11 n) upyroe 

PA3AEJI F. XMBOTHOBOACTBO 
F.1. 3a l l l lMae~e~b  JIM Dbl X ~ ~ B O T ~ ~ O B O ~ C T D O M ?  Aa - 1 >> nonnoc P 3 

F.3. lCn~oua r s c n e n ~ ~ o c r b  ~ ~ ~ u o r ~ ~ b r x  11 nTMUbI u Bil~uem u a i i x n ~ ~ c ~ c o ~  

( ( ) c ~ M ~ ~ c K o M )  X035IflcTBe lla nHllllblfl M O M ~ I I T ?  I ‘ O ~ O U  

1. K~Ynllblfi POrilTblfi CKOT f----'l 
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5. JlOlUiMW 

6. KYPLI 
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F.5. C K O ~ I , K O  nlonolca B paccleTe ua 1 ~ o p o s y  
Bbl n o n y ~ ~ ~ l n ~ ~  B 1999 r.? KP 

F.G. CKOIILKO IIIIU B ~ I  ~ I O J I ~ ~ I I I ~ U  B cpenuenl 
na 1 ~ y p n u y - I I C C ~ U I I C ~  u 1999 r.? - IIlryK 



ECTL B nanntInw M o q e o c ~ b ,  
na- 1, 

T B ron 
H ~ T  - 2 

C.2, ICa~ylo rlponyIcllillo RLI oonylraeTe OT nepepa6n.rblualoUll1x 
I I ~ ~ J I I I ~ E I U T I ! ~ ~ ?  

KOSIH'I~CTBO, 1' u rou 

1 . M y ~ a  m 
~.KOIIL\~II'I.~IIPOB~IIH~~~ KOpMa I 

ECTL B 0 6 % ~ ~  peanesauue I l p r 1 6 ~ 1 n ~  B 

llann9nll 
B 1999 r., 1999 r., 

na- 1, TblC. MBIIIITOB TLlC. MBllaTOB 
HeT - 2 

9.~u1~ooonorean 0 D 
10.Koncepob1 0 D 
1 I . m y  roe 0 D 



PA3AEJI E.1. PEAJ1113AL(MqMR IIPOAYIEL(A11 

H.1. Pean113asnn nponylcqsn B 1999 r.? 

B03MOX(HOCTb 

. ~ ... ~ - 

~~ . .~  ...~. ~- ~ ~ 

5.Kap~o@enb 
6.Ceno MllOrOneTt1~X span 
7.np0~111e KOpMa 
8 . a ) p y ~ ~ b l  I ilronbl 
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IO.Mnco 
I I .Mono~o  
12.IIll11a, . ~ ~ I C . U I T  

I3.Mcu 
14.lllcpcTb 
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. .. .. 
~~~~ 
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r l o l p c 6 ~ ~ c n ~ c ~ a ~  Kooncpol~nn 3 cuo6outlan npor[aawca 

H ~III'OTOUWICJII~ . . ~ .I .. . . n rnc . -. . -. - 



1-1.2. E C T ~  rill ~ P Y ~ ~ ~ O C T U  B peann3an1111 nponyrcqwn no nepeuncneli~lbIM 

n p ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ l a r n ,  YKawttwTe TaM, me ~ C T L ?  

C v ~ a m n ~ e  nna sau6onee na)Keblx c])amopa) 

Konbl: 

H ~ c B ~ ~ B ~ ~ M ~ ~ ~ H L I ~  BLlnnaTbl 1 TPY~HOCTW C TPallCnOPTOM 4 

&lib1 Fa npoAyKuH10 CJlHluKOM HH3KUe 2 Apyroe 5 
Tpyn~o liafi~w no~yna~enn 3 Her ~ p y n ~ o c ~ e l f  6 

01.3ep110 

B TOM 9WCfle: 

01.1. nluellnua 

0 1.2. flqMeHb 

n o  
o n  

01 . ~ . K Y K Y ~ Y ~ ~  Ha 3epllO 0 q 
01.4. pwc 

Xoporuo 1 
cpen11c 2 
~ ~ J ~ O X O ,  FClK K a K  ll~llbl CJlllWKOM IlH3KHC 3 
~ J I O X O ,  TUK K8K HllOl'J4~ 1lC Moly 1111h'ti IIOKyI1U.IOJIII 

118Xe Cd,cil It CIII4XUlO II~ILI~I 1 
Osor~r, ruloxo 5 

na - 1 HeT - 2 >> nonpoc H.5 

CH~: 1, npw~eplloe 
B npyme KOIINrIeCTBO 

CTpaHbl - 2 

1 . ~ o ~ ~ K - B o ~ ~ K H ~ ,  TOHll 

4.mpylCTb1, TOHH 

XOLly nOnYL1HT1r JIWUell3U10, 110 IIC 311810 KaK 3TO CnenaT' 5 



PA~AEJ? I. (1,kIHAHCbI X O ~ R ~ ~ C T B A  
L1. Kauoobl npeMeplto noxonbl OT pcanu~nsu11 nponyuqnn 11 ycnyr, 

I 
3aTp "'.I 1Ia llpOIl3BOnCTBO ll IICTO~IlIIIKH CPCnCTB B 1999 r.? T61C. ManaTOa 1.2. E C T ~  nu y Bac cxlei- B Bai~rce? 

Peann3rulun r~ponyvllnn n ycnyr- ucero 
B TOM qncne: 

1.3. H ~ e e ~ e  nu BLI >lenoramellHsle ccynb~, rrpenn~br, n o n r ~ ~ ?  
na - I 

HCT - 2 

Ecnu AA, TO K ~ K O R  &iX pa3~ep? ( TYC. MBHaTOB 

B TOM xIUClle 6auKy 3a Kpen~~bl? )I TblC. MaHaTOB 

r o n t . 1  

1.4. E C T ~  n e  y Bac 3anonxe1111oerb? 

Konu: 

01 

Ecnu AA, TO K ~ K ~ I I ?  

I. no iranora~ u couuanb~io~y +ot~ny )) T ~ I c .  MallaTOB 

2. KOMMCP'ICCKHM OprallN3aUH~M (-1 TIPIC. MBIIIITOU 

3. rocynapcrneilfnlM opraeu3auwn~ 

( K ~ O M C   tano or on H couwan~~~oro ibowna) 1-j TLIC. M E I H ~ T ~ B  

4. npyme I 1 TLIC. hlaI1lrroB 

1.5. MMecrc Jlll Ubl pC2lJlbllYIO B03MO~IIOCTL IIOJIY~lIITb KpCllllT, CCYUy, 31111n1? 

A A  - 1 HMCIO n prw~cpc 1 7  Tlrlc. MIIIIIITOU 

HET - 2 Ile trhtefo, n w r o ~ y  vro (~YKIIXCIV~C I I I I I I I ~ O I I C C  IIIIXIIYIO III>II~IIIIIY) 

IICL' 3IUIoroUUX CpcncTU I 
,rpcGosai~nn G ~ I I K U  c.roJ[t, c.rporn, krro 11n 

0~l10p~~lCllne KpellHTll yXOIlw7 MllOlO UpCMCllll 2 
IIPIlKTU'ICCKN KPCILHT tlOJly'Ill'l'1, llCU03MOX(110 3 

xa'ly I I O J I ~ ~ I ~ I T I ~ ,  110 110 311ai0, KRK ~ r o  CI~CJI~TI,  4 

1999 2000 
(oueiixa) 

- 



1.6. EWII Bb16pans K ~ C ~ ~ I T L I ,  ccynsl, ~ ~ R M L I ,  TO IcaKon nx paswcp, cpolc n 
rononfin npoue~rnan c ~ a n ~ a ?  

1.7. M3 KaKnx, IIWXC ~ C ~ C ~ I ~ C J I C I I I I ~ I X ,  nc-rolrsnlcon BLI nonyqann icpenn-rbl, 

ccynb~, 3a i l~b1  B 1999 r.? 

mcyuapc~~o  1 npyrne ~ ~ C T H L I ~  nsua 4 

~ o ~ ~ e p r e c ~ u e  6 a n ~ n  2 npyrne UCTOYHNKN 5 

p0,QCTDCElIlUKW 3 

1.8. Ha KaKOR Cpenll~li! CpOK Bbl6panll KpcnnTbl, CcyAhl, 3aRMbl? 

no utec~n m5cnueo 1 

coblme ~ C C T H  ~ecsuen  no on~toro rona 2 '  

6on~me,  L I ~ M  11a ron 3 

~ e x l t n ~ y  n ~Gopynoua~we 1 

n~arOUellllLle MeTUInbl H KaMllH 2 

nOM 3 

CKOT 4 

IlpOJIJ'KLIWH 5 

IX~dllTWH KPeCTbHllCKOrO O~XCUHIICII I IH,  ~ C C O U H ~ I I H R  6 

upyroc 7 

OTnuqlloe 1 ynonne~~opn~enb~oe  4 

xopoutee 2 ne O Y ~ I I L  nnoxoe 5 

~e O ~ I ~ H L  xopomee 3 nnoxoe 6 

o~enbnnoxoe 7 

1.10. Kaunc y Bac npennoxcllns nnn ynyrluel~nn cpel~allcosoro 
COCTOREIWR ~ ~ R ~ ~ I I C I ~ I I X  ( @ C P M C ~ C K I I X )  X O ~ R ~ ~ C T B ?  
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1. K a m o ~ y  KpeclbmcKoMy o t i s e n m e w  npncBamama Kon. 
2. Kom serrmos a q a n o e ,  n p ~  0 6 ~ l e a o ~ a n n ~  apen~ampo~ m e  xe, w e  npii o6cnenosaw~~ 

n a k m c m  ( @ e p ~ e p c m )  xm&m. 
5. Ha mxnoe 06cnenye~oe Kpemmcrtoe o66emneiwr naeTcs Konm 6yxrarrrepc~om mem 



C e ~ y m  A.: CEiWbEI 

110. I I I I I I 1 
4 

*Konb13aHXIWZTH 
..................................... nonnocrbio 3a~n~blA 1 

s a m n o  3a~nrarii ........................................ 2 
....... ............................ cpemee cneunmwoe coscehf ~e 3anxrb~i-i :.. 3 

A.2. K~KoA coma6 BameA c e ~ b n ?  

n p o @ e c c n o ~ a m ~ o - ~ ~ ~ ~ -  
s e c ~ o e  (IlTY,CllTY) 4 KO-: 
o6inee cpemee 5 
HenonHoe cpemee 
(He K O H Y ~  ~ K O J T ~ )  6 

ysauwkcn 

A.3. Ka~ym n o m o m  Bb13a~mann no mro  K ~ K  c r a n ~  a p e m a o p o ~ ?  - 
B ~ p e m n ~ c ~ o n i  o&.enmie~nn: xena I 

pa6onin~ annapara yrrpaimenwn 1 1 

cneunanwcr cpemem 3 ~ e ~ a  2 2 
pa6onin~ npomsoacrsa 3 3 

p a € k w  wwanb~o i i  m p b ~  4 4 

% i e ~  cemn no momeHHm K 

apema~opy 

1. Apemaop 
2. X e ~ a  (MV) - 

Bo3pacr, 
ner 

Pon 3anx11ik3 
BHe apeworn  xmniicna (%on) 

3ammcrb 06pa30sa- 
Hne  on on) Ha apeme 

(%OD) 

Ilon 
BHe apeurn 
('~oa) M x 



C e ~ q r u  B.: YCJIOBWI APEHAbI 

B.2. C ~ o n b ~ o  ce~e f i  B x o m  B Bame a p e w o e  xo3nficrso?I - 
B.3. Ecnn B cocras a p e w o r o  xosnfima ~ x o m  HecKonbKo ce~eii ,  m no KaKo,\ry - 

npmlomy o m  o & a e ~ w c b ?  
no c o r n y  npe- K O I I X O ~ ~ I X  (COBXO~H~IX) 6pllli~n, 38e~z .e~  1 

no 6 n m m  p o n m e ~ n b ~ h ~  C B ~ X S I  2 
no cocenc~o~y  b~ecrommnbmy 3 

no n p ~ r o h r ~  4 
B.4.   TO Bbt ape~nyere? 

3e~n10 ~ J I X  npOUBOncTBa ~0Bapiioh TO- 1 3eMJUO non KOPMOBMe hY,'IbTYpU 5ILW CKOTa 3 
CKOT 2 3e.umo a CKOT B U ~ C T ~  4 

3emn NIX n p o m ~ o n m a  ~ o s a p ~ o h  n p o m  
CKOm 

3 e ~ m  non xop~osbre KYISTY~~I 0 2 r. m I O J I ~ T  
3 e m  H CKOT ~ ~ e c ~ e  0 3 r. c~wme 10 nm 

B.5.1. 0 6 p a 6 a ~ x ~ a m  nw Bbr o m  K Te me ape-te 3e~enbmre ysacrw w3 mna B ma? - 
Aa, 3 e m  3a~penne~a ~a c p o ~  a p e m  1 

Her, 3 e . m  nepepacnpenenrw~cn exemwo 2 
3euenbme ysac~rur htemacn, HO ~e emeromo 3 

B.6. MMee~cn nu y Bac o4m1xwm& noKyhreHT, onpenenroo- ycnoswr apemi?  - na 1 nm 2 

B.6.1. Ecnn m, TO Kn, BbIJIUl3TOT JIOKYMeHT? - 
pyKOBO!lkfRJlb KpeClbnHCKOrO 06aenwRem 1 

KOMHCCUR no pe4op~trposa~wro K ~ ~ C ~ ~ B H C K O ~ O  06%emenm 2 

nPY*e 3 
B.7. I lpenc ra~ne~  nu B norosope apemr  m a s  apemomHm1x B m a  3e~enb c - 

0 ~ 0 6 p m e ~ n e ~  r p a w  3 e ~ a n o r o  ysama? s a  1 K 2 

B.9. 5bm nn y Bac s6160p 3e~e~1bm1x y-xacmoB IIPW apewe? 
uer, apewoean lo, TO n p e m o m  1 6bma BO~MO~KHOCT~ ~ ~ 6 o p a  3 

3e~enb~b1fi v a c r o ~  ~bmran no xpcpe6~10 2 3aTpYmnrOCb 4 

B.11. K p o ~ e  nomsopa Ha apemy sexmi m c ~ m  c ~ n ~ c m  o 6 a e m e m e ~  - 
c K ~ M  Bbl ~ m ~ r n a  erne norompa? 

l X 6 T " ~ a k x a ~ 6 a m "  1 roc. KOKUepH " T y p m ~ e ~ i i o l ( ~ ~ ~ ~ h ~ m "  5 
A c c o w w  " T y p & ~ e ~ 0 6 & ~ 3 ~ a T "  2 A c c o m ~  "Typm~em~ntamapsr" 6 

roc. KOHUePH " T y p ~ ~ e ~ n a r r a "  BozHM~<Ho~K~HK~~WUII  7 
Accouwaqm "Typffiue~mwaoHyhfnepn" 4 

B.12. npennwcb~eaernn Barn norosop 06ma-renb~sre mouanw nr;reeos H uacaxneknifi? - (Onram rne "na") 



B.13. ITpennncbrsaezm Bani noroBop 06~3aTe1ibH0e h-onmemo npoirynm~? - (Om- rne "na") 

B.17. 3 ~ a e ~ e  nn Bbl CKOII~KO C T O ~ I U I X  Bac arpocepewcaoe 06ecneseme. BbmomureMoe - 
a r p o c e p ~ w c ~ ~ ~ u  c q x 6 a ~ w ?  ,&4 CKOJBKO, T ~ I C . M ~ .  

cpencrsa 3- p a m M  w np. muaca~ar 2 

MexamaltpoBannble ywryrn 4 
smpmaprare ywryrH 5 

npyroe 6 
B.18. ~ 0 J V " J W J I W  JIW Bbl MaTePWabHO-TWHWieCKOe c ~ a 6 x e w e  nPeIrmtCaHHOe ROmBOpOM 3 2 0 0 0  r.? 

B.19. Ka~ok parchlep exeromofi a p e ~ n ~ o B  nnarbr no nomsopy apeHm.1 Ha 2000 r.? 
Bcem I % OT B ~ O B O ~ ~  n p ~ i r y ~ ~ ~ ~  I ~ C . M ~ H ~ T  

n T "  I I 



B.20. C ~ o n b ~ o  Bbi ( P ~ I C T N ~ C K H  ynnafmH B 2000 r. B swne ape~moii  nnani? 
Bcero I % OT BalTOBO8 np0n))KUHH I n 1 C . M a H a f  

B T.Y. 1 I 
KPeCIbllliCKOMy 06%eDiHeKUtO 

B.21. IIonb3osanscb nu Bbl B 2000 r. rocyxapcrseiiHbiiHn nbromna HJIH rocyaapcme~~oii - 
nomeprmtok npn smnomiem pa6m no noroBopy a p e ~ n s ~ ?  

B.22. H3~ennnacb m r r ~ o ~ o ~ l m e c x m  cmyamu! B BameB ceme nofile s s e n e m  apenxmix mornem&i? 
CUT~WF~S  B U ~ O M  yxymmvlacb 1 sce o m ~ o c b  h m ~ e ~ e r a d i  3 
CliTyWFlS B U a O M  YJI~mWaCb 2 

B.23. H ~ M B ~ C I I  JIW Bam m p e c  K pa6o~e nocne n om, Kax Bbl cw pa6ora~a Ha ~HytpuxmniicrsernoB apeane? - 

B.24. B seM npomeTcn Bama cmomnremaocrb. KaK apewa~opa? - ( m ~ e m ~ e  rxe "w) 

B.25. Knem nu apema npmqmecmo no c p a e e e m  c Konnehwaoii rpop~oii ~ ~ ~ ~ R C T B O B ~ R I ( I I ?  

na 1 H ~ T  2 3aTpyiWTIOCb o ~ s e n r r ~  3 

B.25.1. Ecnw HET, TO n o s e v ?  ( ~ K ~ ; K A T ~  owy aa~6onee s a j ~ ~ y r o  no Barnev Mnemm, nprramy) 

He  my 60nbmoR p a w  1 
c m a e r c n  noxon Ha omoro pa60mma 2 
~pymocrw co c ~ a 6 m e m e ~  a ~exnmok  3 


































