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POST-COMMUNISM STRUCTURAL CHANGES OF THE ROMANIAN FORESTRY SECTOR

Forests cover 28 % of the land area of Romania and, they are important from the ecological, economic and social perspectives.
Political initiatives to restore property to its pre-nationalization (1948) forest owners became a reality, after the fall of communism.
Compared to the other former communist countries from Central and Eastern Europe, the forest restitution process in Romania took a
longer time and has been legally implemented via three successive restitution laws in a period of 15 years: Law 18/1991, Law
1/2000 and Law 457/2005. By the successive implementation of these forest restitution laws, the total forest area restituted to the
non-state forest owners reached 3.15 million ha at the beginning of 2017, representing about half of the total forest area in Romania.
The institutional changes in the forestry sector have been politically influenced (both by the Government and European Union) and
not always responsive to the sector needs, realities and evolution. Whilst during the communist period, all typical sectoral functions
such as regulatory, supervisory, management and ownership were under the responsibility of the same entity — the Ministry of Fo-
rests, in early 1990 s the regulatory and supervisory functions of the state were separated from the management function as the Nati-
onal Forest Administration (NFA)-Romsilva was established as the management entity of state forests, mainly with a commercial
mandate. The move of the Department of Forests (the public authority responsible for forests in Romania) under different ministries
in the last three decades was accompanied by many changes of the subordinated units and disruptions in the normal activity of its
staff. Regarding the forest control and supervisory functions at regional level, 7 regional Forest Inspectorates were established in
1999, their number being increased to 16 in 2001. After 2003 they have had a tumultuous evolution, with several changes of mission
and subordination and in 2015, the Forest Inspectorates were transformed into Forest Guards. A significant institutional milestone in
the post-communist development of the forestry sector in Romania was the establishment of the first "private" forest districts (admi-
nistrative/management legal entities for non-state forests, similar to those of NFA-Romsilva) in 2002: their number reached 145 in
2017, managing more than 1.7 million ha of forests. The radical change in forest ownership continues to pose a high pressure on the
restructuring of the forest institutions, administration and management structures. It is expected that the decentralisation and reducti-

on of state role in forest administration and management will continue in the next decade.
Keywords: forest restitution; forestry sector; Romania; structural changes.

Introduction. Forests cover 28 % of the land area of
Romania (circa 6.56 million ha) (INS, 2018) and the co-
untry is famous in Europe for its large tracts of natural and
old growth forests (Abrudan et al., 2009). Forestry sector is
an important contributor to the Romanian economy: more
than 200;000 people are employed in forest administration
and downstream wood harvesting and processing industri-
es; including furniture production (INS, 2018). According
to the National Institute of Statistics; the annual export of
wood and wood products has increased continuously in the
last decade; and in the last 3 years it exceeded 3.5 billion
Euro (of which furniture export represented more than
2 billion Euro) (INS, 2018). Non-timber forest products al-
so represent an important source of income for some rural
communities.

Political initiatives to restore property to its pre-nationa-
lization (1948) forest owners became a reality; after the fall
of communism. Compared to the other former communist
countries from Central and Eastern Europe; the forest resti-
tution process in Romania took a longer time and has been
legally implemented via three successive restitution laws in
a period of 15 years: Law 18/1991; Law1/2000 and Law
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457/2005. The changes in forest ownership as well as the
transition from a centrally planned to a free-marked orien-
ted economy have determined significant institutional chan-
ges in the Romanian forestry sector. The aim of the present
paper is to briefly asses the main forest ownership and insti-
tutional post-communist changes in the Romanian forestry
sector and to identify the main challenges and priorities for
its future development.

Post 1990 forest ownership changes. After the fall of
communist regime in Romania; the Government embarked
in 1991; on a program of land restitution (Poynton et al.,
2000). As an initial measure; under Law 18/1991; up to
10 hectares of agricultural land and 1 ha of forest land was
restituted to each pre-1948 (nationalization year) former
owner or his/her descendants. As a consequence;
353,630 hectares of forests were restituted to around
400;000 individual owners. Most of the recipients of these
small areas of up to 1 ha of forest land (even if the forest
area owned before 1948 nationalization was larger) were
poor and; therefore; primarily interested in cashing benefits
from their forest (Poynton et al., 2000).

In 2000; another land restitution law was passed by the
Romanian Parliament (Law 1/2000). According to this law
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all community; town and communal forests had to be resti-
tuted to their former owners. Also; the restitution area limit
was 10 ha for individuals and 30 ha for churches; irrespecti-
ve of their ownership size before 1948 nationalization. Fi-
nally; according to Law 427 from 2005; all non-state forest
lands had to be restituted to their former owners or legal

descendants (individuals or private/non-state entities). By
the successive implementation of these three forest restituti-
on laws; the total forest area restituted to the non-state fo-
rest owners reached 3;15 million ha at the beginning of
2017 (Table 1); representing about half of the total forest
area in Romania.

Table 1. Restituted area by categories of forest owners at 01.01.2017 (Source: Ministry of Waters and Forests)

Type of ownership Validated area Area put in Validated area but not put
to be restituted (ha) possession (ha) in possession yet (ha)

Individuals (physical persons) 1.402.338 1.299.147 103.191
Administrative territorial units (towns; villages) 946.991 933.953 13.038
Education institutions (schools) 7.511 7.325 186
Churches 129.492 123.493 5.999
Associative legal entities (undivided common ownership) 788.694 768.176 20.518
Romanian Academy 16.887 16.412 475
Elias Foundation 2.989 2.006 983

Total 3.294.902 3.150.512 144.390

However; as in 1948 the state owned only 28 % of the
forest area; whilst individuals (physical persons) owned
around 23 % (Poynton et al., 2000); it is obvious that not
all the non-state forests were claimed back by the former
owners or their descendants (due to various reasons: death;
emigration etc.) and also that for some of the claimed area;
the deeds or legal ownership proofs were not provided and
the area was not validated for restitution. Due to such sit-
uations and according to the existing legislative framework
it is expected that the state will continue to own and mana-
ge almost half of the Romanian forest area; whilst the non-
state ownership will slightly exceed 50 % of the country's
forests.

Post 1990 institutional changes in the Romanian fo-
restry sector. The institutional changes in the Romanian
forestry sector have been very dramatic after the 1989 poli-
tical changes. During the communist period; all typical sec-
toral functions: regulatory; supervisory; management and
ownership were under the responsibility of the same en-
tity — the Ministry of Forests. In early 1990 the regulatory
and supervisory functions of the state were separated from
the management function as the National Forest Admi-
nistration (NFA)-Romsilva was established as the manage-
ment entity of state forests; mainly with a commercial man-
date (Poynton et al., 2000).

The Department of Forests (within the Ministry of Envi-
ronment in the period 1990-2001; the Ministry of Agricul-
ture in the period 2001-2010; again in the Ministry of Envi-
ronment and Forests in the period 2010-2017; and within
the Ministry of Waters and Forests since 2017) has been the
public authority responsible for forests in Romania.

The move of the Department of Forests under different
ministries in the last three decades was accompanied by
many changes of the subordinated units and disruptions in
the normal activity of its staff. Irrespective of these chan-
ges; the regulatory and supervisory/support functions have
remained under the responsibility of the Department of Fo-
rests. The activity of the Department of Forests has been af-
fected by the reduced capacity and physical resources to un-
dertake its roles due to understaffing and budgetary constra-
ints (Abrudan et al., 2009).

Regarding the forest control and supervisory functions;
as a measure to prepare the second wave of forest restituti-
on; 7regional Forest Inspectorates were established in
1999; their number being increased to 16 in 2001. Their
function was to enforce at regional level the control and su-
pervision/support functions of the public authority for fo-
rests. Due to the Cabinet re-organization; in spring 2003 the
Forest Inspectorates were transferred to the National Envi-
ronmental Guard within the National Authority for Control
(totally separated from the public authority responsible for
forestry) and left the Department of Forests without any ter-
ritorial structures. In January 2004; O regional Forest
Inspectorates were established mainly for providing exten-
sion services and implementation of EU SAPARD program
and in 2005 they were re-attributed the control and supervi-
sory function. After the move of the Forestry Department
under the Ministry of Environment in 2010; in the year
2015; the Forest Inspectorates were transformed into Forest
Guards and in 2017 they were transferred under the Mi-
nistry of Waters and Forests (Table 2).

Table 2. Milestones in the evolution of the Forest Inspectorates

Year Structural/functional milestone
1999  |Establishment of 7 regional Forest Inspectorates
2001 The number of regional Forest Inspectorates increased to 16 and they were moved under the Ministry of Agriculture
2003 Beginning of the implementation of a World Bank Project to support the Forest Inspectorates capacity building
(infrastructure and staft)
The Forest Inspectorates are disbanded — their control functions and the staff are taken over by the Environmental Guard
2003 . .
(under National Authority for Control)
9 territorial Forest Inspectorates are established mainly for providing extension services and implementation of EU SA-
2004
PARD Program
2005 |The forest control and supervisory functions are taken back by the Forest Inspectorates
2010  |The Forest Inspectorates are moved under the Ministry of Environment and Forests
2015  |The Forest Guards are replacing the Forest Inspectorates
2017  |The Forest Guards are moved under the Ministry of Waters and Forests
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As a consequence of the first post-1990 Forest Code
(Law 26/1996); the National Forest Administration-Romsil-
va was established through the Government Decision
1112/1996; as a legal state-owned entity with an essentially
commercial mandate; responsible for the administration and
management of state forests. NFA-Romsilva replaced the
previous public forest administration company (Autonomo-
us Forest Administration created by Government Decision
1335/1990) (Abrudan, 2012).

The NFA-Romsilva administrates and manages the state
forests and is a legal state-owned entity with a commercial
mandate. In the last two decades NFA-Romsilva has under-
gone a significant restructuring and re-organization process
especially as a consequence of the forest restitution; through
which more than half of the Romanian forests have been
transferred in non-state ownership. Nowadays; it has
42 branches and 342 forest districts and operates as a finan-
cially autonomous organization performing forest manage-
ment and silvicultural operations; NFA-Romsilva also enga-
ges in non-timber forest products and services and is respon-
sible for the management of protected forest areas (including
Natura 2000 sites) and national parks; which have been
functioning since early 2009 as distinct legal entities.

A significant institutional milestone in the post-commu-
nist development of the forestry sector in Romania was the
establishment of the first "private" forest districts (admi-
nistrative/management legal entities for non-state forests;
similar to those of NFA-Romsilva) in 2002. Their number
increased continuously in parallel with the forest restitution
process (Figure 1); and in 2004 they established an umbrel-
la association named Association of Forest Administrators
from Romania (AAPR). According to the 2015
amendments to the last Forest Code (Law 46/2008) their
name was changed in the "regime" forest districts and in
2017 their number reached 145; managing more than
1.7 million ha of forests (MWF, 2017).
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Figure 1. Forest area managed by non-state (private) forest districts
(Abrudan, 2012)

The number of the non-state forest districts is expected
to increase in the coming years; in parallel with the reducti-
on of NFA-Romsilva forest districts; as a consequence of
the restitution process.

In this ownership and structural context; the institutional
strengthening of the Department of Forests should represent
a priority for the development of the forestry sector. Proper
staffing; training and the development of the IT infrastruc-
ture are vital in this respect. On the other hand; the capacity
development of the Forest Guard should include staffing;
endowment with the needed field equipment and training
(e.g. communication; conflict management etc.)

While presently about half of the Romanian forests are
in non-state ownership; the role and mandate of the NFA-
Romsilva should be adapted to its new position in the Ro-
manian forestry sector. The administrator of the state fo-
rests should reconsider its portfolio of activities and cope
with the new challenges: non-state sector competition; Na-
tura 2000; social responsibility; public scrutiny etc. At the
same time; the non-state forest districts should increase the-
ir dialogue with the forest owners and develop new skills;
including communication; marketing; project management
etc. Howevers; it is expected they will increase their power
and influence in the forest sector at regional and national le-
vel as more than 1 million ha of non-state forests still mana-
ged by NFA-Romsilva on a contractual basis.

Conclusions. In post-1990 Romania; the forest restituti-
on processes were politically decided and the institutional
changes in the forestry sector have been politically influen-
ced (both by the Government and European Union) and not
always responsive to the sector's needs; realities and evolu-
tion. The radical change in forest ownership continues to
pose a high pressure on the restructuring of the forest insti-
tutions; administration and management structures. De-
centralisation and reduction of state role in forest admi-
nistration and management will probably continue in the
next decade.
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IoaH Bacine A6pydan

Tpancinveancexuii ynisepcumem bpawiosa, m. bpawios, Pymynis

MOCTKOMYHICTUYHI CTPYKTYPHI 3MIHH JIICOBOTO CEKTOPY PYMYHII

Jlicu 3aiimarots 28 % Bin Teputopii PymyHii 1 € BaXKIMBIMHI YMHHAKAMH, SIKi BIUIMBAIOTH Ha €KOJIOTIYHI, €KOHOMIUHI Ta COIiaib-
Hi nepcrektuBH. Ilicis magiHHS KOMYHI3MY IOJIITHYHI 1HII[IaTUBY IIOJ0 BiXHOBJICHHS BJIACHOCTI JICOKOPHCTYBAYiB JI0 HAI[IOHANTI3a-
it (1948 p.) Gymno Brineno B wutTs. [IopiBHIHO 3 IHIIMMH KOJHIIHIMUA KOMYHiCTHYHNMH Kpainamu LlenTpansHoi Ta CximHoi €Bpo-
IH TIPOIIeC pecTUTymii ticy B PymyHil TpuBaB moBIe i OyB 3aKOHHO BIIPOBAKCHUH Yepe3 TPH MOCIIIOBHI 3aKOHH PO PECTUTYITIO
BIIpoAoBXK 15 poki: 3axon 18/1991, 3akon 1/2000 ta 3axon 457/2005. Bracnimok MOCIIiZOBHOTO BIPOBADKEHHS IUX 3aKOHIB IIPO
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PECTHTYIIIIO JIiCiB 3aranbHa KiTbKICTh JTICOBUX PECYPCIB, IO BiIIKOAOBAHA BIACHUKAM HEICP)KaBHUX JIICiB, HA odatok 2017 p. cs-
rana 3,15 MITH Ta, o0 CTAaHOBUTH OJM3BKO ITOJIOBMHU BiJ| 3araibHOI IuTomii jiciB PymyHii. IHCTHTYIIHHI 3MiHH B CEKTOpi JIICOBOTO
TOCTIOIAPCTBA 3a3HANIN MOJIITHYHOTO BIUIUBY (SK ypsdy, Tak 1 €Bpormeiicekoro Coro3y), sIkuii He 3aBXKAM BiANOBifaB moTpebam, pe-
aisM Ta PO3BHUTKY rayry3i. Xoda BIPOJOBX KOMYHICTHYHOTO IIEPioAy BCi THIOBI Tamy3eBi (yHKIIT, 30KpeMa PeryssITOpHi, HarIsao-
Bi, YIIPaBIIHCHKI Ta MAaifHOBI OyJIH ITi/l BiANOBINAIBHICTIO OJHOTO 1 TOrO % cy0'ekTa — MiHicTepcTBa JiciB, Ha modatky 1990 p. pery-
JIITOPHI Ta HAarIAAOBI GYHKINT OepkaBu OylI0 BITOKPEMIICHO BiJ] yIpaBIiHCBKUX (YHKIIN, ockineku HarionansHy sicoBy agMiHic-
tpario (HJIA) — PomcineBa — Oyn0 cTBOPEHO SIK Cy0'€KT TOCIIOJAPIOBAHHS JIEP>KAaBHUX JIICIB, TOJIOBHO 3 KOMEPLIHHNM MaHAATOM.
INepexin [lenapramMeHTy JIicCiB (IepKaBHHUM OpTaH, BiAMOBITANGHUHN 3a Jlick B PymyHil) y miAnOpsAKyBaHHS Pi3HUX MIHICTEPCTB yII-
POMOBX OCTAaHHIX TPHOX AECSATHIITH CYIIPOBOKYBABCS OaraTbMa 3MiHAMH IiAIOPSAAKOBAHHUX MiJPO3IUIIB i MOPYIIEHHSM HOpMAallb-
HOI TisTTBHOCTI Horo nepconany. CTOCOBHO KOHTPOJIIO 3a JIiCAaMH Ta HATTLOBUX (YHKIIN Ha perioHaNIbHOMY piBHI, BapTO 3a3HAYH-
TH, o y 1999 p. Oyno cTBOpeHO 7 perioHaIbHUX JIICOBHUX 1HCHEKIiH, KUIBKICTh SKuX 30inbmmmacs 10 16 y 2001 p. Iicas 2003 p.
BOHH 3a3HaJIK OypXJIMBOTO PO3BHUTKY, 3 KIJIbKOMa 3MiHaMH Micii Ta migmopsakyBanus, a y 2015 p. Jlicosi iHcriekmii Oymo peopraHizo-
BaHO B JlicoBy 0XOpoHy. 3HaUHOIO IHCTUTYLIHHOIO BIXOIO B IEPioj] MOCTKOMYHICTUYHOTO PO3BHUTKY JIICOBOTO ceKTopy PymyHii Oymo
CTBOPEHHS NEepIUX "IPUBATHHX" JIICOBUX PaOHIB (aIMiHICTPaTUBHUX/YHIPABIiHCBKUX IOPHIWIHUX OCI0 IJIs1 HeAep:KaBHHX JICIiB,
aanorivanx NFA-Romsilva) y 2002 p., ix xinekicts gocsria 145 y 2017 p., BnopsakoBytoun Oinemn Hixk 1,7 MiH Ta JiciB. Pagn-
KaJbHI 3MIHM y BJIIACHOCTI JIICiB IPOJIOBXKYIOTH CTBOPIOBATH BUCOKHH THCK HA PECTPYKTYPH3AIiIO JTICOBUX yCTAHOB, aMiHICTPaTHB-
HUX Ta YIPaBIiHCBKUX CTPYKTYp. OUiKyIOTh, IO ACIEHTPATi3allisl Ta 3MEHIICHHS POJI JIEpXKaBU B YIIPABIiHHI JIiICAMH IIPOIOBXKYBa-
THMYTBCS 1 B HACTYITHOMY JIECSTHIIITTI.
Kniouosi cnosa: pecTUTyII JIiCy; CEKTOP JICOBOTO TOCTIOApCTBa; PyMyHis; CTPyKTYpHI 3MiHH.
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