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SUMMARY

The various efforts at privatizing agricultural land in Moldova have been successful in legal
terms, and the registration of the privatized rights has progressed rapidly. The main conclusions
of the paper are:

1. Privatization: The privatization of agricultural land has resulted in the widespread
distribution of rights to land in an equitable manner to the former workers on the state and
collective farms. However, nearly 2/3 of the new owners of these land rights have opted to
pool their land into larger enterprises either through leasing arrangements or through the
formation of peasant family enterprises. It is not clear whether these privatized rights are
“negotiable” in the land market sense, and if they are, the “enterprising people” managing the
larger enterprises may acquire land rights in ownership which they now control de facto and
produce a skewed distribution of land ownership in the future.

2. Land Markets: Land market transactions are occurring, including the leasing arrangements
for the formation of large enterprises, although the rate of sales, mortgages, gifts and
inheritances is quite low in comparison with established capitalist economies.

3. Credit Markets and On Farm Investments: No information was found concerning the effects
of titling and registration programs on credit markets and on farm investments of
“disadvantaged” groups, i.e., families of modest incomes and women and minority ethnic
groups. The availability of credit and the profitability of farm enterprises are of concern.

4. Institutional Support for a Market-Oriented Economy: Legislation seems adequate for the
creation of private land ownership and for the operations of the registration offices. The
sustainability of the registration offices relying on their own fee-generated income with low
transaction rates is of concern.

5. Implementation Issues: The per parcel cost of privatization and initial registration of
agricultural land has been held to comparatively low levels, in significant measure due to the
USAID funded Booz-Allen and Hamilton Inc (BAH) project’s organization and methods. On
the other hand, there is a need for a follow-up activity to identify and correct errors which
emerged. Corruption of the registration office procedures seems to be being held to low
levels, due in part to the high salaries of registry staff. However, the sustainability of those
offices under conditions of low land market activity is of concern. It is important to monitor
the operations of land markets and the impacts of the privatization program on family
welfare, especially for disadvantaged groups.
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MOLDOVA COUNTRY BRIEF:
PROPERTY RIGHTS AND LAND MARKETS

1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this Country Brief is to assist in the assessment of USAID’s investments in the
improvement of land markets and property rights of the disadvantaged to agricultural land have
contributed to secure tenure and lower transactions costs in developing countries and countries in
transition, thereby helping to achieve economic growth and sustainable development. The aim is
to provide a summary of the available literature and sources on the Internet related to land
market interventions and their impacts in Moldova.

The preparation of the Country Brief follows the conceptual and methodological framework
prepared by the Land Tenure Center (Stanfield and Bloch 2002).

The general hypothesis is:

A key to sustainable rural development is legally secure entitlement to land on the part of the
disadvantaged.

Within this general proposition, we have been asked to answer three general questions from the
available documentation:

1. What evidence is there which will enable an estimate of the overall success of agricultural
land entitlement projects (not just USAID projects) in reaching their developmental goals?
Since the entitlement projects affect security of tenure, including the marketability of title in
most cases, we expect to see more market transactions, more secured credit (including
mortgages) agreements, more investment in farming activities. What evidence do we have
about these expectations?

2. How have the policy and institutional factors which affect the success of these projects been
identified and assessed? The main institutional investment, when done, is to improve the
property registries. What does this improvement mean? Lower transaction costs, less
corruption? Are the registries’ property records being maintained? What proportion of
transactions are “informal”, i.e., outside of the registries?

3. How have the implementation techniques and approaches affected activity success? What are
the costs of implementation, and how do they compare with other countries? What
techniques have been used to reduce cost and increase the speed of completion of the work?

Following this introduction, the second section presents a profile of Moldova including its
agricultural and agrarian structure. The third section focuses on evidence concerning question
No. 1 which is included in available reports. The fourth section presents institutional protection
and policy issues concerning land markets and property rights. The fifth section highlights
implementation techniques of the interventions in land markets and property rights.
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2 PROFILE OF THE REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA

2.1 BRIEF HISTORY

While initially issuing a declaration of sovereignty in June of 1990, Moldova formally declared
independence from the Soviet Union on 27 August 1991. Under a new constitution, approved by
the Parliament on 28 July 1994, Moldova is an independent and neutral state. During the Stalin
era, Moldova lost population due to ethnic cleansing. At the same time, through intense
Russification, hundreds of thousands of Russian Soviet settlers moved to Moldova.

Moldova is land-locked, bordered on the north, west and south by Ukraine and on the east by
Romania. Moldova has a population of 4,434,546, of which 800,000 live in the capital city
Chisinau on the Bik River, a tributary of the Nistru River.

Since gaining independence Moldova has joined a number of multilateral organizations
including the United Nations and the International Monetary Fund. Since 1995, Moldova has
been a member of the Council of Europe and participates in NATO’s Partnership for Peace
program. Moldova maintains economic and trade relationships with other former Soviet
republics (Annex 1).

2.2 AGRICULTURAL SECTOR

With an area of 33,700 km2, it is the second smallest of the former Soviet states. Approximately
54.1% of the country’s area is arable land, with another 12.1% of the land cultivated with
permanent crops.

With a favorable climate, good farmland and no valuable mineral deposits, the economy is
dependent on agricultural sector industries. 40% of the labor force is working in agriculture
compared to 14% in industry and 46% in services (1998).1 Agricultural products include
vegetables, fruits, wine, grain, sugar beets, sunflowers, tobacco, beef and milk.

Following the breakup of the Soviet Union, Moldova experienced several years of production
declines due at least in part to energy shortages (see Annex 2, Table 1). Moldova had positive
GDP growth in 2000(1.9%) and again in 2001(6.1%). The rise in 2001 was driven by a 20%
improvement in the agricultural sector, although the index of agricultural production remained
about half that which existed prior to the privatization and market liberalization programs.

2.3 BENEFICIARIES OF PRIVATIZATION

The mass privatization of agricultural land in Moldova disassembled the collective farm structure
and distributed land, more or less equally, to a large number of individuals. This process created
many legal owners, each with an average of three land parcels (arable, orchard, and vineyard
land) totaling approximately 1.5 hectares in size. New owners received a land title for each
parcel, allowing them to identify and decide how to use their land.

The following criteria of entitlement (specified in the Land Code) were used in Moldova to
decide who was to receive land:

                                                
1 GDP by sector for 2000: agriculture: 28%, industry: 21%, services: 51%.
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1. Members and pensioners of kolkhozes (collective farms) and employees and pensioners of
sovkhozes (state farms) or other agricultural enterprises.

2. Employees and pensioners of organizations and enterprises who live in the area and are
directly engaged in construction works and use of land reclamation systems and
improvement of soil fertility in the respective locality.

3. Residents of rural areas, who were transferred from agricultural enterprises to kolkhozes and
inter-enterprise construction and transportation organizations, including pensioners thereof.

4. Employees and pensioners of inter-enterprise cattle-breeding farms

5. Persons holding an elective office or serving in the army, who previously worked in the
agricultural enterprise.

6. Persons who have worked in the agricultural enterprise of the respective locality: men for 25
years and women for 20 years.

7. Veterans of the World War II and other military services oversees; and families of those who
have died as a result of defending Moldova’s territorial integrity and independence. All
participants must reside in rural areas.

8. Rural residents who have suffered under political oppression and have been subsequently
rehabilitated.

9. Persons who have transferred their land to collective farms, but who do not work therein.
(Reference Manual 1998, pp. 2-9)

So, the categories of persons eligible for an equivalent land share include not only members of
agricultural enterprises and pensioners, but also workers of non-agricultural enterprises related to
agriculture, as well as officials holding elective offices, veterans, former political prisoners and
others. Workers of non- agricultural enterprises whose length of service in agriculture is less than
five years are eligible for only 50% of a land share.

Not all intended beneficiaries of mass-scale reform can realize the full benefits of the reforms.
There is concern that some people have found themselves in a worse situation than they were
prior to the implementation of reforms. The privatization/titling effort produced similarly small
holdings for the beneficiaries, so that nearly all of the people receiving land can be considered as
“disadvantaged” as far as land allotments are concerned.

2.4 STRUCTURE OF AGRICULTURAL LAND OWNERSHIP AND CONTROL

The main features of land reform derive from a dramatic increase in the private ownership of
land. According to data for January 2000, the state retains ownership of 17% of the country’s
agricultural land, mostly reserve land, routinely allocated to producers for temporary use. Most
of the agricultural land (83%) is formally classified as privately-owned land. Private ownership,
however, does not necessarily mean individual control (Csaki and Lerman 2002: 43). There are
currently various farm structures in Moldova: joint-stock companies, limited -liability
companies, partnerships, agricultural cooperatives, collective farms, peasant farms, farmer’s
associations, and individual holdings. The individual sector is growing as a share of landholdings
and agricultural production (see Table 1 below). The mass privatization effort has produced a
significant number of farming enterprises formed by individuals or groups of peasant families,
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formed by around 1/3 of the members of the former collectives and holding around 22.3% of the
agricultural land of the country. Slightly more than 14% of the agricultural land is used as
household gardens, averaging about 0.4 hectares each. About 2/3 of the beneficiaries of the land
share distribution entrusted their land shares to enterprising persons (Csaki and Lerman 2002:
50) willing to manage the land and assets of a group of individuals, forming approximately 1,000
corporate farms of one sort or another, controlling more than 1,000 hectares each or about 46%
of the agricultural land. Table 1 shows that most of the state farms and many of the collectives
were converted into new corporate enterprise forms which are functioning along side of the
individual/family enterprises.

Legally speaking, the mass privatization program has distributed land rights equitably to families
of the ex-state farms and ex-collectives. How equitable is the distribution of the benefits of the
Corporate farming enterprises is uncertain; it is conceivable the “enterprise managers” channel
significant proportions of resources to themselves. Also, the economic benefits of the
individual/family farming enterprises are somewhat encouraging but not spectacular. A 1999
survey by the Moldovan Agency for Restructuring of Agriculture showed that around half of the
private farming enterprises earned a positive gross profit from farming in 1998 (see Annex 2,
Table 5), and about half had losses. At the moment, it can be argued that the agrarian reform has
benefited the “disadvantaged” if we use that term to refer to the ex-workers on the former state
farms and collectives. It remains to be seen whether a few “enterprising persons” will emerge
with the effective ownership and control of the privatized land or whether a significant
proportion of the “beneficiaries” of the legal privatization effort emerge as beneficiaries of the
reform in economic, social and political senses.

Table 1. Structure of Land Use, 1990-1999 (percentage of agricultural land)

1990 1995 1999 1999

% % % Hectares

State sector 32.3 16.7 17.3 444,264

 Unknown 5.3 3.2 2.2 56,496

 State farms 27.0 0.1 1.0 25,680

 Reserve fund 0.0 13.4 14.1 362,088

Corporate sector 59.4 67.9 46.0 1,181,280

 Collectives 59.4 39.3 10.8 277,344

 New corporate forms 0.0 28.6 35.2 903,936

Individual sector 8.3 15.3 36.7 942,456

 Peasant farms - 2.4 22.3 572,664

Household plots 8.3 12.9 14.4 369,792

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 2,568,000
Source: Csaki and Lerman, 2002, p. 44.
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Overall, as of 2000, the extent of privatization of immovable properties in Moldova was
estimated and showed nearly all of the agricultural land had been transferred into private
ownership (although the more recent data shows 14% of agricultural land still held by the state in
the reserve fund), while industrial land was only partly affected, as was land in built up areas, as
shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Privatization of different types of real estate property, 1 January 2000

Category of property Percentage privatized

Agricultural lands 96.5%

Land within built-up areas 66.7%

Industrial lands 14.0%

Housing fund 90.0%

State enterprises 2,000 units
Source: Climova 2001, p.8.

2.5 GENDER ISSUES

A World Bank report (Paci 2002) made three observations relevant to this discussion of the
effects of the privatization program:

1. Inheritance and divorce laws in Moldova treat property rights in an egalitarian manner on
paper, yet they nevertheless have resulted in a de facto increase in the gender gap, because
women are less often aware than men of such rights or for other reasons of inequitable
impact.

2. The country has experienced an increase in poverty among elderly men and women and
female-headed households, who have significant difficulties in demonstrating the possession
of land through their use of it; this could weaken their already precarious ownership of land.

3. There is a notable lack of adequate information relating to gender and land titling, and little
data on the access to credit by female as compared to male owners of the land (Paci 2002:
38-41; Roth & Heron 2001: 68).

3. EVIDENCE OF IMPACTS ON LAND MARKETS AND PROPERTY RIGHTS

3.1 PROJECTS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF LAND AND REAL ESTATE MARKETS

Numerous projects affecting property rights and the emergence of land markets have been
launched in Moldova. Moldova has benefited from substantial assistance from USAID through
its projects with Booz-Allen and Hamilton Inc.(BAH) and the East West Management Institute
(EWMI) to subdivide the former State Collective farms into small parcels with title recognition;
the project ran from 1995 to 2000. The World Bank is presently funding a major Title
Registration Project, which has worked in coordination with the USAID project. Swedish, Swiss
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and Norwegian-financed technical assistance within the World Bank project is helping with
consultancies within Implementation, Procurement, Accounting, Legal issues, Registration,
Digital mapping, general IT, Valuation, Geodesy, Cadastral surveying, Valuation, Fiscal
Cadastre, Public Relations and Training. The cadastre is mainly financed through a credit from
the World Bank and technical assistance from USAID, Sweden, Switzerland and Norway. Other
donors such as Germany and EU have assisted in the development of related areas. Considering
the USAID/Moldova and its contribution to the Title Registration Project, USAID has
contributed approximately 1/3 of the financial resources for the land registration and allocation
component of the reform, affecting the titling of about half of the privatized parcels to date
(Csaki and Lerman 2002: 48).

3.2 ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF USAID’S TITLING PROGRAM

USAID contracted with BAH and EWMI to help implement the Moldovan National Land
Program, which envisioned the break-up of all collective farms in Moldova. BAH was
responsible for the titling and registration of land to members of the farms, and EWMI was
responsible for distributing critical equipment and other capital assets necessary to cultivate the
land. BAH designed an organizational structure based upon an extensive decentralized network
of private surveyors, a specialized local staff, and a cooperative approach with village officials
and farm leaders. BAH employed over 50 private survey firms to complete land surveying,
parceling, titling, and registration on the basis of contracts that specified to complete the legal
process of land privatization. Finally, BAH structured its farm privatization staff on the basis of
specialized teams, each assigned to supervise, assist, and support the private survey firms in
completing their tasks under the contract.

BAH assisted the National Cadastre Agency and the World Bank project in filling the new
registry system with information by printing and collating a cadastral land registry file for each
agricultural land parcel privatized during the National Land Program, and by paying the National
Cadastre Agency to offset the cost of mass registration itself.

As of December 2000, BAH delivered 1,172,000 cadastre files to the regional Territorial
Cadastre Offices for registration into the regional Real Estate Registries. To date those offices
have registered the rights to one million agricultural land parcels, of which USAID directly
funded registration of 844,800 parcels. A significant number of these parcels, however, form part
of the land managed by larger enterprises.

3.3 DIRECT EFFECTS: WHAT HAS BEEN ACHIEVED BY THE VARIOUS PROGRAMS TO IMPROVE
ENTITLEMENT TO LAND BY THE DISADVANTAGED?
According to State Agency for Cadastre, Land Resources and Geodesy, as of January 1, 2002 the
cadastral offices have registered the creation of 3,098,000 real estate units, including 2,203,000
agricultural land parcels and 233,000 household plots.

A newly emerging land market shows both land leasing (more than 100,000 parcels were leased
out by the new owners to the “enterprising people” who formed enterprises) and such
transactions as sale, inheritance, etc.
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3.3.1 Land market transactions
In Moldova the owner has the right to sell his or her land, but agricultural land can be sold only
to the citizens of the Republic. The land sale/purchase procedure is as follows:

1. Based on the law, the seller must obtain an extract from the Real Estate Registry.

2. The parties draw up a land sale/purchase agreement. This agreement indicates:

• ID data of the seller and buyer;

• The parcel and its location;

• Sale price of land (agreed between the seller and the buyer).

3. The sale/purchase agreement is certified by the notary. The parties sign 3 copies of the
sale/purchase agreement. Within 3 months after the notarization date, the buyer must register
the land and ownership rights for it in the Real Estate Registry of the territorial agency
serving the territory where the land parcel is located. For this purpose the buyer must present
the following documentation in the territorial cadastral agency:

• Application for the registration of ownership rights;

• Copy of the land sale/purchase agreement.

The procedure of preparation of documents for obtaining the tight of private ownership over the
land is not very complicated (Murayschi 2002: 19). Registration of the ownership rights in
territorial cadastral agency takes 3-7 days.

With the completion of the first round of land titling in May 1998, the USAID farm restructuring
project reported sales of land by some 100 individual owners to other individuals or private
farms. The Agency for Restructuring of Agriculture (ARA) conducted a study of 1,960 land
transactions that had been registered as of January 2000 (see Annex 2). These transactions
totaled 2,200 ha, or 0.2% of the land in the individual sector. Most of the transactions had taken
place in the central zone, not far from the capital. The average price was 3,600 lei per hectare
(about $350). The prices in the north were substantially higher, probably because of better soil
quality and greater demand from local and outside entrepreneurs. Moldova’s land markets are
still very weak, primarily because of a fragile economy and high transactions costs.

Land transactions were registered in 160 of the country ‘s 800 communes. More that half of the
area traded in these transactions was concentrated in only nineteen villages., where the amount
traded varied from 10 to 300 hectares per village . In the remaining 141 villages the land areas
traded did not exceed 10 hectares As few as ten persons were responsible for most of the land
affected: the largest transactions involving between 50 to 300 hectares, accounting for more than
half of the total land sold. Half of these buyers were outsiders from the capital. (Csaki and
Lerman 2002: 51.)

Even in Moldova, where productive land does not seem to have been overvalued, the use of land
as collateral is extremely limited (Deininger 2003: 104.)

3.3.2 Leasing of Land
Leasing is an important mechanism for transferring land to more efficient users and for adjusting
farm sizes. A World Bank/ARA survey in late 1997 showed that peasant farms with leased land
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were, on average, much larger than farms based only on privately-owned land. The average
peasant farm with leased land had 17 hectares, of which 13.5 hectares was leased and 3.5
privately owned. Farms without any leased land cultivated only 2.8 hectares on average.

The farmers in this survey reported that they leased land mainly from private individuals. This
source accounted for 80% of the leased land in peasant farms, and the remainder was leased from
local authorities (not from the local collective). The markets for leased land in 1997 were very
weak, as are the markets for buying and selling land today – only 6% of the farmers surveyed
reported leasing land. Although no official statistics are available, the land-lease market appears
to be growing stronger.

A study undertaken by the Center for Strategic Studies and Reforms (CISR) in 2001 on the
initiative of the Private Farmers Assistance Program shows that at the moment leasing serves as
the major factor for land consolidation (Murayashi 2002: 17). The average size of farms
functioning on the leased land basis is 680 hectares, and some are over 2,000 hectares.

People having up to 3 ha. of land split into 4 to 8 parcels are most involved in leasing out. The
land lease agreements are concluded in two forms: written and oral. The survey data show that
majority of lease agreements (91.7%) are concluded in the written form.

The study shows that land leases are primarily short-term (1-3 years) agreements (86.2%).
Instability and uncertainty in the agricultural sector is a serious obstacle for long-term
investments. However, CISR survey data show that only 20.4% of lessees consider that short-
term agreements are desirable; 79.6% of them consider that the optimal term is over 5 years. The
best lease term for 64.6% of lessees’ opinion is 5-10 years.

The lease payment varies from $20 to $70 per hectare. This considerable variation in lease
payments is primarily explained by the farm’s specialization. As a rule, the highest lease
payment is for farms growing tobacco, vegetables and grapes.

The emphasis on leases strengthened the developmental contribution of land markets. More than
80% of the 440,000 registered private farms in Moldova operate through some type of leasing
arrangement (Deininger 2003: 100; Lerman, Csaki, & Moroz 1998).

3.3.3 Dynamism of Land Markets
A total of 208,000 transactions, including 103,000 transactions involving agricultural land and
31,000 involving household plots have been registered over the period 1999-2001. Out of these
transactions, 36,000 were agricultural land sale transactions and 16,000 were household plots
sales. During this period of time, there were 6,000 agricultural mortgages and 1,500 household
plots mortgages registered (Murayashi 2002: 4). Based on these data, the percentage of
agricultural land subject to was 0.9% in 2001 and 1.3% for the 1999-2000 period.

In a comparative study using data for 2001, Adlington shows that the number of sales, mortgages
and leases per annum amounted to 71, 000 in Moldova, 19,774 in Armenia, 72,000 in Latvia and
31,141 in Kyrgyzstan. The percentage of total area subject to transactions was 1.4% in Moldova,
0.8% in Armenia, 3.1% in Kyrgyzstan, and in 8.7% in Latvia (Adlington 2002: 9).

No data are available on informal transactions, but they are considered to be relatively rare.
Owners and users of agricultural land in many cases prefer to lease land than transact through
sales, partly because it is cheaper for the lessee in the short run and partly for the owner not to
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give up his possession. Leases with a duration of more than 3 years are supposed to be
registered, but there are unregistered but valid annual agreements for rent of rural agricultural
land. Registered leases are also rare but the number is growing (4,682 in 2000 and 8,673 in
2001).

Prices of land vary enormously between rural and urban areas, especially between Chisinau and
rural areas. There are few rural land sales. One hectare of arable land is sold for between $250
and $500. Apartments range from a few hundred dollars in small settlements to tens of thousands
dollars for a very good apartment in Chisinau. A regular three-bedroom apartment in the suburbs
of Chisinau would cost between $4,000 and $10,000. It would cost $15,000 in the center and $1-
2,000 in the commuter belt outside of Chisinau.

The real estate markets have developed unevenly, with most transactions involving apartments,
individual houses and small commercial enterprises. According to Climova (2001) 70 percent of
the transactions were registered in the northern districts of Moldova, while only about 5 percent
of the transactions occurred in the southern districts.

3.3.4 Security and Investments
No studies were found of the various forms of tenure and tenure security and their relations with
access to credit, and the process of making long term investments in farming operations.

4. NATIONAL LEGAL FRAMEWORK, INSTITUTIONAL PROTECTION AND POLICY
ISSUES

4.1 LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE PRIVATIZATION OF PROPERTY

In the recent past, land in Moldova was owned exclusively by the State. The relationship
between the State and corresponding users of the land was governed by Article 92 of the Civil
Code which is based upon the general legal principle that the user’s rights in land are subordinate
to the State’s rights in that land. The situation has changed dramatically with the enactment of
the Constitution of the Republic of Moldova and other normative acts.

The Constitution establishes the basis for the right of private ownership and the protection of that
right in Article 46. Under this Article no persons can be deprived of their ownership rights
except for reasons of public necessity, as established by law, and provided that fair compensation
is paid in advance. Article 127 of the Constitution provides that the State has the duty to
safeguard property regardless of its type and to guarantee the owner’s property rights in all forms
so long as the exercise of those does not contravene the interests of society. The adoption of the
Law on Ownership in January 1991 changed land relations as defined in the Civil Code. Article
13 of the Law on Ownership provides that land parcels may be privately owned, making the
rights of private landowners no longer subordinate to the State rights.

The state has created favorable conditions for the privatization of property in Moldova.
Privatization in turn has led to the creation of a real estate market with active sales, exchanges,
mortgages, subdivisions and leases. The process of transforming all state property into private
ownership started with the passage of the Law on Privatization, No. 627, 7 April 1991 (Climova
2001). While certain lands are prohibited from being privatized (mineral resources, forests,
pastures and natural monuments), state property in all economic, cultural and social spheres can
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be privatized. The Ministry of Economy and Reforms, through its Department for Privatization
and Management of State Property, has authority for state property privatization.

The Land Code, adopted December 25, 1991, both establishes private land ownership and
provides for the equal protection both of public and private property. Article 4 of the Land Code
provides that the right of private land ownership may belong to the citizens of the Republic of
Moldova and foreign investors.

Moldovan citizens and legal entities, as well as foreign individuals and legal entities may acquire
state property. However, it is forbidden for foreign persons and those without citizenship to
acquire agricultural land ownership rights, except by inheritance. Even though foreign ownership
is allowed, foreign investors have rarely participated in the privatization process, perhaps due to
the economic and political instability in the country.

Ownership in Moldova includes the classic list of rights in the bundle of rights, i.e. the right to
use, possess, and dispose of property. Due to citizens’ lack of financial resources, most property
is privatized without compensation.

Property available for privatization includes: property of enterprises, organizations and
associations, their structural subdivisions, leased state property, nonresidential property, housing
state shares in enterprises liable to privatization, land parcels attached to private enterprises, and
land parcels of agricultural partnerships.

The first stage of privatization involved housing, followed by commercial and industrial
properties at later times.

The Law on Privatization of Housing, No. 1324 (10 March 1993) authorized the privatization of
housing done voluntarily in exchange for national property bonds or money. A family may
acquire one residential space as private ownership free of charge, one time. Each subsequent
acquisition of residential space occurs at commercial prices. The transfers must be notarized,
with subsequent private transactions occurring only after registration of the prior transactions in
the state real estate register. The transfers must be accompanied by sale/purchase contracts.

Article 12 of the Law on Normative Price on Land, as adopted on December 2, 1994, establishes
the rights of legal entities to purchase land from the State and to sell it thereafter as developed or
subject to the construction of buildings or structures for social, cultural, industrial, or other
purposes.

Article 12 of the Land Code authorizes privatization of agricultural lands. Employees and
pensioners of agricultural enterprises have the right to acquire ownership interests in agricultural
lands. Privatization commissions determine the size of land shares for each individual.

After October 1998, titles were issued, at no cost, under the auspices of the USAID-supported
Land Project. Since July 1999, mass registration of rights of land parcels has been carried out
with the support of the Cadastre Project. Landowners may request that the local authorities
establish the physical boundaries of their parcels under Article 13 of the Land Code. About 96
percent of villagers’ own land shares and there are more 1 million titles are in the real estate
register.

Owners are given “Title” to their property, but must wait to conduct private property transactions
until after the parcel is recorded in the real estate register. There are active sales, exchanges,
mortgaging, subdividing and leasing of property after the initial privatization.



Moldova Brief11

The Law on Normative Prices of Land and Methods of Sale and Purchase of Land, 25 July 1997,
gave owners of enterprises the right to buy the land attached to the enterprise. The price of the
parcel depends on location, parcel size, access to roads and extent of development. The price of 1
hectare of property attached to agricultural land in Moldova is 5,066.8 Lei (US$405.30), the
price per hectare of land attached to buildings in Chisinau is 194,564.10 Lei (US$15,565.18); in
other municipalities it is 64,954.7 Lei (US$5,194.48).

Law No. 1543 On Real Estate Cadastre, 25 February 1998, creates a single system for
registration of real estate property transactions. The law covers both land and buildings. The goal
is to provide an additional guarantee by the State for the protection of owners’ property rights. A
single office, the Central Information Office, was created to collect and store information on the
real estate and the accompanying property rights. Information comes to this “Cadastru” from the
territorial cadastre offices and is used to provide information to state authorities as well as to
private persons.

While the legislation dealing with the protection of property rights issues is well developed, there
are numerous legal issues to be addressed in the future. Areas that need attention include:

1. Secure registration of tenure rights;

2. Protection from expropriation;

3. Reasonable sale, lease and exchange procedures;

4. Establishing systems to provide information about land rights and legal protection of these
rights to rural landowners

To preserve recent accomplishments in land privatization and to ensure that the emerging land
market remains insulated from overzealous regulators, a competent organization should continue
monitoring, and participating in legal developments. In particular, diligence must be applied to
ensure that laws are not enacted which would empower bureaucrats to confiscate agricultural
land in order to achieve “consolidation” of land into larger farms; or on the basis of alleged non-
rational use of land.

4.2 REAL ESTATE REGISTRIES

Mass registration is the systematic transfer of information on rights to land from local land
registries, maintained by the “Primaria”, to the regional Real Estate Registries, maintained by the
nearly 40 Territorial Cadastre Offices in Moldova. Mass registration became extremely
important to the National Land Program in January 1999, after the National Cadastre Agency
unexpectedly declared all of the new Territorial Cadastre Offices open and functioning. The
opening of the Cadastre Offices triggered a clause in the Law on Real Estate Cadastre mandating
that all rights to real estate transferred as part of a transaction be reregistered in the new Real
Estate Registries. The Law forced owners to reregister their ownership rights in the new registry
before they could conduct transactions, resulting in extra effort and costs for landowners, as well
as delays in the development of the land market. For example, rural landowners wanting to sell
their land parcels might have to travel 30 kilometers to the neatest Territorial Cadastre Office
and pay the registration fee to have their parcels entered into new registry. It is unlikely that
registration would be completed on the same day, requiring the owner to return a second day to
obtain an excerpt from the registry proving that his parcel was registered. For such landowners,
who had little money and no access to transportation, the steps involved in “sporadically”
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registering a parcel before a sale could occur were unmanageable. The Cadastre Office favored
“sporadic registration” of individual parcels by their owners, since it generated registration fees
from landowners, unlike mass registration of all land parcels in a region at the same time, which
brought in no additional revenue. However, the failure to conduct mass registration slowed land
market development and created confusion in the land tenure system because both the local and
regional registration systems continued to maintain land parcel records.

NLP proposed the quick and systematic transfer of legal data from one registry to another at no
charge to the landowner. Once data were moved from the local registry, the local registry would
be closed and all transactions would be registered exclusively in the regional Real Estate
Registry.

Fees for land transactions in Moldova remain unreasonably high given the value of real estate
and services provided. Two primary sources of high transaction fees are notarization and
registration. State notaries were privatized in April 1997. In July 1998, the State fee for land
transfer (equal to 5% of land value) was abolished and private notaries began collecting 2% of
the land value as their fee for private services. Fees for notarization of sale of agricultural land
were reduced in 1999 to an average of only 30 lei per parcel ($2.50) in cases involving sale of
several parcels by one owner.

4.3 POLICY ISSUES

4.3.1 Access to Finance
One of the biggest difficulties encountered by Moldovan farmers is lack of funds needed to run a
successful business and its expansion through purchase of new land. Commercial banks provide
credit at rather high interest rates. At the same time, the usual repayment period of such credits is
3-6 months, which is obviously insufficient for agriculture with its annual cycle. In addition, the
procedure to obtain a loan from a commercial bank is very bureaucratic. This situation requires
development and implementation of a special program for farm credit.

BAH established two pilot mortgage credit programs in cooperation with the Citizens Network
for Foreign Affairs (CNFA). One program worked with commercial banks and the other with
rural Saving and Credit Associations (SCA). The two programs used donor funds to introduce
the concept of mortgage credit to Moldovan financial institutions and to motivate them to make
medium-term mortgage loans that they otherwise would not make. Both programs focused on
providing credit for the purchase of land.

As the number of landowners increased, the demand for purchase and sale of privately-owned
real estate (especially agricultural land) grew. Buyers of land could purchase a few hectares,
usually borrowing from relatives, but the scarcity of cash made it nearly impossible for farmers
to purchase many parcels to consolidate land into large fields which could be more efficiently
farmed, even when they identified willing sellers. Very few farmers have been able to access the
limited amount of affordable credit available under the pilot mortgage programs.

The Commercial Bank Mortgage Program proved two fundamental points. First, banks could
conclude mortgage agreements and accept land as collateral. Second, farmers were willing to
pledge land as collateral and to make payments on loan that gave them capital to invest in their
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land and farming operations. With access to bank on reasonable terms most farmers believed that
productive and profitable farming on commercial scale was possible in Moldova.

In May 2000, BAH in cooperation with the Citizens Network for Foreign Affairs (CNFA) and
Rural Finance Corporation (parent organization of the rural Saving and Credit Associations),
started a second mortgage program with the purpose of making small loans to farmers seeking to
purchase one to five hectares of land. Borrowers were typically established farmers who
cultivated high-value crops and had access to cash outlet markets. They had usually been leasing
in land and wished either to expand their holdings or to purchase the leased land for perennial
plantings.

In implementing the Rural Saving and Credit Associations Mortgage Program BAH proved that
mortgage lending is possible at the local level through SCA’s. The program also proved that a
willing and able class of small farmers exists in Moldova.

4.3.2 Contract Enforcement and Conflict Resolution
BAH established ten Legal Problem Solving Teams (LSPT) offices throughout Moldova to help
new landowners resolve conflicts with farm leaders, local public authorities, and land
commissions during and after land privatization. From April to December 2000 the teams helped
resolve 1,727 disputes, involving over 50,000 new landowners.

Each LPST office included at least one lawyer and one agricultural specialist. Many offices
employed a second lawyer and an office assistant. The teams operated by sending at least one
office employee to the field every day to visit landowners who have presented complaints. The
team member gathers information; meets with the local mayor and the leader involved in the
complained; advises the landowners of their rights; and, works with landowners to find a
solution to propose to the leader or mayor. Only in extreme cases did LPST’s apply to the court
on behalf of landowners.

LPST typically assisted new landowners with the following matters:

1. the landowner has a dispute with a leader regarding lease agreements;

2. the landowner has a dispute with other landowners regarding land boundaries;

3. the mayor “illegally” gave title to land already being cultivated by one individual to another;

4. the mayor failed to distribute land titles;

5. a farm member wishes to claim his land share in kind; and

6. a landowner wishes to sell or purchase land.

By helping to resolve land disputes, the teams gave new landowners financial security by helping
to ensure that they are able to use their land or to receive income from rents; independence from
local elites; and access to the developing land market.

4.3.3 The Private Farmers Assistance Program
The Private Farmers Assistance Program (PFAP) was launched in January 2001 to provide post-
privatization assistance to private farmers and rural entrepreneurs in Moldova. Under PFAP,
private farmers and rural entrepreneurs, as well as rural associations and NGOs obtain support
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and assistance to help the agricultural sector recover and grow. This program was designed for 3
years with joint funding by USAID (75%) and EWMI/Soros Foundation (25%), and
implemented in partnership with the Soros Foundation Moldova in close cooperation with local
NGOs (Murayashi 2002: 23).

PFAP achieves its goal through activities in three strategic areas:

• Development of a sound legal and regulatory environment. This goal is to eliminate legal and
regulatory impediments for the further development of private farmers and rural
entrepreneurs, and, where appropriate, draft new laws and regulations that will create an
enabling environment for private farmers and rural entrepreneurs.

• Development of rural enterprises, including farmer cooperatives and producer associations.
The goal of this component is to develop multiple ownership enterprises and organizations
that purchase farm products, supply farm inputs or services with an emphasis on forming of
business cooperatives.

• Landowner legal assistance and information support. This component includes providing
legal assistance to help ensure the protection of the landowners’ rights, and improving the
information provided to farmers throughout Moldova by continuing publications to help
farmers buy inputs and sell products, gain information about their rights and development of
their farms.

PFAP pays special attention to encouragement of women in agriculture and rural enterprise
development through the PFAP Grant Program, groups of business entities wishing to create or
strengthen their existing farmer cooperative, producer association, etc., that fit the eligibility
criteria can apply for grants, thus becoming a primary beneficiary of PFAP Grant Program.

5. IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

5.1 COST PER TITLE

The USAID land titling and initial registration in Moldova was completed at a cost of
approximately $2.25 per parcel for the contracted fieldwork. Besides demonstrating that
privatization and initial registration could be cheaply done, this project showed that massive
descriptions of parcels and their ownership could be done in a short period of time.

According to Adlington (2002: 4) overall initial registration costs per parcel in Moldova ($ 9.90)
were lower than in Armenia ($18.02), Latvia ($13) and Kyrgyzstan ($15.76).

Although registration costs are relatively low, there is some concern that the transaction fees for
notaries are high for Moldova, producing a reluctance to register transactions for some buyers;
this was confirmed in the Barnes (2003) rapid appraisal.

5.2 EVALUATION OF CADASTRAL SURVEYING COMPONENT (EVIDENCE OF ERRORS)
According to the study “Assessment of the Land Titles Distribution”, conducted by the Center of
Strategic Studies and Reforms (a non-governmental organization) in October-November 2001,
18,2% of all land titles were formalized with errors. The Barnes study (Barnes 2002) estimated
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that 300,000 parcels affected by the BAH titling and registration effort may have errors in some
aspect of boundary or ownership.

A considerable proportion of the errors can be explained mainly by the pioneer character of the
work, its large scale, and limited time for implementation. The sporadic land privatization (1992-
1995) that preceded the approval of formal legalization during the implementation of the
National Land Program mass land titling (1998-2000) also contributed to the accumulation of
errors. A basic problem was that the implementers of the privatization program lacked
experience.

The majority of errors during land titling occurred because the procedure of title formalization
for persons who had left collective enterprises earlier and received individual plots was more
complicated than that for land tender participants for the following reasons:

1. Measurements at the time of distribution of land shares were done by land engineers of city
administrations with the help of available rudimentary surveying instruments and sometimes
with even more primitive methods such as the “pedometer.”

2. In the BAH -farms, in most cases field boundaries were:

demarcated by “general boundaries” such as roads, etc. In addition, all field boundaries
were surveyed on the ground and further demarcated by physical monuments in a few
places along these boundaries. However, the same approach was not followed for the
parcels inside the fields. They were not physically monumented or demarcated, nor
were they surveyed. Instead they were computer-generated in an office, a process
known as protraction. This means there is no physical evidence to specify the locations
of these parcels. More importantly, the farmers have no tangible means of identifying
where their titled parcels are actually located in the field. The map incorporated in their
titles indicates who their neighbors are and the distances along the boundaries, but to
physically locate parcel boundaries, particularly in the middle of a field, is no simple
matter”(Barnes 2002: 5).

3. As a rule, there were more than 4 plots distributed for each person (in some villages, up to
12-14. In the meantime, legislation does nor allow fragmentation of the land share into more
than 4 plots for each landowner (no more than 3 since 1999). The small proportion or even
complete lack of registration of the land shares distributed in kind prior to mass privatization
impeded the formalization of titles according to the actual placement of land share
boundaries.

4. There were cases when land was distributed among persons who did not legally qualify for
the right for equivalent land shares, and other cases of delivery to some persons of shares that
exceeded the average size of the land share in the community.

5. Persons who left collective enterprises earlier received land shares that did not often
correspond to their placement according to the plan drawn up by the local administration.
This has led to a discrepancy between titles and actual parcel location. Demarcation of the
land shares was done only for persons who participated in land auctions and decided to work
independently, but the number of these was small. Shares of the majority of persons who
decided to lease out land or work jointly were not demarcated.

6. Insufficient landholder involvement in the cadastral surveying process. In the first survey of
cadastral boundaries it is essential to obtain input from local inhabitants or their
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representatives to ascertain what constitutes the actual boundaries and other features to be
surveyed. In many cases, the field boundaries may have been obvious to the surveyors, but in
other cases this was complicated by the absence of clear field boundaries (especially in
winter when there is snow on the ground), the existence of early leavers in part of the field,
and by the lack of up-to-date base maps showing the location of roads, natural features,
forests and pastures.

5.3 EVIDENCE OF CORRUPTION

In some areas during the program for distributing and registering land shares, local officials,
environmental authorities, and bureaucrats of the National Cadastre Agency often demanded
payoffs from private survey firms in exchange for signing required legal decisions, approving
preliminary Land Arrangement Project maps, or accepting the final files for farms on which the
surveyors had completed work. As Moldgiprozem officials learned more about the amounts of
money involved in the private survey contracts, their attempts to extract money from private
firms became bolder. Intimidation and threats against private surveyors became common, and
included groundless refusals to provide necessary approval of maps; intimidation of local
officials who cooperated with private surveyors; and, in the most extreme situations, threats to
suspend surveyor’s license.

In other words, corruption became a common problem in this first phase of creating marketable
land rights. The concern is whether this problem will rear its head in the operations of the
registration offices for land market transactions. If the registration of transactions depends on the
payment of a “facilitation fee”, then there is a danger that fraudulent transactions will creep into
the archives of the registries and will undermine the confidence of the public in the legal
protections which these offices are suppose to provide to owners or prospective owners. This
problem also contributes to the public’s avoidance of the registries, leading to a growing
informality of property possession. One measure taken in Moldova registration offices is the
payment of staff more than double the normal civil service salaries. The regional and local
offices are not funded from the State budget and primarily use their own revenue to pay these
higher salaries; this also helps to improve working conditions.. Staff turnover is fairly low.

5.4 REGIONAL REAL ESTATE REGISTRIES

Mass registration in Moldova consisted of a systematic transfer of information on rights to land
from local land registries, maintained by the Primaria, to the regional Real Estate Registries,
maintained by the 40 Territorial Cadastre Offices. In 1999 the National Cadastre Agency
declared all new Territorial Cadastre Offices open and functioning.

BAH assisted in land reforms the Ministry of Privatization and State Property Administration,
now the Department of Privatization under the Ministry of Economy and Reforms, in close
cooperation with other governmental structures, including National Cadastre Agency.

With USAID approval, in October 1999 the BAH team and the National Cadastre Agency signed
a Memorandum of Understanding that formed the basis for the mass registration of land
ownership rights from the village land registries to the newly established Real Estate Registries
(created under World Bank First Cadastre Project). BAH assisted the National Cadastre Agency
and the World Bank project in filling the new registry system with information by printing and
collating a cadastre land registry file for each agricultural land parcel privatized during the
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National Land Program, and by paying the National Cadastre Agency to offset the cost of the
mass registration itself.

5.5 MONITORING LAND MARKETS

The land titling and registration program was not ultimately about creating legal documents, but
about facilitating a land market and providing tenure security within a private rights system.
Even with perfect documents there is no guarantee that these goals will be achieved. Farmers
interviewed in the Barnes (2002) rapid evaluation made it clear that the cost of formalizing
transactions (including leases) is a major obstacle. Although land is increasingly being leased
out, these leases are predominantly leases of less than 3 years. Even though both parties want to
lease for longer periods, the notarial costs of formalizing these leases is blocking this option. It
appears that farmers are resorting to the informal market to conduct lease and possibly other
transactions. If this option becomes more popular it could completely undermine the investment
in the formal system (as happens in other countries around the world). It is therefore critical that
the land market, particularly the informal market, be monitored and investigated to identify why
formal mechanisms are not being used.

6. CONCLUSIONS

6.1 PRIVATIZATION

The privatization of agricultural land has resulted in the widespread distribution of rights to land
in an equitable manner to the former workers on the state and collective farms and other rural
people. However, nearly two thirds of the new owners of these land rights have opted to pool
their land into larger enterprises through leasing arrangements. It is not clear whether these
privatized rights are “negotiable” in the land market sense, and if they are, the “enterprising
people” managing the larger enterprises may acquire land rights which they now control in
ownership and produce a skewed distribution of land ownership in the future.

6.2 LAND MARKETS

Land market transactions are occurring, including the leasing arrangements for the formation of
large enterprises, although the rate of sales, mortgages, gifts and inheritances is quite low in
comparison with established capitalist economies and some other former Soviet countries such as
Latvia or even Kyrgyzstan.

6.3 CREDIT MARKETS AND ON-FARM INVESTMENTS

No information was found concerning the effects of titling and registration programs on credit
markets and on farm investments of “disadvantaged” groups, i.e., families of modest incomes
and women and minority ethnic groups. The availability of credit and the profitability of farm
enterprises are of concern.
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6.4 INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT FOR A MARKET-ORIENTED ECONOMY

Legislation seems adequate for the creation of private land ownership and for the operations of
the registration offices. The sustainability of the registration offices relying on their own fee
generated income with low transaction rates is of concern.

6.5 IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

The cost of privatization and initial registration of agricultural land has been held to
comparatively low levels, in significant measure due to the USAID funded BAH project
organization and methods. On the other hand, there is a need for a follow up activity to identify
and correct errors which emerged. Corruption of the registration office procedures seems to be
being held to low levels, due in part to the high salaries of registry staff. However the
sustainability of those offices under conditions of low land market activity is of concern. It is
important to monitor the operations of land markets and the impacts of the privatization program
on family welfare, especially for disadvantaged groups.
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ANNEX 1. SELECTED GENERAL INDICATORS

Official Name: Republic of Moldova

Government type: republic

Capital: Chisinau

Administrative divisions: 9 counties (judetele, singular - judetul), 1 municipality* (municipiul),
1 autonomous territorial unit (unitate teritoriala autonoma), and 1 territorial unit (unitate
teritoriala); Balti, Cahul, Chisinau, Chisinau, Edinet, Gagauzia, Lapusna, Orhei, Soroca, Stinga
Nistrului, Tighina, Ungheni

Independence: 27 August 1991 (from Soviet Union)

Background: Formerly ruled by Romania, Moldova became part of the Soviet Union at the
close of World War II. Although independent from the USSR since 1991, Russian forces have
remained on Moldovan territory east of the Dniester River supporting the Slavic majority
population, mostly Ukrainians and Russians, who have proclaimed “Transdnistria” republic. One
of the poorest nations in Europe, Moldova became the first former Soviet state to elect a
Communist as its president in 2001.

Area:

• total: 33,843 sq km

• water: 472 sq km

• land: 33,371 sq km

Area, comparative: slightly larger than Maryland

Land boundaries: total: 1,389 km

Border countries: Romania 450 km, Ukraine 939 km

Climate: moderate winters, warm summers

Terrain: rolling steppe, gradual slope south to Black Sea

Elevation extremes: lowest point: Dniester River 2m; highest point: Dealul Balanesti 430m

Natural resources: lignite, phosphorites, gypsum, arable land, limestone

Land use:
• arable land: 54.08%

• permanent crops: 12.1%

• other: 33.82% (1998 est.)

Irrigated land: 3,070 sq km (1998 est.)

Environment, current issues: heavy use of agricultural chemicals, including banned pesticides
such as DDT, has contaminated soil and groundwater; extensive soil erosion from poor farming
methods
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Environment, international agreements: party to: Air Pollution, Biodiversity, Climate Change,
Desertification, Endangered Species, Hazardous Wastes, Ozone Layer Protection, Wetlands;
signed, but not ratified: Air Pollution-Persistent Organic Pollutants

Population: 4,434,547 (July 2002 est.)

Population growth rate: 0.09% (2002 est.)

Ethnic groups: Moldovan/Romanian 64.5%, Ukrainian 13.8%, Russian 13%, Jewish 1.5%,
Bulgarian 2%, Gagauz and other 5.2% (1989 est.). Note: internal disputes with ethnic Slavs in
the Transnistrian region

Languages: Moldovan (official, virtually the same as the Romanian language), Russian
(official), Gagauz (a Turkish dialect)

Economy, overview: Moldova enjoys a favorable climate and good farmland but has no major
mineral deposits. As a result, the economy depends heavily on agriculture, featuring fruits,
vegetables, wine, and tobacco. Moldova must import all of its supplies of oil, coal, and natural
gas, largely from Russia. Energy shortages contributed to sharp production declines after the
breakup of the Soviet Union in 1991. As part of an ambitious reform effort, Moldova introduced
a convertible currency, freed all prices, stopped issuing preferential credits to state enterprises,
backed steady land privatization, removed export controls, and freed interest rates. The
government entered into agreements with the World Bank and the IMF to promote growth and
reduce poverty. The economy returned to positive growth, of 2.1% in 2000 and 6.1% in 2001.
Growth remained strong in 2002, in part because of the reforms and because of starting from a
small base. Further market reforms and maintaining the lack of market controls already
introduced are in doubt because of strong political forces questioning the appropriateness of
previous reforms and a tendency to experiment with more governmental guidance of market
forces. The economy remains vulnerable to higher fuel prices, poor agricultural weather, and the
skepticism of foreign investors.

GDP: purchasing power parity - $11 billion (2002 est.)

GDP - real growth rate: 4% (2002 est.)

GDP, per capita: purchasing power parity - $3,000 (2002 est.)

GDP, composition by sector:

• agriculture: 28%

• industry: 23%

• services: 49% (2000)

Population below poverty line: 80% (2001 est.)

Inflation rate (consumer prices): 5.5% (2002 est.)

Labor force: 1.7 million (1998)

Labor force, by occupation: agriculture 40%, industry 14%, services 46% (1998)

Unemployment rate: 8% (roughly 25% of working age Moldovans are employed abroad) (2002
est.)
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Industries: food processing, agricultural machinery, foundry equipment, refrigerators and
freezers, washing machines, hosiery, sugar, vegetable oil, shoes, textiles

Industrial production growth rate: 9% (2002 est.)

Agriculture products: vegetables, fruits, wine, grain, sugar beets, sunflower seed, tobacco;
beef, milk

Debt, external: $1.3 billion (2002)

Currency: Moldovan leu (MDL)

Exchange rates: lei per US dollar - 12.8579 (October 2001), 12.4342 (2000), 10.5158 (1999)

Source: CIA, The World Fact Book 2002, Moldova, http://www. odci.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/md.html
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ANNEX 2: VARIOUS STATISTICAL TABLES

Annex 2, Table 1. Indexes of Agricultural Production in Moldova in 1992-2002 (1989-1991=100)

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Agricultural Net
Production
Index (PI)

71.4 80.6 59.5 66,0 55.5 63.0 46.4 45.4 47.5 49.6 53.6

Cereals, total
PI

68.9 112,9 54.2 92.2 67.7 124.0 84.0 75.3 66.2 90.8 90.1

Crops
PI

74.4 103.8 66.4 79.4 67.9 78.7 58.1 53.7 57.0 61.4 67.4

Food PI 71,4 80.6 59.0 66.8 56.4 64.0 46.6 45.6 47.7 50.5 55.1

Livestock PI 67.8 55.5 51.8 48.0 44.1 41.4 36.8 36.7 33.5 33.2 33.1
Source: http://apps1fao.org, 2003

Annex 2, Table 2. Changes in General Structure of Land Use in 1993-2000 (in 1,000 ha)

1993 2000 2000/1993
1993=100

Land area 3,291 3,291 100

Agricultural area 2,557 2,568 100

Arable and permanent crops 2,192 2,190 100

Arable land 1,744 1,820 104

Permanent crops 448 370 83

Permanent pastures 365 378 104

Forests and woodland 358 … -

Non-arable and non-permanent 1,099 1,101 100
Source: http://apps1fao.org
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Annex 2, Table 3. General Structure of Land Use in 2000 (in %)

2000 %

Land area 3,291 100.0

Agricultural area 2,568 78.0

Arable and permanent crops 2,190 66.6

Arable land 1,820 55.3

Permanent crops 370 11.3

Permanent pastures 378 11.4

Forests and woodland (1993) 358 10.9

Non-arable and non-permanent 1,101 33.4
Source: http://apps1fao.org

Annex 2, Table 4. Profit from Private farming By Organizational Form

Small individual
farms

Farming with
relatives

Farming in a
group

Commercial
individual farms

Number of
respondents

84 25 29 12

Farm size (in ha) 5 9 193 262

Revenue/hectare
(in lei)

2,298 3,146 1,276 1,469

Cost/hectare
(in lei)

1,019 1,088 828 696

Profit/hectare
(in lei)

1,278 2,058 448 773

Profit/hectare
(in dollars)

150 242 53 91

% of farms
reporting losses

51 36 41 50

Source: Csaki and Lerman, 2002, p. 51.

Annex 2, Table 5. Land Transactions: Number, Area, Price (cumulative to January 2000)

Districts No. registered transactions Area (hectares) Average price (lei/hectare)

Center 81% 74% 3,875

South 2% 10% 2,025

North 17% 16% 5,540

total 1,960 2,200 3,600
Source: Csaki and Lerman, 2002, p. 51.


