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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In Moldova, as in many other Central and Eastern European countries, de-collectivization and the change of 
land ownership system after 1990th resulted in small and very fragmented land tenure structure. Initiative for 
the pilot actions in land re-parcelling or land consolidation as a tool for improvement of agricultural structures, 
as well as creating better investment conditions and pre-conditions for alternative activities in Moldova, as well 
as in many other countries in the region, was taken. Under the request of the Government of the Republic of 
Moldova, during August 2007 to January 2009 the first land re-parcelling was carried out in 6 pilot villages 
through the implementation of the Moldova Land Re-parcelling Pilot Project. This report presents the results of 
impact assessment of this pilot project, as well as draws the conclusions and propose recommendations for 
the follow-up actions. 

In order to make the impact assessment of the pilot action, multidisciplinary analysis on land tenure situation, 
economic, environmental and social impact was carried out. For the explicit analysis, both quantitative and 
qualitative methods were applied.  

As the result of the evaluation, specific sector analysis conclusions were made and afterwards generalised in a 
structured way – conclusions were grouped accordingly to: 

 Scope, goal and objectives of land re-parcelling; 

 Procedure of land re-parcelling/land consolidation; 

 Public participation and awareness building; 

 Institutional, organisational and legal framework; 

 Financial framework. 

An overall conclusion of the assessment is that the first land re-parcelling pilot project in Moldova was a timely, 

excellent and modern tool to improve the land tenure situation in rural areas. It also contributed to a great 

extent to building-up national administrative capacities and raising public awareness on the benefits of land re-

parcelling, as well as highlighting weak parts of the existing national legislation that could be improved in the 

nearest future in order to create suitable conditions for efficient, EU oriented rural development practice in 

Moldova. 

After the conclusions were made, certain recommendations were formulated that is expected will give some 
new highlights to the Government of the Republic of Moldova with the further proceedings in continuing with 
land re-parcelling process in the country. The Government of the Republic of Mold   ova is advised to take 
immediate actions to proceed forward with the land re-parcelling/land consolidation. The input made since the 
year 2007 is too valuable to be lost. Recommendation to make an urgent action plan to safeguard continuity of 
land re-parcelling in Moldova is a very short-term and easily implemented task that could be fully implemented 
by the present Government.  

2. INTRODUCTION 

Since 1990th, when in all Central and Eastern European countries land reform aiming towards de-
collectivization of land tenure started, Moldova didn‟t become an exception. Land reform in Moldova has been 
the process of land privatization, which was mainly carried out in 1995-2001 and more than 98% of agricultural 
land was privatized. The result of this process – each land owner was allocated in average around 1,6 ha of 
agricultural land scattered mainly in 3-4 parcels (1-2 parcels of arable land, 1 parcel of vineyard and 1 parcel of 
orchard). Though in reality the situation is even worse – people own their land scattered in 9-12 land parcels in 
a distance up to 9-12 kilometres or similar. It is evident that such land tenure structure is not suitable for 
efficient farming and some actions should be taken to improve the situation. 
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In Moldova, as in many other Central and Eastern European countries, initiative for the pilot actions in land re-
parcelling or land consolidation as a tool for improvement of agricultural structures, as well as creating better 
investment conditions and pre-conditions for alternative activities was taken. Together with the other actions 
under the Rural Investment and Services Project II (RISP II) programme which aims to provide long-term 
support to accelerate agricultural recovery and growth in Moldova, under the request of the Government of the 
Republic of Moldova, during August 2007 to January 2009 the first land re-parcelling was carried out in 6 pilot 
villages through the implementation of the Moldova Land Re-parcelling Pilot Project. The re-parcelling 
activities have been funded under RISPII by the World Bank and Swedish Development Agency, SIDA. 
The overall goal of land re-parcelling component was to respond to the concerns of the Government and 
others about the fragmentation of agricultural land, focusing on small peasants farms as its primary target 
group. 
 
The specific objectives of the pilot action were: 
- to test the demand for and feasibility of land re-parcelling with small landowners as the primary target 

group; 
- to use the pilot experience as the basis for designing a potential national-level approach, including 

techniques, resource requirements and legislative framework; 
- to assess the impact of re-parcelling at the local level, including on land markets, agricultural 

production, and equity. 
Following also the request of the Government of the Republic of Moldova regarding the continuation of re-
parcelling activities, RISP II senior management took decision to extend re-parcelling activities in other 40 
villages provided that the concept and the experience of the implemented re-parcelling pilots will be precisely 
followed. Implementation of the Land re-parcelling project in 40 villages was awarded to National Agency for 
Rural Development (Moldova) who has participated in the implementation of the first project. 
 

3. OBJECTIVES 

It is obvious that after the pilot actions in the new field of activities an assessment should be carried out in 
order to assess its results and efficiency, to make the conclusions and recommendations for the further steps 
to be taken. Therefore the project on Impact assessment of the land re-parcelling component of RISP II was 
initiated with the general objective to: 

- evaluate Land re-parcelling pilot project implemented during 2007 – 2009 and to provide the Government 
of the Republic of Moldova, as well as relevant external co-operation agencies and the wider public with 
sufficient information to its results; 

- identify key lessons learnt and propose practical recommendations for the follow-up actions. 
As the representatives of the main beneficiary of RISP II project (Ministry of Agriculture and Food Industry of 
the Republic of Moldova (MAFI)) noted during the first mission meeting on the impact assessment of the land 
re-parcelling component, they are overall satisfied with the results of the pilot action, but is seeking to increase 
participation of landowners in the land consolidation projects and to reduce notary fees for the land transaction 
authentication. 

Regarding the impact assessment of land re-parcelling pilot project in 6 villages, MAFI would like to get 
answers on the following questions: 

- What was the impact of land re-parcelling for the villages, are people satisfied after the project? They 
often don‟t understand fully what they should expect from such a project as the result, e.g. they expect 
to receive the Property Title only;  

- Did people join this pilot project on voluntary basis or they were forced to do so? 

- Is it better now for the participants of the project in terms of land management or worse?  
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4. METHODOLOGY 

In order to attain the project objectives, certain multidisciplinary analysis on land tenure situation, economic, 
environmental and social impact had to be carried out. To address these questions, both quantitative and 
qualitative methods were applied. Quantitative methods were used to measure the project‟s impacts and 
qualitative methods - to understand the factors associated with its success or failure and the likelihood of 
sustainability.  

The quantitative method was based on randomized controls design using difference-in-difference 
comparisons, i.e. evaluating impact by measuring the change in outcome indicators at the beginning and after 
project intervention. We compared the performances of key indicators achieved by beneficiaries during the 
program with those prior the project. This approach was based on the use of the standard model of comprising 
questions, criteria and indicators. This method consists of building relational tables of questions, criteria and 
indicators (TQCI) for each of the investigating subjects (research questions).  

Thus, for this evaluation we used the following research format: 

LAND TENURE ANALYSIS 
Research Question 1.  Has the land re-parcelling influenced property structure in participating communities? 
Criteria  Indicators 
 
C-1.1. Changes to the land tenure structure 
C-1.2. Changes in number of land owners 
C-1.3. Changes in the average area of land owner 
C-1.4. Changes in the number of parcels per land 
owner 
 

 
I-1.1. Number of active holdings 
I-1.2. Number of plots per land owners 
I-1.3. Average area per land owners 
I-1.4. Number of plots per owner 
I-1.5. Number of plots per mayoralty 
I-1.6. Average size of a plot 
 

Research Question 2.  Has the land re-parcelling influenced the land usage? 
Criteria  Indicators 
 
C-2. Changes to land use and production as a result of 

re-parcelling. 

 

 
I-2.1. Area of land under production 
I-2.2. Area of land devoted to vineyards, orchards and 
arable land 
 

Research Question 3.  Has the land re-parcelling influenced the local land market? 
Criteria  Indicators 
 
C-3. Changes to the local land market as a result of re-

parcelling. 

 
I-3.1. Number of transactions 
I-3.2. Land price 
 

In addition to the above we used the metric assessment method1 for land consolidation projects. The proposed 
method is based on the use of some metric parameters that allow performing the analysis of land 
consolidation works and to determine the success of a land consolidation project. To use this method we 
developed and integrated a set of indices to measure the effects on plot size, shape, and productivity. In this 
study the proposed indices include criteria regarding size and number of plots in the pre- and post- 

                                                             

1 van Dijk (2000), Gonzalez et al. (2006) 
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consolidation situation in pilot villages. These indices are classified as follows: (i) indices on size and density of 
plots, and (ii) indices on edge and shape ratio. 

(i) indices on size and density of plots include: 

a. number of plots 

b. average number of plots per owner 

c. average size of plots 

d. average size of plots of owners 

e. Reduction Index  

  RI – Reduction Index, P – number of plots in pre-consolidation 

phase, and Pc – number of plots in post-consolidation phase 

f. Consolidation Coefficient  

 RI – Reduction Index, O – number of land owners 

(ii) indices on edge and shape ratio – these are used to measure agricultural land efficiency. 

a. Total Edge (meters) measures the total perimeter of all the plots in project area 

 p(i) – plot perimeter 

b. Edge Density (m/ha) measures the edge length (m) per unit area (ha) 

 A – total project area 

The methodological approach for the economic, environmental and social analysis is entirely based on TQCI 
and is described below. 

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
Research Question 4.  Has the land re-parcelling influenced agricultural production and production costs? 
Criteria  Indicators 
 
C-4.1. Changes in the agricultural production 
C-4.2. Changes to the cost of production 
C-4.3. Changes in farm resources 
C-4.4. Changes in farm sales and consumption 
C-4.5. Changes in revenue and expenses 
 
 
 
 

 
I-4.1. Product mix (crops and livestock by commodity) 
I-4.2. Total output (in money units) 
I-4.3. Output by commodity (in physical units) 
I-4.4. Yields per hectare and per animal. 
I-4.5. Labour (family and hired) 
I-4.6. Purchased inputs, machinery, farm buildings 
and investments 
I-4.7. Farm sales 
I-4.8. Farm consumption of own products 
I-4.9. Farm production costs (itemized) 
I-4.10. Sales revenue (by major categories or total) 
I-4.11. Farm net income 
I-4.12. Structure of family income (farm and non-farm 
components) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Research Question 5.  Has the land re-parcelling influenced the environment as a result of the re-parcelling? 
Criteria  Indicators 
 
C-5.1. Changes in measures taken to improve the 
environment 

 
I-5.1. Actions taken to improve the environment  
 
 

SOCIAL ANALYSIS 
Research Question 6.  Has the land re-parcelling influenced the social safeguards? 
Criteria  Indicators 
 
C-6.1. Changes in effectiveness of social safeguards 
 
 

 
I-6.1. Results on physical relocation 
I-6.2. Beneficiaries worthiness   
I-6.3. Willingness to participate in the project 
 

Research Question 7.  Has the land re-parcelling influenced the demand on such services? 
Criteria  Indicators 
 
C-7.1. Changes in attitude towards re-parcelling 
service 
C-7.2. Changes in attitude towards the effects of re-
parcelling 
C-7.3. Changes in conditions that adversely affect 
re-parcelling 
C-7.4. Changes in conditions that adversely affect 
farming 
C-7.5. Changes on equity 
C-7.6. Changes to the income of beneficiaries  
 
 

 
I-7.1. Knowledge of the project 
I-7.2. Extent to which households are satisfied with 
the procedures 
I-7.3. Perception of family well-being 
I-7.4. Extent to which farmers are satisfied with the 
outcomes 
I-7.5. Costs of participating 
I-7.6. Agreement among family members 
I-7.7. Situation on irrigation, mechanization, inputs, 
marketing channels, transportation 
I-7.8. Impact on the equity 
I-7.9. Incomes 
 

Research Question 8.  Has the land re-parcelling influenced the ability of Local Council‟s secretaries to carry 
out certain notariallike duties? 
Criteria  Indicators 
 
C-8.1. Changes in the ability of Local Council‟s 
secretaries to carry out certain notariallike duties as 
a result of training received in the project 
 
 

 
I-8.1. Ability of Local Council‟s secretaries to carry out 
certain notariallike duties as a result of training 
received in the project 
 

Research Question 9.  Has the land re-parceling influenced local socioeconomic factors ? 
Criteria  Indicators 
 
C-9.1. Changes local socioeconomic factors which 
influence LRP‟s success 
 

 
I-9.1. Local socioeconomic factors which influence 
LRP‟s success 
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The qualitative method was used to enhance the quantities findings through providing a better understanding 
of stakeholders‟ perceptions and priorities for the processes that may have affected project impact. This 
approach was used to describe the following impact issues: 

 Relevance - the coherence of project objectives with identified needs and priorities and to the 
appropriateness and realism of the project setting 

 Effectiveness - the extent to which the project objectives have been achieved 

 Efficiency - considerations in a comparative prospective of the project against existing 
accepted norms 

 Sustainability - the capability of the project to continue to produce effects after its completion 

Reliable data are essential to produce a high-quality report. Within the proposed impact evaluation the 
following data collection instruments were used: 

 Quantitative data 

a. approaches: face-to-face structured interviews 

b. instruments: special designed questionnaires. In addition to questionnaires, there were 
used direct observations during the face-to-face interviews 

 Qualitative data  

a. approaches: focus-group interviews, semi-structured or informal interviews, textual and 
anecdotal data, direct observations, and data analysis 

b. instruments: focus-group interview matrix, key-questions guidelines for interviews of local 
public authorities, public sector and other relevant for community development institutions. 

Additionally to the above mentioned, we must admit that the land tenure impact is actually a visible and 
immediate result of the project unlike the economic and social impacts. Change in income to measure 
economic impact of land re-parcelling projects may not be visible immediately after the project. Especially that 
is true when land use is changed as a result of the project (from arable to multiannual/perennial plantations).  

Two years passed since the end of the project (31 January 2009) and it is necessary to find out how the 
situation evolved in the villages during this period. Land tenure indicators were calculated for 3 time points: at 
the beginning of the project, at the end of the project and 2 years after the project.   

 

Figure 1: Proposed impact assessment timeline. 

For the broader evaluation, 3 villages from the same geographical area (neighbouring villages) in order to 
conduct a “with and without the project” analysis of the land tenure situation, were selected. Thus, land tenure 
analysis for 6 participating villages and 3 control villages was carried out at 3 time points as shown in the figure 
above. 
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During the selection of control villages Consultant followed the principle of comparability, looking for villages 
similar in terms of total agricultural area, number of landowners and number of parcels. Two out of 3 villages 
selected are adjacent to pilot villages and one is neighbouring.  

        Selected control villages are:  
1) Poganesti (neighbour of Calmatui village, Hancesti raion),  
2) Ciutesti (neighbour of Bolduresti village, Nisporeni raion) 
3) Cuizauca village (neighbour of Busauca village, Rezina raion). 

Geographical distribution of the evaluation (red) and proposed control villages (violet) is shown in the figure 
below:  

 

Figure 2: Geographical distribution of evaluation and control villages. 

 

Besides the multidisciplinary analysis, various types of information sources (pilot land re-parcelling project„s reports, 
relevant national legislation and policy documents, etc.) were analysed, interviews with the representatives of relevant 
national institutions and individuals related to the land re-parcelling projects were carried out. 

For carrying the study in the field, field operator teams were hired and the analysis was executed by the national experts 
team and one international expert.  
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5. IMPACT ASSESMENT 

 
5.1 Assesment of land tenure impact  
The Land re-parceling Plot project was implemented in 6 villages of the Republic of Moldova in the period 
August 2007 – January 2009 involving a total agricultural area of 11 500 ha, divided into 26 791 parcels which 
belong to 7 258 land owners.  

Number of agricultural land parcels varied between 1 757 in Calmatui, the smallest village, and 6 006 in 
Bolduresti, the largest both in relation to number of parcels and number of landowners. 

The typical situation in all villages of Moldova is that each owner was allocated 3 or 4 land parcels during the 
privatization process in the end of 90ties. Usually land share was consisted of arable land, orchard and 
vineyard. Landowners received 1 or 2 parcels of arable land, 1 parcel of orchard and 1 parcel of vineyard. 
Parcels of orchard and vineyard are often much smaller than the parcels of arable land. Central part of 
Moldova is most fragmented and land may be divided in more than 10 parcels. 

The average number of parcels per owner varies between 3.19 in Opaci and 5.08 in Baimaclia. Even though 
the majority of landowners still have the same 3 - 4 parcels that they were allocated during the privatization, all 
the pilot villages have a varying number of landowners / farmers that have bought up land parcels in the last 
10 - 12 years. 

More than 6.000 land owners have been interviewed and around half of interviewed landowners (49%) 
expressed willingness / interested to participate in the land re-parceling project. In total 2.908 landowners 
participated in the project through selling, buying, exchanging or leasing land parcels which comprises 40% of 
all the identified landowners. 

Final Status of project Busauca Sadova Bolduresti Calmatui Opaci Baimaclia Total 

Total number of registered agricultural land parcels 3.011 5.922 6.006 2.022 5.626 4.204 26.791 

Identified number of landowners 708 1.319 1.786 635 1.762 1.048 7.258 

Number of landowners willing to participate based 
on interviews done Nov. 2007 – March 2008 

426 

(60%) 

535 

(41%) 

1.202 

(67%) 

286 

(45%) 

589 

(33%) 

540 

(52%) 

3.578 

(49%) 

Number of signed re-parceling agreements 438 510 1.130 575 250 549 6.502 

Number of transactions (buying-selling, exchange 
and heritage) fully registered as of 28 February 2009 

907 350 1.197 440 473 245 3.612 

Number of reimbursed transactions 773 350 1.180 410 450 160 3.323 

Total area with changed ownership (hectares) 496 93 371 223 283 309 1.776 

Total number of parcels participating in the project 
(change of ownership + lease) 

987 350 1.347 520 543 275 4.022 

Total number of participating landowners (including 
lease) 

578 240 1.270 430 240 150 2.908 

Total number of participating landowners in 
% of all identified landowners 

82% 18% 71% 68% 14% 14% 40% 

* estimated. 

Figure 3: Final status of agreements and transactions. 
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In total, an area equal to 1 776 ha changed owners. The total number of transactions concluded within the 
framework of the project (sales and purchase, exchange and inheritance) amounted to 3 612. In Busauca a 
highest 496 hectares changed owner, while in Sadova only 93 ha.  

Because of a very short implementation period out of 3 612 land transactions only 3 323 have been 
reimbursed. Number of beneficiaries of the land re-parceling projects who received reimbursement of costs for 
transactions constitutes 277. In total 36 000 $ have been spent to cover transaction costs2.  

Land tenure indices 

Consultant calculated a set of metric indices regarding size and number of plots in the pre- and post- 
consolidation situation in pilot villages. Calculations are based on participating landowners only and don‟t take 
into account lease agreement concluded in the project. 

Indicator  Busauca Sadova Bolduresti Calmatui Opaci Baimaclia Total 

Total participated area, ha 867 244 791 379 425 529 3.235 

Proprietors before 435 240 715 213 243 81 1.928 

Proprietors after 415 221 666 207 142 56 1.707 

Total number of land parcels owned by 
participating landowners before the project 

1.573 1.171 2.794 684 726 272 7.220 

Total number of land parcels owned by 
participating landowners after the project* 

1199 977 2.061 517 563 198 5.515 

RI reduction index 1.31 1.20 1.36 1.32 1.29 1.37 1.31 

CC % =>100 % => 1 plot 35% 23% 32% 40% 25% 28% 31% 

Average number of land parcels per 
participating landowner before the project 

3.62 4.88 3.91 3.21 2.99 3.36 3.74 

Average number of land parcels per 
participating landowner after the project* 

2.89 4.42 3.09 2.50 3.96 3.54 3.23 

Average area of parcel before the project, ha 0.55 0.21 0.28 0.55 0.59 1.94 0.45 

Average area of parcel after the project, ha 0.72 0.25 0.38 0.73 0.75 2.67 0.59 

Total average area of ownership 
before the project, ha 

2.28 1.01 1.06 1.78 1.73 6.46 2.21 

Total average area of ownership after 
the project, ha 

2.33 1.1 1.07 1.83 2.99 9.35 2.93 

 

Figure 4: Metric indices 

Most important factors in determining the level of success of land consolidation projects include: number of 
parcels after the land re-parceling, average number of parcels per landowner and average area of parcel. 
In addition, impact of land consolidation project can be measured by Reduction Index and Consolidation 
Coefficient. 
 

                                                             

2
 Final Report, Moldova Land Re-parceling Pilot Project in 6 villages 
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Total number of parcels in the result of parcel amalgamation within the project has decreased from 7 220 
parcels before the project to 5 515 parcels after the project.  
 
Reduction Index (RI) is showing efficiency of the project and is calculated using equation: 

 

 
Where   P   –  number of parcels before land consolidation 
             Pc  –  number of parcels after land consolidation 
 

 = 1.31 

Value of 1.31 means that number of parcels decreased in the result of project implementation 1.31 times. 
A problem of technical roads which role is to ensure access to each parcel does not allow a full amalgamation 
of parcels. In the vineyards or orchards where the parcel size is very small, area of roads out of total area of 
vineyard or orchard is quite significant. Currently, technical roads which are local public authorities‟ property 
can be sold (privatized) only following procedures of a public auction which is a difficult and long lasting 
procedure. Even in the case of auction there is no certainty that the roads will become property adjacent plots 
landowner which will allow a full amalgamation of land. To improve the situation amendments to the legislation 
are needed. The simplified amalgamation procedure with no need of a field visits necessary to resurvey plots 
is in place. However, it remains undeveloped and seldom used. Not all Territorial Cadastral Offices are 
capable to provide such works and the prices for it are quite high. TCO sometimes insist on surveying new 
boundaries in order to charge higher prices.  
Another issue worth mentioning is that during privatization reform in Moldova land title was issued not per 
family principle (or household) but separately for family members eligible at that time to participate in 
privatization. This fact artificially increased fragmentation. Even though spouses parcels are normally 
neighboring and they work land together they have two property titles. On the other hand according to the law 
if a spouse wants to sell belonging parcel a written consent of another spouse is needed. It is recommended to 
elaborate and put in place a simplified amalgamation procedure of parcels belonging to family members. Such 
a measure would reduce land fragmentation with at least 1.5 times.  
In the result of the project implementation a mean number of parcels per landowner decreased from 3.74 to 
3.23. It has to be noted that the mean value does not reflect the fact that the family unit may commonly join the 
holdings of spouses, retired parents, and relatives who live outside the village. It has to be observed that a 
higher number of parcels per owner historically had some benefit, allowing a diversified subsistence economy, 
optimal in the event of poor crops.  
From the table 2 elaborated based on data from project Final Report (p.21) it was observed that in Opaci and 
Baimaclia average number of parcels before and after the project attested increase instead of decrease (from 
3 to 3.96 and 3.36 to 3.54 accordingly). Such an abnormal behavior of indicator was possible due to 
decreased number of landowners as was mentioned previously. A total number of landowners decreasing 
more than total number of land parcels. In Opaci village, for instance, more than 100 heritage cases registered 
within the project which decreased the number of landowners from 243 to 142 before and after the project 
respectfully.  
Total number of landowners who participated in the project constituted 2 908 varying from 150 in Baimaclia 
to 1 270 in Bolduresti. Total number of landowners who participated through change of ownership constituted 
1 928 (81 in Baimaclia and 715 in Bolduresti). In some villages like Bolduresti buying-selling transactions of 
remote inconvenient parcels were predominant (with increased number of exchange transactions by the end of 
the project) while in other villages, like Opaci, heritage transactions were most numerous.  
Land consolidation usually acts on number of parcels (decreasing it) and transforming the landscape (land 
use). Normally it doesn‟t affect the number of owners. Neither land consolidation itself affected number of 
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landowners in Moldova. Nevertheless, it may be observed that number of landowners decreased after the 
project for about 12 % from 1 928 to 1 707. The decrease is explained by heritage cases registered through 
the project and migration of population (landowners) from agriculture to other sectors of economy. 
Unregistered “heritage cases” when a landowner is passed away while legal hairs for some reasons don‟t 
legally inherit property represent one of most sensible problems for land re-parceling in Moldova. This is most 
often because of complexity of heritage procedure, lack of knowledge and understanding, because of financial 
reasons. The situation when deceased landowners remain on the registry doesn‟t allow any transactions to be 
made until legal heritage procedure is followed.  
Land re-parceling pilot project facilitated registration of heritage cases registering around 150 heritage cases 
(only in Opaci pilot site around 100 heritage cases have been registered), which had a strong social and 
promotional effect over participating communities.  
Besides heritage cases decrease in the total number of landowners may attest that people stop doing 
agriculture and migrate to other sectors of economy or to other countries in general. Process intensifies if in 
the village there are no corporate farms who could lease in land parcels. On one hand landowners are 
reluctant to sell their land because it is one of their few properties, while, on the other hand, are ready to sell  
small and remote parcels which don‟t bring any value to them. 
Consolidation Coefficient (CC) is a coefficient showing efficiency of land consolidation activities and it 
normally tends to 100 %. CC was calculated using the following equation: 

 

Where   P  –  Number of parcels before land consolidation; 
             Pc  –  Number of parcels after land consolidation; 
             O  –  Number of landowners 
 

=31% 

Consolidation Coefficient calculated for the project is equal to 31 %. 
As was mentioned previously total number of landowners decreased in the villages. Mean area of ownership 
(farm) in 6 participating villages has increased from 2.21 to 2.93 ha and mean area of a plot has increased 
from 0.45 to 0.59 hectares. 
Total Edge indicator which measures the total perimeter of all the plots in project area was calculated using 
formula: 

 p(i) – plot perimeter 

 Total perimeter 

before (m) 

Total perimeter 

after (m) 

% Project 

area (ha) 

Busauca 772 390 607 028 21 % 867 

Bolduresti 1 040 272 802 103 23 % 791 

Baimaclia 209 334 117 933 44 % 529 

Calmatui 362 937 258 017 29 % 379 

Opaci 544 589 396 231 27 % 425 

Sadova 344 207 293 752 15 % 244 

Total 3 273 729 2 475 064 24 % 3 235 

 

Figure 5: Perimeter calculation 
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Thus, total edge of land plots before and after the project was equal to 3 273 729 and 2 475 064 meters 
accordingly, which constitutes a 24 % decrease.  
Edge Density (m/ha) is the amount of edge length (m) per unit area (ha) calculated using formula: 

 

Where    A  –  total project area 
 
Thus, substituting values into formula edge density per hectare before the project is: 

 1012 m/ha 

and edge density per hectare after the project is: 

765 m/ha 

 

State of art in the 6 pilot villages 

The following table reflects evolution of the situation in pilot projects in 2007 compared to 2011. In order to 
make comparison of pilot villages with a control group justified Consultant analyzed situation with all 
landowners in the villages and not only participated ones. 

 

 

Busauca Bolduresti Calmatui Sadova Opaci Baimaclia Total 

2007 2011 2007 2011 2007 2011 2007 2011 2007 2011 2007 2011 2007 2011 

Total parcels 3011 2150 6006 4883 2022 1361 5922 5343 5626 4993 4204 3584 26791 22314 

Total landowners 708 657 1786 1711 635 588 1319 1297 1762 1630 1048 1003 7258 6886 

Total area 1393 1393 1741 1741 806 806 1140 1140 2827 2827 1824 1824 9731 9731 

RI reduction index 
 

1.40 
 

1.23 
 

1.49 
 

1.11 
 

1.13 
 

1.17  1.20 

CC % 
 

31% 
 

35% 
 

43% 
 

24% 
 

33% 
 

28%  31% 

Average number of 
parcels per 
landowner 

4.25 3.27 3.36 2.85 3.18 2.31 4.49 4.12 3.19 3.06 4.01 3.57 3.69 3.24 

Average area of 
parcel, ha 

0.46 0.65 0.29 0.36 0.40 0.59 0.19 0.21 0.50 0.57 0.43 0.51 0.36 0.44 

Average area of 
ownership, ha 

1.97 2.12 0.97 1.02 1.27 1.37 0.86 0.88 1.60 1.73 1.74 1.82 1.34 1.41 

 

Figure 6: Calculation of performance indices for pilot villages 

Average number of parcels in the period 2007 - 2011 was decreasing in all 6 villages from 3.69 to 3.24. In 
Calmatui number of parcels per landowner was 3.18 before and 2.31 after the project; in Busauca 4.25 before 
and 3.27 after the project accordingly. In all project villages especially in mentioned ones landowners were 
selling inconvenient small and distanced parcels. 

Average area of parcel increased in all villages from 0.36 to 0.44 ha. A highest increase of 0.19 ha was 
attested in Calmatui and Baimaclia.  

Total average area of ownership increased in all villages from 1.34 to 1.41 ha: in Busauca with 0.15 ha and in 
Opaci by 0.13 ha. 
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State of art in the control villages 

Consultant selected 3 control villages in order to conduct a “with and without the project” analysis. The 
following table shows parameters of control villages in 2007 and 2011 (Q1). Information is based on official 
cadastral data purchased from SE “Cadaster”.  

 2007 2011 

Landowners Area Landowners Area 

Cuizauca 741 1 191 ha 782  1 327 ha 

Ciutesti 1 467  709 ha 1 493  729 ha 

Poganesti 763  1094 ha 791  1237 ha 

TOTAL 2 971  2 994 ha 3 066  3 293 ha 

 

Figure7: Initial parameters of control villages  

It can be noticed from the table that during 2007-2011 the number of landowners increased as well as total 
area in all villages. In Poganesti, for example, total village area grew from 1 094 ha to 1 237 ha. It doesn‟t 
mean that village extended its area, but rather is a cadaster change. During mass privatization some 
landowners and parcels haven‟t been introduced into the land registry. This was the case with so called Article 
82 as well as issue related to some private surveying companies which after elaborating Territory Organization 
Plans didn‟t register ownership rights in the land register.  

Experience of the pilot project demonstrates that number of landowners is usually decreasing. For the 
calculation of the indicator the assumption is made that no registration was done in the period 2007 – 2011 
(Q1) in control villages and area remains the same. 

Thus, the parameters and indexes of the control villages are the following: 

  Cuizauca Ciutesti Poganesti 

2007 2011 2007 2011 2007 2011 

Total parcels 2279 2189 5377 5351 3324 3058 

Total landowners 741 743 1467 1455 763 760 

Total area 1191 1191 701 701 1091 1091 

RI reduction index 
      

CC % =>100 % => 1 plot 
      

Average number of land parcels per 
participating landowner 

3.07557 2.946 3.665 3.6777 4.356 4.024 

Average area of parcel, ha 0.5226 0.544 0.13 0.131 0.328 0.357 

Total average area of ownership, ha 1.60729 1.603 0.478 0.4818 1.43 1.436 

Figure 8: Calculation of performance indices for control villages 

In order to make comparison between control and evaluation villages justify, evaluation team had to calculate 
land tenure indicators for all landowners and not for participants only. Given the participation rate of 40 % this 
means that 60 % of un-participants hamper indexes. 
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3 Pilot village averages 3 Control village averages 

 

 before after 

Total parcels 11039 8394 

Total landowners 3129 2956 

Total area 3940 3940 

Average number of land 
parcels per landowner 

3.53 2.84 

Average area of parcel, ha 0.36 0.47 

Total average area of 
ownership, ha 

1.26 1.33 

 

 

  before after 

Total parcels 10980 10598 

Total landowners 2971 2958 

Total area 2983 2983 

Average number of land 
parcels per landowner 

3.70 3.58 

Average area of parcel, ha 0.27 0.28 

Total average area of 
ownership, ha 

1.00 1.01 

 

Figure 9: Average performance indices for pilot and control villages 

Average number of parcels per landowner decreased by 0.69 in pilot villages while in control group decrease 
was by 0.12 only.  

Average area of parcel in pilot villages increased by 0.11 ha, while in the control group increase was only by 
0.01 ha. 

Total average area of ownership increased in pilot villages by 0.07 ha, while in the control group increase was 
by 0.01 ha only. 

Indices in the pilot village are higher than in the control group which can be considered a quantitative impact of 
the project. 

Land market and Land use 

Consultant has purchased official cadastral information for 6 villages dated 07.04.2011 and carried out 
analysis of the land market and land transactions implemented after the project. Further calculations of the 
number of transactions doesn‟t include parcels transferred several times during the year (e.g. first heritage was 
registered and then buying selling therefore real numbers of transactions is around 5 % bigger). 

Transactions implementation in the 6 participated villages begun in the September 2008 and lasted till middle 
of February 2009. Such a short period allocated for the transaction implementation didn‟t allow the project to 
fully exploit its potential. In majority of villages transactions have been initiated in the project but implemented 
after the project in 2009. This was the case in Opaci, Bolduresti and Sadova. 

With regard to the price for land, access to the official genuine information is very problematic. Transactions 
parties agree often to indicate in the contract lowered land price in order to minimize cost of notarial 
authentication. Therefore, Consultant carried out an impact assessment of the land prices based on analysis 
of concluded within the project contracts and based on interview with local cadastral engineer, former land 
planners in the project (if available) and local ACSA consultants. 

It is not possible, unfortunately, to conduct quantitative land use impact evaluation based on official statistic 
information. SE Cadaster doesn‟t keep records on land use situation; it classifies all the land into categories of 
agricultural, constructions, forest, etc. and doesn‟t further classify use within each category. Therefore, impact 
was evaluated qualitatively through interviewing Local Extension Service consultants, Land Planners, farmers 
and Cadastral Engineers who are responsible for keeping records on land use. 
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It should be mentioned that changes in land use when arable land is transformed into meadows, wetlands or 
land afforestation happen very seldom in Moldova; neither was it the case in the pilot project. On the other 
hand, land use often changes from arable land to perennial plantations (vineyards and orchards) and vice 
versa. In majority of villages exists non-productive old vineyards and orchards which have to be uprooted. 
Perennial plantations have been divided during land privatization into small and narrow parcels which, 
sometimes, are allocated in the mid row of the orchard, with no trees on it. Minimum area of a parcel may be of 
0.02 ha. From economic perspective such parcels generate loss and often stay uncultivated because of its 
inconvenience and remoteness from village.  

One of the most important results of the re-parceling projects on the land use is retaining of idle land into 
agricultural use which contributes considerably to the agricultural development of the communities. In the 
villages such as Bolduresti and Busauca farmers were massively buying non-cultivated orchards and 
vineyards.  

The following graph shows average number of transactions in pilot villages as opposed to control villages 
during 2007 - 2011. 

 

Figure 10: Yearly average number of transactions in the pilot and control villages 

In 2008 land transactions in control villages constituted 32 % of the number of transactions in pilot villages; in 
2009 the figures were around 10 %. After the project number of transactions is decreasing to its normal level. 

The next graph shows average number of hectares transferred in pilot villages compared to control villages. 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011, Q1

Pilot villages 136 325 318 86 15

Control villages 85 104 31 44 25
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Figure 11: Yearly average area transferred in the pilot and control villages 

On the graph is visible an increase of hectares transferred in the villages “with the project” as compared to 
control villages or “without the project”. 

Bolduresti vs. Ciutesti 

Bolduresti is the biggest village in terms of the number of landowners and number of parcels.  

Before the project, the severe degree of fragmentation of land parcels hindered the land market to function. It 
was simply impossible for the farmer, who wanted to invest, to negotiate with hundreds of landowners. After 
the re-parceling project the normal land market will begin to work and the farmer can continue to buy parcels in 
the area as the owners are willing to sell.3  

There is a clear increase of a number of land transactions in 2008 - 2009. A lot of transactions have been 
prepared in the project but implemented afterwards. These transactions represent impact of the project over 
the local land market. 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011(Q1) 

Buying selling 28 (14 ha 476 (127 ha 108 (26 ha 11 (6 ha - 

Exchange - 21 (16 ha 47 (31 ha - - 

Heritage 21 (7  ha 138 (41 ha 58 (19 ha 38 (14 ha 2 (2 ha 

Donation 15 (4 ha 14 (5 ha 32 (11 ha 16 (6 ha 1 (0.2 ha 

Total 64 (25 ha 649 (189 ha 245 (87 ha 65 (26 ha 3 (2.02 ha 

Figure 12: Annual number of transactions in Bolduresti village, Nisporeni raion 

                                                             

3
 Implementation of Land Re-Parceling Pilots in Six Villages, Final Report, March 2009 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011, Q1

Pilot villages 96 139 105 57 5

Control villages 38 50 21 33 10
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Ciutesti is a control village of Bolduresti. In Ciutesti in contrast in the period 2008-2009 land market was very 
weak and sub developed. Only distinct transactions were taking place predominantly inheritances and 
donations. 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 (Q1) 

Buying selling 4 (2 ha 19 (3 ha 10 (2 ha 7 (1.2 ha 2 (0.15 ha 

Exchange - - 6 (1 ha - - 

Heritage 21 (4 ha  15  (1.4 ha - 18 (2 ha - 

Donation 7 (1 ha 8 (1.5 ha 5 (1 ha 17 (3 ha 6 (1 ha 

Total 32 (7 ha 42 (5.9 ha 21 (4 ha 42 (6.2 ha 8 (1.15 ha 

Figure 13: Annual number of transactions in Ciutesti village, Nisporeni raion 

In the following graph is shown a splash of land transactions caused by the project in Bolduresti as compared 
to Ciutesti.  

 

Figure 14: Yearly number of transactions in Bolduresti and Ciutesti villages 

Land use 

In Bolduresti, a part of the area of the community before the project was covered by a non-productive orchard 
of 92 ha partly uprooted by landowners. The area consisted of more than 500 land parcels. During the project, 
60 ha of has been amalgamated through a combination of change of ownership and lease.  

In the post project period a farmer Lupu had planted an apple and plum orchard of 7 ha size, out of total 
consolidated through the project 22 ha. 

Another farmer consolidated through the project 30 ha of unproductive old orchard, established and orchard of 
plums of 8 ha. Plantation of 7 ha more is pending because of lack of finance.  

A farmer Bulicanu brought back into production 30 ha out of 36 ha of old orchard. 

Farmer Tudor Botnaru consolidated 150 ha and cultivates field crops. 

Farmer Lupeica Mihail consolidated 5 ha and is currently growing vegetables. 

Nagit Constantin had consolidated 7 ha and is growing wheat for his own bakery.  
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Price for land 

In the project price was 8.500 lei/ha while in present price for land is around 10. 000 lei/ha. Currently an offer 
on the market is around 130 ha of land.  

In Ciutesti current price for land is between 9.000 - 10.000 lei/ha. 

Calmatui vs. Poganesti 

Before the project in 2007 number of land transactions was bigger in the control village than in pilot vil lage (15 
and 163 accordingly). In 2008 in Calmatui number of transactions was bigger than in Poganesti the trend 
continued through 2009 when number of transaction dropped down in control village and increased in 
Calmatui up to 396.  

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 (Q1) 

Buying selling 11 (8 ha 272 (95 ha 370 (123.5 ha 34 (17 ha 7 (3.5 ha 

Exchange - - 2 (1.5 ha - - 

Heritage 4 ( 2 ha 11 ( 7 ha 24 (12 ha 5 (3 ha - 

Donation - 3 (2 ha - 2 (1.5 ha - 

Total 15 (10 ha 286 (104 ha 396 (137 ha 41 (21.5 ha 7 (3.5 ha 

Figure 15: Annual number of transactions in Calmatui village, Hincesti raion 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 (Q1) 

Buying selling 143 (36 ha) 150 (50 ha) 24 (6 ha) 12 (8 ha) 1 (0.15 ha) 

Exchange - - - - - 

Heritage 20 (9 ha) 60 (20 ha) 8 (2 ha) 4 (1 ha) 17 ( 6 ha) 

Donation - 5 (2 ha) 14 (20 ha) - - 

Total 163 (45 ha) 215 (72 ha) 46 (28 ha) 16 (9 ha) 18 (6.15 ha) 

Figure 16: Annual number of transactions in Poganesti village, Hincesti raion 

The following graph shows number of transactions in Poganesti and Calmatui implemented during the period 
2007 - 2011.  

 

Figure 17: Yearly number of transactions in Calmatui and Poganesti villages 
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Land use 

Farmer Marian Sacara consolidated through the project 20 ha and is cultivating field crops. 

Farmer Lesnic Florentina consolidated 20 ha and is cultivated field crops. 

LLC “Almond” had consolidated cca 60 ha and established almond plantation of 55 ha, and on remaining 5 ha 
apple orchard. Before the project respective 60 hectares were uncultivated. 

LLC “Catciobir” had consolidated areas in the project and planted a plantation of 14 ha of almond. 

Farmer Bors Dumitru had planted a plantation of 4 ha of almond.  

Price for land 

Land prices per hectare of agricultural land in Calmatui were 5000-6000 lei/ha. In present price grew to 8 000 
lei/ha. Offer of land is very limited on the market. 

In Poganesti current land prices are the same as in Calmatui.  

Busauca vs. Cuizauca 

Number of transactions implemented in Busauca during 2008 – 2009 constitutes 662 and 236 ha which can be 
considered impact of the project.  

Before the project the market was quite developed with many buying-selling transactions taking place. In 2007 
around 349 transactions (190 ha) have been registered.  

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 (Q1) 

Buying selling 349 (190 ha) 296 (70 ha) 206 (79 ha) 35 (32 ha) 1 (0.13 ha) 

Exchange - - - 1 (0.1 ha) - 

Heritage 123 (64 ha) 74 (42 ha) 68 (37 ha) 16 (11 ha) 1 (0.35 ha) 

Donation 19 (13 ha) - 18 ( 8 ha) 24 (14 ha) 1 (0.14 ha) 

Total 491 (267 ha) 370 (112 ha) 292 (124 ha) 76 (57.1 ha) 3 (0.62 ha) 

Figure 18: Annual number of transactions in Busauca village, Rezina raion 

In Cuizauca in contrast in the period 2007-2011, Q1 land market was very weak and sub developed. Distinct 
transactions were taking place predominantly inheritances and donations. Beginning with 2010, systematic 
transactions having purpose to increase farm size and reduction of fragmentation begun in Cuizauca. 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 (Q1) 

Buying selling 20 (10 ha) 28 (17 ha) 5 (3 ha) 20 (8 ha) 25 (9 ha) 

Exchange 3 (5 ha) - 3 (4 ha) 15 (20 ha) 12 (2 ha) 

Heritage 31 (17 ha) 15 (9 ha) 17 (8 ha) 23 (12 ha) 5 (3 ha) 

Donation 6 (4 ha) 12 (10 ha) - 16 (8 ha) 6 (3 ha) 

Total 60 (36 ha) 55 (36 ha) 25 (15 ha) 74 (48 ha) 48 (17 ha) 

Figure 19: Annual number of transactions in Cuizauca village, Rezina raion 

 

The figure bellow very clearly demonstrates more active land market in the project period in Busauca than in 
Cuizauca village.  
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Figure 20: Yearly number of transactions in Busauca and Cuizauca villages 

Land use 

Land owners were selling predominantly remote and unproductive parcels. A company called “VadesTerra” 
was among beneficiaries of the project who consolidated around 200 ha of land through buying transactions. 
Initially company was planning to establish new vineyard plantation, but because of some reason is currently 
selling land.  

Another farmer Ciobanu Vadim who participated in the project bought small parcels of land and managed to 
increase holding up to 30 ha. An orchard will be established this year. Currently he leases another 270 ha, 
bought new agricultural machinery and is biggest farmer in the village. Main specialization is field crops, but 
this year on the area of 3 ha is planning to grow vegetables. 

Price for land 

Land prices in Busauca in 2007 were around 3000 lei/ha, in the project land price was between 3.000 – 5.000 
lei/ha. Currently price for land has grown up to 10.000 lei/ha. The market is characterized by number of buyers 
exceeding the number of sellers which drove up land price.  

In Cuizauca current land price is between 8.000-10.000 lei/ha. 

Opaci village 

An Opaci village represents the most evident case when land transactions have been prepared within the 
projects, but implemented afterward. During the project only very few buying selling transactions have been 
registered. Numerous heritage cases have been initiated and registered as a preparation for the land 
transactions, but the short deadline didn‟t allow implementing transactions planned. Many transactions have 
been implemented after the project. 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 (Q1) 

Buying selling 6 (8 ha) 101 (63 ha) 435 (126 ha) 7 (3 ha) 5 ( 7 ha) 

Exchange - - 17 (9 ha) 2 (3 ha) - 

Heritage 11 (8 ha) 84 (59 ha) 123 (91 ha) 33 (20 ha 9 (5 ha) 

Donation 4 (3 ha) 20 (12 ha) 12 (11 ha) 13 (9 ha) 4 (2 ha) 

Total 21 (19 ha) 205 (134 ha) 587 (237 ha) 55 (35 ha) 18 (14 ha) 

Figure 21: Annual number of transactions in Opaci village, Causeni raion 

LLC “Consoliterra” in the Q3 of 2009 registered 421 buying selling transaction involving a total area of 118 ha. 
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Figure 22: Yearly number of transactions and hectares transferred in Opaci village, Causeni raion 

Land use 

There are no major changes in land use in the post project period. Farmers in Opaci traditionally practice 
animal breeding, and therefore need fodder to feed animals. Moreover, farmers are demotivated to planting 
multiannual plantations because 4 vine fabrics in proximity to the village stopped collecting grapes and the 
situation with exports of fresh grapes is unclear.  

Price for land 

Price for land during the project is 4.000 – 5.000 lei per hectare depending on the plot size. Currently price of 
hectare is around 5.000 lei.  

Baimaclia village 

Out of total of 150 participants, nine were buyers of land in Baimaclia. During 2009 and 2010 in Baimaclia 
have been implemented 119 land transactions.  

 
2007 2008 2009 2010 

2011 (January-
April 

Buying selling 44 (76 ha) 56 (123 ha) 26 (44 ha) 62 (100 ha) 2 (3 ha) 

Exchange - 6 (11 ha) 1 (2 ha) - - 

Heritage 3 (4 ha) 11 (14 ha) 11 (14 ha) 6 (9 ha) 3 (9 ha) 

Donation 1 (2 ha) 2 (2 ha) 6 (10 ha) 7 (15 ha) 1 (2 ha) 

Total  48 (82 ha) 75 (150 ha) 44 (70 ha) 75 (124 ha) 6 (14 ha) 

Figure 23: Annual number of transactions in Baimaclia village, Cantemir raion 

Major transactions in the village have been registered by LLC “Ceteronis” which effectuated amalgamation of 
around 37 parcels in massive 104 and formed a land plot of 57 ha.   

Another major transaction occurred in 2010 and was registered by LLC “Agroinstal Plus” in two day a 51 
transaction of area of 77 ha have been registered.  
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Figure 24: Yearly number of transactions and hectares transferred in Baimaclia village, Cantemir raion 

Land use  

LLC “Ceteronis” had established a vineyard of a total area of 94 ha. 

Farmer Sacali is planning to plant and orchard of around 10 ha. 

Farmer Cozlov had planted a 5 ha orchard of plums. 

Price for land 

Land price during the project was around 8.000 – 10.000 lei/ha depending on the distance and land quality, 
currently a few transactions are taking place on the market. Price per hectare is around 11.000 lei.  

Limited offer is influenced by several leaseholders who started to work in the village. It is more preferable for 
people to lease out land than to sell it.  

Sadova village 

It can be observed from the table that in 2008 - 2009 during the project number of transactions attests highest 
level.  

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 (Q1) 

Buying selling 105 (25 ha) 238 (50 ha) 156 (41 ha) 65 (21 ha) 25 (7 ha) 

Exchange 13 (4 ha) 7 (2 ha) 10 (3 ha) 8 (2 ha) - 

Heritage 40 (8 ha) 86 (18 ha) 107 (20 ha) 82 (17 ha) 14 (3 ha) 

Donation 18 (3 ha) 34 (8 ha) 72 (15 ha) 51 (10 ha) 14 (3 ha) 

Total 176 (40 ha) 365 (78 ha) 345 (79 ha) 206 (50 ha) 53 (13 ha) 

Figure 25: Annual number of transactions in Sadova village, Calarasi raion 
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Land use 

Traditionally this region of Moldova is famous for its wine production. Some 100 ha of new vineyards have 
been established in the period 2008 – 2011. Also the process of uprooting the old unproductive vineyards is 
going on.   

Price for land 

It has to be mentioned that price of land in Sadova is the highest of total pilot villages and may be one of the 
highest in Moldova. During the project price of one hectare of land varied between 10.000 – 15.000 lei. At 
present price of one hectare increased and currently varies between 20.000 – 25.000 lei / ha and in some 
cases reaches 30.000 lei/ha.  

 

Conclusions 

 Impact of the project is caused by only 3.612 transactions which constitute only 13 % of the total 
number of parcels. 

 Impact of the Land re-parceling pilot project in 6 villages was virtually achieved in only 5 months 
(transaction period). 

 Looking at cost effectiveness of the project, impact revealed is achieved literally by 6.000 $ + salary of 
the land planner.  

 “With and without project” analysis is carried on the basis of all identified landowners and parcels, 
while only 40 % participated.  

 Problem of technical roads between parcels which is public property until unsolved will limit indicator 
of average size of parcel and average number of parcels per landowner. 

 Separate property titles issued for family members increase artificially fragmentation. Simplified 
amalgamation procedure of such parcels would reduce land fragmentation at least 1.5 times. 

 Total number of landowners who participated through the change of ownership constitutes 1928. 

 General trend in pilot villages is reduction of number of landowners caused by numerous heritage 
cases and migration of population to other sectors of economy. 

176

365

345

206

53

40

78
79

50

13
0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011, Q1

Transacitons

Area, ha



 
Assesment of the  rural business development component RISP II                                                                  - 26 - 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In majority of villages transactions have been initiated in the project but implemented after the project in 2009. 

With regard to the price for land, access to the official genuine information is very problematic. Transactions 
parties agree often to indicate in the contract lowered land price in order to minimize cost of notarial 
authentication. 

Current price and price of transactions during the project is different attesting an increase. In Sadova for 
example price doubled and reaches 30 000 lei/ha which is one of the highest prices in Moldova.  

Prices grew in control villages as well.  

In 2008 average number of land transactions in pilot villages was 68 % bigger in pilot villages than in control 
villages; in 2009 number of transactions was around 90 % higher in pilot villages. After the project number of 
transactions is decreasing to its previous level. 

Area involved in land transactions in pilot villages was 64 % higher than in the control group; in 2009 
difference was around 80 %.  

Immediate results of project  

(Based on participating landowners only) 

The average number of parcels per one owner was reduced in the result of the project from 

3.74 to 3.23 parcels.  

Average area of parcel increased from 0.45 to 0.59 ha. 

Average area of holding increased from 2.21 ha to 2.93 ha. 

Reduction Index (RI) of 1.31 means that number of parcels decreased in the result of project 

implementation 1.31 times. 

Mean area of a plot has increased from 0.45 to 0.59 hectares 

Mean area of ownership (farm) in 6 participating villages has increased from 2.21 to 2.93 

Total edge of land plots before and after the project was equal to 3 273 729 and 2 475 064 

meters accordingly, which constitutes a 24 % decrease. 

Edge Density (m/ha) which is the amount of edge length (m) per unit area (ha) decreased 

from 1012 m/ha to 765 m/ha. 

With and without analysis 

(Based on total landowners, situation as of 2011) 

Average number of parcels per landowner decreased by 0.69 in pilot villages while in 

control group decrease was by 0.12 only.  

Average area of parcel in pilot villages increased by 0.11 ha, while in the control group 

increase was only by 0.01 ha. 

Total average area of ownership increased in pilot villages by 0.07 ha, while in the control 

group increase was by 0.01 ha only. 

Indices in the pilot village are higher than in the control group which can be considered a 

quantitative impact of the project. 
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Increase of the number of transactions as well as increase of hectares transferred in the pilot villages “with the 
project” as compared to control villages or “without the project” demonstrates impact of the project on the land 
market.  

There is an impact of the project over the land use. General trend in pilot villages is establishment new 
perennial plantations (vineyards, orchards). Land consolidation facilitates return of the idle lands (unproductive 
vineyards and orchards) into production. 

Annex 1: 

    # of beneficiaries # of transactions 

1 Baimaclia 9 160 

2 Bolduresti 35 1180 

3 Busauca 43 773 

4 Calmatui 32 410 

5 Opaci 146 450 

6 Sadova 12 350 

 
TOTAL 277 3323 

Source: Final Report, Moldova Land Re-parceling pilot project in 6 villages  

Annex 2: Annual number of transferred areas in pilot and control villages 

 

 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 (January-April)

Baimaclia 82 150 70 124 14

Bolduresti 25 189 87 26 2,02

Ciutesti 32 42 21 42 8

Cuizauca 36 36 15 48 17

Busauca 267 112 124 57,1 0,62

Calmatui 10 104 137 21,5 3,5

Poganesti 45 72 28 9 6,15

Opaci 19 134 237 35 14

Sadova 40 78 79 50 13
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Annex 3: Annual number of transactions in pilot and control villages 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 (January-April)

Baimaclia 48 75 44 75 6

Bolduresti 64 649 245 65 3

Ciutesti 32,00 42,00 21,00 42,00 8,00

Cuizauca 60,00 55,00 25,00 74,00 48,00

Busauca 491 370 292 76 3

Calmatui 15 286 396 41 7

Poganesti 163,00 215,00 46,00 16,00 18,00

Opaci 21 205 587 55 18

Sadova 176 365 345 206 53
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5.2 Assesment of economic impact 
The assessment of the economic impact of land re-parceling within the framework of RISP II project is 
conducted on the basis of the results of the interviews with two categories of farms: farms which were in the 
RISP II re-parceling component (group of beneficiaries) and farms which did not participate to the said project 
(the control group). Dynamics of average areas worked by one farm is shown in Table 1.     

Table 1 

Dynamics of average areas worked by one farm (ha) 

 

 

Worked areas  

Beneficiaries‟ group Control group 

(year 2010) before re-
parceling 

after re-parceling 

(year 2010) 

Change 

(%) 

1.1. Cereals for grains 6.04 8.02 132.8 2.08 

1.1.1. Grain wheat  3.03 4.78 157.8 0.86 

1.1.2. Grain maize   1.67 2.08 124.6 0.77 

1.1.3. Other cereals for grain  1.34 1.16 86.6 0.45 

1.2. Leguminous plants 0.41 0.88 214.6 0.14 

1.3. Root crops 10.00 3.87 38.7 2.00 

1.3.1. Potatoes 10.00 3.87 38.7 2.00 

1.3.2. Sugar beet  - -  - 

1.3.3. Other root crops  - -  - 

1.4. Industrial crops  1.59 2.75 173.0 1.15 

1.4.1. Sunflower  1.39 1.90 136.7 0.40 

1.4.2. Soy beans  - - - 0.10 

1.5. Open field vegetables  1.00 3.33 333.0 1.50 

1.6. Cucurbitaceous crops 2.75 1.63 59.3 - 

1.7. Orchards  0.37 2.61 7 times 0.61 

 

The farms that benefited from land re-parceling worked, in 2010, an average area larger that that before re-
parceling. The analysis of groups of crops shows an increase of worked areas in the case of all crops, except 
for potatoes and cucurbitaceous crops, which registered a decrease in the worked areas by 2.6 times and 1.7 
times respectively. Areas with cereals for grains increased by about 2 ha (by 33%), leguminous plants – by 
0.47 ha (2.1 times), with sunflower – by 0.51 ha (by 37%) and open field vegetables – by 2.33 ha (3.3 times).  

Given the above mentioned, one notices an increase in the share of intensive crops in the structure of 
worked areas. This conclusion refers in particular to growing of vegetables in open field, orchards and 
vineyards. 

We would like to emphasize that subsequent to the agricultural land re-parceling, the farms in the 
beneficiaries‟ group started, however insignificantly, growing greenhouse crops.  

The farms which benefited from land re-parceling within the RISP II project work areas that are absolutely 
larger than those in the control group. RISP II beneficiary farms work areas that considerably exceed the areas 
worked by control group farms: grain cereals – about 4 times, leguminous plants – about 6.3 times, sunflower 
– about 4.8 times, open field vegetables – 2.2 times, orchards – 4.3 times, vineyards – 8.8 times. 
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The analysis of the dynamic of the number of livestock bred in RISP II beneficiary farms (Table 2) indicates an 
increase by 36% in the number of poultry, by 11% - swine and a decrease in the number of horned cattle in 
2010 reported to the year before the land re-parceling.  

Table 2 

Dynamic of the number of bred livestock (heads)  

Indicators Beneficiaries’ group Increase 

(%) 

 

Control 
group  

(2010) 
before re-
parceling  

after re-parceling  

(year 2010) 

1.8. Horned cattle 1.89 1.31 -31% 1.14 

1.9. Swine 2.68 2.97 +11% 2.36 

1.10. Sheep and goats  10.9 11.53 +6% 4.64 

1.11. Horses 1.13 1.1 0 1.5 

1.12. Poultry  43.14 58.83 +36% 38.4 

     

Nevertheless, the beneficiary farms keep more horned cattle than the control group farms by 0.17 heads 
(14.9%). The farms in the beneficiaries‟ group also keep more sheep and goats – about 2.5 times, poultry – 
1.5 times and swine – 1.3 times.  

From the analysis of the data on the dynamic of variable expenses (Table 3), we can conclude that they go up 
for all basic crops, except for potato growing (they reduced by 35.8%) and orchards (they went down by 
18.7%). However, after the land re-parceling, the increase in expenditures for growing the most of the crops is 
insignificant, matching the inflation limit or even below it. Thus, in the year 2010, the variable expenses per 
one hectare in 2010 were higher than before re-parceling in the beneficiary farms: grain wheat – by 436 lei/ha 
(11.4%), grain maize – by 412 lei/ha (by 8.2%), leguminous plants – by 190 lei/ha (by 3.9%), sunflower – by 
329 lei/ha (by 6.8%). A more significant increase in expenses has been registered for vineyard growing – 1663 
lei/ha or by 20.9% more than before re-parceling.     

A comparative analysis of the level of expenditure in the farms which benefited from RISP II re-parceling and 
which did not shows contradictory results. Thus, while for growing maize, vegetables and potatoes the 
expenditures in the beneficiaries‟ group are lower than in the control group by 2.1%, 3.2% and 33.7% 
respectively, then in the case when sunflower, fruits and grapes are grown, on the contrary, the expenditures 
are higher by 4.6%, 23.3% and 18.5% respectively.   

Table 3 

Variable expenses dynamic (lei/ha) 

Farming crops  

Beneficiaries’ group 

 Increase of 
variable 
expenses  

(%) 

 

Control 
group  

(year 
2010) 

Beneficiar
ies’ group 
versus the 
control 
group  

(y. 2010),     
(%) 

before re-
parceling  

after re-
parceling  

(year 2010) 

1.Grain wheat  3 818 4 254 111.4 4 231 100.5 

2.Grain maize  4 999 5 411 108.2 5 526 97.9 

3.Leguminous plants  4 875 5 065 103.9 5 235 96.8 

4.Potatoes  48 500 31 135 64.2 46 970 66.3 
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5.Sunflower  4 855 5 184 106.8 4 955 104.6 

6. Cucurbitaceous crops 7 800 8 275 106.0 - - 

7.Orchards 7 142 5 808 81.3 4 710 123.3 

8.Vineyards  7 964 9 627 120.9 8 118 118.5 

      

However, it should be highlighted that the increase or decrease in expenses is not as such, by itself, 
something negative or positive without a deeper analysis of the level of incomes.  

The analysis of gross incomes presented in Table 4 is the value expression of the quantity of farming produce 
per 1 hectare. In other words, this indicator shows, at the same time, the level of agronomic productivity (yield 
per hectare) expressed in lei.  

Table 4 

Gross incomes dynamic (lei/ha) 

Farming crops  

Beneficiaries’ group 

 

Increase (+), 
decrease (-) in 
gross 
incomes  

Control 
group  

(year 
2010) 

Beneficiar
ies’ group 
versus the 
control 
group,     
(%) 

before re-
parceling  

after re-
parceling  

(year 2010) 

1.Grain wheat  3 618 4 997 +1 379 5 730 87.2 

2.Grain maize  4 488 7158 +2 670 7 192 99.5 

3.Leguminous plants  6 858 7 878 +1 020 5 970 132.0 

4.Potatoes 70 100 56 100 -14 000 71 400 78.6 

5.Sunflower  5 584 8 300 +2 716 6 697 123.9 

6. Cucurbitaceous crops 10 500 13 792 +3 292 - - 

7.Orchards  8 579 8 885 +306 3 990 222.7 

8.Vineyards  5 697 8 265 +2 568 2 394 345.2 

 

The analysis data shows that the farms which benefited from re-parceling have significantly decreased their 
gross incomes for all basic crops, except for potato (as mentioned before, potato areas went down by 2.6 
times, possibly because of the decrease in incomes). Thus, gross incomes per hectare, obtained by the farms 
after re-parceling were higher than before re-parceling, particularly concerning the growing of vineyards – by 2 
568 lei (by 45%), cucurbitaceous crops – by 3 292 lei (31.3%), sunflower – by 2 716 lei (by 48.6%) and grain 
maize – by 2 670 lei (by 59.5%). 

Gross incomes per hectare in beneficiary farms are absolutely higher than those in the control group: by 5 871 
lei (or 3.5 times higher) for growing vineyards, 4 895 lei (or 2.2 times higher) for orchards, by 1 908 lei (or by 
32% higher) for leguminous plants and by 1 603 lei (or by 23.9% higher) for sunflower growing. Gross incomes 
for growing maize are more or less similar for the both groups, while control groups farms get somehow higher 
incomes than the beneficiary farms from growing wheat.  

Thus, we could conclude that the farms which benefited from agricultural land re-parceling project 
within RISP II obtain higher gross incomes and have higher per hectare returns than the farms which 
did not benefit from such services.  
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The increase of the productivity of farming lands (gross incomes per hectare) along with the increase in 
worked areas had a positive influence on the quantity of yearly sales obtained by the farms which benefited 
from re-parceling services within the framework of RISP II (Table 5).    

 

 

Table 5 

 

The structure of farms depending on yearly sales  

Farm categories 

        Beneficiaries’ group 

(before re-parceling ) 

Beneficiaries’ group 

(after re-parceling) 

Control group 

(year 2010) 

No. % No. % No. % 

1. farms with sales less 
than 10 thousand lei  

41 76 9 18 5 33 

2. farms with sales from 10 
to 50 thousand lei  

12 22 33 66 10 67 

3. farms with sales from 50 
to 100 thousand lei 

0 0 7 14 0 0 

4. farms with sales from 
100 thousand to 500 
thousand lei 

0 0 1 0 0 0 

5. farms with sales higher 
than 500 thousand lei 

1 2 1 2 0 0 

 

Therefore, the level of yearly sales of the most of the farms (76%) before re-parceling was less than 10 
thousand lei and only 22% of the farms had it between 10 and 50 thousand lei, then after land re-parceling, the 
most of the farms (66%) had sales ranging between 10 and 50 thousand lei.  

Mean gross incomes per farm, calculated for RISP II beneficiary farms were: 6331 lei/ha before land re-
parceling and 7 814 lei/ha or 23.4% higher after re-parceling. In 2010, the mean gross income of a RISP II 
land re-parceling beneficiary farm was by 2282 lei/ha or 41.2% higher than of the control group farm.   

Therefore, we can certainly conclude an obvious consolidation of commercial capacity of the farms 
that benefited from RISP II land re-parceling project. 

The percentage of the incomes from farming activities in the total revenues of households in the beneficiaries 
group in the year 2010 reached 63.25% versus 54.22% before re-parceling, registering an increase of 9.03 
p.p. At the same time, although farming incomes in absolute value are higher in the beneficiaries‟ group, their 
percentage in the total incomes (63.25%) is smaller than the percentage in the total incomes of the families in 
the control group (75.8%) – by 12.55 p.p.          
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Figure 1. The structure of gross incomes per farm (%) 

From the analysis of the structure of gross incomes per farm (Figure 1), we can conclude that before re-
parceling, the RISP II beneficiary farms had their highest incomes – 46% - from growing cucurbitaceous crops, 
being followed by incomes from growing wheat (18%), sunflower  and maize (12% each). The lowest revenues 
were from growing orchards (5%), leguminous plants (4%) and vineyards (2%). After re-parceling, the 
structure of gross incomes obtained by beneficiary farms changed so that it became much more 
balanced. Thus, growing of wheat, fruits and vineyards generated 18% of revenues each, 17% were obtained 
from growing cucurbitaceous crops, 12% from growing sunflower, 11% from growing maize and only 5% from 
growing leguminous plants. 

For a comparison, we can ascertain that the farms in the control group continue having a more imbalanced 
structure of gross revenues and particularly, on the one hand, 32% and 29% revenues are from growing maize 
and wheat respectively, on the other hand – 16% and 14% from sunflower and fruits respectively, with 5% 
from growing leguminous plants and vineyards each.  

At the same time, we can conclude that intensive crops (perennial plantations) mainly make up the 
structure of gross incomes obtained by farms participating to land re-parceling, while in the case of 
control group farms, extensive crops (cereal crops) predominate in their gross incomes.  

The dynamic of the farming produce costs as a result of re-parceling has been calculated given the size of the 
variables reported to gross incomes, meaning that it has been defined how many lei have been spent for 
producing a crop valuing 1 leu (Table 6).  
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Table 6 

Dynamic of farming produce costs  

Farming produce  Beneficiaries group Change 

(%) 

Control group 

(2010) before re-
parceling 

after re-parceling 
(2010) 

Wheat 1.06 0.85 80.2 0.74 

Maize  1.11 0.76 68.5 0.77 

Sunflower seeds  0.87 0.62 71.3 0.74 

Fruits  0.83 0.65 78.3 1.18 

Grapes  1.39 1.16 83.5 3.39 

 

The data regarding the farming produce costs show that the farms which benefited from land re-parceling 
have considerably decreased their costs in comparison with the period before re-parceling. After the re-
parceling, the costs for wheat growing went down by 19.8%, maize – by 31.5%, sunflower seeds – by 28.7%, 
fruits – by 21.7% and grapes – by 16.5%. In 2010, the farms in the beneficiaries group had lower costs than 
those in the control group for all basic crops, except for wheat.     

The economic efficiency of land re-parceling has been measured by determining the gross margin per hectare, 
which is the difference between gross incomes and variable expenses (Table 7). In other words, the gross 
margin is the net income. 

    

Table 7 

Dynamic of gross margin (lei/ha) 

 

 

 

Farming crops  

Beneficiaries group 

 

Increase (+), 
decrease (-) 
of the gross 

margin 

Control 
group 

(year 
2010) 

Beneficiar
ies group 

versus 
control 
group 

(a.2010), 
+,- 

before re-
parceling 

after re-
parceling 

(year 2010) 

1.Grain wheat  - 200 743 +943 1 499 -756 

2.Grain maize  - 511 1 747 +2 258 1 666 +81 

3.Leguminous plants  1 983 2 813 +830 735 +2 078 

4.Potatoes 21 600 24 965 +3 365 24 430 +535 

5.Sunflower  729 3 116 +2 387 1 742 +1 374 

6.Cucurbitaceous crops 2 700 5 517 +2 817 - - 

7.Orchards  1 437 3 077 +1 640 -720 +3 797 

8.Vineyards  - 2 267 - 1 002 +1 267 -5 724 +4 722 
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Given the dynamic of the variable expenses and gross incomes, we find that for the beneficiary farms there 
is a substantial increase in the gross margin for all basic farming crops, following land re-parceling. 
Thus, before land re-parceling the farmers used to get a negative margin (had losses) for growing cereal crops 
between 200 and 511 lei/ha, then after re-parceling, in 2010, they had a positive gross margin of 743-1747 
lei/ha/. After the re-parceling, the farmers got a negative margin only for growing grapes, which was, however, 
by 1267 lei/ha or 2.2 times smaller than the margin they had before re-parceling. The RISP II re-parceling 
beneficiaries managed to get an increase in gross margin of 2387 lei/ha (or 4.3 times higher) for sunflower 
growing, for cucurbitaceous crops – of 2817 lei (or twice higher), for growing fruits – of 1640 lei/ha (or 2.1 
times higher). 

In comparison with the control group, the RISP II beneficiaries registered a much higher gross margin. 
Exception is the gross margin for wheat growing, which was higher by 756 lei/ha in the control group than in 
the beneficiaries group. In rest, RISP II beneficiaries got a much higher gross margin than the farms in the 
control group. Therefore, the farms which benefited from re-parceling got a gross margin per hectare that is 
higher than that in the control group: fruit growing – by 3797 lei/ha, leguminous plants – by 2078 lei/ha, 
sunflower – by 1374 lei/ha. For growing vineyards, the beneficiary farms registered a negative gross margin 
(losses) amounting to minus 1022 lei/ha, still, 4722 lei/ha less than in the control group farms, which had a 
negative gross margin (losses) amounting to minus 5724 lei/ha.    

 

 
 

Figure 2. Gross margin dynamic of the farms in the beneficiaries group (lei/ha)  

 

As a result of the agricultural land re-parceling, the mean gross margin per farm went up from 780 lei/ha to up 
to 1770 lei/ha, which is a 2.3 times increase (Figure 2). It should be emphasized that while before re-parceling 
a negative gross margin was registered for 3 out of 7 farming crops (wheat, maize and vineyard), then after re-
parceling only vineyards had a negative gross margin. The gross margin after re-parceling is higher than the 
mean of the gross margin before re-parceling for all farming crops, except for the vineyards.  
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Figure 3 . Dynamic of the gross margin rate (%) 

The analysis of the gross margin rate as an expression of a percentage ratio between the value of the gross 
margin and the value of variable expenses is presented in Figure 3. In the farms that are not within the 
beneficiaries group, the gross margin rate after re-parceling was higher than the gross margin rate 
before re-parceling for all basic farming crops. Thus, for wheat, the gross margin rate went up from minus 
5.2% to 17.5% (+22.7 p.p.), for maize – from minus 10.2% to 32.3% (+42.5 p.p.), for vineyards – from minus 
28.5% to minus 10.4% (+18.1 p.p.), for leguminous plants – from 40.7% to 55.5% (+14.8 p.p.), for 
cucurbitaceous crops – from 34.6% to 66.7% (+32.1 p.p.), for sunflower – from 15.0% to 60.1% (+45.1 p.p.) 
and for fruits – from 20.1% to 53.0% (+32.9 p.p.). At the same time, while before land re-parceling the gross 
margin rate had a negative value for three crops (wheat, maize and vineyards), then after re-parceling only 
vineyard growing registered a negative gross margin value. It should be also highlighted that the highest gross 
margin rate, i.e. the highest efficiency of expenses, is registered for growing cucurbitaceous crops, sunflower, 
leguminous plants and orchards, while the lowest has been for vineyards and wheat growing.  

In comparison with the control group, the farms that benefited from re-parceling services within the framework 
of RISP II indicate a gross margin that is higher, except for the wheat growing gross margin (smaller by 17. 
p.p.). Therefore, the gross margin rate of the group of beneficiaries outscores that in the control group as 
follows: for growing orchards – by 68.3 p.p., leguminous plants – by 41.5 p.p., sunflower – by 24.9 p.p. and 
maize – by 2.2 p.p. 

Higher economic returns registered by the beneficiary group farms are also confirmed by the fact that in a 
short period of time they managed to considerably increase their production resources. The analysis of the 
dynamic of the production resources used in the farms that are part of the group that benefited from land re-
parceling services (Table 8) shows an increase in all production resources – equipment, machines, 
means of transportation, land resources and workforce.  

   Table 8 
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Dynamic of production resources used in the beneficiary group farms  

Production resources  Unit of 
measure 

Mean per farm 
(before re-
parceling) 

Mean per farm 
(after re-

parceling, 
2010) 

Change (%) 

1.Tractors unit 1.67 1.70 101.8 

2.Machines  unit 3.36 4.11 122.3 

3.Combines unit 1.00 1.33 133.0 

4.Means of transportation unit 1.30 1.43 110.0 

6.Privately owned land:     

6.1.Arable land   ha 4.87 8.05 165.3 

6.2. Perennial plantations  ha 2.91 8.65 297.3 

7. Workforce (invested 
time) – total, 

Including: 

days/year 126.7 223.0 176.0 

7.1. Farming activities  days/year 100.9 192.1 190.3 

7.2. Purchase of farming 
inputs  

days/year 7.6 8.7 114.5 

7.3. Farming produce sales  days/year 18.2 22.2 122.0 

  

At the same time, there is a substantial increase in the share of farms which have industrial means of 
production. Thus, after the re-parceling, the share of the farmers which own tractors went up from 20% to 33%, 
those which own combines – from 2% to 5% and those which use their own means of transportation – from 
33% to 58%. 

The quantity of the workforce that is used by a farm has gone up by 76% after re-parceling, from 126.7 
days/year to 223 days/year. 

It should be also mentioned that as a result of land re-parceling, the members of the farm who contribute to the 
family budget increased from 2.26 to 2.44 persons or by 8.0%.  

 

Conclusions  

The survey conducted on the basis of interviews with 60 farms that participated to the re-parceling component 
of the RISP II  project (beneficiaries‟ group) and 15 farms which were not part of the said project (control 
group) has highlighted an increase in economic efficiency of the beneficiary group farms. 

 

 The farms which benefited from land re-parceling worked, in 2010, average areas that were larger than 
before re-parceling, especially with regard to growing intensive crops. RISP II beneficiary farms work 
areas that are considerably larger than the areas worked by the control group farms. Similar trends are 
confirmed for the number of livestock that is bred, which means that the beneficiary farms increased the 
number of livestock they breed, being, at the same time, higher than that in the control group.  

 The productivity of the farming land expressed in value (gross incomes per hectare) in 2010 is higher 
against the productivity before re-parceling for all main farming crops, except for potato, ranging from 
3.6% to 59.5%. In comparison to the control group, the beneficiary farms have higher productivity for 
intensive crop growing (fruits and grapes), however lower for growing cereals. 
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 The farms which benefited from re-parceling have considerably decreased their costs for the main 
farming crops by between 16.5% and 31.5% against the period before re-parceling. In 2010, in spite of 
having, as a rule, higher variable costs per hectare, the beneficiary farms have had lower costs for all 
basic farming crops then the control group farms, except for wheat.  

 As a result of the re-parceling project, the beneficiary farms have built upon their commercial skills, so 
that 76% of them had sales lower than 10 thousand lei before re-parceling and in 2010, the most of 
them (66%) stated sales between 10 thousand and 50 thousand lei.  

 During the period following land re-parceling, the structure of gross incomes obtained by the beneficiary 
farms changed, becoming more balanced (18% of incomes were from growing wheat, fruits and grapes 
each, 17% from growing cucurbitaceous crops, 12% from growing sunflower, 11% from growing maize 
and only 5% from growing leguminous plants). At the same time, one can ascertain that in the structure 
of gross incomes obtained by the farms which participated to land re-parceling, intensive crops 
(perennial plantations) prevail, while in the gross incomes obtained by the control group farms, 
extensive crops (cereals) prevail.  

 The increase in economic efficiency of the RISP land re-parceling beneficiary farms is confirmed by the 
dynamic of the gross margin per hectare and the gross margin rate, which have gone up for all basic 
farming crops without exception. As a result of agricultural land re-parceling, the mean gross margin per 
farm has gone up from 780 lei/ha to 1770 lei/ha, which is a 2.3 times increase. In comparison with the 
control group, the RISP II beneficiaries registered a much higher gross margin, except for the gross 
margin obtained from growing wheat.  

 Better economic results attained by the beneficiary group farms are also confirmed by the fact that 
they‟ve managed, in a rather short period of time, to increase their production resources – number of 
equipments, machines and means of transportation, areas of lands worked, number of livestock, as well 
as the number of employed workforce. As a result, the number of farm members which have contributed 
to family budget has grown from 2.26 to 2.44 or by 8.0%  
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5.3 Assesment of environmental impact 
Overall, the current report presents environment impact assessment, recommendations and conclusions of the 
Project “Implementation of Land Re-Parceling Pilots in Six Villages” financed by The World Bank and the 
Swedish Agency for International Development  undertaken in the Republic of Moldova. 

This report was developed based on methodology and guidelines in environmental impact assessment. The 
methodology adopted was simple, precise and concrete in order to get insights on project framework and 
views of the stakeholders in valuing the project.  

The project was undertaken and implemented extensively during the period 2007 through 2009. The project 
was able to include environmental considerations along with land consolidation, to initiate learning and 
knowledge generation in land re-parceling as one of the main tool for communities‟ development in the 
Republic of Moldova.   

The project was specifically reviewed in light of the major aspects related to impact assessment. The aim of 
assessment was to evaluate not only visible impact, but also to take into account creative occasions and 
opportunities for learning, generating knowledge and making further use and extending of such knowledge and 
learning. 

The findings were synthesized into this report based both on quantitative data and on qualitative information 
and conclusions.  Where no data existed or data were inconsistent, insufficient or deficient expert judgement 
was made based on survey, analysis of actions and consequences of project outputs. 

The report was divided in four sections. The first section provides the readers with the introduction and 
background on the project, the second section describes the methodology of the environmental impact 
assessment. The third section focuses on assessment of the project.  The last section provides conclusions 
and recommendations for further improvement in this or similar potential projects.  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The data of the survey show that the majority of the local population is not aware about the environmental 
problems of their own localities and their solution are not a priority for them.  

The project has established framework principles to ensure that there has been no adverse environmental 
impact from the project activities. Environmental Impact Assessment screening checklist has been developed 
and used in the project. Land Re-parcelling Project (LRP) developed a practical strategy for learning - it 
provided the right motives, means and opportunities for farmers to improve their own livelihood, as well as the 
economic, social and ecological conditions of the community. The percentages of farmers who apply 
environmentally friendly agricultural practices are higher in communities which benefited from LRP.  

The re-parceling of the agricultural land did not cause any negative effect on the environment. The areas 
utilized for agriculture remained almost the same. The land use changed in some communities from crop 
production to orchard or vineyard or the opposite. However, areas with high nature value were not converted 
into intensive agricultural production.  

Due to implementation of LRP the farmers changed the utilization of agricultural practices in pilot communities. 
The percentage of farmers who apply environmentally friendly agricultural practices increased substantially. 
On the other hand, there is a tendency in increasing the area where the farmers apply more mineral fertilizers 
and pesticides, which could be a pollutant factor in the future with the intensification of agriculture in 
consolidated land. 

There is a tendency for improvement of indicators due to activities implemented in land re-parceling project. 
Over 30% of the respondents consider that land re-parceling project positively influenced on quality of 
environmental factors, as well as on application of good agricultural practices. This fact shows that LRP 
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contributed substantially to the creation of the conditions for improving the ecological situation in their 
localities. 

While the duration of land re-parceling project was 18 months, it will have long-term influence on economic, 
social and ecologic situation in the respective communities. In general the long term impact on environment 
will be positive. Only in case the Community Area Development Plans (CADPs) will be implemented partially 
with focus only on community economic development could be some negative impact, as it is underlined in the 
Screening Checklists of the CADPs. The community area development plans incorporated appropriate 
protection measures for the planned activities to eliminate risks of negative impact on soil, surface waters, 
groundwater, biodiversity and health of population, which are in line with utilization of the natural resources in 
a sustainable way or with the minimum impact on the environment. If the community area development plans 
will be implemented fully, the activities of improving waste water treatment, waste management, application of 
environmentally friendly agricultural practices, as well as increasing the welfare and the opportunities for the 
people living in the villages, the development plan will result in improved conditions with a significant posit ive 
effect on the environment on the long term. Long term impact of the activities initiated in LRP, especially 
included in CADPs will depend on farmers and public administration if environmental considerations will be 
taken into consideration in any community development initiative, that‟s why MAFI, ME, local public 
administrations, farmers other stakeholders should continue the implementation of initiated actions and 
disseminate them more actively all over the country. 

The purpose of this evaluation is to determine whether, and the extent to which LRP created grounds for 
improving environmental effect.   

 

METHODOLOGY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Some environmental impacts are immediate while others are delayed. Some impacts occur as a direct result of 
an activity; others occur as secondary or higher order impacts resulting from changes in other environmental 
components. 

Environmental impact assessment was carried out in compliance with relevant legislation, including World 
Bank (WB) instructions and methodology guidelines, in particular, WB Functional Directive 4.01 on 
Environmental Impact Assessment, as well as the Environmental Impact Guidebook, National legislation in the 
area, including but not limited to the Law on Environmental Protection, the Law on Ecological Expert 
Evaluation.  International commitments and documents to which the RM is signatory party of relevance to the 
assignment will be also made use of. 

Population‟s opinions, attitudes, estimations and perceptions on targeted subjects offer distinct and useful 
information regarding the impact of re-parcelling on the environment and give an assessment of real status of 
matters in investigated areas. Some of the key methodologies used for this evaluation included documents 
and reports analysis, observations, semi-structured interviews, story telling and focused group discussions. In 
order to know public perceptions on re-parceling issues a survey was organised by AGREX team followed by a 
focus group discussions.  

 Quantitative research was performed in six pilot communities and three communities as control 
group, carried out through the method of opinion poll. Individual interviewing “face to face” of the 
population from the survey area was performed using the method of a direct interview. Questionnaire 
was developed according to research goal and objectives and coordinated with all members of the 
team. Questioning was conducted at the place of residence of the respondent. 

 Qualitative research was performed in four pilot communities, carried out through the method of 
focus-group discussions. Focus-group interview matrix and key-questions guidelines for interviews 
were developed. The purpose of focus group discussions (FGDs) is to obtain information about a 
group‟s beliefs and attitudes on the re-parceling issues.  FGDs allows for interaction among all the 
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Figure 1. The state of environment in the 
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members of the group and permit participants to give detailed opinions on the respective topic. 
Focus Group discussions on whether, and the extent to which land re-parceling created grounds for 
improving environmental effect was organized in four localities: in Busauca village Rezina district (in 
the North), Sadova village, Calarasi district, Bolduresti community, Nisporeni district (in the Center) 
and in Baimaclia community Cantemir district (in the South).  The number of participants in Focus 
Group discussions was as follows: 7 in Busauca, 12 in Sadova, 22 in Bolduresti and 8 in Baimaclia. 
The same facilitator led each group, and similar topics were discussed in each group. The facilitator 
was impartial and not lead the opinions of the participant.  Each session lasted approximately one 
and a half hour (Annex 1). 

The information collected in the field was processed and analysed. Results were presented according to the 
questionnaire and exhibited in percents compared with the total number of questioned persons in pilot 
communities and in control area. 

Target groups of the research were the following: individual farmers, factors of decision / local authorities; 
farmers with land (parcel) within the association, members of the local agricultural association. 

The participatory methods were used in order to evaluate environment impact assessment of the land re-
parceling project. In this respect the spider diagram was developed. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

The evaluation of environmental impact was focused on the larger transformation being pursued, and not only 
to the narrow implementation of a plan of action of LRP. 

Over 70% of the respondents both in control and beneficiary localities consider the state of environment good 
and very good inn their village/community and only an insignificant part of the respondents (up to 1%) consider 
the state of environment as bad and very bad (Figure 1). 

 

Some of the environmental 
problems in localities which 
benefited from LRP were analyzed 
in community area development 
plans (CADP) and the respective 
localities really have serious 
environmental problems related to 
soil, water quality, waste 
management etc. The data of the 
survey show that the majority of the 
local population is not aware about 
the environmental problems of their 
own localities and their solution are 
not a priority for them. 

 

Some of agricultural practices performed by farmers in control and beneficiary communities are similar (Figure 
2), however there are some essential differences.  

“Before land re-parceling project we had to do soil tillage along the slopes and all fertilizers which we applied 
were washed away during torrential rains. Now after the consolidation of plots I have the possibility to perform 
tillage and other agricultural practice across the slopes”, a farmer from Busauca village Rezina district. 
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Figure 3. Application of some agricultural 

practices before and after LRP

0,0%
10,0%
20,0%
30,0%
40,0%
50,0%
60,0%
70,0%

before

LRP

in

2010

before

LRP

in

2010

before

LRP

in

2010

Tillage along

the slope

Application of

pesticides

Burning of

stable and

control

beneficiary

 
LRP developed a practical strategy for learning - it provided the right motives, means and opportunities for 
farmers to improve their own livelihood, as well as the economic, social and ecological conditions of their 
community. The percentages of farmers who apply environmentally friendly agricultural practices are higher in 

communities which benefited from 
LRP (Figure 3). For examples, 
twice more farmers utilized tillage 
along the slope, 4.8 times more 
farmers applied pesticides, and 
twice less farmers applied manure 
as fertilizer in control localities than 
in beneficiary ones. 

Building trust is germane for a 
learning experience to be possible, 
a value that needs specific 
attention. Utility becomes focused 
on whether an evaluation delivers 

learning rather than if it only delivers accurate findings. 

“The people in our village had various initiatives, but only some of them succeeded. Now all people 
understood that this project is first of all for us.  In case the project will continue the majority will participate”, a 
participant of FGDs from Baimaclia village Cantemir district. 

While evaluating the impact we pay attention on the specific type of results, such as outcomes as changes in 
the behaviour, activities, and actions of people.  

“Local Council approved a Regulation where the private landowners are responsible for maintaining in good 
order the neighbor forest belts. We applied the provision of this Regulation to several farmers who were 
obliged to restore the cutting trees in forest belts, the Secretary of the Local Council, Bolduresti community, 
Nisporeni district. 

Due to implementation of LRP the farmers changed the utilization of agricultural practices in pilot communities. 
The percentage of farmers who apply crop rotation, tillage across the slopes and manure as fertilizer increased 
substantially, which are ones of the main environmentally friendly agricultural practices (Figure 4). On the other 
hand, there is a tendency in increasing the area where the farmers apply more mineral fertilizers and 
pesticides, which could be a pollutant factor in the future with the intensification of agriculture in consolidated 
land. 

“We planed a lot of activities to protect environment in community development plan, however the financial 
crises did not allow us to implement them”, a participant in FGDs, Busauca village Rezina district. 

 

Figure 2. Application of similar agricultural practices before and after LRP
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Over 30% of the respondents consider that land re-parceling project positively influenced on quality of 
environmental factors, as well as on application of good agricultural and rural development practices, such as 
integrated plant protection actions, irrigation without degrading soils, and sanitation related to improved waste 
management in communities (Figure 5). This fact shows that LRP contributed substantially to the creation of 
the conditions for improving the ecological situation in their localities. 

“I do not know if LRP influenced or other circumstances, but I like that know our village is clean and beautiful” , 
a participant in FGDs, Sadova village Calarasi district. 

 

 
“We planed to do a lot of activities, including environment protection, however our mayor engages only 
relatives in mayor office and they do not have any initiative and the situation in the community did not 
improve”, a participant in FGDs, Baimaclia community, Cantemir district. 

While according to the survey the above mentioned perception is too optimistic, the participants in Focus 
Group Discussions mentioned the fact that the influence of re-parceling project on environment could be 
beneficial in the future, but not in so short period of time after the end of the project.  

The data from survey and specially the data from FGDs show some concerns related to negative influence of 
LRP on soil and water quality. Land consolidation creates favorable conditions for implementation of 
environmentally friendly agricultural practices, but it will depend on farmers if they will apply them or not. In this 
respect the awareness building and training in sustainable agricultural practices should be one of the main 
components of any LRP.  

We assessed together with stakeholders the change of land categories. The re-parceling of the agricultural 
land did not cause any negative effect on the environment. The areas utilized for agriculture remained almost 
the same. The land use changed in some communities from crop production to orchard or vineyard or the 

Figure 4. Application of agricultural practices before and after LRP
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Figure 5. Influence of LRP on Environment and Application of Good Agricultural Practices
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opposite. However, areas with high nature value, such as pastures, meadows, natural forests and water 
bodies remained the same and were not converted into intensive agricultural production. We assessed 
together with stakeholders the ecological indicators at the beginning and at the end of the project. The results 
show that there is a tendency for improvement of indicators due to activities implemented in land re-parceling 
project (figure 6). 

 

 
Intentions are key to many development interventions. Given that much of development seeks societal 
transformation, we tried to discover a change intention that is highly context and time specific. During focus 
group discussions we tried to understand intentions and not only plans, choices and not only outputs. The 
participants from all FGDs mentioned the fact that they are eager to do various environment protection 
activities, including voluntary work. The above mentioned facts show the difference with and without land re-
parceling intervention. 

“I wish that our village would be as beautiful as it was during my childhood and children and grandchildren will 
like to come to us more often. That‟s why I will participate in implementation of environmental protection 
actions and in various initiatives for development of our locality”, a participant from FGDs, Bolduresti village 
Nisporeni district. 

The project has established framework principles to ensure that there has been no adverse environmental 
impact from the project activities. Environmental Impact Assessment screening checklist has been developed 
and used in the project. While the duration of land re-parceling project was 18 months, it will have long-term 
influence on economic, social and ecologic situation in the respective communities. In general the long term 
impact on environment will be positive. Only in case the Community Development Plan will be implemented 
partially with focus only on community economic development could be some negative impact, as it is 
underlined in the Screening Checklists of the Community Area Development Plans. The community area 
development plans incorporated appropriate protection measures for the planned activities to eliminate risks of 
negative impact on soil, surface waters, groundwater, biodiversity and health of population, which are in line 

Figure 6. Assessment of LRP ecological indicators 
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with utilization of the natural resources in a sustainable way or with the minimum impact on the environment. If 
the community area development plans will be implemented fully, the activities of improving waste water 
treatment and waste management as well as increasing the welfare and the opportunities for the people living 
in the villages, the development plan will result in improved conditions with a significant positive effect on the 
environment on the long term. While according to beneficiaries LRP has positive influence on environmental 
factors, long term impact will depend on farmers and public administration if environmental considerations will 
be taken into consideration in any community development initiative, that‟s why MAFI, ME, local public 
administrations, farmers other stakeholders should continue the implementation of initiated actions and 
disseminate them more actively all over the country. 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

 The project was able to establish the framework principles to ensure that there has been no adverse 
environmental impact from the project activities. 

 Specific actions related to development of capacities of project staff in environment protection have 
been a regular feature during project life cycle. For project stakeholders, there were limited funds to 
develop their capacities, especially farmers and communities, which could have supported the 
environmentally friendly practices.  

 The project developed a practical strategy for learning. The percentage of farmers who apply 
environmentally friendly agricultural practices increased substantially, however there is a tendency in 
increasing the area where the farmers apply more mineral fertilizers and pesticides, which could be a 
pollutant factor in the future with the intensification of agriculture in consolidated land.  

 The people expressed their willingness to participate in implementation of environmentally protection 
actions in their community which assure that there is a commitment to take into consideration 
environmental aspect in community development. 

 Long term impact of the activities initiated in LRP, especially included in CADPs will depend on farmers 
and public administration if environmental considerations will be taken into consideration in any 
community development initiative, that‟s why MAFI, ME, local public administrations, farmers other 
stakeholders should strengthen their cooperation and continue the implementation of initiated actions 
and disseminate them more actively all over the country. 

  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The environmental indicators should be incorporated in monitoring and evaluation systems of  similar 
project proposals and adequate resources and time should be allocated.  

 Participatory planning monitoring and evaluation should be the main approach in development and 
implementation of similar LRP, as well as community area development plans. 

 Documentation for lessons learnt should be strengthened and communicated to all relevant 
stakeholders. 

 Gender issue should be cross cutting in similar projects. 

 Awareness building and training in environmentally friendly agricultural and rural practices should be 
one of the main components of any LRP.  
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Annex 1: Focus Group Findings 

 

Population‟s opinions, attitudes, estimations and perceptions on targeted subjects offer distinct and useful 
information regarding the land reparceling issues. In order to know public perceptions on reparceling issues a 
survey was organised by AGREX team followed by a focus group discussions. The purpose of focus group 
discussions (FGDs) is to obtain information about a group‟s beliefs and attitudes on the reparceling issues.  
FGDs allows for interaction among all the members of the group and permit participants to give detailed 
opinions on the respective topic. Focus Group discussions on whether, and the extent to which land 
reparceling created grounds for improving environmental effect was organized in 3 localities: in Busauca 
village Rezina district (in the North), Sadova village, Calarasi district, Bolduresti community, Nisporeni district 
(in the Center) and in Baimaclia community Cantemir district on April 02, April 03 and April 09, 2011 
respectively.  The number of participants in Focus Group discussions were as follows: 7 in Busauca, 12 in 
Sadova, 22 in Bolduresti and 8 in Baimaclia. The same facilitator led each group, and similar topics were 
discussed in each group. The facilitator was impartial and not lead the opinions of the participant.  Each 
session lasted approximately one and a half hour. 

 

Discussion Questions 

Although the discussion in the groups varied somewhat, there was a list of consistent questions that was 
asked of all groups.  These questions were asked in the following order: 

 

1. What is your opinion about the state of environment in your village (community)? 

2. What are the most acute environmental problems in your village (community) in your opinion? 

3. Which are the main causes of environment problems in your locality in your opinion? 

4. Which are the main sources of pollution in the agricultural sector in your opinion? 

5. How did the land reparceling project influence the state of environment in your community? 

6. What agricultural practices have you applied before and after the land reparceling project? 

7. Would you like to contribute to the improvement of environment in your village / community and how?  

 

Participants responded at random. Although an attempt was made to stimulate as much discussion as 
possible, no attempt was made to assure all participants responded.  This open-ended question allowed the 
participants to set the tone of the conversation with no prompting from the facilitator 

In addition to the planned questions listed above, specific examples and clarifying questions were asked of 
each group depending on their response to the planned questions.  These questions were used to gain 
specific information regarding the impact of land reparceling on environment. 

Participants were asked to record what concerns/benefits came to mind when they thought about land 
consolidation and environment taking into account their current experience and the plans for future 
development of agriculture in their own communities. They recorded several concerns, which were grouped by 
frequency of mention of similar concerns based on the best understanding of the participants (table 1):  
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Table 1 

Frequency of Mention of Similar Concerns/Benefits 

Concerns/Benefits Total Busauca Sadova Bolduresti Baimaclia 

Soil degradation / Soil erosion control 17 3 5 7 2 

Management of forest belts 13 3 2 5 3 

Application of modern technologies with high content 
of chemicals  

20 4 5 8 3 

Waste management 23 5 3 9 6 

Water pollution / conservation 16 2 4 7 3 

Environment protection as an integral part of 
community development 

8 2 2 3 1 

Population health 5 0 2 3 0 

 

Summary of Observations by the Facilitator 

The following observations are in no particular order; only in the order the facilitator recalled them.  They 
contain opinions and suggestions of the facilitator based on the discussions in the focus groups. 

 

1. What is your opinion about the state of environment in your village (community)? 

The majority of FGDs mentioned a satisfactory state of environment in their community/ village.  In four 
cases responses were positive, in two cases - negative.     

 

2. What are the most acute environmental problems in your village (community) in your opinion? 

This question was asked as an open-ended question with a random response.  Almost all participants 
mentioned the problem(s) related to the place where their own house or plots are situated, however 
some answers referred to the main environmental problems which their village/community has. 

  

3. Which are the main causes of environment problems in your locality in your opinion? 

The majority of FGDs consider the main cause of environment problems in their locality – poverty, however 
some other causes were also mentioned. 

 

4. Which are the main sources of pollution in the agricultural sector in your opinion? 

In current situation (of farming subsistence) the majority of FGDs do not see agriculture as the main 
source of pollution, however some sources of pollution in the agricultural sector were mentioned. 

 

5. How did the land reparceling project influence the state of environment in your community? 

The majority of FGDs consider that there are no changes in the state of environment during so short period of 
time. 

 

6. What agricultural practices have you applied before and after the land reparceling project? 
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The majority of FGDs applied the same agricultural practices before and after the land reparceling 
project. However there are some exceptions. For example, in Busauca and Bolduresti the farmers who 
consolidated the whole field currently perform tillage across the slope instead of along the slope as they did 
before land reparceling “in order not to lose the fertilisers and pesticides during the rainfall”.  

 

7. Would you like to contribute to the improvement of environment in your village / community and how?  

Over 50% of participants of FGDs are eager to contribute with in-kind work to the improvement of 
environment in their communities, especially in Sadova and Bolduresti. 

 

The perceptions of participants of FGDs regarding the concerns/benefits related to land consolidation and 
environment taking into account their current experience and the plans for future development of agriculture in 
their own communities are as follows: 

 The most prominent concern in total was waste management. Although waste management is not 
directly related to land reparceling, the participants of FGDs were concerned about lack of well 
organized waste management practices in their communities. Only in Sadova all participants of FGDs 
mentioned that during the last period the situation related to waste management practices was 
improved.  

 Application of modern technologies with high content of chemicals was the second most frequently 
mentioned category.. The participants of Focus groups mentioned that in order to have a performance 
agriculture farmers should utilize fertilizers, pesticides, irrigation and good agricultural equipment, 
however the modern technologies cause less pollution that old ones. However several participants did 
not consider utilization of chemicals even in big quantities as a concern.  

 Soil degradation/soil erosion control and water pollution/conservation were the third and the forth 
highest concerns/benefits. The majority of participants of FGDs which mentioned these concerns 
consider that land consolidation will create the possibility for soil erosion control and water 
conservation.  

 Management of forest belts was fifth highest concerns. The main concern here is the lack of clear 
procedures of land reparceling in relation to forest belts which belong to the local public authority, but 
they are not managed properly. Only in Bolduresti community the participants of FGDs mentioned that 
Local Council approved a Regulation where the private landowners are responsible for maintaining in 
good order the neighbor forest belts. Several examples were mentioned where farmers were obliged 
to restore the cutting trees in forest belts.  

 Environment protection as an integral part of community development was next. The participants of 
FGDs in Bolduresti and Sadova mentioned that as a result of land reparceling project new businesses 
appeared in communities. They are included in community development plans developed in 
framework of land reparceling projects according to which the environmental protection should be an 
integral part of the development not only for agricultural activities, but for all kind of businesses in 
communities. On the other hand the majority of participants from Bolduresti FGDs mentioned that the 
main barrier in community development is bad state of roads. There are a lot of people, including from 
Bolduresti community which want to invest in their businesses and community development, however 
they are afraid that will lose the quality of agricultural production during transportation to the market.     

Only in FGDs of two communities population health was mentioned as concerns. This again is not directly 
related to land reparceling, but more as a consequences of application of high concentration of chemicals in 
large scale farming and water pollution. 
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5.4 Assesmnent of social impact 

Executive Summary  

This research aims to identify the perceptions of respondents – beneficiaries of the land re-parceling project on 
effects of re-parceling. The re-parceling project was conducted during the years 2008-2010, for a period of 
about 1.5 years.  

The main results of the assessment show the overall positive effect of the project. Most respondents felt an 
imminent improvement in the welfare and a better overall expectation.  However most of them can not quantify 
the immediate economic effects. Most respondents are satisfied with the level and quality of information about 
the project and the availability of project services. With few exceptions, most respondents want to continue or 
expand the project in the future.  

Most respondents did not express any of their opinions neither about the existence of some negative side 
effects following the project implementation, nor about the existence of coercive actions for participation, they 
did not even refer to the disadvantages created in terms of access to the irrigation systems, the channels of 
products sale and marketing.  

As for the structure of income and expenditure, the majority of respondents said that after land consolidation, 
investments into consolidated land increased, but they also brought examples of substantial earnings when 
the most appropriate time was used to sale the cultivated production. 

Some main suggestions of respondents are: project expansion and extension of project duration, enabling the 
council secretary and the tax collector with some functions of contracts authentication, intermediation in 
obtaining certificates of ownership, competence of authorities to procure, through simplified procedures, 
quotas in which case it is impossible to determine the inheritance successor.  

The methodology used within the project consisted of organizing focus groups in each pilot locality with the 
participation of representatives of the beneficiaries of the pilot project selected by the project staff. The 
discussions in the working groups were held at the mayor's office of the respective localities, the respondents 
being asked to provide answers to a set of questions developed according to the methodology (annexed). 
Some of the questions were closed questions, the rest were open ones. The results of the discussions within 
focus groups were exposed in this report, later, their comparative analysis was carried out based on individual 
responses for each locality.  

 

  Comparative Analysis  

1) General perception?  

1.1 The re-parceling did not produce any effect of physical relocation neither of households, nor of 
farmers' assets. 

The comparative analysis of the responses given by respondents from all 6 locations show that  the project 
and re-parceling did not produce any negative effects in terms of reallocation of farmers‟ assets.  

At the same time, almost  45% of famers consider that land remain very much fragmented and that 
aproximately 20% are not satisfied with the mode of using of the land (7,1% and 12,1%). 
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Figure 1: Preferences for the land consolidation 

 
 

1.2 The welfare of farmers is better after re-parceling.  

Most respondents state that re-parceling did not contribute to the welfare of farmers. However, some 
respondents talk about an improvement to any extent (Opaci, Baimaclia, Bolduresti) particularly in terms of 
best hopes for the future.  

The most typical mentioned cases refer to the fact when farmers have consolidated land and have made 
significant investments in planting, purchase of equipment, purchase of modern technologies and even 
provision of constant sources of water to cultivate some crops.  

The most optimistic localities are: Opaci, Boilduresti, Sadova and Baimaclia. The respondent of Buseuca, 
Calmatui were more pessimistic in terms of improvement of the welfare.  

 

1.3 The farmers were not forced to participate against their will.  

In no locality the interviewed respondents have mentioned any form of coercion by authorities, farmer‟s 
holders of adjoining land plots or within farmers‟ household.  

Perhaps, indirectly relevant to this information is the lack of adequate support from local authorities on behalf 
of the secretary for issuance of documents related to re-parceling procedures that can be interpreted as an 
indirect form of influencing the process. Such cases were recorded in Calmatui and Baimaclia.  

 

2) What is the need in re-parceling among farmers with small land areas?  

2.2 The attitudes of households on re-parceling (knowledge of the project, level of satisfaction with the 
procedures, etc.).  

Most of the respondents from all pilot localities gave a positive answer about the knowledge of re-parceling 
project. Most talked about each constituent element of information: general meetings, individual consultations, 
provided individual assistance and  even intermediation of individual negotiations of buyers and sellers of land.  
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Figure 2: Influence of the reparceling land program 

 

 
 

Figure 2 demonstrates that in general the reparceling land program had very good impact on all identified 
aspects- varzing from 40% to 70%: increase in volume of production (70%), implementation of the new 
technology (63,8%), selling and procurement of the land (76%). At the same time land reparceling did not have 
anz negative influences. Of those few negative aspects at the low level, one observes 6,8% of the difficultz for 
irrigation yet 38% even see the pozitive for the irrigation. 

 

2.3 The attitude of households on the effects of re-parceling (perception of family welfare, level of satisfaction 
following the results, etc.)  

Most respondents said that re-parceling had a positive effect. There is also a small number of respondents 
who do not consider that there was any positive change (in particular in Calmatui, Bolduresti). 

The respondents were able to quantify the welfare through expenditure savings for the same cultivated 
consolidated land that is often accompanied by increased integral expenses for consolidated land. The 
respondents mentioned that the expenses on and the time for land processing were reduced. As a whole, the 
positive perception of some better expectations after harvest and a better further evolution, not compulsorily 
economically quantified at the moment.  

Some of respondents indirectly assessed the welfare improvement by making substantial investments into 
consolidated lands. 

 

2.4 The conditions that adversely affect re-parceling: cost of participation, agreement between household 
members, etc.  

Respondents said that the project has facilitated the most important costs for drawing up documents. 
However, most of them stated difficulties of time and procedure for determining the inheritance entitlement 
(through judicial proceedings).  
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In some localities the procedure of drawing up title deeds, legalization of sale and purchase agreements were 
facilitated by the secretary of the council or by innovative actions of the project that reduced individual actions 
of farmers (Calmatui).  

 

2.5 The adverse conditions affecting farmer activities: irrigation, mechanization, inputs, transportation , 
marketing channels, etc.  

The respondents systematically concluded that re-parceling did not have any effect in terms of restricting 
irrigation systems. Irrigation systems were lacking in most of cases lacked. However, some successful cases 
that some respondents talked about referred to more appropriate cultivation of water sources after cultivating 
vegetables on a consolidated land situated near water source. 

None of the respondents have mentioned any restriction or impediment to the access to transport or transport 
routes.  

Most respondents said that re-parceling has not improved the access of farmers to distribution and marketing 
channels. However, in some cases, some respondents talked about some advantages due to a bigger volume 
of harvest that made the negotiation more advantageous. Another example is the cooperation between the 
producers of the same crop that transported and exported their production to another country, which was not 
previously possible as well. Finally a successful example is the use of Internet and television for advertising 
and attraction of intermediates coming to the site in order to buy production and due to a bigger volume of 
harvest.  

 

Figure 3: Accesibility rate for the agricultural services 

 

 
 

The above figure elocventl demonstrates the considerable increase of the access to machine services after 
the project implementation, from 30% to 80% (small and above medium accesibility). The same situation is 
manifeste don the agricultural inputs with the growth from 25% to 65% (small and above medium accesibility). 
Consulting services also became more accesibile 65% – easz accesible and 22,6% – above media 
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accesibility. At the same time the accesibility of marketing and selling services of the agricultural products have 
improved only slightly. 

 

2.6 Impact on equity and social justice  

None of the respondents have made any reference to the change of the situation with regard to the impact on 
social equity.  

 

2.7 Changes in the structure of income and expenditure following re-parceling 

Most respondents referred to an increase of investments made in consolidated land, purchase of equipment 
and technologies for crop cultivation. According to respondents the structure of revenues can not yet be 
quantified and estimated. A single exception, perhaps representing higher revenues from a bigger harvest and 
its storage is the sale at the most appropriate time and at the best price.  

 

2.8 Changes in the capacity of local council’s secretaries to perform relevant notary activities as a result of re-
parceling   

Most respondents appreciated the fact that the secretary of the Council had facilitated the authentication of 
sale and purchase agreement or regretted that this fact was not performed.  

Some respondents talked about the extension of the right of council secretaries or of tax collector to facilitate 
the access to land ownership certificates.  

 

2.9 Social and economic factors positively influencing re-parceling  

Which of the following factors positively and negatively affect the re-parceling (note + for positive and – for 
negative, put in order of priority from 1 and further, of which 1 is the most important):  

Respondents' answers to this question was more elusive, but nevertheless the following effects on re-
parceling were negatively estimated:  

 - political instability;  

 - migration;  

 - increase of fuel prices.  

 

the following positive effects on re-parceling were observed:  

 - foreign investments;  

 - increase of food price;  

 - operation of car stations;  

 - tax incentives;  

           - state subsidies. 

 

 3. Perception of localities  

3.1. Baimaclia 

Baimaclia is located in Cantemir district at a distance of 140 km south-east of Chisinau. The average soil 
quality is about 66 bonitation points hectares, which is higher than the average of Cantemir district (54) and 
the national average (63). In Baimaclia 1,048 owners who had  4,204 registered plots were identified. The 
average area of a parcel of land before the project was 0.73 ha. The average number of parcels of one owner 
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was 5.08, which is also the largest of the six localities. A relatively small number of owners (25%) leased their 
plots. 549 agreements of agricultural land re-parceling were concluded. Only 150 of those identified 1,048 
owners participated in the re-parceling project, constituting 14%. 175 plots were involved in the project through 
exchange and lease of property. 309 ha were exchanged within the project.  

After completion of the project, 56 of participating owners still have agricultural land in the locality. Through the 
project, the number of plots was reduced by 27% to 198. Following the implementation of re-parceling project, 
in Baimaclia, 245 of land transactions were recorded. The costs related to transactions were covered by the 
project for 160 transactions. Total expenditure in connection with land transactions covered by the project 
makes up 23.521 MDL. The average cost per transaction makes up 147 MDL.  

 

Several reasons were cited for performing fewer than expected:  

 - that the land market in the locality is more "speculative" than in the other pilot localities, land owners 
 were reluctant to sell parcels of land located in the middle of blocks of plots already consolidated 
because  the owners were convinced that in future the owner of the neighboring parcels would pay a 
good price for  their plot that would be much higher than the normal market price in the locality.  

 - many transactions had already been done before the project started, a part of land mobility had been 
already used before the project started (many of those who wanted to sell, had already sold).  

 - the village secretary was a hindrance, that was replaced during the project and it took some time for 
the  new person to become familiar with the project and registration procedures.  

The focus groups were attended by 10 respondents representing households participating in the re-parceling 
project.  

As a whole, all respondents were contented with the project achievements and mentioned  positive effects of 
the re-parceling initiative.  

 

General perception 

Re-parceling, effects of physical relocation of households and farmers' assets. 

None of the respondents noted some negative side effects on their household after re-parceling initiative. The 
small number of households participating in the re-parceling and also the fact that only 10 out of 150 
respondents participated in the interviews might have partially affected the findings of the assessment.  

 

The welfare of farmers is better after re-parceling.  

Most of the respondents said that their welfare has increased to some extent, while some respondents said 
that their welfare have not changed.  

Case no. 1 - Through the project we have bought and consolidated 360 ha of arable land, of which 208 of 
orchard and 54 of vineyard. We made investments in crop planting and purchase of  processing technologies, 
now it‟s much more convenient to work on these plots. I expect good results in several years.  

Case no. 2 - I had 6 scattered plots, following the project I managed to consolidate them in 2 parcels, of which 
3 ha was of orchard. We have already invested in the purchase of a tractor and other equipment for the 
mechanization and work on land.  

 

The farmers were not forced to participate against their will.  

No respondent have mentioned any pressure on them for land re-parceling and possibly consolidation. 
Respondents have not referred to any obstacles or other coercions by neighbors in achieving re-parceling and 
consolidation.  
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What is the need in re-parceling among farmers with small land areas?  

The attitudes of households on re-parceling (knowledge of the project, level of satisfaction with the 
procedures, etc.).  

Respondents expressed their positive attitude towards the project although most of them were quite passive 
from the very beginning because of some suspicion. The respondents said that during general meetings and 
individual discussions with project consultants, they have got familiarized with all specific aspects of the 
project. The procedures of the project were clear and the project showed an honest and amiable attitude of 
each of those present.  

 

The attitude of households on the effects of re-parceling (perception of family welfare, level of satisfaction 
following the results, etc.)  

The respondents stated lower costs and less already achieved material benefits. The respondents talked 
about reducing the costs of land processing, saving processing time and monitoring the work of land bought 
prior to re-parceling.  

However some respondents have mentioned that now they spend more time for the activity of farmer because 
they think in terms of investment and use of more advanced technologies.  

Some respondents said they use the labor force outside the household, therefore a part of the time is 
dedicated to human resource management.  

 

The conditions that adversely affect re-parceling: cost of participation, agreement between household 
members, etc.  

The respondents noted that because many owners of plots have died, the procedures of drawing up 
documents became more difficult. Moreover these costs were covered by the respondents. The time for 
documentation was also influenced by judicial procedures of recognizing the successor and  relevant notary 
procedures.  

 

The adverse conditions affecting farmer activities: irrigation, mechanization, inputs, marketing channels, 
transportation, etc.  

No respondent have referred to the more difficult conditions of irrigation availability, particularly taking into 
consideration the fact that in their locality there are no irrigation networks. The respondents stated that the sale 
of harvest became easier because having a larger lot of products they can negotiate a better price with the 
buyers - intermediaries.  

 

3.2. Opaci 

The pilot locality Opaci is located in Causeni district at 100 km south-east of Chisinau. Average soil quality 
makes up about 64 bonitation points hectare, which is similar to the average of Hancesti district (62) and the 
national average (63). Overall 1,762 owners of 5,626 registered plots were identified in Opaci. The average 
area of a parcel of agricultural land prior the project start was of 0.60 ha. The average number of parcels of 
one owner made up 3.19, which is the lowest in all 6 localities. The specific feature of Opaci is that a relatively 
small number of owners (26%) leased plots. 80% of all owners of agricultural land were interviewed during the 
first phase of the project. During interviews, 33% of owners said that they were interested in participating in the 
project. Most of them said they were interested to sell parcels, while many would be interested to exchange 
and some to buy plots.  
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250 agreements of re-parceling agricultural land were concluded in Opaci. The land is owned by project 
participants. The situation on the ownership of agricultural land after project implementation is shown in Plan 2 
(Annex 10). Only 240 out of the 1,762 identified owners from Opaci participated in the re-parceling project by 
exchanging ownership or leasing. This number makes up 14% of all and like in Baimaclia, it is the smallest in 
all six localities. 543 of parcels participated in the project by exchanging ownership and leasing. 283 ha were 
exchanged within the project.  

The structure of agricultural land was improved due to the project. The project involved 240 owners of 
agricultural land. All of them with their 726  parcels made exchange of property. After the project, 142 
participating owners continue to own agricultural land in the locality. Due to the project, the number of parcels 
of agricultural land was reduced by 22% to 563. It is estimated that 70 of plots (with an area of 30 ha) were 
leased under long term lease agreements through the project. It is obvious that the local agricultural structure 
was improved through a combination of property exchange and long-term lease agreements.  

There were many more cases in Opaci than in the other 6 pilot localities when property inheritance rights had 
to be registered before those plots could be transacted. The registration of inheritance is a relatively long 
procedure  involving state notaries. In some localities, including Opaci, the latter were reluctant to conduct 
regular meet in the localities. These numerous cases of inheritance made difficult re-parceling planning and 
consumed much time of  the local land planner. They spent much time for registration of property inheritance 
rights, while that time could be better spent on re-parceling planning.  

The focus groups were attended by 15 respondents representing households participating in the re-parceling 
project.  

As a whole, all respondents were contented with the project achievements and mentioned  positive effects of 
the re-parceling initiative.  

 

General perception  

 

Re-parceling, effects of physical relocation of households and farmers' assets. 

None of the respondents have mentioned any negative side effects on their household after re-parceling 
initiative.  

 

The welfare of farmers is better after re-parceling.  

Most of the respondents said that their welfare has increased to some extent, while some respondents said 
that their welfare has not changed.  

Case no. 1 - We have consolidated 3 ha out of eight parcels on which we planted nut-trees. We bought seeds, 
fertilizers and other necessary stuff.  

Case no. 2 - We have consolidated 3 plots, namely 3.9 ha of orchards, nut and apricot trees. We  invested in 
land cultivation and improvement.  

 

The farmers were not forced to participate against their will.  

No respondent have mentioned any pressure on them for land re-parceling and possibly consolidation. 
Respondents have not referred to any obstacles or other coercion by neighbors in achieving re-parceling and 
consolidation.  
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What is the need in re-parceling among farmers with small land areas?  

The attitudes of households on re-parceling (knowledge of the project, level of satisfaction with the 
procedures, etc.).  

Respondents say that they knew about the launch and the development of the project. Respondents consider 
that the general meetings, individual consultations and information assistance provided by the project. Some 
reluctance and delayed involvement in project are due to the psychological nature of the households.  

 

The attitude of households on the effects of re-parceling (perception of family welfare, level of satisfaction 
following the results, etc.)  

Most respondents consider that re-parceling had a positive effect. Respondents consider that the economic 
benefits can not yet be achieved, only some savings can be identified from the costs of plots processing.  

 

The conditions that adversely affect re-parceling: cost of participation, agreement between household 
members, etc.  

The costs of re-parceling are high, but the mayor‟s office and the secretary provided the necessary assistance 
in registration procedures. The expenses were covered by project sources. However, the costs on realization 
of inheritance right are high in terms of time and price.  

 

The adverse conditions affecting farmer activities: irrigation, mechanization, inputs, transportation marketing 
channels, etc.  

It is easier to harvest a bigger volume of crops. It became easier to sale by advertising and using the Internet. 
Intermediaries are more interested in the large amounts of crops.  

At the same time the access to marketing channels has not been improved. Difficulties still exist because of 
the lack of cooperation between producers.  

 

3.3. Calmatui 

Calmatui is the smallest locality of the six pilot localities. It is situated in Hancesti district, at west of Chisinau, 
close to the national road route Chisinau-Leuseni (continuing to Romania). The average soil quality is about 59 
bonitation points hectares, which is similar to the average of Hancesti district (58) and slightly lower than the 
national average (63). 635 owners of registered 2,022 parcels were identified in Calamite. The average area of 
a parcel of land before the project was of 0.40 ha. Average number of parcels per owner made up 3.69. A 
specific feature of Calmatui is that a large number of owners (90%) leased their plots. Figures in percentages 
for Calmatui are the highest of all six localities. 75% of all agricultural land owners were interviewed during the 
first stage of the project. In interviews, 45% of owners said that they were interested to sell parcels of land, 
while many would be interested to exchange and buy plots. 

As a result of the project implementation in Calmat, 440 of land transactions were recorded. The costs related 
to the transactions were covered by the project for 410 transactions. Total expenditures related to the 
transactions covered by Calmatui project makes up 53,525 MDL. The average cost per transaction is 131 
MDL.  

The focus groups were attended by 8 respondents representing households participating in the re-parceling 
project.  

As a whole, all respondents were contented with the project achievements and mentioned  positive effects of 
the re-parceling initiative.  
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General perception  

Re-parceling, effects of physical relocation of households and farmers' assets. 

None of the respondents noted some negative side effects on their household after re-parceling initiative. 
However the small number of households participating in the re-parceling and also the fact that only 10 out of 
150 respondents participated in the interviews might have partially affected the findings of the assessment.  

 

The welfare of farmers is better after re-parceling.  

Since a few transactions of consolidations were made, the respondents do not think that their situation has 
improved. Most respondents speaking from their experience and knowledge, said that residents did not 
actively involve in the project because owners prefer keeping the current situation.  

Case no. 1- a corporative beneficiary benefited from re-parceling and land consolidation. Therefore it made 
large investments in planting orchards.  

 

The farmers were not forced to participate against their will.  

No respondent have mentioned any pressure on them for land re-parceling and possibly consolidation. 
Respondents did not refer to any obstacles or other coercion by neighbors in achieving re-parceling and 
consolidation.  

 

What is the need in re-parceling among farmers with small land areas?  

The attitudes of households on re-parceling (knowledge of the project, level of satisfaction with the 
procedures, etc.).  

Respondents have expressed their positive attitude towards the project although most of them were quite 
passive from the very beginning because of some suspicion. The respondents said that during general 
meetings and individual discussions with project consultants they got familiarized with all specific aspects of 
the project. The procedures of the project were clear and the project showed an honest and amiable attitude of 
each of those present.  

 

The attitude of households on the effects of re-parceling (perception of family welfare, level of satisfaction 
following the results, etc.)  

The general opinion of respondents was that the project has achieved its goal and those who wanted to 
participate in re-parceling, made it. Further actions of the projects are no longer of current interest.  

 

The conditions that adversely affect re-parceling: cost of participation, agreement between household 
members, etc.  

The respondents noted that because many owners of plots have died, the procedures of drawing up 
documents has become more difficult. Moreover these costs were covered by the respondents.  

Some of respondents were not satisfied with the performance of the secretary that did not facilitate enough re-
parceling activities. The respondents suggested making responsible the council secretary for issuing 
documents related to re-parceling.  

 

The adverse conditions affecting farmer activities: irrigation, mechanization, inputs, transportation, marketing 
channels, etc.  
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The respondents did not find any changes in the larger access to the networks of crop marketing. However 
they did not find any worsening of the access to irrigation network as well.  

 

3.4. Boldureşti 

Bolduresti is located in Nisporeni district at about 100 km west of Chisinau. Bolduresti Village Hall includes 3 
villages. Average soil quality makes up about 70 bonitation points hectares, which is higher than the average 
of Nisporeni district (54) and the national average (63). 1,786 owners of 6006 registered plots were identified in 
Bolduresti. The average area of a parcel of agricultural land prior to the project was of 0.29 ha, which is the 
second lowest in all 6 localities. The average number of parcels of one owner made up 3.36. The specific 
feature of Bordulesti is that a relatively large number of owners (46%) leased plots. 67% of all owners said that 
they were interested in participating in the project. Most of them said they were interested to sell parcels, while 
many would be interested to exchange and some to buy plots. 

Overall 1130 agreements of re-parceling agricultural land were concluded in Bordulesti. The situation on the 
ownership of agricultural land after project implementation, 1,270 out of the 1,786 identified owners from 
Bordulesti participated in the re-parceling project. This number makes up 71% of all and is the second highest 
level of participation of the six localities. 1,347 of parcels participated in the project by exchanging ownership 
and leasing. 371 ha were exchanged within the project. The project involved 1,240 owners of agricultural land. 
715 of them with 2929 parcels made exchange of property. After the project, 666 participating owners continue 
to own agricultural land in the locality. Due to the project, the number of parcels of agricultural land was 
reduced by 28% to 2.117.  

It is estimated that 150 of plots (with an area of 100 ha) were leased under long term lease agreements 
through the project. In Bolduresti, a part of localities areas, 92 ha are covered with fruitless orchards that were 
partially cut by the owner prior to the project. The areas were composed of over 500 plots of land distributed 
following the privatization of land. One local farmer wanted to buy the block of plots and to plant a young 
orchard. During the project, an area of 60 ha was consolidated both by exchange and lease of property. The 
young orchard will be planted in spring 2009.  

As a result of re-parceling project implementation, 1197 of land transactions were registered in Bolduresti. The 
costs related to the transactions were covered by the project for 1180 transactions. The total expenses on 
transactions covered by Bordulesti project makes up 119014 MDL. The average cost per transaction makes up 
101 MDL.  

The focus groups were attended by 17 respondents representing households participating in the re-parceling 
project.  

As a whole, all respondents were contented with the project achievements and mentioned  positive effects of 
the re-parceling initiative.  

 

General perception 

Re-parceling, effects of physical relocation of households and farmers' assets. 

None of the respondents have mentioned any negative side effects on their household after re-parceling 
initiative.  

 

The welfare of farmers is better after re-parceling.  

Most of the respondents said that their welfare has increased to some extent, while some respondents said 
that their welfare has not changed.  
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Case no. 1 - A local company consolidated several plots and thus obtained a large plot of 3 ha for tillage, at 
the same time several plots were consolidated for planting watermelons. Due to consolidation it was possible 
to use some more modern and advanced technologies and investments were simultaneously made.  

Case no. 2- A household consolidated over 500 of plots reducing their number to 80, obtaining a less 
fragmented area of over 40 ha. The process was quite long with difficult negotiations, and because the 
duration of the project was short, they hardly fit in terms of the project. As a result of land consolidation, it was 
possible to make necessary investments in planting and purchase of equipment to work on the land.  

Case no. 3 - A household consolidated 6 separate plots obtaining a consolidated lot of 5 ha, currently used for 
growing sunflower. It invested in fertilizers, built a warehouse to store the crops and sold at the most 
appropriate time the crops obtaining a good profit that would not have been possible at another time.  

 

The farmers were not forced to participate against their will.  

No respondent have mentioned any pressure on them for land re-parceling and possibly consolidation. 
Respondents did not refer to any obstacles or other coercion by neighbors in achieving re-parceling and 
consolidation.  

 

What is the need in re-parceling among farmers with small land areas?  

Participation in terms of demographic structure (e.g. age and sex) and analysis of available statistical data.  

 

The attitudes of households on re-parceling (knowledge of the project, level of satisfaction with the 
procedures, etc.).  

All respondents said that they knew about the activities of the project. All respondents participated in general 
meetings, individual consultations and ongoing assistance provided to persons asking for information within 
the project. However, respondents complained that the project period was very limited, including just a harvest 
season and it would have been better to extended it for two harvest seasons.  

 

The attitude of households on the effects of re-parceling (perception of family welfare, level of satisfaction 
following the results, etc.)  

The respondents said that there were no negative side effects. The perception of an increased wealth can not 
be identified yet, but there is a hope to achieve this goal in future after the current  harvest season .  

 

The conditions that adversely affect re-parceling: cost of participation, agreement between household 
members, etc.  

The respondents mentioned the decrease in the costs for processing and cultivating the land of  the same 
area previously owned by fragments. They also noted the reduction of the time for land processing. The use of 
advanced processing lands techniques and equipment became more profitable.  

 

The adverse conditions affecting farmer activities: irrigation, mechanization, inputs, transportation marketing 
channels, etc.  

The respondents noted that further sale of production is difficult, although their larger yields brought certain 
advantages in negotiating with intermediaries. The situation of irrigation or access to roads was not affected 
following the re-parceling.  
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Changes in the abilities of the secretaries of local councils in carrying out relevant notary activities as a result 
of re-parceling.  

Some respondents suggested that for the land that is not worked and in which case it is difficult to establish 
the right of inheritance, to make possible that the mayor‟s office redeem these plots and then sell them at a 
market price.  

 

3.5. Sadova 

Sadova is located in Calarasi district at about 45 km north-west of Chisinau and 15 km of Calarasi. About a 
half (46%) of the village's agricultural land is covered by forests. Average soil quality makes up about 59 
bonitation points hectares, which is smaller than the average of Calarasi district (50) and the national average 
(63). Land resources are widely used in this village. 1319 owners of 5922 registered plots were identified in 
Sadova. The average area of a parcel prior to the project was of 0.21 ha, which is the smallest area in all 6 
pilot localities.  

The average number of parcels of one owner made up 4.49. The specific feature of Sadova is that almost all 
owners of agricultural land independently work their land (very few parcels are leased). The structure of 
agricultural land in the pilot locality was most dominated by small-scale family type farmers. In Sadova 510 
agreements of replotting agricultural land were concluded. 240 out of 1,319 identified owners from Sadova 
participated in the re-parceling project. This number represents only 18% of the total. 350 parcels of 
agricultural land participated in the project by exchanging and leasing the property. 93 ha of property were 
exchanged.  

The agricultural structure of the locality was improved due to the project. As mentioned above, 240 of 
landowners participated in the project. All these owners with a total of 1171 plots of land exchanged property. 
After the project, 221 owners participating to the projects continued to hold the parcels of agricultural land in 
the village. 41% of owners of agricultural land expressed their interest to participate in the project, but only 
18% of them participated till the end. There are a number of such cases. The main reason is that during the 
privatization process in the village in 90s, geodetic mistakes were committed. For most areas of the village 
(land massive), field boundaries do not match the cadastral map.  

350 of land transactions were registered. The costs of transactions were covered by the project for all  350 
transactions. The total expenses on transactions from Sadova were covered by the project and made up 
24206 MDL. The overall cost per transaction made up 69 MDL.  

The focus groups were attended by 14 respondents representing households participating in the re-parceling 
project.  

As a whole, all respondents were contented with the project achievements and mentioned  positive effects of 
the re-parceling initiative.  

 

 General perception 

Re-parceling, effects of physical relocation of households and farmers' assets. 

None of the respondents mentioned some negative side effects on their household after re-parceling initiative.  

 

The welfare of farmers is better after re-parceling.  

Most of the respondents said that their welfare has increased to some extent, while some respondents said 
that their welfare has not changed.  

The benefits mentioned by the respondents relates to saving land resources used for processing land, the time 
saved for works, costs for the transport of  workers and for the  control over the works.  
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The respondents could not identify the monetary benefits from selling large amounts of crops because the 
period of action of the more consolidated land was too short. However some respondents expect to obtain a 
better harvest and, depending on market price of the harvest, to obtain a better financial benefit.  

 

The farmers were not forced to participate against their will.  

No respondent have not mention any pressure on them for land re-parceling and possibly consolidation. 
Respondents did not refer to any obstacles or other coercion by neighbors in achieving re-parceling and 
consolidation.  

 

What is the need in re-parceling among farmers with small land areas?  

Participation in terms of demographic structure (e.g. age and sex) and analysis of available statistical data.  

 

The attitudes of households on re-parceling (knowledge of the project, level of satisfaction with the 
procedures, etc.).  

The respondents expressed their positive attitude towards the project although most of them were quite 
passive from the very beginning because of some suspicion.  

The respondents said that they had a good knowledge of project actions and offers. They also expressed their 
generally constructive attitude and support.  

 

The attitude of households on the effects of re-parceling (perception of family welfare, level of satisfaction 
following the results, etc.)  

The respondents stated lower costs and less already achieved material benefits. The respondents talked 
about reducing the costs of land processing, saving processing time and monitoring the work of land bought 
prior to re-parceling. However some respondents mentioned that now they spend more time for the activity of 
farmer because they think in terms of investment and use of more advanced technologies.  

Case no. 1 - an owner consolidated several plots near a water source, the latter benefiting from certain 
investments, thus it became possible to achieve a more appropriate cultivation of vegetables, with access to 
water source. Further the owner thinks to cultivate production in greenhouses.  

Respondents say that after consolidation they work harder because they expect better results after the 
invested effort. They began to hire more people to appropriately work the land.  

In terms of investment the respondents mentioned the motoblocks, purchased seeds, planted orchards and 
other multi-annual crops.  

 

The conditions that adversely affect re-parceling: cost of participation, agreement between household 
members, etc.  

The respondents noted that because many owners of plots have died, the procedures of drawing up 
documents became more difficult. Moreover these costs were covered by the respondents.  

The time for documentation was also influenced by judicial procedures of recognizing the successor and  
relevant notary procedures. However the respondents faced difficulties in obtaining property titles because 
each of them moved independently for judicial proceedings  determining inheritance entitlement.  

 

The adverse conditions affecting farmer activities: irrigation, mechanization, inputs, transportation, marketing 
channels, etc.  



 
Assesment of the  rural business development component RISP II                                                                  - 63 - 

 

The respondents noted that because many owners of plots have died, the procedures of drawing up 
documents has become more difficult. Moreover these costs were covered by the respondents. The time for 
documentation was also influenced by judicial procedures of recognizing the successor and  relevant notary 
procedures.  

 

The adverse conditions affecting farmer activities: irrigation, mechanization, inputs, transportation, marketing 
channels, etc.  

No respondent referred to the more difficult conditions of access to irrigation, particularly taking into account 
the fact that there are no any irrigation networks in the locality. The respondents mentioned some cases when 
the project was realized due to the cooperation between several producers who went to other former CIS to 
sell their products.  

The respondents said that other conditions of product marketing and sales did not change, the access to 
markets being still difficult.  

 

Changes in the abilities of the secretaries of local councils in carrying out relevant notary activities as a result 
of re-parceling  

The respondents mentioned the need to review the responsibilities of the Council secretary in order to 
empower him to notify legal documents related to sale and purchase agreement and others.  

3.6. Busauca 

Busauca is located in Rezina district near the road route Chisinau-Rezina at a distance of about 70 km from 
Chisinau. The landscape is hilly. The average soil quality is about 48 bonitation points hectares which is less 
than the average for Rezina district (62) and than the national average (63). Land resources are widely used in 
the community.  

708 landowners with a total number of 3011 registered plots were identified in Busauca. The average area of a 
parcel prior to the project made up 0.50 ha. The average number of parcels of one owner made up 4.72. Only 
9% of landowners lease their plots. The specific feature is that most of landowners independently work their 
land and the agricultural structure in the pilot locality is dominated by small-scale family type farmers. 90% of 
all interviewed landowners said they were most interested in selling the parcels, some of them in exchanging, 
the others in buying land plots.  

Of the identified 708 land owners, 578 owners from Busauca participated in the re-parceling project. Their 
number represents 82% of the total and the highest in all six pilot localities. 987 land plots were involved in the 
project by exchanging parcels and leasing property. 496 ha of land property were exchanged through the 
project.  

There were 907 registered land transactions as an integral part of the implementation of the project of 
agricultural land re-parceling  in Busauca. The costs of 773 transactions were funded by the project. Total 
costs of transactions concluded in Busauca made up 103403 MDL. The average cost per transaction made up 
134 MDL.  

The focus groups were attended by 10 respondents representing households participating in the re-parceling 
project.  

As a whole, all respondents were contented with the project achievements and mentioned  positive effects of 
the re-parceling initiative.  
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General perception 

Re-parceling, effect of physical relocation f households and farmers' assets. 

None of the respondents have noted any negative side effects on their household after re-parceling initiative. 
Also the small number of households participating in the re-parceling and also the fact that only 10 out of 150 
respondents participated in the interviews might have partially affected the findings of the assessment.  

 

The welfare of farmers is better after re-parceling.  

Most of the respondents said that their welfare has increased to some extent, while some respondents said 
that their welfare has not changed.  

Case no. 1 - Through the project we have bought and consolidated 360 ha of arable land, of which 208 of 
orchard and 54 of vineyard. We made investments in crop planting and purchase of  processing technologies, 
now it‟s much more convenient to work on these plots. I expect good results in several years.  

Case no. 2 - I had 6 scattered plots, following the project, I managed to consolidate them in 2 parcels, of which 
3 ha were of orchard. We have already invested in the purchase of a tractor and other equipment for the 
mechanization and work of land.  

 

The farmers were not forced to participate against their will.  

No respondent have mentioned any pressure on them for land re-parceling and possibly consolidation. 
Respondents did not refer to any obstacles or other coercion by neighbors in achieving re-parceling and 
consolidation.  

What is the need in re-parceling among farmers with small land areas?  

The attitudes of households on re-parceling (knowledge of the project, level of satisfaction with the 
procedures, etc.).  

Respondents expressed their positive attitude towards the project although most of them were quite passive 
from the very beginning because of some suspicion. The respondents said that during general meetings and 
individual discussions with project consultants they have got familiarized with all specific aspects of the project. 
The procedures of the project were clear and the project showed an honest and amiable attitude of each of 
those present.  

 

The attitude of households on the effects of re-parceling (perception of family welfare, level of satisfaction 
following the results, etc.)  

The respondents stated lower costs and less already achieved material benefits. The respondents talked 
about reducing the costs of land processing, saving processing time and monitoring the work of land bought 
prior to re-parceling.  

However some respondents have mentioned that now they spend more time for the activity of farmer because 
they think in terms of investment and use of more advanced technologies.  

Some respondents said they use the labor force outside the household, therefore a part of the time is 
dedicated to human resource management.  

 

The conditions that adversely affect re-parceling: cost of participation, agreement between household 
members, etc.  

The respondents noted that because many owners of plots have died, the procedures of drawing up 
documents have become more difficult. Moreover these costs were covered by the respondents. The time for 
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documentation was also influenced by judicial procedures of recognizing the successor and  relevant notary 
procedures.  

The adverse conditions affecting farmer activities: irrigation, mechanization, inputs, transportation, marketing 
channels, etc.  

No respondent referred to the more difficult conditions of irrigation availability, particularly taking into 
consideration that in their locality there are no irrigation networks. The respondents stated that the sale of 
harvest became easier because having a larger lot of products they can negotiate a better price with the 
buyers - intermediaries.  

 

6. CONCLUSIONS     

The first land re-parcelling pilot project implemented in Moldova in August 2007 – January 2009 so far has 
been the largest land re-parcelling/land consolidation pilot project in Central and Eastern European region. 
More than 6.000 landowners have been involved in the process in 6 pilot villages where about half of them 
were interviewed and 2.908 on voluntary basis participated in the project through selling, purchasing, 
exchanging or leasing land parcels (this totals to 40% of all landowners). In total in all 6 villages 1.776 ha have 
changed owner through the project. The agricultural structures in the pilot villages have been improved 
through reduction of fragmentation and enlargement of farm sizes. For the participating landowners, the total 
number of land parcels was reduced from 7.220 to 5.515.  

Also during this first pilot project apart from land re-parcelling many other activities were carried out – analysis 
of institutional, organisational and legal framework necessary for carrying land re-parcelling, setting-up of 
environmental impact assessment principles within this process, designing and implementing training and 
public awareness campaign relevant to local needs. Making an assessment of this exercise, additionally to the 
above mentioned aspects (voluntary participation, big amount of land owners and many small and scattered 
land parcels), it is necessary to draw the attention to the duration of the project – it was very short, only 1,5 
year (18 months). 

After the in-depth study of the pilot land re-parcelling project„s reports, relevant national legislation and policy 
documents, analysis done by the national experts team with the support of the field operator teams (according 
to the special methodology chosen as the most suitable for fulfilling the objective of the study), also after the 
interviews with the representatives of relevant national institutions and individuals related to the land re-
parcelling projects, the following main conclusions could be formulated: 

 

Scope, goal and objectives of land re-parcelling: 

 The method based on the voluntary participation principle used in the first land re-parcelling pilot 
project in Moldova is no doubt the most suitable nowadays and for the nearest future, as it fits the best to the 
mentality of the local people coming from the post soviet era in order to achieve the main objective of land re-
parcelling; 

 The instrument of the land re-parcelling as it was used in the pilot project allows and is the most 
suitable to achieve the main and the most urgent goal of the Government – to create a suitable basis for small 
and medium size farms to rearrange their very small and scattered land parcels in order to create more 
favourable conditions for efficient farming. This also meets the local needs and the increased interest in land 
re-parcelling of the land owners; 

 The instrument of land re-parcelling as it was used during the pilot project is flexible, suitable for 
fulfilment of integrated approach towards the development of rural areas and is in line with the present and 
nearest future EU rural development policy. It allows to seek more goals rather than just to improve agricultural 
structures – it also enables creating suitable territorial basis for alternative land use and alternative activities in 
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rural areas, as well for improving rural infrastructure thus increasing attractiveness of rural areas for wider part 
of the society. 

Procedure of land re-parcelling/land consolidation: 

 Procedure of land re-parcelling applied in the pilot project allows to achieve the most ambitious 
objectives relevant to rearrangement of the territory, therefore it could be treated as the modern and powerful 
instrument of such purpose; 

 Nevertheless, land re-parcelling/land consolidation in Europe is seen as the instrument to facilitate 
(not substitute) the land market development thus creating attractiveness for investment. There would be 
needed to analyse more in detail the possibilities to use land consolidation as a tool for accelerating land 
market development in Moldova; 

 Land re-parcelling could create more benefits to individuals and the whole society if having prepared 
comprehensive territorial development plans (general plans) for the country at the national and/or community 
level. Absence of such territorial planning system (top-down) hinders the long-term development at the local 
level; 

 Nowadays it is very important to have the long-term environmental development strategy, which could 
also be a part of the comprehensive plan and would better allow to meet the environmental requirements at 
the local level, as well would support improvement of environmental situation at local and national level; 

 It is evident that the mistakes in the cadastre and register of the land parcels are the big obstacle for 
successful land re-parcelling – it costs money and time to improve it, therefore it hampers the process. 
Common solutions should be found to avoid this in the future; 

 The procedure for notaries involvement in land re-parcelling should be clearly defined; 

 Duration of the land consolidation project is too short, as many participants need more time to think 
and prepare themselves for the efficient participation, also more time is needed for documentary settlings and 
solving of problems related to the mistakes in cadastre and register database; 

 Big problem is absence of the land owners having the land in the project territory. In order to solve this 
problem, a special procedure should be foreseen – maybe via establishing a temporary land fund for the 
project territory or other possible solutions; 

 Unsettled heritage also hinders the process of land re-parcelling. Until the heritage is solved, land 
transactions can not take place – this also should be solved before starting a new range of land re-parcelling 
projects; 

 Procedure for initiative to start land re-parcelling should be reviewed in order to make to possibility to 
join land re-parcelling for wider range of ordinary people (land owners), all type of farms, in such a way making 
land re-parcelling public type project; 

 Big constrain for the successful re-arrangement of certain territory via the land re-parcelling project is 
the local technological roads (for agricultural services) owned by the local public administration – this should 
be reconsidered in a way that the land under such roads participate in the land re-parcelling project in order to 
make the rearrangement efficient. 

Public participation and awareness building: 

 Land re-parcelling became visible during the pilot project – many people became aware about the 
benefits of land re-parcelling/land consolidation. The widest possible public awareness is very important for the 
success of land re-parcelling when applying the voluntary approach; 

 Local stakeholders involvement procedure during the pilot project is very good example of such step 
within the process and deserves compliments – it should continue like this in the future. Though there is still 
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some space for awareness and involvement of the representatives of other interrelated institutions in the land 
re-parcelling process in order to widen participatory approach. 

Institutional, organisational and legal framework: 

 As the first land re-parcelling pilot project under the request of the Government of the Republic of 
Moldova was carried out under the Rural Investment and Services Project II (RISP II) programme with the 
assistance of the experienced foreign experts, together with the representatives of national extension service 
(ACSA), the very first attempts in this field are being evaluated very positive. The know-how was transferred 
further on with the second pilot project in 40 villages, with certain participation of the Government sector. 
Though it should be noted that now is time to strengthen Government sector in managing this process so that 
they have sufficient administrative capacities to lead the process of land re-parcelling for many coming years, 
as there no doubt is evident a big need for it; 

 There is an urgent need to have a strategy for the future land re-parcelling process/land consolidation 
in Moldova. It should be a comprehensive document, taking into consideration various aspects related to 
successful implementation of land re-parcelling for certain period of time (long-term strategy). Such a strategy 
should be synchronised with the wider strategy of the territorial development (including the environmental part) 
of Moldova; 

 Revision of the existing legal framework is also needed – it should be a wide package of the legal acts 
to be reviewed, not only related to land re-parcelling/land consolidation procedure itself, but also should 
encounter selling and leasing procedure of land, certain aspects related to cadastre and register norms, notary 
actions in relation to land re-parcelling, local public administration. 

Financial framework: 

 It is no doubt that the burden of financing of land re-parcelling shouldn’t be put on the shoulders of the 
land owners in the nearest future – their financial situation simply wouldn‟t allow to participate them in land re-
parcelling. Maybe this could and should be reconsidered later, when the land owners are better-off and could 
contribute (though to a minimum amount) to co-financing of this process; 

 Land re-parcelling pilot project demonstrated that it covers a big territory, many land owners, trying to 
solve as many problems that are being recognised at the moment, thus could be treated as the public project. 
Normally such projects are financed from the public budget. Therefore it was wise to include land re-parcelling 
component into the RISP II project, seeking to accelerate agricultural recovery and growth in Moldova, as the 
proper territorial basis is essential for better economy and life in general in rural areas. 

General conclusion: 

The first land re-parcelling pilot project in Moldova should be treated as a timely, excellent and modern tool to 
improve the situation in rural areas, in particular to diminish the fragmentation of agricultural land parcels, to 
improve their shape and size, to solve the mistakes in cadastre and register, to create more favourable 
conditions for farming and living.  

This pilot action also contributed to a great extent to building-up national administrative capacities and raising 
public awareness on the benefits of land re-parcelling/land consolidation, as well as highlighting weak parts of 
the existing national legislation that could be improved in the nearest future in order to create suitable 
conditions for efficient, EU oriented rural development practice in Moldova. 
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7. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Develop, discuss with wider society the long-term National land re-parcelling/land consolidation strategy (with 
the special part of the short-term perspective) and approve it at the Government level – this should be a 
realistic (in terms of implementation) roadmap for the future success of land re-parcelling in Moldova. Foresee 
land re-parcelling/land consolidation as an evolving instrument to achieve maybe less goals and objectives 
from the beginning, but more – after on, when the knowledge and practice are in place, the society is more 
aware about the possibilities with land consolidation; 

2. National land re-parcelling/land consolidation strategy should serve as the basis for the amendments of the 
institutional, organisational and legal framework related to land re-parcelling. It should also serve as the basis 
for developing a more comprehensive territorial development (including environment part) approach, closely 
involving other relevant ministries and institutions (e.g. Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Justice, Local 
public administrations, State Enterprise ,,Cadastru” and others). In particular, the main suggestions related to 
the amendments of the legal framework are as follows: 

 Review the Land Code (Codul funciar)– strengthening regulation of the procedure of land re-parcelling 
and amending the part related to selling and leasing of agricultural land so, that it would facilitate 
improvement and enlargement of agricultural structures, also the development of the land market. It is very 
important that the duration of the land re-parcelling project should be foreseen for at least 22-24 months; 

 Review the Law on Real Estate Cadastre (Legea cadastrului bunurilor imobile) so, that participation of 
many land owners in the project of land re-parcelling would be simplified, less expensive and bureaucratic 
(one representative should be authorised instead of all the project participants to request for the extracts of 
the records from the Real Estate Register). Maybe also the possibility to introduce a new type of 
Agreement – Land re-parcelling/land consolidation Agreement (as it is, for example, in Lithuania) should be 
considered as a way towards simplification and clarity with land re-parcelling; 

 Review the Law on Notary (Legea cu privire la notariat) – it could simplify the process of land re-
parcelling, if local public administrations would be authorised to request extract records from the Real 
Estate Register for the land parcels participating in the land re-parcelling project, as well if the local public 
administrations would be authorised request for the necessary for the project implementation documents 
from the State Tax inspectorate and the Social Fund. This would also diminish the costs of land re-
parcelling. Also availability of the Notaries to undertake visits to the local area for consultations and 
concluding the contracts related to land re-parcelling would enormously simplify the process; 

 Review the Law on Local Public Administration (Legea privind administratia publica locala) so, that the 
public land under the technological roads would be available for rearrangement of the territory via the land 
re-parcelling project. 

3. Land re-parcelling since the year 2007 became visible process and more clear to the various groups of society 
(Government, land management professionals, land owners, local public administration, other groups of 
stakeholders), therefore it is important to continue this process with no stop and no loss of the input made 
(around 70 persons educated to facilitate and carry out land re-parcelling). The Government should 
immediately make an urgent action plan on continuity of land re-parcelling process. This should include: 

 Strengthening of administrative capacities at national and then local level, setting-up of monitoring and 
evaluation system for the supervision of the land re-parcelling process. Therefore the Department of Land 
Improvements and Land Fund in the Ministry of Agriculture and Food Industry should be given a special 
attention; 

 Discussions with all possible donors regarding the available funding for as much land re-parcelling 
projects as possible should be carried out immediately. It could also be brought into consideration the 
possibility to co-finance such projects from the national budget – this would be a big incentive for the 
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donors, as well as for the Government to search for the available funding of land re-parcelling, also would 
put more responsibility to the Government to secure continuation of the process that is so needed to the 
country itself and to its people; 

 Training and public awareness campaign on land consolidation at all possible levels, for different 
groups of interest should be continued – win the hearts and minds of Moldovan people!  

 Various studies demonstrated the importance of women‟s participation in the land re-parcelling 
process – this issue is really important and should be highlighted in the rural development process; 

 Guidance book on land re-parcelling should be developed, as it proved itself as a useful and practical 
instrument in many countries where land re-parcelling just started; 

 Participation in the European land re-parcelling/land consolidation experts’ network is very helpful for 
strengthening of administrative capacities and finding the new ways for facilitating land re-parcelling 
process in Moldova.  

It is clear that the multidisciplinary approach will remain in the EU rural development policy after 2013. 
Moldova‟s first experience with land re-parcelling is fully in line with the EU rural development policy and 
encourages seeking for the European funding schemes, therefore study, investigate and try to anticipate on 
European funding schemes as much as possible! 

 

General recommendation: 

The Government of the Republic of Moldova should take all possible actions immediately and find the 
counterparts to proceed forward with the land re-parcelling/land consolidation. The input made since the year 
2007 is too valuable to lose it now! 

Recommendation to the Government to make an urgent action plan to safeguard continuity of land re-
parcelling in Moldova is a very short-term and easily implemented task that could be fully implemented by the 
present Government. Assistance of the rich European experts‟ network on land consolidation by giving 
valuable and quick advices is also possible (with no additional payment). 

 


