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3. I. Objective 

The objective of this report is to review current policies, legislation and regulations governing the agricultural sector, for the cereals and livestock sector and to provide a review of trade situation and issues, present the main constraints/opportunities for Romanian farmers to access subsidies, after the new legislative framework (2002-2003). The paper also presents a brief review of agricultural sector, its role in the economy and tackles competitivenss issues, in order to provide a clear picture of the significant problems and specificity of the Romanian agri-food sector and provide a background for possible technical assistance sector specific interventions. 

The report starts with an overview of the agri-food sector in the Romanian economy. Next, trade situation is described. The forth chapter covers the grain sector, and its particularities mainly derived from the specificity of the farming structure and the constraints in the development of marketing structures. The next chaper brifly decribes the agricultural policies instruments and any development between 2002-2003 and state role, followed by an overview of the livestock sector and trade related issues.  
II. Executive summary

Over the past ten years, Romania’s agriculture sector has deteriorated and the country’s global competitiveness has fallen far behind that of other eastern European countries.  Today, agriculture remains one of the most important sectors in the Romanian economy, representing nearly 45% of employment and 11.7% of the country’s total gross domestic product (GDP).  Food consumption has deteriorated due to drop in national production and population’s incomes, amplified by unemployment and high inflation rates. The Romanian overall consumption level is lower than
 in most of Central and Eastern European countries and is characterized by:  high consumption of bread and cereal products representing the basic food items for all household types. The cereals provided in 2002 about 45.5% of calories in population’s diet (50.6% in the rural area), low consumption of meat and meat products, compared to the European average (about 80 kg. /capita), increased milk and dairy products consumption, mainly due to increased self-consumption; and a very high share of consumption of household own resources for certain products such as eggs and milk.
The main feature of farm operations in Romania is the dual pattern of farming, with small, quasi-subsistence household farms far outnumbering commercial (private or state-owned) farms operating large areas of land. Grain markets in Romania are still in a state of transition. Even the basic reforms are now completed (state controls have been removed, international and domestic trade in grain is unrestricted), the private sector storage and trading system is at an early stage of development: many storekeepers have only recently acquired their assets, typically through management-employee buy-outs, and the financing mechanism for private traders and millers to acquire the crop are not yet fully functioning. International trading companies have entered the market and are actively seeking opportunities, mainly in the external trade in grain.

The competitiveness of the grain sector would increase by tackling the main weaknesses of  the sector: poor technical (and business) ability of farmers to operate, outdated mechanisation technology and low or inefficient input use, high prices for inputs that reflect the risks involved for bad debt (problems of late or non-payment currently affects 30-40% of total sales), enforcement of legal contracts, better access to finance which is currently difficult and expensive, there is still little or no preferential pricing for different quality, very little market information, high bad debts and slow debt recovery, currently there are no future trading and forward contracts, and transaction costs are high due to high storage and transport costs. 

Government new agricultural policies aim to copy the E.U model, the new mechanisms put in place in 2002 and 2003 provided a measure of stability; however, the too high aims pursued by their initiators turned them into excessively intricate, hence restrictive, instruments for many farmers. MoAF’s legitimate aim to target the subsidies as accurately as possible to eligible users ended up in the development of mechanisms requiring a large amount of eligibility monitoring and approval effort. Uncertainty about the availability of the promised financial support is another issue. The amended version of the EO provided that family farms were, in theory, also eligible for the subsidization of their marketed farm output. However, to get the subsidies is a rather complicated process which comprises not only the preparation of the applicant’s file for a specific subsidy, but also registration of the farm operation. 

The new policies targeted almost exclusively the big commercial farms and excluded from any kind of state financial support the subsistence family/household farms that represents the majority of farms in Romania. Since 2001 Government chose to intervene for the adjustment of the farming pattern by allocating nearly all MA-available budget and non-budget resources to large farms that were referred to as “commercial”.

As in most years, policies are “adjusted”, being mainly driven by crisis situations, usually with the aim of ensuring consumer requirements and domestic demand or protect local production. The package of Government emergency actions to manage this year’s crisis also includes: increased subsidization of the seeds for planting in the fall of 2003 (mentioned GD 817 dated July 3, 2003); 2 million ROL/hectare payments to under-5 ha farms in order to resume the agricultural cycle in fall (not yet prepared); and a significant appropriation (ROL 300 billion) to pay for 50 per cent of the price of irrigation facilities.

The composition of the agri-food trade still reveals the inadequate structure and the low competitiveness of the Romanian food processing industry. The largest share of the unprocessed or low-processed agro-food products (live animals accounted for 25% of the total value of agri-food exports in 2002; imports of live animals, especially pork, pork meat and poultry meat, accounted for $187.1 million which represent about 16% of the total value of agri-food imports in 2002) and the increasing trend of highly processed agri-food products testifies those affirmations. The main destinations of agri-food trade during the last decade were EU and CEFTA, which accounted for more than half of total. In 2002 the share of EU and CEFTA in the total agri-food exports accounted for 63%, whilist in the total agri-food imports accounted for 58.5% and in the total agri-food trade balance for 55%.

Livestock industry competiviness and improved quality of fresh and frozen meats would be achived by supporting good manufacturing practices and Hazard Analysis Critical Control Points (HACCP) methods and strengthening the adoption of quality and standards similar to the E.U. or international equivalents, improved feed and forage practices on livestock farms, and development of improved policies and regulations to promote exports of processed products. 
III. Agri-food sector in the Romanian economy
Romania is an East-European country with a significant agrarian potential
, through its natural resources, which at present are used inneficiently or under-utilized. During the transition period to a market-oriented economy, agriculture has and still plays an important social and economic role, offsetting the strong economy decline and absorbing the labor resources migrating from other industries or rejected from the labor market. Farming is for many people a way of living
.
III. 1. Romanian agri-food pattern revealed by main indicators

Agriculture’s importance in the economy (revealed by the share of value added in GDP) increased in the first period of transition (from 14% in 1989 to 19%-20% in the period 1990-1996) and diminished in the following years, up to 11.7 % in 2002. The share of population employed in agriculture from total employed population, almost continuously increased in the transition period, from 27.5% in 1989 to 40.1% in 2001 but this has not resulted in agricultural production increase
. The results of the population census (June 2003), reveal that in 2002 were 2,214 million persons occupied in agriculture (28.3% in the total employment). This is not due to the improvement of labor productivity in the sector; it might be a consequence of a different methodology adopted by the INS for evaluating this indicator. (See Fig.1).  

Fig 1. Agriculture in the Romanian economy
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Source: based on National Institute for Statistics data
A comparative analysis of gross value added (GAV) by sectors, shows different trends: total and industrial GAV have a similar shape while the agricultural GAV has a complete different evolution, during transition period (it has been constantly higher than 1989
 and shows important variations, which are mainly caused by: a strong dependence on the weather conditions
, significant changes in the ownership
 and farming structures as well as to irregular price evolutions.) In the agri-food sector GAV decreased in first period of transition and recovered starting to 1995
 (See Fig 2).
Fig.2: Gross Value Added
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Source: based on National Institute for Statistics data, estimations for period 2000-2001

During the transition period, the Gross Agricultural Output (GAO) showed a decreasing trend, but lesser as compared to other sectors. The agricultural production structure changed significantly: from 53% crop and 47% livestock share in total GAO in 1990 to 63 % crop respectively 36% livestock share in GAO in 2001 (See Fig.3). 

Fig.  3 Gross Agricultural Output
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                  Source: based on National Institute for Statistics data

Food consumption has been under the influence of a continuous deterioration due to drop in national production and population’s incomes, amplified by unemployment and high inflation rates. The Romanian overall consumption level (See Table 1) was lower than
 in most of Central and Eastern European countries and is characterized by:  

· High consumption of bread and cereal products that represents the basic food items for all household types. The cereals provided in 2002 45.5% of calories in population’s diet (50.6% in the rural area), 

· Low consumption of meat and meat products, compared to the European average (about 80 kg. /capita). Pork and chicken meat account for 75-80% of total fresh meat consumption
,

· Increase of milk and dairy products consumption, mainly due to domestic production increase (self-consumption);

· Very high share of consumption from household own resources for certain products such as eggs and milk. 

Table 1.Yearly average consumption per capita, for livestock products1)
	Product
	Unit
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	Milk & dairy products
	l
	140.1


	163.3
	163.7
	176.9
	179.5
	188.6
	192.7
	192.4
	194.4
	194.0
	193.0
	197.4
	

	Eggs
	pcs.
	246
	241
	196
	190
	194
	197
	199
	186
	201
	206
	208
	227
	171

	Meat 2)
	kg
	61
	54.4
	45.8
	47.7
	49.6
	51.2
	50.2
	48.5
	51.2
	48.3
	46.3
	44.8
	38

	Animal fats
	kg
	…
	…
	…
	…
	4.4
	4.4
	4.1
	3.7
	3.4
	3.3
	3.4
	3.0
	

	Calories (number)
	per day
	3038
	2832
	2679
	2972
	2886
	2933
	2953
	2933
	2959
	2981
	3020
	2485
	2476




Notes:
1) available for consumption

2) Fresh meat equivalent; in the period 1994-2000 edible offal’s are also included

Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook, 2001, 2000,1997, 1992

III.2. Trade situation

Trade, and particulary agricultural trade has influenced in the past year the overall trade balance and economic situation in Romania. Until 1990 Romania has traditionally been a net exporter of agricultural products, with its significant agricultural potential and relative comparative natural advantages in this field. The agricultural trade during 1990-2002 (Fig. 4) shows a considerable change, from a net-exporter position before 1990 to a net-importer status after, with a deficit worth over $5.9 billion in the last twelve years. The share of agricultural exports in the total varied between 6-8% in 1991-1999, and decreased to 3.1-3.8 % in 2000 -2002. The share of agricultural imports in the total represented 9-16% in the period 1990-1994 and fluctuated between 6-8% after.
Fig. 4 Romanian agro-food trade between 1990-2002
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The composition of the agri-food trade still reveals the inadequate structure and the low competitiveness of the Romanian food processing industry. The largest share of the unprocessed or low-processed agro-food products
 (live animals accounted for 25% of the total value of agri-food exports in 2002; imports of live animals, especially pork, pork meat and poultry meat, accounted for $187.1 million which represent about 16% of the total value of agri-food imports in 2002) and the increasing trend of highly processed agri-food products
 testifies those affirmations. 

The main destinations of agri-food trade during the last decade were EU and CEFTA, which accounted for more than half of total. In 2002 the share of EU and CEFTA in the total agri-food exports accounted for 63%, whilist in the total agri-food imports accounted for 58.5% and in the total agri-food trade balance for 55% (See Fig. 5).

Romanian trade for agri-food products is fully liberalized, with no trade restrictions or quantitative quotas. For a reduced number of products there are issued imports licenses with the aim of exclusive statistical and monitoring purposes. Romania is a member of World Trade Organization (since 1994) and applies the rules established by Agricultural Agreement and complies with the agreements sets through the multilateral agreements. A large part of trade with agri-food products is undertaken according to the provisions of Free Trade Agreements, of which Romania is part of. Through these Agreements, which have the aim of improving the access of Romanian products to partners markets, a number of important facilities for Romanian agri-food products have been obtained, which led to an increase in exports. 

The agricultural trade with countries members of the European Union is undertaken through the Association Agreement which Romania has signed in 1993. 

Starting 1997 Romania is also member of the Free Trade Central European Agreement (CEFTA). The agreement had as main objective the reduction or elimination of custom duties for a substantial number of agri-food products between member countries. Romania has  signed a number of bi-lateral agreements, such as the Free Trade Agreement with Republic of Moldova, whereby there is full trade liberalization between the two countries. In 1998 Romania signed a Free Trade Agreement with Turkey, and in 2001 a Free Trade Agreement with Israel for a number of agri-food products which where subject to negotiation between the two Parts.

Romania is Member of other international trade agreements such as: the World System of Trade Preferences between the developing countries (since1988); Economic Association of Free Trade (since 1993); The protocol of the 16 (since 1978) according to which tariffs preferences are applied, meaning import custom duties reduction for member countries. Romania has signed the “Memorandum of Understanding for trade liberalization” of the Stability Pact from South-East Europe and has finalized the negotiations for the Bilateral Agreements with the Republic of Macedonia, Republic of Albania, Yugoslavia and Bosnia-Herzegovina. These agreements aims trade concessions for agri-food products and will come into force after the ratification of these between Parts.

Fig. 5 Agri-food trade between 1990-2002
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III.2.1. Analysis of recent imports and exports

III. 2.1.1. Background

The trade balance for agri-food products continued to be negative in 2000-2003. This could be explained by reduced agricultural supply, mainly cause by low production, hence, a limited availability for products to exports and an almost flat level of imports to satisfy the domestic demand. The trade pattern remained almost constant, with increased imports of about 1.2 billion $ in 2001 and 2002 exports not exceeding less that half a billion dollars during this period.

Table 2. Romania Agri-food trade balance2000-2003*

-mil. $-

	
	2000
	2001
	2002
	1st Q 2003

	Exports
	338,4
	433,3
	434,3
	82,0

	Imports
	931,9
	1206,8
	1173,5
	334,1

	Balance
	-593,5
	-773,5
	-739,2
	-252,1


Fig. 5 Romanian International trade for agri-food products 2000-2003
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Interestingly to note that the export patters remained the same in the past two years, with a high share of un-processed products, the main exported agricultural and food products being mainly live animals (sheep, goats, beef and horses), cereals (wheat, barley and corn), oilseeds, wines, some vegetables and fruit varieties, sunflower oil, baked products, honey and cheeses. In 2002 the main export destinations for cereals were: Spain, Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Tunis, while for live animals were: Croatia, Greece, Syria, and Italy. Exports of cereals and live animals accounted for 42% of the total export share of agri-food products in 2002. Romania has a comparative advantage in wine production and its exports faced an increase during these period, from 254 thou.hl in 2000, to 395 thou.hl in 2001 and doubling the exports in 2002 as compared to 2000 to a total of 505 thou. 
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Fig. 6 Cereals exports (wheat, barley and corn)
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Fig. 7 Live animal exports (sheep, goats, cattle and horses)

The main imported agri-food products between 2000-2003 are: pork and poultry meat, sugar, fish and canned fish, rice, cigarettes and tobacco, coffee and citrus. Imports are still at high levels due fact that: 

1) Some imports are increasingly needed to covering the domestic demand (sugar, pork meat and live pigs, fishes, and canned fish, rice and forages), 

2) Certain imported products are not produced in Romania such as citrus, bananas, coffee etc) and 

3) Another category is of imported producs are needed to cover local demand in certain periods of the year (such as fruits and vegetables, fresh or processed, ocean fishes or certain varieties of cheeses).

It is interesting to note that in the past three years meat products have increasing imports, pork meat imports for instance have increased four times from a low 22,400 tons to 80,800 in 2002. In 2003, imports of pork meat are expected to increase at similar levels. 
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Fig. 8 Pork meat imports, 2000-2003

Fig. 9 Poultry meat imports, 2000-2003
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Fig. 10 Sugar imports, 2000-2003
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Table 3
Romania agricultural trade by region
  -mil. $-

	
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Trim. I 2003

	
	Export
	Import
	Export
	Import
	Export
	Import
	Export
	Import

	Total:
	338,5
	931,9
	433,3
	1206,8
	434,3
	1173,5
	82
	334,1

	EU
	161,4
	295,8
	234
	389
	222
	443,3
	36
	108,9

	CEFTA
	50,9
	210,5
	62
	290
	54,9
	243,7
	14,4
	76,9

	USA
	3
	35,5
	2,5
	62
	4,4
	106,5
	1
	25,2

	Moldova
	8,2
	23,4
	11
	18,1
	16,8
	28,7
	3
	12

	Turkey
	25,6
	40,6
	12,6
	49,1
	20,4
	47,8
	3,8
	17,8

	Other countries
	89,4
	326,1
	111,2
	398,6
	115,8
	303,6
	23,8
	93,1


III. 2.1.2. Romania trade evolution with the European Union 

Romania’s most important trade partner has been the European Union in the past two years with whom the largest trade flows have occurred since Romania signed off the Association European Agreement. However, in 2002 the trade balance was negative, of about 220 million. 

Table 4
Romania trade balance with the European Union

-mil. $-

	
	2000
	2001
	2002
	1st Quart. 2003

	Export
	161,4
	234,5
	220,0
	35,9

	Import
	295,8
	388,8
	443,3
	108,9

	Balance
	-134,4
	-154,3
	-223,3
	-73,0


Fig 11. Romania trade flows with the EU, 2000-2003 Romania – UE
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The largest exports with the EU have been registered in 2001 when the export trade share accounted to 54% of total agri-food exports. The products with the largest share where: live sheep, sunflower seeds, wine, fresh or refrigerated vegetables, live cattle, wheat, and natural honey. The main export countries were: Italy, Greece and Germany. To easy access to this market, Romania has already agreed with the EU on a free trade zone, which acts very dynamically. This has been the case as exports to the EU have gradually increased since 2000, from $161.4 mil. in 2000 to $234.5 mil. in 2001 and $222 mil. in 2002. Only in the first quarter of 2003 exports to EU accounted to $109 mil. which is about half of 2002 exports. However, the export trade path has also been accompanied by increased imports during this period, but from countries original from the EU against countries of other origins.

In 2002 a new round of negotiations between EU and Romania have ended, concluded with an agreement on a larger number of products for which the two parts have eliminated duties, either for unlimited quantities, or for annual quotas for products considered to be trade sensitive. The results of these negotiations were effectively into force on 1st April 2003 (Law no.73 from 03/11/2003 for the ratification of Protocol concerning commercial aspects of the European Agreement).

Basically the results of these negotiations are the following:

1. Agreement on two list of products, for which both Parts would eliminate the custom duties ad-valorem for unlimited quantities, such as for:

· Live animals, high reproduction animals of pure breeds;

· Flowers, bulbs, etc.;

· Citrus and tropical flowers;

· Other types of seeds;

· Fried coffee;

· Oil of industrial use; etc

2. Total and unilateral liberalization by the European Union of imports from Romania of apple juice, cucumbers, natural honey;

3. Increased reduction of custom duty for imports in EU of live cattle from Romania from 80 to 90%;

4. Agreement on another category of products for total liberalization according to double zero or double profit concept, including mutual elimination of custom duties either within the framework of annual tariffs or for unlimited quantities. For these products no export subsidies will apply. 

Table 5. Romania exports and imports quotas to and from EU

	 Product
	Romania exports to EU
	Imports from EU to Romania

	Wheat
	230.000
	125.000

	Flour Wheat
	2250
	2250

	Corn for consumption

Corn hybrids
	149.000

1.000
	36750

1.000

	Other cerelas
	unlimited
	Unlimited

	Rice
	-
	10.000

	Malt 
	10.000
	10.000

	Beef meat
	3.000
	3.000

	Beef organs, meat and salty organs, smoked, dry 
	100
	100

	Cans and prepared beef meat. 
	500
	500

	Live sheep and sheep meat
	unlimited
	Unlimited

	Melasa
	unlimited
	Unlimited


According to trade statistics the main imported products during 2000-2003 are: pork and poultry meat, cigarettes and tobacco, food products, sugar and ethylic alcohol. The share of agri-food imports in total imports from EU is fairly high, representing 32% in 2000 and an increased 37% in 2002.

III. 2.1.3. Romania trade evolution with the CEFTA countries

CEFTA countries hold the second place as share of total trade with agri-food products. The balance reached its negative peak in 2002, as Table 6 below shows, and the negative trend seem to remain in 2003 too. Exports to EU reached its highest levels in 2001 ($62.5 million  (14.4% of total exports) and imports reached $289.8 million  (24% of total). In this year the total trade deficit was the highest, $227 million, since Romania joined CEFTA. 

Table 6.Trade balance with CEFTA countries

                                                 -mil. $-

	
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Trim. I 2003

	Export
	50,9
	62,5
	54,9
	14,3

	Import
	210,5
	289,8
	243,7
	76,8

	Balance
	-159,6
	-227,3
	-188,8
	-62,5
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Fig. 12. Agri-food trade with CEFTA countries

The main exported products to CEFTA are oil and meals of sunflower, baked products, pastries products, live sheep, some fruits varieties.  Hungary is by far the main trade partner 55,7% of exports and 63,9% of imports. The main imported products in 2000-2003 were: pork meats and live pigs , wheat and flour wheat, animals feeds, and malt. 

Due to various market and trade distortions caused by changes in agricultural policies of CEFTA member countries, Romania has imposed temporary trade measures in the relation with CEFTA countries. Countries like Poland, Czech Republic or Hungary, where stocks for pork meat are large, has provided export subsidies. In the first four months of 2003 the imports of pork meat have been at high levels, as compared to last year figures. Markets distortions occurred especially due to a high drop in prices, Polish meat for instance reaching Romania market at prices 100-200 $/mt below domestic price. In order to protect domestic producers, Romanian Government has proposed a draft Government Decision to impose some protection measures. 

III.2.1.4. Romania’s agri-food trade with the United States

Romania’s trade deficit with the US has steadly increased last year, following a general increase of $ 44.5 million, compared to last year. In 2002 some U.S. products have had very high increases: soybean (+252%), poultry meat imports doubled (+109%), and tobaccos and cigarettes imports increased by 40%. Following negotiations between USTR, USDA and Romania, in lign with the objective was to align trade duties at similar levels as with the EU, has improved access to U.S. for imports of beef livers, nuts, raisins, sunflower seeds, and wine to Romania (See Gov. Dec. no. 1493/12/18/2002) and starting May 2003 for bourbon whiskies (according to Gov. Dec. no. 505 of 04/24/2003).

Table 7.  Trade balance with the United States

-mil.$-                                

	
	2000
	2001
	2002
	Trim. I 2003

	Export
	3,0
	2,5
	4,4
	0.9

	Import
	35,5
	62,0
	106,5
	25,2

	Balance
	-32,5
	-59,5
	-102,1
	-24,3


The main imported products from US are presented in the Annex (Tables 25-28). Of exported products to U.S., the highest share cheese products, wines, mineral waters, natural honey, caviar, baking products and pastries (See Tables 29-32).
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Fig. 13. Trade balance with the U.S.

III.2.2. Increased Market Access and Trade Constraints

III. 2.2.1. Tariffs

Romania usually applies ad valorem tariffs for imports of agri-food products. The level of import tariffs bindings is established according to WTO commitments and represents maximum protection levels. The actual import tariffs (MFN) have historicaly been lower than the bindings and represent the sole trade instrument used at the border. These are established annually by the Government, usually with the aim of ensuring protection to domestic producers. In addition to this, generally it is stated that tariffs are adjusted at lower levels in cases where Romania is in deficit of certain products or raw materials, as it would be the case of reproduction materials. It should be noted that certain import tariffs have been increased for some vegetables fresh products during production period of local similar products to eliminate any “market distortions” caused by excessive imports.  

The import tariffs for 2003 (according to Gov. Dec. 1493 of 12/18/2002) for the main agri-food products are as follows: 

Table 6. Import tariffs for 2003

	Product
	Import tariff 

%

	Live cattle for further slaughtering
	25

	Live pigs
	15-20

	Live sheep
	0

	Beef meat
	20 1

	Pork meat
	20 1

	Poultry meat
	45

	Fishes
	20-25

	Powder milk
	45

	Butter
	45

	Cheese
	45

	Eggs
	40

	Tomatoes
	   40 2  - 60

	Carrots
	35 2 - 45

	Bananas
	20

	Oranges
	18,2

	Wheat
	25

	Barley
	25

	Rice
	10-25

	Flour Wheat
	40

	Sunflower Oil
	40

	Soybeans
	0

	Soybean meals
	10

	Raw sugar
	 45 3

	Refined Sugar
	60 3 

	Beer
	110

	Wine
	70

	Raw tobaccos 
	30

	Cigarettes 
	98


1   According to Gov. Dec. no. 724 of 06/28/2003, the import tariff of 20% is in place until December 2003, including.

2    Import Tariff for extra-season for Romanian production. 

3     Starting 1st October 2003 the import tariff for sugar, unprocessed, will be of 60% and for refined sugar of 90% (see Gov. Dec. no.  680 of 06/12/2003)

Besides the MFN custom duties applied, there are preferential imports in accordance to Free Trade Agreements. These facilities were awarded as a compensation for the reductions or duty tax exemptions our country has obtained for exports of agri-food products to partner countries.

III.3 Export subsidies

Romania has reserved the possibility of using export subsidies as per WTO Agriculture Agreement for most of agri-food products, under certain quantitative and value limits. However this measure was used only in 2000 for a reduced number of products (wheat, corn and poultry and pork meat) and in relatively small quantities. In accordance to Gov. Dec. 1518/12/18/2002 the procedures for allocating the subsidies were detailed. As for 2003 the amount of 200 billion lei was budgeted for this item. (around 6 million $), however no specific action was taken in this respect. 

The list of eligible products for export subsidies (WTO commitments – Uruguay Round) for 2003 is presented below:

Table 7. Export subsidies

	Product
	Quantities
	Values) 

mil.$

	· Cereals

· Oilseeds 

· Vegetal Oils

· Sugar

· Butter and vegetal fats

· Cheese

· Beef meat, pork meat, sheep meat and other processed meats

· Poultry meat 

· Live animals

· Eggs

· Wine

· Fruits

· Vegetables
	294.100

    2.840

86.800

153.100

   15.000

   11.700

142.900

28.900

17.300

1,22 mil. Pcs

       8.190 hl

137.800

115.800
	 23,9

     0,05

    9,3

  20,3

    6,3

    1,1

  19,0

    8,1

    4,4

      0,01

    2,4

    5,3

    6,4


x) The values committed with WTO are in lei, in 1986 – 1988 prices and have their $ equivalent in constant prices.
IV. Grain Sector

The pre-transition pattern of farming in Romania, characterized by extremely large-sized farms, suffered radical changes in the last decade, as a result of reforms focused on passing the productive assets from agriculture into private hands. This process resulted into a dual structure: private farms and the large - sized state farms. 

IV.1. Agricultural farming patterns; Farming structure: A farm typology

The main feature of farm operations in Romania is the dual pattern of farming, with small, quasi-subsistence household farms far outnumbering commercial (private or state-owned) farms operating large areas of land. Commercial farming includes the following types of incorporated businesses (commercial companies - CCs):

1) Very large farms operating public land areas (these are the former state-owned farms- FIAS), the greater part of which are crop farms. Part of these crop farms remained state property, with another part having been privatized and the land leased out to their new owners; According to MAFF data, the Agency of State Domains, accounting for 7.7% of Romania’s agricultural area, administers about 1141 thou.ha.
2) Large, mostly crop farms operating privately owned land, either bought or leased in from its post-1991 new owners;

3) Agricultural association with legal entity status, (established according to Law no.36/1991 and Law no.31/1991) structured on  the communist-era producer co-operatives, with crop farming as main purpose and performance that is heavily dependent on management quality (a large part of them developed in last years characteristics close to the commercial farms); 4376 units were in 2001; they operate around 1685 thou.ha, the average size being 385 ha/agricultural association; they represent 13.2% of the private agricultural land area;
· Family associations, informal crop farm associations, constantly in flux, have taken a downturn in recent years and performed rather poorly in terms of output (official statistics do not register these type of farm separately by households); Non-legal agricultural associations (family associations), with an oscillating structure, totaling 6494 units in 2001; at present they represent about 6% of the agricultural land operated by the private sector; the average land area/family association is about 120 ha.

4) Household/family farms that range all the way from small (under one hectare) subsistence farms, to over ten hectare farms (prevalent in mountain areas). Individual peasant farms are about 4.17 million households; they account for 80.6% of land operated by private farms
; a large part of them are subsistence farms; the average size of this farm type is 2.5 ha; Thease are a small, economically speking irrelevant category of atypical farm operations: 

5) Agricultural research institutions and stations, most of which focus on crops research and development of new varieties;

6) Public or private interests-related farms, annexes of industrial entreprises or public administration units.

After land restitution in 1991, the Ministry of Agriculture
 (MoAFF) has monitored (between 1994 and 2001) mainly the dominant non-commercial farming activities. Part of the 4.7 million landowners reinstated to their rights by the Land Law are urban residents (of which many have landholdings in rural area). Most part of urban residents do not farm their land themselves. And even rural residents do not till themselves all the land they own. There are regions where individual farms cut a large share, there are others where family associations, or legal associations are very strong. Household farms tilled most of the area (80.94%), with formal associations farming 12.84% and informal associations the remaining 6.22% (2001 data).

IV.2. Geographical dimension

While there is a measure of homogeneity in the countrywide distribution of farm operations (in the sense that roughly every type is represented across counties), a closer look discloses a region-specific pattern that is as much rooted in history and social/ cultural traditions as it is in climate/environment/soil conditions. In short, considering the three agricultural zones defined by the MoAF (See maps in Annexes), a region (zone)-specific farming pattern emerges as shown below:

· Zone I, with high-quality soils, including all of the Romanian Plain, the Western Plain and Dobrogea, where state-owned farms (prevalent until 1996) have been giving way to large private farms developed on land leased out by Government;  agricultural associations with legal entity status also operate in this area; and private companies that buy or lease in private landed property are also emerging;

· Zone II includes almost the entire region of Moldova, the hillside area of Muntenia and the hilly counties in south-east and north-west Romania where farmland is operated both by households  (poor household farms) and by family associations or formal agricultural associations (the economic performance of which is low);

· Zone III overlaps the mountain area and essentially includes Transylvania, where household farms are dominant: they perform rather well and are somewhat larger in size. 

The three farm-type pattern monitored by MoAFF varied from county to county. In 2001 (June 30) there were nine counties where informal associations accounted for over 10% of farmland: Braila, Buzau, Constanta, Galati, Ialomita, Olt, Prahova, Tulcea and Vrancea. In other words, the south and east of the country where most of the formal farm associations, direct heirs to the one-time producer cooperatives for the most part, also lie. The 15 counties where formal associations accounted for over 10% of the farmland included seven of the above-mentioned counties with formal associations (the exceptions were Olt and Vrancea). Formal associations tilled a large share of the farmland area (more than 30%) in five south-east counties in the plains viz. Braila, Calarasi (59.16%), Giurgiu, Ialomita, Tulcea. 

The average size (at county level) of most formal associations ranged from 100 hectares to 500 hectares. In six counties it was in excess of 500 hectares: Buzau, Galati, Ialomita, Teleorman, Timis (1056 hectares) and Vaslui. In just two of them – Bacau and Valcea – it was less than 100 hectares.

IV.2.1. Registered farms by end 2002

Upon effectiveness of the Emergency Ordinance on Farms (No. 108/2001) which required farms to register with the relevant County Directorate for Agriculture in the first place to be eligible for subsidies, the records of farm operations were kept by type consistent with Ordinance (amended in April 2002 by Law166/2002). Accordingly, by late-2002, out of a total of 14,639 registered farm operations, 9865 were crop farms. Furthermore, 8623 from the latter category were grains and technical crop units, which accounted for 87 per cent of the crop farms and 97 per cent of the land of crop registered operations. Commercial farms (operating at least 110 hectares in the plains or 50 hectares in the hillside areas) outnumber family farms (with landholdings below the ceiling set by law) by a large margin: 8392 with an average 311 hectare of land each, as compared to just 1473 averaging 41 hectares of land each.

State-farm privatization
Having been delayed for a long time, state-farm privatization (in crop sector) that began in late 1999 proceeded at a quick pace throughout 2000 only to be halted almost completely in 2001. The weight of private sector in agricultural output grew from 56.1 % in 1990, to 86.3% in 1996 (due mainly to restitution of land), and to 97.3% in 2002 (after privatization of pig and poultry farms and crop farm too).
State farms, covering over 250 thousand hectares, were privatized in 2000. In 2001 the pace of privatization/concession (lease) has slowed down significantly, leaving the impression that Government would manage itself the remaining FIASs. Even if the circumstances in which certain privatization deals were made back in 2000 raised some doubts as to their fairness, their obvious effects immediately afterwards (revival of the grain and oilseed trade, technology transfer) proved the state farm privatization was the right decision. 

In 2002 and 2003 the privatisation of the state owned farms has continued but at a lower pace that expected by the Government. From a portfolio of 739 companies held by the State Domains Agency, 253 were definitively sold, 25 are advertised for privatisation and 22 remain to be advertised and sold in 2003. 323 companies are declared bankrupt and are under the liquidation. Therefore privatisation of agricultural companies is going to be completed soon since the remaining companies are only for liquidation and assets selling. The Government lunched last year a programme for free distribution of abandoned agricultural buildings (stables, silos, storage capacities etc.).

Law 254 from 29 April 2002 regarding some measure for increasing the attractiveness for privatisation of agricultural commercial companies owning agriculture land, provides for the cancellation of the outstanding debt at 31 December 2001 towards the state budget (central and local) as well as penalties due for delayed payment, for companies to be privatised. There are 579 agriculture CCs whose shares are totally or partially owned by the state listed in the annex of the law. By end-2002 the norms for the registration of budget debt extinction operations were yet to be published. However, privatization had continued; well over half the 579 units were sold, with debts cancellation operations being  left for some later time.

Private commercial farming
For the past four years, private commercial operations have been the most dynamic farming sector. It was only when the privatization of former state farms began, after a lengthy political debate, that crop farming was given a boost. By 2002 the privatization process had increased the land area operated by the private commercial crop farming sector to triple its share in 1999 at the expense of the state sector. 

Fig. 14 Shares of cultivated areas by type of farms (except household farms)
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IV.3. Cereals and oilseeds – competitive products?

The weight of the private commercial sector has increased mainly in the grains and oilseed sector, particularly in the south-east lowland area (Baragan) and  in the West Plains (see maps in Annexes) where former state farms (FIASs) were once prevalent. But household farms have also shown a steadily growing preference for grains and oilseeds, either because their storage is less of a problem (corn, wheat), or because their price is good (sunflower).

Grain Crops

Crop distribution across the country depends on natural factors. In the case of grain crops (wheat, rye, barley, maize, sorghum) for consumption and seed, desegregation by county reveals that there are six large grain growing counties in the south and west of Romania each of which accounts for over five per cent of the country’s output (the figures are for 2001), namely Timis (6.95 per cent), Teleorman (6.47 per cent), Olt (6.15 per cent), Dolj (5.61 per cent), Calarasi (5.61 per cent), Arad (5.03 per cent). By class of farm operation, the 2001 grain output was achieved largely on household farms (including family/ informal associations) – 71.01 per cent, with smaller contributions being made by legal associations - 10.95 per cent, non-privatized FIASs– six per cent, privatized FIASs – 2.78 per cent, new (post-1990) private commercial companies - eight per cent and other units – under two per cent.

The grain output of private commercial companies (newly established or privatized) was upwards of 15 per cent of their own counties in ten southeast counties (map), with those of Ialomita, Tulcea and Calarasi accounting for 20 per cent. However, there are four counties where such kinds of private farm operations do not contribute to grain output: Gorj, Valcea, Caras-Severin – where household farms prevail – adding to which is Vaslui where the state sector is still well represented (accounting for almost ten per cent of the grain output). In future, when all FIAS are privatized, it will be in south-east, too, that private CCs will make a growing contribution, as the five counties where state farms accounted for over ten per cent of the output are Braila, Galati, Constanta, Calarasi and Ialomita.

Oilseed Crops

Commercial farms command a leading role in oilseeds (sunflower, rapeseed, soybean, flaxseed) for consumption and seed: in 2001, state farms contributed 17.91 per cent, privatised CCs 4.60 per cent, new private CCs – 16.08 per cent. Household farms accounted for 41.87 per cent of total output. Also, the output is fairly concentrated: there are six counties that account for over five per cent each, especially Calarasi (11.49 per cent), Braila (9.45 per cent), Teleorman (8.59 per cent). However, there are 18 counties that contribute less than one per cent each to the country’s oilseed output. In counties where oilseed plants are a major crop, private companies claim a large share (over 30 per cent of production in Tulcea, Giurgiu and Dolj); state farms are highly significant in the counties of Braila (40.53 per cent), Galati (41.56 per cent) and Calarasi (31.43 per cent); and household farms cut a sizable share mainly in the north-east – in the counties of Vaslui (80.98 per cent), Iasi (76.16 per cent) and Botosani (80.72 per cent).

IV.4 Marketing structures 

Grain markets in Romania are still in a state of transition. Even the basic reforms are now completed (state controls have been removed, international and domestic trade in grain is unrestricted), the private sector storage and trading system is at an early stage of development: many storekeepers have only recently acquired their assets, typically through management-employee buy-outs, and the financing mechanism for private traders and millers to acquire the crop are not yet fully functioning. International trading companies have entered the market and are actively seeking opportunities, mainly in the external trade in grain.

Vertical integration vs. specialisation

The grain marketing system is characterized by high risk for market participants. The use of private storage facilities is still risky.  The milling and baking industry went through a restructuring process meaning that new small and middle capacity units have evolved adapted to local demand. Still, further investments are needed in this sector. Mills or bakeries have tried during the last years to ensure an important quantity of cereals from their own farms or many commercial farms have built their own mill, bakery, so that they have their crop sold and minimize the risk of marketing. 

There are also vertically integrated units which produce, store and process cereals, either in units for milling and baking or in their own factories for feed concentrate, having as destination the use for their own livestock.
In the case of warehouses, financing farm output has developed into a widespread practice. It is quite exceptional for a Comcereal or Cerealcom not to finance the crops of local farmers (repayable in kind at harvest time) or even lease  land and grow grains and/or oilseed crops for storage and eventual sale to food or feed processors, and indeed for export, too. The pattern is very much the same also for input suppliers: they take payment in kind in the harvest season and are, by necessity, grains and oilseed traders (and often exporters, as well).

Marketing chains

Cereals chain 

The main features of grain marketing chain are:

· high annual variation in output, because of region sensitivity to drought, inadequate irrigation and disruptions to input supply and farming operations;

· increase in supply lead to increased export activity, and increase in feed utilisation (amongst small farms);

· a small portion of family farm output enter commercial market (they predominantly produce to meet domestic household needs); 

· few storage options for small-scale cereal production: most are forced to sell wheat and maize at harvest to local storage companies;

· some of larger operators are developing on-farm storage to reduce exposure to local storage monopolies; other developed small-scale flour milling operations;

· processors are looking to procure supplies from the larger operators (because the cost of collecting and grading a wide assortment of lots); 

· rationalization of capacity in flour milling: a small number of fairly industrial groupings;

· bread flour consumption remain stable at around 3.5 tonnes wheat;

· when quality of domestic production of bread making wheat is inadequate, imports increase to compensate;

· baking industry: expansion of small operation (which ensure a quality product) servicing local markets;

· maize is attractive crop to grow for small producers: it is easy to store, can be harvested by hand, and used for both animal feed and home consumption;

· maize utilisation: animal feed, corn flour, alcohol, starch;

· barley is used as an animal feed and as malt for beer industry;

· prices currently agreed at or during harvest depending on the perceived size and quality of the harvest;

· little or no forward contracting of grain, other than when set tonnages are pre-financed by buyers and /or input suppliers.
Oilseeds chain

The main features are:

· annual variation reflecting weather conditions;

· relative importance of oilseeds in the sector continue to increase; sunflower sown area is expected to reach its rotational limit of around 1 million hectares;

· the volume of product entering the market is increasingly coming from large scale operators;

· strong competition for supplies; cash sales predominate, good outlets even for small operators;

· concentration in processing: three mills crushed ~70% of sunflower in 2001/02;

· domestic utilization of sunflower: mainly as oil (dominant in the market) and crude oil for margarine; exports of crude oil, too;

· rapeseed, grown mainly for export into Germany;

· soybean: lower yield, dependence on irrigation; increasing market for soybean meal, ~90% of soya crushed by one mill;

· all bottling operations are fully integrated with seed crushers, whileanimal feed production is increasingly controlled by intensive livestock producers.

Competitiveness issues

A syntesis of problems related to competitiveness:

· poor technical (and business) ability of farmers

· outdated mechanisation technology (in small farms)

· low input use (little or no fertilisers and pesticides)

· high prices for inputs that reflect the risks involved for bad debt (problems of late or non-payment for 30-40% of sales)

· legal contracts are not strong enough

· access to finance is difficult and very expensive

· little or no preferential pricing for different quality

· very little market information

· high bad debts and slow debt recovery

· no future trading and forward contracts

· high storage costs; high transport cost

· large plants with outdated technology which operate at below capacity

Inter-professional organisations

Initiative to set up commodity councils started in various fields, including cereals and oilseeds. The legal framework to set up producers association required by different common market organisation (CMO) has been completed by approval of Law 778/2001 (published in early 2002) regarding the setting up of inter-professional organisations. The law replaced the Emergency Ordinance (EO) 55/2000.  Inter-professional organisation per product according to the law is a professional association representing the chain of product from primary production to the marketing of the product. The law set up the framework for development of professional structures required for implementation of certain CMO under the CAP and develops a new relationship between the government and social partners for negotiations of agricultural policies and programme. The law also provides for setting up commodity councils, which represent the union of inter-professional organisation for each product. 

The role of commodity councils is to harmonise the interest of inter-professional organisation per product and to represent the sector in its dialog with the Government. The Ministry of 

Agriculture set up a structure for dialog with each commodity councils to negotiate the policy proposals and draft laws. For this purpose joint working commission will be set up between the ministry and commodity councils. 

During 2002 four inter-professional organization have been authorized by the MA: sugar, barley and breweries, pork meat, and wine. The authorisation and official recognition of these inter-professional organizations have been done through Ministerial Orders (MO 363/2002 for sugar, MO 601/2002 for barley and breweries, MO 32/2003 for pork meat, MO 88/2003 for wine). These newly adopted ministerial orders recognise the associations of farmers and processors which are suppose to play a significant role in management of the common market organisation for respective products. Nine other inter-professional organizations are in different stages of internal organization and official recognition, including grains and oilseeds.
V. Agricultural Policies: State intervention 

V. 1. The philosophy of budget allocations 

The second half of 2001 and the beginning of 2002 marked an obvious change in the focus of agricultural policy. The new policy targeted almost exclusively the big commercial farms and excluded from any kind of state financial support the subsistence family/household farms that represents the majority of farms in Romania. The philosophical underpinnings for state support to farmers in 2003 is provided by Emergency Ordinance 108/2001 (amended and approved by Law 166/2002). Broadly, the interventions will be in 2003 the same as in 2002.

V. 1.1. The policy mix between the future and the past

In 2001 Government chose to intervene for the adjustment of the farming pattern by allocating nearly all MA-available budget and non-budget resources to large farms that were referred to as “commercial” by EO 108/2001. The other farms the size of which made them ineligible for any direct cash support could only qualify for extension and other general program services. The Government explains this decision using the argument of the need for convergence with the European Union, although the criteria for financial support are different (much higher) that the ones foreseen in the CAP and that the Romanian definition of the farms is not compliant with the EU definition. The Ordinance makes provision for two large classes of support: commodity subsidies (for commercial output) and investment support. Initially the farms which, by their size, did not qualify as “commercial” were not eligible for subsidisation. Under a Parliament-amended version of the Ordinance, family farms may also qualify for commodity subsidies (but not for investment support).

Beneficiaries 

With an average size of almost 400 hectares, probably all 4300-odd formal agricultural associations would have been eligible for subsidization in 2002. Adding to them were the over 500 FIASs, whether or not privatized, and some private farms established since 1991.

The excluded 

The 6000-odd family associations, although averaging 120 hectare in size, were ineligible for lack of legal status. Originally, almost all household farms were ineligible because of their size. That marked a shift in the actions aimed at helping household farms grow bigger - a complex and sensitive process - to support large farm operations, which not only was more readily achievable, but also entailed tangible effects in the short run, at least by taking some pressure off the MA. By end of 2002, of the 1721 registered family farms, 1453 are specialized in grain and technical crop farms averaging 41 hectares. The Ordinance, as it was first written, advanced the idea of small farmers joining into associations in order to be eligible for subsidisation. The pre-1989 producer co-operative farms nostalgia of part of the current Government that was behind the attempt to bring back large-scale farming in the form of agricultural associations with legal status has been dealt a severe blow last year when such associations simply failed to be established, even though they were the only way for small farmers to have access to subsidies. And it is most likely that, in the long run, these farming operations will resume their downward trend, given that many of them are run so as to serve management interests in the first place and their profit is used for consumption rather than investment in agriculture.

V. 1.2. The Law on agricultural markets
In 2002, without a real preparation, Romania has started to adopt the legal framework necessary to set up horizontal structures required to operate the Common Market Organizations (CMO). The Law 73/2002 on organisation and operation of agricultural and food markets set the general framework for common market organisations across the sectors, introduces elements for prices regulation (intervention price, target price, reference price minimum guaranteed price, threshold price), trade mechanism (export refunds, export premium, reference tariffs) but also intervention stock. It defines and proposes a whole range of market intervention instruments taken over from the Common Agricultural Policy, but the way the law proposes to use these mechanisms requires further clarifications. The law provides for the creation of a National Authority for Agriculture and Food Products Markets subordinated to an Inter-ministerial Committee, which coordinates and issues decisions regarding conventions to be established by Ministry of Agriculture with each commodity councils or inter-professional organizations. 

The National Authority is responsible for: assessment of annual domestic demand, strategic reserve and export; annual assessment of supply for the main crop and animal products; estimate the cost and prices of the main agricultural products; and set up a market information system accessible to producers. The law set up the bases for regular market and price monitoring but practical arrangement and development of such systems will require important financial and human resources allocations. For intervention purposes the law allows direct intervention of the state on the market, the state being allowed to purchase, sell, export and import agriculture and food products. The law foresaw the establishment of Romanian Agriculture Guidance and Guarantee Fund whose revenues are made up of 50% of customs duties levied on agriculture and food products; 20% of the excises on alcoholic beverages and tobacco and 10% of the VAT levied on food and agriculture products. The fund is supposed to mirror the EAGGF. 

The intended expansion of State intervention by Law 73/2002 was not paralleled by financial support in 2002 and will not be in 2003 either. After Parliament somewhat lightly adopted this act the provisions of which are questionable, if not threatening the balanced national budget (by making a special intervention fund available to MoAF), Government suspended - by EO 16/February 2002 the respective provisions - to end-2002 and by EO 147/October 2002 repealed them as of 2003. Deprived of the financing sources for its provisions (which attempted to copy the EU farm market intervention pattern), the Market Law adds to the actions already regulated and financed by the State budget a few arrangements that have no financial implications but may give a measure of certainty to the actors involved in farm activities. The GD 383 from 18 April 2002 appointed the State Secretary responsible for policy implementation in the MoAF as Chairperson of the Inter-ministerial Committee. A number of 4 products were declared products of „national importance” for the period 2003 –2006 by the Government Decison 121 dated January 30, 2003. For these products (sugar beet, soybean, flax and hemp, and sugar) the Interministarial committee for agricultural markets could propose intervention measures. 

V.1.3. The need for change

The new mechanisms put in place in 2002, publicized and prepared partly during 2001, provided a measure of stability; however, the too high aims pursued by their initiators turned them into excessively intricate, hence restrictive, instruments for many farmers. MoAF’s legitimate aim to target the subsidies as accurately as possible to eligible users ended up in the development of mechanisms requiring a large amount of eligibility monitoring and approval effort. Uncertainty about the availability of the promised financial support is another issue. The amended version of the EO provided that family farms were, in theory, also eligible for the subsidization of their marketed farm output. However, to get the subsidies is a rather complicated process which comprises not only the preparation of the applicant’s file for a specific subsidy, but also registration of the farm operation. 

With no relation with mentioned difficulties, all direct support payments currently made to agricultural producers per unit of product marketed are not compliant with the Community state aid provisions and need to be adjusted prior to accession. 

In the new Agriculture and Rural Development Strategy for accession to the EU (prepared and published by the MoAF in February 2003) one of required changes in the current domestic agricultural policy, in order to comply with the CAP is to amend the EO 108/2001 with the aim to increase subsidies for small farms. In addition, the strategy proposed the establish of a maximum direct-support limit per farm. 

V.2. Main agricultural policy instruments in 2002 - 2003

While the measures directly stemming from EO 108 (the crop farmer support program and its livestock variant) would have been expected to take up much of the MA budget, end-2002 budget execution figures show that it was actually some of the earlier subsidization programs that accounted for most of the spending. So, for instance, irrigation subsidies increased to 18 per cent of MA budget in 2002, almost twice their level in 2001 when they stood at 10 per cent, yet their impact on output was virtually nil.  The current irrigation subsidy scheme can hardly meet the cost efficiency requirements  of a tight budget. Subsidies are provided to the National Land Reclamation Company (SNIF) from the State to fully cover the costs of electricity for water pumping, and of pump station operation as well as maintenance & repair services of land improvement systems (including irrigation facilities). Upon the establishment of irrigation Water User Associations that took over the irrigation infrastructure in the areas operated by them, the subsidies for the operation of that infrastructure (electricity and maintenance & repair costs) were re-directed to WUAs. 

Other programs also incurred large expenditures (8 per cent or so) such as seed subsidies and milk bonuses (premiums). The crop farming program, just like the livestock farming program, accounted for some 6 per cent of the budget. Not included in the first place, replenishment of the “Development of Romanian Agriculture” (“DRA”) Fund financing investment grants (tractors, farm machinery, irrigation facilities – all locally manufactured) consumed 14 per cent of the budget.

Table 8. Main expenditures of Ministry of Agriculture’s budget

	(billion lei current prices)
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002 
	2003

proposed
	2003

July execution

	Total MA budget
	5209.1
	4872.5
	8877.2
	10804
	11906.9
	14092.8
	10225.1

	Subsidies
	557.9
	954.5
	1191.9
	2743
	4450.7
	4119.0
	3084.5

	-land reclamation (SNIF)
	389.7
	479
	789.5
	1072
	2094.0
	1350.0
	1076.3

	-WUAs
	
	
	
	
	56.6
	150.0
	43.4

	-interest rate
	26.1
	18.9
	49.5
	93
	103.7
	120.0
	26.7

	-seeds
	108
	272
	352.9
	759
	970
	1092.7
	980.7

	-wheat storage
	34.1
	74.5
	
	
	
	
	

	-allocations for public institutions
	
	
	
	819.4
	1220
	1406.3
	957.2

	Premia
	162.7
	341.3
	713.7
	693
	943.8
	971.1
	730.0

	-milk
	
	
	160.7
	243
	943.8
	971.1
	730.0

	-calves
	25.4
	5
	
	
	
	
	

	-wheat
	114.7
	232
	451
	450
	
	
	

	-wheat and maize export
	22.4
	102
	98.6
	
	
	
	

	-meat export
	
	6.3
	3.4
	
	
	
	

	Transfers
	2772.8
	2142.9
	4936.5
	5774.6
	3525.1
	5276.1
	4067.3

	-natural disaster compensations
	38
	
	
	
	
	(685.0)
	525.7

	-vouchers (2001, cash)
	2712.1
	2110.7
	4853.4
	5601.6
	134.5
	
	

	-breeding livestock
	
	
	52.3
	115.3
	65.4
	
	

	-livestock programs
	
	
	
	
	756.0
	1170.0
	748.6

	-crops programs
	
	
	
	
	747.4
	1976.6
	601.9

	-wheat storage
	
	
	
	
	15.4
	90.0
	24.3

	-“DRA” fund
	
	
	
	
	1700
	629.8
	586.9

	-free fertilisers
	
	
	
	
	
	(1996.0)
	1293.7

	-diesel subsidy
	
	
	
	
	
	(1500.0)
	219.9

	-insurance subsidy
	
	
	
	
	
	56.7
	5.8

	Loans
	700
	600
	
	
	
	
	

	-budgetary subsidized credits
	700
	600
	
	
	
	
	

	Personnel expenditure
	488.3
	864.7
	914.1
	704.7
	866.3
	1295.7
	866.6

	Material expenditure
	243.8
	300.1
	704.7
	316.7
	1202.8
	1255.6
	908.1

	Capital expenditure
	247.5
	183.9
	309.3
	323.9
	728
	910.0
	620.0


Source: MoA, Note: Allocations in brackets (in 2003) were approved after budget adoption.
A measure with small impact in 2002 was the wheat storage subsidization (From innitial allocation of ROL 30 bill. were spent only 15 bill.). Initiated in 1997, and  resumed in 1998 and 1999, the subsidy was discontinued in 2000. After a fail in 2001, when Government tried to introduce it again (GD 645 dated July 12, 2001), in 2002 (under GD 684 dated July 3, 2002) the subsidization was resumed even though it was fairly obvious that  near-free storage brought farmers few benefits, if any: grain market conditions and the legislation in force went rather the processors’ way (who pushed the wheat price down, often by putting pressure on the authorities to take grain out of state reserves). Storage units (such as Comcereal/Cerealcom  facilities most of which had not been privatized by that time) also stood to gain as they were direct recipients of Government grain storage subsidies. 

V.2.1. Crop sub-sector support program

The avowed aim of the crop farmer support program was to raise the output and quality of farm commodities (GD 210 dated February 28, 2002, as amended by GD 683 dated July 3, 2002). Support was actually an extra payment made directly to farmers only upon delivery of the commodity (and in respect of its quality). There is no price precondition. Payment is made on request, via MoAF county directorates. The July 2002 amendment of  EO 108/2001 also qualifies household farms for the subsidy. In 2002 there were 13 crops for which subsidies per commodity unit were paid, the total amounts of which are shown in table below:

Table 9. Subsidies allocation for crops

	Commodity
	Support integraly paid in 2002

ROL billion
	Quantities

thou tons
	Advance payments in automn 2002 for 2003 crops

ROL billion
	Estimated quantities

thou tons

	Wheat/rye
	327.2
	818.1
	87.8
	731.7

	Rape seed
	6.3
	21.0
	non eligible
	

	Maize
	23.4
	159.5
	non eligible
	

	Sunflower
	44.8
	201.9
	13.4
	149.0

	Soyabeen
	9.8
	36.8
	4.4
	49.2

	Sugar beet
	30.2
	120.8
	37.8
	18.7 thou ha

	Flax/hemp
	0.4
	1.3
	0.0
	0.0

	Potatoes
	2.6
	13.1
	non eligible
	

	Field vegetables
	4.8
	27.8
	1.1
	15.1

	Greenhouse veg
	83.1
	28.3
	11.7
	13.0

	Fruit
	8.9
	39.8
	0.3
	4.2

	Grapes
	21.0
	93.7
	0.6
	6.3

	Fodder crops
	2.8
	24.4
	non eligible
	

	Barley for beer
	non eligible
	
	2.6
	43.3

	Hop
	non eligible
	
	0.0
	0.0

	Tobacco
	non eligible
	
	1.1
	0.8


Farmers who filed their applications before June 1, the subsidies were paid in two installments: a first 30 per cent one paid by June 15 (which had to be accounted for by end-2002) and a second one (the remainder 70 per cent) after the commodities were sold (even in 2003, if such was the case). Payment of the subsidy in full after the sale of the commodity was also an option.   

For the crops planted in winter 2002, as well as for tillage of land to be put under crop in spring 2003, a 30 per cent advance payment (GD 1077 dated October 2, 2002) modeled to that in spring was made from the subsidy payable in 2003 (with eligibility for subsidization being supported by the next season’s harvest sale contract). The crops for which an advance payment was made are those eligible for the extra payment in 2003 – 12 crops in all – the list being different from the 2002 one. While rapeseed, corn, potatoes and fodder crops are no longer on the list, tobacco, barley for beer and hop crops are now eligible for support. The GD 187 dated February 20, 2003 provide a similar support as in 2002, for those 12 crops.

V.2.2. Seed subsidies

The subsidization mechanism for seeds (under Law 75/1995, still in place at beginning of 2002) implied Government budget allocations to close the gap between the price of certified seeds in real terms and their price to farmers. The actual size of the allocations was subject to government decision on the level of subsidization as a percentage of seed prices in a particular year (it was 37 per cent of the price during 1998-2000) and on the ceiling to subsidization in absolute figures. Licensed suppliers were eligible for subsidies against valid evidence of certified seed sales to farmers at subsidized prices. Only domestic certified seeds qualified for subsidization. Strong lobbying for this kind of support channeled the benefits to a few large companies – originally state-owned and eventually privatized. Public budget allocations have increased  steadily with every passing year.

The generous certified seed subsidization provided in spring 2001 (50% for maize and sunflower, 40%for soybean) and designed after the 1995 scheme generated  a budget deficit in 2001, which was covered in 2002. In autumn 2001 the level of subsidization was a low 20 per cent, with spending planned to be covered entirely from the 2002 budget. In spring 2002, seed subsidies varied by crop, ranging from 20 to 50 per cent. The certified seed price cuts were 35 per cent for soybeans, 31 per cent for sunflower and 28 per cent for corn.

In May 2002 Parliament passed a new law on seeds (Law 266 dated May 15, 2002 regarding the production, quality control and certification, the trade with seeds as well as the recording of the types of plants ) which kept most of the earlier, 1995 law provisions in place, but adjusted them to the new conditions. As far as subsidization is concerned, the provisions are quite broadly worded,  allowing Government to make the rules for eligibility. However, it does say that the subsidy will be in a fixed amount per 100 kg, with the amount being determined by Government every year. GD 755 dated July 18, 2002 approved the methodological norms of subsidization and set the maximum amounts for the fall of 2002. While the Law did not make any provision whatsoever for the “reference seed price”, GD 755 specifies that the financial support is not to be granted if the “reference prices” are exceeded. Therefore, the price of certified seeds may be regarded as an administrative price. The same GD also make an untypical approach: in drought-hit counties (16 of them , mainly in the south of the country) the farmers whose areas under crop were damaged 100 per cent  are eligible for  free certified wheat seeds, and those whose areas were damaged  in a proportion of over 50 per cent may buy the seed at a 60 per cent discount. Again, this provision opens the door to subjective interpretation by county agricultural directorates staff who are left to assess how bad the damage to crops was. 

At end-2002, GD 1588 dated December 18 set the maximum payments to be made for the spring and winter crops of 2003, as well as for spring of 2004 (the last ones serving only as a guide). The cut is 35 per cent for corn and sunflower in the spring of 2003 and 40 per cent for wheat in the fall of 2003. Quite recently GD 1588/2002 was amended (GD 817 dated July 3, 2003) to allow for a possible 25 per cent advance payment to certified wheat seed farmers in the fall of 2003 (wheat and barley), all while raising the payment ceiling by 33 per cent from what was originally planned; moreover, there is no more reference price list (the new price cut would be of 53 per cent, considering the old list).  

V.2.3. Investment grants

No sooner was the Ordinance 108/2001 was issued than the framework for subsidisation had changed. Only “commercial” farmers were eligible to buy domestic-made farm machinery with grants from the “Development of Romanian Agriculture” (“DRA”) Fund, built with State Domain Agency (SDA) receipts from state farm privatization and leases. Shortly before the Ordinance was issued, the size of the grant had been increased to 55 per cent of the farm machinery price, from 25 per cent. One reason for that steep rise was the removal of subsidised-interest lending-for-investment  programmes. The larger size of the grant generated demand for farm machinery; sadly, grant resources (proceeds from state farm asset privatisation and real estate royalties paid into the “DRA” Fund) did not match demand and by end-2001 MoAF owed suppliers ROL 406 billion for farm machinery (tractors more particularly) deliveries. The overdue debt for equipment deliveries was paid from a MA budget loan early 2002 when Law 269/2001 on state farm privatisation was purposefully amended by EO 1/2002. While the programme was discontinued for  scarce resources in 2001, two more programmes have already been launched in 2002: one in support of irrigation facility buyers (a 70 per cent grant) and another for stockbreed purchases (a lump sum by breed).

To improve the collection rate for all these programmes, an order issued by MoAF in February 2002 provided for alternative in-kind payment of royalties via the Government Grain Procurement Agency (SNPA).
As early in 2002 the “DRA” Fund built had run out of liquid assets, mainly through non-payments of royalties for land leases, with the result that investment grant programs could no longer be financed, MoAF was authorized by EO 1/2002 to lend the Fund a certain amount from MoAF budget. When the Ordinance was brought before Parliament, it was decided that the loan become a grant to the Fund. That opened up the prospects for further generous investment programs financed from unsure sources. Government response was not late in coming: under EO 147/October 2002 the “DRA”  Fund was dismantled (as of January 1, 2003) with SDA receipts being payable into the State budget which was to provide the money for investment programs. 

V. 2.4. Other elements of the reform

V.2.4.1. The Warehouse Receipts Project and Grain Grading System

In 2002 Government passed an Emergency Ordinance (No.141 dated October 17) regulating grains storage, the treatment of warehouse receipts and the establishment of a WR Indemnity (guarantees) Fund to replace the earlier EO 56/2000 (amended by Parliament when it was passed in 2001). The new ordinance corrected all the errors in the wording of earlier regulatory acts and advanced a mechanism that may work. This ordinance also regulates grain grading. That ordinance has already been enacted (Law 149 dated April 14) with minor amendments which leave the original design unaffected. However, with the issue of the resources for the Indemnity Fund still unresolved, the WR system cannot be implemented even though its Norms of application have already been published (GD 82 dated January 23, 2003).

Further measures for the implementation of the WR system include an order of the minister of agriculture by which a warehouse licensing commission was set up and its rules of operation were defined. Still, the WR system may not be implemented as long as Government continues to use the state’s grains reserves for market interventions (quite regularly in spring and summer) as it lends grains to bakers until the next harvest when they return the amounts.  In 2003 they have to return 250 thousand tons.

Insofar as grain grading is concerned, big steps have also been taken: a National grading system was established by GD 1336 dated November 27, 2002 under which June 1, 2003 was to mark the start of grading operations. The National Grading Commission was established and the list of graders was approved by order of the minister of agriculture (No. 431 dated July 4). As defined in GD, grading is obligatory and closely linked to storage operations, since grading is done only when grains are stored, but not otherwise. Farmers and traders who have no storage facilities of their own should stand to benefit most by this system, although the grading fee they must pay may make them think twice. Furthermore, not every warehouseman is willing to transfer a fixed sum per ton of seed received to the National Commission, even though this sum is a percentage of the fee paid by the users of the grading system (seed owners). This, and a desastrous crop produciton in 2003 may have led to low actual reported grain grading numbers.

The recent development in this field facilitate the setting up of intervention and paying agency and centres required for implementation of intervention and withdrawals of products. However, there has been no concrete development to set up an intervention agency, even a Paying Agency has been set up in the structure of the MA by the GD 362/2002. So far the Agency is in a very incipient phase. The GD 1555 dated December 18, 2002 designate MoAF as the Managing Authority in charge with the Operational Programme for agriculture, rural development and fisheries, and its paying agency as implementing authority. 

V.2.4.2. Crop insurance and compensation for calamities

After adoption of Law 381 dated June 13, 2002 on compensation for calamities, a new item in the 2003 budget provides for farmer compensation in the event of natural disasters. The intervention is designed to stimulate farmers to insure their farm output and take cover against insurable risks (with MA 20% support to policy holders to pay their premiums, as provided in GD74, dated January 23, 2003). MoAF stepping in to compensate farmers only for uninsured (and uninsurable) risks. This is a welcome action that prevents a return to the 1994-96 practice when MoAF compensation for natural disasters amounted to rewarding its supporters.

V.2.4.3 Other incentives

V.2.4.3.1 Agricultural finance 

After two years, in April this year the Parliament finalized its debate on a subsidized agricultural credit law (Law no 150/2003). However, no provision has been made in the MA budget for funding it. The law stated that debtor (agricultural producer) received a 30% bonus of the borrowed amount if the loan was reimbursed in due time. By the implementation of this new credit law, for crop farmers, the advance payment of 30 per cent of the subsidy for commercial output it is a solution that seeks to make up for the lack of subsidised agricultural credit which was discontinued in 2001. 

Another incentive for crop farmers was provided by EO No. 21 of February 2002 which defers VAT payments on farm inputs (fertilisers, persticides, certified seeds) to harvest time.

V.2.4.3.2 Free distribution of fertilizers

Considering the very low number of household farms that may claim the commodity subsidy, the Government put forth a further intervention targeting quasi-subsistence farms in the first place: free distribution of a specified amount of fertilizers (50 kg/0.5 ha) to farmers with under 2.5 hectares of landed property. Estimated number of beneficiaries is 2.6 million.

V.2.4.3.3 Diesel subsidy

When a Special Road Fund was created a couple of years ago, the diesel fuel price comprised a charge payable by all diesel fuel users into the fund, which charge was to be used for road maintenance and modernization. Since farmers used diesel for farming purposes, they applied for exemption. After the legitimacy of the request was agreed upon in principle, several attempts were made to implement it. The initial acceptance of exemption on the basis of a statement for which the underwriter was liable (which was suspected by irregularities) was replaced in 2001 by reimbursement on the basis of a documented application (there were reimbursement delays) which has been superseded by the 2002 system of distributing in advance vouchers for the standard amounts sought by farmers and approved by the county directorates. For 2003 the subsidization system was changed again, farmers receiving a subsidy from the MA budget.

V.2.4.3.4 Export subsisdies

Such export incentives were used in 1998-1999, for maize and wheat exports, but since then (2000-2001), though export subsidies were budgeted for grains and meats , very low disbursements were actually made. In 2002, no export premia were allocated.

Based on  the EO 120/2002, export proemia implementing legislation was approved by GD 1518/2002 regarding the mechanism for granting export subsidies for agri-food products according to which, the export subsidy will be granted for certain products, such as cheese, vegetal oils, meat and meat products, cereals and livestock, within certain quantity and value limits. The precise list of products, the quantities and the conditions for eligibility is set up through Minister Orders following negotiations with the representaives of the food industry. 

V.2.4.3.5 Prices and production

The 2002 wheat harvest accounted only for 4.4m-tone wheat (a post communist low record, following a normal 7 milion tons harvest in 2001). Due to the hard winter conditions and pest attacks the Romania's Government has forecasted a 2003 wheat harvest of 3.5m tones (wheat production is proved to be even lower), the lowest recorded in Romania in 50 years. About 600,000 hectares od fall crops (21% of the 2.58 million hectares sowed in the autumn) have been damaged by these factors.  
2002 Production
In 2002 the grain output was put at barely 14.3 million tons, 4.5 million tons below the previous year’s one. The drought in the first half of the year was the main reason for the shortfall. Also per hectare yields were low: 1923 kg/ha for wheat and rye, 2005 kg/ha for barley and two-row barley, and 2902 kg/ha for corn grains. The sharpest drops were recorded for wheat and rye. However, the area under crop also had shrunk - by 256 thousand hectares from the previous year: it was put at 6,038 million hectares in 2002. Corn accounted for the largest crop area – 2.89 million hectares – followed by wheat and rye with 2.30 million hectares, barley and two-row barley with 0.57 million hectares and oats with 0.23 million hectares.

Oilseed crops did better in 2002 when production was 18.8 per cent up on 2001, mainly as a result of the larger area planted: a further 137 thousand hectares were put under oilseed crops, bringing the total to 1,07 million hectares. Sunflower was the main crop, occupying 906 million hectares of land, 105 thousand hectares more than in the previous year. While on the rise, the land under soybeans remained anything but large (71.8 thousand hectares). With 1105 kg/ha of sunflower in 2002, the average yield was slightly up on that of 2001. A more detailed picture by area and main crop farmer category is shown below (see maps in Annexes, too):

Wheat

There were wide differences in per hectare yields between disaster-stricken counties – Dolj (259 kg), Buzau (569 kg), Prahova (679 kg) – and the counties that went largely unaffected: Satu Mare (3343 kg), Timis (3206 kg), Neamt (2934 kg). Household farms (including informal associations) accounted for 58 per cent of total wheat output. While state sector share of production shrank to 5 per cent, privatized commercial companies increased theirs to 17 per cent. Even the newly established commercial companies managed a good 7 per cent of overall production. Formal farm associations (with legal entity status) still account for 11-12 per cent of output. The counties in favorable conditions (with a comparative advantage in quality farmland) Zone 1 cut by far the larger share of total wheat production, where the private commercial farm sector is growing ever stronger.  

Sunflower

Here, too, spectacular differences due to extreme weather conditions are reported in the average per hectare yields of counties: Dolj (138 kg), Mehedinti (319 kg), Gorj (456 kg) as compared to Botosani (1800 kg), Timis (1666 kg), Arad (1654 kg). The shares by farm type are similar to those for wheat: the state sector 4.5 per cent, household farms 58 per cent, privatized commercial companies – 18 per cent, newly established commercial companies 6 per cent, (formal) associations – 12-13 per cent. The favorable conditions zone is the same, as shown on the map.

2003 Estimates

Production

Insofar as output projections are concerned, the MoAF is the main source of information. With the areas planted as a basis, experts of the Ministry make their output projections right away in the fall. When the agricultural year starts in earnest, the projections are updated on a regular basis to become increasingly accurate as the harvesting season draws nearer. In the past years such projections proved out very realistic. However, the wheat projections for 2003 emphasized the case for non-transparency  and even manipulation of public opinion and businesses of this MA-controlled system. At the beginning of the year, wheat output was estimated at 6.3 million tons. By end-winter wheat output projections dropped to 3.9 million tons to account for the large losses incurred by freezing temperatures. With further losses to pests and a very dry month of May, it would have been expected for the estimates to be gloomier still. Instead, MoAFA reacted by not releasing any wheat output estimate from late May. Not even in early July when harvesting was already underway did the Ministry provide a detailed output projection. The only public information was that supplied by the minister of agriculture who admitted that the 2003 production was in the range of 2.5 – 2.7 million tons. 

Emergency Action

In order to ensure the wheat consumer requirements, of 3.5 million tons for the 2003-2004 market year, the Government passed a decision (GD 864 dated July 17, 2003) to exempt a 1-million-tons-of-wheat quota from import duties until end-2003, and to ban the wheat export until July 1, 2004.  This action is expected to impact on bread-grade wheat prices, which soared in some parts of the country (Moldova and Dobrogea) to 6000 ROL/kg (180$/t) and beyond (media reports put them at 10,000 ROL/kg against the background of local crisis). Tax exemption notwithstanding, the wheat price is expected to steady in the months ahead (August-September) up at a minimum 5,000 ROL/kg. The import duty exemption will also apply to certain feed grain quotas (12 thou tons of rye, 100 thou tons of barley, and 500 thou tons of maize) till end of October 2003.

The package of Government emergency actions to manage this year’s crisis also includes:

· increased subsidization of the seeds for planting in the fall of 2003 (mentioned GD 817 dated July 3, 2003);

· 2 million ROL/hectare payments to under-5 ha farms in order to resume the agricultural cycle in fall (not yet prepared);

· a significant appropriation (ROL 300 billion) to pay for 50 per cent of the price of irrigation facilities.

VI. Livestock sector

VI.1. Production structures overview 

According to new evidence of MoAF,
 at the end of 2002, we already indicated that the total number of farms counted 14639, out of which: 12918 commercial farms and 1721 family farms. The area operated by the farms, defined according to the law (the 14639 farms covering a total area of 3181.1 thou.ha arable land) represents about 34% of the total arable land of Romania (9377.0 thou.ha). According to the same source
, 9865 farms are in the vegetal sector (out of which 8392 are commercial and 1473 family farms) and 3954 (out of which 3782 commercial and 172 family farms) are in the livestock sector. Inside the last category there are:

· 886 dairy cows’ farms out of which 878 commercial (on average 72 dairy cows/farms) and 8 family farms (on average 9 cows/farm).

· 129 fattening cows farms out of which 86 commercial (213 heads/farm) and 43 family farms (20 heads/farm)

· 463 pigs farms out of which 435 commercial farms (1488 heads/farms) and 28 family farms (47 heads/farms on average)

· 116 farms specialized on producing eggs, out of which 111 commercial and 5 family

· 109 specialized on poultry for meat out of which 68 commercial and 41 family farms

There are also 695 mixed farms out of which 628 are commercial and 67 family farms. 

If we compare those figures with the recent statistics
 one can notice that in the so called ”farms” category ”(commercial and family farms) are included only 3,5% of the total bovines, 13% of the total number of pigs, 4,5% of the total number of sheep and goats and 7% of the total number of poultry.

The pattern of Romanian livestock sector and its competitiveness is mainly influenced by:

· Changes in the land and livestock ownership structure, which led to a large number of small-scale farmers (in 2002 the share of private sector in agricultural land area reached over 93%, in the livestock inventory the private sector reached 99% for bovines, sheep &goats and poultry and 96,5% for swine).
· Massive reduction in the number of heads, especially in the first years of transition (in the period 1990-2002 the cattle inventory decreased by 54%, pigs number by 57% and sheep goats inventories by 53%) due to the transitional problems linked to the dissolution of the formers co-operatives
 specialized in livestock production and their unsuitability of building and technical equipment for small scale farming, removal of huge state subsidies after 1996 and liquidation and privatization of some state farms. 
· The inefficiency of the downstream sector passing its high costs onto producers and consumers
· The inadaptability to the new small farming pattern to adapt to marketing system needs (farmers who manage to have surplus production for sale on the market, fail to adapt due to lack of market information, high transport costs, limited negotiation margin, low quality standards),
· The significant change in demand and food consumption pattern as a result of the continuous diminished real income of the consumers. An important characteristic in the last decade is represented by the high share of self-consumption, especially in rural areas as well as the food consumption pattern with low consumption of meat and meat products-on average 80 kg. /capita. 

VI.2. Budgetary support for livestock sector 

The share of budgetary funds in the total MAFF budget, focused on livestock sector, varied in the transition period. A rough evaluation is presented in the table below. Until 1996 the budget for the livestock sector was quite generous. In 1998-1999 there were no funds specific for this sector and in the period 2000-2001 the funds slightly increased. Staring 2002 the budget for the livestock sector became more consistent and for 2003 the estimated amount is 27 % of the total MAFF budget. 

Table 10.  The budget for livestock sector

(Million $*)

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Total MAAF budget
	709
	812
	856
	664
	587
	318
	409
	372
	360
	440

	Of which for the livestock sector
	121
	338
	379
	75
	3
	1
	10
	12
	88
	119

	% In total MAAF
	17
	42
	44
	11
	0
	0
	2
	3
	24
	27


*Estimation based on BNR average exchange rate

Source: Based on MAFF budget data

VI.2.1 Agricultural policies in the livestock sector during 2002-2003

2002 brings a new subsidization scheme, targeted to commercial farms MoAF issued since 2002 year a program for support of agricultural producers, with several declared objectives, such as: 

· Increasing the agricultural production in quantity and quality terms;

· Increasing competitiveness of Romanian agri-food products on the domestic and foreign markets;

· Supporting the growth of actual or potential commercial farms;

· Introducing, promoting and regulating the organic farming practices and the production of ecological agri-food products.

Theoretically, those support programs are available to all farms, with two exceptions:

· Support for investment, which is available for commercial farms only;

· Support for fertilizers a free allocation, which is available only for farms below 2.5 ha.

In the last two years the livestock sector became a priority for the decision makers. In order to stop the downfall and help livestock sector recovery, a specific law for livestock sector was adopted (Law 72/2002) and specific programs were focused on recovery of the sector were promoted (as per G.D. 1556/2002, G.D. 302/2003, G.D 48/2003 for adopting The National Program for Restructuring and Modernizing of some food and livestock units). 

About one quarter of total MAFF budget was spent on the livestock sector (See Table 11 below). In 2002, about 72% of the total budget targeted on livestock sector was allocated for output support (milk and meat) and in 2003 the share of output support intended to be about 65%.

Even if access to subsidies is to all farms (commercials farms and also for small and medium size farms, after the change of initial legislation), still there are various provisions in each regulation, which makes difficult to majority of farmers, small farms mainly, to benefit from it. Such provisions are related to:

· The obligation of proving the existence of contracts with purchasers or authorized processors in order to be eligible for commodity subsidy application. This kind of provision makes subsidies practically unavailable to small farms (producing small quantities of products), any potential commercial partner being most likely unwilling to conclude such contracts, due to high transaction costs.

· For commodity subsidies (such as for milk, meat, breeding calves, heifers and sows), each producer is supposed to file at the county General Directorate for Agriculture a request / justification file, which might prove to be too costly (transport, needed papers etc.) as compared to the expected amounts of money granted as subsidies. 

The budget execution in first semester of 2003 reveals that already has been used 73% of the MAAF budget. In the livestock sector about 48% of the funds were used for output support.. 
Table 11:  The budget for livestock sector in the period 2002-2003
	
	2002

(Proposed)

Billion lei current prices
	%
	2002

(Execution)

Billion lei current prices
	2003 

(Proposed)

Billion lei current prices
	%
	2003 

July

(Execution)

Billion lei current prices

	Total MAFF budget 
	11906
	100
	11906
	14092.8
	100
	10225.1

	Total budget for livestock sector:
	3090.0
	26
	1712,862
	3531.7
	25
	1699,118

	1.Subsidies for reproduction
	647.6
	5.4
	114.609
	400
	2.8
	24.393

	- Heifers
	157
	
	17.131
	80.0
	
	

	-Calves 
	178.4
	
	17.409
	150
	
	

	-Sows
	252.2
	
	63.297
	143.5
	
	

	-Sheep
	
	
	
	26.5
	
	

	-Bees
	60
	
	16.772
	20.0
	
	

	2.Subsidies for meat
	1122.4
	9.4
	654.453
	1000.0
	7
	622.755

	-Beef
	182.4
	
	13.861
	100.0
	
	

	-Pork
	640.0
	
	277.281
	480.0
	
	

	-Poultry
	300.0
	
	354.309
	390.0
	
	

	-Sheep meat
	
	
	
	30.0
	
	

	3. Subsidies for milk:
	1120.0
	9.4
	943.8
	1306.1
	9.1
	641.822

	-Milk in mountain areas
	360.0
	
	
	309
	
	

	- Milk in other areas
	760.0
	
	
	968
	
	

	-Sheep milk
	
	
	
	28.0
	
	

	4.Subsidies for genetic found
	70.0
	0.6
	
	88
	0.6
	

	5. Genetic found - Horses
	50.0
	0.4
	
	50.1
	0.35
	

	6. Sanitary veterinary programs 
	80.0
	0.7
	
	615.5
	4.3
	410.148


Source: MAFF
VI.2.2. Legal framework for agricultural policies between 2002-2003 with impact on the livestock sector

Current agricultural policies focused on producers and those who market their products:

· Law no. 778/29th December 2001 regarding the inter-professional organizations on agri-food products regulates the establishment and the functioning of inter-professional organizations for a product or a group of products at the national level or production region, as well as main rights and obligations. These are Romanian legal persons of private law, of public interest, with professional character, having the juridical status as association, set up accordingly to the procedures and under the current law’s foresees in force at the establishment date;
· G.D. 750/2002 has approved among other things the setting up of a committee for meat products;

· Order 32/2003 for setting up The Inter-professional pork meat organization; 
· Order 376/2003 for setting up the Interprofessional Organization „Milk”.
· Law no. 73/ 16th January 2002 regarding the reorganization and the functioning of the agricultural and food products markets in Romania provides the legal framework for the establishment and organization of the agri-food and farm products market by the natural and legal entities, whether they have legal personality or not, who are engaged in producing, storing, processing and/or trading. 
· Law no. 72/16th February 2002 of livestock regulates the specific activities of the livestock area. Art. 11 sets out that MoAFF grants to the breeders premiums tp buy and/or sell, various allowances, financial advantages per product for the development of the animal production. 

· The breeder has the pre-emption rights for obtaining license with the MoAF support for the capitalization at export of the animals and animal origin products.

· G.E.O. 168/2001 with certain facilities granted to the natural persons who may undertake depopulated shelters in view of developing animal raising activities;

· Order 141/2002 on the support to be granted for starting up animal raising activities in former unused spaces. This kind of support refers to breeding stock and equipment necessary for automatic feeding systems as well as sewage systems for wastewaters;

· G.D. no. 48/ 16th January 2003 for approving the National Program for restructuring and modernizing of some units with livestock and food industry profile (units for processing meat, milk and milk collection points) if they can provide own programs able to improve quality of products.

· Law no. 25/13th January 2003 for approving G.E.O. 113/2002 regarding the identification and registering of bovines.

A framework for financial “support to agricultural producers”, has also been created. For the livestock sector the legislation in force is:

· G.D. 1202/24th October 2002 for the alteration of G.D. 54/17th January 2002 sets forth the subsidies to be granted in 2002 to stock farmers in order to increase meat production and livestock;
· G.D. 1556/18th December 2002 regarding the state’s direct support through granting subsidies in 2003 to agricultural producers from the farming sector for the increase in meat production and livestock, establishes the total value of all granted subsidies of 1420 billion ROL as well as the conditions for granting subsidies for the meat production as follows:

· 4000 ROL/kg for live young bovines with a minimum weight of 400kg/capita;

· 7000 ROL/kg for live porcine (livestock) with a weight between 90 and 110 kg/capita;

· 4000 ROL/kg for live sheep with a weight more than 30 kg/capita;

· 4000 ROL/kg for live chicken meat (broiler).

· G.D. no. 302/20th March 2003 for the alteration and completion of G.D. no.1556/18th December 2002 regarding the state’s direct support through granting subsidies in 2003 to agricultural producers from the farming sector for the increase in meat production and livestock.. 

· The total value of subsidies for meat will be ROL 1000 Billion for 198.57 you. Tons:

· For 25 000 tons beef – ROL 100 billion

· For 68 570 tons pork meat –ROL 480 billion

· For 7 500   tons sheep meat –ROL 30 billion

· For 97 500 tons poultry meat-ROL 390 billion

· These subsidies will be allocated in the same manner as stipulated in G.D. no.1556/2002 

General regulations
· The “Product Offices”:

·  MoAAF Order no 307/2001, the Product Offices within the General Directorate for Strategies and Policies in Animal Breeding as a structure of the Ministry. These Offices will achieve the implementation of livestock, meat production and market monitoring policies.

· Less-Favored Areas:

· Law 24/1998 for investment in “less-favored areas”, imported raw materials (which were to be processed and not sold at retail sites) in the areas exempted from customs duty. 

· Law 678/2002 stipulates that imports of poultry, pork, and beef meat for use of meat processors in these same areas will be no longer exempted from customs duty. The areas which were defined as less-favored were mainly ex-mining regions with depressed economic circumstances such as Motru-Rovinari, Altan Tepe, Baraolt, Filipestii de Padure, Copsa Mica, Balan, Ceptura.                  
· New Statements for Specified Risk Materials (SRMs) on Shipments of Offals and Meat Products:

· The Minister Order 144/2002 requires a supplementary statement that the product does not contain SRMs. Specific Risk Materials are defined for the purpose of this regulation as portions of the vertebral column of bovine, ovine, and sheep species produced after March 31, 2001. EU Directive 999/2001 contains an exact definition of such SRM that was adopted by Romania for use in this new regulation. This includes mechanically recovered meat from bones of these three species.  MDM originating from bovine, ovine and goat species will not be allowed for import. MDM sale to final consumers, pure or mixed with other ingredients, is prohibited. It can only be used as an ingredient for treated under heat meat products in veterinary authorized processing plants. These processing plants have to notify the field veterinary offices about their MDM suppliers; they will also notify the veterinary authorities whenever they buy MDM from a new supplier.
Veterinary Certificates and Labeling Requirements

Romania agreed to adopt related legislation in compliance with European Union requirements. Thus, veterinary and phyto-sanitary acquis adoption is advanced (it is reported that Auhorities intends to finalize this process by late 2003). Reference to EU directives will require that veterinary practices in Romanian plants will comply with EU veterinary standards and practices.  This is not likely to be the case. Although Romania is rapidly improving its veterinary practices and procedures, it is unlikely that Romania will be able to be fully in compliance with the EU directives referenced in the certificates.  

Based on the Law 57/2002 a common order of the MAFF, the Ministry of Health and Family and the National Authority for Consumer Protection has been drafted and is currently under approval procedures regarding the production and trading of pork meat. The order has also a provision regarding the European grid for classifying pig carcass, which is going to be implemented in Romania as well.

Sanitary-veterinary norm for imports are regulated by the Minister Order no. 70/1998 and MO no. 4/13.01.2000 .The norm defines the International livestock certificate, that is the certificate issued by an official veterinary of the export country, certifying the animals’ health condition and states also the inoculations they were subject to. The Sanitary-veterinary agreement is an official document issued by the central veterinary administration, which establishes the sanitary-veterinary conditions under which the import of dangerous products established by law, for the population’s health and for the environment is allowed

Regarding the imports of bovine live animals/meat, the Romanian veterinary authority has adopted very restrictive regulations as: 

· MO. 198/10th March 2003 for the approval of sanitary-veterinary norm regarding the principles concerning the livestock and genealogical conditions applicable to import activities. 

· MO. 1944/28th October 2002 on prohibition for use on Romania’s territory of the products with phyto-sanitary use containing certain active substances.

· MO. 394/2nd September 2002 for the approval of the issue procedure of phyto-sanitary passports.
· MO. 80/24th May 2000 for the approval of the norm regarding the minimum conditions necessary for custom phyto-sanitary control.

VI.3. Sector analysis: livestock

In the last decade, the livestock sector gradually lost its importance in GAO, from 47% in 1990 to 36% in 2001. In real terms the value of GAO from the livestock sector as well as the livestock inventory almost halved (cattle decreased by 54%, pigs by 57%, sheep & goats inventories by 53%, poultry by 32%). The livestock number per 100 hectares declined as well. 

Fig.15 The livestock and Large Livestock Unit

(LLU)/ 100 ha land area
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        Source: based on National Institute for Statistics data
This dramatic evolution has several causes: in the first stage the dismantling of former agricultural cooperatives (part of the livestock herds from the former cooperatives was represented by old, diseased, old-yielding animals, that were slaughtered), then durther restructuring in the sector cause by the 1997-1998 liquidation and privatization of many industrial complexes (pigs and poultry complexes with huge debts and losses). The small-scale farming induced the adjustment of livestock number to the needs of their own families. Most easant households are not specialized in animal husbandry and raise animals only for own consumption. 

The reasons for this situation and causes for low competitiveness are: low connection of farms to market, associated with the absence of markting channels for collecting animal products (milk in particular), low prices received by farmers from processors, domestic food demand contraction, absence of road infrastructure that hinders access to urban markets, and finally poor entrepreneurial skills of part of the rural population (old-aged population, the unemployed coming from the industrial sector that do not have the necessary skills nor do they want to get involved into animal husbandry). 

During 1990-2002 the beef & veal production decreased by 49%, poultry meat production by 31%, pork meat by 28, eggs by 20%. As opposed to meat and eggs, milk production increased by 13% comparing to 1990 (See Fig.16 below) 

Fig.16 Livestock output
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There are natural and economic factors that have a strong influence upon the livestock production: 

· Natural factors:

· Availability of feed and fodder, which seemed to be one of the most important constraint to the livestock efficient production during the latest years
;

· The genetic potential of the livestock, with strong implications upon the feed conversion ratio, and  important consequences upon the feed consumption, costs and yield.

· Economic factors: 

· The production capacity in the sector; 

· The ownership structure of the economic operators along the products channels, and their links with the producers;

· The consumers’ demand for livestock products (depending on the food consumption model and on the purchasing power);

· The financial resources of the sector.

At present, livestock production mainly comes from peasant households, while the average number of animals per household is extremely low. Thus, among the farms (households) that have bovines, 92% have 1-3 heads on the average, while 8% have over 50 heads. As for farms raising pigs, 80% of farms have 2-3 pigs heads on the average, while 15% over 100 heads. In poultry, 82% of farms raising poultry have 25 heads, while 8% over 500 heads. Finally, the situation in the case of sheep is the following: 61% of farms have less than 5 heads, while 25% 6-10 heads.

VI.3.1. Dairy milk and beef sector

VI.3.1.1 Evolution of inventories

During the transition period, significant changes occurred in the cattle sector. Three different phases can be distinguished in the evolution of the number of heads: 

· 1990-1992: the former cooperatives were dismantled, and land and animals went back into private ownership. Cattle herds decreased by 2.7 million heads (by 41.5%) All old, sick and not productive animals were slaughtered with no restrictions (see Fig. 17 below). 

· 1993-1996: the decreasing trend continued in the state sector only, but at a slower pace: in three years the number of heads went down by 162,000 heads only (4.5%). The private sector showed a slight increasing trend, most probably as a response to incentives provided through specific policies (price premiums for milk sold to specific processors, grants for purchasing dairy cows and heifers for milk production etc.).

· 1997-2001 decreasing trend resumed, and the number of heads in the private sector was by 8.1% lower in 2001 as compared to 1997. The support for milk production and for animal husbandry activities was phased out in 1997 and only partially reintroduced in 2000. The dairy state farms almost disappeared; in 2001, 98.3% of the cattle were in private ownership.

· Staring 2002 the number of livestock increased, probably as a consequence of support from the State.

Fig.17 Cattle, dairy milk cows and heifer inventories, 1991-2002 (end of year)
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Source: based on NIS data

The herds are not equally distributed all over the country. The shift from large dairy farms (quite production-intensive), state-owned or within former cooperatives, to very small size private households (rather production-extensive) (most of them averaging 1-3 cows), together with the scarcity of compound feed induced a change in the distribution in the country
. Thus, herds increased substantially in the mountain and high-hill areas, with large pastures and meadows, and decreased in the plain zones, where fodder is scarce.

VI.3.1.2 Dairy sector

The dairy sector is very important in the Romanian agriculture (milk production accounted for about 40% of livestock production value and about 15% of agricultural production value) and is characterized by a very small scale of production (it is estimate that there are 1,2 million small farms with dairy cows and the average herd size is 1,5 cows/farm)
. Of the total milk production, about 95% is produced in households (small size farms). 

Statistical data show that in the last decade the total milk production has been increasing, especially in the period 1992-1995 and has been rather stable, after this period. Average yields are in general below the genetic potential because of deficiencies in feeding and husbandry. Low productivity does not allow capitalization; producers are not able to purchase equipment or compound feed, and milk production is labor intensive. 

Processed milk accounts for less than one third  of total milk production, and the rest is used for self-consumption (animal feed and human consumption) and/or for direct sales on the peasant market  or „street” markets. Only several percentages of the raw milk currently meet EU standards in terms of hygiene and quality. The milk collection system is very fragmented and there is a shortage of cooling facilities.
The industrial production of dairy products is low (only about 20% of total milk production is processed); during the transition period it had a decreasing trend and in 2002 one can observe a slight recover, due to the support policies in this sector. The structure of processing industry is very fragmented (for a production of 5 000 million liters/year there are about 1000 processing units). There are some large processors that operate in the dairy industry (processing about 100 000 liters/day): Friesland, SC Napolact, Danone, Parametru etc. 

Table 12: Dairy products industrial production, 1990-2001

	
	Unit
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	Fresh consumption milk (1.8% fat)
	Million liters
	396.4
	349.1
	307.0
	186.4
	175.0
	160.8
	 95.9
	104.8

	Whole milk powder
	'000 tones
	 14.7
	 13.8
	 10.7
	 6.0
	 6.2
	 7.0
	 8.5
	

	Fresh dairy products (3.5% fat)
	Million liters
	225.0
	205.1
	145.7
	 82.5
	 92.2
	 90.5
	108.8
	137.9

	Butter
	'000 tones
	 16.0
	 13.0
	 14.0
	 7.0
	 7.0
	 6.0
	 6.1
	

	Cheese
	'000 tones
	 51.0
	 48.0
	 42.0
	 37.0
	 31.0
	 29.0
	 28.2
	26.4


Source: National Institute of Statistics

The average annual per capita domestic consumption increased continuously during the transition period (1990-2001) from 144 to 197.4 liters of milk and milk products
, while the butter consumption dropped dramatically from 2.1 kg (1990) to 0.4 kg, being substituted by margarine. Taking into account the large share of on-farm consumption for milk, and on the other hand the low purchasing power of the consumers, the current solvent demand is rather low. The self-sufficiency index
 for milk has been estimated at about 98%.

Romania is a net importer of dairy products. The trade deficit in dairy products is mainly caused of low competitiveness due to high production costs, and quality issues processors raise during collection. The main suppliers of dairy products to Romania are Germany (butter and cream), France (powdered milk) and Hungary (yogurt and butter).

Distribution channels 

Along the milk producer-consumer chain, there are two distribution channels for processed milk: industrial or at peasant household level. 

As regards the first case, distribution of industrially-processed dairy products, this is organized on contract basis between milk processors and the outlets (stores) of the retail sale network on one hand and with the intermediary distribution firms, that in their turn deliver products to large stores/supermarkets which are generally located in the main towns of the country. As processors generally have modern transport means, equipped with refrigeration equipment, mainly these provide transport; thus products are safely and fast delivered, at distances up to 300-400 km. 

Another type of distribution channel for fresh milk, cheese and sour cream is a kind of “direct sale”- typical for production that comes from small farms. The lack of education concerning food consumption or even the deliberate decision to buy such food items, justified by cash scarcity, expose the buyer (consumer) to very high risk, as it is well known that milk is the carrier of extremely serious diseases. In this case, recent studies
 revealed that the non-processed milk share in population’s consumption, by regions, is extremely high, ranging from 38% in Bucharest, 49% in Transilvania, 60% in Muntenia and 70% in Moldova. The problem is more serious than it seems to be, as 19% of those consuming non-pasteurized milk are intellectuals; age groups, the highest consumption, find i.e. 8.3 liters/person/month in the 0-6 years group
.

Milk prices

The persistence of a dual marketing system induced two type of prices : officially recorded prices for marketed milk (processed and sales on peasant market) and unoficially prices typical for „direct sales” from small producer to consumer. 

Table 13. Average prices of processed dairy products 1999-2002

	Specification 
	Unit
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	Milk for consumption 
	ROL/liter
	4374
	5900
	6970
	8436

	Powder milk 
	ROL/kg
	25122
	37603
	56453
	64358

	Skimmed powder milk
	ROL/kg
	22160
	34862
	49215
	56941

	Fresh dairy products (3.5% fat)
	ROL/liter 
	5917
	9961
	12471
	14686

	Butter 
	ROL/kg 
	29931
	46078
	55416
	66517

	Cheese
	ROL/kg
	24674
	33656
	41582
	51805


Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forests, Statistics Directorate, Value of processed production 1999-2002

Table 14. Average price of dairy products sold on the free market, 1998-2003

	Specification
	Unit
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Fresh milk
	ROL/liter
	3257
	4055
	5068
	7500
	9000
	12000

	Cow feta cheese
	ROL/kg
	19787
	22069
	25340
	
	
	

	Sheep feta cheese
	ROL/kg
	24042
	26884
	27874
	50000
	60000
	70000


Source: National Institute of Statistics

The price for milk sold to processors (procurement price) was in 2002 about 4500 ROL and in the first semester of 2003 about 5500 ROL. The comparative analysis of the two types of prices clearly shows that the farm gate price offered by processors (4585 ROL/l in 2002) cannot compete with prices for raw milk (9000 ROL/l in 2002) offered on the peasant market (by direct sales from producer to consumers). 

Overall, the main constraints in the dairy sector are:

· Unskilled and less educated small farmers;

· Low productivity, below the genetic potential;

· Ignorance regarding milk quality at the farm level and in milk collection;

· Very fragmented collection system for milk, dealing with small quantities;

· Low consumer incomes induced by low purchasing power.

The main directions for increasing sector competitiveness should be:

· Full harmonization of Romanian milk legislation with that of the E.U.

· Continuation of some governmental support (subsidies) only in the direction of supporting a quality-oriented system; 

· Providing technical assistance, training and setting up an awareness campaign to producers to making aware of the importance of milk quality for population’s health protection; 

· Establishment of a milk quality control system and of a pricing system based upon quality in conformity with E.U. requirements and standards; 

· Strengthen the relation processors-producers, trough interprofessional organizations; The advantages for processors will be: guarantee of constant milk supply for a longer period of time; milk production monitoring; diminution of production costs; The advantages for producers will be: guarantee of raw milk taking over and quality of milk production; capital accumulation and its re-investment for business development, increase of average farm size; diminution of milk quantity retained for self-consumption, together with the increase of deliveries to the specialized processing units; diminution of milk production costs; 

· Stimulating milk quality at processor level by providing procurement price bonuses for high-quality milk and penalties for a low quality milk; 

· Removal of deficiencies from the collection network through the modernization of all collection centers and points, providing of modern equipment with cooling tanks in adequately equipped rooms; 

· Set up of a marketing system for dairy products; 

· Stimulating the best use of natural conditions, of labor force and tradition in dairy cow rising.

VI.3.1.3.Beef sector

Romania doesn’t have a splecialized beef production is very much seen as a by-product of the dairy sector. The predominance of cattle on peasant/small farms makes the sector somewhat less visible than system derived from former State and Cooperatives units. In Romania, beef consumption is rather low (7-9 kg/year/capita), and is ranked third in the meat consumption (14-23%): the Romanian food consumption model favors by far pork and poultry meat. Therefore, only milk specialized and mixed races of cows are used for production.

The total beef production is estimated at 5-6% of the total agricultural output (GAO). Beef production constantly decreased during the last decade. In 1991 it had a record level, due to massive slaughter after the dismantling of the cooperatives. The production of the private sector had a rather erratic evolution, with ups and downs, apparently with no particular connection to either changes in price or in policies).
Fig. 18 Beef output and human consumption
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During the last five years, the beef production seemed to reach a certain balance, around 340,000 tones, out of which the private sector is producing 91%. Due to its low ranking in the Romanian consumers’ preferences, the on-farm consumption of beef is low (20% of the total production) as compared to other livestock products. 

Regarding slaughterhouses on can say that their situation is better to the extent that there are bigger slaughter houses, preferred for exports (3 units) but they still suffer from lack of coverage of production capacities, a cause, which generates high production, costs. The sanitary veterinary measures taken in the past years, mainly determined by the European restrictions connected with the BSE, have led to the closing down of a number of over 600 smaller slaughter houses and centers for slaughtering which lack the financial strength to make investments which would have helped them reach the minimum risk parameters for consumer health. Still, large processors have to face significant competition from small-scale slaughtering which mainly tend to serve community needs. In consequence two-distribution network has been developed:

· Large importers/abattoirs wholesale products;

· Local network of small slaughtering (many are in association of butcher shops and peasant market).

There is minimum information regarding beef price because of the lack of a market information system. The value of procurement price is a better reflection of farm gate price and is a price reported by ANCA (The National Agency of Agricultural Consultancy). The farm gate price in 2001 was 24419 ROL/Kg live weight and in 2002 26394 ROL/kg. In the 2003 (first semester) the farm gate price for beef is 26033 ROL/kg. 

The domestic demand for meat and particularly for beef is likely to remain low, due to the continued reduction of purchasing power of most consumers. For the same reason, consumers are extremely price sensitive and generally prefer to buy especially low priced cuts - whether fresh, chilled or frozen. Most of the meat is sold through butchers or via small grocery stores.

Per capita yearly consumption of beef decreased constantly since 1994, from 10.4 down to 7 kg in 2001. It is likely that domestic demand for meat and for beef in particular will remain low over the years to come, as long as most of the consumers will have low incomes. 

The beef trade was rather low in the last years; exports went down to around 1,000 tones per year and imports were below 5,000 tones per year. 

In 2002 live bovines export accounted for 27.5 thou. Tons (35 million USD) and the main destination were Croatia, Greece, Syria and Italy. 

BSE was definitely a major concern that cut off trade for a while. Romania was declared to be BSE-free and was placed by the EU in the third-risk category for BSE (out of five). The main supplier for beef is the Republic of Moldova. Due to high sanitary-veterinary standards that it doesn’t meet yet, Romania exports rather live bovine for slaughter than beef and beef products.

Opportunities and constraints for beef sector

Beef production has a potentially significant role to play in the development of small commercial farms. There is also significant potential for cattle to contribute to pastoral systems in upland areas that are sensitive and indeed enhancing to the environment. 

VI.3.1.4 Legislative framework specific for the dairy and beef sector

Starting with the budget’s execution for 2003, the government has passed legislation (G.D. 1556/2002 and G.D. 302/2003) in order to prevent the drops in production and help the economic recovery iof the sector. These measures consist of:

-
Granting a premium of 7000 ROL/kg for every young bull given to the slaughter house with a weight of more than 400 kg

-
Premiums for every newly born calf as a result of artificial insemination or covering by authorized bulls (especially in the mountainous areas)

-
Premiums for heifers bearing calves for the first time.

By MoAF Order no 307/2001, the Product Offices within the General Directorate for Strategies and Policies in Animal Breeding were set-up within the structure of the Ministry of agriculture. These Offices will achieve the implementation of livestock, beef meat production and market monitoring policies.

Regarding the import of bovine live animals/meat, the Romanian veterinary authority has adopted very restrictive regulations as: 
· O. 198/10th March 2003 for the approval of sanitary-veterinary norm regarding the set up of the principles concerning the livestock and genealogical conditions applicable to import activities. 

· O. 1944/28th October 2002 regarding the prohibition for use on Romania’s territory of the products with phyto-sanitary use containing certain active substances.

· O. 394/2nd September 2002 for the approval of the issue procedure of phyto-sanitary passports.

· O. 80/24th May 2000 for the approval of the norm regarding the minimum conditions necessary for custom phyto-sanitary control.

On the trade side, MFN duties and preferential arrangements granted within regional trading blocs are provided below as follows:

Import Duties in CY 2003 (%)

	
	WTO bound tariff
	Applied in 2003 (MFN)
	Special EU

Preference
	Special CEFTA

Preference


	Live bovines:

‑     For breeding

‑     For slaughtering
	273

273
	0.25


	
	

	Beef
	294
	401
	0 for 3,000 MT 
	0 for 3000 MT 


VI.3.2. Pork meat

Pigment is the most important type of meat in Romania accounting for almost half in total meat consumption. In the period 1990-2002 the pig herd declined by 58%
, production by 37% and human consumption by 25%. The massive livestock reduction was in the state sector
. In the private sector the number of pigs decreased by 17% in 2002 as compared to 1990 and the share in the total number of pigs rose at 96% comparing to 48% in 1990. 

Fig. 19  Swines inventories, output and human consumption
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Source: National Institute of Statistics, MAFF

Among the major factors which have led to reduction of animal numbers, output and consumption we may mention: dop in purchasing power of consumers; poor financial situation of livestock operations; difficulties in obtaining credits from local banks because of tight lending policies and high interest rates; oversized staff and high production costs which reduced profits; heavy competition from subsidized imports of meat.

The production structure is concentrated in two chains: small private producers and big integrated ones. The two production chains uses different technologies:

· Small producers utilise traditional means for pigs breeding and feeding but they produced mainly for own-consumption. There are almost 3.4 million pigs in households (77% of the total number of swine) and a significant share of the pig production is produced on family farms and more than 50% of the total pig production is self-consumption.
· Big units utilise modern technologies for pigs breeding and operate with facilities of former state farms, but their endowment is obsolete. 80% of these complexes are vertically integrated,  with feed and processing units and slaughterhouses. Marketing of live pigs and pork carcasses is made according to certain standards which are not related to carcass classification in  quality classes, in compliance to  EUROP system.

The slaughtering and processing sector comprises units which are part of the integrated bussines of the large commercial producers (according to the latest NIS census regarding industry, only 6% of the 2084 registered meat production and processing units employed more than 50 staff) and there are also a large number of smaller scale slaughterers units which are not operatted by commercial producers and which are in fact multi-species slaughter units.

Most of the large-scale commercial pig producers are organised under professional organizations: The Association of the Breeders and Processors of Pork Meat which represents mainly the sector of breeers in an intensive system and of slaughtering activities (most big raising plants own their own slaughterhouse), and the Romanian Meat Association which mainly represents the segment of meat producers but having also members representing big and medium size slaughterhouses. These two associations are the counterparts of the Ministry of Agriculture on issues concerning the policy for this sector. 

The continued reduction in the standard of living has also stagnated domestic meat consumption, which, together with the continuous reduction of the purchasing power, resulted in a contracted demand for pork. The per capita annual consumption was 20-23 kg during the last years. 

Pork meat prices:  the average price of pork meat at farm gate was ROL 21419/kg in 2001 liveweight and ROL 34300/kg in 2002. In 2003 the price fluctuates beween ROL 18000-40000 (minimum prices in  Bihor, Satu-Mare, Timis  and maximum price in Mehedinti, Gorj, Ilfov, Dolj , Galati). The pork meat price in carcass is strongly influenced by the import prices. In 2001 the import price was USDs 1690/T, in 2002 USD 1359/T and in 2003 USD 1126/T. In august 2003 the price for pork meat in carcass fluctuated beween ROL 45000-50000 /Kg.
Romania has traditionally been a net exporter of pigment but since 1998 the trade balance became negative. Because of reduced domestic production and preferential duty treatment. In 2002 pork meat imports accounted for 8.6% of the total value of agri-food imports. (80.8 thou. tones, about USD 130 millions.). The increase of live swine and pork meat imports is due to the continuous decrease of domestic production as well as due to the new facilities in less favored areas (which imported meat with 0% duty). In late 2002, according to the Law 678/2002 this facility was removed. In 2003 in the first semester pork meat imports accounted for 4.4% of the total agro-food import value (14.2 thou. tones).  

VI.3.3 Legislative framework specific for the sector

Measures taken by the government for recovery of the sector:

1) By MoAAF Order no 307/2001, the Product  Office has been set up in the Ministry's structure, within the General Directorate for Strategies and Policies in Animal Breeding. This Office will achieve the implementation of animal flocks, production and market monitoring policy in the field of pigs breeding.

2) Law 72/2002 and G.D.778/2002 created a legal framework for the new “market mechanisms” similar to those in the EU;

3) G.D. 750/2002 has approved among other things the setting up of a committee for meat products;

4) The Inter-professional pork meat organization has been created;

5) By the Minister order, a working committee was set up, for the implementing of the European system for payment of pigs by the slaughter houses on the basis of the EUROP system has been made legal (in a close connection with the quality of the carcass);

6) G.D. 1556/2002 and G.D. 302/2003 according to which there is granted a premium of 7,000 ROL/kg for delivery of livestock of 90/110 kg to authorized slaughterhouses. By this act owners of genetic material are also granted a premium;

7) G.E.O. 168/2001 by which there are certain facilities granted to the natural persons who may undertake depopulated shelters in view of developing animal raising activities;

8) Order 141/2002 by which support is granted for starting up animal raising activities in former unused spaces. This kind of support refers to breeding stock and equipment necessary for automatic feeding systems as well as sewage systems for wastewaters;

9) Based on the Law 57/2002, a common order of the MAFF, the Ministry of Health and Family and the National Authority for Consumer Protection, it has been drafted and are currently undergoing approval procedures regarding the production and trading of pork meat. The order has also a provision regarding the European grid for classifying pig carcass, which is going to be implemented in Romania as well.

Specifically, for the year 2003, MFN duties and preferential arrangements granted within regional trading blocs are given in Table 4. 

Import Duties in CY 2003 (%)

	
	WTO bound tariff
	Applied in 2003 (MFN)
	Special EU

Preference
	Special CEFTA

Preference


	Live pigs
	273
	15-20
	
	10-15

	Pork
	318.5
	451
	
	25


Romania vaccinates against classical swine fever (CSF) and thus cannot export pork to the EU market. Only canned pork is allowed for export to EU states. As herds are expected to grow, the local producers are hoping to regain their traditional markets in the former Yugoslavia region and the CIS markets.

Some key points for improving competitiveness in the sector:

· Continuous developing the programs for breed improvement for porcine and including in the selection procedures the imported for seminal production animals in such a way that it will benefit from the governmental sustain.
· Stimulate the development of new farms, with new shelters, incorporating new, efficient technologies. The funds allocated for investment must be used mainly by this type of farm structures (the SAPARD programmed, funds from the budget for investment, credits from the World Bank, etc.)
· Improving the quality of pig production and market monoitoring. The introduction of the community system for pork carcasses classification; Elaboration of the legislative act for the designation of the competent authority in charge with the introduction of pork meat grid, establishment of attributions and sanctions

VI.4. Poultry meat and eggs sector

Poultry meat is ranked the second position in the meat consumption in Romania; its share is amounting about 26-30%, with a yearly consumption per capita of 12-13 kg. Most of the meat production is coming from broilers (70-75%), the rest from hens for meat, laying hens and other species (turkeys, geese, ducks, in very low shares).

During the early years of the transition period, when cooperatives were dismantled, a sharp decreasing trend in the number of heads started. Thus, in 4-year time, only 58% of the poultry heads were left (See Fig. 20). In 1995-1996, due to the important support granted by the state, the number increased, but dropped again in 1997, after the removal of support. The number started to increase again in 2001 and in 2002 inventories was at 98% of the number registered in 1996 before removal the support. One can conclude that support policies applied in the transition period induced significant increase in the number of poultry inventories and in the output. The poultry meat production dropped by 31% in 1990-1994, to recover in 1995-1996 due to massive financial injection in the state-owned industry, and to become rather stable since 1998 (around 330,000 tones live weight per year).

Fig. 20: Poultry inventories, output and human consumption
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Source: National Institute of Statistics

About two thirds of the total poultry meat production is produced in small-size farms (households); while about 30% is produced by private agricultural companies or associations (medium and large size production units). Among the different kinds of meat, poultry has the highest degree of on-farm consumption: the households consume over 80% of their own production; only the remaining quantities are sold. 

Since poultry meat is cheaper than pork or beef, thus accessible for population groups with lower income, the domestic demand for poultry expanded continuously during the transition period, while the shorter production cycle allowed producers to respond quickly to market signals.

Poultry meat prices in 2002-2003 varied between ROL 36000/kg (in January 2003) and ROL 45000/ kg in July 2003, for a chicken for meat with head and legs (price which includes also the 19% VAT). In these conditions poultry meat becomes more and more the preferred meat for consumption, which is typical of the consumption in Romania, due to its low price as compared to pork or beef. The average annual per capita domestic consumption of poultry meat, even expanding, is still low (about 13 kg), as compared to the consumption in EU (30 kg) or in the USA (45 kg). 
Romania is a net importer of poultry meat. Product range includes leg quarters, chicken livers, whole broilers, turkey wings and drumsticks etc. The imported quantities in 1992-2002 varied between 15,000 – 98,000 tones (2002), except 1996, when due to extremely high tariff barriers, the imports amounted 3,000 tones only. Since joining CEFTA, Hungary became the major supplier for poultry meat imports, followed by the USA. Despite the exceptionally increased tariffs (45% as compared to a preferential 28% for all other CEFTA members
), Hungary is still the origin of about one third of the total Romanian imports of poultry meat.

During the next coming years, a recovery of the poultry meat sector is expected, in industrial-type efficient units, able to operate under competition conditions without any or with minimum support from the state, mainly against the subsidized similar products coming from CEFTA member countries, especially from Hungary, one of the most important producer of poultry meat in Central Europe. 

The egg producing sub-sector experienced a less sharp decrease in its productive inventories during the early transition period (by 27% only). Already in 1991, 68% of the inventories were in the private sector, and the decrease in the number of laying poultry came mostly from restructuring the state sector.  A similar evolution occurred for the eggs production as well: due to the fact that since 1991 almost two thirds of the eggs were produced in the private sector, the decrease in production came mostly from the state sector which was kept in operation through important subsidies and directed credits. 

The removal of the support for the inefficient state enterprises in 1997, among which industrial poultry units held an important share resulted in the liquidation of those which were in an extremely bad financial shape and the privatization of the remaining ones. Consequently, the total production resumed growth ever since  in 2002, 98% of the eggs production came from the private sector.

About 18% of the egg production is produced in medium and large size farms (private agricultural companies and associations), and about 77% in small-size farms (households). The on–farm consumption is high for eggs as well; out of the total production, only about 30% is marketed. 

No eggs were exported during the last year, and imports were very low. The average annual per capita domestic consumption is around 200 pieces.  At the current level of the purchasing power, the domestic production fairly covers the domestic demand; the self-sufficiency index for eggs has been estimated at 98-100%. Prices of eggs at farm gate in 2001 was ROL1469/piece and in 2002 ROL1398/piece.In 2003 the price oscilated between ROL2300 (January) and ROL 900/piece in june. In the last two monts the price raised at about ROL 2000/piece.

VI.4.1. Legislative framework specific for the sector

Given the importance of the sector (the second one as far as consumption is concerned) starting 2003, following the G.D. 1556/2002 and G.D. 302/2003, price premiums of 4.000 ROL/kg have been granted for 100.000 tones of poultry delivered to the slaughter house.

For the development process of the sector to continue, for the year 2003 there was a provision of a total of 390 billion ROL for continuing the program of granting premiums of 4.000 ROL/kg for a quantity of live poultry that is by 30% higher than the one in 2002 (i.e. 130.000 tones of chicken for meat delivered to the slaughter house). The Common Order no 206/447/86/2002 of the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forests, the Ministry of Health and Family and the National Authority for Consumer Protection, regarding the mandatory production and trading norms of chicken meat (that came into effect on the 24th of November 2002) sets precise rules for the chicken meat, rules that are mostly harmonized with those of the European Union.

Taking note of the fairly large quantities of chicken meat imported by economic units functioning in the challenged areas the Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of Development and Prognosis and the Ministry of Finances have promoted  an Ministries Order, in September 2001, by which they have settled the use of chicken meat within the manufacturing process. Following this measure, imports of chicken meat via challenged areas has decreased dramatically leaving unsolved only the problem of imports of Mechanically Deboned Meat (MDM).

Trade in poultry is not restricted. A bilateral tariff contingency with the European Union has been opened for 3,000 tons of poultry (annual increase by 300 tons) with zero customs duty and for which subsidies have been eliminated. The significant increase of imports of poultry meat and products thereof originating in Hungary has determined the Romanian side to apply, within CEFTA Agreement, safeguarding measures (from July 1999). The sector policy provides for granting, starting from 2002, of exports subsidies for poultry meat. Specifically, for the year 2003, MFN duties and preferential arrangements granted within regional trading blocks are provided below.

The applied duty rates (%) on selected poultry products:
	HSC
	Product
	MFN tariff
	Applied to imports from the EU
	Applied to imports from CEFTA

	0105.92.00
	Live chickens, weighing not more than 2,000 g
	16
	16
	10

	0105.93.00
	Live chickens, weighing more than 2,000 g
	16
	16
	10

	0105.99.30
	Live turkeys
	16
	16
	10

	0207
	Poultry meat
	45
	0 for 3,750 MT2
	0 for 3,750 MT2 

	
	Turkey meat and offal 
	
	
	

	0207.24
	Whole birds, fresh
	45
	x
	45

	0207.25
	Whole birds, frozen
	45
	x
	45

	0207.26
	Cuts and offal, fresh or refrigerated
	45
	x
	45

	0207.27
	Cuts and offal, frozen
	45
	x
	45


x: These products fall under the quota offered by Romania to the EU within the “Double zero” agreement.

Some key isues for improving competitiveness in the sector folows below:
· Harmonisation of marketing standards for poultry meat; introduction of their compulsory nature according to EEC Regulations;
· Likelihood of the introduction of breeds on the double zero list from the agreement of the European Union. By accepting a large number of products Romania may obtain in turn the possibility of exporting food and agricultural products to the EU without their being subject to duty taxes.
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� According to the Integrated Household Survey, food consumption level expressed in calories was 2476 Kcal/person/day in the year 2002.


�With 14.8 million hectares of agricultural land (62,2% of the total), Romania is the second largest agricultural producer in Central and Eastern Europe, after Poland and on an average level in Europe. Both soil and climate conditions in Romania are conducive to efficient agricultural production. (Land is rich in chernozems, making most of the Romanian landscape suitable for growing cereals and other temperate – climate crops. In the plains, most of the land is used to grow maize, wheat, barley, sunflower and sugar beet. In hilly areas, alongside with maize there are orchards and vineyards and in the river valleys vegetables - notably potatoes, cabbages and tomatoes - are grown. The large cereal sector supports a moderate livestock sector specializing in hog, poultry and cattle breeding.)


� The agricultural sector definitely played a role of a social buffer against the effects of the industrial and services sectors restructuring. Many people who lost their jobs in industry and services and got their land back through restitution according to the Land Law, migrated to agriculture. 


� The ratio of agricultural production index to population index employed in agriculture was less than one in all years, which reveals labour productivity decline compared to 1990 (M. Popescu, 2000). 


� Except the year 2000,when the most severe draughts in the last decades was recorded)


� Mostly to vulnerability to severe draughts, such as those in 1992, 1998 or 2000.


� The agricultural private sector showed the most dynamic evolution among the economic sectors, becoming the most important contributing “nucleus” of the private economic operators to the GDP formation. The share of the private sector in the GAV of the agricultural sector was 75.8%, while at the national level the share of the private sector in the GDP was 26.4% only. (C.Serbanescu, 2002, Sectorial analysis of the agricultural sector, FAO Report)


� the food industry falls as a consequence of: the agri-food chains general functioning deterioration as well as of the demand restructuring that inhibited or stimulated the growth of the product supply that crossed the agri-food chains.





� According to the Integrated Household Survey, food consumption level expressed in calories was 2476 Kcal/person/day in the year 2002


� However, the differences are quite significant among different household types: the households of employees, employers and unemployed eat mostly pork, while the families of pensioners and peasants mostly chicken;





� The group live animals and animal products was dominated by meat in the years 1991-97, especially pork meat (95-97 % of the group value); the situation completely changed after 1997, when live animals became the most important exported products of this group.


� It was usually about 22%, with a peak of 39 % in 1997.


� Trade data only for the 1st quarter.


� Within the Global Preferences System GPS, Romania benefits of export preferences to  U.S. for some varieties of cheese, wines, honey, mineral waters and fruit cans.


� Part of the land into the ownership of peasant individual farms is leased out. There are no accurate data available regarding land lease market sizes. One of the causes of this situation is that certain land areas are leased in/out according to informal agreements, difficult to be included in well-established legal concepts. According to certain orientate data, at the country level; the leased area would represent about 7% of the land area from the private sector (see: Marin Popescu, "Lectii ale tranzitiei - Agricultura 1990-2000", Editura Expert, Bucharest, 2001, p.191).


� Between December 2000 and July 2003, the complete name of the ministry was Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forests. After Government reorganization at end June, the ministry became Ministry of Agriculture, Forests, Water and Environment (GD 739 dated July 3, 2003)


� In the second half of 2001 - after the coming into effect of the Emergency Ordinance no.108/2001 on the farm units - a radical change was produced in the statistical evidence system of MAFF regarding the modality of information survey and presentation regarding the farm units. In the monthly bulletin issued by MAFF no information appear on the individual peasant farms (households), legal associations and non-legal (family associations). Only data are presented regarding the agricultural farms defined according to the law: commercial farms and family farms.


� MAFF bulletin, December 2002.


� Livestock and output in 2002, National Institute of Statistics, 2003.


� Old, diseased, old-yielding animals, that were slaughtered, represented part of the livestock herds from the former cooperatives and the former members of agricultural production cooperatives took other animals.


�In the crop sector, the intermediate consumptions dropped significantly: if in 1990 they amounted 2/3 of the production value, in 2000 they amount 1/3 only. The livestock sector shows an exact opposite situation: the intermediate consumption increased from 1/3 to 2/3 of the production value in the same period. This trend in the livestock sector is due mainly to the increase in the feeding costs, which amounted 78-93% of the intermediate consumption. The energy consumption increased as well, but in this case, an important contribution came from the increased energy prices. 


� in 2002 the counties with the smallest herds are Ilfov and Bucharest (20.5 thou heads), Calarasi (31.9, thou heads), Tulcea (37.3 thou. Heads), The highest density is found in the Northern-East counties  (24% of the total inventories) Suceava (167.6 thou. heads), Iasi (115.5 thou. heads), Bacau (106.0 thou. heads) Botosani (113.4 thou heads), and in Maramures (103.5 thou. heads) and Arges (108.5 thou. heads). 


� These are generally subsistence households that raise their animals in an extensive system. Milk production on these farms is adjusted according to their own needs and the limited opportunities of milk sale on the local markets or to the processing units


� In equivalent milk, butter excluded.


� Ratio between domestic production and domestic demand.


� According to “Market Survey on Dairy Products”, The Gallup Organization Romania, December 2001


� Grodea Mariana “The market of milk and milk products” FAO Strategy (2003)


� In the year 1990 almost 3,5 million stock were registered in households, the differences of 8,5 million was being raised within the intensive system in big size farms (over 20.000 stock per year).


� Pork production was concentrated in industrial state-owned enterprises and in spring 1997, several units were closed, due to massive financial problems; at the same time, price support and directed credits were phased out. The state-owned enterprises that were not liquidated were privatized


� Romania clamed the safeguard clause against Hungary, alleging that Hungarian domestic support and subsidized exports threaten the domestic poultry industry. 
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TABLE1 (2)

		COUNTRY:  ROMANIA

		Table 1.  Macroeconomic Indicators

				Units		1986		1987		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000 (1)						1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001*		2002**

		Population (by mid-year)		thousands						22608.0		22546.0		22503.0		22489.0		22455.5 (2)				Agriculture in GDP		21.2		18.3		18.6		20.6		19.4		19.3		18.8		17.6		14.1		13.0		11.4		13.2		11.7

		Economic output (change in GDP)		%						3.9		-6.1		-4.8		-2.3		1.6				Labor force in agriculture (share in total employment)		29.0		29.7		32.1		35.2		35.6		33.6		34.6		37.9		37.4		40.6		41.0		40.4		28.3

		GDP		billion lei current prices						108919.6		252925.7		371194.0		539357.0		796534.0

		Implicit GDP deflator		prev.year=100						145.3		247.0		155.4		146.4		145.0

		Unemployment rate (end of year)		%						6.6		8.9		10.3		11.5		10.5

		Consumer price index (previous year=100; annual average)		%						138.8		254.8		159.1		145.8		145.7

		Total FOB exports (at official rate)		US$ million						8 084.0		8 431.0		8 302.0		7 668.7		10 366.5

		Total FOB imports (at official rate)		US$ million						10 555.0		10 411.0		10 926.0		8 587.8		13 054.5

		Current account (4)		US$ million						-2 571.0		-2 137.0		-2 968.0		-1 303.0		-751.0 (5)

		Exchange rate (annual average)		per US$						3 082.6		8 000.0		8 875.5		15 332.0		21 692.0

		Gross Industrial Product (change in volume)		%						8.6		-5.0		-17.0		-7.9		7.6

		Gross Agricultural Product (change in volume)		%						-4.3		-1.2		-10.6		3.6		-16.2

		Gross Agricultural Product		US$ million						6 575.3		5 775.5		...		...		...

		Sectoral share of GDP

		Total Agro-food (7)		%						...		...		...		...		...

		of which:

		- Production  agriculture		%						18.8		17.6		14.1		13.0		11.0

		- Food processing (8)		%						...		...		86.2		98.0		...

		Sectoral share of GDP:  Industry		%						33.2		30.9		27.5		27.8		30.5

		Sectoral share of GDP:  Services (9)		%						36.6		38.4		43.0		43.5		44.8

		Share of national employment by sector

		Total Agro-food		%						...		...		...		...		...

		of which:

		- Production  agriculture		%						37.3		39.7		38.0		...		...

		of which:  male (10)		%						48.7		47.8		48.3		...		...

		of which:  female (10)		%						51.3		52.2		50.7		...		...

		- Food processing		%						...		...		...		...		...

		Population in rural area (% of population)		%						45.1		45.0		45.1		45.1		45.1

		Labor force in agriculture (11) (% of total)		%						35.2		37.9		37.4		...		...

		Government budget deficit as % of GDP (12)		%						-4.9		-3.6		-3.1		-2.4		-3.6

		Interest rate (central bank lending rate) (13)		%						35.0		40.0-93.5		35.0-52.6		...		...

		Average share of household income spent on food (14)		%						57.6		58.6(15)		58.5 (16)		54.9 (17)		53.0 (18)

		Source: National Institute for Statistics and Economic Studies, 2001

		n.c. = not calculated

		... = not available

		NOTES - TABLE 1

		1.  Provisional / estimations

		2. By 1-st of January 2000.

		3.  December previous year = 100.

		4.  The values for current account are taken from the balance of foreign payments.

		The values are representing net credit (credit - debit).

		5. By end November 2000.

		6. By end September 2000.

		7.   In the National accounts of Romania, "Food, beverages and tobacco" is an industrial branch, therefore its values are included

		in the industrial sector. The values given in the present table as "Total Agro-food sectoral share of GDP" are the sum

		of rows 21 and 22 (share of "Production agriculture" and "Food processing" sectoral shares of GDP.

		8.   Food, beverages and tobacco.

		9.   Including trade, transport, post & telecommunication, financial, banking & insurance activities, real estate & other services,

		public administration & defense, compulsory social assistance, education, health & social assistance.

		10. Employment in production agriculture = 100.

		12. Public budget; does not include local budgets, state social security budget and special funds (such as funds for:

		supplementary pension, unemployment, health, health social insurance, farmers social security, risk and accident etc.)

		13. Interest rate of the National Bank (credit lines - reference rate).

		14. Share of food & beverages in total consumption expenditures.

		15. Data for 01.07.1996-30.06.1997

		16. Data for 01.07.1997-30.06.1998

		17. Data for 01.07.1998-30.06.1999

		18. Data for 01.07.1999-30.06.2000
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				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000						1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Exporturi FOB		5775.4		4265.7		4383.4		4892.2		6151.3		7910		8084.5		8431.1		8302		8486.9		10366.5				Exporturi FOB		5775.4		4265.7		4383.4		4892.2		6151.3		7910		8084.5		8431.1		8302		8486.9		10366.5

		Exporturi spre UE						1535		2023		2965		4283		4569		4768		5358		5562		6618.4				dc Produse agroalimentare		84		261		291		330		399		533		707		594		436		483.5		277.8

		Exporturi spre CEFTA						165		164		276		273		294		400		447		597		848.4		8.184054406		% in total exporturi		1.5		6.1		6.6		6.7		6.5		6.7		8.7		7.0		5.3		5.7		2.7

		Importuri CIF		9755.2		5793.4		6259.6		6521.7		7109		10277.9		11435.3		11279.7		11837.8		10556.8		13054.5				Importuri CIF		9755.2		5793.4		6259.6		6521.7		7109		10277.9		11435.3		11279.7		11837.8		10556.8		13054.5

		Importuri din UE						2584		2955		3427		5186		5986		5922		8829		6405		7388				dc Produse agroalimentare		1210		786		992		966		664		895		870		695		1013		795		715.1

		Importuri din CEFTA						322		270		292		504		541		698		1088		972		1202		9.2075529511		% in total importuri		12.4		13.6		15.8		14.8		9.3		8.7		7.6		6.2		8.6		7.5		5.5

		Balan\a comercial`		-3979.8		-1527.7		-1876.2		-1629.5		-957.7		-2367.9		-3350.8		-2848.6		-3535.8		-2069.9		-2688

		Balan\a comercial`pe rela\ia UE						-1049		-932		-462		-903		-1417		-1154		-3471		-843		-769.6				Balanta produse agroalimentare		-1126		-525		-701		-636		-265		-362		-163		-101		-577		-312		-437

		Balan\a comercial`pe rela\ia CEFTA						-157		-106		-16		-231		-247		-298		-641		-375		-353.6

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000						1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Exporturi FOB		5775.4		4265.7		2683.4		2705.2		2910.3		3354		3221.5		3263.1		2497		2327.9		2899.7				Exporturi		84		261		291		330		399		533		707		594		436		483.5		277.8

		Exporturi spre UE						1535		2023		2965		4283		4569		4768		5358		5562		6618.4				Importuri		1210		786		992		966		664		895		870		695		1013		795		715.1				Exporturi agroalimentare

		Exporturi spre CEFTA						165		164		276		273		294		400		447		597		848.4				% in total exporturi		1.4544447138		6.1185737394		6.6386823014		6.7454315032		6.486433762		6.7383059418		8.7451295689		7.0453440239		5.2517465671		5.6970154002		2.6797858486						1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Importuri CIF		9755.2		5793.4		3353.6		3296.7		3390		4587.9		4908.3		4659.7		1920.8		3179.8		4464.5				% in total importuri		12.403641135		13.5671626333		15.8476579973		14.8120888725		9.3402728935		8.7080045535		7.6080207778		6.1615113877		8.5573332883		7.5306911185		5.4778045885				Exporturi

		Importuri din UE						1535		2023		2965		4283		4569		4768		5358		5562		6618.4																														Exporturi in CEFTA																169.7		92.4		86.1		75.4

		Importuri din CEFTA						165		164		276		273		294		400		447		597		848.4																														TCEE		9.4		14.2		34.3		27.1		48.8		43.0		49.7

		Balan\a comercial`		-3979.8		-1527.7		-670.2		-591.5		-479.7		-1233.9		-1686.8		-1396.6		576.2		-851.9		-1564.8																														NIS		14.5		25.4		18.0		62.9		75.5		62.8		128.4		124.2		36.0		25.2		12.0

		Balan\a comercial`pe rela\ia UE						-1049		-932		-462		-903		-1417		-1154		-3471		-843		-769.6						1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000				alte tari		60.1		221.4		238.7		240.0		274.7		427.2		528.9		300.1		307.6		372.2		190.4

		Balan\a comercial`pe rela\ia CEFTA						-157		-106		-16		-231		-247		-298		-641		-375		-353.6				Exporturi agroalimentare		84		261		291		330		399		533		707		594		436		483.5		277.8

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000				Exporturi in UE		37.6		133.6		123.2		110.6		127.3		161.3		157.9		157.6		145.6		210.7		161.4				Importuri agroalimentare		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000
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		schimburi comerciale cu UE						-1049		-932		-462		-903		-1417		-1154		-3471		-843		-769.6																														Importuri din CEFTA																261		148		223		295

		Schimburi comerciale cu \`rile CEFTA						-157		-106		-16		-231		-247		-298		-641		-375		-353.6				Importuri agroalimentare		1210		786		992		966		664		895		870		695		1013		795		715.1				TCEE		158.4		69.5		115.7		80.3		71.9		105.0		7.6
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		Exporturi spre CEFTA						165		164		276		273		294		400		447		597		848.4				Exporturi agroalimentare in CEFTA % in total exporturi																5.2		3.7		3.7		2.6						1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000				Exporturi agroalimentare in CEFTA % in total exporturi																169.7		92.4		86.1		75.4				Total		-1126		-525		-701		-636		-265		-362		-163		-101		-577		-312		-437		-773.5		-739.2
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																																																						UE		412.4		238.7		320.3		335		113.3		177.3		178.5		104.4		207.5		76.8		134.4		155		221
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																																																						Other countries		714		286.3		380.7		301		151.7		184.7		-15.5		-94.662		313.9874		98.2463		83.6352		390.5		330.2
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		COMERTUL EXTERIOR PE SECTIUNI SI PRINCIPALELE CAPITOLE CONFORM

		NOMENCLATORULUI COMBINAT (NC)

		milioane dolari SUA / million USD

				EXPORT																										IMPORT

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

				TOATE TARILE																										TOATE TARILE

		Total (toate marfurile)		5775		4266		4363		4892		6151		7910		8084		8431		8302		8487		10367		11385				9202		5793		6260		6522		7109		10278		11435		11280		11838		10557		13055		15551.6		Total (toate marfurile)

		din care:																																																				din care:

		I Animale vii si produse animale		23		148		185		162		219		170		155		199		94		116		126		130.7				352		42		86		68		99		129		74		65		208		123		148		279.9		I Animale vii si produse animale

		01 Animale vii		17		63		76		56		86		87		73		79		54		83		98		100.1				59		3		4		3		3		11		9		3		8		5		21		57.2		01 Animale vii

		02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile		4		64		83		92		116		63		60		94		17		6		3		5				211		10		38		34		58		69		15		22		117		61		75		165.8		02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile

		04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala		1		8		12		7		8		10		13		18		10		12		15		17				73		25		37		25		23		23		26		19		43		27		26		29.1		04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala

		II Produse vegetale		38		70		50		58		64		209		374		164		181		250		119		180.7				424		369		429		475		140		154		167		170		226		224		273		335.4		II Produse vegetale

		08 Fructe comestibile		14		28		18		20		20		25		27		28		22		21		21		25.5				24		36		38		32		32		56		47		47		48		62		60		55.9		08 Fructe comestibile

		10 Cereale		0		12		3		4		7		141		286		89		87		94		34		67.5				0		202		241		378		50		11		17		42		27		34		58		115.1		10 Cereale

		III Grasimi si uleiuri animale sau vegetale		0		6		8		61		46		80		67		126		70		54		21		24.8				46		14		40		23		33		32		24		33		56		32		35		33.8		III Grasimi si uleiuri animale sau vegetale

		IV Produse alimentare, bauturi si tutun		21		36		48		47		68		72		108		106		91		64		72		97.1				389		360		442		400		392		581		605		426		524		416		476		557.7		IV Produse alimentare, bauturi si tutun

		16 Preparate din carne si peste		3		12		15		13		14		10		5		4		2		5		11		14.7				18		11		9		5		8		30		10		20		54		16		18		17.2		16 Preparate din carne si peste

		22 Bauturi alcoolice si nealcoolice; oteturi		12		16		16		17		24		31		57		59		46		26		21		24				20		61		83		58		33		39		31		13		17		16		17		20.3		22 Bauturi alcoolice si nealcoolice; oteturi

		Total agroalimentar (1-24)		82		260		291		328		397		531		704		595		436		484		338		433.3				1211		785		997		966		664		896		870		694		1014		795		932		1206.8		Total agroalimentar (1-24)

				-1129		-525		-706		-638		-267		-365		-166		-99		-578		-311		-594		-773.5

				UE																										U.E.

		Total (toate marfurile)		1843		1576		1535		2023		2965		4283		4569		4768		5358		5562		6618		7720.1				1833		1664		2584		2955		3427		5186		5986		5922		6829		6405		7388		8918.4		Total (toate marfurile)

		din care:																																																				din care:

		I Animale vii si produse animale		7		64		53		32		49		57		57		60		53		67		70		91				153		38		44		26		32		46		41		29		73		48		70		136		I Animale vii si produse animale

		01 Animale vii		4		6		11		7		24		34		33		36		30		42		50		69.3				40		2		3		2		2		8		8		3		5		3		2		5.95		01 Animale vii

		02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile		2		40		26		16		14		8		6		5		3		2		2		3.6				77		10		15		5		7		7		2		3		23		16		45		106.9		02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile

		04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala		0		4		5		4		3		6		11		13		9		10		11		12.16				19		21		21		16		15		18		20		15		27		15		13		12.1		04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala

		II Produse vegetale		12		39		35		36		43		52		52		55		61		106		57		89				76		176		227		278		43		35		54		45		56		56		64		68		II Produse vegetale

		08 Fructe comestibile		5		22		13		14		13		15		16		16		12		11		11		14.794				12		22		23		14		9		14		12		17		15		16		20		19.931		08 Fructe comestibile

		10 Cereale		0		0		3		3		6		9		5		10		9		7		5		11.344						119		156		245		24		1		10		7		3		6		8		14.3		10 Cereale

		III Grasimi si uleiuri animale sau vegetale		0		6		7		14		2		11		1		2		3		7		1		3				26		12		31		15		18		22		20		24		31		19		18		20		III Grasimi si uleiuri animale sau vegetale

		IV Produse alimentare, bauturi si tutun		13		24		28		28		33		40		49		42		30		31		33		51				161		147		141		136		148		236		226		167		199		165		143		165		IV Produse alimentare, bauturi si tutun

		16 Preparate din carne si peste		2		10		12		12		12		10		5		3		1		4		9		12.758				7		4		4		3		5		16		5		8		22		7		7		5.667		16 Preparate din carne si peste

		22 Bauturi alcoolice si nealcoolice; oteturi		7		9		11		11		12		18		23		21		19		16		13		13.757				12		25		39		27		13		20		15		5		11		10		13		15.9		22 Bauturi alcoolice si nealcoolice; oteturi

		Total agroalimentar (1-24)		32		133		123		110		127		160		159		159		147		211		161		234				416		373		443		455		241		339		341		265		359		288		295		389		Total agroalimentar (1-24)

				-384		-240		-320		-345		-114		-179		-182		-106		-212		-77		-134		-155

				CEFTA (mii USD)																										CEFTA (mii USD)

		Total (toate marfurile)																																																				Total (toate marfurile)

		din care:																																																				din care:

		I Animale vii si produse animale																				6408.939		10322.756		14159.403																						40279.203		46419.227		100898.782		I Animale vii si produse animale

		01 Animale vii																				4802.62		6657.519		10646.141																						2253.332		18617.226		50327.365		01 Animale vii

		02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile																				176.827		171.369		995.414																						29893.019		19761.23		39105.982		02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile

		04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala																				508.501		1648.971		1375.881																						6076.015		5699.401		8498.834		04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala

		II Produse vegetale																				10838.131		8400.528		9036.376																						41283.973		74852.896		85550.665		II Produse vegetale

		08 Fructe comestibile																				4376.103		3944.395		4332.568																						1292.568		1239.552		1464.935		08 Fructe comestibile

		10 Cereale																				926.77		1291.197		1425.268																						6397.37		25278.44		37840.018		10 Cereale

		III Grasimi si uleiuri animale sau vegetale																				16024.306		10933.59		13386.011																						6736.868		7781.255		5351.475		III Grasimi si uleiuri animale sau vegetale

		IV Produse alimentare, bauturi si tutun																				12801.084		21226.069		25893.856																						75326.912		81474.359		97974.59		IV Produse alimentare, bauturi si tutun

		16 Preparate din carne si peste																				68.128		178.055		527.98																						6848.233		8865.928		7642.741		16 Preparate din carne si peste

		22 Bauturi alcoolice si nealcoolice; oteturi																				1412.774		627.501		1628.795																						9129.536		1326.036		1793.293		22 Bauturi alcoolice si nealcoolice; oteturi

		Total agroalimentar (1-24)														48177		24238.731		23473.863		46072.46		50882.943		62475.646																44129		83829.909		204351.878		163626.956		210527.737		289775.512

																								50882.943		62475.645																								210527.737		289775.512

																4048		-59591.178		-180878.015		-117554.496		-159644.794		-227299.866

				MOLDOVA (mii USD)																										MOLDOVA (mii USD)

		Total (toate marfurile)																																																				Total (toate marfurile)

		din care:																																																				din care:

		I Animale vii si produse animale																				322.975		317.089		581.256																						11476.626		6189.523		6511.7916		I Animale vii si produse animale

		01 Animale vii																				289.574		141.348		315.911																						193.534		52.621		0		01 Animale vii

		02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile																				4.213		157.332		4.90332																						6823.83		193.432		0		02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile

		04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala																				28.638		9.91		260.33688																						4312.972		5580.387		6375.46265		04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala

		II Produse vegetale																				2098.372		3403.459		2524.28961																						1430.628		8463.559		5210.65632		II Produse vegetale

		08 Fructe comestibile																				97.9		53826		131.06146																						234.942		157.422		77.5162		08 Fructe comestibile

		10 Cereale																				648.941		966.355		1263.26094																						808.575		22.597		2112.80136		10 Cereale

		III Grasimi si uleiuri animale sau vegetale																				381.08		522.934		749.72634																						7.488		3255.931		1271.91651		III Grasimi si uleiuri animale sau vegetale

		IV Produse alimentare, bauturi si tutun																				3684.936		3953.375		7144.51629																						14378.42		5505.263		5057.99126		IV Produse alimentare, bauturi si tutun

		16 Preparate din carne si peste																				218.077		283.682		251.92456																						0		30.817		0		16 Preparate din carne si peste

		22 Bauturi alcoolice si nealcoolice; oteturi																				1987.359		1844.818		3635.44982																						959.401		112.215		73.9496		22 Bauturi alcoolice si nealcoolice; oteturi

		Total agroalimentar (1-24)														0		0		0		6487.363		8196.857		10999.78824																0		0		0		27293.162		23414.276		18052.35569

																								8196.857																										23414.276

				TURCIA (mii USD)																										TURCIA (mii USD)

		Total (toate marfurile)																																																				Total (toate marfurile)

		din care:																																																				din care:

		I Animale vii si produse animale																				105.007		181.467		34.30366																						498.865		143.598		1682.88295		I Animale vii si produse animale

		01 Animale vii																				0.06		0		1.83381																						11.772		0		216.04702		01 Animale vii

		02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile																				10.342		25.897		31.03856																						0		0		139.55534		02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile

		04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala																				21.534		154.019		0.59985																						432.635		131.855		1310.26244		04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala

		II Produse vegetale																				44249.493		13770.354		7146.43152																						23190.321		22443.806		27552.83228		II Produse vegetale

		08 Fructe comestibile																				258.14		916.881		91.6342																						16658.088		14429.184		13643.32497		08 Fructe comestibile

		10 Cereale																				33904.832		8048.513		2124.2366																						1.589		2317.428		4045.22365		10 Cereale

		III Grasimi si uleiuri animale sau vegetale																				9101.661		7918.276		4846.82437																						2355.225		468.589		789.4575		III Grasimi si uleiuri animale sau vegetale

		IV Produse alimentare, bauturi si tutun																				4160.346		3777.812		563.86661																						17376.117		17525.046		19087.45508		IV Produse alimentare, bauturi si tutun

		16 Preparate din carne si peste																				93.515		220.929		199.20324																						46.97		101.449		0		16 Preparate din carne si peste

		22 Bauturi alcoolice si nealcoolice; oteturi																				23.15		0.995		17.21908																						8769.231		23.272		1.08321		22 Bauturi alcoolice si nealcoolice; oteturi

		Total agroalimentar (1-24)														0		0		0		57616.507		25647.909		12591.42616																0		0		0		43420.528		40581.039		49112.62781

																								25647.909																										40581.039

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		Total exporturi		5775		4266		4363		4892		6151		7910		8084		8431		8302		8487		10367		11385

		total importuri		9202		5793		6260		6522		7109		10278		11435		11280		11838		10557		13055		15551.6

		sold		-3427		-1527		-1897		-1630		-958		-2368		-3351		-2849		-3536		-2070		-2688		-4166.6

		Total exporturi agroalimentare		82		260		291		328		397		531		704		595		436		484		338		433.3

		Total importuri agroalimentare		1211		785		997		966		664		896		870		694		1014		795		932		1206.8

		sold comert agroalimentar		-1129		-525		-706		-638		-267		-365		-166		-99		-578		-311		-594		-773.5

		exp agr/total exp		1.4199134199		6.0947022972		6.6697226679		6.7048242028		6.4542350837		6.7130214918		8.7085601188		7.0572885779		5.2517465671		5.7028396371		3.2603453265		3.8058849363

		imp agraol/imp		13.160182569		13.5508372173		15.9265175719		14.8114075437		9.3402728935		8.7176493481		7.608220376		6.1524822695		8.5656360872		7.5305484513		7.1390271926		7.7599732503

		sold agroal/total		32.944266122		34.3811394892		37.2166578809		39.1411042945		27.8705636743		15.4138513514		4.9537451507		3.4749034749		16.3461538462		15.0241545894		22.0982142857		18.5642970288

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		Total exporturi agroalimentare		82		260		291		328		397		531		704		595		436		484		338		433.3

		Total importuri agroalimentare		1211		785		997		966		664		896		870		694		1014		795		932		1206.8

		sold comert agroalimentar		-1129		-525		-706		-638		-267		-365		-166		-99		-578		-311		-594		-773.5

		exp ue		32		133		123		110		127		160		159		159		147		211		161		234

		imp ue		416		373		443		455		241		339		341		265		359		288		295		389

		sold ue		-384		-240		-320		-345		-114		-179		-182		-106		-212		-77		-134		-155

		exp cefta														48.177		24.238731		23.473863		46.07246		50.882943		62.475646

		imp cefta														44.129		83.829909		204.351878		163.626956		210.527737		289.775512

		soldcefta														4.048		-59.591178		-180.878015		-117.554496		-159.644794		-227.299866

		exp ue/totagoal		39.0243902439		51.1538461538		42.2680412371		33.5365853659		31.9899244332		30.131826742		22.5852272727		26.7226890756		33.7155963303		43.5950413223		47.6331360947		54.0041541657

		exo cefta/agroalim														6.8433238636		4.0737363025		5.3839135321		9.5191033058		15.0541251479		14.4185658897

		imp ue/agroalim		34.3517753922		47.5159235669		44.4332998997		47.1014492754		36.2951807229		37.8348214286		39.1954022989		38.1844380403		35.4043392505		36.2264150943		31.652360515		32.234007292

		imp ccefta /total agrolim														5.0722988506		12.0792376081		20.1530451677		20.582007044		22.5888129828		24.0118919456

		sold ue/sold agroal		34.0124003543		45.7142857143		45.3257790368		54.0752351097		42.6966292135		49.0410958904		109.6385542169		107.0707070707		36.678200692		24.7588424437		22.5589225589		20.0387847447

		sold cefta/sold agroal														-2.4385542169		60.1931090909		31.2937742215		37.7988733119		26.8762279461		29.3858908856





		

						1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Export		01 Animale vii		17		63		76		56		86		87		73		79		54		83		98		100.1		81.3

				02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile		4		64		83		92		116		63		60		94		17		6		3		5

				04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala		1		8		12		7		8		10		13		18		10		12		15		17

				16 Preparate din carne si peste		3		12		15		13		14		10		5		4		2		5		11		14.7

		Import		01 Animale vii		59		3		4		3		3		11		9		3		8		5		21		57.2

				02 Carne si maruntaie comestibile		211		10		38		34		58		69		15		22		117		61		75		165.8

				04 Lapte si produse lactate; oua; miere naturala		73		25		37		25		23		23		26		19		43		27		26		29.1

				16 Preparate din carne si peste		18		11		9		5		8		30		10		20		54		16		18		17.2





		

				Mil USD

				Anul		Export (FOB)		Import (CIF)		Balanţa

						FOB		CIF

				Anul		Export (FOB)		Import (CIF)		Balanta

				1990		82		1165		-1083

				1991		260		771		-517

				1992		291		957		-706

				1993		330		966		-636

				1994		399		664		-265

				1995		533		896		-363

				1996		707		845		-138

				1997		595		695		-100

				1998		436		597		-161

				1999		484		395		89

				2000		339		932		-593

				2001		433		1207		-774

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Export (FOB)		82		260		291		330		399		533		707		595		436		484		339		433		434.3

		Import (CIF)		1165		771		957		966		664		896		845		695		597		395		932		1207		1173.5

		Trade balance		-1083		-511		-666		-636		-265		-363		-138		-100		-161		89		-593		-774		-739.2		-5940.2

		%in total imports		12.4		13.56		15.84		14.81		9.34		8.7		7.6		6.16		8.55		7.53		7.1		7.8		6.6

		% in total exports		1.45		6.11		6.63		6.74		6.48		6.73		8.74		7.04		5.25		5.69		3.3		3.8		3.1





		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



&A

Page &P

Export (FOB)

Import (CIF)

Trade balance

billion USD

Agro-food trade in the period 1990-2002

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0



&A

Page &P

% in total imports

%  in total exports

Export (FOB)

Import (CIF)

Trade balance

%in total imports

% in total exports

Million USD

%

Romanian agro-food trade in 1990-2002

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0




_1117481322.xls
Chart2

		2000

		2001

		2002

		quarter I 2003



thousand tons

22.4

46.5

80.8

14.2



Sheet1

				Export		Import		Balance				grafic 1

		2000		338		931.9		-593.5

		2001		433.3		1207		-773.5

		2002		434.3		1174		-739.2

		quarter I 2003		82		334.1		-252.1

				grafic 2

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				22.4		46.5		80.8		14.2

										grafic 3

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				91.4		83.6		81.5		16.6

		2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

		348.5		681.5		816.9		75.2





Sheet1

		



Export

Import

Balance

million USD



Sheet2

		



thousand tons



Sheet3

		



thousand tons



		1



thousand hl.

1



		348.5

		681.5

		816.9

		75.2



thousand tons



		





		






_1117732419.xls
Chart3

		2000		2000		2000

		2001		2001		2001

		2002		2002		2002

		quarter I 2003		quarter I 2003		quarter I 2003



Export

Import

Balance

million USD

50.9

210.5

-159.6

62.5

289.8

-227.3

54.9

243.7

-188.8

14.3

76.8

-62.5



Sheet1

				Export		Import		Balance				grafic 1

		2000		50.9		210.5		-159.6

		2001		62.5		289.8		-227.3

		2002		54.9		243.7		-188.8

		quarter I 2003		14.3		76.8		-62.5

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				25.7		66.9		92.8		16.5

										grafic 3

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				91.4		83.6		81.5		16.6

		2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

		348.5		681.5		816.9		75.2





Sheet1

		



Export

Import

Balance

million USD



Sheet2

		



thousand tons



Sheet3

		0

		0

		0

		0



thousand tons



		1



thousand hl.

1



		0

		0

		0

		0



thousand tons



		





		






_1117732893.xls
Chart4

		2000		2000		2000

		2001		2001		2001

		2002		2002		2002

		quarter I 2003		quarter I 2003		quarter I 2003



Export

Import

Balance

million USD

161.4

295.8

-134.4

234.5

388.8

-154.3

220

443.3

-223.3

35.9

108.9

-73



Sheet1

				Export		Import		Balance				grafic 1

		2000		161.4		295.8		-134.4

		2001		234.5		388.8		-154.3

		2002		220		443.3		-223.3

		quarter I 2003		35.9		108.9		-73

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				25.7		66.9		92.8		16.5

										grafic 3

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				91.4		83.6		81.5		16.6

		2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

		348.5		681.5		816.9		75.2





Sheet1

		



Export

Import

Balance

million USD



Sheet2

		



thousand tons



Sheet3

		0

		0

		0

		0



thousand tons



		1



thousand hl.

1



		0

		0

		0

		0



thousand tons



		





		






_1117481481.xls
Chart3

		2000

		2001

		2002

		quarter I 2003



thousand tons

25.7

66.9

92.8

16.5



Sheet1

				Export		Import		Balance				grafic 1

		2000		338		931.9		-593.5

		2001		433.3		1207		-773.5

		2002		434.3		1174		-739.2

		quarter I 2003		82		334.1		-252.1

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				25.7		66.9		92.8		16.5

										grafic 3

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				91.4		83.6		81.5		16.6

		2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

		348.5		681.5		816.9		75.2





Sheet1

		



Export

Import

Balance

million USD



Sheet2

		



thousand tons



Sheet3

		



thousand tons



		1



thousand hl.

1



		348.5

		681.5

		816.9

		75.2



thousand tons



		





		






_1117732010.xls
Chart2

		2000		2000		2000

		2001		2001		2001

		2002		2002		2002

		quarter I 2003		quarter I 2003		quarter I 2003



Export

Import

Balance

million USD

3

35.5

-32.5

2.5

62

-59.5

4.4

106.5

-102.9

0.9

25.2

-24.3



Sheet1

				Export		Import		Balance				grafic 1

		2000		3		35.5		-32.5

		2001		2.5		62		-59.5

		2002		4.4		106.5		-102.9

		quarter I 2003		0.9		25.2		-24.3

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				25.7		66.9		92.8		16.5

										grafic 3

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				91.4		83.6		81.5		16.6

		2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

		348.5		681.5		816.9		75.2





Sheet1

		



Export

Import

Balance

million USD



Sheet2

		



thousand tons



Sheet3

		0

		0

		0

		0



thousand tons



		1



thousand hl.

1



		0

		0

		0

		0



thousand tons



		





		






_1117308228.xls
Chart6

		2000

		2001

		2002

		quarter I 2003



thousand tons

91.4

83.6

81.5

16.6



Sheet1

				Export		Import		Balance				grafic 1

		2000		338		931.9		-593.5

		2001		433.3		1207		-773.5

		2002		434.3		1174		-739.2

		quarter I 2003		82		334.1		-252.1

				grafic 2

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				348.5		681.5		816.9		75.2

										grafic 3

				2000		2001		2002		quarter I 2003

				91.4		83.6		81.5		16.6





Sheet1

		



Export

Import

Balance

million USD



Sheet2

		



thousand tons



Sheet3

		



thousand tons



		





		






_1102839035.doc
[image: image1.png]=







_1117110838.xls
Chart7

		2000		2000		2000

		2001		2001		2001

		2002		2002		2002

		quarter I 2003		quarter I 2003		quarter I 2003



Export

Import

Balance

million USD

338

931.9

-593.5

433.3

1207

-773.5

434.3

1174

-739.2

82

334.1

-252.1



Sheet1

				Export		Import		Balance

		2000		338		931.9		-593.5

		2001		433.3		1207		-773.5

		2002		434.3		1174		-739.2

		quarter I 2003		82		334.1		-252.1





Sheet1

		



Export

Import

Balance

million USD



Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1102838858.unknown

