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Abstract

This paper is based on a comparative analysis of private forest owners’ sociological surveys in the years 1999 and
2008. In Lithuania, private forestry arose during the last decade. Today, the private forest sector includes 236 thousand
private forest owners. The annual volume from the felling in private forests is approximately 2.3 million m?* (State
forest survey service, 2008). The regeneration of private forests is satisfactory and the number of recorded illegal cuttings
is decreasing. Over 30 thousand individual forest management plans have been prepared for private forest estates. During
the last ten years, the private forests’ management legal basis and system of private forests supervision were created and
the new system for private forest owners’ advising and training was initiated.

During the study period, the relative importance of private forest owners’ various objectives changed. The importance
of wood for home consumption slightly increased. However, the interest in obtaining an income from the wood trade
and developing recreational areas became less important. Furthermore, the number of forest owners who either purchased
or inherited forest estates significantly increased.

The level of importance of various forest estates management problems also changed. The problem of the strict
regulations on private forest management decreased in importance during the last ten years. The most important problem
for private forest owners was that the forest estates were inefficient for farming due to their small size. The number of
private forest owners willing to sell their forest estate decreased. The majority of private forests owners intended to
retain the forest estates and to give the property rights to inheritors in the future. The new EU financial support
process arose during the last years. Approximately 16% of respondents intended to apply for financial support from EU
funds.

The tendency of the expansion of private forests was observed. The existing problem of the private forest owners’
lack of education and training could be solved by establishing private forest services in municipalities. Furthermore, the
compensation system should be improved in the future by compensating for losses in already protected areas.
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Introduction

Private forestry arose in 1991 in Lithuania through
the restitution to the owners and inheritors of the for-
ests. The area of private forests is 783.7 thousand ha
(State forest survey service 2009), which is 36.6 % of
the total forest area. The private forest sector current-
ly includes 236 thousand private forest owners. Statis-
tical data on the number of private forest owners in
Lithuania as well as the size and characteristics of their
estates are available. However, there is no social or
economic data (such as the social structure of private
forest owners, their education, ownership objectives and
problems, their attitude towards their property, etc.).

Knowledge of forest owners’ values, attitudes and
ownership objectives are of crucial importance in un-
derstanding and predicting forestry behaviour in pri-

vate woodlots. This type of knowledge should be
available to policy makers to ensure that effective and
efficient forest policy instruments are designed (Ni
Dhubhain et al. 2006). This field of inquiry is relative-
ly young in forest science and a majority of the work
was conducted in the last couple of decades (Hugos-
son and Ingemarson 2004). Forest owners’ goals, mo-
tivations, values and management behaviours were
studied by Lonnsted (1997), Lonnsted and Térnqvist
(1990), and Karppinen (1998, 2000). The first sociolog-
ical survey of Lithuanian private forestry was per-
formed in 1999 (Mizaraite 2001). Through this survey,
social and economic data on private forestry were
collected (e.g., the social structure of private forest
owners, ownership objectives and problems, attitudes
towards their property, etc.). During the period 1999-
2008, private forestry underwent substantial changes.

I 2010, Vol. 16, No. 2 (31) I (SSN 1392-1355

296



BALTIC FORESTRY

I LTHUANIAN PRIVATE FORESTRY: THE SITUATION, TENDENCIES AND PROBLEMS [N 0. M1ZARAITE ET AL. I

However, few scientific researches that analyse the
peculiarities of the formation of private forestry in
Lithuania have been carried out.

The aim of the current study was to describe the
situation and changes (ownership structure, forest
owners’ values, objectives etc.) in the private forest-
ry of Lithuania during the period of 1999-2008.

Material and methods

The situation of private forestry in Lithuania was
described by using private forest statistics offered by
the State Forest Survey Service (different years),
Lithuanian forestry statistic publications (different
years), reports of scientific research and surveys on
various private forestry issues. The changes in pri-
vate forestry during the period 1999-2008 were ana-
lysed by comparing the data of the private forest
owners’ surveys carried out in 1999 (Mizaraite 2001)
and 2008. Both surveys were collected through the
same methods. The data were processed using gener-
al scientific research methods such as comparison,
modeling and generalisation.

The first survey of private forest owners in Lithua-
nia was carried out in 1999. At that time, there were
85.5 thousand private forest owners in Lithuania (01-
01-1999), who together owned 263.5 thousand ha of
forest. The average area of an estate was 3.2 ha. The
majority of owners in Lithuania (86.9%) owned up to
5 ha of forest. Using the prepared questionnaire, 267
respondents were interviewed. The survey was carried
out in all 10 counties of Lithuania. Since the survey
was collected, the characteristics of private forest
owners have been presented and the key ownership
objectives and problems as well as the demand for
forestry-related services and their nature have been
identified (Mizaraité 2001, Mizaraité and Mizaras 2005).

The second survey of the private forest owners
was performed in the year 2008. The standard ques-
tionnaire prepared for the survey included 22 ques-
tions. The questionnaire contains questions that cover
the following topics: the respondent’s characteristics
(age, gender, education, occupation), forest ownership
(area, distance from the living place, the number of
estates), the acquisition of the forest estate, owner-
ship objectives and problems, the forest management
activities for the estate, demand and nature of servic-
es, and knowledge about the EU support. The owner-
ship objectives and problems questions were answered
using a five-level ordinal Likert scale (1= “absolutely
not important” and 5= “very important”).

In both surveys, quota sampling was applied. The
sample size was estimated using the following formu-
la (Kardelis 1997):

n=(z2xs?)/A=(1.962x43.32)/ 52 =288
where: n — sample size; z — coefficient from the Stu-
dent distribution tables, chosen according to the in-
tended reliability. In this case, the reliability was 95%
(p =0.05), z=1.96; s — standard deviation of the sam-
ple; A — permissible inaccuracy.

Using the standard questionnaire, 317 respond-
ents were interviewed. The survey was carried out in
all 10 counties of Lithuania in randomly selected lo-
cations. The number of private owners surveyed in
each county was distributed proportionally based on
the number of forest owners in that county. The par-
ticipation rate for the face-to-face survey was 100%.
Data obtained by questionnaires were analysed using
statistical methods.

Description of Lithuanian private forestry

Following the restoration of independence in 1990
and the implementation of the land reform, forests were
returned to their owners or inheritors. The area of
private forests increases each year. Of the total forest
area, 35.7% consists of private forests (Figure 1). In
addition, over 305.7 thousand ha (14.9%) of forests are
reserved for the restoration of proprietary rights. The
remaining forest area (49.4%) consists of state impor-
tance forests (01-01-2008).

Reserve for
restitution of
property rights
14.9%

Forests of state
importance
49.4%

Private forests
35.7%

Source: Lithuanian Statistical Yearbook of Forestry, 2008

Figure 1. Forest land by ownership in Lithuania (01-01-
2008)

On January 1, 2008, the private forest sector includ-
ed 228.6 thousand private forest owners. Private forest
estates were small in size. The average size of a forest
estate was 3.34 ha. Of the 83.5 thousand forest estates,
approximately 38% were up to 5.0 ha (Figure 2).

With the increase in the area of private forests,
the volume of cuttings increased until 2003. During the
period 2004-2006, the amount of wood cut in private
forests slightly decreased; however, in 2007, it reached
its maximum (2.9 million m?). This surge was related to
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Source: State Forest Survey Service (http://www.lvmi/vmt)

the high price of wood. In 2008, the price of wood de-
creased and the volume of wood cut in private for-
ests decreased to 2.3 million m®. In total, approximate-
ly 5.8 million m® of wood were cut in Lithuanian for-
ests in 2008. Of the total amount of wood cut, 40%
was cut in private forests and 60% in state importance
forests. Of the permissions issued for cutting, 73%
allowed for an amount of only 100 m?® or less.

According to the Forest Law, the cleared cutting
area should be regenerated no later than in the three
years after the felling. In the year 2007, the officers of
the Regional environmental protection departments
inspected 6120 ha or 96% of the cleared cutting areas
of the year 2003, which following forest management
projects, should have been regenerated artificially. The
inspection showed that cleared cutting areas of the
year 2003 were reforested by 96%.

The number of recorded illegal cuttings in private
forests is decreasing. The volume of the recorded ille-
gally cut timber for 1 thousand ha private forest area
fell from 79 m? in the year 2006 to 13 m? in the year 2007.

Private forests should be managed, used and re-
generated according to the individual forest estate man-
agement project, which is prepared for a 10-year peri-
od. The obligatory project sections are the following:
the norm of the commercial fellings for a decade (ex-
ceeding this amount is strictly prohibited), regeneration,
and requirements for environmental protection. Over 30
thousand individual forest management plans have been
prepared for private forest estates (Kupstaitis 2007).

The economic activity of the private forests is
mainly regulated by the Forest Law and the Regula-
tions for Private Forest Management and Use. In ad-
dition, many other rules and regulations are obligato-
ry for private forest owners.

The policy of private forestry is formed by the
Ministry of Environment. The Private Forests Division
is the structural subdivision of the Forest Department.
The Private Forest Division is responsible for private
forestry at the state level. Environmental protection
agencies are located in every district. In these districts’

agencies, several officers carry out the control of pri-
vate forests, issue permissions for forest felling and
advise forest owners. The 42 state forest enterprises
are responsible for the fire prevention and sanitary pro-
tection of private forests.

Currently, in Lithuania, there are two associations
that unite forest owners: Forest Owners Association
of Lithuania and the Private Forest Owners Associa-
tion. Both associations represent private forest own-
ers’ interests and provide advice and trainings regard-
ing the issues of private forest use, regeneration, en-
vironmental protection, timber trade and other forest-
ry-related activities. Membership in these associations
is voluntary and small. No essential differences exist
between these associations.

Private forest owners can take advice from the re-
gional environment protection agencies, state forest
enterprises and national parks specialists. Forest own-
ers’ trainings are organised by the state forest enter-
prises and national park directions, Forest owners’ as-
sociations. Approximately 15,000 or 8% of forest own-
ers completed training courses during the last ten years.

In the years 2004-2006, private forest owners could
get EU support to cover the expenditure of the fol-
lowing measures: infrastructure (forest roads, drain-
age trenches and equipment etc.); pre-commercial thin-
nings; recreational equipment; wood harvesting equip-
ment; reforestation of forest areas damaged by natu-
ral disasters and fires; afforestation of agricultural land.

During the new period of support (the years 2007-
2013), the range of supported activities has been ex-
panded considerably. Support could be provided for
the improvement of forests’ economic value; attainment
of wood-fuel (chips) production equipment; improve-
ment of rural infrastructure; vocational training and in-
formation actions; use of advisory services efc.

Comparative analysis of the private forest own-
ers’ surveys

During the period 1999-2008, the education of
forest owners slightly changed. The number of forest
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owners having higher education increased from 45%
to 50%. Furthermore, there was also an increase in the
number of forest owners with primary and general low-
er secondary education (from 18% to 27%) (Figure 3).
This can be explained by the fact that well-educated
people had more information and knowledge to over-
come bureaucratic obstacles and to retrieve their for-
est estates early.

University degree | 5
and college level |49
O Study of the year 2008

O Study of the year 1999

Vocational 6
education 18

Secondary, primary
and other education |33

|44

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Percentage of sample size

Figure 3. The distribution of respondents by education

The data of both surveys clearly show the ongo-
ing processes of forest estates purchasing, selling and
transferring to inheritors. The number of respondents
who bought forest estates increased from 19% in 1999
to 24% in 2008. In addition, during this period, there
was an increase in the number of respondents who
inherited forest estates (1999- 10%; 2008— 36%). A new
way of acquiring forests is the afforestation of aban-
doned agricultural land. Of the respondents, 3% be-
came forest owners through this method (Figure 4).

Afforested agricultural land B3 O Study of the year 2008

1 O Study of the year 1999
Granted as a compensation Elllol

Donated or inherited :rl'U——I 37

. -—|
Restituted as the former property 40 166

Purchased ;—rg‘ 25

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Percentage of sample size

Figure 4. The manner by which the forest estate was ac-
quired

During the last ten years, a change in the rela-
tive importance of different objectives was observed
(Figure 5). The importance of wood for home con-
sumption (mostly firewood) remained in the first po-
sition and slightly increased (from a mean score of 4.1
in 1999 to 4.5 in 2008, the difference was significant
at p=0.05). The firewood prices also increased during

this period in Lithuania, increasing the importance of
personal forest resources.

The interest in obtaining an income from the wood
trade became less important for the respondents in 2008
(1.9 mean score) than it was in 1999 (2.9 mean score).
The surveys showed that the willingness to develop
recreational areas significantly decreased (from a mean
score of 3.2 in 1999 to 1.3 in 2008).

To protect the beastand bird habitats E 3A13 N

1.3
To develop recreational areas :l:l 32

. 18 O Study of the year 20C
To make a profitable investment 20  [OStudy of the year 19¢

To produce wood for home consumption ]4.5
(mostly firewood) [4.1
. 1.9
To obtainincome from wood sales :l;l 29
1 2 3 4 5
Absolutely not Very
important important
Score

Figure 5. The importance of ownership objectives

During the last ten years, the importance of own-
ership problems also changed (Figure 6). In 1999, one
of the most important problems for private forest own-
ers was the strict regulations on farming activities (3.4
mean score). Based on the 2008 survey, the signifi-
cance of this problem decreased (1.6 mean score). The
legal acts regulating private forestry were liberalised
during this period; many of the strict regulations were
overruled or modified. Therefore, the results of the
surveys are in line with the situation.

The only problem that experienced an increase in
importance during the study period was the difficult
farming conditions in the forest estates (from a mean
score of 2.5 to 3.1). In 2008, respondents often inden-
tified the presence of bad roads or the lack of roads to
their forest estate as an important problem. Furthermore,
some difficulties were indicated if the forests were wet.

The small size of forest estates was also stated
as a hindrance to effective management. This problem
was evident in 1999 (3.9 mean score) and remained
important in 2008 (3.1). The average area of forest estate
was nearly unchanged during this period (3.2 ha in 1999
and 3.3 ha in 2008); therefore, this problem remained
important.

The problem “Lack of financial resources for for-
estry-related activity” became less important. The mean
score of this problem decreased from 3.4 in 1999 to
2.4 in 2008.
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Restrictions of forest managements are too strict

1.6

134

Cannot care for forest :Iil 20

Due to restrictions, forest cannot be used

Difficult farming conditions [23

Heavy bureaucratic system for forestry-related

activity

Forest production is not profitable

Lack of financial resources for forest-related

activity

Lack of knowledge and experience

Forest estate is too far away from living residence

Forest estate is too small for effective
management

Figure 6. The importance of forest estate
farming problems

The structure of the forest owners’ intentions
regarding the future disposition of the forest estate
slightly changed during the study period. The major-
ity of respondents planned to retain the area of their
forest estates and to give them to their inheritors in
the future (65% in 1999 and 79% in 2008). The number
of forest owners willing to sell their forest estates
decreased from 5% to 2%. Similarly, the percentage of
respondents who were undecided regarding the future
disposition of their forest estate decreased (12% in
1999, 4% 2008). As the number of respondents who
purchased forest estates increased by 6% during this
period and many estates were given to inheritors, the
conclusion can be drawn that the changes in forest
ownership arose rapidly but may be slower in the fu-
ture as only 2% of respondents intended to sell their
estates.

Approximately 16% of respondents intended to
expand their estates. There are few ways to expand
forest estates: through the purchase of another for-
est estate or the afforestation of abandoned agricul-
tural land. In 2008, 6% of respondents planned to
become involved in the afforestation of the agricul-
tural land. Some respondents intended to apply for the
EU support.

Unskilled advisors

1.6
19

]13.1

1.7
19
1.9
2.1

O Study of the year 2008

O Study of the year 1999

1.9
129
124
134
]12.8
12.9
]2.6
13.0
3.1
I 139
T T T 1
1 2 3 4 5
Absolutely not Very
important important
Score

In the future, private forest estates may become
larger due to the purchase, inheritance and afforesta-
tion of agricultural land. The newly afforested aban-
doned agriculture land will slightly increase the total
area of private forests in Lithuania.

Conclusions

Small-sized private forestry has been initiated in
Lithuania, but according to its area and social-economic
importance, it is close to the state forestry. The main
characteristic of private forestry is small-sized estates.
The average area of forest estates could slightly in-
crease in the future as the forest owners intended to
expand upon them by purchasing forest land or through
the afforestation of abandoned agricultural land.

The legal system designed for private forestry
precisely regulates the management and control of
private forests. The private forestry control system is
well organised, but the education and training should
be improved. In addition, private forest services would
be located in municipalities.

The cooperation and association of private for-
est owners are at the primary stage. Small-sized pri-
vate forestry could be more efficient, if more individ-
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uals became members of the related organisations. As
the process of private owners’ cooperation and asso-
ciation is quite slow, the state should encourage pri-
vate owners’ cooperation and association through
political or financial means.

The study showed the ongoing processes of for-
est estates purchasing, selling and transferring to in-
heritors. As many forest estates were restituted to
elderly people, these were passed down. The number
of respondents who purchased forest estates also
increased during the study period. Furthermore, the
EU support motivates land owners to become involved
in the afforestation of abandoned agricultural land. Of
the respondents, 3% became forest owners through
this method.

The market of forest estates is forming in Lithua-
nia. In 2008, 9% of respondents intended to expand
upon their forest estate in the future by purchasing
more forests; however, only 2.0% of respondents in-
tended to sell their forest estates.

In the future forest owners could have other for-
est management objectives as today. The forests are
most important for forest owners as a source of wood
(mostly firewood). As wood prices during the study
period increased, the importance of wood for home
consumption also slightly increased. However, the
interest in obtaining an income from the wood trade
and developing recreational areas became less impor-
tant.

The legal acts that regulate private forestry were
liberalised during the study period and the problem
of the strict regulation of farming activities significant-
ly decreased. The most important problem was that the
small size of the forest estates hindered effective farm-
ing activities.

Some private forests are located in protected ar-
eas with many restrictions on the use of wood resourc-
es. The compensation system should be improved in
the future by compensating for the losses in already
protected areas.

There is a need to undertake a survey of private
forest owners every few years. Such a survey would
not only help test the tendencies of private forest
sector changes but also allows to formulate propos-
als for changes of legislation basis.
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YACTHOE JIECHOE XO3HMCTBO JUTBbI: COCTOSSHUE, TEHAEHIIUU U

ITPOBJIEMbI

. Mu3zapaiite, C. Mu3apac u JI. Cagayckene

Pezome

Cratbsl OCHOBaHa Ha 0a3e aHaIM3a IBYX CONMONIOrHYecKuX ompocoB (1999 r. m 2008 r.) yacTHBIX COOCTBEHHMKOB. B
TEUCHNU IBYX MOCIETHUX JeciATHiaeTHi B JInTBe chopMHpOBaIOCh YacTHOE JIECHOE X03sicTBO. B HacTosmee Bpems
HACYHUTHIBACTCS 236 THICSY YaCTHBIX COOCTBEHHUKOB JIECOB. EjKeroiHO B 4aCTHBIX Jiecax BBIPyOaeTcst OKoJo 2,3 MUILUTHOHA M
IpeBecuHbl. BoIpyOKH BO30OHOBIAIOTCS YIOBJIETBOPUTENbHO. HeneranbHple pyOKH COKpauIsioTcsa. bpuio moaroToBiIeHO
6osee 30 ThICSY MHAMBHUIYaJIbHBIX JieconpoekToB. Co3naHa mpaBoBas 0a3za Ul BEIEHHUS 4AaCTHOTO JIECHOIO XO3sicTBa,
co31aéTcsl cucTeMa KOHCYJIBTUPOBAHMS M 00yUYEeHUSI YaCTHBIX COOCTBEHHUKOB JIECOB.

3a aHaNMM3UPYEMBIi IEPHO MEHSIINCH LIeIH JIECHBIX COOCTBEHHHUKOB. YBEIMINBAIOCH 3HAICHHE 00€ CIICUCHHS IPEBECHHOM
JoManrHero xossiictBa. CHU3HIACh OLEHKA 3HAYMMOCTH JIECOB KaK MCTOYHHUKA JEHEXKHBIX JOXOJO0B. 3HAUMTEIHHO BBIPOCHIA
JI071s1 COOCTBEHHUKOB, KOTOPbIE YHACIEOBAIN WM KyIIUJIH Jeca.

Taxoke MEHSUTHCH U POOJIEMbI YaCTHBIX COOCTBEHHUKOB JICCOB. PerimaMeHTHpoBaHNe 4aCTHOTO JIECHOTO XO3sIHCTBA CTAJI0
MeHee npobyieMaTnaHbIM. CaMoi BaKHO NMpoOieMoii 0cTaéTcs CIUIIKOM MaJjible IUTONIAIH JecoBnaaeHuid. CHU3MIAch I0IIst
COOCTBEHHHKOB, JKENIAIOIINX IIPONATh CBOM Jieca. BONBIIMHCTBO kenaroT B OyyieM ocTaBUTH Jieca HacienHuKaM. [losBrunocs
HOBOE SIBIICHHE B YaCTHOM JIECHOM X03siiicTBe JIuTBEI: (puHaHCOBas nomouls EBpomnetickoro Coro3a.

Nmeronuecs: mpoOieMbl KOHCYIBTUPOBaHHS U 00YUSHHUS JIECHBIX COOCTBEHHHKOB MOIJIH OBITh PEIICHBI MYyTEM CO3IaHHUS
CIIy’)X0 4acTHOTO JeCHOro xo3siicTBa. HeoOxoauMo co3aHne CHCTEMBI KOMIIGHCAIMHU 32 OIPaHNUYEHHs BEICHHS JIECHOTO

XO03SHCTBa HA OXpaHAEMbIX TEPPUTOPUSIX.
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