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Abstract       In a responsible forest management context, the establishment 
of special management measures for forests hosting rare, threatened and 
endemic species represents an essential objective. These management 
measures must complete the generic forest measures that were established 
through the forest management plans and norms, adapting them to the 
specificities of the biodiversity elements. 
Management plans focused on these environmental values were developed 
for some of the forest areas, with high biodiversity, being part of different 
protected area categories that were established with the aim of preserving 
them. However the forest management must be applied in a responsible way 
for the biodiversity values that are present outside the protected areas, values 
that if preserved could offer the recognition of a quality management as well 
as marketing advantages in the forest certification context. 
This paper presents a series of aspects concerning the practical way of 
establishing special management measures for the forests that are hosting 
biodiversity elements, giving as example the Timiș  County Forest Directorate.  
Through the methodology of threats and values assessment, promoted by 
IUCN in the protected areas management, it was followed the adoption of 
proactive management measures, very specific and integrated, which must 
answer both to forest production and biodiversity needs. 
The modern forest management must prove, apart from economic efficiency, 
a responsibility towards valuable species and habitats, adopting special 
management measures such as active management conservation, dead 
wood and trees for biodiversity management.   
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The fight against unsustainable forest harvesting 

is a complex and conflicting issue. Many of the 

countries that are rich in forest areas are amongst the 

poorest countries in the World. Their Governments 

(and why not, to a certain extent the Romanian 

Government) are therefore involved in trying to reduce 

poverty, conservation and economic development. 

Forests could support the achievement of all these three 

objectives, but not without compromises. The forest 

conservation is crucial, but activities like harvesting, 

provides a wide range of needed jobs and incomes for 

millions of poor people across the World (46). 

The efforts for the conservation of the values 

“hosted” by forests, as well as the production activities 

related to forestry must therefore combine themselves 

in a constructive way, and there are several proofs that 

this is possible. 

Management plans focused on these 

environmental values were developed for some of the 

forest areas with high biodiversity, being part of 

different protected area categories that were established 

with the aim of preserving them. However the forest 

management must be applied in a responsible way for 

the biodiversity values that are present outside the 

protected areas too, values that if preserved could offer 

the recognition of a quality management as well as 

marketing advantages in the forest certification 

context. 

In a responsible forest management context, the 

establishment of special management measures for 

forests hosting rare, threatened and endemic species 

represents an essential objective. These management 

measures must complete the generic forest measures 

that were established through the forest management 

plans and norms, adapting them to the specificities of 

the biodiversity elements. 

In the threatened and endangered species category 

are also included species that have, in their natural 

environment, a major extinction risk due mainly to 

human activities and less to natural factors. (45) 

mailto:tchiriches@yahoo.com
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The endemic species could be found only in 

certain geographical area. The more reduced is their 

area the bigger is the extinction risk and their 

conservation value increases. Forests containing 

threatened, endangered and endemic species 

concentrations are certainly important for the 

maintaining of the biodiversity values, as these species 

are more vulnerable to the continuous habitat loss, 

hunting, diseases, etc. (45) 

Hereinafter a series of aspects will be presented 

concerning the practical way of establishing special 

management measures for the forests that are hosting 

biodiversity elements, giving as example the Timiș  

County Forest Directorate case.  

 

Materials and Methodology 

 
The material       

The forests from Timiș  County are distributed in 

altitude from Tisa Plain (80 m – Timisoara Forest 

Division) to the mountain area of Poiana Ruscă (1373 

m – Padeș  Peak, Coș ava Forest District) (1). 

According to species composition they can be 

structured as follows: 

- resinous 6.5% (the majority within Coș ava FD); 

- beech 32.1% (the majority found in Coș ava 

FD); 

- oak species 38.6% (the majority found in 

Timiș oara FD); 

- hardwood species 19.5% (the majority found in 

Făget FD); 

- softwood species 3.3% (the majority found in 

Ana Lugojana FD). 

From the data analysis results that the species 

distribution is relatively uneven, compared to national 

averages (Resinous 30%, Beech 30%, Oak 20%, 

Hardwood 20%), with a significant weight in beech 

and oak species, which is normal for a county with 

forest habitats that are typical for hilly areas and with a 

percentage of natural forests of more than 80% (1). 

The Timiș  County is situated at the junction of 

steppe areas with forest steppe and contains habitats for 

a series of plant species that are included into the 

official red list: 

 Extremely rare species (Taxus baccata) 

- Coș ava Forest District, Luncani, “Intre Ape” 

 Rare and threatened species (Neottia nidus-

avis, Cephalanthera damasonium, Cephalanthera 

longifolia, Epipactis helleborine, Platanthera bifolia, 

Epipactis microphylla, Ruscus aculeatus) 

- Timiș oara Forest District – Pădurea Verde forest and 

Paniova Forest 

- Lugoj Forest District – Dumbrava Forest 

Timiș  County forests are also habitats for a series of 

bird, mammal or amphibian species, priority species 

being represented by: Ciconia nigra, Nycticorax 

nycticorax, Ardea cinerea, Egretta garzetta, 

Streptopella turtur, Upupa epops, Coracias garrulus, 

Corvus corax, Caprimulgus europaeus, Otus scops, 

Phoenicurus phoenicurus, Picus canus, Dryocopus 

martius, Picoides tridactylus, Dendrocopus medius, 

Dendrocopus syriacus, Dendrocopus leucotus, Athene 

noctua, Falco tinnunculus, Falco vespertinus, Ficedula 

albicollis, Lanius excubitor, Lanius minor, Pernis 

Apivorus, Felis lynx, Ursus arctos, Canis lupus, Felis 

silvestris, Salamandra salamandra. 

 

The methodology 

The management measures were established 

taking into account the requirements of species 

regarding environmental conditions, pressures and 

threats, as well as the assessment of the effects caused 

on them by forestry works. Amongst the forestry works 

with significant impact on the environmental values, 

the logging activity is clearly one of the most 

impacting. Therefore a SWOT analysis was carried out 

regarding this activity. 

According to IUCN criteria a pressure is a fact 

which have had negative effects during the last 5 years, 

while the threat is an action which will continue or 

could appear in the future years as a negative effect. 

(37) 

The management of the environmental values 

must ensure the preventive measures against the threats 

that could destroy them in the future and reduce the 

current pressures. 

The assessment of pressures and threats was done 

according to the model launched by the “Management 

Effectivness Tracking Tool”, developed by WWF with 

funds from the World Bank, which is a revised edition, 

published by WWF International in July 2007. 

The SWOT analysis is being used for the 

identification of strengths and weaknesses, and for 

determining the opportunities and threats deriving from 

the forest harvesting activities concerning the high 

conservation values. 

Strengths 

All the direct positive aspects of the harvesting 

activity are included here.  The following aspects were 

considered during the strengths identification process: 

o The advantages of the forest harvesting 

o The effects that are more “desirable” than not 

harvesting the wood 

o Strengths of the forest harvesting from the stakeholder 

perspective 

 

Weaknesses 

The negative aspects of the forest harvesting are 

mentioned as weaknesses. The following aspects were 

considered during the weaknesses identification 

process: 

o Disadvantages derived from the forest 

harvesting 

o Weaknesses of the forest harvesting from the 

stakeholder perspective 

Opportunities 

These are represented by the favourable 

circumstances of the forest harvesting. Objectives: 

http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Category:Epipactis_helleborine
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Category:Epipactis_helleborine
http://out4awalk.com/starc-de-noapte-nycticorax-nycticorax/
http://out4awalk.com/starc-de-noapte-nycticorax-nycticorax/
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o Favourable conditions for biodiversity derived 

from the forest harvesting 

Threats 

The threats comprise the external negative 

circumstances for HCVF, generated by the forest 

harvesting. Objectives: 

o Obstacles for the maintaining and increasing 

of the high conservation values produced by the forest 

harvesting 

o Negative circumstances created by forest 

harvesting 

Through this analysis, it was followed the adoption of 

very specific and integrated proactive management 

measures to answer the forest production needs as well 

as the biodiversity conservation necessity. 

 

Obtained results 

 
Very rare plant species (Taxus baccata) - “Între 

Ape” Forest. Coș ava FD 
The actual Forest Management Plan Provisions 

 

Table 1 

“Între Ape” Forest – Forest Management Provisions 

Production Unit Management Unit Proposed Works Surface Volume to be 

harvested during a 

decade 

VI Luncani Runcu 4A thinning 17.9 53,7 

VI Luncani Runcu 4B thinning 24.4 73,2 

Total   42.3  

 

The European yew population was identified in two 

parcels of the Coș ava Forest Management Unit, UP 

VI Luncani Runcu (table 1). During this decade the 

forest management plan provides only thinning 

activities, aspect which cannot significantly harm the 

current conservation value. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Sampling areas location – European yew evaluation 

 

 

For the evaluation of the Taxus baccata population 

there were placed, using the square method, 9 (nine) 

circular sampling areas (S=1962 square meters), with a 

compass of 25 m, having a total surface of 1.77 ha 

(4.2% from the parcel surface) (figure 1). 

All the yew samples were inventoried and their 

diameter and vegetation conditions registered. There 

were also made several observations regarding the 

capacity of yew samples to naturally regenerate, to 

assess the viability of the population (Table 2).
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Table 2 

Sampling areas for the evaluation of the European yew population 

No. of the 

sampling area 

Parcel Surface 

–sqm- 

No. of inventoried yew 

samples  

Total basis surface 

–cm
2
- 

1 4A 1962 5 169,56 

2 4A 1962 20 1918,54 

3 4A 1962 4 270,04 

4 4B 1962 3 185,26 

5 4A 1962 1 113,04 

6 4A 1962 6 502,4 

7 4B 1962 0 0 

8 4B 1962 0 0 

9 4B 1962 0 0 

Pressures and threats 

Table 3 

Pressures and threats – “Intre Ape” Forest 

1. Real estate development 

 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 1.1 Houses and human settlements 

    X 1.2 Commercial and industrial areas 

    X 1.3 Tourism infrastructure 

 

2. Agriculture and aquaculture  

 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 2.1 Annual and perennial crops 

    X 2.2 Tree plantations and special cellulose crops  

    X 2.3 Farms and grazing areas  

    X 2.4 Marine and land aquaculture  

 

3. Energy and mining production 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 3.1 Oil and gas drillings 

T X    3.2 Mining and quarries 

Several stone exploitations were identified in Lugoj, Ana Lugojana and Cosava Forest Divisions. There are also 

numerous geological prospecting activities carried out for the identification of these resources. Currently there are no 

such resources identified in the „Intre Ape” Forest, but could become a threat in the future. 

    X 3.3 Energy generation including the one from hydropower 

dams 

 

4. Transportation and logistics 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 4.1 Roads and railways 

    X 4.2 Lines for communication and utilities 

    X 4.3 Navigation channels and corridors 

    X 4.4 Air corridors 

 

5. Use and deterioration of biological resources 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 5.1 Hunting, killing and collection of animals  

T   X  5.2 Collection of plants and their products 

This action was not present in the past but could become a threat through the collection of fir-tree needles for wreaths 

and garlands or through the collection of young plants for use as ornamental plants.. 

T X    5.3 Forest harvesting and wood collection 

The forest harvesting represents a major threat and will be analysed separately 

    X 5.4 Fishing, killing and collection of aquatic resources 
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6. Human intrusion and disturbance 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 6.1 Tourism activities 

    X 6.2 Research, education and other similar activities 

    X 6.3 Vandalism 

 

7. Modification of natural systems 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 7.1. Fire and fire fighting  

    X 7.2. Dams, hydrological changes and water 

management/use  

    X 7.3 Fragmentation and isolation of a natural habitat 

 

8. Invasive species and other problematic species and genes 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 8.1 Invasive and non-native plants 

    X 8.2 Invasive and non-native animals 

    X 8.3 Genetically modified organisms 

 

9. Introduced or generated pollution 

  

P/T Big  Moderate Low N/A  

    X 9.1 Urban waste water  

    X 9.2 Industrial, mining or military effluents, escapes 

    X 9.3 Forestry and agriculture effluents 

    X 9.4 Garbage and solid wastes 

 

10. Specific cultural and social threats  

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 12.1 Loss of cultural linkages, of traditional knowledge 

and/or management practices 

    X 12.2 Natural deterioration of the important cultural values 

of the site 

    X 12.3 Destruction of heritage buildings, gardens and cultural 

sites 
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Forest harvesting – SWOT analysis 

Table 4 

Forest harvesting in the “Între Ape” Forest – SWOT analysis 

Strengths  Weaknesses  

 Capitalizing the decennial quantity of maximum 

127 cubic meters  

 

 Destruction of European yew samples through 

harvesting 

Opportunities  Threats  

  Harming the European yew samples through 

forest harvesting and wood collection activities  

 Slope destabilization through road construction 

 Modification of environmental conditions 

through reduction of the consistency (European yew – 

shadow temperament) 

 

Management measures 

 Inclusion in the functional category 1-5 

(Surfaces declared nature reserves - TII cutting 

categories). It means only non-commercial forest 

harvesting. The only aim for harvesting will be the 

conservation management for  Taxus baccata 

population (Conservation cuttings). 

 No land use category changes will be allowed. 

 No permits will be issued for temporary or 

permanent occupation of the forest fund. 

 Weekly patrols will be undertaken (or anytime 

is necessary) paying special attention for the collection 

of plants and parts of plants. 

 

Rare and threatened plant species (Neottia nidus-

avis, Cephalanthera damasonium, Cephalanthera 

longifolia, Epipactis helleborine, Platanthera 

bifolia, Epipactis microphylla, Ruscus aculeatus) -  

Timisoara Forest District – Pădurea Verde Forest 

and Paniova Forest; Lugoj Forest District – 

Dumbrava Forest 

 

Forest Management Plan provisions 

The Forest Management Plan stipulates 

conservation cuttings in areas from Green and 

Dumbrava Forests, and in the case of Ruscus aculeatus 

species, progressive cuttings and thinning. The wood 

volume to harvest through conservation cuttings in the 

decade between 2008 and 2018 is of 2,339 cubic 

meters, while through progressive cuttings the volume 

is of 18,415 cubic meters. 

Pressures and threats 

 

 

Table 5 

Pressures and threats to rare or threatened plant species from Timiș  County 

1. Real estate development 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

P X    1.1 Houses and human settlements 

Pădurea Verde Forest – due to its inclusion in the Green Cadastre of the city of Timisoara, the possibility of 

occurrence of this threat is reduced, but its effect would be extremely negative 

P X    1.2 Commercial and industrial areas 

Pădurea Verde Forest – due to its inclusion in the Green Cadastre of the city of Timisoara, the possibility of 

occurrence of this threat is reduced, but its effect would be extremely negative 

T X    1.3 Tourism infrastructure 

In the local and regional urban plans, the Pădurea Verde Forest appears as a recreation area therefore tourism 

infrastructure investments are planned. 
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2. Agriculture and aquaculture  

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

P  X   2.1 Annual and perennial crops 

Pădurea Verde Forest –specialized cultures (osier willow) created in the past, hayfields and cultivated lands with 

food for game species. Currently, there are no more specialized cultures, while the hayfields and cultivated lands 

with food for game species occupy small areas. The threat is represented by the harvesting which could affect the 

orchid species. 

    X 2.2 Tree plantations and special cellulose crops  

    X 2.3 Farms and grazing areas  

    X 2.4 Marine and land aquaculture  

 

3. Energy and mining production 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 3.1 Oil and gas drillings 

    X 3.2 Mining and quarries 

    X 3.3 Energy generation including the one from 

hydropower dams 

 

4. Transportation and logistics 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 4.1 Roads and railways 

T   X  4.2 Lines for communication and utilities 

Pădurea Verde Forest – In respect of high and low voltage transmission lines, the threat appears during the 

maintaining of line corridors 

     4.3 Navigation channels and corridors 

     4.4 Air corridors 

 

5. Use and deterioration of biological resources 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 5.1 Hunting, killing and collection of animals  

P/T   X  5.2 Collection of plants and their products 

Collection of orchids for different use and of Ruscus aculeatus branches for flower arrangements 

A X    5.3 Forest harvesting and wood collection 

The forest harvesting represents a major threat and will be analysed separately 

    X 5.4 Fishing, killing and collection of aquatic 

resources 

 

6. Human intrusion and disturbance 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 6.1 Tourism activities 

    X 6.2 Research, education and other similar activities 

    X 6.3 Vandalism 

 

7. Modification of natural systems 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

P/T   X  7.1. Fire and firefighting  

Pădurea Verde Forest – as a result of traditional weekend activities carried out in this forest (barbeques), there is 

a threat of setting fire to the dry tall grassy vegetation, affecting in the same time the orchid species located on 

the firebreaks and at the edge of the forest. 

    X 7.2. Dams, hydrological changes and water 

management/use  

    X 7.3 Fragmentation and isolation of a natural habitat 

8. Invasive species and other problematic species and genes 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

     8.1 Invasive and non-native plants 

    X 8.2 Invasive and non-native animals 

    X 8.3 Genetically modified organisms 
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9. Introduced or generated pollution 

  

P/T Big  Moderate Low N/A  

    X 9.1 Urban waste water  

    X 9.2 Industrial, mining or military effluents, escapes 

    X 9.3 Forestry and agriculture effluents 

P/T     9.4 Garbage and solid wastes 

Pădurea Verde Forest – apart from the waste that is generated by the uncontrolled tourism (weekend activities), 

another significant threat is represented by the depositing of debris generated by construction sites located in 

Dumbraviț a and Giarmata Vii municipalities at the edge of the forest. 

 

10. Specific cultural and social threats  

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 12.1 Loss of cultural links, of traditional knowledge 

and/or management practices 

    X 12.2 Natural deterioration of the important cultural 

values of the site 

    X 12.3 Destruction of heritage buildings, gardens and 

cultural sites 

 

Forest harvesting – SWOT analysis 

Table 6 

Forest harvesting as a factor that influences rare and threatened plant species – SWOT analysis 

Strengths  Weaknesses  

 Capitalizing the decennial quantity of 20,754 

cubic meters  

 

 Destruction of orchid samples through placement 

of timber loading platforms and forest tracks. 

Opportunities  Threats  

 Funds obtained for financing the forest management 

activities 

 Harming/destruction of the high conservation 

value as a result of forest wood harvesting and collection 

activities  

 Modification of environmental conditions through 

reduction of the consistency (Ruscus – shadow 

temperament) 

 Reduced credibility of the forest personnel in 

front of the general public (which has to carry out 

responsible tourism activities)  

 

Management measures 

 

 The change of land use category will not be 

allowed 

 As for the investments that are planned in the 

Pădurea Verde Forest, the forest management will 

properly inform the investor and will request the 

maintaining of a minimum forest surface of 100 ha 

without any specific changes, in order to keep an 

“untouched core” from where the orchid species could 

develop later 

 Weekly patrols will be undertaken to prevent 

illegal plant collection 

 The maintaining process of the corridors used 

for the low and high voltage transmission lines will be 

undertaken between July 31
st
 and April 15

th 
  

 The mowing and food collection for game 

species will be done after July 31
st
  

 When capitalizing the wood mass, a degree of 

canopy cover of minimum 50% (Ruscus aculeatus), 

respectively 60% (orchid species) will be maintained. 

During progressive cuttings, eyes of 1.5 h in diameter 

will be created, leaving seedlings in the middle. 
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Development cuttings will be done only after the 

closing of the massive status. 

 The forest harvesting in Pădurea Verde Forest 

will only take place between April 15
th

 and July 31
st
 

 Forest tracks will be planned to avoid crossing 

areas with Ruscus aculeatus or orchid species. These 

areas will be clearly delineated on the exploitation unit 

plan and will be submitted to the holder of the permit 

through a delivery – receipt protocol for the 

exploitation of the unit. 

 No wood collection will be allowed on the 

firebreaks (Pădurea Verde forest) 

 The timber removal platforms will not be 

located at the edge of the forest (Pădurea Verde forest); 

these will have a maximum surface of 200 sqm and the 

timber will be removed as soon as possible 

 Patrols will be underaken, if necessary (daily 

patrols during weekends) with the aim of preventing 

the firing of the litter (by informing tourist on the risk 

of leaving fires without supervision) 

 

Bird, mammal or amphibian species of community 

interest 

 

Forest Management Plan provisions 

 

This Management Plan refers to a very large area, 

represented by the entire Timiș  County forest fund. 

The Forest Management Plan proposes a complete 

series of measures, from prohibiting any wood 

harvesting to allowing clear cuts. Therefore the impact 

of the management measures on the current 

environmental values is significant. It has to be 

mentioned that the significant presence of birds, 

mammals and amphibians included on the red lists 

means a “quality certificate” of the forest management. 

The forest planning principles, which are very similar 

to the forest ecological values, lead to a promotion of 

an environment in which the species of interest (red 

listed) could be preserved and could thrive. 

Nonetheless the establishment of management 

measures is a very important for the counter-balancing 

of the current trend to prioritize the economic 

principles instead of ecological ones. 

This way, the special management measures will 

not look for setting up restrictions to the economic 

activities, but to harmoniously combine them with the 

creation of optimal conditions to maintain and develop 

valuable populations, with the desire to create stable 

ecosystems, as much as possible similar in structure to 

the natural ones. 

 

Pressures and threats 

 

Table 7 

Pressures and threats – wildlife species of community interest 

1. Real estate development 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

T   X  1.1 Houses and human settlements 

T   X  1.2 Commercial and industrial areas 

T   X  1.3 Tourism infrastructure 

All these pressures have a low impact on the valuable wildlife populations, especially due to their limited size. 

They become significant only in the case of occupying large areas from small forest patches or if they are 

fragmenting habitats, isolating populations or disrupting migration corridors (e.g. corridors used by wolves)  

 

2. Agriculture and aquaculture  

 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 2.1 Annual and perennial crops 

    X 2.2 Tree plantations and special cellulose crops  

   X  2.3 Farms and grazing areas  

Grazing could be a threat only from the perspective of disturbing the resting areas and by presence of shepherd 

dogs that could eat or chase wildlife species (rabbits, roe deer, red deer, etc.) which are prey for large carnivores. 

    X 2.4 Marine and land aquaculture  

 

3. Energy and mining production 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 3.1 Oil and gas drillings 

    X 3.2 Mining and quarries 

    X 3.3 Energy generation including the one from 

hydropower dams 
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4. Transportation and logistics 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

T X    4.1 Roads and railways 

This threat could be considered big when roads or railways are fragmenting habitats, isolating populations or 

disrupting migration corridors (e.g. corridors used by wolves, bears, lynx, etc.) 

    X 4.2 Lines for communication and utilities 

    X 4.3 Navigation channels and corridors 

    X 4.4 Air corridors 

 

5. Use and deterioration of biological resources 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

T    X 5.1 Hunting, killing and collection of animals  

The legal hunting becomes a threat when hunting quotas (for species that are allowed to be hunted) are 

overestimated. 

Illegal hunting (poaching) represents a very big pressure especially on large carnivores.  

     5.2 Collection of plants and their products 

     5.3 Forest harvesting and wood collection 

The forest harvesting represents a major threat as it affects large areas. It is not a threat itself, and depends on the 

way, period and type of forestry works that are undertaken. This complex pressure will be analysed separately. 

     5.4 Fishing, killing and collection of aquatic resources 

 

6. Human intrusion and disturbance 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 6.1 Tourism activities 

    X 6.2 Research, education and other similar activities 

    X 6.3 Vandalism 

 

7. Modification of natural systems 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

P/T X    7.1. Fire and fire fighting  

The (illegal) practice of firing grazing areas could have negative effects if fires are uncontrolled and extend to 

forest areas. Litter fires (which are not forest fires) are also a big threat  by causing significant modifications on 

habitats. 

    X 7.2. Dams, hydrological changes and water 

management/use  

     7.3 Fragmentation and isolation of a natural habitat 

This threat is an important one especially from the perspective of major investments that were done in road and 

motorway construction. 

 

8. Invasive species and other problematic species and genes 

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    x 8.1 Invasive and non-native plants 

    X 8.2 Invasive and non-native animals 

    X 8.3 Genetically modified organisms 

 

9. Introduced or generated pollution 

 P/T Big  Moderate Low N/A  

    X 9.1 Urban waste water  

    X 9.2 Industrial, mining or military effluents, escapes 

    X 9.3 Forestry and agriculture effluents 

    X 9.4 Garbage and solid wastes 
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10. Specific cultural and social threats  

P/T Big Moderate Low N/A  

    X 12.1 Loss of cultural linkages, of traditional 

knowledge and/or management practices 

    X 12.2 Natural deterioration of the important cultural 

values of the site 

    X 12.3 Destruction of heritage buildings, gardens and 

cultural sites 

 

 

Forest harvesting – SWOT analysis 

Table 8 

The forest harvesting impact on wildlife species of community interest – SWOT analysis 

Strengths  Weaknesses  

 Ensuring the economic resources to carry out the 

forest management activities 

 

 The radical habitat modification on large surfaces 

 Destruction of nests by tree felling 

Opportunities  Threats  

 Promotion of natural fundamental type of forest 

 The increase in number of large herbivores due to the 

appearing of pioneer plants – extra food for large 

carnivores too 

 The human activity is not tolerated by certain 

species 

 Removal of dead trees (Dead Wood) that are 

valuable for biodiversity 

 Creation of a vertical structure, different from the 

natural ecosystems, by promoting trees of same age. 

 

Management measures 

Among the management measures two new 

concepts will be tackled, the “dead wood” and the 

“trees for biodiversity”. 

 

The dead wood and the trees for biodiversity 

 

The dead wood 

The concept of “dead wood” could be defined as being 

the trees (or parts of the trees) which are found in 

physiological decay or are physiologically inactive, 

fallen or upright, attacked by insects, fungi, 

decomposing organisms, etc. 

The obsolete misconceptions were considering the 

dead wood as being a source of infections and fires, 

therefore to be removed. At the same time the dead 

wood was considered as being an economic resource, 

so has to be collected and capitalized. 

At a more attentive analysis, based on practical 

examples, it can be observed that the forest ecosystems 

are more stable the closer their structure is to the 

natural ecosystems. Thus the undertaken forest 

measures should not create any disequilibrium. The 

dead wood extraction produces a major disequilibrium 

at the level of some basic ecosystem elements, such as: 

insectivorous birds and mammals, decomposing 

organisms, organic material that enters again into the 

natural circuit, small mammals, amphibians, etc. 

Regarding the attribute given to dead wood, as being a 

source of fires, this fact is somewhat uncertain. No 

concrete fires were registered (at least in Romania) 

which would be caused by dead wood. 

In the majority of the cases, the dead wood that was 

inventoried and included in the evaluation report has a 

very reduced economic value, equal to zero (rotten 

trees), or even could appear as missing material in the 

inventory (hollows). Therefore the cost for its 

exploitation is, in many cases, not recovered through 

the capitalization of the resulted fire wood. There are 

lots of situations in which the economic agents prefer 

not to collect the dead wood (see the definition above). 

Nevertheless there are punctual situations when the 

collection of dead wood could bring economic benefits. 

It is the case of accessible locations and the decaying 

trees of valuable species (oak) with big diameters with 

wood material that is not yet depreciated. In these 
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conditions the collection of dead wood is profitable, 

but has to be done wisely, and keeping in parallel a 

sufficient quantity of dead wood, in forests with less 

economically valuable trees. 

The dead wood, in the current conception, is a stability 

factor in a forest ecosystem. “The dead trees are 

more alive than the alive ones”. After the 

physiological death they become food, habitat, refuge, 

feeding place and breeding place for a large number of 

microorganisms, insects, fungi, plants, birds and 

mammals. 

The big standing trees are very valuable for 

biodiversity, not only if they are dried but also if they 

are in a drying process. 

Half of the existence period of a tree, from seedling to 

total decomposition, is represented by the dead wood 

phase. 

 
Trees for biodiversity 

The perpetuation of the biodiversity in the 

cultivated forests implies the prolongation of the 

complex structure on vertical of the forest ecosystems 

during the rotation cycles, both by creating new 

structural elements and by identifying the presence of 

dead wood (22). The role of structural elements 

diversity (as well as of tree diversity) is to increase the 

quality of forest habitats, resulting in an increase of 

species diversity. 

The concept of “trees for biodiversity” is 

relatively new, dating before 1990.  It has represented, 

in the management system of the boreal forests, an 

alternative to the traditional clear cuts, looking for the 

creation of more performing structures in the 

maintaining of the biodiversity. Trees for biodiversity 

are green, tall trees that are remnants of a forestry 

work. These trees are meeting three main objectives: 

the creation of “bridges” between regeneration cycles, 

the increase of structural variation in cultivated forests 

and increase of contribution of dead wood in the forest 

ecosystem (26). 

Although the concept appeared and developed 

in the boreal forests management characterized by clear 

cuts on large areas, it is applicable in Romania, in areas 

with regeneration cuts on large surfaces resulting in 

arboretum of same age or trees that are in a similar 

development stage. Trees for biodiversity could be left 

both as isolated trees and clusters of trees. 

The forest management in Nordic countries, 

Canada and sometimes USA, as well as the forest 

certification standards in these countries, stipulate, 

based on specific studies, to leave around 5 to10 tall 

trees for biodiversity per arboretum per hectare. 

Surely, the biggest impediment in applying 

these procedures is of economic nature. If an analysis 

is made on 2010 it can be observed that the surface 

where final regeneration cuttings were made as well as 

clear cuts was of 331 ha. Therefore the maximum 

volume of trees for biodiversity was of 6,620 cubic 

meters (at an average volume of 2 cubic meters/tree), 

which means only 2.3% from the possibility to harvest 

in 2010 (282.5 thousand cubic meters). Considering 

that during 2010 only 85.7% from the possible volume 

was harvested we can conclude that the economic 

impact of this procedure is insignificant.

 

Table 9 

The situation of the volume harvested by Timiș  County Forest Directorate 

 

Year Possible volume 

to be harvested 

according to the 

Forest 

Management 

Plan 

 

-thousand cubic 

meters- 

Harvested volume Surfaces with 

final and clear 

cuts 

-ha- 

The volume of trees that are 

necessary for biodiversity 

Thousand 

cubic 

meters 

% cubic 

meters 

% from the 

possible volume 

to be harvested 

….. 

2007 284,7 258,8 90,9 415 8300 2,9 

2008 284,5 226,4 79,6 423 8460 3,0 

2009 283,9 239,7 85,0 350 7000 2,5 

2010 282,5 242 85,7 331 6620 2,3 

2011 282,2 239,5 84,9 344 6880 2,4 

 

We can conclude that adopting the measure of 

maintaining trees for biodiversity, alongside to dead 

wood, will cause an insignificant negative economic 

effect, while the impact on biodiversity would be 

extremely favourable. In addition, it would be an 

undeniable indicator of recognition of a responsible 

forest management towards the environmental values. 

 

Conclusions 

 
To prove the responsibility of the forest 

management towards the environmental values, it must 

be demonstrated that specific forest management 

measures are not adopted only where these values are 

high and included in protected areas, but also in other 

areas that have threatened, endangered and endemic 
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species and where measures are adopted to preserve 

them. 

Nevertheless it must be mentioned that the 

principles of forest planning, as they are in present and 

as they were applied in the past decades are beneficial 

for the biodiversity conservation. The necessity to 

complete the management measures stipulated by the 

forest management plans, comes mainly from the 

switch in approach produced in the Romanian society 

and economy but also in the forest economy: the 

changes in land tenure, the division of proprieties – and 

as a result, the application of uneven management 

measures – the pressure of a forest economy especially 

oriented towards profit. 

For reaching the desired results of a responsible 

forest management it must be emphasized the need of 

preserving the valuable species and habitats, of 

focusing on social aspects of the forest management as 

well as on the new elements of the modern forestry, 

such as the active management conservation, dead 

wood and trees for biodiversity management.      

 

References  

 
1.X X X, : Amenajamentul silvic – O.S. 1-6, Direcţia 

Silvică Timiş 

2.X X X, 1952 : Flora Republicii Populare Române, 

Bucureşti, 13 vol. 

3.X X X, 1972 : Probleme actuale şi de perspectivă ale 

silviculturii din Banat, Făget, 136p. 

4.X X X, 1984, : Îndrumar pentru amenajarea 

pădurilor, Bucureşti, 2 vol. 

5.XXX,1992: A richer forest, 127p 

6.Academia Romana ș i Muzeul National de Istorie 

Naturala "Grigore Antipa", 2005, Cartea rosie a 

vertebratelor din România, Bucuresti 2005, 260p 

7.Biriș , I., Mihăilă, E., 2007: Pădurea, comoara de 

langă noi, Oradea, 37p 

8.Bruun, B., Delin, H., Svensson, L., 1999 : Păsările 

din România şi Europa – Determinator ilustrat -, Cluj-

Napoca, 320p. 

9.Chapin, F. S., E. S. Zavaleta, et al. 2000: 

Consequences of changing biodiversity 242p. 

10.Chiriț ă,C. ș .a., 1981: Pădurile Romaniei, 

Bucureș ti, 573p. 

11.Danciu M., Gurean D., Indreica A., 2007: Plante 

vascultare periclitate,vulnerabile ș i rare din pădurile 

Romaniei, Editura Silvica, 258p 

12.Dragoi M. 2008: Economie ș i management 

forestier,Editura Universitatii din Suceava, 333p 

13.Djurberg, H., Stenmark, P., Vollbrecht, G. 2004. 

IKEA’s contribution to sustainable forest management. 

Ecological Bulletins, 99p 

14.Giurescu Constantin C.,1975: Istoria pădurii 

romanesti. Din cele mai vechi timpuri pana astazi, 

388p 

15.Giurgiu, V. 1988, Amenajarea pădurilor cu functii 

multiple, Editura Ceres, Bucuresti, 290p. 

16.Giurgiu, V. 2004,  Gestionarea durabila a pădurilor,  

Editura Academiei Romane, Bucuresti, 320p 

17.Iorgu, O., şi Turtică, M., 2008 : Certificarea FSC 

instrument şi consecinţă a managementului forestier 

responsabil, Braşov, 68 p 

18.Doniţă, N., Popescu, A., Paucă-Comănescu, M., 

Mihăilescu, S., Biriş, I., 2005: Habitatele din România, 

Bucuresti, 496p. 

19.Doniţă N., Popescu A., Paucă-Comănescu M., 

Mihăilescu S., Biriş I. A. 2006. Modificări conform 

amendamentelor propuse de România şi Bulgaria la 

Directiva Habitate (92/43/EEC). Ed. Tehnică Silvică, 

Bucureşti, 95 p 

20.Doniț ă,N., Biriș ,I.: Pădurile de luncă din România 

–Trecut, prezent ș i viitor, 28p 

21.Donita N, Ivanescu N, s.a.,1981: Pădurile 

Romaniei, Editura Academiei Republicii Socialiste 

România, Bucuresti, 573p. 

22.Hunter, M., 1999. Maintaining Biodiversity în 

Forest Ecosystems, Cambridge University Press, 698p. 

23.Jennings, S., Nussbaum, R., Judd, N., Evans, T. 

2003. The High Conservation  Value Forest Toolkit, 

1st edition, Part I: Introduction. ProForest, Oxford, 

UK. 21 p 

24.Jennings S., 2002: BorNet International Conference 

on Biodiversity Conservation în Boreal Forests, 

Uppsala, Sweden, 64p 

25.Jones W, 2006: Life and European forests, Office 

for Official Publications of the European Communities, 

Luxembourg, 65p 

26.Koskela E., Ollikainen M., Pukkala T., 2006, 

Biodiversity policies în commercial boreal 

forests:Optimal design of subsidy and tax 

combinations, 995p 

27.Karjalainen J.,  Korhonen K., Pelkonen K, Rissanen 

K, Timonen K, Virolainen E. and Wallenius P., 1998: 

Environmental Guidelines to Practical Forest 

Management, Metsahallitus - Forest and Park Service, 

123p 

28.Lazăr.G, ș .a., 2007: ”Habitate prioritare alpine, 

subalpine ș i forestiere din România”  Ameninț ări 

potenț iale, Braș ov, 199p 

29.Naeem, S., L. J. Thompson, et al. 1995: Empirical 

Evidence that Declining Species Diversity May Alter 

the Performance of Terrestrial Ecosystems. 347p 

30.Oprea A., 2005. Lista critică a plantelor vasculare 

din România, Iaşi: Edit. Univ. “Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, 

668 pp. 

31.Paşcovschi S., Leandru V. 1958. Tipuri de pădure 

din Republica Populară Română. Ed. Agro-Silvică de 

Stat, 458 pp 

32.Popescu Gh., Patrascoiu N,Georgescu V.: 2004 

Padurea ș i omul, Nord carta  Suceava, 603p 

33.Rametsteiner, E. 2003: - 61. Session of the UNECE 

Timber Committee-Timber Committee Market 

Discussions 7-8 October 

34.Regia Autonoma a Pădurilor Romsilva R.A. 

Padurea Romana. The Romanian Forest, Editura 

Tehnica Agricola, 91p 



 320 

35.Sârbu A., Sârbu I., Oprea Ad., Negrean G., Cristea 

V., Coldea Gh., Cristurean I., Popescu Gh., Oroian S., 

Tănase C., Bartók K., Gafta D., Anastasiu P., Crişan 

Fl., Costache I., Goia I., Maruşca Th., Oţel V., 

Sămărghiţan M., Henţea S., Pascale G., Răduţoiu D., 

Baz Ad., Boruz v., Puşcas M., Hiriţiu M. & Frink J. 

2007. Arii speciale pentru protecţia şi conservarea 

plantelor în România. Bucureşti, Ed. Victor B. Victor, 

396 p 

36.Societatea "Progresul Silvic" 1995: Protejarea ș i 

dezvoltarea durabila a pădurilor Romaniei Arta 

Grafica, Bucuresti, 398p 

37.Stanciu, E., ș i Florescu, F., 2009 : Ariile protejate 

din România, Noţiuni introductive, Brasov, 84p 

38.Stăncioiu, T., 2008 : Silvicultura şi doua concepte 

noi referitoare la conservarea biodiversităț ii: PVRC şi 

siturile N2000, Braşov, 90p. 

39.Stănescu, D., şi Pârvulescu, L., 2008 : Timişoara şi 

păsările ei, Timişoara 98p. 

40.Vallauri D., André J., Benoît Dodelin B., Richard 

Eynard-Marchet, Rambaud D.,2005: Bois mort et a 

cavité. Une clé pour forêts vivantes Paris, 405 p 

41.Wood, A., Stedman-Edwards, P., Mang, J., 2000: 

The root causes of biodiversity loss, Earthscan 

Publication, Londra, 399p 

42.Woodmark, 2012: Generic Standard and Checklist, 

Bristol, 108p 

43.World Commission On Environment And 

Development, 1987: Our Common Future, Oxford, 77p 

44.WWF Programul Dunăre Carpaţi România, 2011: 

Ghid Practic privind identificarea şi managementul 

Pădurilor cu Valoare Ridicată de Conservare, 119p 

45.WWF Programul Dunăre Carpaţi România, 2009: 

Ghid Practic privind identificarea şi managementul 

Pădurilor cu Valoare Ridicată de Conservare, 121p 

46.WWF, The World Bank, 2007 : Management 

Effectivness Tracking Tool, 22p 

47.WWF, 2004: Lemn mort – păduri vii,15p 

48.Siteul 

http:/fosonline.org/CMP/IUCN/browse,cmf?TaxID=Di

rectThreats 

49.Siteul CICF www.certificareforestiera.ro 

50.Siteul www.fosonline.org 

51.Siteul FSC www.fsc.org 

52.Siteul FSC www.fsc.org  

53.Siteul www.milvus.ro 

54.Siteul www.propark.ro 

55.Siteul www.sor.ro 

56.Siteul www.ucmp.berkeley.edu 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.certificareforestiera.ro/
http://www.fsc.org/
http://www.fsc.org/
http://www.milvus.ro/
http://www.sor.ro/
http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/

