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Abstract. The relevance of the study is determined by the large-scale

transformations of agricultural land use in Ukraine caused by the war, manifested in
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reductions and structural changes in sown areas, contamination by landmines and
other explosive ordnance, damage to soil cover, and disruption of production and
irrigation infrastructure. The aim of the study is to substantiate the theoretical
foundations and identify priority areas for the rationalization of land use by
agribusiness enterprises in the context of post-war recovery. The methodological
framework of the study is based on systemic and ecological-economic approaches. The
methods of analysis and synthesis, comparison, systematization, and generalization, as
well as statistical and graphical methods, have been applied. The concept of land-use
rationalization by agribusiness enterprises is further elaborated as a purposeful
process of improving the structure, spatial organization, methods, and intensity of land
use in accordance with the actual condition of land, its productive potential, the
economic interests of enterprises, and environmental and security constraints. The
main components of land-use rationalization are systematized, and the transformation
of sown areas is analyzed. It is substantiated that post-war recovery should not involve
the mechanical restoration of the pre-war land-use model. The scientific novelty of the
study lies in substantiating a differentiated approach to selecting directions for further
land use, based on the actual condition of the land, the nature and extent of its
disturbance, security constraints, the potential to restore its productive capacity, and
economic feasibility. The practical significance of the results lies in their applicability
by agribusiness enterprises to substantiate the prioritization of restoration measures,
select appropriate options for further land use, and develop an adaptive land-use
model in the context of post-war recovery.

Keywords: land-use rationalization, agribusiness enterprises, agricultural
land, post-war recovery, war impacts, land productive potential, land restoration,
adaptive land use.

Problem Statement. In the current environment, agribusiness enterprises
operate amid large-scale challenges stemming from military hostilities, which directly
affect their ability to conduct economic activities and use land resources. The impact
of the war has disrupted established production and spatial linkages, restricted access

to land plots, contaminated territories with mines and explosive remnants, caused



physical damage to the soil cover, destroyed land reclamation, transport, and
production infrastructure, and intensified land degradation processes. As a result, some
land has lost its potential for full-scale economic use, the conditions for agricultural
production have shifted, and enterprises are compelled to adapt their existing land-use
systems to new security, economic, and environmental constraints. This issue takes on
particular significance in the context of post-war recovery; the restoration of land to
economic circulation should not merely entail a return to pre-war usage patterns.
Considering the varying nature and severity of land damage, it is essential to assess the
actual condition, productive potential, and suitability of these lands for future
agricultural use. Taking these conditions into account, the rationalization of land use
by agribusiness enterprises becomes critically essential, focusing on aligning the
structure, methods, and intensity of land use with the actual condition of the land, its
natural resource potential, environmental constraints, security risks, and the economic
capabilities of the business entities. Unlike the simple restoration of degraded land,
rationalization entails a re-evaluation of established approaches to land-use
organization; it seeks an optimal balance among production, economic, and
environmental parameters to ensure the effective use of land resources without
exacerbating degradation processes. In this context, post-war recovery necessitates not
only the restoration of the production potential of agribusiness enterprises but also the
development of fundamentally new approaches to organizing their land use, which
activates the need to define the substance and directions of such rationalization,
ensuring a differentiated selection of future land-use methods, the restoration of
productive potential, and the enhancement of both the economic efficiency and
environmental sustainability of agricultural production.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The problematic issues of the
rational use of land resources, the establishment of balanced land use, and the assurance
of eco-economic efficiency have long been a primary focus for Ukrainian scholars
whose contemporary research increasingly emphasizes reconciling the economic
productivity of agricultural land use with the imperatives of preserving productive

potential, protecting soils, and ensuring land use sustainability. In particular, N.



Bavrovska, A. Koshel, and O. Tykhenko examine the balanced use of agricultural land
affected by the war as a prerequisite for sustainable development and post-war
recovery, highlighting the need to align land-use objectives with those of land
conservation [3, p. 49]. Full-scale military operations have significantly broadened the
scope of land-use research, highlighting the need to assess the extent to which
agricultural lands have been disturbed, degraded, contaminated, or rendered unusable
for agricultural purposes. L. Kolomiiets, 1. Shevchenko, V. Povydalo,
O. Tereshchenko, and 1. Shkvyr research the condition of the soil cover on lands
disturbed by military operations and propose a comprehensive set of measures for their
restoration [8, p. 55]. T. Kharytonova and Kh. Hryhorieva consider the post-war
restoration of agricultural lands as a comprehensive process that combines physical,
chemical, and biological processes with relevant organizational and legal measures,
with particular focus on demining, land-related legal relations, and state support [15,
p. 485]. The managerial aspect of land restoration and rehabilitation is studied in
N. Khomiuk’s research, which examines damaged agricultural lands on the basis of
sustainable, inclusive, and smart development; the author proposes that traditional
approaches to land resource management be revised to account for long-term
environmental risks and the economic viability of agricultural production [16, p. 17].
A separate direction of contemporary research focuses on the spatial assessment of
transformations in agricultural land use driven by the war; in this context, N. Kussul,
A. Shelestov, B. Yailymov, H. Yailymova, and others used Sentinel satellite data and
machine learning methods to examine changes in agricultural land use in Ukraine
between 2016 and 2024, revealing a significant reduction in cultivated land,
particularly in areas affected by military operations [1]. Research on the spatial
dynamics of agricultural lands indicates a growing trend of cultivation cessation and
land abandonment, while highlighting the need to distinguish between temporarily
uncultivated and effectively abandoned lands when planning for their future
restoration. Thus, a substantial body of scientific literature has emerged addressing the
rational and balanced use of land, the assessment of war-related impacts, and the

restoration and rehabilitation of damaged agricultural areas; however, the majority of



these studies focus on land resources in general, specific types of land degradation,
ecological rehabilitation, or spatial monitoring. The issue of rationalizing land use
specifically at the level of agribusiness enterprises remains insufficiently explored. For
these entities, land resources serve simultaneously as a spatial basis, a primary means
of production, and a decisive factor in economic sustainability, which determines the
necessity of substantiating approaches to rationalizing land use within agribusiness
enterprises as part of the post-war recovery process, considering the actual condition
of the land, the nature of any degradation, restoration potential, environmental
constraints, and the economic viability of its continued use.

Research Aim and Objectives. The aim of the study is to substantiate the
theoretical principles and identify priority areas for rationalizing land use by
agribusiness enterprises in the context of post-war recovery. To achieve this aim, the
study seeks to clarify the essence of land-use rationalization in agribusiness enterprises,
assess the impact of hostilities on the condition of agricultural land and the possibilities
for its use, systematize the key factors and constraints affecting its further use, and
substantiate approaches to land-use rationalization, taking into account economic
feasibility, environmental sustainability, and the need to restore the productive
potential of land.

Research Materials and Methods. The informational basis of the study
comprised scholarly works by domestic and foreign researchers addressing rational
land use and the post-war restoration of agricultural lands, as well as official statistical
and analytical materials concerning the state of land resources, the consequences of the
impact of war, and the functioning of the Ukrainian agricultural sector. The
methodological foundation of the study comprises systemic and eco-economic
approaches, which allow for the conceptualization of land use by agribusiness
enterprises as a complex of interrelated economic, ecological, and spatial components.
The research employs methods of analysis and synthesis to generalize theoretical
concepts regarding the rationalization of land use; statistical and comparative methods
to assess changes and the consequences of the impact of war on agricultural lands;

methods of systematization and grouping to identify key factors, constraints, and



directions for future land use; and a graphical method to present a conceptual model
for the rationalization of land use by agribusiness enterprises within the context of post-
war recovery.

Results and Discussion. The functioning of agribusiness enterprises is directly
linked to the use of land resources, which serve simultaneously as the spatial basis for
economic activity, a primary means of agricultural production, and a component of an
enterprise’s resource potential. Unlike other production resources, land is characterized
by territorial fixity, scarcity, and heterogeneity in its qualitative properties;
furthermore, the effectiveness of its use depends on natural, ecological, and
anthropogenic factors. Consequently, the operational efficiency of agribusiness
enterprises 1s determined not merely by the area of land brought into economic use, but
also by its qualitative condition, spatial organization, land-use structure, intensity of
utilization, and capacity to maintain productive potential over the long term.

In scientific literature, the content of the categorical concept of “rational land
use” has evolved in line with developments in land relations, environmental
requirements, and approaches to organizing agricultural production. In economically
oriented approaches, the rationality of land use is primarily associated with land-use
efficiency and expediency. In contemporary research, the economic aspects of rational
land use are examined in the context of developing effective mechanisms for regulating
agricultural land use. Specifically, O. Drebot, D. Dobriak, and P. Melnyk substantiate
the need for economic regulation of rational agricultural land use to ensure the efficient
use of land resources while preserving and restoring their qualitative characteristics [5,
p. 6]. The development of the theoretical foundations of rational land use is
characterized by a gradual strengthening of its ecological and spatial components. For
instance, T. Priadka, O. Drebot, and N. Komarova link the sustainable (balanced)
development of land use to the “ecologization” of land resource use, the assurance of
the ecological stability of territories, and the establishment of an appropriate system of
land organization [11, p. 20]. Meanwhile, in the research of A. Tretiak, O. Budziak,
and V. Tretiak examine the rationality of land use in terms of land-use ecology, land

organization, land protection, and the promotion of balanced development of land



relations [6]. In contemporary research, rational land use is increasingly viewed as a
complex category that entails reconciling economic, environmental, social, and spatial
interests. The scholars I. Kupriianchyk, O. Dorosh, O. Sakal, and Ye. Butenko consider
rational land use to be directly connected to the protection and preservation of land
quality, as well as to ensuring the sustainable use of land resources [9]. The modern
development of this approach can also be traced in the research of Y. Dorosh, Sh.
Ibatullin, A. Tarnopolskyi, O. Dorosh, O. Sakal, R. Derkulskyi, I. Kupriyanchyk, and
others, who emphasize the planning of sustainable use and protection of agricultural
lands, zoning, and the establishment of organizational-spatial prerequisites for
balanced land use [13, p. 55]. A synthesis of scientific approaches reveals a gradual
expansion in the scope of rational land use: shifting from a primary focus on economic
efficiency and the maximization of operational outcomes toward the need to reconcile
productive land use with land conservation, the restoration of soil fertility, the
assurance of ecological stability, and optimal spatial organization.

Consequently, rational land use should be considered a qualitative state of land
resource use in which effective integration into economic activity is ensured, taking
into account natural properties, productive potential, and established constraints, and
is based on the principles of balanced land use. At the same time, the concepts of
“rational land use” and “rationalization of land use” are not identical. An analysis of
scholarly works [9, 14] indicates that the concept of rational land use has undergone
significantly greater theoretical development; in contrast, land use rationalization is
primarily considered in the context of specific measures aimed at optimizing land
structure, improving spatial organization, ensuring land protection and the restoration
of soil fertility, preventing degradation, and enhancing the efficiency of land resource
use. In this regard, it is appropriate to apply a process-oriented approach to
understanding the rationalization of land use: while rational land use characterizes a
desired qualitative state and the outcome of the use of land resources, rationalization
reflects the process of transitioning from the existing state of land use to a model that
1s more economically efficient, ecologically balanced, and spatially sound. This

process entails not only addressing existing shortcomings in land use but also



systematically assessing land conditions, identifying constraints and risks, reviewing
the structure and intensity of its use, selecting alternative approaches to economic
development, implementing restoration and land-conservation measures, and
evaluating the effectiveness of the decisions made. Such delineation takes on particular
significance for agribusiness enterprises during wartime and the post-war period, as
military operations alter the physical and ecological state of the land, access
possibilities, the safety of economic activity, production infrastructure, and the
economic viability of returning specific plots to their previous modes of use. Therefore,
the restoration of land use should not entail an automatic recreation of its pre-war
structure. Depending on the actual condition of the land, it may be necessary to return
it to agricultural use following appropriate restoration measures, to alter the intensity
or method of use, to transform land types, to apply soil-protection technologies, or to
set aside degraded and low-productivity lands.

Considering the above-mentioned information, the rationalization of land use by
agribusiness enterprises is defined here as a purposeful and continuous process of
improving the structure, spatial organization, methods, and intensity of land resource
use. This process takes into account the actual condition of the land, its productive
potential, the economic interests of the enterprise, environmental and safety
constraints, and external risks; it aims to ensure economic efficiency, restore and
preserve the land’s productive potential, and achieve the long-term sustainability of
agricultural production. Given the multifaceted nature of land use by agribusiness
enterprises, its rationalization cannot be limited to merely enhancing economic
efficiency or optimizing landholding structures. Still, it encompasses a complex set of
interrelated changes involving spatial organization, the nature and intensity of land use,
methods for land protection and restoration, and the system of managerial decision-
making. In wartime and the post-war period, security constraints, along with the need
to differentiate lands by the nature and degree of their degradation, must be factored in

alongside traditional economic and environmental parameters (Fig. 1).



Environmental component

Spatial component Content: preservation and restoration of the quality
Content: improvement of the territorial status of land, and prevention of its further
organization of land use, taking into account the degradation.
location, configuration, and condition of the lands. Y Implementation areas:

Implementation areas: < - Soil protection measures;
- Optimization of land allocation; - Restoration of fertility;
- Elimination of spatial deficiencies; - Land reclamation;
- Functional zoning; - Conservation of degraded and low-productivity
- Consideration of territorial restrictions. land.

Production component Security component
Content:  coordination of the Content: ensuring the safe use of
structure and intensity of land use land disturbed as a result of
with the production specialization military operations.
of the enterprise and the properties Implementation areas:
of the land. - Surveying of territories;

Implementation areas: - Demining;
- Optimization of the structure of - Assessment of the level
land and sown areas; of contamination and damage;
- Differentiation of technologies; / \ - Restricting the use of
- Improvement of crop rotation hazardous areas.
Rationalization of
Land Use by
Agribusiness
Economic component Enterprises Restorative component
Content: ensuring the economic Content: selection of the method
viability of land use, restoration, \ / for future land use, based on the
and incorporation into economic nature and degree of land
circulation. restoration.
Implementation areas: Implementation approaches:
- Assessment of restoration costs; - Restoration of soil cover;
- Identification of alternative uses; - Reclamation;
- Cost optimization; " - Change in land use method;
- Evaluation of the economic - Temporary withdrawal or
return from land. conservation.
A

Management and Information component
Content: Information support for decision-making regarding
land use and restoration.

Implementation areas:
- Land monitoring;
- GIS and remote sensing;
- Assessment of land parcel conditions;
- Planning and control of land use.

Fig.1. Key components of land use rationalization

Source: developed by the authors

Thus, the systematization of components for rationalizing land use in

agribusiness enterprises, presented in Figure 1, demonstrates that the process is



comprehensive and involves the mutual alignment of decisions across spatial,
production, economic, environmental, safety, restoration, and management-
information domains. Furthermore, in the context of post-war recovery, the priority
assigned to specific components will depend on the actual condition of the land held
by a given enterprise: for land that has not sustained significant damage, the primary
focus may be on optimizing the structure and intensity of use; for damaged land, on
restoring its productive potential; for contaminated or potentially hazardous land, on
preliminary assessment and ensuring safety; and for degraded or low-productivity land,
on altering the mode of use or implementing land conservation. Consequently,
rationalization implies not a unified return of land to its pre-war use, but rather a
differentiated selection of the most appropriate path for its future use.

The necessity for a differentiated approach to land-use organization is
underscored by the large-scale changes in the agricultural sector resulting from military
operations. One of the most ostentatious displays of these transformations is the shift
in sown areas, which reflects both a reduction in land available for agricultural
production and the adaptation of agribusiness enterprises to new operational,
economic, logistical, and security conditions. An analysis of sown area dynamics from
2021 to 2025 reveals significant changes in the scale and structure of agricultural land
use; most notably, there has been a contraction in the area dedicated to grain and
leguminous crops, which in 2025 amounted to 74.1% of the 2021 level (Table 1). At
the same time, these changes have been multidirectional: alongside a substantial
reduction in the area under certain grain crops, there has been an expansion in the
cultivation of legumes, soybeans, and rapeseed. Meanwhile, the area allocated to
industrial and oilseed crops has remained relatively stable, reaching 96.3% of pre-war
levels in 2025, indicating not only a quantitative decline in land used for agricultural

production but also significant structural shifts in how that land is used.



1. Dynamics of sown areas for major crops in Ukraine, 2021-2025, thousand

hectares
Crops 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2025
a0
2021,%

Cereals and 15994.8 | 12251.6 | 11029.4 | 11160.8 | 11856.8 | 74.1
Legumes
Wheat 70952 | 5494.7 | 4686.1 | 4907.4 | 5212.7 | 73.5
Corn (Maize) 55204 | 43347 | 4125.9 | 4089.1 | 45572 | 825
Barley 2475.6 | 1783.8 | 1503.8 | 1404.1 | 1389.8 | 56.1
Rye 1720 | 1021 | 793 | 702 | 63.8 | 37.1
Oats 178.1 | 1543 | 1650 | 1739 | 1379 | 774
Buckwheat 89.5 | 121.5 | 1476 | 913 | 593 | 663
Millet 829 | 508 | 89.1 | 949 | 334 | 403
Legumes 313.9 | 181.6 | 2062 | 2974 | 372.6 | 118.7
Beans 485 | 375 | 417 | 512 | 496 | 1023
Lentils 5.4 2.9 5.2 180 | 247 | 4574
Industrial Crops 9244.5 | 8315.7 | 8963.6 | 9406.8 | 8902.6 | 96.3
Oilseeds 8997.7 | 8117.9 | 8691.9 | 9127.7 | 8667.9 | 96.3
Sunflower 6622.0 | 5305.6 | 5257.2 | 5036.5 | 5253.0 | 79.3
Soybeans 1310.8 | 1560.0 | 1854.1 | 2730.9 | 2112.6 | 161.2
Winter and Spring | 555 ¢ | 11945 | 1438.6 | 1254.7 | 1211.4 | 1204
Rapeseed (Canola)
Sugar Beet (for 226.7 | 184.1 | 250.6 | 253.7 | 202.9 | 89.5
processing)

Source: compiled by the authors based on data [4]

So, the transformation of sown areas during 2021-2025 reflects how
agribusinesses have adapted their land use to altered economic conditions. The partial
recovery of sown areas following a sharp decline in the early stages of the full-scale
war is occurring alongside shifts in crop structure, due to economic, production,
logistical, and security factors. At the same time, the direct impact of hostilities remains
a defining factor of these transformations; as a result, some agricultural land has been
rendered unusable or temporarily restricted for economic activity due to territorial
occupation, contamination by mines and other explosive hazards, damage to the soil
cover, and the destruction of production infrastructure. The scale and heterogeneity of
the aforementioned consequences necessitate their assessment in terms of the potential

for future land use and restoration.



The quantitative parameters of the impact of the war indicate its complex nature;
they encompass not only direct damage to the agro-industrial complex and land
resources but also significant economic losses, restricted access to land due to
contamination by mines and other explosive hazards, the disruption of land reclamation
infrastructure, and the need to mobilize substantial resources to restore the safe
agricultural use of these territories. Key indicators that characterize the scale of these
consequences and their significance for the future rationalization of land use by
agribusiness enterprises are presented in Table 2.

2. Key indicators of the impact of war on agricultural land use and their

significance for rationalization

Manifestations  of | Scale Consequences for land | Directions for
impact use rationalization
Direct damage to the | 12.1  billion | Damage to the resource | assessing the
agro-industrial USD as of|and production base of | condition of land
complex and land | February agribusiness and determining
resources 2026 restoration priorities
Economic losses in | 69.8  billion | Constraints on  the | economically
the agricultural | USD (based | financial capacity of | justifying methods
sector on 2024 | enterprises to restore | for future land use
estimates) and conduct production
operations
Contamination by | approximately | Restrictions on, or the | conducting surveys,
mines and other | 16 million | impossibility of, | demining, and
explosive hazards hectares  of | economic use determining safety
land at risk for use
The necessity for | 12.8-26.6 High costs and a long | establishing
demining of | billion USD timeframe for returning | priorities and the
agricultural land lands to  economic | sequence for the
circulation return of land
Disruption of land | destruction of | Changes in water supply | reviewing the
reclamation and | the Kakhovka | and irrigation conditions | structure and
water management | Hydroelectric | for agricultural land intensity of land use
infrastructure Facility
Restoration of | 16.4 thousand | Gradual restoration of | assessing the
agricultural land for | hectares under | land resources available | condition of land
use the state | for agricultural | and determining its
program as of | production future use
July 2026

Source: compiled by the authors based on data [2, 7, 10, 12]

The data presented indicate that the consequences of war's impact on agricultural

land use are varied, necessitating correspondingly differentiated approaches to land




use. At the same time, securing physical access to the land and conducting demining
are merely initial prerequisites for returning these territories to economic use; any
necessary decisions must be based on an assessment of the actual condition of the land,
the extent of damage to the soil cover, the potential for restoring productive capacity,
and the economic viability of its agricultural use. Consequently, the scale of war-
related damage underscores the need to shift away from restoring the pre-war land-use
model toward a differentiated approach for determining the future use of specific land
tracts. Depending on their actual condition, these uses may include: returning land to
agricultural production; implementing restoration and land reclamation measures;
altering the structure or intensity of land use; transforming land types; or placing land
under temporary conservation. Research indicates that, in the context of post-war
recovery, the rationalization of land use by agribusiness enterprises should move away
from a uniform approach to returning land to economic circulation and, given the
varying nature and extent of land degradation, differing capacities for restoring
productive potential, and the presence of security and environmental constraints,
management decisions must be differentiated based on the actual condition of specific
land tracts. The foundational requirement for such an approach is a comprehensive land
assessment that integrates the following factors: the safety status of the land; the nature
and extent of any degradation; the qualitative characteristics of the soil cover; the
productive potential; the availability of necessary infrastructure; and the economic
feasibility of restoration. Based on the results of this assessment, it is advisable to

determine a priority scenario for the future land use:

. return to agricultural production without significant changes to the nature
of land use;

. restoration and land reclamation, followed by reintegration into economic
use;

. adjustment of the structure and intensity of land use;

. transformation of land types in accordance with their actual condition;

. temporary land conservation, where restoration in the short term is

deemed ecologically or economically unfeasible.



In this context, it is significant not only to determine the future direction of land
use but also to establish priorities for restoration measures, with priority given to
returning safe land areas with productive potential that are either intact or can be
restored at a reasonable cost to economic use. Conversely, for lands that have sustained
significant degradation, the feasibility of restoration must be assessed beforehand,
weighing it against alternative land-use options. In our view, this approach enables
enterprises to direct their limited financial and material resources toward measures that
yield the greatest economic, operational, and environmental benefits.

Conclusions. The rationalization of land use by agribusiness enterprises within
the framework of post-war recovery takes on an adaptive character and involves a
sequential process involving the assessment of the actual state of the land, the
identification of constraints and opportunities for its use, the selection of the most
appropriate scenario, and the implementation of corresponding organizational,
restorative, and managerial measures. The ultimate goal is not to replicate the pre-war
land-use structure, but rather to establish a more resilient model for the use of land
resources by agribusiness enterprises, one that ensures efficient economic production,
preserves and restores the land’s productive potential, and adapts to new security and

environmental conditions.
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T.€. Kaiquua, P.M. Crynens, O.I. Ctynenn

PAIIOHAJIIBAIIA 3EMJVIEKOPUCTYBAHHA IIIAIIPUEMCTB
ATPOBIBHECY B CHUCTEMI [IIOBO€HHOI'O BIJIHOBJIEHHSA
TEPUTOPINA

Anomayia. AxmyanvHicmb — O0CHIONCEHH — 3YMOGIEHA  MACUMAOHUMU
mpancgopmayiamu  CilbCbKO2OCNOOAPCLKO20 — 3eMIeKOpUCMysanus  Yxpainu
BHACNIOOK 80EHHUX Oill, WO NPOAGIAIOMbCA ) CKOPOYEHHI Ma CMPYKMYPHUX 3MIHAX
NOCIBHUX NIIOW, MIHHOMY Ma THUOMY 8ubYXOHeOe3neuHomMy 3a0pyOHeHH] mepumopi,
NOUWKOOMNCEHHI TPYHMOB020 HNOKPUBY, HOPYUIEHHI SUPOOHUYOL [ MeniopamueHoi
ingpacmpykmypu. Memor 00cniodxnceHns € 00TPYHMYBAHHS MEOPEMUYHUX NOJIOHCEHD
ma BU3HAYEHHs NPIOPUMEMHUX HANPAMIE payioHani3ayii 3eMIeKOPUCTYB8AHHS
RIONPUEMCME a2podi3Hecy 8 yMOBAX NOBOEHHO20 8i0OHOGNIeHHs. Memodonoziuny ocHogy
O0CNIOJHCEHHST CMAHOGNAMb  CUCMEMHULL MaA  eKOJ020-eKOHOMIUHUL  NiOX00u,
BUKOPUCMAHO Memoou aHanizy 1 cummesy, HNOPIGHAHHA, cucmemamusayii ma
V3a2anbHeHHs, —cmamucmuyHui 1 epaghiunuli.  memoou. YmouumeHo  3micm
payioHanizayii 3eM1eKoOpuUCcmy8anHs NiONPUEMCME acpodi3HeCy K YiNeCnpsamMo8aH020
npoyecy YOOCKOHANEHHs CMPYKMYPU, NpoCmoposoi opeawuizayii, cnocobie ma
IHMEHCUBHOCMI BUKOPUCMAHHS 3eMelb 8I0N0GIOHO 00 IX (hakmuuHozo Cmamuy,
NPOOYKMUBHO20 NOMEHYIANY, eKOHOMIYHUX IHmMepecie NiONPUEMCMBA, eKON02IYHUX |

besnexosux obmedcenb. Cucmemamuzo8aHo OCHOBHI CKAA008I payionanizayii
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3eMAEKOPUCMYBAHHA MA  NPOAHANI308AHO  MPAHCHOPMAYil0  NOCIBHUX — NIOW.
ObtpyHmosano, wo NoBOEHHE GIOHOGNIEHHS He NOBUHHO nepeddaiamu MexauiuHo2o
8i0meopents 0080E€HHOI Moodeni 3emaekopucmyeants. Haykoea noseusna noaseac 8
00IpYHMYBaHHI OugepeHyillosano2o nioxody 00 6ubopy HANPAMIE NOOAIbULO2O
BUKOPUCMAHHS 3eMeNlb 3ANeHCHO 810 iX akmuuHo2o CMaHy, xapakxmepy ma Cmynems
nopyuients, 0e3neKo8uUx 0OMeNCeHb, MONCAUBOCMEl BIOHOBIEHH NPOOYKMUBHO20
nomenyiany ma eKoHoMiuHoi OoyinbHocmi. llpakmuuna 3HaAUYWICMb 00EePHCAHUX
pe3yibmamié  noisgedac Yy  MONCIUBOCMI  IX  BUKOPUCMAHHA  NIONPUEMCIEAMU
azpobizuecy 0jisi 00IPYHMYBAHHS NPIOPUMEMHOCTE BIOHOBTIOBAILHUX 3AX001i8, 8UOODY
cnocobié nooanlbU020 BUKOPUCMAHHS 3eMelb Mad QOopMYB8aHHs a0ANMuUeHOi MoOei
3eMAEKOPUCYBAHHSL 8 YMOBAX NOBOEHHO20 GIOHOBIEHHSI.

Kniwwuosi cnoea: payionanizayia  3eMIeKOpUCMYBAHHS,  NIONPUEMCMEBA
azpobiznecy, CilbCbKO2OCNOOAPCHbKI 3eMili, NOBOEHHE BIOHOBNEHHS, BOEHHUL GNIUS,
NPOOYKMUBHUL ~ NOMEHYial  3eMelnb,  GIOHOGNEeHHs  3eMelb,  AOAnmueHe

3EMINEKOPUCMYBAHHAL.



