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ECOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES OF TODAY’S AGRICULTURAL 
PRODUCTION 

Agrarian sector of economy is closely related to the use of resource potential of 
the environment and in most cases causes ecological environmental nuisances.  
Activity of agricultural enterprises has irreversible contamination impact on soil, 
water and atmosphere. Amount of agricultural waste is growing each year and is 
scarcely utilized. The analysis of economical factors is conducted, negative outcomes 
from the management of the agricultural sector of economics are identified. The main 
negative ecological consequences of agricultural activities are specified and the ways 
of their liquidation are suggested. The dynamics of ecological payments, the capital 
investments and the current expenses of businesses and organizations concerning the 
safety and rational utilization of natural resources were analyzed. Contemporary 
agrarian production creates a number of major environmental issues for the 
humanity.  Elimination of such crisis is possible only on condition of rational nature 
management and reorganization of work processes involving sound consideration of 
danger of environment contamination. These factors are elements of ecological 
management and represent optimal way for agricultural enterprises to move to a new 
level of agrarian business operations. Thus, logical step to be taken to solve the crisis 
is introduction of ecological management at agrarian companies as a power 
mechanism of protection and rational use of natural resources. 

Key words: negative ecological consequences, agricultural production, 
ecological management, utilization of natural resources. 
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2010 
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2011 
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 9513 1956 5149 7692 1766 270 

2010 
 

 2565 30 274 1093 74 72 

 9817 1917 5511 8141 1744 312 

2011 
 

 2889 39 285 1190 84 84 

 10086 1860 5514 8044 1612 309 

2012 
 

 3107 30 266 953 71 71 
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%  
2009  

 
 120,4 85,7 104,7 85,9 215,2 229 
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