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ECONOMIC AND ECOLOGICAL OPTIMIZATION OF LAND USE 
AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISES 

 
The article is dedicated to improving the theoretical and methodological 

foundations of economic and environmental land management in order to ensure 
rational, efficient and environmentally use of the land held as part of agricultural 
enterprises. Principles of economic and environmental land management is 
investigated by the example of a particular type of agricultural enterprise market – a 
limited liability company, used the optimization model, which allows to increase the 
yield and value of gross output at constant prices in 2010, to optimize the structure of 
crop rotation in different natural and agricultural regions. 

Almost done the procedure to replace eroded arable land with slopes of                 
3 – 5 degrees, which are leased by the agricultural enterprise, noeroded with slopes 
up to 3 degrees, which reduced runoff humus, cost management costs due to erosion 
processes. 

Calculations is confirmed the effectiveness and efficiency of the design 
decisions that provides an example implementation of the economic and 
environmental optimization of land use on the territory of other agricultural 
enterprises with regard to their zonal origin. 

Key words: economic and ecological management, optimization of land use, 
agricultural enterprise structure rotation. 
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