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FORMATION OF THE INCENTIVE ROLE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL TAX
IN UKRAINE

Purpose. Developing trends for increasing the effectiveness of environmental tax as an institutional means of environmental
protection and optimization of the tax burden.

Methodology. A set of scientific methods and approaches was used in the research, which provided an opportunity to form a
conceptually integrated scientific work. For this purpose, the following was used: content analysis method — to study the regula-
tory framework of the environmental tax; abstract-logical approach — to analyze the differences between the revenues of the envi-
ronmental tax to the budget and the amount of funds planned and funds spent on environmental protection; integrated system
approach — to compare environmental taxation in the European Union and Ukraine; method of logical generalization — to make
proposals on how to increase the efficiency of the environmental tax, optimize the tax burden and align with Ukraine’s interna-
tional obligations.

Findings. A comparative analysis of environmental taxation in the European Union and Ukraine is conducted. The existing
differences by types of environmental tax, the share of these types in the total amount of environmental tax and the purpose of
environmental taxation in European countries and Ukraine are indicated. The dynamics of ecological tax revenues to the State
budget and budget expenditures for environmental protection is studied. Trends in the dynamics of taxation, in particular, in creat-
ing a gap between revenues and expenditures are established. There is a tendency to form a significant gap in the amounts of envi-
ronmental tax paid by enterprises. It is stated that only ten enterprises pay more than half of the country’s environmental tax.

Originality. The necessity of formation of the role of ecological taxes stimulating preservation of the environment is pointed out
and particular directions of formation of such incentives are offered. Proposals for environmental tax policy have been developed.
It is stated that the increase in the environmental tax should be consistent with the overall tax burden per capita. Increasing the
environmental tax also requires a preliminary detailed analysis of how the impact of its increase will affect each large enterprise and
industry and determination of approaches to increasing the environmental tax differentiated according to transparent principles.

Practical value. Recommendations are provided on how to increase the efficiency of the environmental tax as an institutional
means of environmental protection, specific steps are proposed to optimize the tax burden and promote the norms approved by the

Paris Climate Agreement and the Association Agreement with the EU.
Keywords: environmental tax reform, tax system, energy/carbon taxation, consolidated budget, tax burden

Introduction. Environmental tax reforms are long over-
due. S. Ockerfeldt, an employee of the Swedish Ministry of
Finance, points out that tax policy, as a tool for these reforms,
“is not space technology. It merely needs to be implemented
confidently according to a strategic plan” [1]. That is what her
country has been doing for thirty years increasing the envi-
ronmental tax for exceeding the norms of emissions into the
environment according to the plan. But even Sweden’s Euro-
pean neighbors, in particular France, plan to reach its level in
just 15 years (Eurostat (2021). Environmental protection ex-
penditure).

This is due to the fact that the increase in tax pressure, in-
cluding environmental taxes, leads to mass protests, as it strong-
ly affects the condition of the poorest population [1, 2]. There-
fore, the European Union declares the Environmental tax re-
form (ETR) as a comprehensive reform of the taxation scheme,
when the growth of the environmental tax should be accompa-
nied by a reduction in other taxes, in particular, labor taxes re-
gardless of income received by the working population [1].

Implementation of the decisions of the Paris Agreement of
2015, the long-term EU strategy on environmental emissions
and harmonized regulations of Ukraine will be aimed at pro-
moting the change in outdated technologies, reducing the use
of fossil energy sources and so on. All this should lead to a re-
duction in tax revenues from environmental taxes, and is pro-
jected to be accompanied by a decrease in budget revenues
from ETR and therefore should be consistent with the current
tax system.

So far, as the analysis shows, for more than 20 years the
amount of the total environmental tax has been fluctuating
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with small deviations around the value of ~2.5 % of GDP
(GDP) of the EU.

The environmental tax introduced in Ukraine cannot be
compared to the complex ETR system in the EU. For exam-
ple, in 2018, an environmental tax of UAH 3 billion was col-
lected. According to the data (The State Treasury Service of
Ukraine, 2020; The State Statistics Service of Ukraine, 2020),
more than 55,000 enterprises have to report only for the intro-
duced new carbon tax. It is the tax administration of such a
large number of environmental taxpayers that will be a difficult
task and will cost a lot of money [3, 4].

At the same time, the Cabinet of Ministers again insists on
raising the environmental tax to replenish the budget. But, ob-
viously, following the example of the EU, Ukraine needs a
comprehensive reform of environmental taxation.

Literature review. Ukrainian scientists and scientists from
other countries have devoted a significant part of their work to
the problem of introducing effective environmental taxes. The
need for environmental tax reform and, in particular, the fea-
sibility of a carbon tax has been studied in detail in [5]. The
impact of environmental tax on the development of the Chi-
nese economy is considered in [6, 7]. In [8], a four-dimen-
sional dynamic system was used for this purpose. The optimal
environmental taxation is considered in [9].

[10] proves the need for a “price signal” of environmental
taxation in France, despite protests against the increase in the
carbon tax. The same issues are discussed in detail in [11, 12].
An assessment of the impact of the carbon tax on energy costs
and economic performance of firms is given in [13]. Environ-
mental taxes as an incentive to protect the environment rather
than a fiscal tool are studied in [14]. A comprehensive review
of the environmental tax, employment and pumping up the

ISSN 2071-2227, E-ISSN 2223-2362, Naukovyi Visnyk Natsionalnoho Hirnychoho Universytetu, 2021, N 3 95



state budget was conducted in [15]. The way in which the de-
ferral of tax benefits affects taxpayer support for the relevant
lag in time has been studied in [16].

Problems of ecological taxation in Ukraine and tools for
their solution are considered in [17, 18]. The article [19] con-
siders the non-legal aspects of the environmental tax in
Ukraine and draws attention to the need of this tax to perform
environmentally-oriented tasks. The ineffectiveness of envi-
ronmental taxation in Ukraine was studied in [20]. As a sign of
the fiscal orientation of the environmental tax, the dependence
of its revenues on the season and the reduction of capital ex-
penditures of enterprises on innovations aimed at environ-
mental protection is studied [20].

The possibility of applying the EU experience in environ-
mental taxation to Ukrainian realities is considered in articles
[18, 19].

In the scientific work [12, 13] the importance of the eco-
logical tax in the structure of the consolidated budget of the
country is estimated and the assessment of fiscal efficiency of
the tax system of the state in comparison with the countries of
the European Union is given.

Tax regulation as a tool of institutional influence on enter-
prises that pollute the environment, a detailed analysis of the
current state of environmental taxes and the peculiarities of the
impact on the activities of the taxpayers are considered in the
article [14, 15].

Unsolved aspects of the problem. A wide range of environ-
mental taxation issues that are considered by Ukrainian and
foreign scientists left unresolved the issue of applying the expe-
rience of the European Union to improve the efficiency of en-
vironmental tax in Ukraine. The ways of directing the speci-
fied tax to solving, first of all, tasks of the environment protec-
tion instead of only replenishment of budgets of all levels —
from the state to local — are not studied. The relationship be-
tween the incentive function of the environmental tax in
Ukraine and the function of the budget replenishment has not
been studied as well.

Purpose. The purpose of the article is to study the areas of
increasing the effectiveness of environmental tax as an institu-
tional means of environmental protection and optimization of
the tax burden.

Methods. A set of scientific methods and approaches was
used in the research, which provided an opportunity to form a
conceptually integrated scientific work.

For this purpose, the following was used: the method of
content analysis — to study the regulatory framework of the
environmental tax; abstract-logical approach — to analyze the
differences between the revenues of the environmental tax to
the budget and the amount of funds planned and funds spent
on environmental protection; integrated system approach — to
compare environmental taxation in the European Union and
Ukraine; method of logical generalization — to make propos-
als on how to increase the efficiency of the environmental tax,
optimize the tax burden and align with Ukraine’s international
obligations.

Results. Today, the indicator of environmental tax reve-
nues is accounted for by the Ministry of Finance to the SFS as
a whole by three main groups of revenues by budget revenue
classification codes (hereinafter — BRCC), namely: 19010100
“Revenues from pollutant emissions into the air by stationary
sources of pollution”, 19010200 “Revenues from discharges of
pollutants directly into water bodies” and 19010300 “Reve-
nues from waste disposal in specially designated places or fa-
cilities, except for disposal of certain types of waste as second-
ary raw materials” (The State Statistics Service of Ukraine,
2020).

The mechanism of encouraging environmental polluters
to comply with environmental norms and rules by overstating
the fine beyond the cost of preventing damage, in the current
version of the Tax Code is already applied to discharges that
pollute water bodies that exceed the limits imposed on them.

The environmental tax on such discharges is set with a tenfold
increase.

Analyzing the tax burden, in particular, its environmental
component, of foreign countries we can distinguish, first of all,
its differentiated nature with a significant tax burden increase
for those companies that exceed emission standards. It is also
characteristic, as our study has shown, that a relatively high tax
burden is observed in countries with high incomes.

In this respect, Ukraine differs in the fact that the popula-
tion has a low average income per capita compared to the Eu-
ropean Union, and the tax burden is significant. Its level cor-
responds to the level of the tax burden of such wealthy coun-
tries as Great Britain, Switzerland and Germany.

At the same time, the rates of environmental tax in Ukraine
are lower than the corresponding rates of the European Union
(Fig. 1) and the proposals of the Ukrainian government to in-
crease it are clear. But the increase in the environmental tax
must, firstly, be consistent with the total tax burden per capita;
secondly, it is necessary to analyze its impact on the economy
and accordingly determine a differentiated approach to in-
creasing the environmental tax for each industry; thirdly, the
increase in the environmental tax should be planned, gradual,
predictable and differentiated depending on the types and
amounts of emissions.

It is also important to understand environmental taxation
to analyze the dynamics of environmental tax revenues to the
budget, in particular, in terms of regions.

Analysis of the dynamics of environmental taxation, com-
parison of environmental tax revenues and expenditures on
urgent environmental measures (Fig. 2) proves that the exist-
ing mechanism for allocating environmental costs does not
facilitate the solution of environmental problems in the coun-
try as a whole or at the local level.

The analysis of discrepancies between the revenues of the
environmental tax to the budget and the amount of funds
planned for environmental protection and actually spent on it,
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Fig. 1. Environmental tax revenue by type (developed by the
authors on the basis of (The State Treasury Service of
Ukraine, 2020; The State Statistics Service of Ukraine,
2020)
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Fig. 2. Comparison of the dynamics of revenues to the State
Budget of the environmental tax and expenditures for envi-
ronmental protection (developed by the authors on the basis
of (The State Treasury Service of Ukraine, 2020; The State
Statistics Service of Ukraine, 2020)

96 ISSN 2071-2227, E-ISSN 2223-2362, Naukovyi Visnyk Natsionalnoho Hirnychoho Universytetu, 2021, N° 3



indicates a significant misuse of these funds. The existence of
such differences does not comply with the Law of Ukraine
“On Environmental Protection” and is not consistent with the
provisions of the Association Agreement with the EU.

The analysis of the dynamics of revenues and expenditures
shown in Fig. 2 shows that these differences for the period
from 2017 tend to increase.

The Directorate of Taxes and Customs Duties of the EU
differentiated environmental taxes into separate groups, name-
ly: energy — motor and power generating fuel, electricity;
transport — for the distance traveled by vehicles and an addi-
tional annual tax on the owner of the vehicle, and excise tax on
the purchase of a vehicle; for air and surface water pollution;
for the use of landfills for the accumulation of garbage and its
processing; for emissions of substances that lead to global
changes in the biosphere; for noise load on the environment;
for the use of natural resources. The largest share among these
taxes belongs to the energy tax (more than 70 % of the total
environmental contribution) and the transport tax (more than
20 % of the total environmental contribution). Data for de-
tailed analysis and comparison results are presented in Fig. 1.

European Union environmental taxes can also be classi-
fied for the purpose of collecting them. First, they are to stim-
ulate environmental protection, secondly, to cover the costs of
environmental protection (environmental restoration, moni-
toring, and so on), and thirdly, to replenish state and local
budgets [8].

We observe a completely different situation with the goals
of the environmental tax in Ukraine.

From year to year the Ukrainian government has put for-
ward initiatives to increase the environmental tax. Thus, in
2017 the environmental tax was increased by 12 %, in 2018 —
by 11.2 %, in 2019 the tax on carbon dioxide emissions in-
creased ~25 times.

The same situation was with the introduction of the bill
No. 4101 in 2020 on amendments to the Tax Code of Ukraine
and other laws of Ukraine, in terms of the environmental tax.
Of the projected UAH 11 billion revenues in 2021, UAH
64.6 million is planned for environmental protection measures
which is 7 times less than in 2019.

The analysis shows significant differences in the formula-
tion of the environmental tax by its types in the EU and
Ukraine (Figs. 1 and 3).

Unfortunately, the explanatory note to Bill No. 4101 does
not contain specific substantiation for promoting this initiative
to achieve the goal of reducing environmental pollution.

That is, the purpose of the Bill No. 4101 is to solve a pure-
ly tactical task of urgent budget replenishment without form-
ing a comprehensive strategic vision of solving environmental
problems and identifying ways and stages of work to achieve
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Fig. 3. The share of the annual payment of the total amount of
environmental tax:

row 1 — emissions into the atmosphere; row 2 — surface water pol-
lution; row 3 — waste disposal at landfills; row 4 — generation and
storage of radioactive waste; row 5 — for air emissions of dioxide
carbon) (developed by the authors on the basis of (The State Treas-
ury Service of Ukraine, 2020, The State Statistics Service of
Ukraine, 2020

environmental ideas. In particular, as can be seen from Fig. 2,
in 2019, the revenues of the environmental tax to the State
Budget amounted to 3800 million hryvnias, and out of the
planned 481 million hryvnias for environmental protection,
157 500 thousand hryvnias was spent.

The disproportion revealed by the research on ecological
tax revenues between allocated monetary resources for nature
protection projects and funds spent on these projects (Fig. 2)
continues throughout the period under consideration.

This indicates that the incentive function of the environ-
mental tax, in accordance with the approaches of the Euro-
pean Union, is neutralized in Ukraine. The fiscal burden on
business is growing and this limits the ability of enterprises to
direct financial resources to upgrade environmental technolo-
gies and purchase the necessary equipment.

Nevertheless, enterprises understand the need for capital
expenditures on environmental measures — in 2019 expendi-
tures for these purposes grew by 27 % compared to the previ-
ous year, which amounts to 43.7 billion hryvnias. But this is
only ~1/10 of the planned 2019 budget funds for the purpose
and it is not enough for the systematic renewal of the techno-
logical park of enterprises and changes in environmental pro-
tection. The study found that this renewal does not reduce the
level of environmental tax payment in the country as evidenced
by the results of the analysis presented in Fig. 3.

Analysis of the data presented in Fig. 3 indicates that with
the growth of the total environmental tax (from 4.7 billion
hryvnias in 2016 to 5.5 billion hryvnias in 2019) there is an an-
nual trend to reduce the share of tax on emissions into the at-
mosphere from the total amount of environmental tax, insig-
nificant fluctuations for surface water pollution and for the
generation and storage of radioactive waste. The share of sur-
face water pollution in the environmental tax is unchanged. At
the same time, during the period of introduction of the new
type of environmental tax, there is an increase in the share of
the total amount of environmental tax for air emissions of car-
bon dioxide. The analysis of the data presented in Fig. 3 con-
firms the thesis not so much about stimulating functions of
environmental taxes, but about the function of budget replen-
ishment.

The analysis also showed that the reduction of carbon di-
oxide emissions into the atmosphere by Ukrainian enterprises,
especially by powerful associations of the energy sector, the
pollutants (Table 1) will require not so much the use of addi-
tional air purification systems, but rather a radical restructur-
ing of the technologies which are used by these enterprises.

This task will require significant capital expenditures, sig-
nificant preparatory work and, in some cases, a significant re-
duction in production capacity for a long time, which can lead
to a significant reduction in production. Therefore, a radical
reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by major pollutants
(rating positions 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 Table 1) is currently impossible.
That is, as the study shows, the stimulating role of the tax on
carbon dioxide emissions is absent. This proves that the tax on
carbon dioxide emissions pursues only the purpose of the bud-
get replenishment.

Ten enterprises — the largest payers of environmental tax
in 2020 (for the period January—October) paid 69.2 % of the
total environmental tax of the country (Table 1). As can be
seen from Table 1 these are mainly energy companies, but the
last positions in the ranking of the ten largest payers of the en-
vironmental tax are also taken by mining and processing
plants — PJSC PivnHZK and Poltava HZK (KKBB 19010300).
In terms of certain types of the environmental tax, each of
these companies rises in rating and occupies a leading posi-
tion. For example, NNEGC Energoatom is the country’s
main payer of the radioactive contamination tax.

The analysis by regions gives even more impressive esti-
mates. For example, in Lviv region 94.8 % of the region’s en-
vironmental tax is paid only by DTEK Zakhidenergo JSC, in
Ivano-Frankivsk region — 73.6 % of the region’s environmen-

ISSN 2071-2227, E-ISSN 2223-2362, Naukovyi Visnyk Natsionalnoho Hirnychoho Universytetu, 2021, N 3 97



Table 1
The largest payers of the environmental tax in 2020
5 g
No./ § g E é j—% IS
No. Name of Company § § ._g» . E g f_:; ?
sEa2|8E%
CEEE|55E8
1 NNEGC Energoatom 601.0 17.1
2 DTEK Zakhidenergo JSC 379.6 9.8
3 PJSC Centerenergo 338.0 9.7
4 DTEK Dniproenergo JSC 262.1 7.5
5 | PJSC Arcelor Mittal Kryvyi Rih 249.9 7.1
6 | Skhidenerho LLC 183.3 5.2
7 PJSC Donbasenergo 129.7 3.7
8 PJSC MMK named after Ilyich 123.7 3.5
9 PJSC PivnHZK 107.1 3.1
10 | PJSC Poltava HZK 88.7 2.5

tal tax is paid by Ivano-Frankivsk Cement PJSC, in Zapor-
izhzhia region 90 % is paid by JSC DTEK Dniproenergo, in
Mykolaiv 81.3 % is paid by MZG LLC, and so on. Of course,
the environmental tax of such enterprises is a significant addi-
tion to the budget of the regions where they are located.

For such enterprises, which have “monopolized” environ-
mental pollution of entire regions, it seemed appropriate to
reduce the payment of environmental tax while introducing
the nature preservation technology. But, obviously, the lack of
incentive function of the environmental tax contributes to fur-
ther environmental pollution by these enterprises.

Conclusions. Realizing the importance of replenishing the
budget during the crisis and the need to direct also revenues
from the payment of environmental tax for these purposes, we
consider it extremely important to form the following environ-
mental tax goals: first, stimulating environmental protection,
and secondly, full coverage of environment conservation costs
(restoration of the environment, monitoring, and so on) with-
out allowing a significant gap between the planned expendi-
tures for these purposes and actual costs.

We emphasize that the increase in the ecological tax should,
firstly, be coordinated with the general tax burden per capita;
secondly, it is necessary to analyze the impact of the increase of
the ecological tax on each branch of economy and to determine
increase of the ecological tax by branch; thirdly, increase in the
ecological tax should occur in a planned, gradual manner and
differentiated depending on the types of emissions.

Proposals for the formation of the incentive function of the
environmental tax are as follows:

1. Only an increase in the tax for the bulk of pollutants by
an amount greater than the cost of reducing emissions into the
environment by enterprises, especially for exceeding the norms
established for them, can provide a stimulating role to environ-
mental taxes.

2. Priority should be given to increasing the environmental
tax for emissions with the most toxic components, especially
for those components that are the least costly to be removed
from emissions.

3. To create a mechanism for fiscal incentives for enter-
prises to introduce technological renewal of their own produc-
tion (or region of its location) by compensating all or most of
the costs (=70 %) for environmental projects, for example,
with a corresponding targeted reduction of environmental tax.

4. To reduce the tax on carbon dioxide emissions by bring-
ing the relevant pollution tax rates in line with the EU stan-
dards.

5. To direct most of the revenues (> 50 %) from the envi-
ronmental tax purely to environmental protection and tightly
control the targeted use of these funds.
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DopMyBaHHSI CTUMYJIIOI0YO0I POJIi €KOJIOTIYHOTO
NOAATKY B YKpaiHi
A. M. Vacsa, C. M. beaincoka, H. O. Pydenxo

YopHomopcbkuii HalioHanbHuii yHiBepcuter imeHi Ilerpa
Morunu, M. MukonaiB, YkpaiHa, e-mail: kot2813028@gmail.
com

Mera. BusiBneHHsT HampsiMiB HapoIIyBaHHS e(heKTUB-
HOCTI €KOJIOTIYHOTO TOAATKY SIK iHCTUTYLIIMTHOTO 3aC00y 0X0-
POHU IOBKULIS Ta ONTUMI3allii TOAaTKOBOTO HABAaHTAXKEHHSI.

Meronuka. [Ipu BUKOHAHHI HAayKOBOIO JOCJiIXKEHHS
BUKOpPHCTaHA CYKYMHICTh HAYKOBUX METO/IB i MiAXOMAiB, 1110
HaJaJlo MOXJIUBICTb c(OPMYyBaTH KOHLIETITYAJbHO LIJIICHY
HAayKOBY po0OOTy, a came: MeTOI KOHTEHT-aHaJi3y [Tl JOCTi-
JKEHHSI HOPMATUBHOI 0a3M eKOJOTiYHOro IoJaTKy, ao-
CTPaKTHO-JIOTIYHUI MiaXia — 1151 aHaJTi3y pO30iXKHOCTEN MixX
HaJIXOIKEHHSIMU €KOJIOTiYHOTO MOAATKY 10 OIOKETY Ta 00-
CSITiB KOUITIB, 110 TUIAHYIOTHCST 11 BUTPAYAIOTHCSI HA OXOPOHY
JTIOBKIJIJISI, KOMITJIEKCHO-CUCTEMHUI TiAXia — JIJ1s1 MOPiBHSIH-
HSI eKOJIOTiUHOTO omomaTKyBaHHSI B €C Ta YKpaiHi, MeTox
JIOTIYHOTO y3arajlbHeHHs — ISl BUPOOJIEHHST MPOMO3MULIN
IIOIO HAMpPSIMIB TMiABUIICHHS €(PEKTUBHOCTI €KOJOTIYHOTO
MOAATKY, ONTUMi3alil TOJATKOBOTO HaBaHTaKEHHS Ta y3ro-
JDKEHHS 3 TIPUAHSATUMU YKpaiHOIO Ha cede MiXKHapOTHUMU
3000B’SI3aHHSMMU.

Pesyabratu. [1poBeneHo MOpIiBHSUIBHUI aHalli3 €KOJIO-
rivHoOro orogaTkKyBaHHs B €Bporneiicbkomy Coro3i Ta Ykpai-
Hi. BkazaHo Ha HasiBHi po30i>KHOCTI 32 BUIaM1 €KOJIOTiYHOTO

MoAaTKy, YacTKaMM BKa3aHUX BUMIB y 3arajlbHOMYy o0cs3i
€KOJIOTIYHOTO MONATKY il METi €KOJIOTiYHOTO OMOAATKYBAHHSI
B €BpoOIeiicbKuX KpaiHax Ta YkpaiHi. JlocnimkeHa auHamika
HaIXOMKEeHb €KOJIOTIYHOTO oaTKy 10 JlepkaBHOTo O1omke-
Ty i OIOIKETHUX BUAATKIB HA OXOPOHY HABKOJIMIIIHBOTO Ce-
penosuiia. BecraHoBneHi TeHAeHIIl B AMHAMILIL OMOAATKY-
BaHHSI, 30KpeMa, Y CTBOPEHHI pPO3PUBY HaXOIKEHb i BUTPAT.
BusiBeHa HasiBHICTb TE€HIEHIIil 10 (hOpMYBaHHS 3HAYHOTO
PO3pUBY MiX 00csSraMu €KOJIOTiYHOTO MOJATKY, CIIJIauyBaHO-
ro mianpueMcTBaMM. BkazaHo, 1110 juile AecsITh MiAnpu-
€MCTB CIUIaYYIOTh OiJiblle MOJOBUHU OOCSTIB €KOJIOTTYHOTrO
MOJATKY KpaiHU.

Haykosa HoBu3Ha. BxazaHo Ha HeoOXinHOCTI (hopMyBaH-
HSI CTUMYJIIOI0YO]I 10 30€peXXeHHsT JOBKI/UISI POJIi €KOJIOTiu-
HMX MOJATKiB i 3alIPOMOHOBaHI KOHKPETHiI HANIPsIMU (hopMy-
BaHHSI TaKUX CTUMYJiB. Po3po0sieHi mporno3uilii 111010 eko-
JIOTIYHOI MOJATKOBOI MOJITUKU. BKa3zaHo, 1110 MiABUILIEHHS
€KOJIOTIYHOTO TOAATKY MOBMHHO OYTM Y3rOIXKEHUM i3 3a-
raJIbHUM MOJATKOBUM HAaBaHTAXXEHHSIM Ha JIyllly HaCEJEHHSI.
[linBuILIeHHST €KOJOTIYHOTO MOJATKY TAKOX MOTpedye rore-
PEIHBOTO JETAJIBLHOIO aHaJli3y TOro, sIK BIUIUB MOTO 30iJib-
LIEHHS TTO3HAYUTHCS HA KOXKHOMY BEJTMKOMY MiIMPUEMCTBI
Ta rajiy3i EKOHOMIKM i BUBHAYUTHU ISl HUX TUdepeHLiiiioBa-
Hi 32 MPO30PUM MPUHIIMIIOM IiAXOAN HAPOIILYBAHHS €KOJIO-
TiYHOrO MoAaTKYy.

IIpakTyna 3naunmicTb. Hanani pekomeHaliii mono Ha-
MpsMiB MiABULIEHHS! €(EeKTUBHOCTI €KOJOTiYHOTO MOAATKY
SIK IHCTUTYLIMTHOTO 3aC00Y OXOPOHU JOBKIJLISI, 3alIPOMOHO-
BaHi KOHKPETHi KPOKM 1010 ONTHUMi3allii MOAaTKOBOTO Ha-
BaHTaXEHHSI Ta MOCSITHEHHIO HOPM, 3aTBepakeHux [lapusb-
KOI0 KJIiIMaTUYHOIO YroJ010 Ta YTroao1o Ipo acouiariito 3 €C.

KimouoBi ciioBa: pegpopma exonoeiunoco nooamky, nooam-
Koea cucmema, Ono0AmMKY8awHs eHepeii/diokcudy e8yeneyio,
36edeHull 6100xcem, NOOAMK08e HABAHMANCCHHS
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