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1. Introduction

This report presents the environmental and social audit (ESA) of environmental
and social practices employed during agricultural production in Ukraine in 2023.
It is prepared for the purpose of the Agriculture Recovery Inclusive Support
Emergency (ARISE) project financed by the World Bank, which seeks to
maintain agricultural production in Ukraine.

This ESA builds on the similar report (i.e., first ESA) prepared in April-May 2023
for the purpose of the World Bank’s Agricultural Program for Results with the
analysis of environmental and social aspects of agricultural production in 2022.

The document is structured as following:

= Chapter 1 - Introduction and General Information about the ESA Report,
including ESA1 and ESA2 Executive Summaries;

= Chapter 2 outlines the current state of agricultural loans and financing in
2023, while;

= Chapter 3 focuses on the audit methodology and description of the survey
database;

= Chapter 4 provides a descriptive analysis of the variances between those
who received "5-7-9" credit and those who didn’t in 2023 and includes a
summary of the audit results and data visualizations;

= Annex contains the survey questionnaire in both English and Ukrainian
versions.

1.1 Summary of ESA1

Differences between the receivers and non-receivers of the 5-7-9 loans

“Receivers” “Non-receivers”
organic producers in the group no difference
detection of soil erosion no difference
involvement in land disputes no difference
conduction of crop rotation no difference

disposal without harm to - 38% responses

environment “according to the
law”

safe storage _ 38% responses
“safe storage”

technological maps use _ 56% - positive
responses




technological maps change
keeping records of resource use

conducting soil analysis before

35% responses

40% - positive
responses

responses
no difference
no difference

sowing
cultural heritage reporting

identification of biodiversity
impacts

OHS compliance 67% - positive

responses

readiness to change for the EU no difference
membership

CO2 footprint calculation

aware of swamp destruction in the

region

no difference
no difference

Note: light color of the cell indicates no major difference discovered between
the two groups, dark color indicates a significant difference in responses and

the percentage value
Source: own elaboration

Considering the results described above, there are differences between
agricultural producers who received the loan and who did not. While the majority
of loan receivers are medium-sized entities, smallholder farms are to some
extent out of the 5-7-9% program. Soil erosion and land rights disputes are not
a common problem neither for those who received the loan nor for those who
did not. Farms that received the “5-7-9” loans are stricter to the technical
requirements when dealing with dangerous substances and have higher rate of
technological maps utilization and conducting soil analysis for the production
process. The “receivers” keep records. The surveyed producers are not really
concerned with the calculation of the carbon footprint. However, most of the
respondents from both groups revealed their readiness to improve production
technics in accordance with the EU acquis. The table below summarizes the
described differences.

To summarize, the agricultural producers who received the 5-7-9 loan use
agrochemicals and fertilizers more carefully, keep records of them, mainly
comply with the requirements for their storage and disposal, and consider
the OHS better. Thus, they are more likely to be responsible towards the
environment and labor protection norms.



1.2 Executive Summary of ESA2

The second Environmental and Social Assessment (ESA) was carried out from
September to October 2023. To gain a better understanding of compliance with
environmental and social standards, additional questions were added to the
farm survey based on the experience from ESAL. The survey consisted of 64
guestions and was categorized into three sections: general farm and production
characteristics, fertilizers and chemicals, and the 5-7-9 affordable credit
program, including its Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM).

This report aims to examine the effects of the 5-7-9 loan program on Ukrainian
agricultural producers' adherence to environmental and socially responsible
farming principles in 2023.

In 2021, the profitability of grain production ranged from $45/ton for barley to
$81/ton for wheat, and the oilseed industry saw profits between $274/ton for
soybeans and $322/ton for sunflower seeds. Regrettably, in 2022, there were
no profitable forms of grains or oilseeds. According to estimates from UCAB
and MAPF, as well as data from the World Bank, only soybean production is
projected to be profitable in 2023. It should be noted, however, that soybeans
account for only 11% of the overall land devoted to growing grains and oilseeds.
In 2023, it is expected that sunflower seed production will yield a modest profit.
The significant increase in input costs, particularly fertilizers, was a major factor
contributing to the decline in agricultural profitability. As a result, farmers
reduced input application rates to cut production costs.

Chapter three of this report explains the survey methodology and data cleaning
process.

In chapter four, we assessed how the loan program affected the environmental
and social performance of agricultural producers through a survey of 263
farmers, which included 120 loan recipients and 143 non-recipients of the 5-7-
9 loan program. Based on the study, we conclude:

=  Credit receivers are stricter to the technical requirements when dealing
with dangerous substances including storage and disposal;

» Credit receivers have a higher rate of conducting soil analysis for the
production process as well as passport of the field;

=  Credit receivers have higher rate of application of employee protection
principles;

=  Overallin Ukraine, there is no evidence of any practice of disrupting natural
water ecosystems, specifically swamps, for agricultural purposes;



Agricultural producers are increasingly recording their use of consumable
resources such as water, gas, and heat due to the direct linkage to the
rising prices of resources and a decrease in crop profitability. Therefore,
balancing the consumption of resources provides a comprehensive
overview of production costs and potential savings;

The majority of agricultural producers acquire information on credit
programs, including the 5-7-9 loan program, by receiving a call from a bank
representative, which is considered the most effective method;

Agricultural producers, who are aware of the 5-7-9 credit program, know
little about the mechanisms for considering complaints and proposals.



2. Agricultural financing in 2023

Ukraine’s agricultural sector has been severely hit by Russia’s invasion. The
difficult planting in the spring of 2022, a shortage of fuel and mineral fertilizers,
as well as high prices for these inputs, missile attacks on the power system and
elevators in the autumn 2022 - spring of 2023, the import ban to Poland and
other EU countries??, Russia's exit from the Black Sea grain initiative3, blocking
and shelling of the port and terminal infrastructure of Odesa region®. All of this,
together with relatively low local farmgate prices for agricultural products, has
been making agriculture unprofitable.

In 2021, the average profitability of grain production ranged from $45/ton for
barley to $81/ton for wheat. Oilseed profitability ranged from $274/ton for
soybeans to $322/ton for sunflower seeds (Figure 1). In 2022, however, the
production of all types of grains and oilseeds was unprofitable. Losses from
production of grains and oilseeds are projected to decrease in 2023, but the
production of grains will remain unprofitable. Only soybean production is
projected to generate profit in 2023, though soybean is planted only on 11
percent of total grain and oilseed planted area. Sunflower seed production is
projected to generate a very small profit in 2023.

Figure 1: Profitability of main grain and oilseed products, Ukraine, 2021-2023
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Source: World Bank based on the UCAB and MAPF estimates

T https://www.dw.com/en/eu-import-bans-for-ukraine-grain-shock-embattled-farmers/a-65540084

2 https://www.polskieradio.pl/398/7857/Artykul/3154290,3a60poHa-Ha-BBi3-i-TpaH3UT-36iKKA-3-NepCreKTMBM-
YKpaiHCbKMX-eKCnepTiB

3 https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/black-sea-grain-deal-expire-monday-if-russia-quits-2023-07-17/

4 https://www.voanews.com/a/russian-shelling-kills-7-including-days-old-baby-in-ukraine-/7223792.html



One of the reasons of the decline of agricultural profitability was the sharply
increased input prices, especially that of fertilizers. Table 1 shows the input
price spike in 2022, following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. Input prices declined
in 2023, but still stayed largely much higher than in 2021. As a result, farmers
reacted by reducing the input application rates to reduce production costs.
While the application rates for seeds remained largely unchanged, though their
guality is reported to worsen, the application rates for fertilizers have declined
significantly for all crops over 2021-2023 (Figure 2). As a result, the lower use
of fertilizers and other inputs has substantially lowered an overall environmental
risk of agricultural production in Ukraine.

Table 1. Average farm input prices, Ukraine, 2021-2023

2021 2022 2023
Seeds:

Wheat seeds elite (UA varieties) 269 A48 384
Barley seeds (farm saved) 123 208 176
Hybrid corn seeds (Dekalb, Syngenta, Pioneer) 140 162 145
Hybrid sunflower seeds (Syngenta, Pioneer) 175 198 180
Rapeseed seeds (Lembke, Dekalk, Pioneer) 175 194 180
Soybean seeds 1 repr. 768 832 768

Fertilizers:
Ammonium nitrate 383 821 547
Urea 490 979 FO0
Potassium chloride 639 1,277 912
Ammonium phosphate JO3 1,405 1,004
MNPEK 10:26:26 766 1,533 1,095

Chemicals:
Roundup Max 45% 8.7 10.2 9.4
Follicure 25% 31.7 37.4 34.5

Fuels:

Diesel fuel 0.9 1.9 1.3
Diesel engine oil 1.4 2.6 2.0
Transmission oil 1.5 2.8 2.2
Lubricant consistent 1.8 3.4 2.6

Source: World Bank based on the UCAB and MAPF estimates.

Figure 2. Application rates of key fertilizers, Ukraine, 2021-2023



Boricacid | %
5
: NPK 16:16:16 150 -0
5 Ammonium sulfate [ — 100
200
Ammonium nitrate 200 : )
(]
oY 150
s NPK 10:26:26 [ — 12
E — U 100
rea 100
3 150 2023
- NPK16:16:16 [0 (0 2022
—
o
© Urea |ty 220 m 2021
3 NPK16:16:16 I el 00 e 1 50
T . .
& Ammonium nitrate S 200 e, 5
NPK 16:16:16 120, |5
©
()
= Urea [ ﬁ
S
Ammonium nitrate | 250 300
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Source: World Bank based on the UCAB and MAPF estimates

As a result of the increased production costs, Ukraine’s agricultural producers
required more funds to borrow to sustain plantings, harvests, and workers’
salaries. According to the latest report from the Ministry of Agrarian Policy and
Food (MAPF)®, since January 2023 the agricultural producers were able to
attract UAHG65 billion of loans, of which UAH37.5 billion were received under the
5-7-9 credit program. This is 36% more than the value of loans under this
program attracted by agricultural producers in 2022 (UAH27.6 billion). Over the
first 10 months of 2023, 9.6 thousand agricultural producers benefited from
partial interest rate compensation offered by the 5-7-9 credit program executed
by the Business Development Fund (BDF). Figure 3 shows a regional
distribution of loans in 2023. Prior to the war, bank loans accounted for about a
half of the external finance for the purchase of farm inputs. Inputs sold on credit
and other finance products covered the remaining gap. But during the war, the
bank loans have become the main source of external finance for agricultural
producers, as input suppliers stopped providing inputs on credit requiring
farmers to pay for inputs during the purchase (at spot prices).

5 https://minagro.gov.ua/news/ponad-65-milyardiv-griven-bankivskih-kreditiv-otrimali-agrariyi-v-comu-roci-
na-rozvitok-gospodarstv



Figure 3. Agricultural loans portfolio by regions, bln UAH
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3. Audit methodology

3.1 Description of the database and data collection
approach

An outsourcing company with over than 10 years of experience in telephone
survey administration was contracted to conduct the research. The survey
guestions were inputted into an online surveyCTO form for improved qualitative
results. Enumerators had the ability to complete the form and instantly save the
data within the application. Afterwards, they were able to download the raw data
in csv format. The data collection, data cleaning and data analysis were carried
out by the Ivan Kolodiazhnyi (economic analyst researcher), Valentyn Litvinov
(data analyst), Mariia Bogonos (Project manager), Roksolana Nazarkina (junior
researcher, data analysis and visualization expert), Hryhorii Stolnykovych
(junior researcher, data analysis and visualization expert).

To carry out the survey, the data of agricultural producers were collected and
analyzed. The following steps were involved in collecting and processing the
data:



1. Obtaining the database of agricultural producers®, who in 2023 received
the "5-7-9" credit. The database contains the “EDRPOU codes”’ (unique
identification number of a legal entity in the Unified State Register of
Enterprises and Organizations of Ukraine) and the “Name of Enterprise”.

2. The database from Step 1 is merged with the 50 _sg?® (report on the main
economic indicators of work) and 29 sg (report on the area and gross
harvest of agricultural crops). Datasets were merged using the EDRPOU
codes of the agricultural producers. Merging two datasets was
accomplished by using matching codes, such as common keys or unique
identifiers in both datasets (EDRPOU codes). After merging the two
databases, additional columns of information were received, such as the
location of the agricultural enterprises, particularly “Oblast” and “Rayon”,
and their phone numbers.

3. The phone numbers of the enterprises are brought to a unified format,
where the numbers contain nine digits and start with O (as opposed to the
original non-unified numbers representation, e.g., “+380”, “80”, and “00”).
The phone numbers were used for the follow-up survey.

4. The final version of the database contains the contact information: location
and names of the agricultural enterprises, phone numbers, gross
harvested area, fertilizers, and agrochemical use per enterprise, received
or not received the "5-7-9" loan in 2023, etc.

The survey firm has received the database separated into three batches, each
containing randomly selected agricultural enterprises, which included receivers
and non-receivers.

The entire database of surveyed individuals included 18,288 respondents. Of
those, only 263 completed questionnaires. Among the respondents, 120
participated in the 5-7-9 credit program, while the remaining 143 were
agricultural producers who did not receive credit. The survey statistics is
presented in the Table 2.

Table 2. Call statistics

General info Additional info
Total number of contacts in a database 25000

Total numbers called during the 18288

survey

Total number of people 378

answered/agreed to talk

6 Data from Ministry of Agrarian Policy and Food (MAPF) of Ukraine.
7 https://finances.in.ua/shcho-take-kod-iedrpou/
8 Data from State Statistics Service of Ukraine.
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Number of unfinished interviews 115 Refused to answer during the
interview, or connection lost
Number of completed interviews 263

Source: Call-center

3.2 Quality check

Before analyzing the results of the survey, a quality check was carried out. The
questions on “land bank”, "share of export and local sales” and "share of
different crops in total land use” were examined for potential errors and outliers.
Respectively, there were several responses with ambiguous values, for
example indicating percentages of cultivated areas, sometimes the sum of all
cultivated areas exceeded 100% the same with "share of export and local
sales". To fix this, interviews were double-checked, and the correct values were
manually incorporated.

3.3 Results

The following results are based on the analysis of the respondents’ answers to
the questionnaire presented in the Annex Questionnaire. The analysis presents
responses to all questions included in the Questionnaire, except the questions,
to which all respondents provided the same responses with no variation that
could be visualized.

4. Descriptive analysis of differences
between receivers and non-receivers of
“5-7-9” credit’®

Note: The agricultural producers who received the 5-7-9 loan are referred to
as "receivers", and those who did not are termed "non-receivers" in this text.
The following chapter provides a comprehensive analysis of the environmental
and social conditions of both the recipients and non-recipients of the 5-7-9
loan.

4.1 General information on the respondents

9 Agricultural producers, who received loans under the 5-7-9 credit program, referred in the text as
“receivers”, and those who did not “non-receivers”. Chapter below provides detailed analyses of
environmental and social condition of recipients and non-recipients of 5-7-9 credit.

11



Before proceeding with specific questions, the respondents were asked to
answer general questions concerning the location of farms and fields, the size
land at their disposal, the types of crops produced, and the share of crops
exported.

As presented in Table 3, the survey managed to collect a sample of responses
from 23 regions of Ukraine (except temporary occupied Luhansk Oblast). Most
agricultural producers, who took part in the survey, own land in Ukraine’s
southern and central regions (Mykolaiv, Dnipropetrovsk, Vinnytsia, Poltava,
Cherkasy).

Table 3. Regional distribution of the respondents

Region Receivers of 5-7-9  Non-receivers of 5- Total
loans 7-9 loans

Vinnytsia 7 9
Volyn 4 4
Dnipropetrovsk 15 16
Donetsk 3 3
Zhytomyr 4 8
Zakarpattia 2

Zaporizhya 1 4
Ivano-Frankivsk 3
Kyiv 9 8
Kirovohrad 13 12
Lviv 6 5
Mykolaiv 9 17
Odesa 10 7
Poltava 11 11
Rivne 3 4
Sumy 2 6
Ternopil 1 4
Kharkiv 1 5
Kherson 1
Khmelnytskyi 6 8
Cherkasy 7 2
Chernivtsi 2 3
Chernihiv 3 2
Total 120 142

Source: KSE analytical data
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The most respondents of the survey were agricultural producers with the land
size above 500 hectares of land, comprising 67.5% and 54.5% of both receivers
and non-receivers, respectively (Figure 4).

Figure 4. The land bank of surveyed agricultural producers, ha

8.3%

24.2%

67.5%

Credit_receivers

20.3%

25.2%

Non-receivers

m[0-100] =[100-500] = [500+]

54.5%

In the sample of the responses the crop distribution of agricultural producers
who received and did not receive the loan is as follows (Table 4):

Table 4. Crops grown by receivers and non-receivers

Crop

Wheat
Spring
barley
Winter
barley
Corn
Sunflower
Winter
rape
Soybean
Peas
Sugar beat
Other

Receivers

112

18

43
80
80

99
45
55
16
27

Share
from
receivers

93%

15%

36%
67%
67%

83%
38%
46%
13%
23%

Non-
receivers

106

29

33
67
67

94
33
55

7
36

Share from

all non-
receivers

74%

20%

23%
47%
47%

66%
23%
38%

5%
25%

Share from
all
respondents

83%
18%

29%
56%
56%

73%
30%
42%

9%
249%

Total

13

218

47

76
147
147

193
78
110
23
63



Source: own estimate

It can be concluded that there is no significant difference between receivers and
non-receivers, as both groups tend to grow wheat, sunflower, corn and winter
rapeseed. Although winter rapeseed did not rank highly in the last survey of
crop growth (i.e., the first ESA), some agricultural producers are searching for
a profitable crop alternative to classic wheat, corn, and sunflower. Among the
"other" crops, oats, buckwheat, and mustard were most often present.

4.2 Soil erosion problems and their control measures

Soil erosion could be a significant issue that affects soil quality and reduces
production for some farms. However, a survey has revealed that erosion-related
problems are not applicable to all agricultural producers, regardless of whether
they have received loans or not. The 79.6% credit receivers of both ESA
surveys did not face soil erosion. The results remain consistent for those who
didn't receive the loan: 77.9% of respondents didn’t experience soil erosion
issues (Figure 5). Among those facing soil erosion, the average damage is
16.95% of the land area.

Figure 5. The presence of soil erosion among the ESA1 and ESA2 respondents

79.29% 77.91%

19.190/0 21-240/0

1.52% 1.13% . .

Don't know Yes No

H Credit_receivers B Non-receivers

In the second ESA’s survey, the question was added on how agricultural
producers manage soil erosion, where they had the opportunity to choose one
of several proposed options (question Ne36) or write their method of combating
erosion. The most popular methods of erosion control in both groups include

14



"use of special machinery (planters for sowing without destroying the cover)" -
34% of loan receivers and 21% of those who didn't receive a loan, as well as
"working with plant residues, covering the upper layer of the field with plant

residues” - 45% and 35%, respectively (Figure 6).

Figure 6. Erosion control methods

[ | [ i I
o 0/y 30 0
3% 3% 3% i n/o

Use of drip Construction Planting Use of Work with Buffer strips
irrigation as and trees or special plant
one of the maintenance bushes machinery remains
watering of drainage along the (planters for (covering
methods systems in field sowing the top layer
fields without of the field
destroying with plant
the cover) remains)

Hm Credit_receivers_ESA2 ® Non-receivers_ESA2

[ |

Others Nothing
above
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mYes mNo mYes mNo mYes = No
Figure 7. Do you know about the Figure 8. Did you apply for this Figure 9. Have you received the “5-
“5-7-9” loan program? program? 7-9” loan? (of the number of

m Working capital = Fixed assets = Others

R—

applicants, Fig. 10)

Among the 263 surveyed agricultural producers:
90.1% have heard about the loan program

— 61.6% of which (55.5% of the total sample) applied for the

program in 2023.

— 82,2% received the loan (45.5% of the total sample).

In most cases, approximately 80% of loan funds were used for
"working capital”, which includes costs for fertilizers, seeds, fuel,
wages etc. The 20% of loan receivers spent their fund on fixed assets
without additional information on which one. Among “Others” options,
the agricultural producers surveyed mentioned the purchase of
agricultural machinery or the construction of agricultural facilities.

Figure 10. What were the loan funds spent

on?




Figure 11. Which problems did you Others & 2:8%

m 3.5%
encounter when applying for program? Through group meetings in.. | 11.‘:;0;/0
. 0
Call from a bank representative 51.9%
5. 69 69.4%
Other options I 22.4% Email notification 2-1°/°
67.1% . . 24.19% Fioure 12
No problems G Social media  El"7.6% 8 :
i isi 16.7% How did you
Refused to accept land/future W 5.9% Mass media (television,... 9.7 ° Yy
harvest/equipment as collateral . Head of the village..." 1.3% find out about
Offered a loan rate as with a o
regular loan 1 2.0% Acquaintances/relatives/busin... s 69.'39’/50 the program?

Didn't accept the application 0 2.6%
Non-receivers B Credit_receivers

How can the process be improved, a proposal to improve the
5-7-9 credit program?

Among the available options for improvement, agricultural

producers have made many suggestions, and if we reject the

options "no suggestion" or "everything is fine", several main options

can be distinguished:

1) Speed the verification process;

2) A more individualized approach, depending on the region or the

specifics of each agricultural producer's business;

3) Decrease the interest rate within the program;

4) Equivalent number of documents across different banks.

Most common source from which agricultural producers learned
about the 5-7-9 credit program is a call from the bank, according
to 69.4 % of loan recipients and 52% of non-recipients. The next
most popular source of information is Mass media (9.7% and
16.7%) and Social media (7.6% and 14.1%, respectively).

There are several common problems when applying; one of them
is the category "Other options". Agricultural producers have
reported lengthy processing times for their applications, as well as
a high number of required documents by the bank. Also,
land/future harvests/equipment were not accepted as collateral in
5.9% of cases and the application was rejected in 2.6% of cases.
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Figure 13. Do you know about the
possibility and mechanism of filing

Figure 14. Do you know about the
possibility of filing a complaint at the

complaints regarding the process of government hotline number 15-457?

mYes = NoO

Figure 15. Do you know about the possibility of
submitting a complaint to the hotline/e-mail address of
the Ministry of Economy/Ministry of Finance?
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Figure 16. Do you know about BDF? Figure 17. Have you ever made a complaint to
the BDF regarding 5-7-9 credit program?

Among the 263 surveyed agricultural producers only:

8.7% have known about the mechanism of submitting complaints regarding the 5-7-9 loan program;

15.6% know about official hotline number 15-45 for complaints;

19% know about the possibility of submitting a complaint to the hotline of the Ministry of Finance/Ministry of Economy;

30% know about the Business Development Fund (BDF), and only 23% of respondents know about the option to complain to
BDF.

At the same time, none of the surveyed farmers lodged a grievance about the 5-7-9 loan program mechanism.




Loan receivers from ESA1 use technological cards 4.7% more often than loan receivers from ESA2. On the other hand,
among those who did not receive credit, the situation is inverted, with 2.3% more agricultural producers in ESA2 using
technological cards.
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Figure 18. Do you use technological maps to calculate the right
amount and timing of fertilizers and plant protection products?




Agronomists and directors of agricultural companies often develop technological maps. However, the proportion of
directors who develop such maps decreased from 35% to 33% in ESA2, while the proportion for agronomists dropped
from 51% to 43% among loan recipients. Meanwhile, private firms participate as developers more frequently in
developing technological maps, accounting for 14% of cases among ESA2 loan receivers.

This trend persists among non-recipients as well, with directors and agronomists more likely to create technological
maps than others. The director's development of technological maps decreased from 44% to 37%, while agronomists
stayed nearly constant at 45-46%.
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Figure 19. Who develops technological maps?



Comparing the frequency of technological map updates, ESA2 loan recipients reported a higher rate of changes than ESA1
loan recipients. Specifically, this amounts to 49%+30% year-on-year (either within a year or once a year) for ESA2, compared
to 35%+24% for ESAL.

The same trend is observed among non-loan recipients, with 37%+45% basis of agricultural producers from ESA2 changing
their technological maps more often on a year-on-year basis than those from ESA1, where the indicator was at the level of
46%+17%.

A more frequent change of technological maps may well be linked to the desire of agricultural producers to adapt to
the challenges they now face. As mentioned above, the use of fertilizers and pesticides is decreasing, the price of
fuel and other production inputs is increasing, and all this is forcing agricultural producers to be proactive and,
accordingly, to change technological maps more frequently than they did a year ago.
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Figure 20. How often are they renewed?

22




58.0%
52.5%
4.2%
39.29%
I I 2.80/0 3.30/0
[ N
No Yes Refuse to answer

m Non-receivers_ESA2 H Credit_receivers_ESA2

Figure 21. Is there an agrochemicals passport of the field?
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Receivers have agrochemical passport of the fields and conduct
soil analysis more often than non-receivers

The majority of credit recipients (both ESA 1 and ESA_2 surveys)
conduct a soil analysis before the planting season, specifically 62%,
whereas less than half of non-recipients analyze the soil (46%).

This can be explained by the fact that credit receivers who attract
additional funds can better approach soil quality assessment prior to
sowing, ensuring accurate knowledge of soil conditions. This, in turn,
facilitates a more precise calculation of the amount of required fertilizers
during the season, which decreases the hazard of environmental damage
to the soil and produce.

13% difference: 52.5% of receivers have a pass of the field compared to
39% of non-receivers.

Figure 22. Before the start of the sowing season, is the soil analyzed?
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Visual distribution of responses: Cultural heritage
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Figure 23. What would you do if you
found a cultural heritage item on your
land?

In the matter of cultural heritage, loan receivers often turn to the
relevant state institutions

77.5% of the ESA2 credit receivers would report the discovered cultural
heritage item to the state institution, against 61.5% of the ESA1 credit
receivers. There was also an almost 30% increase in this indicator among
non-recipients, with 73% of ESA2 respondents stating that they would
inform the relevant state institution and 47.4% of ESAL respondents.

Ways to improve proper way to respond to chance finds cultural
heritage on the field
Not all agricultural producers have a clear understanding of the necessary
actions upon discovering cultural heritage. Several interviewed agrarians
expressed distrust in state institutions, fearing that any cultural heritage
found would be entered on the balance sheet and later handed over to
museums or the like. Others probably don’t want to take the time to search
for the contact information of relevant government agencies Because they
may need to stop agricultural work, whether sowing or harvesting, to
conduct a thorough investigation of the field, given the possibility that it may
not be the only cultural heritage found in the area. However, this initial effort
is necessary to avoid being alone in the industry.
One solution is to create a brochure or guide for handling the
discovery of cultural heritage that includes instructions for where to
report the discovery and a detailed explanation of the transfer
process to state authorities.



Receivers and non-receivers increasingly keep records of the

consumable resources usage (water, gas, heat)

, 76% of those who received credit from ESA2 reported keeping records of their water, heating, and electricity usage, compared

to 69% in the ESAL. Similarly, in the non-receiver category, 53% of respondents reported keeping records of their water, heat, and
electricity usage, compared to only 40% in the first survey.

Most likely, these changes are directly linked to the increase in resources prices and a decrease in profitability. Thus,

maintaining a balance in their consumption provides a comprehensive overview of production costs and potential
opportunities for savings.
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Figure 24. Do you keep records of the use of water, heating, and electricity in the farm?
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Figure 25. Distribution of organic and non-organic producers




During the ESA1, over 57% of loan recipients reported that the crop structure remained unaltered in comparison to the year 2022. However,
in the ESA2, only 37.5% of loan receivers reported such similarity. Thus, the majority of agricultural producers changed the structure of their

crop rotation in 2023 compared to 2022.
The situation is similar for the non-receivers of the loan, during ESA1 it was possible to talk about parity, with almost 50% to 50% divided the

responses regarding the change in the structure of crops. However, in ESA2 report shows a trend where most agricultural producers are

already changing the structure of crops 54% and 46%, respectively.
The lack of profitability of cereals (e.g. wheat, corn) is forcing farmers to change their crop structure. They are shifting towards the

sowing of technical and oilseed crops.
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Figure 26. Did crop rotation structure change in 20237




82%

76%
24%
= .
No

Yes

m Non-receivers_ESA2 H Credit_receivers_ESA2

Figure 27. Have you known the cases of informal land use?
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No major differences in land disputes

The issue of litigation concerning land use rights exists in 74%
negative responses among credit receivers (both ESA_1 and
ESA_2 surveys), and almost 77% negative responses are from
non-receivers.

Almost 80% of respondents in ESA2 are not aware of informal
land use or sanitary protection zones. 24% of loan recipients have
positive responses to such questions as “Have you known the
cases of informal land use?” without any additional information.

Ways to improve awareness of sanitary protection zones
Since over 15% of both groups were aware of cases of informal land
use or sanitary protection zones (SPZ). To prevent this, or to raise
awareness of how to prevent it, the following can be suggested:

1. Conduct workshops and training for farmers, agronomists, and
agricultural workers to gain hands-on knowledge in establishing and
maintaining SPZs;

2. Demonstrate proper zoning techniques, protective equipment
usage, and sustainable agricultural practices within SPZs;

3. Utilize digital platforms to expand outreach. Generate webinars,
online courses, and informative websites dedicated to SPZ
awareness;

4. Emphasize farms' successful adaptations to SPZ guidelines.

Figure 28. Have you ever been involved in litigation over land use rights?
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Figure 29. Are you aware of cases of swamp destruction
in your region as a result of human activity?




Visual distribution of responses: Storage and disposal

How to increase awareness and build capacity for proper handling
and storage techniques?

Even though more than 95% of the agricultural producers surveyed stored
agrochemicals and fertilizers according to the laws and standards. Some of the
agricultural producers stored agrochemicals in non-specialized warehouses
without proper ventilation and insulation. Several steps can be taken to improve
this situation:
1. Organize regular workshops and training sessions for farmers or amalgamated
hromadas, agricultural workers and retailers on the proper handling, storage and
disposal of agrochemicals and pesticides;
2. Emphasize the potential risks associated with improper handling and storage
and the benefits of following recommended practices;
3. Work with agrochemical suppliers to provide storage services for purchased
products with subsequent delivery just prior to application, or provide a map of
potential specialized storage facilities where the farmer can store agrochemicals.
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Loan receivers tend to store agrochemicals and pesticides
before their application in the field

Most loan recipients buy agrochemicals and pesticides and store

them in specialized warehouses (63%), while the remaining 35%

use them directly in the field without storing them in specialized

facilities.

An increasing number of non-recipients are also opting to store
fertilizers and chemicals in dedicated entities, with 43% choosing
this option compared to 38% previously. However, the dominant
choice remains the direct use of fertilizers or chemicals without
storage - "brought and immediately used", which is preferred by
over 50% of agricultural producers in this category.
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Figure 30. How are chemicals, agrochemicals and fertilizers stored?
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Figure 31. How is the residue disposed of after harvesting?
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Loan receivers are better at environmentally friendly disposal
Converting post-harvest residues into fertilizer through ploughing,
discing as a tillage method, and decomposition is a commonly used
practice, with 63% of loan receivers and 73% of non-receivers
utilizing this method.

In both iterations of the survey, most loan receivers — 81% — dispose
of the containers by signing contracts with relevant private firms or
returning the containers to the supplier for further disposal. Others
mentioned other ways, which are less safe or did not answer the
guestion.

Among the non-recipients of loans, we see a positive change in
approaches to the disposal of containers from agrochemicals. If, in
the initial survey, only 43% of respondents in this category disposed
of waste correctly (utilization or supplier dispose), then in ESA2,
64% of non-receivers followed correct disposal procedures.

42.7%
30.9
24.7%
21.7%
16.5%
14.7%
12.4
9.8%
20/06 30/8 2 /0
s ]
Thrown Burned No answer Second Supplier Utilization
into dump use disposes

® Non-receivers_ESA1l B Non-receivers_ESA2

Figure 32. How are empty containers from agrochemicals and

obsolete residues of pesticides disposed of?



How to improve the process and availability for the
disposal of used containers?

Among the available options for improvement,
agricultural producers presented numerous suggestions
which were categorized into several main options:

1. No limitations on the quantity and size of containers
accepted at the respective companies;

2. Enabling a larger number of suppliers to collect used
containers for disposal;

3. More frequent collection of containers for disposal,
with proper reporting.

Farmers require improved access to environmentally-friendly
disposal methods for containers.

An increasing number of individuals who have received loans believe
that it is essential to simplify the process of accessing environmentally
friendly waste disposal. During the ESA1, 57% of respondents held this
belief, whereas now, that number has risen to 63%.
Conversely, among loan non-receivers, there has been a decrease in
support for streamlining the procedure, with a drop of 18%. Now 65% of
non-receivers agree with this decision.
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Figure 33. Do you think that access to environmentally friendly disposal of
containers should be improved?
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Figure 34. What water resources are
available in the region?
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Figure 36. Which of the options for applying
agrochemicals are used?




Table 5. Options for notifying people about the use of agrochemicals from the
ESA2 study

1 Compliance with the sanitary protection zone

2 Informing local residents in advance, at least 2 days before
processing, and posting signs indicating the estimated time of
completion of processing

3 Notifying beekeepers of the need to move hives to another honey
collection site at a safe distance from the processing site.

4 A warning about the prohibition of agricultural work and grazing
livestock within 1 km of the processing site.

5 Work in the morning (before 10 am) and evening (6-10 pm) with

minimal upward airflow
None of above
Others

(o)}

\l

The most common method used by both categories of farmers is ‘working in the
morning (before 10 am) and in the evening (6-10 pm) with minimal upward
airflow’, answered by 33% of non-receivers and 32% of loan receivers. The next
most popular method of notification of chemical application work is "Notifying
beekeepers of the need to move hives to another honey collection site at a safe
distance from the processing site" - 25% of loan receivers and 20% of non-
receivers do this.

Nine respondents confirmed that during the treatment of fields with chemicals,
there were effects on health and safety of members of the public and workers.
Although no conclusions can be made on the difference between the receivers
and non-receivers of 5-7-9 loan, it is worth mentioning the causes and effects
named by the respondents:

1) “There have been cases when other owners of secondary land did not inform
the beekeepers about the need to move the hives to another place of honey
collection, at a safe distance from the place of processing”;

2) “A field was cultivated in the neighboring district, causing respiratory
problems to the inhabitants of that settlement (farm "X"), and a few years ago a
fish died in the reservoir (farm "Y")”;

3) “Deterioration of the health of the employees of a neighboring company after
the introduction of herbicides”;

4) “Complaints from local residents”;

5) “When planting rape, another agro-holding started to treat the field with
chemicals, which caused harm to the local population”;
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6) “Other agronomists caused damage to beehives by using chemicals and
pesticides when cultivating the fields”;

7) “Use of pesticides banned in the EU”;
8) “There are cases where herbicides are used within the settlement”;
9) “There have been complaints about another agricultural enterprise”.

The presence of such situations may indicate noncompliance by certain
agricultural producers or firms with the norms governing the application of
agrochemicals and timely notification of fieldwork. When such situations arise,
relevant state institutions or the environmental inspection can be contacted to
ensure that such violations are appropriately recorded. Additionally, explain the
rules for applying chemicals, or adjust the activities of agricultural producers or
companies in such a way that similar situations do not occur again.

In addition to this question, the respondents were asked whether there were
any cases of excess of chemical substances in the grown products. Only one
positive answer was received, and it was mentioned that this excess was
reported by consumers.

Among all the agricultural producers who participated in the ESA survey, 26
cases related to product quality were recorded. Of these, 6 were reported by
the consumers of these products and 20 - "other" option. Most of these
problems were related to weather conditions or internal problems (not specified
by agricultural producers). To solve this problem, in 8% of cases the agricultural
producers "threw away part of the harvest or the whole harvest’, in 46% of
cases "the grain was intended for food/export but it became fodder (for animal
feed)" and 46% indicated "their option", which included:

= transferred to the seed category;

= reduced the price;

= stopped working with the exporter or laboratory because of false
information on chemical content;

= returning the grain to the farm from which it was bought.

Another question addressed in the survey was regarding the type of fertilizers
used by the agricultural producers. Below provided list of fertilizers name and
frequency of use be different agricultural producers. Based on GHS
Classification Criteria for Acute Toxicityl?, the corresponding fertilizers were
analyzed (Table 6).

Table 6. Analysis of toxicity of fertilizers reported to be used by respondents

10 GHS Classification Criteria for Acute Toxicity
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https://www.chemsafetypro.com/Topics/GHS/GHS_classification_criteria_acute_toxicity_category.html

Type

Mineral fertilizer

Mineral fertilizer

Nitrogen fertilizer

NPK (S) 12

Phosphorus-potassium fertilizer

Phosphorus fertilizers

Complex fertilizer

Mineral fertilizer

Potassium fertilizers

Nitrogen-phosphorus-potassium
fertilizer

Fungicide

Insecticide

Mineral fertilizer

Phosphorus fertilizers

Organic fertilizers

Mineral fertilizer

Phosphorus fertilizers
Nitrogen-phosphorus fertilizer

Name/Brand

'Maxouw'

Iﬂpal

'Cenitpa’

'Monidocka’
‘TpigoH'
Amodoc'
'Cynbdat marHito'
'Cynbdat amoHin'
'PigKi KaninHi

nobpuea'

'HNK'
'ABiaTop'

'Matagop'

'Oepric

'Cynepdocdat'

rymat'

'‘Oiamodocka’

'®ocdopHi '
‘CynbdoamodocKa’

Receivers Non-

[e)]

receivers

17

12

Class of
toxicity
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Highly
hazardous
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Slightly
hazardous
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Slightly
hazardous
Slightly
hazardous
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard

Unlikely to
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Complex fertilizer

Specialized fertilizer

Nitrogen-phosphorus fertilizer

Mineral fertilizer

Micronutrients

Phosphorus fertilizers

Nitrogen-phosphorus-potassium

fertilizer

Mineral fertilizer

Mineral fertilizer

Ammonium nitrogen

Urea-ammonia mixture

Ammonium nitrate

Phosphorus mineral fertilisers

Mineral fertilizer

Complex fertilizer

Ammonium nitrate

Potassium fertilizers

Source: own estimate based on Acute Toxicity Hazard Categories from the GHS and research

'HaBanoH'

'MnaHTOH'

'Cynbdpomodoc'

'MoTtadocka’

'bop, Cipka'

'Cynepdocdar
Minaspa'

'Apamina’

Ostchem'

[HinpoasoT'

Socar'

Ka-32'

Kapbamig

Cymmximnpom

Arponoanxmm

EpigoH

KAC

KaninHi

w

16

1

10

1

present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Slightly
hazardous
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Slightly
hazardous
Slightly
hazardous
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
Unlikely to
present
acute hazard
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Agricultural producers in both categories take measures to support
biodiversity. In ESA2 there are 10% more loan receivers supporting
biodiversity than in ESA1, 73% and 63% respectively. For non-
receivers, the situation is the same, with more respondents from
ESAZ2 taking measures for biodiversity, 77% and 72% of ESAL,

respectively.
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Figure 37. Do you take measures to support biodiversity?




Due to the lack of clear understanding among agricultural
producers regarding the impact of crop cultivation on
biodiversity, it is crucial to carry out:

1. Conduct an analysis or develop educational materials
based on existing research on the impact of growing
agricultural crops on the biodiversity of the field;

2. Enhance the knowledge of agrarians regarding how to
enhance field biodiversity, taking into consideration
particular grain, technical, or oil crops;

3. Invite professionals from universities and businesses to
share their expertise and knowledge on promoting
biodiversity, sharing prime examples during panel
discussions.
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No clarity on biodiversity

There is no clear answer to the question if and how crop cultivation can
affect biodiversity on the field. If 'No answer' is discarded as an option,
most ESA2 receivers, 31.7%, think that it has a 'positive’ effect, while
22% of ESAL receivers think that it has 'no effect' on biodiversity. There
is also no consensus among non-recipients, with 29.4% of ESA2 non-
receivers believing that crop cultivation has a 'positive' effect and 30%
of ESA1 non-receivers believing that it has a 'negative' effect.
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Figure 38. Do you think crop cultivation affects the biodiversity of the

field?



CO2 footprint

Calculating CO2 emissions is not mandatory in Ukraine, so it is not reasonable to expect most farmers to do it
proactively. For example, Ukraine has developed an energy efficiency strategy up to 2030, which includes measures
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Based on the Ecodia data agricultural sector is not a leader in the production of
greenhouse gases compared to heavy metallurgy or greenhouse gases related to transportation. It is difficult or even
impossible for an ordinary agronomist working with "old" equipment (where there are no electronics to calculate
potential emissions during operation) to make calculations of greenhouse gas emissions. To address this, the following
actions may be recommended:

1. Create applied educational materials where leading specialists in the field show how to correctly calculate CO2
emissions per harvested hectare or per 1 ton of product;

2. In each community, village, etc., install ecological trackers, devices that can record the presence of pollutant
emissions in real time. Taking into account the distance to the field and the weather conditions, the actual amount of
emissions generated during the cultivation of the field will be calculated.

Low Adoption of Carbon Footprint
Calculation Among Agricultural
Producers

Calculating the carbon footprint of
cultivated goods remains an insignificant
matter for agricultural producers. These
are rather certain exceptions, only: 10%
of receivers and 6-8% of non-receivers
calculate CO2 emissions from their
agricultural production activities.

91% 93%
88%
83%
0, o)
10% 6% 10% o, 8°/o 6°/o o
(o) (0]
] — [ ]
Credit_receivers_ESA1 Credit_receivers_ESA2 Non-receivers_ESA1 Non-receivers_ESA2
HYes mNo ENo answer HYes ENo ENo answer

Figure 39. Have you calculated the carbon footprint from your

production?



https://ecoaction.org.ua/dekarbonizatsia-ekonomiky-ua.html

Agricultural Producers Open to changes to enter the EU
Markets

Most agricultural producers of each of the groups answered “Yes” to
the question about the possibility of entering the EU sales markets
under the condition of changes to the cultivation of crops.
Specifically, 82% of ESA1 receivers and 85% of ESA2 receivers,
along with 77% of ESA1 non-recipients and 90% of ESA2 non-
recipients, responded positively.

o)
81.6% 85.0% 90.2%
77.4%
21.4%
14.1% 11.7% 0,19
[ " [ - P
Credit_receivers_ESA1 Credit_receivers_ESA2 Non-receivers_ESA1l Non-receivers_ESA2

HYes EmNo ENo answer HYes EmNo ENo answer

Figure 40. If there was an opportunity to enter the EU market by using
more advanced crop growing methods, would you be willing to do so?



Agricultural producers who received the loan are more concerned
about employees, namely 96% of ESA1 loan receivers and 91%
of ESA2 receivers, conduct training and labor protection
measures for them, against 67% of ESA1 non-receivers and 81%
of ESA2 non-receivers.

81.8%
96.0%
90.8%
67.0%

33.0%
18.2%
. (1]
— I
Credit_receivers_ESA1 Credit_receivers_ESA2 Non-receivers_ESA1 Non-receivers_ESA2

HYes ENo HYes ENo

Figure 41. Do you implement OHS measures?
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4.3 Summary

Given the results described above, there are differences between farmers who
received bank loans under the 5-7-9 credit program and those who did not.
Despite the difficult times for all Ukrainian agriculture, it is worth noting that
certain improvements are taking place from the point of view of environmental
and social protection in the agricultural production. Overall, the majority of
respondents are aware of various risks and hazards related to the use of
fertilizers and chemicals and they minimize these risks and report to comply
with the national legislation. Moreover, the sharpy reduced application rates of
inputs during the war have further lowered the overall ES risks associated with
agricultural production.

Soil erosion and disputes over land rights are not common problems for either
those who received loan or those who did not. Farms that received the support
through the 5-7-9 credit program in both iterations of the ESA1 and ESA2
surveys are more stringent in terms of technical requirements when working
with hazardous substances and have a higher level of use of process maps and
soil analysis for the production process.

The interviewed producers are not very concerned about the calculation of the
carbon footprint. However, most respondents from both groups expressed their
willingness to improve production technology in accordance with the EU acquis
when it will be required.

Agricultural producers of both categories are changing the structure of crop
planting compared to 2022, due to "low local prices" and "poor demand for
certain crops". This could be in an effort to maximize their income with limited
resources by cultivating alternative crops like soybeans or peas, or due to
reducing the area under cultivation. Most of the ESA2 loan receivers have an
agrochemical field passport. The majority of both categories of receivers and
non-receivers from ESA2, converting post-harvest residues into fertilizer
through plowing, discing as a tillage method, and decomposition is a commonly
used practice. This may be a sign that farmers are aware of the correct and
ecological disposal of residues, or that the lack of landfills near the fields may
be a factor that forces farmers to look for disposal options.

Farmers who have received a loan are more careful in their use of
agrochemicals and fertilizers, keep better records, comply better with storage
and disposal requirements, and better implement OHS measures. As a result,
they are more responsible for the environment and labor standards. Despite
this, some loan receivers demonstrate hazardous waste disposal practices that
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are not safe. To promote environmentally safe disposal and raise awareness,
borrowers can receive brochures containing relevant information via e-mail.
Additionally, information about the nearest container disposal sites can be
provided.

Agricultural producers, who are aware of the 5-7-9 credit program, know little
about the mechanisms for considering complaints and proposals. This is
probably due to the simplicity of the state support program, which finances the
partially interest rate compensation but is not responsible for issuing principle
agricultural loans where some farmers may face problems. The survey revealed
that, on average, fewer than 15% of agricultural producers possess knowledge
of certain processes for examining and lodging grievances. Notably, the most
well-known mechanism was "the option to apply for assistance/submission of
complaints to the BDF," which is known by 30% of respondents, with 23% being
aware of such an opportunity. The majority of agricultural producers acquire
information on credit programs, including the 5-7-9 loan program, by receiving
a call from a bank representative, which is considered the most effective
method. This is the case for 52% of loan receivers and nearly 70% of non-
receivers. Given the efficacy of this information mechanism, it may be
necessary to highlight that, for any concerns regarding the acquisition of a 5-7-
9 loan or for further information, relevant managers can be contacted, or the
banks' hotline can be reached.

Based on the analysis and conclusions above, recommendations for improving
5-7-9 ES performance could be:

=  Credit receivers are stricter to the technical requirements when dealing
with dangerous substances including storage and disposal,

= Develop educational programs to inform farmers of the benefits of
complying with national legislation and following best practices in the use
of fertilizers and chemicals. Provide guidance on proper and environmental
disposal of post-harvest residue, hazard residuals. All of these educational
programs/guidelines can be mailed to 5-7-9 loan recipients by the World
Bank (contact information for recipients can be obtained from all banks
offering 5-7-9 loans);

= Develop and provide information to agricultural producers on the
importance of biodiversity monitoring and how to support biodiversity using
best practices in modern agriculture;

=  The survey reveals instances where the use of chemical treatments on
fields has adversely impacted the health and safety of the public and
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laborers. To address this issue, it is necessary to provide guidance on the
standards and regulations that must be followed when applying fertilizers.
Such guidelines can be found on the website of the Ministry of Agrarian
Policy and Food of Ukraine. Additionally, it is recommended to collaborate
with communities and conduct online training sessions to keep them
informed;

Improve awareness among agricultural producers of the mechanisms for
considering complaints and suggestions;

Promote proactive communication from program managers to farmers,
providing information about the 5-7-9 Credit Program and addressing any
concerns or questions;

Work with banks on the package of documents they require from an
agricultural producer applying for the 5-7-9 Affordable Loans Program. The
service provider bank will need to indicate which list of documents relates
to the requirements of the 5-7-9 loan program and which documents it
needs based on its own requirements for a clearer understanding of credit
history, financial capacity, etc. This is intended to improve
communication between agricultural producers and banking
institutions and reduce confusion about non-compliance with the
"package of documents" required by different banks.
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Farm survey questionnaire for the ESA
In Ukrainian (survey language)

1 6nok. 3aranbHa xapakTepucTuka

1) Aky kinbkicTb 3emni Bu maeTe B CBOEMY pO3NOPAOKEHHI, ra? (HanucaTtu
NPUBN3HE 3HAYEHHS)

2) B sikomy perioHi BUpOLyOTECA KyNbTypu? (BKasaTu, Hanpuknag

MonTaBcbka 06nacTb)

3) Yn € Bu BUpOGHUKOM OpraHivyHOI NpoayKuUii™? (Tak - Hi - He Xou4y

BignosigaTn)

*OpraHivyHa npogykuisa - npoaykuis BupolieHa 6e3 BUKOPUCTaHHSA

CUHTETUYHUX XiMIKaTIB, TaKMUX 9K LUTYYHI nectuuman ta gobpmea, i He MiCTUTb

reHeTM4HoO MmogudikoBaHux opratiamis (FMO).

4) BkaxiTb OCHOBHI KynbTypW, siki Bu BupoLLyeTe 3a cepeHbOK YaCcTKO B

ciBo3MiHi. Nepepaxyinte nuwe Ti KynbTypw, SKi cknagatTb xo4a 6 5%
Bif 3aranbHOro o6’emy (B NOPSAKY 3HWKEHHS, CKinbkn %)

BiACOTOK %:

BiACOTOK %:

BiACOTOK %:

BiACOTOK %:

BiACOTOK %:

BiACOTOK %:

BiACOTOK %:

BigCOTOK %:

BiACOTOK %:

BiACOTOK %:

nweHnua oanma

SAYMIHb SPUN

AYMiHb O3UMUN

KyKypynsa

COHALUHUK

pinak 03uMuin

coA

ropox

LlYKpOBUIN BypsiK

iHWe (BKasaTu)
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5) Ak cTpykTypa ciBo3aMiHM 2023 poKy 3MiHUIIacb BiGHOCHO TpaauLinHol
CTPYKTYPU MUHYNKX NiT. Yomy? (cBin BapiaHT abo “He xouy
Bignosigatn”)

6) AKy YacTuHy 3 BUpoOHMUTBA KynbTyp Bu ekcrnopTyeTe, a siky peanisyeTe
Ha BHYTPILWHbOMY pUHKY? (% Ha ekcnopT, % BCcepeauvHi KpaiHu)

7) Yn e y Bac 3emni, siki 6ynu nepesegeHi B 2022 poui B
CinbCbKOrocnogapchbki 3emii 3 iHLWKNX KaTeropin? (Tak - Hi - He xo4y
BignosigaTn)

8) Akwo “Tak”, TO CKiNbKM Taknx 3emenb? (CBiK BapiaHT B ra, “He 3Hato”
abo “He xouy Bignosigatn”)

9) Ake uinboBe NpU3HAYEeHHS Ui 3eMni Manu Ao nepenadi B
CiflbCKOrocrnogapcbke BUKOPUCTAHHA? (CBiM BapiaHT, “He 3Hat” abo “He
Xouy BignosigaTtn”)

10) Un npoBoaaTbes y Bawwin opraHisauii 3axoam 3 0OXOpoHu npawi?
(Tak - Hi)

11) Akwo “Tak”, aki came? (cBin BapiaHT, “He 3Ha” abo “He xouy
Bignosigatn”)

12) Un posoannocbk Bam 6paTun ydacTb y CygoBMX criopax Woao npas
KOPUCTYBaHHA 3eMnet? (Tak - Hi - “He xo4y BignosigaTtun’)

13) Axwo “Tak’, 9k Ha Bawy AyMKy MOXHa NOKpaLwmT cuctemy wob

noAibHmMx cnopis He BMHMKaNo? (CBin BapiaHT abo “He xouy
Bignosigatn”)

14) Ak 61 By BUnHUAN, 9kOWN 3HANLWLNN 3HAXIAKY KynbTYypHOI
cnagwuHu Ha CBOIM 3emni? (CBin BapiaHT abo “He xo4y BignosigaTn’)
15) AKLL0 BU3HAYNTK BIOPIBHOMAHITTA NOMSA AK “PiIBHOMAHITHICTb YCiX

BMAiB XXMBUX OpraHiaMis”, Ak Ha Baluy oymKy BnnvBae BUPOLLYBaHHS
CiNbCbKOrocnogapCcbKmx KynbTyp Ha BiOpi3HOMaHITTS Lboro nona? (csin
BapiaHT, “He 3Ha” abo “He xouy BignosigaTn”)

16) Yn Hamaraetecb By skMmocb YMHOM nigTpumMyBaTu
BiopisHOMaHITTA? (Tak - Hi - “He 3Hat” abo “He xouy BignosigaTn”)

17) Akwo “Tak”, ak came? (CBin BapiaHT, “He xo4y Bignosigatn”)

18) Un Bigomi Bam Bunagkm po3opeHHs 6onit B Bawomy perioHi

BHACNIAOK NIOACLKOT AiAnbHOCTI (ocyweHHs 6onit, BugobyTok Topdy,
HedaKiCHOI Meniopadii)? (Tak - Hi - “He xou4y BignosigaTn”)

19) Yn Bigomi Bam Bunagkn HecaHKLiOHOBaHI 3eMITEKOPUCTYBaHHS
(Hanpuknag, camoBifibHE BUKOPUCTAHHS CaHiTapHO-3aXMCHOI 30HM
HaBKOJ10 KONOAA3IB, MOBITPSAHMX MiHIN TOWO)? (TaK - Hi - “He 3Hato” - “He
Xo4y BignosigaTtn’)

2 6nok. ArpoximikaTu i nob6pmuBa
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20) [Mepen noyaTKoM MOCIBHOI, Y1 MPOBOANTLCA aHani3 rpyHTy? (Tak -
Hi)

21) Uu € arpoximiyHMIn nacnopT NoniB? (Tak - Hi - “He 3HaK” - “He xo4y
Bignosigatn”)

22) Un kopuctyeTecb By TeXHOMOrYHMMUM KapTaMu, e po3paxoByeTe
NOTPIBHY KiNbKICTb Ta CTPOKM BHeceHHs AobpuB Ta 33P? (Tak - Hi)

23) XTO IX po3pobnse?

ANpeKTop

arpoHOM

TEXHOMOr-KOHCYNbTaHT

CBiN BapiaHT

24) AK 4acTo Ui TEXHOMOrIYHI KapTW 3MiHIOKTECA ab0 OHOBMIOKTLCA?

NPOTSArOM POKY, B 3aNeXHOCTI Big NOrogHMX Ta iHWNX yMOB

pa3 B piK, B 3aNeXHOCTI Bif CIBO3MiHN

pas3 B AeKifnbKa pokKiB

He 3MIHIOETLCSA B3arani

25) Mig yac o6pobkun nonie ximikatamn Ta/abo necTmymaamu, Yu
Bigomi Bam Bunagku 3 nopyLeHHsIM 300poB’sa | 6e3nekn npeacTaBHUKIB
rPOMafcCbKOCTi | pOBITHUKIB? (Tak - Hi - “He xouy BignosigaTn”)

26) Akwo “Tak”, wo ue 6ynu 3a Bunaaku, Npun Skux obctaBnHax?
(cBin BapiaHT - “He xo4y BignosigaTn”)
27) Un icHye npouenypa po3rnsay ckapr, y Bunagky BUHUKHEHHS

NopYyLLUEHHSA 300p0B’s | 6e3nekn (ans pobITHUKIB | MiCLUEBUX XUTENIB)?
(Tak - Hi - “He 3Hat0” - “He xo4y BignosigaTn’)

28) Un 6ynun 3adpikcoBaHi BUNagku nepeBuLLLEHHS XIMIYHUX PEYOBUH Y
BUPOLLEHIN NpoayKuil (MepeBULLLEHHS 3HaYeHHS NabopaToOpHUX TeCTIB)?
(Tak - Hi - “He xou4y BignosigaTn”)

29) Akwo “Tak”, AKMMK opraHamMu Ui NepeBULLEHHS XiMIYHUX PEYOBUH
6ynu 3adikcoBaHi?

® CrnoXwusaui
e opraHv Brnagu
e CBil BapiaHT

30) Un 6ynn 3adpikcoBaHi NpobrnemMu CTOCOBHO SIKOCTi BUPOLLLEHOT
npoaykuii? (nig Yac aHanisy ToBapy nepen ekcnoptom abo aHani3
OBOMiB) (Tak - Hi - “He xo4y BignosigaTn’)

31) Axkwo “Tak’, akMmmn opraHamu Le 6yno 3adikcoBaHo?

crnoxuBsaui
opraHu Bragmu
CBiN BapiaHT
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32) 3 unm ue 6yno nos’si3aHO? (CBiN BapiaHT abo “He xo4y
Bignosigatn”)

33) Aknum YnHom Le 6yno BupileHO? (CBiN BapiaHT abo nepenik)

3aBepLUEeHHi abo NOTOYHI PUANYHI PO3rNaam

YacTuHa BpoXato abo BeCb Bpoxan 6yno BUKUHYTO

6yno 3epHO NpoJoBOSbYE/Ha EKCMOPT, a cTarno ypaxHe

CBIil BapiaHT

34) Un cnocTtepiranuck npobriemun 3 eposieto I'pyHTIB? (Tak - Hi-"He
Xou4y BignosigaTtn”)
*Epo3isi rpyHmis, ye rnpouec pyuHyg8aHHs HaupoOoYiwoa0 wapy rpyHmy
yepe3s rpupoOHi YU aHMPOro2eHHI 8rusu.

35) Axwo “Tak’, BKaxiTb NpUBNN3HUIN BiACOTOK epoaoBaHNX 3eMeSb?
(BkasaTun % Big 3aranbHOI KiflbkocTi abo “He 3Hato”)
36) Aknii 3 HaCTYNHUX meToAaiB 6opoTbbUM 3 eposieto I'PyHTIB Bu

3actocoByeTe? (BUbpatn oanH abo gekinbka BapiaHTiB i3
3anponoHOBaHMX)
e BurKopucTaHHS KpanesbHOro 3pOLLUEHHS, K OQHOro 3 MeTOAiB
nosnvey;
e byaiBHMLTBO Ta 06CNyroByBaHHS APEHAXHUX CUCTEM Ha NMON4Xx;
e HacamxeHHs gepes abo KyLLiB B34OBX NOSS;
e BukopuctaHHs crieuianbHOI TEXHIKK (CiBankun ons cisbu 6es
PYMHYBaHHS MOKPUBY);
e PoboTa 3 pOCAMHHUMK peLuTKaMn (BKPMBAHHA BEPXHLOIO LWapy
PYHTY POCIMHHUMM pELLTKaMK);
o bBydepHi cmyry;
e |HWe (BKaxiTb CBil BapiaHT)
e Hiyoro 3 BULENEpPEpPaxOBAHOrO.

37) Aki BOOHI pxkepena gocTtynHi Bam B perioHi? (cBepanoBuHa,
piyka, cTaBok, 6onoTo, Tpybonposia/nokaneHa Mepexa)
38) Akum ynHom Bun obupaeTe noctadanbHukiB MiHAO6pUB Ta

nectuumais, Bu 3BepTaeTte yBary Ha LiHy Ta 06’em nepegnnaTtu 4Ym Ha
6e3neyHicTb MiHAOGPMB Ta ximikaTiB? ( CBi BapiaHT Bignosiai, abo
“‘uiHa” abo “6e3neyHicTb NPU BUKOPUCTaHHI”)

39) Aki miHepanbHi fo6puBa Ta nectuuman Bu BUKOpUCTOBYETE
(nepeniunTn Ha3BKM XiMikaTiB AKi BUKOPUCTOBYOTb, ab0 Ha3Bu ipm,
abo knac Hebe3snekn 3a3Ha4YeHn Ha ynakosui, abo BapiaHT “He xo4y
Bignosigatn”)

40) Aki 3 HUWKYe HaBeaeHux npasun Bu BUKOPUCTOBYETE NiJ vac
BHECEHHS arpoximikaTiB? (Moxe 6yTu geKinibka BapiaHTiB)

® [OTPVYMaHHSA CaHITapHO-3aXUCHOI 30HW;

50



e 3aB4acHe iHPOPMYBaAHHSA MICLIEBUX XUTESIB, HE MEHLLE HiX 3a 2
Aobu oo obpobiTKy, BCTAHOBNEHHA TabNMYOK 3 OPIEHTOBHUM
4YacoM 3aKiH4eHHs1 0BpobBITKy;

® OMNOBILLEHHA NACiYHMKIB NPO HEOOXiOHICTL BUBE3EHHS Nacik 4o
iHWoro micus menosbopy, Ha 6e3neyHy BiACTaHb Big Micus
npoBeaeHHsA 00pobKy;

e ronepeanTn Npo 3abopoHy NpoBefEHHS CiNbCbKOrocnogapCbKmnx
pobiT Ta BUNacaHHsA Xygobu Ha BigcTani 6nukye 1 Km Big micud
06pobKy;

e npoBoanTn 06pobiTok B paHkosi (4o 10) i BevipHi (18-22) roamHu
NpyY MiHIManbHUX BUCXIOHUX NOBITPSAHUX MOTOKaX.

41) Aknum YnHoM BigByBaeTbCs 36epiraHHs XiMikaTiB, arpoximikaTiB Ta
nobpue? (cBin BapiaHT abo “He xouy Bignosigatn’)
42) AkMm YnHOM BigbyBaeTbCA yTUMi3aLis Tapu Ta 3acTapinux

3anuLUKiB arpoximikaTiB Ta nectmunais? (NossicHMTM abo “He xo4y
Bignosigatn”)

43) Un BBaxkaete Bu o npoueaypa AocTyny A0 eKOnoriYHo YNUCTOl
yTunisauii Tapu Ta 3actapinux arpoximikartis mae 0yTtu cnpowieHa abo
nokpawieHa? (Tak - Hi - “He xo4y BignosigaTtun’)

44) Axkuio “Tak”, BkaxiTe Bawy npono3uuio? (CBiv BapiaHT)

45) AknM YMHOM BigByBaeTbCA yTUMI3aLis 3anumLLKiB nicns 36MpaHHs
BpoOXato? (CBin BapiaHT abo “He xou4y BignosigaTn”)

46) Akbun Gyna MOXNMBICTb BUXOAY Ha puHKM 36yTy €C, ane ans

Lboro noTpibHo 6yno 6 3anpoBagnTV 3MiHW A0 NOPAOKY BUPOLLYBaHHS
KynbTyp (BMKOpUCTaHHSA Binblu 6e3nedHnx 4obpme Ta arpoximikaTis,
NPOBeAEHHA ayauTy rpyHTIB i T4), Y B6ynu 6 Bu 3auikaBneHi B Takin
3MiHi? (Tak - Hi - “He xo4y BignosigaTtn’)

47) Uun obpaxosyBanu Bu kapboHOBWIA cnig Npy BUPOLLIEHI CBOET
nNpoayKLuii? (Tak - Hi - “He xou4y BignosigaTn”)
48) Uun BegeTbes y Bawwin opraHisadii AOKyMeHTanbH1in 061ik

BUKOPUCTAHHSA BOAW, TEMSMOBOI Ta eNeKTPUYHOT enekTpoeHeprii B
rocrnogapcTsi? (Tak - Hi - “He xouy Bignosigatn’)

3 6nok. KpeautHa nporpama 5-7-9

49) Uun 3HaeTe By npo nporpamy kpeantyBaHHA “5-7-97? (Tak - Hi)
50) Akwio Tak, 3Bigku Bu gisHanuca npo nporpamy? Moxnueo
JeKinbKka Bignosigen.
a) 3Hanomi/bnuabki/napTHepu no GisHecy
6) yepes ronosy cinbpaan/OTIr?
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B) 3MI (TenebayeHHs, raseTn, pagio TOLLO)

r) Yepes couianbHi Mepexi (BkaxiTb ki )
[) CNOBILLEHHSA Ha eneKkTPOHHY agpecy

e) A3BiHOK npeacTaBHuKa baHky

€) Yepes rpynosi 3ycTpivyi B MOEMY HacenieHOMY MyHKTi

X) IHwe (BkaxiTb CBiK

BapiaHT )
51) Ak 6m 6yno 3pyyHiwe ocobucTto ana Bac oTpumysatu
iHbopMaLito NoB’A3aHy i3 KpeanTHUMK nporpamamn? (CBin BapiaHT)
52) Uu nogasanuck Bu Ha Taky nporpamy? (Tak - Hi)
53) Uun otpumysanun Bu kpeauTt 3a nporpamoto 5-7-9 B 2023 poui?
(Tak - Hi)
54) Akwo “Tak” Ha Ski uini Bu BuTpavanu KpeanTHi KowTn?

(nepeniuntn)
a) obirosi kowTK (MiHAOGPMBA, HACIHHA, NanuMBo, 3apobiTHa NnaTHS)
6) po3MiHyBaHHSA
B) OCHOBHIi 3acobu
r) KyniBns semni
[) iHWe (BKasaTtu CBil BapiaHT)
55) 3 aknmum npobnemamn Bu ctukanucb nig vYac nogadi 3asBku Ha
y4yacTb B nporpami (nepeniyntn)
a) He NpurumManu 3asiBky
b) KoHcynbTaHTW 6aHKy He 3Hanu Npo Uen KpeauT
C) NPOMOHYBanu KpeauUTHY CTaBKy SIK NPy 3BUY4aNHOMY KpeauTi
d) BiAMOBMANMCHL NpUMMaTK AK 3acTaBy 3eMio/ManbyTHIN
BpOXan/TexHiKy
e) CBil BapiaHT
56) B pasi BUHMKHEHHS NpobrieM i3 OTpUMaHHAM KpeanuTy no
nporpami 5-7-9%, kyan Bu 3BepTanuce no gonomory? (CBin BapiaHT)
57) Un Bigomo Bam rnpo MOXNUBICTb Ta MexXaHi3aM nogaHHs ckapr
LLIOJ0 Npouecy OTPUMaHHS KpeauTy no nporpami 5-7-9%7? (Tak - Hi - He
3Hato)
58) Yun Bigomo Bam npo MOXIMBICTb OTpUMATKU KOHCYNbTALio Woao
YMOB KpeauTHOI NporpamMu, a TakoXx 3anuLunTi ckapry 4m nobaxkaHHs 3a
TenedoHom 15-45 call-ueHTpy Ypagy? (Tak - Hi - He 3Hato)

59) Uu BigoMo Bam npo MOXINUBICTb NOAATW CKapry Ha rapsdy niHito,
abo enekTpoHHy agpecy MiHekoHOMiKNU/MiHMIHY? (TaK - Hi)
60) Un Bigomo Bam npo ®oHA po3BUTKY nignpuemctea? (Tak - Hi)
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61) Akwo Tak, ym Bigomo Bam npo MOXnuBiCTb rpomagsaHam/6isHecy
3BEPHYTUCH 3a AONOMOrol Ao PoHAy po3BUTKY NignpuemMcTea? (Tak - Hi
- HE 3Halo)

62) Un nogasanu Bu ckapry woao npouecy oTpuMMaHHS KpeauTy no
nporpami 5-7-9%? (3a3HaudTe Oyab Nlacka Yyepes sk kaHan dyna
nogaHa ckapra)
-Hi - “He xouy BignosigaTn’)

63) Akwo Tak, skum ByB pesynbTaT Ta peakuis Ha nogaHy Bamu
ckapry? (cBin BapiaHT)
64) Un e y Bac nponoauuis woao BoockoHaneHHa nporpamu “5-7-977

(cBin BapiaHT)
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In English (translation for this report)

1 block. General characteristics

1) How much land do you have at your disposal, ha? (write approximate
value)

2) In which region are the crops grown? (specify, for example, Poltava
region)

3) Are you a producer of organic products*? (yes - no — “refuse to answer”)

*QOrganic produce - produce grown without the use of synthetic chemicals,

such as artificial pesticides and fertilizers, and does not contain genetically

modified organisms (GMOS).

4) Specify the main crops that you grow according to the average share in
the crop structure. List only those crops that make up at least 5% of the
total acreage (in descending order, how much %)
winter wheat

%:

spring barley
%:

winter barley
%:

corn
%:

sunflower
%:

winter rapeseed
%:

soy
%:

peas
%:

sugar beet
%:

other (specify)
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%:

5) How did the crop rotation structure in 2023 change relative to the
traditional structure of previous years. Why? (own answer or "l don't
want to answer")

6) What part of crop production do you export, and what part do you sell
on the domestic market? (% for export, % within the country)

7) Do you have land that was transferred to agricultural land from other
categories in 20227 (yes - no — “refuse to answer”)

8) If yes, what is the acreage? (in ha, "I don't know" or "refuse to answer")

9) What purpose did these lands have before they were transferred to
agricultural use? (your option, "I don't know" or "refuse to answer")

10) Does your organization carry out occupational health and safety
measures? (yes — no)

11) If yes, which ones? (your option, "I don't know" or "refuse to
answer")

12) Did you ever participate in legal disputes regarding your land use
rights? (yes - no - "refuse to answer ")

13) If yes, how do you think the system can be improved so that such
disputes do not arise? (your option or "refuse to answer ")

14) What would you do if you found a cultural heritage on your land?
(your option or "refuse to answer ")

15) If we define the biodiversity of a field as "the diversity of all types
of living organisms", how do you think the cultivation of agricultural
crops affects the biodiversity of this field? (own answer, "l don't know" or
"refuse to answer ")

16) Do you try to support biodiversity in any way? (yes - no - "l don't
know" or "refuse to answer ")

17) If “yes”, how exactly? (own answer, "refuse to answer ")

18) Are you aware of cases of swamp destruction in your region as a

result of human activity (drainage of swamps, peat extraction, low-
guality land reclamation)? (yes - no - "refuse to answer ")

19) Are you aware of cases of unauthorized land use (for example,
arbitrary use of the sanitary protection zone around wells, air lines,
etc.)? (yes - no - "l don't know" - "refuse to answer ")

2 block. Agrochemicals and fertilizers

20) Before sowing, is the soil analyzed? (yes - no)

21) Do you have an agrochemical passport of the fields? (yes - no - "I
don't know" - "refuse to answer")

22) Do you use technological maps, where you calculate the required

amount and terms of application of fertilizers and pesticides? (yes - no)
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23) Who develops them?
director

agronomist
technologist-consultant

oo o W

your own option

24) How often are these technology maps changed or updated?
throughout the year, depending on weather and other conditions

once a year, depending on crop rotation
once every few years

oo o W

does not change at all

25) During the treatment of fields with chemicals and/or pesticides, do
you know of any cases of violation of the health and safety of members
of the public and workers? (yes - no - "l don't want to answer")

26) If "yes", what were the cases and under what circumstances?
(own option or "l don't want to answer")
27) Is there a grievance procedure in the case of health and safety

violations (for workers and local residents)? (yes - no - "l don't know" -
"refuse to answer")

28) Were there any cases of excess of chemical substances in the
grown products (exceeding the value of laboratory tests)? (yes - no -
"refuse to answer")

29) If "yes", by whom were these excesses of chemical substances
recorded?

a. consumers

b. authorities
C. your own option

30) Were there any problems with the quality of the grown products?
(during product analysis before export) (yes - no - "refuse to answer ")
31) If “yes”, by which authorities it was recorded?

a. consumers
b. authorities
C. your own option

32) What was it connected with? (your option or "refuse to answer ")
33) How was this resolved? (own option or one of the list)
a. completed or ongoing legal proceedings

b. part or all of the crop was thrown away
C. your own option
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34) Were there any problems with soil erosion? (yes - no - "refuse to
answer ")

*Soll erosion is the process of destruction of the most fertile soil layer due

to natural or anthropogenic influences.

35) If yes, indicate the approximate percentage of eroded land?
(indicate % of the total amount or "don't know")
36) Which of the following methods of combating soil erosion do you

use? (choose one or more options from the options offered)
a. Use of drip irrigation as one of the irrigation methods;

b. Construction and maintenance of drainage systems in the fields;
c. Planting of trees or bushes along the field,
d

. Use of special equipment (planters for sowing without destroying the
cover);

e. Work with plant remains (covering the top layer of the soil with plant
remains);

f. Buffer strips;
g. Other (indicate your option) ;
h. None of the above.

37) What water sources are available to you in the region? (For
example, well, river, pond, swamp, pipeline/local network)
38) How do you choose suppliers of fertilizers and pesticides? Do you

pay attention to the price and volume of prepayment or the safety of
fertilizers and chemicals? (your answer or, either “price” or “safety
during use”)

39) What mineral fertilizers and pesticides do you use? (list the
names of the chemicals that are used, or the names of the companies,
or the hazard class indicated on the package, or the option "refuse to
answer")

40) Which of the following rules do you use when applying
agrochemicals? (choose among options, there may be several options):
a. compliance with the sanitary protection zone;

b. informing local residents in advance, at least 2 days before

processing, installing signs with the estimated time of the end of
processing;

c. notification of beekeepers about the need to take beehives to
another place of honey collection, at a safe distance from the place
of processing;

d. to warn about the ban on carrying out agricultural work and livestock
grazing at a distance closer than 1 km from the place of processing;
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e. carry out processing in the morning (before 10) and evening (18-22)
hours with minimal upward air currents.

41) How are chemicals, agrochemicals and fertilizers stored? (own
answer or "l don't want to answer")

42) How are containers and obsolete residues of agrochemicals and
pesticides disposed? (explain or "don't want to answer")

43) Do you think that the procedure for access to environmentally
friendly disposal of containers and obsolete agrochemicals should be
simplified or improved? (yes - no - "refuse to answer")

44) If "yes", indicate how? (own answer)

45) How are residues disposed of after harvesting? (own answer or
"refuse to answer")

46) If it were possible to enter the EU sales markets, but for this it

would be necessary to introduce changes to the approach in cultivation
of crops (use of safer fertilizers and agrochemicals, soil audit, etc.),
would you be interested in such a change? (yes - no - "l don't want to
answer")

47) Do you calculate the carbon footprint when growing your
products? (yes - no - "l don't want to answer")
48) Does your organization keep documentary records of the use of

water, heating and electric power in the household? (yes - no - "l don't
want to answer")

3 block. Loan program 5-7-9

49) Do you know about the "5-7-9" lending program? (yes - no)

50) If so, how did you learn about the program? (Several answers are
possible)

acquaintances/relatives/business partners

through the head of the village council/OTG?
mass media (television, newspapers, radio, etc.)
through social networks (Specify which )

notification to an e-mail address
a call from a Bank representative
through group meetings in my locality

S@e@ ™o oo oy

other (Indicate your option )

51) How would it be more convenient for you personally to receive
information related to credit programs? (own answer)
52) Have you applied for such a program? (yes - no)
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53) Did you receive a loan under the 5-7-9 program in 20227 (yes -
no)

54) If "yes", for what purposes did you spend loan funds? (choose
one or several answers among the list)
a. working capital (fertilizers, seeds, fuel, wages)

demining

fixed assets

purchase of land

© oo T

other (indicate your option)

55) What problems did you encounter when applying for participation
in the program (list)
a. did not accept the application
b. bank consultants did not know about this loan

c. offered a loan rate as for a regular loan refused to accept land/future
harvest/equipment as collateral

d. your option

56) In case of problems with obtaining a loan under the 5-7-9%
program, where did you turn for help? (own answer)

57) Do you know the possibility and mechanism of filing complaints
regarding obtaining a loan under the 5-7-9% program? (yes - no — ‘|
don't know")

58) Do you know about the possibility of getting advice on the
conditions of the credit program and leaving a complaint or wish by
phone at 15-45 of the government's call center? (yes - no — “l don't
know”)

59) Do you know about the possibility of submitting a complaint to the
hotline or e-mail address of the Ministry of Economy/Ministry of
Finance? (yes — no)

60) Do you know about the Business Development Fund? (yes - no)

61) If so, do you know about the possibility for citizens/businesses to
seek help/file a complaint with the Business Development Fund? (yes -
no — “I don't know”)

62) Have you filed a complaint regarding obtaining a loan under the
5-7-9% program? (please indicate through which channel the complaint
was submitted) - no - "refuse to answer")

63) If so, what was the outcome and response to your complaint?
(own answer)
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64)

Do you have a suggestion for improving the "5-7-9" program?
(own answer)
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