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SUMMARY 
zhaman . Scientific substantiation of necessity of households level of 

provision increase with objects of agricultural purpos 
Summary. Actuality of research theme has been grounded. It has been 

determined, that by the state on 2012 only two third of individual households have the 
specialized buildings for products storage, and one third - uses universal, unsuitable 
for the extended storage buildings. From totality of households only half has 
buildings for animals and poultry maintenance, and only 30% - for storage of forage. 
It has been set that the level of specialization of their buildings grows with the 
increase of size of household, and also the area of such buildings increases.  

Research generalization of households level dynamics of provision with farm 
buildings showed the decline of the amount of the specialized buildings at the 
simultaneous increase of their areas and reorientation of towards owners to the 
building of complex premises with a greater area - on the average 31m2. Such 
tendency provides the increase of buildings efficiency on the territory of households, 
however allows to create optimal terms for maintenance of animals, storage of 
products, productive supplies and etc.  

For the increase of households level of provision with objects of the 
agricultural purpose and quality of their equipment it is suggested to pay attention to 
information assistance of their owners: requirements to organization of production 
processes and storage of agricultural produce; modern technologies of storage; 
technical novelties in relation to the equipment of storage facilities. Ponderable for 
the decision of the indicated question also is the legislatively-normative support of 
development of investing and crediting of new building and reconstruction of existent 
objects of the agricultural purpose. 

Keywords: household; agriculture; building; apartments; area of apartments; 
apartment of the complex setting; specialized apartments. 


