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EVALUATING THE DEVELOPMENT
POTENTIAL OF FARMS ON URBAN
OUTSKIRTS: METHODOLOGY

VREDNOTENJE RAZVOJNEGA
POTENCIALA OBMESTNIH
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Dilapidated hay-rack: result of modemnisation or abandonment of farming?
Propadajoci kozolec: posledica moderizacije ali opuscanja kmetijske dejavnosti?
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ABSTRACT: This article presents a methodology for evaluating the development potential of farms on
urban outskirts, which forms an important basis for long-term (spatial) planning of the development of
Slovenian agriculture. It uses publically available spatial and statistical data, and analyzes and evaluates
the characteristics of farms that show their future development potential and tendencies: vitality and sta-
bility, potential to expand, potential for conflicts, quality and structure of farmland, and effects of spatial
planning and special protection measures on their development potential. This methodology is used to
evaluate farms on urban outskirts, where development factors differ from those in areas with less favor-
able farming conditions.
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1 Introduction

The spatial organization of agriculture is a key element in planning its long-term development. Adopting
high-quality spatial planning documents and carrying out spatial development measures to stimulate the de-
velopment of agriculture also depend on the level of familiarization with farms’ development potential and
structure. This has already been highlighted by Van der Ploeg (1995) and researchers following him (How-
den etal. 1998; Vanclay, Messiti and Howden 1998). The fact that some farms are production-oriented depends
not only on natural conditions, but also on market opportunities and the personal interest of individual farm
owners (Perpar and Udov¢ 2007). In turn, this strongly depends on these farms’ development potential.

A detailed analysis of farms’ development potential is thus both a time-consuming and expensive process,
especially if it requires fieldwork. To help develop expert bases for adopting spatial planning measures, this
article introduces a methodology for evaluating the development potential of farms on urban outskirts based
on publically available spatial planning and statistical data. With this methodology, one can analyze and
evaluate the characteristics of farms that reflect their development potential and future development tendencies.
It is intended for evaluating farms on urban outskirts, where development factors differ from those in areas
with less favorable farming conditions (Ribeiro, Ellis Burnet and Torkar 2013; Stravs, Bavec and Bavec 2011;
Ravbar 2006). It has been tested on the example of Kamnik Bistrica Plain (Razpotnik Viskovi¢ 2012).

2 Methodology for evaluating the development potential of farms
on urban outskirts

This methodology is suitable for evaluating full-time, part-time, and hobby farms following the typolo-

gy developed by Udov¢, Kovaci¢, and Kramari¢ (2006). It has been shown that encouraging only a specific

socioeconomic type of farm is not justified (Razpotnik Viskovi¢ 2013) and also that various socioeconomic
types of farms can be evaluated as equal in terms of stability. Transitions between individual types are the
result of changes and decisions in rural households and the wider socioeconomic environment, with their

main goal being the economic stabilization of the farm (Kovacic¢ 1996).

According to this methodology, the farms are assigned estimations from 1 to 5 based on the values of
selected indicators for thematic categories (Figure 1, Tables 1-4). Higher value means larger development
potential. All of the twenty indicators selected were assigned also weights reflecting their relative impor-
tance for development potential of farms (Chapter 3). Certain phases of the evaluation took into account
the characteristics of individual socioeconomic farm types and their differences. The higher final sum of
weighted values for the farm means its higher development potential.

The evaluation is based on indicators accessible in official databases and spatial planning documents:
o The Agricultural Census (Internet 1) — provided by Slovenian Statistical Office;

o Records on Actual Land Use, Data on Land Quality Number, Less Favorable Agricultural Areas (Internet 2),
Register of Amelioration Systems and Installations (Internet 3) — provided by Ministry of Agriculture
and the Environment;

o Records on Recipients of Agri-Environmental Subsidies (Internet 4) — provided by Agency of the Republic
of Slovenia for Agricultural Markets and Rural Development;

« Environmental Atlas of Slovenia (Internet 5) — provided by Slovenian Environment Agency;

o Register of Immovable Cultural Heritage (Internet 6) — provided by Ministry of Culture;

o Public Infrastructure, Register of Spatial Units (Internet 7) — provided by Surveying and Mapping Authority
of the Republic of Slovenia); and

« Current municipal spatial planning documents for the area included in the evaluation.

2.1 Stability and vitality of farms

The age structure of rural households is a key factor influencing the stability and vitality of farms. If the
owner of a full-time farm is already retired and other active members of his household are also exclusively

Figure 1: Methodology for evaluating the development potential of farms on urban outskirts. » p. 82
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engaged in farming, the likelihood of changing the farm’s socioeconomic type is smaller than compared
to part-time and hobby farms (Udov¢, Kovaci¢ and Kramari¢ 2006). Therefore, the evaluation of the multi-
generation household age type (Kladnik 1999) for full-time farms differs from that for part-time and hobby
farms.

The evaluation of the purpose of agricultural production relied on the analysis of the role of part-time
farms in transforming urban outskirts (Razpotnik Viskovi¢ 2013). This shows that full-time farms that
engage in farming exclusively for their own use are rare. The percentage of part-time farms that engage
in farming solely for their own use is slightly higher. In both cases, farm vitality and stability is question-
able because in the modern socioeconomic system this type of farming does not provide the same standard
as market-oriented or hobby farms.

Agri-environmental subsidies are intended to be used for investments in environmentally friendlier
farming and preserving public environmental assets. However, not all environmental measures should be
treated exclusively as investments because they may result from reduced intensity and size of the farming
activity on the farm.

Rented farmland is an adjustment to fragmented ownership structure and the small size of farms.
Compared to farmland ownership, rental entails greater uncertainty for the renting farm and the absence
of investment in this land. It is mainly used by full-time and part-time farms in order to secure sufficient
farmland for economic survival, whereas it is rarely used by hobby farms (Razpotnik Viskovi¢ 2013).

2.2 Potential to expand and potential for conflicts

Farm location within the settlement primarily causes conflicts with the non-farming residents of the set-
tlement (Golobi¢, Marusi¢ and Kovaci¢ 2003). Disagreements may arise in connection with the activity
taking place in the farmyard and its buildings, or with the transport to farmland. Potential expansion of
the farm buildings also depends on the farm’s location within the settlement. Many farms, especially those
crowded into the built-up areas of settlements, are spatially limited by physical barriers (terrain, water-
ways, adjacent buildings, main roads) or regulations and special protection measures set out in spatial planning
documents. They can make up for the lack of space by buying or renting available farmland in the neigh-
borhood. Full-time farms are most likely to utilize this manner of solving their spatial limitations.

Table 1: Estimation of farm stability and vitality.

A1: Household age structure

Household type: Young Multigeneration Middle-aged Aging Split generation
Full-time farm 5 5 3 1 2
Part-time and hobby farm 5 4 3 1 2
A2: Purpose of agricultural production
Purpose of agricultural production: Predominantly Predominantly For own use
for sale for own use
Full-time 5 2 1
Part-time 5 3 1
Hobby 5 4 3
A3: Agri-environmental subsidies (AES)
AES: Yes No
All farms 5 1

A4: Ownership structure of farmland used (FU)

Percentage of rented FU: 0 Upto 15% 15-30% 30-50% More than 50%
Full- and part-time 5 4 3 2 1
Hobby 5 4 2 2 1
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Accessing farmland is an important aspect because this slows down or interferes with traffic and leaves
mud on the roads (Perpar and Kova¢i¢ 2006). Agricultural machinery is slower and wider than other vehi-
cles, and so it reduces traffic safety on heavy traveled sections of roads. It can also prove problematic when
turning onto the main road.

The type of farming (Dernulc et al. 2002) refers to the production orientation or the predominant agri-
cultural activities on the farm. Livestock farms are more likely to come into conflict with the local population
and therefore they were assigned lower values than those engaged in crop production. The scale of live-
stock farming is also an important basis for determining the level of nitrogen pollution caused by manure
(Cergan et al. 2003) The limit values of individual classes were defined based on the Decree on the Release
of Hazardous Substances and Plant Nutrients into the Soil (Uredba ... 1996) and the author’s own analy-
ses of the values of livestock units per hectare for farms on urban outskirts (Razpotnik Viskovi¢ 2013).

2.3 Farmland quality and structure

The land quality number (Sln. talno stevilo) refers to the land’s production capacity and depends on the
soil characteristics, which have a permanent character; the higher the value, the better the production capac-
ity. The classes were created following the methodology for evaluating problematic conditions in areas with
factors limiting agricultural production (Cunder, Rednak and Zagorc 2007; Cigli¢ et al. 2012).

Size fragmentation provides information on the size of individual patches of land, and spatial frag-
mentation provides information on their spatial distribution and distance from the farm buildings. The
fragmentation coefficient (Gosar 1978) was used to assess both.

Farmland consolidation is evaluated using the area-weighted mean shape index (AWMSI), which takes
into account the size of individual patches of land, and their shape and distribution (McGarigal and Marks 1995).

Table 2: Estimation of the potential to expand and the potential for conflicts.

B1: Farm location within the settlement

Farm location within Qutside the built-up On the edges of the Within the built-up area, — Within the built-up area,
the settlement: area built-up area with farms nearby with no farms nearby
All farms 5 4 2 1
B2: Spatial limitations of the farm
Spatial limitation: Farmyard with available Built-up farmyard with Built-up farmyard with — Built-up farmyard with
land for expansion available adjacent land limitations in the limitations in the
neighborhood neighborhood
(another farm nearby) ~ (no other farms nearby)
Full-time 5 3 2 1
Part-time and hobby 5 2 2 1
B3: Farmland accessibility
Farmiand accessibility: Accessible only Also accessible Also accessible
on unclassified roads on public (local) roads on national and local
(including field roads) roads
All farms 5 3 2
B4: Type of farming
Type of farming: (rop production Mixed crop and livestock Livestock farming
production
All farms 5 3 1
B5: Nitrogen pollution
Livestock units/ha: More than 2 2-15 1.5-1 1-0.75  lessthan0.75
All farms 1 2 3 4 5
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Amelioration is divided into drainage, irrigation, and agroamelioration, which includes measures to improve
the physical, chemical, and biological properties of the soil, and access to the farmland (Internet 8).

2.4 Effects of spatial planning and special protection measures on farms’ development
potential

The areas designated for permanent protection of prime agricultural land are specified in the municipal
spatial planning documents. As part of evaluating farmland quality, it would make sense to identify land
with power lines, land with gas pipelines, and land along freeways and highways that is exposed to con-
tinual pollution. Farming should be restricted in these areas.

Measures in water protection areas are implemented in order to reduce danger, threats, and risks by
existing or planned activities to waterways (Zakon o vodah 2002). Limited agricultural activity in these
areas refers to fertilizing and using biocides, and depends on the water protection regime level.

The protection of natural assets and cultural heritage was also taken into account in the evaluation of
farms’ development potential. The protection regimes demand adjustments by the landowners in these
areas and impose restrictions on them (Smid Hribar and Ledinek Lozej 2013) because farmers whose build-
ings are protected or located in special protection areas must follow rigid regulations when they plan to
expand or modernize their farms.

Defining land use within the settlement or the morphological units designated for farming is impor-
tant in terms of both the farms’ expansion and the reduced pressure from the non-farming population in
the settlement. The ownership of field roads is important in terms of access to the farmland and risk of
disagreement among the users of field roads and the owners of land on which these roads are located.

Table 3: Estimation of farmland quality and structure.

C1: Average land quality number

Average land quality 0-25 26-39 40-57 58-75 76—100
number:

All farms 1 2 3 4 5

Q: Spatial and size fragmentation of farmland

*fragmentation Less than 4 4-6.5 6.5-10 10-14.7 More than 14.7
coefficient:
All farms 5 4 3 2 1

(3: Farmland consolidation

*Area-weighted mean Less than 1.46 1.46-1.61 1.61-1.84 1.84-2.13 More than 2.13
shape index
All farms 5 4 3 2 1

(4: Percentage of farmland in amelioration areas

Percentage of farmland 0% 0-15% 15-30% 30-45% More than 45%
in amelioration areas:
All farms 1 2 3 4 5

(5: Percentage of farmland in less favorable farming areas

Percentage of farmland Upto25% 25-50% 50-75% More than 75%
in less favorable

farming areas:

All farms 5 4 2 1

*Limit values of classes are defined based on the data for the sample farms on the Kamnik Bistrica Plain (Razpotnik Viskovic 2012), using the Jenks natural breaks classification method.
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Table 4: Estimation of effects of spatial planning and special protection measures on farms’development potential.

D1: Percentage of farmland in prime agricultural land protection areas

Percentage of farmland Less than 50% 50-75% 75-90% More than
in prime agricultural land 90%
protection areas:

All farms 1 2 4 5

D2: Percentage of farmland in water protection areas (WPA)

Percentage of farmland 0 Upto 10% in WPAT 10-20% in WPAT 20-50%  More than
in WPA: orupto30% in WPA2 or more than 30% in WPAT 50% in

and/or WPA3 in WPA2 and/or WPA3 WPAT
All farms 5 4 3 2 1

D3: Protection of natural assets and conservation of biodiversity

Percentage of farmland 0 Upto 15% 15-25% 25-50%  More than
in areas of natural assets, 50%
Natura 2000 sites, and/or

ecologically important areas:

Allfarms 5 4 3 2 1

D4: Cultural heritage protection

Cultural heritage protection: No Farm located on a cultural  Farm includes a structure
heritage protection site protected as cultural heritage
All farms 5 3 1

D5: Land use as set out in current municipal spatial planning documents

Land use inthe morphological - Agricultural activities Mixed Residential construction
unit the farm belongs to: and structures areas

Full- and part-time 5 3 1

Hobby 5 4 1

D6: Ownership of field roads

Ownership of field roads: Mostly public or owned A small portion is public Private
by the municipality or owned by the municipality
All farms 5 3 1

3 Weighting

All of the twenty indicators selected were assigned weights reflecting their relative relations to other para-
meters. The weights were defined using the pair-wise comparison method (Saaty 1980), which means that
all the indicator pairs within an individual thematic category (A, B, C, and D) were compared, based on
which their significance in relation to other pairs was determined on a scale of 1 to 9. Four comparison
matrices were obtained. In each matrix, the values were added up for each column, after which every ele-
ment in the matrix was divided by the corresponding column sum. This yielded the normalized values.
In the next step, the average of elements in each line of the normalized matrix was calculated, which yield-
ed a weight for each criterion (Dular 2007). In the end, indicators from all the categories were combined
and the weight values were normalized again. Each category was assigned the same meaning or weight:
the sum of the weights of the criteria in an individual category is 0.25, and the sum of the weights of all
the categories is 1. For a more detailed explanation and weighting options, see Razpotnik Viskovi¢ (2012).
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4 Conclusion

Spatial planners can use the methodology for evaluating the development potential of farms on urban out-

skirts presented in this article to obtain important information on farms’ current state and development

potentials. The cartographic presentation of the evaluation results makes it possible to identify any con-

centrations of farms with a specific development potential within settlements or to determine that there

are no such concentrations and that the farms are scattered and diverse. Farms can also be studied by indi-

vidual categories of evaluating their development potential in order to determine:

o Their socioeconomic status;

o The most or least vital farms and farms that are problematic in terms of causing potential conflicts with

other users of space;

 Farms with the best or least favorable land structure; and

o The extent to which the current spatial planning documents are adapted to farming and its development.
This makes it possible to define the areas in which farms have greater development potential and to

apply this to planning the long-term development of agriculture. The evaluation of farms’ development

potential should be included in the expert bases for drafting local spatial plans (or municipal spatial plans

under the current legislation) that take into account the »rural settlement patterns, the appertaining forests,

the traffic and public utilities network, and access to social services« (Poga¢nik 2006, 215).
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1 Uvod

Prostorsko urejanje kmetijske dejavnosti je klju¢no za nacrtovanje dolgoroénega razvoja kmetijstva. Spre-
jemanje kakovostnih prostorskih aktov in izvajanje posegov v prostor, ki bodo spodbujali razvoj kmetijstva,
sta odvisna od poznavanja razvojnega potenciala in strukture kmetij, na kar so opozorili Ze van der Ploeg
(1995) in njegovi sledilci (Howden s sod. 1998; Vanclay s sod. 1998). Proizvodna usmeritev posameznih
kmetijskih gospodarstev ni odvisna le od naravnih danosti, temve¢ tudi od trznih moznosti in osebnega
interesa posameznih lastnikov kmetij (Perpar in Udov¢ 2007), ki pa sta mo¢no odvisna od razvojnega poten-
ciala kmetij.

Natan¢na analiza razvojnega potenciala kmetij je tako ¢asovno kot finan¢no zahteven postopek, $e pose-
bej, ko je potrebno terensko delo. V pomoc¢ izdelavi strokovnih podlag za sprejemanje prostorskih ukrepov
predstavljamo metodologijo vrednotenja razvojnega potenciala obmestnih kmetij, ki temelji na javno dostop-
nih prostorskih in statisti¢nih podatkih. Njen namen je analiza in vrednotenje znacilnosti kmetij, ki odsevajo
njihov razvojni potencial in prihodnje razvojne teznje. Metodologija je namenjena vrednotenju kmetij na
obmestnih obmogjih, kjer se razvojni dejavniki razlikujejo od tistih na obmo¢jih z manj ugodnimi razmerami
za kmetijstvo (Ribeiro, Ellis Burnet in Torkar 2013; Stravs, Bavec in Bavec 2011; Ravbar 2006). Preizkusena
je bila na primeru Kamniskobistriske ravnine (Razpotnik Viskovi¢ 2012).

2 Metodologija vrednotenja razvojnega potenciala obmestnih kmetij

Metodologija je primerna za vrednotenje ¢istih, mesanih in dopolnilnih kmetij po tipologiji Udovc¢a in
sodelavcev (2006), saj se je izkazalo, da spodbujanje samo dolo¢enega socialno-ekonomskega tipa kmetij
ni upravi¢eno (Razpotnik Viskovi¢ 2013) in da socialno-ekonomske tipe z vidika stabilnosti lahko ovred-
notimo kot enakovredne. Prehodi med posameznimi tipi so posledica sprememb in odlo¢itev na ravni
kmeckega gospodinjstva in $irSega druzbeno-gospodarskega okolja, njihov namen pa je ekonomska sta-
bilizacija kmetije (Kovacic¢ 1996).

Po tej metodologiji so kmetijam za posamezne kazalnike, ki smo jih razporedili v §tiri vsebinske sklope
(slika 1), pripisane ocene od 1 do 5 glede na vrednosti teh kazalnikov (preglednice 1-4). Visja ocena pomeni
vedji razvojni potencial. Relativno vedji oziroma manjsi pomen posameznega kazalnika za razvojni poten-
cial kmetije v primerjavi z drugimi smo na koncu uravnavali s pomocjo ponderiranja (poglavje 3). V nekaterih
delih vrednotenja smo upostevali znacilnosti posameznih socialno-ekonomskih tipov kmetij in razlike med
njimi. Visja koncna vrednost (sestevek obtezenih ocen) pomeni ve¢ji razvojni potencial kmetije.

Vrednotenje je zasnovano na kazalnikih dostopnih v uradnih podatkovnih zbirkah in prostorskih aktih:
« Popis kmetijskih gospodarstev (internet 1) — skrbnik podatkov Statisti¢ni urad Republike Slovenije,

o Evidenca dejanske rabe kmetijskih zemljis¢, podatki o talnem $tevilu, obmoc¢ja z omejenimi moznostmi
za kmetijsko dejavnost (internet 2); Kataster melioracijskih sistemov in naprav (internet 3) - skrbnik
podatkov Ministrstvo za kmetijstvo in okolje,

Evidenca prejemnikov kmetijskookoljskih placil (internet 4) — skrbnik podatkov Agencija Republike Slovenije
za kmetijske trge in razvoj podezelja,

Atlas okolja (internet 5) - skrbnik Agencija Republike Slovenije za okolje,

Register nepremi¢ne kulturne dedi$¢ine (internet 6) — skrbnik Ministrstvo za kulturo,

« Gospodarska javna infrastruktura, Register prostorskih enot (internet 7) — skrbnik Geodetska uprava
Republike Slovenije ter

veljavni ob¢inski prostorski akti za obmocje vrednotenja.

2.1 Stabilnost in vitalnost kmetij

Starostna sestava kmeckih gospodinjstev je klju¢ni dejavnik stabilnosti in vitalnosti kmetij. Ce je gospo-
dar ¢iste kmetije Ze upokojenec in se ostali aktivni ¢lani ukvarjajo izklju¢no s kmetijstvom, je verjetnost
spremembe socialno-ekonomskega tipa kmetije manjsa v primerjavi z mesanimi in dopolnilnimi kmetijami

Slika 1: Metodologija vrednotenja razvojnega potenciala obmestnih kmetij. » .92
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(Udove s sod. 2006). Tako se vrednotenje ¢istih kmetij pri generacijskem starostnem tipu gospodinjstva
(Kladnik 1999) razlikuje od vrednotenja dopolnilnih ter mesanih kmetij.

Pri vrednotenju namena kmetijske pridelave smo se oprli na analizo vloge polkmetij v preobrazbi obme-
stij (Razpotnik Viskovi¢ 2013). Ta kaze, da so redke ¢iste kmetije, ki bi se s kmetijsko dejavnostjo ukvarjale
izklju¢no za lastno porabo, njihov delez pa je nekoliko visji med mesanimi kmetijami. V obeh primerih
dvomimo v vitalnost in stabilnost takih kmetij, saj v sodobnem druzbeno-ekonomskem sistemu tak nac¢in
gospodarjenja ne zagotavlja Zivljenjske ravni, primerljive s trzno usmerjenimi ali dopolnilnimi kmetijami.

Kmetijsko-okoljska placila so namenjena investiranju v okolju prijaznej$e kmetovanje in ohranjanju
javnih naravnih dobrin. Opozarjamo pa, da vseh okoljskih ukrepov ne moremo obravnavati izklju¢no kot
investicije, saj so lahko posledica zmanj$evanja intenzivnosti in obsega kmetijske dejavnosti na kmetiji.

Najem kmetijskih zemljis¢ je prilagoditev na razdrobljeno lastnigko strukturo in majhen obseg kmetij.
V primerjavi z lastni§tvom pomeni najem ve¢jo negotovost za kmetijo najemnico in odsotnost investicij
v ta kmetijska zemlji$¢a. Zanj se odlo¢ajo predvsem ¢iste in me$ane kmetije, da si zagotovijo zadostne povr$ine
kmetijskih zemljis¢ za ekonomsko prezZivetje, redkeje pa zemljis¢a najemajo dopolnilne kmetije (Razpotnik
Viskovi¢ 2013).

2.2 Siritveni potencial in konfliktnost

Lega kmetij v naselju vpliva na konfliktnost predvsem z nekmeckimi prebivalci naselja (Golobi¢, Marusic¢
in Kovaci¢ 2003). Nesoglasja so lahko povezana z dejavnostjo na kmeckem dvoris¢u in v kmeckih poslop-
jih ali pa s prevozom do kmetijskih zemlji$¢. Od lege v naselju je odvisna tudi moznost prostorske §iritve
gospodarskega sredis¢a kmetije. Stevilne kmetije, posebej tiste, ki so utesnjene znotraj strnjenih delov nase-
lij, so prostorsko omejene, bodisi zaradi fizicnih omejitev (relief, vodotoki, sosednje stavbe, prometnice)
bodisi zaradi predpisov in varovalnih ukrepov, opredeljenih v prostorskih dokumentih. Prostorsko stisko
lahko re$ujejo z odkupom ali najemom morebitnih razpoloZljivih zemlji$¢ v sose$¢ini. Ocenjujemo, da so
v tak nacin re$evanja prostorske utesnjenosti pripravljene investirati predvsem ¢iste kmetije.
Dostopanje do kmetijskih zemlji$¢ je pomembno zaradi upocasnitve oziroma oviranja prometa in
onesnazevanja javnih prometnic z blatom, ki ga kmetijski stroji prinasajo s kmetijskih zemlji§¢ (Perpar in

Preglednica 1: Ocene vrednotenja stabilnosti in vitalnosti kmetij.

AT - starostna sestava gospodinjstva

tip gospodinjstva: miado generacijsko zrelo stargjoce kombinirano
{iste 5 5 3 1 2
mesane in dopolnilne 5 4 3 1 2

A2 — namen kmetijske pridelave

namen kmetijske pridelave: v glavnem v glavnem 2 lastno
Z7a prodajo 24 lastno porabo porabo

(iste 5 2 1

mesane 5 3 1

dopolnilne 5 4 3

A3 — kmetijskookoljska placila

izplacilo KOP: da ne

vse kmetije 5 1

A4 — lastniSka struktura kmetijskih zemljiS¢ v uporabi (v nadaljevanju KZU)

deleZ najetih kKZU: ni najetih KZU v najemu vnajemuod 15 vnajemu od 30 v najemu ve¢
do 159 KZU do 309 kzU do 509 KZU kot 50 % KZU

(iste in mesane 5 4 3 2 1

dopolnilne 5 4 2 2 1
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Kovaci¢ 2006). Vozila s kmetijsko mehanizacijo so v primerjavi z drugimi vozili pocasnejsa in $irsa, zato
na prometno obremenjenih odsekih zmanj$ujejo varnost v cestnem prometu, problemati¢no je tudi nji-
hovo vklju¢evanje na prometnice.

Tip kmetovanja (Dernulc s sod. 2002) oznaduje proizvodno usmerjenost oziroma prevladujoce dejavno-
sti na kmetiji. Zivinorejske kmetije smo ocenili kot bolj izpostavljene konfliktom z okoliskim prebivalstvom,
zato smo jim pripisali niZje ocene v primerjavi s tistimi, ki se ukvarjajo z rastlinsko pridelavo. Obseg Zivino-
reje je pomembno izhodi$ce tudi za ugotavljanje stopnje obremenjevanja zemljis¢ z dusikom iz zivinskih
gnojil (Cergan s sod. 2003). Mejne vrednosti razredov GVZ/ha smo dolo¢ili na podlagi Uredbe o vnosu
nevarnih snovi in rastlinskih hranil v tla (1996) in lastnih analiz vrednosti GVZ/ha za obmestne kmetije
(Razpotnik Viskovi¢ 2013).

2.3 Kakovost in struktura kmetijskih zemljis¢

Talno $tevilo izraza pridelovalno sposobnost zemlji$¢a in je dolo¢eno z lastnostmi tal, ki so trajnega znacaja,
pri ¢emer visja vrednost pomeni bolj$o pridelovalno sposobnost zemljis¢a. Razrede smo povzeli po meto-
dologiji za vrednotenje tezavnostnih razmer na obmod¢jih z omejenimi dejavniki za kmetijsko pridelavo
(Cunder, Rednak in Zagorc 2007; Cigli¢ s sod. 2012).

Velikostna razdrobljenost daje informacijo o velikosti posameznih zemljiskih kosov, prostorska raz-
drobljenost pa o prostorski razporeditvi kosov posesti in njihovi oddaljenosti od sedeza kmetije. Za njuno
ovrednotenje smo uporabili koeficient razdrobljenosti (Gosar 1978).

Preglednica 2: Ocene vrednotenja Siritvenega potenciala in konfliktnosti.

B1 - lega kmetije v naselju

lega kmetije v naselju: zunaj strnjenega na robu strnjenega Znotraj strnjenega Znotraj strnjenega
dela naselja dela naselja dela naselja, dela naselja,
v sosescini so kmetije v sosesCini ni kmetif
vse kmetije 5 4 2 1

B2 - prostorska utesnjenost kmetije

prostorska utesnjenost: kmecko dvorisce pozidano kmecko dvorisCe,  pozidano kmecko dvorisce  pozidano kmecko dvorisce
zrazpoloZljivimi zemljisci az razpoloZljivimi in omejitve v sosescini, in omejitve v sosescini,
Za Siritev kmetije sosednjimi zemljisci zdrugo kmetijo v sosescini - nikmetije v sosescini
(iste 5 3 2 1
mesane in dopolnilne 5 2 2 1

B3 —dostopnost do kmetijskih zemljis¢

dostap do kmetijskih dostop le po nekategoriziranih dostop tudi po dostop tudi po
zemljisc: cestah (med njimi tudi (obcinskih) drzavnih in obcinskih

poljske poti) javnih poteh lokalnih cestah
vse kmetije 5 3 2

B4 — tip kmetovanja
tip kmetovanja: rastlinska pridelava mesana pridelava Zivinoreja
vse kmetije 5 3 1

B5 — okoljsko obremenjevanje z dusikom
vrednost GVZ/ha: vec kot 2 od2do 1,5 od1,5do 1 od1do0,75  manjkot 0,75
vse kmetije 1 2 3 4 5
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Zaokrozenost kmetijskih zemljis¢ je vrednotena s pomocjo povrsinsko obtezenega povprecnega indeksa
oblike AWMSI (ang. area-weigted mean shape index), ki uposteva velikost zemljiskih kosov, njihovo obliko
in razpr$enost (McGarigal in Marks 1995).

Melioracije se delijo na osusevanje, namakanje in agromelioracije. Slednje obsegajo ukrepe, ki izboljSujejo
fizikalne, kemijske in bioloske lastnosti tal ter dostop do kmetijskih zemljis¢ (internet 8).

2.4 Ucinki prostorskonacrtovalskih in varovalnih ukrepov na razvojni potencial kmetij

Obmocja varstva kmetijskih zemljis¢ so opredeljena v ob¢inskih prostorskih aktih in so namenjena traj-
nemu ohranjanju najkakovostnejseih kmetijskih zemljis¢. V okviru vrednotenja kakovosti kmetijskih zemljis¢
bi bilo smiselno izlo¢iti tista, prek katerih potekajo daljnovodi, pod katerimi potekajo plinovodi ter zem-
ljis¢a ob avtocestah in hitrih cestah, saj so izpostavljena trajnemu onesnaZevanju. Na teh zemlji$¢ih bi morala
biti kmetijska dejavnost omejena.

Ukrepi na vodovarstvenih obmoc¢jih so namenjeni zmanj$evanju nevarnosti, ogroZenosti in tveganj,
ki jih vodooskrbi lahko povzrocajo Ze obstojece ali na¢rtovane dejavnosti (Zakon o vodah 2002). Omeji-
tve kmetijske dejavnosti na teh obmodjih se nanasajo na gnojenje in uporabo sredstev za zas¢ito rastlin,
odvisne pa so od ravni vodovarstenega rezima.

Pri vrednotenju razvojnega potenciala kmetij smo upostevali tudi varovanje naravnih vrednot in vars-
tvo kulturne dedi$¢ine. Varovalni rezimi od lastnikov zemlji$¢ na teh obmogjih zahtevajo prilagoditve in
so omejevalni (Smid Hribar in Ledinek Lozej 2013), saj se morajo kmetije, katerih objekti so zavarovani
ali pa so na varovanem obmodju, pri $iritvi ali posodabljanju drzati strogih predpisov.

Preglednica 3: Ocene vrednotenja kakovosti in strukture kmetijskih zemljisc.

C1 - povprecno talno Stevilo kmetijskih zemljis¢

povprecno talno Stevilo od0do 25 0d 26 do 39 0d40do 57 od58do 75 od 76 do 100
kmetijskih zemljis¢:

vse kmetije 1 2 3 4 5

Q2 - prostorska in velikostna razdrobljenost kmetijskih zemljis¢

*koeficient pod 4 0d4do6,5 0d6,5do 10 od 10do 14,7 nad 14,7
razdrobljenosti:

vse kmetije 5 4 3 2 1

(3 - zaokroZenost kmetijskih zemljis¢

*povrsinsko obteZen pod 1,46 od 1,46 do 1,61 od 1,61do 1,84 od 1,84do 2,13 nad 2,13
povprecni indeks oblike

vse kmetije 5 4 3 2 1

(4 - delez kmetijskih zemljis¢ na obmodjih melioracijskih sistemov

deleZ kmetijskih zemljis¢ 0% 0d0do 15% od 15 do 30% od 30do 45 % veC kot 45 %
na obmodju melioracijskih

sistemov:

vse kmetije 1 2 3 4 5

(5 — deleZ kmetijskih zemljis¢ na obmodjih z omejenimi moZnostmi za kmetovanje

deleZ kmetijskih zemljis¢ do25% od 25 do 50 % 0d 50do 75 % vec kot 75 %

na obmodjih z omejenimi

moZnostmi za kmetovanje:

vse kmetije 5 4 2 1

*mejne vrednosti razredov so dolocene na podlagi podatkov za vzorcne kmetije na Kamniskobistriski ravnini (Razpotnik Viskovic 2012) in z uporabo Jenksove metode naravnih meja.
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Preglednica 4: Ocene vrednotenja ucinkov prostorskonacrtovalskih in varovalnih ukrepov na razvoj kmetij.

D1 - delez kmetijskih zemljis¢ na obmodjih varstva najboljsih kmetijskih zemljis¢

delez kmetijskih zemljis¢ manj kot 50 % 0d50do 75 % 0d 75 do 90 % veC kot 90 %
na obmodjih varstva

najboljsih kmetjjskih zemljisc:

vse kmetije 1 2 4 5

D2 — delez kmetijskih zemljis¢ na vodovarstvenih obmodjih

dele? kmetijskih zemljis¢ zemljisca niso na VW0 do 7096 na VW01 od 10do 209 na VW01 0d 20 vec kot
na vodovarstvenih ali do 309 na VV02 alivec kot30%na V02 do50% 50%
obmodjih: in/ali VO3 in/ali VO3 na VW1 na VW01
vse kmetije 5 4 3 2 1
D3 — varstvo naravnih vrednot in ohranjanje biotske raznovrstnosti
dele? kmetijskih zemljis¢ zemljisca niso teh do 15 % zemljisc od 15do25% 0d25d050%  vec kot 50%
na obmodjih naravnih na obmodjih na teh obmodjih zemljis¢ na teh zemljis¢ zemljis¢
vrednot, obmodjih obmodjih na teh na teh
natura 2000 in/ali ekolosko obmodjih obmodjih
pomembnih obmodjih:
vse kmetije 5 4 3 2 1
D4 — varstvo kulturne dediscine
varstvo kulturne dediscine: ne kmetija je na obmodju kmetija ima objekt

varstva kulturne dediscine s statusom kulturne dediscine
vse kmetije 5 3 1

D5 — namenska raba v veljavnih prostorskih aktih obcin

namenska raba v morfoloski kmetijske dejavnosti mesano obmodja stanovanjske
enoti, v kateri je kmetija: in objekii gradnje
(iste in meSane 5 3 1
dopolnilne 5 4 1
D6 — lastniska ureditev poljskih poti
lastniska ureditev vecina poljskih potiima manysi del poljske poti poljske poti so
poljskih poti: status javnega dobra ima status javnega v zasebnilasti

ali je v obcinski lasti dobra alije v obcinski lasti
vse kmetije 5 3 1

Opredelitev namenske rabe v naselju oziroma morfoloskih enot, namenjenih kmetovanju, je pomemb-
na tako za $iritev kmetij kot zmanjsevanje pritiska nekmeckih prebivalcev naselja. Od lastnigke ureditve
poljskih poti pa je odvisno nemoteno zagotavljanje dostopa do kmetijskih zemlji$¢ in zmanjsanje nevar-
nosti za nesoglasja med uporabniki poti in lastniki zemljis¢, prek katerih potekajo poljske poti.

3 Dolocitev utezi

Vsakemu od dvajsetih izbranih kazalnikov smo pripisali utez, ki prikazuje njegov relativen odnos do ostalih
parametrov. Utezi smo dolocali z metodo primerjave parov (Saaty 1980), kar pomeni, da smo primerjali
vsak par kazalnikov znotraj vsebinskega sklopa (A, B, C, D) in dolo¢ili pomen prvega v primerjavi z drugim
z lestvico $tevil od 1 do 9. Dobili smo $tiri primerjalne matrike in nato v vsaki izmed njih sesteli vredno-
sti v stolpcih in vsak element v matriki delili s pripadajoco vsoto stolpca. S tem smo prisli do normaliziranih
vrednosti. V naslednjem koraku smo izra¢unali povpreéje elementov v vsaki vrstici normalizirane matrike
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in tako prisli do utezi za vsak kriterij (Dular 2007). Kazalnike iz vseh sklopov smo na koncu zdruzili in
znova normalizirali vrednosti utezi. Vsakemu od sklopov smo pripisali enak pomen oziroma tezo — vso-
ta uteZi kriterijev iz enega sklopa je 0,25, njihova skupna vsota pa 1,00. Za podrobnejsi prikaz in moznosti
uteZevanja glej Razpotnik Viskovi¢ (2012).

4 Sklep

S predstavljeno metodologijo vrednotenja razvojnega potenciala obmestnih kmetij si prostorski naérto-
valci na obmocju njihove obravnave lahko zagotovijo pomembne informacije o trenutnem stanju in razvojnih
perspektivah kmetij. S kartografskim prikazom rezultatov vrednotenja lahko prepoznamo morebitna zgo-
stitvena jedra kmetij z ve¢jim ali manj$im razvojnim potencialom znotraj naselij ali pa ugotovimo, da takih
jeder ni in so kmecka gospodarstva prostorsko razprsena ter raznolika. Kmetije lahko preu¢ujemo tudi
po posameznih sklopih vrednotenja razvojnega potenciala in ugotovimo:
« njihov socialno-ekonomski polozaj,
« najbolj oziroma najmanj vitalne kmetije in problemati¢ne kmetije z vidika konfliktnosti z ostalimi upo-
rabniki prostora,

o katere kmetije imajo najbolj oziroma najmanj ugodno zemlji$ko strukturo in
« v kolik$ni meri so veljavni prostorski dokumenti prilagojeni kmetovanju in njegovemu razvoju.

Na ta nacin lahko opredelimo podrocja, na katerih imajo kmetije moc¢nejsi razvojni potencial in to
upostevamo v dolgorocnem nacrtovanju razvoja kmetijstva. Vrednotenje razvojnega potenciala kmetij pri-
poro¢amo kot del strokovnih podlag za pripravo lokalnih prostorskih na¢rtov (po veljavni zakonodaji so

prometnih in komunalnih omrezij ter dostopnostjo do druzbenih servisov« (Pogacnik 2006, 215).
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Glej angleski del prispevka.
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