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OBIJECTIVE

To assess the sustainability of Spanish sheep and Welsh beef mixed crop-livestock farming systems

METHODOLOGY

Farm sustainability was evaluated using MESMIS framework. It relies on a systemic approach by
the definition of five basic sustainability attributes: (a) Productivity (capacity to provide the
required level of goods and services); ( b) Stability (the ability of the system to cope with change);
(c) Adaptability (the ability to find new levels of balance or to continue offering benefits to long-
term changes in the environment); (d) Equity (the ability to distribute both intra - and
intergenerational benefits and costs fairly); (e) Self-reliance (the ability to regulate and control
interactions with the outside).

MESMIS EVALUATION

< Spanish Sheep Welsh Beef
OViaragdn Stage 1 Definition of the system Farming Systems Farming Systems
Stage 2 l Identification of critical points SWOT Analysis l SWOT Analysis
General characteristics of Spanish and Welsh farms sample l l
1 Selection of diagnostic criteria and
. . M eat S h ee p fa rmi ng SySte ms Stage 3 indicators 42 sustainability indicators 46 sustainability indicators
Sheep farming systems Beef farming systems .
Mean Minimum Maximum Mean Minimum Maximum aSSOC|atEd to CaSh Crops,
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

* Mixed sheep farms presented higher levels of self-sufficiency and equity than productivity. In terms of sustainability pillars, the social and economic
sustainability was lower than environmental sustainability.

* Beef farming systems obtained higher scores in self-sufficiency and productivity than in the other sustainability attributes. These farms scored lower for
social than economic and environmental sustainability.

* Mixed farming systems analysed could be more environmentally than socially and economically sustainable.

* Groups of farms that obtained highest productivity were less environmentally sustainable. But to achieve higher social and environmental sustainability
did not involve lower economic sustainability, i.e. productivity or self-sufficiency mainly.
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