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Summary 
Vorkun L., Demkovich L. 

The Institute of Regional Research of National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine 
ANALYSIS OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES OF LVIV REGION’S RURAL 

TERRITORIES 
Features of the natural resources of rural territories Lviv's region are given. 

Perspective of their usage in order to increase the efficiency of development rural 
territories of the region is analysed. 
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