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Summary 

Berezivskiy  P.S. 1, Berezivskiy Ya. P. 2  
1Lviv National Agrarian University  

2Lviv National University of Veterinary Medicine and Biotechnologies named 
after S.Z. Hzhytskyi 

THE FINAL RESULTS OF FARM DEVELOPMENT IN LVIV 
REGION IN POST - REFORM PERIOD. 

Based on the conducted analysis of the development of agricultural 
production and technical support the final evaluation of farm development in Lviv 
region in post-reform period have been presented. 

Key words: farm, final evaluation, agricultural production, resources support, 
post-reform period. 
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