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In this article the analysis of indexes of development of the suckling cattle breeding of the Lviv area is conducted in a cut naturally
economic areas. Basic attention is concentrated on efficiency of activity of agricultural enterprises of area. The results of this research will point
out those defects that exist in practical activity of enterprises, and prevent their normal and effective functioning. The aggregate of the offered
measures will be instrumental in the increase of effectiveness of conduct of the suckling cattle breeding agricultural enterprises and will be
instrumental in diminishing of influence of negative factors on their activity
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2000 36,1 - 66,0 - 1913 - 69 -

2006 14,3 39,6 31,2 47,3 2605 136,2 76 110,1

2007 13,7 95,8 28,8 92,3 2297 88,1 77 101,3

2008 11,6 84,7 24,3 84,4 2655 115,6 66 85,7

2009 10,7 92,2 23,7 97,5 2678 100,9 70 106,1
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1283 11,9 3718 15,7 3585 184,0
234 2,2 486 2,1 1756 25,8
1361 12,7 1245 5,2 2520 66,7

’ - 266 2,5 391 1,7 3079 28,5
2540 23,7 7753 32,7 2984 218,7
763 7,1 1505 6,3 2746 126,4
239 2,2 772 3,3 2698 133,4
6686 62,3 15870 67,0 2767 111,9
207 1,9 325 1,4 1900 52,2
462 4,3 942 3,9 1585 91,9
413 3,9 948 4,0 3363 34,4
268 2,5 613 2,6 1648 72,1
162 1,5 378 1,6 1879 69,4
41 0,4 71 0,3 4450 22,1
536 4,9 1265 5,4 2644 75,5
749 7,0 721 3,0 2266 61,3
2838 26,5 5263 22,2 2467 59,9
910 8,5 2034 8,7 2489 275,5

- - - - - -
57 0,5 79 0,3 1366 31,1
222 2,1 412 1,7 2171 46,9

- - - - - -

 
 

1189 11,1 2525 10,7 1205 70,7
 12 0,1 22 0,09 199 9,1

  10725 100 23680 100 2655 101,4
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