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Tolerance of forest plant communities to recreational loads and methods of 
improvement. Lukisha V. Analyzes and functional ecosystem approach to evaluating and 
improving the tolerance of recreational and health of forests, found their dialectical relationships 
and expected results of the implementation of economic measures: zoning and land use, and 
landscape formation parcels of open, semi-open and closed, as well as measures to preserve 
biodiversity and productivity of forest ecosystems. Keywords: recreational forests, recreational 
digression, tolerance of forest ecosystems, ecosystem and functional approaches, forming parcels, 
forest landscapes. 
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