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The discussion paper tends to assess the situation in the regions of Ukraine from the positions of
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), adopted by United Nations in 2015. Based on the officially localized
national SDGs and appropriate indicators for Ukraine, the authors designed their own vision of the system
of indicators, available in regional disaggregation, that estimate SDGs at the level of each region of Ukraine
in 2015 as baseline year for SDG progress at global and, in particular, Ukrainian levels. In order to obtain
the representative and reliable regional-level data, the set of indicators was partly modified compared to the
adopted nation-level SDGs indicators for Ukraine.

The study was performed in two dimensions:

 the levels of regional indicators for each of 17 SDGs were analyzed and possible measures to improve
sustainable development progress were suggested to be taken by local authorities;

 the situation in each region of Ukraine from the viewpoint of SDGs indicators levels was analyzed and
the priorities of regions’ development were suggested based on these criteria.

The study gave an opportunity to compare the situation in the regions of Ukraine from the viewpoint of
their balanced development based on SDGs criteria, as well as to line out the leading regions and troubled
regions, forming the integral indicators for SDGs for Ukraine.

The displayed set of regional SDGs indicators represents the authors’ vision of the possible regional
dimension of sustainable development assessment, based on the existing opportunities of national statistics,
and should undergo further expert discussion and adjustment.

The obtained data can be used to coordinate the activity of local governments concerning the implementation
of SDGs in Ukraine, to settle or amend the priorities of nation-level policy of SDGs implementation and
complementary regional development policy, to provide expert or (in case of officially approved indicators)
managerial monitoring of sustainable development of the regions of Ukraine. In particular, the authors offered
their vision of SDGs implementation in regional strategic policy papers.

The discussion paper was prepared by a team led by Anatoly Maksiuta. The team members included
expert-coordinator Svitlana Kovalivska, country experts Yaroslav Zhalilo and Vadym Pishcheiko. The regional
data collection was provided by the group of regional coordinators, working in each region of Ukraine:
Anastasia Lanina (Vinnytsia region), Iryna Paschuk (Volyn region), Elena Kharchenko (Dnipropetrovsk region),
Natalya Yaremenko (Donetsk region), Oksana Krapich (Zhytomyr region), Lyubov Pavlovich (Zakarpattya
region), Gennadiy Ustimov (Zaporizhya region), Larisa Pylyukh (lvano-Frankivsk region), Sivilia Akmerova
(Kyiv region), Konstantin Kamma (Kirovograd region), Natalya Yaremenko (Luhansk region), Irina Galayko (Lviv
Oblast), Tatyana Gvozd (Mykolayiv region), Tetyana Mayak (Odesa region), Victoria Kurilko (Poltava region),
Olga Kashevskaya (Rivne region), Tamara Kharchenko (Sumy region), lhor Stefanyshyn (Ternopil region),
Svetlana Karpinska (Kharkiv region), Esma Umerova (Kherson region), Vyacheslav Tretyak (Khmelnytskiy
region), Anna Babkova (Cherkasy region), Tetyana Bovt (Chernivtsi region), Nina Pidkolizna (Chernihiv region).
The translation has been done by Topperevod team under general editorship of Anna Isichko. Editorial
proofreading has been performed by Yaryna Tsymbal. Graph design and text design has been elaborated by
Svitlana Kovalivska and Yurii Klymenko.

The study was performed with the support of UNDP Office in Ukraine.

This paper shall not represent the views of UNDP. All views expressed
are authors’ solely and do not necessarily reflect the position of UNDP.
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1.1. Goals, targets and structure of the study

The Goal of this study is to determine the relevant
instrument for measuring the baseline level of the
regional-level SDGs and to ensure its quantification
in each of the regions of Ukraine, subject to the
national targets of the SDGs and their achievement
indicators. This allows to identify the strengths and
weaknesses of Ukraine in reaching the regional-
level SDGs in the baseline period and recommend
the implementation of regional indicators for
sustainable development into a system of regional
strategic documents.

To achieve the goal of the study and deliver its
results, the following targets were identified and met:

1. formulate a set of relevant indicators for the
region level SDGs as of the end of the baseline
period subject to actually obtainable readings of
their measurement for all regions of Ukraine;

2. determine the set of data necessary to create
indicators and to monitor them subsequently;

3. obtain the actual values of the indicators of the SDGs;

4. determine the lists of strategic and planning
documents recommended for the consideration
and monitoring of each SDGs indicator for each
of 24 regions;

5. assess each SDG baseline in the regions of
Ukraine by comparing with the basic national
indicators;

6. assess the baseline level of the SDGs in each
region of Ukraine by comparing with the basic
national indicators;

As a result of the study, several analytical
products were generated, which will be an important
guide and source for local authorities in writing
regional reports and tracking the progress of both
national and regional SDGs. In particular, these are:

e a summary table of the SDG indicators for all
regions of Ukraine;

« region ranking tables for each of the 17 SDGs;

 tables of the SDGs indicators in comparison
with the baseline national rates for each of the
24 regions;

e an analytical report with conclusions on the
SDG indicators for each region of Ukraine,
compared to the baseline national indicators,
the impact of each region’s performance on the
rate of achievement of the country-level SDGs.

We should emphasize that the absolute majority
of the indicators included in the report are taken as
of baseline year for the National Baseline Report,
which is 2015. This, on the one hand, facilitated
the collection of statistical data, due to the fact that
almost all of this data has already been formed. On
the other hand, 2015 is marked with the deepest
decline of Ukraine's economy over the last five years,
which damaged the most economically developed
regions. This means that, given the changes that
have occurred in these regions, the baseline rates
may not be sufficient to objectively reflect the current
progress of the SDGs.

1.2. Executive summary

This analytical study represents the next
consecutive step towards the implementation
in Ukraine of 17 Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) and 169 targets, approved at the United
Nations Summit on Sustainable Development in
2015. Indeed, the 2030 Sustainable Development
Agenda. adopted at this Summit, is a universal
collective responsibility that covers global, national
and territorial (regional and local) levels. The SDGs
implementation is governed by ‘leaving no one behind’
principle. This means that the implementation of the
SDGs should entail both direct and reciprocal links
between the global challenges facing mankind and
the daily life of every person, wherever the latter
lives and whoever he/she is.

The SDGs have been incorporated into the
agendas of governments of many nations and
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major international financial and humanitarian
organizations making a fully fledged ‘road map’
for the mankind. This laid the groundwork for the
allocation of significant global, public and private
investment to meet the indicators and achieve
the SDGs at all levels of governance, including
regional and local ones. These investments aimed
at promoting innovative solutions and changes at
all levels in areas, relevant to the transformations
in four dimensions of the SDGs, namely economic,
social, environmental and institutional.

Ukraine has at the highest national level recognized
the Resolution of the Summit ‘Transforming
our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development’, which set the SDGs, and launched
the process of their adaptation. The UN system and
the United Nations Development Program (UNDP)



in Ukraine in particular, promotes and supports the
implementation of the 2030 Agenda and the SDGs
in Ukraine both at the national, regional and local
levels. In 2017 the Government of Ukraine, with
support from UNDP, made first step on this way and
prepared the National Baseline Report ‘Sustainable
Development Goals: Ukraine™. which delivers a
vision of the benchmarks for Ukraine to achieve the
Sustainable Development Goals and launches the
National System of Goals (86 national development
targets and 172 indicators for their monitoring). As
one of the next steps towards making sustainable
development a reality for the people of Ukraine, two
important challenges need to be addressed: creation
of relevant institutional mechanism and localization
of the SDGs at the level of regions (oblasts) and local
communities (hromadas).

Strengthening the capacity for the SDG-based
planning and potential integration into regional
strategies and programs, as well as promotion of
the establishment of augmented monitoring system
for the achievement of the SDGs, are the main steps
in addressing mentioned challenges, which laid the
basis for this study.

This study concerns the localization of the SDGs at
the regional level. The first steps have been already
taken with the support of UNDP in Ukraine and
with the financial assistance of partners providing
international technical support. In particular, with
the participation of regional authorities and wide
network of public organizations and territorial
communities, a series of discussions were held
in the regions and regional reports on SDGs were
prepared in Dnipropetrovsk and Volyn oblasts?
These reports present the results of the discussion
of adapted tasks, indicators for monitoring and target
values of indicators of sustainable development
for these regions. On the one hand, these two pilot
projects provided the relevant regional authorities
with their first experience of localization of the SDGs
and raised the awareness of the need to align the
regional development strategies and programmes
with the SDGs, and, on the other hand, identified a
number of problems to be addressed systematically
across all regions. One of these problems is the
establishment of a coherence between the goals,
targets and indicators, defined by the National
Baseline Report and relevant regional reports. It is
crucial both for the preparation of such reports and
relevant regional strategies, and for the monitoring

of the achievement of the SDGs at the national,
regional, and, prospectively, local levels.

For the SDGs to become effective elements
of strategic planning at the regional level, it is
necessary to create an appropriate assessment
tool of measurement of the SDGs at this level.

A detailed approach to the definition of indicators
is described in Chapter 2.

It should be noted that the regional-level SDG
indicators play rather informative than prescriptive
role. For the purposes of decision-making (including
decisions on the development of a strategy to
achieve the SDGs), an in-depth analysis of causes
of regional indicators’ deviations from the national
average should be conducted at the regional level.

As aresult of the study, a set of relevantindicators
of the regional-level SDGs was formed (as enlisted
in Annex 1). Also, an assessment of the baseline
level by each SDG in the regions of Ukraine was
made together with regional ranking based on the
obtained indicators. The results of this assessment
are presented in Chapter 3 of the study. Mentioned
chapter describes the starting point, with regards to
each of the goals in the regions of Ukraine, provides
conclusions on the main troubled regions for the
relevant goal and presents a ranking of regions by
the baseline of the indicators for each of the goals.
The summarized data on SDGs in terms of 'leading
indicators’in the regions of Ukraine as of the baseline
year are shown in Figure 1.

One of the key tasks of the study was to measure
the SDGs targets baseline in each region of Ukraine
and to define the point of departure for each goal,
compared to the basic national indicators. Chapter 4
of the study reveals the main results of aforesaid
analysis, like the baseline level of the SDGs in each
region based on received regional indicators, the
outcomes of the comparative analysis of regional
and national indicators, the conclusions on the most
challenging goals for given region. In addition, each
region of Ukraine is provided with spreadsheets
and lists of strategic and planning documents
recommended for the consideration and monitoring
of the SDG indicators (given as separate references
for each region in Chapter 4). The summarized data
on baseline of the SDGs by ‘leading indicators’ in
each of the regions of Ukraine are shown in Figure 2.

The summarized conclusions of the analysis
of the collected data on the role of regions in the

' National Baseline Report ‘Sustainable Development Goals: Ukraine’, 2017. Access mode:_https://bit.ly/2FF5xYR

2 Sustainable Development Goals: Dnipro-2030. Regional report, 2018. URL:_https://bit.ly/2V1JuB0
Sustainable Development Goals: Volyn, Regional Report, 2018. URL: https://bit.ly/2FwlJKK



 http://www.un.org.ua/images/SDGs_NationalReportUA_Web_1.pdf  
 http://www.ua.undp.org/content/dam/ukraine/docs/SDGreports/%D0%A0%D0%B5%D0%B3%D0%B8%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%B0%D0%BB%D1%8C%D0%BD%D0%B0%20%D0%B4%D0%BE%D0%BF%D0%BE%D0%B2%D1%96%D0%B4%D1%8C%20%D0%94%D0%BD%D1%96%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%BE.pdf. 

Figure 1. SDGs in terms of 'leading indicators’® in the regions of Ukraine as of
the baseline year, points
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description in Chapter 2.
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SDGs in Ukraine, both in terms of the baseline of
the SDGs by all regions and the contribution of each
region to the achievement of the SDGs, as well as the
recommendations for the alignment of the regional
strategic documents with the SDG, are given in
Chapter 5 of this study.

It should be noted, that these conclusions do
not consider the late changes of 2016-2018, and
the definition of such rating shall not be the main
aim of this study. At the same time, it allows to
draw attention, both at regional and national levels,
to those areas that should be of prior concern of
national and regional policies and get necessary
financial resources.

Also, a significant uneven regional distribution
often cannot be reasonably explained in the process
of analysis of indicators themselves. The difference
can be caused with the specifics of the organization
of accounting and data collection in the region, the
specifics of the baseline year 2015, random events,
finally - very different prerequisites for development
etc. To explain the differentiation, a more in-depth
analysis of collateral statistics is required, not
foreseen by this study.

The obtained database of indicators for the region-
level SDGs forms a basis for developing the tools for

setting target indicators for the future (2020, 2025
and 2030), which will allow to perform systematic
monitoring of the quality of regional development,
provide an opportunity for public assessment of
the development of regions and progress of the
region level SDGs with the involvement of non-
governmental organizations and think-tanks.

Regular update of the database indicators (on the
annual basis, ideally) for subsequent periods would
allow to perform systematic monitoring of changes
in each area of the SDGs. The identification of
progress and challenges of sustainable development
of the regions of Ukraine creates the basis for further
development of the regional targets of achieving the
SDGs subject to the peculiarities of each of the regions.

The potential practical application of the results
includes the following: development of measures on
the implementation of the 2030 Agenda for region-
level SDGs through regional reports, accounting
the sustainable development and related indicators
in regional dimension during the development and
improvement of regional development strategies
and relevant operational plans, sectoral strategies,
including the introduction of appropriate indicators
into the 2027 State Strategy for Regional
Development.
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For the purpose of the study. authors developed
a method for determining the region level SDGs
achievement indicators and their comparative analysis.

The national indicators defined in the National
Baseline Report served as the basis for the regional
indicators of the SDGs. In the case that regional
disaggregation of national indicators is impossible
for certain reasons (lack of data or statistical
observation), a relevant indicator is used as a
substitute and the number of such indicator was
marked by (a) letter. The definition of substitute
region level indicators is conditioned with the
approaches applied globally and nationally in the
process of selecting and establishing appropriate
indicators, subject to the criteria and classification
developed by the Interagency and Expert Group on
SDGs (IAEG-SDG)*.

The general requirements for the definition of
substitute indicators are as follows. The indicators
should:

1. Be measurable in ordinary and commonly used
units, for example, kg, ha, million UAH, tones,
days, etc,;

2. Meet the requirements of monitoring stability
and take into account the frequency or cyclical
nature of the studied phenomenon;

3. Be verifiable, if necessary, by independent
assessment or by other methods;

4. Be affordable for data collection (i.e., be low cost):

5. Be relevant and adequate within the context,
thatis, to correspond to the subject of study and
to be closely related to the monitored goals, to
have a logical connection with the goals and
targets of the studied process or phenomenon;

6. Bereliable andintrinsic, thatis, reliable sources
of information responsible for collecting the
indicators should be identified;

7. Be sensitive to changes that need to be tracked
but sufficiently resistant to side effects/changes;

8. Indicate progress in achieving the desired
result. Indicators of a result is a specific
measure of a phenomenon or process, which
demonstrates actual progress in achieving the
desired result;

9. Be simple and clear for understanding.

As a result, 167 region level indicators unified
for all regions and maximally approximated
to the national ones were identified, including
the preservation of the nationally established
corresponding numbering. The baseline level is
set as of the end of 2015. Summarized results for
indicators at the appropriate levels are given in
Table 1, with the definition of the numbers of the
relevant regional indicators and their comparison
with the national level.

Table 1

The national and regional SDGs indicators according to the IAEG-SDG classification
Levels of the indicators, approximated to the IAEG-SDG classification National level®* | Regional level
Level I: the indicator is conceptually clear, methodology and standards are 124 86
available, and data is produced and published at a regular basis
Level Il: the indicator is conceptually clear, a methodology and standards are 26 68
available, but data is produced and published at a non-regular basis
Level lll: the indicator has no defined methodology or standards so far 22 13
Total indicators 172 167

4 Sustainable Development Goal indicators website. Access mode: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/iaeg-sdgs/tier-classification/

5 Indicators for monitoring the state of achievement of Sustainable Development Goals: data collection and calculation
method. Analytical Report. N. Vlasenko. Access mode: https://bit.ly/2UVz0I9
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‘Leading Indicators’ for each SDG

SDG ‘leading indicator’

1.1.1.(a) Share of the population whose average per capita equivalent

,Mh'ﬂ' Goal 1. No Poverty money income per month is lower than the actual minimum
subsistence level in the total number of population, %
({{§ 2.2.1. Labor productivity in agricultural companies measured
. (Goal2. ZeroHunger with prices fixed in 2010, UAH 1.000 per one employee
Good Health and 3.5.1.(a) Average expected lifespan for men upon reaching age
(N Goal 3. .
Well-Being of 15
i . . 4.5.1. (@) Number of persons who attended educational institutions
m' Ceal s Cuely ZeleEios (I-IV accreditation grade), per 10.000 persons of population
g Goal 5. Gender Equality 5.6.1. Ratio of average wages for men and women, %
E Goal 6 Clean Water and 6.4.1. Water intensity of GRP, cubic meters of water used per
" Sanitation UAH 1.000 of GRP (actual prices)
Affordable and Clean 7.4.1.(a) Engrgymtensﬂy ofGRP(lconsumptlon ofenergy—yleldlng
Goal 7. Ener materials and petro-chemical products) conventional tons
gy per UAH million of GRP
Decent Work and 0
Goal 8. Economic Growth 8.3.1. (a) Employment rate among persons aged 15-70, %
Goal 9 Industry, Innovation 9.5.1. Share of expenditure on research and technical work
" and Infrastructure in GRP, %
10.1.1. (a) Income ratio of most affluent 10 percent and least
Goal 10. Reduced Inequalities well-off 10 percent, ranged according to index of per
capita parity income
Goal 11. Sustalnal.)l.e Cities and 11.1.2. (a) Housing per capita/ per household, sg.m
Communities
Goal 12 Responsible Production 12.4.1. (a) Volume of waste generated per unit of GRP, kg per
" and Consumption USD 1.000 in actual prices
Goal 13. Climate Action 13.1.1. (a) Volume of emissions of air pollutfant's from stationary
sources, tones per sq.km, of the region’s area
14.1.1.(a) Share of discharges of polluted wastewater into surface
Goal 14. Life Below Water waters of the region in total discharges of sewage water
of the region, %
Goal 15. Life on Land 15.1.2. Share of areg of territories and objec‘Fs ofothe natural
reserve fund in the total area of the region, %
Goal 16 Peace, Justice and 16.1.2.(a) Number of killed and injured victims of crimes in oblast,

Strong Institutions

cases per 1.000 persons

Partnerships for

" the Goals

17.3.1.

Number of projects of public-private partnership, inter
alia concession and property lease in oblasts as of end
of period, units
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Subject to the nature of the identified regional
indicators of the SDGs, which can be divided into
relative® and absolute’ according to the calculation
method, and into stimulator and de-stimulator®
according to their contribution to the result, the following
approaches are offered for determining the impact of
each region on the level of the CDG achievement:

1. The method of horizontal benchmarking is
applied to analyze each indicator by finding a
deviation from the value of the baseline level
of the national indicator. In absolute terms. it is
used by finding absolute deviation. The resulting
value is the absolute deviation (+/-) from the
national value. For the relative indicators, it is
used by finding a relative deviation. The resulting
value is the ratio (times, >1/<1) to the national
value. The results are interpreted in tabular
form.The corresponding deviation value is given
in color, while the stimulator/de-stimulator is
considered as follows: in particular, the greater
the deviation value is for the stimulator and less
for the de-stimulator, the closer the color of the
corresponding cell in each of the 17 Goal tables
is to the color of the particular goal;

2. The method of multidimensional comparisons
is used to compare the baseline rates of the
indicators for each goal by region. The source
data for each indicator in each region is
normalized to the interval [0;1] of the minimum
and maximum aggregate values, subject to the
stimulators and de-stimulators®. The resulting
interval is divided into ten equal segments in
increments by 0.1. Each value of the normalized
rate receives a point from 1 to 10, depending
on which segment it belongs to. Thus, the
maximum point associates with the value of the
indicator of the region, which in the baseline
period had the highest rate, and the minimum
point - respectively, with the lowest rate. Due
to certain limitations, the accessibility and
availability of data for all regions, and in order
to avoid distortion of summarized data, it is
proposed not to use the integral calculations
of the entire aggregate of calculated data.
Instead, for comparative analysis and graphical
interpretation of data, one ‘leading indicator’ for
each target is selected (Table 2) by analogy with

the calculation of the World's First SDG Index'®,
considering the following criteria:

Feasibility. Data must be available in good quality
and for all regions;

Suitability. The indicator should be multifaceted and
have a close conceptual fit with a Goal;

Relevance. The indicator complies as close as
possible with the selected indicators of
the SDG Index.

Itis clear, that the selected 17 ‘leading indicators’
do not provide the full picture of sustainable
development across all regional indicators, and
important aspects can be missed, therefore this
approach is predominantly used for graphical
interpretation of the data obtained and the
comparative characterization of the baseline level
of the SDGs achievement. Thus, based on selected
17 ‘leading indicators’, general diagrams were
constructed, in particular:

» the charts of baseline levels of the region-
level SDGs achievement are presented for
each Goal (Chapter 3).

+ the charts of baseline levels of the SDGs
achievement are presented for each region
(Chapter 4).

As an auxiliary tool for the analysis of baseline
SDGs achievement by each region, in comparison
with others, the indicator values in terms of each Goal
are used. To demonstrate these indicator values, 17
charts were designed in spreadsheets for each region.

At the same time, this study suggests a more
detailed analysis of the baseline level of regional
indicators of the SDGs in terms of goals (Chapter 3)
and regions (Chapter 4), using the initial data of each
SDG indicator, summarized in the corresponding
spreadsheets.

Please note that baseline data for this study
originates from the official sources of information
(see Annex 1), is available for all users and is highly
commended by the international organisations'.
Data on Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts is available
only for the government-controlled territories,
except for data on population size which is given
with account of occupied territories.

6 The name of the indicator often begins with the words ‘share’, ‘ratio’

7 The name of the indicator often begins with the words ‘'number’, ‘area’

8 Stimulator - the greater the value of the indicator is, the better the result is; de-stimulator - on the contrary, the greater the

value of the indicator is, the worse the result is.

? The normalized value of the stimulator rate is inversely proportional to the normalized value of the de-stimulator.
0 The SDG Index for reach countries, 2015. Access mode: https://bit.ly/1itGWYo

" Adapted Global Assessment of the National Statistical System of Ukraine, Jan Byfuglien, Gabriel Gamez, Peter Hackl, Claudia
Junker, Bronislava Kaminskiene, and Kurt Wass.), 2012,— p.5. URL: https://bit.ly/2TFX4bE
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THE CONTENT OF THIS CHAPTER

Chapter 3 is made of 17 paragraphs which contain the estimate of
baseline level of achievement of each of the SDG by the regions of
Ukraine. Each paragraph is devoted to separate goal and provides the
following information.

Resume of situation with respective goal achievement in the regions of
Ukraine as of 2015. Baseline of the goal achievement is described using
actual data of the SDG region level indicators which describe the goal
at regional level together with their comparison with relevant nation
level indicators. Based on this data comparison, a range of particular
conclusions was made on the most urgent challenges for each region
in relevant development area as of baseline 2015. As the authors
stress, firstly this research has no purpose to rate regions according
to their development in separate development areas, and secondly the
data provided describes solely the situation in baseline year. At the
same time, performed research allows to define areas of development
that should get utmost attention and resources. In some cases, the
difference in values of separate indicators for various regions cannot be
explicitly explained, therefore it might be caused either by peculiarities
of procedures of registration and collection of data in some regions or
by peculiarities of baseline year conditions, or by any other reasons. In
such cases the dependable explanation of differentiation can be offered
only upon in-depth analysis subject to further research.

Tables of data on indicators which measure respective SDG at regional
level, in the context of regions. In vertical order (in lines), the table
shows a data responding to nation level goals and targets, as well as
to indicators of goal at regional level. A system of the SDG region level

indicators is based on national indicators defined in the National Report
‘Sustainable Development Goals: Ukraine' dated 2017. Direct regional
disaggregation is impossible for some indicators (please see details
in Chapter 2). Due to this, any such indicator was replaced with other
appropriate indicator, and its number was supplemented with mark
(a). In horizontal order, the table contains data in two columns for each
indicator. First column keeps data on respective region level indicators in
baseline 2015. Second column contains the data on difference between
baseline values of regional indicators and baseline values of respective
national indicators (or the deviation of regional data from national
one), namely absolute divergence is marked with '+/-', and relative
divergence is marked '>1/<1". Can the divergence to the less or to the
bigger values speak for positive picture? This depends on whether the
indicator is stimulator or de-stimulator. To make things clear, this issue
is illustrated with colored background of table cells; namely, the cells
are colored differently - from transparent to utmost dark color which
corresponds to maximum deviation towards positive picture. Thus, the
darker is the cell's background coloring, the better.

Bar or pie charts of values of indicators which measure respective goal,
for regions. These charts for region level indicators illustrate data as
shown in first column of the previous table. They are ranked from bigger
to smaller value. Together with this, the bar charts provide data both
in regional and national contexts (values of national indicators), which
makes data easy to compare. In certain cases, the data is inseparable
from the whole dimension, then the pie charts were applied to illustrate it.
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Goal 1. No Poverty

There is a good reason to open a list of globally
set goals for sustainable development with the
‘end poverty' goal. Poverty, especially wide scaled
one, significantly reduces the capacity of national
communities to develop in a united, balanced
and strategically oriented way. The challenge of
eradicating poverty is growing more comprehensive
and tough due to multi-dimensional phenomenon of
poverty, which aggravates over the global community
evolution. At the same time, there are new frontiers
for success in addressing this challenge, as well as
in mitigating those drivers of poverty that cannot be
promptly eliminated.

Regional differentiation of poverty indicators can
reach quite significant scale. Its level is affected by
the demographic structure of region’'s population
(share of employable population, the gender and
age composition of population, etc.) and the level of
region’s economic development, which determines
economics’ ability to ensure all employable
members of communities with opportunity to get
appropriate earned or business income. In its turn,
the organizational capacity of regional authorities
defines the effectiveness of poverty eradication
measures in the form of targeted assistance
from state budget (rendered indirectly through
intergovernmental transfers) and local budgets.

One should keep in mind, that regional authorities
have a restricted ability to influence certain range of
parameters that define the poverty rate in the region.
Some of such parameters are: national overall
price level and its trend, basic social standards
(in particular, minimum wages and subsistence
minimum), rates of financing the national obligations
and competence delegated at regional level,
corresponding rates of wages in public sector, etc.

At the same time, regional authorities possess
a wide array of powers and tools allowing them to
create significant effect on overall poverty rate in
the region. These tools include targeted assistance
in money and kind, provision of free basic services
to certain groups of citizens, enhancement of
opportunities for employment, productive labor and
entrepreneurial activity on behalf of economically
active population.

A comparison of regional dimensions of the
selected basic indicators selected as baseline for
Goal 1 has demonstrated a significant differentiation
rate. Using the real subsistence minimum indicator
(officially calculated by the Ministry of Social Policy),
gives the opportunity to compare levels of official

income of the population of the regions; and, which
is important, comparing with the average income
indicator, also allows to estimate income distribution.
The city of Kyiv (42,7%), Zaporizhzhia (50,5%), Kyiv
(51.3%), Kharkiv (54.4%), Chernihiv (55,0%), Odesa
(55.3%) and Dnipropetrovsk (56.6%) oblastshave
shown considerably better results in comparison with
the all Ukrainian indicator (62.6%). At the same time,
more than 70% of the population get lower than the
real subsistence minimum in ten oblasts of Ukraine,
mostly Rivne (85,0%) and Kmelnytsky (76.4%). This
indicator has certain correlation with average wages
levels: generally, leaders and outsiders coincide
by both indicators. However, some regions show
significant deviations. E.g., Rivne oblast is 11™ from
top in average wage levels, Khmelnitsky is ranked
17t Dnipropetrovsk oblast, ranking 3rd by wage
(after Kyiv and Donetsk), shows 56,6% of people,
earning below real subsistence minimum.

Since 2015, poverty indicators in Ukraine
improved significantly. In particular, the proportion
of population with equivalent incomes below the real
subsistence minimum rate has decreased to 49.0%
(2017), while thir minimum rate itself increased by
1.3 times.

Existence of population living below the poverty
rate dictates the need in targeted state assistance
allocation. Meanwhile, statistics data on social care
coverage for distressed people is quite differentiated.
Poltava (100%), Kirovohrad (99.7%), Kharkiv (98.6%),
Khmelnytskyi (97.4%), and Mykolaiv oblasts (96.3%)
report the highest coverage rates, while less than
half of those in need are covered in Volyn (20%) and
Cherkasy (47%) oblasts, according to reported data.

Obviously, significant differentiation at this level
depends on ‘loose’ interpretation of the methodology
of identifying individuals requiring social care
services, as well as of registry system for rendered
social care services (in particular mechanism for
registering the sufficiency of rendered services).
In particular, the absence of a unified register
of assisted people brings to unavoidable double
counting of individuals receiving assistance in kind;
in 2015 in Ukraine the share of the latter constituted
81% of all assisted people. Therefore, subsequent
use of this indicator for the success measurement
of achieving the sustainable development goals at
regional level is impossible without improvement of
accountancy of people receiving social care services
and standardization of levels of assistance.
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Goal Goal 1. No Poverty

the population whose
average per capita
equivalent money
income per month

is lower than the
actual minimum
subsistence level in
the total number of
population, %

of social service
coverage for people
finding themselves
in difficult life
circumstances in
total number of such
people, %

Target 1.1 Reduce the 1.2 Increase the 1.3 Increase the resilience of socially
poverty level by 75 coverage of poor vulnerable groups of the population
percent, in particular | people with targeted
through the social assistance
elimination of its programmes
extreme forms

Indicator 1.1.1. (a) Share of 1.2.1.(a) Share 1.3.1.(a) Share of 1.3.2. Share of

households which
report themselves as
poor while assessing
their material well-
being, %

food expenditure in
total household
spending, %

+/-or >1/<1 - deviation from /ratio with the national indicator as of 2015
Exceptions: 1.1.1 (a), 1.3.1 (a), 1.3.2 — de-stimulator, given the converse readings in colors.

TRACKING PROGRESS ON SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS FOR THE REGIONS OF UKRAINE:

2015 +/- 2015 +/- 2015 +/- 2015 +/-
Ukraine (2015) 62.60 56.30 70.70 53.10

Oblasts

Vinnytsya 64.70 210 5950 | 320 8140 1070 |  52.80

Volyn 7270 | 1010 | 2000 | -36.30 |  45.60 59.80 | 6.70
Dnipropetrovsk 56.60 56.00 -0.30 80.20 9.50 52.90 -0.20
Donetsk 65.50 290 | 100.00 6510 | -5.60 6010 | 7.0
Zhytomyr 7370 | 1110 | 71.50 5010 | 5420 | 1.10
Zakarpattya 61.10 10000 | 2930 |  49.00
Zaporizhya 50.50 85.90 |  15.20 46.50
Ivano-Frankivsk 6760 | 500 9300 90.60 | 1990 | 5090

Kyiv 51.30 85.00 | 1430 | 5340 0.30
Kirovohrad 68.20 560 99.70 1560 53.20 | 0.10
Luhansk 68.90 630 83.80 7540 | 470 |  48.00

Lviv 70.00 740 | 7410 6400 | -670 57.20 |
Mykolayiv 70.70 810 9630 91.00 | 2030 | 5280

Odesa 55.30 8340 | 1270 | 5750 | 440
Poltava 63.90 130 | 100.00 50,00 |

Rivne 8500 | 2240 | 8573 56.80 | -13.90 5840 | 530
Sumy 72.30 970 | 90.40 8240 | 1170 4850

Ternopil 7270 | 1010 |  88.70 60.60 | -10.10 5560 | 250
Kharkiv 54.40 8280 | 1210 |  50.00

Kherson 71.40 880 8440 9450 | 2380 | 5910 |  6.00
Khmelnytskiy 7640 | 1380 |  97.40 6500 | 570 5780 | 470
Cherkasy 67.40 480 4702 | -928 9800 | 2730 | 5640 | 330
Chernivtsi 71.10 850 8850 7940 | 870 |  49.10

Chernihiv 55.00 6380 | 690 5260

City of Kyiv 42.70 - - | 2950 : .
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A comparison of households” self-assessments  report more than 80% of households self-attributed

indicators (reporting themselves as poor ones) and as poor, while in Rivne and Khmelnytsky oblasts
indirect assessment of poverty rates due to the share  their shares are, respectively, 56,8 and 65,0%.
of food expenditure in total household expenses is
quite illustrative as for the available opportunities
for realistic assessment of poverty rate in a regional
dimension. Within first indicator, Zakarpattia (100%
of households consider themselves poor), Cherkasy
(98.0%), Kherson (94.5%), Mykolaiv (91.0%), Ivano-
Frankivsk (90.6%) oblasts report themselves as the
poorest oblasts in Ukraine. Instead of this, 15.6% of
households in Kirovohrad oblast, 29.5% in the city of
Kyiv, 45.6% in Volyn, and 49.9% in Poltava oblasts
consider themselves as poor. This indicator does not
correlate with the structure of household spending
at all. The largest share of food expenditure is . S .
reported by Donetsk (60.1%), Volyn (59.8%), Kherson Zaporizhzhia) is evident.
(59.1%), and Rivne (58.4%) oblasts, where (except for Thus, the diversity of poverty rate indicators for
Kherson) self-assessment of poverty is lower than ~ €ach of Ukraine’s oblasts demonstrates a systemic
the average rate in Ukraine. Meanwhile, oblasts with nature of this phenomenon and the complexity
the smallest share of food expenditure (Zaporizhzhia ~ of drivers for their creation. The embodiment of
- 46.5%, Luhansk - 48.0%, Sumy - 48.5%, Zakarpattia ~ qualitative changes in improving these indicators
- 49.0%, Chernivtsi - 49.1%) have worse perception and reducing their differentiation shall be a possible
of their poverty in comparison with perception of  and necessary step in achieving the sustainable
poverty in Ukraine as a whole. In a whole, poverty  development goals and will primarily result from
perception does not correlate at all with the real  changesatmacrolevel.However,regionalauthorities
income rates. According to the statistics, leading still have the powers and options which might speed
regions (Zaporizhzzhia, Kyiv and Kharkiv oblasts)  up the achievement of target level indicators.

Conducted comparison proves the importance
of non-monetary drivers affecting the self-referral
of people to the poor, which is, as noted earlier,
sometimes more important in ending systemic
phenomenon of poverty than a mechanistic
income increase. In particular, the impact of the
demonstration effect of the neighboring countries
on feelings of the poor inhabitants of Zakarpattia
and Ivano-Frankivsk oblast and inadequate level of
infrastructure (which determines the quality of life)
revealed by the various sociology polling surveys in
a number of southern oblasts (Kherson, Mykolaiv,

Baseline indicators of goal in 2015:

1.1.1. (a) Share of the population whose average per capita equivalent money income per month is
lower than the actual minimum subsistence level in the total number of population, %
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1.2.1. (a) Share of social service coverage for people finding themselves in difficult life circumstances

in total number of such people, %
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1.3.1.(a) Share of households which report themselves as poor while assessing their material
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1.3.2. Share of food expenditure in total household spending, %
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Ending hunger as a goal is currently irrelevant
for Ukraine. The existing income level of population
complemented with public social care systems
ensures certain basic level of food consumption even
to those citizenswho cannot ger food directly from
their farmlands, as rural dwellers can, therefore
actual cases of hunger are rather social deviations,
as arule.

However, the low overall income of the
overwhelming majority of Ukrainian citizens affects
primarily the quality of food patterns. Experts note
thatin 2015 the average citizen consumed only 64%
of scientifically grounded norm of meat and meat
products, 55% of milk and dairy products, 43% of
fish and fish products, 67% of fruit and berries'.
Regional differentiation of food consumption is
determined by the disparity of incomes of the
population, settlement structure of oblasts, regional
market prices trends. At the same time, a well-
developed food market virtually evens the gap
in available food products assortment in regional
context, so even in case of local decline in production
an intra-regional availability (and hence actual
price levels for consumer) may vary significantly
depending on availability of retail networks
(markets, supermarkets, municipal stores) and
market behavior in these networks (events of market
collusion and free competition of manufacturers).

It should be noted that regional authorities have
no mechanisms of direct interference with regional
food supply development and with price trends since
agricultural sector is privately owned mostly. Instead
of this, regional authorities possess of quite powerful
tools of indirect regulation of both production of
agricultural products and their supply to the market.

First group of tools is applied for creating
appropriate conditions for the functioning of
agricultural companies, especially those supplying
the domestic market, with highest priority to private
farmers and small manufacturing companies who
ensure inclusiveness of agricultural production
which is of great importance for rural development
in general.

Available tools for influencing market logistics
embrace the following: retail networks promotion
(setting municipal stores up, arranging agricultural
trade fairs, signing contracts for the supply of

agricultural products to cities, etc.), facilitation of
logistic cooperation of producers, dissemination of
information on availability of product offering, etc.

Comparison of regional indicators of levels of
basic foodstuff consumption shows significant
disparity, which correlates with the rates of incomes
of regions’ population. In particular, there is half as
much difference between highest (Kyiv oblast) and
lowest™ (Chernivtsi oblast) levels of meat and meat
products consumption. Significant differentiation of
the indicator values catches the eye; namely there
are only nine oblasts with over-index of average
Ukrainian indicator, and fifteen oblasts with below-
the-average reading, while seven of these fifteen
lag behind by 10% or more. The lowest consumption
of meat and meat products is registered in
Luhansk, Chernivtsi, lvano-Frankivsk, Mykolaiv, and
Zakarpattia oblasts, which (except for Mykolaiv) are
characterized by the lowest indicators of available
income per person. The highest level of consumption
isfoundin Kyiv, Dnipropetrovsk, Donetsk, Kirovohrad,
Cherkassy, Kharkiv, Zaporizhzhia, Vinnytsia and
Kherson oblasts. As we can see, these leaders can
boast with combination of highly-populated urban
regions ranking first in the per capita income
(Dnipropetrovsk, Kyiv, Kharkiv oblasts) and agrarian
regions with developed livestock farming. It should
be noted that the dependence of meat consumption
on the level of income is aggravated by the prices’
trends: in the course of 2014 and 2015, prices for
meat and meat products in Ukraine rose by 1.6 times.

A picture of milk and dairy products consumption
by the population of regions is somewhat different.
The growth of milk prices in 2014 constituted only
13.7%, making 1.4 times in two years together.
Apart of this, it is necessary to pay due attention to
peculiarities of consumption of this product. Unlike
meat, individual farms can produce milk and dairy
products throughout a year, at much lower cost of
livestock maintenance. Furthermore, this source
of animal protein substitutes meat products to a
certain extent: despite same 1.5 times gap between
maximum and minimum consumption rates, the
consumption of milk and dairy products exceeded the
average Ukrainian rate in 15 oblasts. The highest per
capita consumption was registered mostly in oblasts
with low incomes: Ivano-Frankivsk, Chernivtsi,

12 5ystainable Development Goals: Ukraine, 2017 National Baseline Report.- P. 20.

13 Upon statistical data, the lowest per capita meat and meat products consumption was registered in Luhansk oblast in 2015.
However, armed conflict brings some peculiarities into process of statistical data collection and processing, therefore it is

necessary to handle such reading carefully.



Goal

Target

Indicator

Ukraine (2015)
Oblasts
Vinnytsya
Volyn
Dnipropetrovsk
Donetsk
Zhytomyr
Zakarpattya
Zaporizhya

Ivano-Frankivsk

Kyiv
Kirovohrad
Luhansk
Lviv
Mykolayiv
Odesa
Poltava
Rivne
Sumy
Ternopil
Kharkiv
Kherson
Khmelnytskiy
Cherkasy
Chernivtsi
Chernihiv

City of Kyiv

Goal 2. Zero Hunger

2.1 Ensure accessibility to balanced nutrition to the 2.2 Double agricultural productivity,
level of scientifically based standards for all population | primarily through innovative
groups technologies

2.1.1.(a) 2.1.2.(a) 2.1.3.(a) 2.2.1. Labor 2.2.2. The index
Consumption Consumption Consumption productivity of agricultural
of meat and of milk and of fruit, berries in agricultural production, %
processed meat | processed milk and grapes per companies

per capita, per capita, capita, kg/year measured with

kg/year kg/year prices fixed in

2010, UAH 1.000
per one employee

2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 +/-
50.90 209.90 50.90 223.31 95.20

51.30 1.01 | 214.00 1.02 54.30 1.07 274.22 1.23 91.80 | -3.40
50.30 0.99  221.30 1.05 43.90 0.86 242.45 1.09 95.40 0.20
58.80 1.16  194.70 0.93 57.10 1.12 211.88 0.95 | 106.30 | 11.10
53.30 1.05  171.20 0.82 40.90 0.80 179.66 0.80 64.90 | -30.30
48.70 0.96 | 230.80 1.10 47.20 0.93 204.42 0.92 91.20 | -4.00
45.70 0.90 | 223.00 1.06 48.90 0.96 103.42 0.46 95.10 | -0.10
51.60 1.01 186.40 0.89 46.50 0.91 172.02 0.77 | 109.30 | 14.10
41.70 0.82 | 259.30 1.24 44.20 0.87 321.27 1.44 95.50 0.30
63.30 1.24 | 222.80 1.06 72.10 1.42 226.90 1.02 89.20 | -6.00
53.20 1.05 | 207.80 0.99 45.40 0.89 215.63 0.97 97.70 2.50
37.50 0.74 | 144.80 0.69 36.70 0.72 160.44 0.72 77.80 | -17.40
47.00 0.92 | 235.50 1.12 48.40 0.95 261.78 1.17 97.10 1.90
44.20 0.87 | 206.80 0.99 51.10 1.00 192.03 0.86 | 102.10 6.90
48.00 0.94 | 194.50 0.93 60.20 1.18 160.23 0.72 96.20 1.00
49.60 0.97 | 223.60 1.07 52.60 1.03 209.79 0.94 | 107.30 | 12.10
46.10 0.91 | 213.10 1.02 40.60 0.80 229.79 1.03 92.80 | -2.40
48.60 0.95 | 203.50 0.97 38.60 0.76 298.87 1.34 95.40 0.20
47.90 0.94 | 235.10 1.12 41.70 0.82 258.11 1.16 88.80 | -6.40
52.80 1.04 | 228.30 1.09 52.20 1.03 249.01 1.12 97.20 2.00
50.90 1.00 | 195.60 0.93 47.20 0.93 240.58 1.08 | 105.00 9.80
48.60 0.95 | 233.00 1.1 55.60 1.09 264.00 1.18 87.30 | -7.90
53.00 1.04 | 226.90 1.08 48.90 0.96 277.24 1.24 99.40 4.20
41.20 0.81 | 243.90 1.16 58.40 1.15 135.40 0.61 91.10 | -4.10
45.80 0.90 | 239.20 1.14 43.20 0.85 226.17 1.01 98.10 2.90
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Goal Goal 1. Zero Hunger
Target 2.3 Ensure the development of sustainable food production systems | 2.4 Reduce the
that help maintain ecosystems and gradually improve the quality of | volatility of food
land and soil, primarily through innovative technologie prices
Indicator 2.3.1. The index of 2.3.2. Share of 2.3.3.(a) 2.4.1.
food production, % food industry and Share of agricultural | The consumer
agricultural raw land under organic price index for food
materials processing | amendment, % and non-alcoholic
production (groups beverage (up to
15-24) in exports of December of current
Ukrainian Classifier year), %

of Goods for Foreign
Economic Activity
groups 1-24, %

2015 +/- 2015 +/- 2015 +/- 2015 +/-

Ukraine (2015) 89.30 38.20 2.50 141.50

Oblasts

Vinnytsya 106.80 17.50 6.20 -32.00 1.10 -1.40 142.00 0.50
Volyn 41.20 -48.10 2.40 -35.80 1.70 -0.80 145.40 3.90
Dnipropetrovsk 98.50 9.20 24.00 -14.20 2.80 0.30 138.70 -2.80
Donetsk 83.60 -5.70 5.70 -32.50 0.70 -1.80 145.00 3.50
Zhytomyr 94.80 5.50 13.00 -25.20 0.40 -2.10 139.70 -1.80
Zakarpattya 58.10 -31.20 21.20 -17.00 9.30 6.80 142.30 0.80
Zaporizhya 93.70 4.40 66.30 28.10 7.30 4.80 137.30 -4.20
Ivano-Frankivsk 65.20 -24.10 74.60 36.40 0.30 -2.20 140.20 -1.30
Kyiv - - 3.30 -34.90 1.50 -1.00 139.10 -2.40
Kirovohrad 93.30 4.00 26.70 -11.50 3.20 0.70 141.60 0.10
Luhansk 90.40 1.10 59.80 21.60 0.50 -2.00 142.40 0.90
Lviv 100.10 10.80 60.10 21.90 0.30 -2.20 142.90 1.40
Mykolayiv 96.70 7.40 22.40 -15.80 5.70 3.20 141.70 0.20
Odesa 113.40 24.10 17.00 -21.20 5.90 3.40 143.40 1.90
Poltava 76.80 -12.50 37.00 -1.20 1.50 -1.00 140.60 -0.90
Rivne 89.60 0.30 38.20 0.00 2.30 -0.20 140.30 -1.20
Sumy 100.50 11.20 29.60 -8.60 1.40 -1.10 139.20 -2.30
Ternopil 97.60 8.30 53.70 15.50 0.30 -2.20 144.80 3.30
Kharkiv 69.00 -20.30 53.90 15.70 5.70 3.20 138.00 -3.50
Kherson 91.50 2.20 51.50 13.30 4.60 2.10 140.20 -1.30
Khmelnytskiy 93.00 3.70 29.00 -9.20 1.60 -0.90 140.10 -1.40
Cherkasy 104.10 14.80 56.90 18.70 2.60 0.10 143.20 1.70
Chernivtsi 87.20 -2.10 - - - - 140.90 -0.60
Chernihiv 104.10 14.80 56.90 18.70 2.60 0.10 143.20 1.70
City of Kyiv 87.20 -2.10 - - - - 140.90 -0.60

+/- or >1/<1 - deviation from /ratio with the national indicator as of 2015

Exceptions:
2.4.1 (a) - de-stimulator, given the converse readings in colors



Ternopil, as well as in oblasts with a developed dairy
livestock farming (Chernihiv, Zhytomyr, Cherkasy,
Poltava, Kharkiv, Kyiv, Volyn and others).

Low dairy products consumption was registered
in steppe regions, where animal husbandry is mainly
represented by the meatone: namely in Zaporizhzhia,
Odesa, Kherson, Mykolaiv oblasts. Separate study
is necessary for low consumption in Sumy oblast,
which should have belonged to a group of leaders in
private production of milk sector.

A specific trend of fruit crop productivity causes
a significant volatility of prices in this sector.
Throughout 2014 and 2015, fruits have risen in
price by 2.3 times, which made them significantly
less affordable for the population. Consequently, the
consumption is found primarily in oblasts with the
highest fruit yield and explicable ability to consume
their own grown fruits and buy local products in
the markets. Due to the poor harvest logistics, fruit
markets remain highly localized and have great price
discrepancy in regions; in this way, regions with a
registered decline fruits consumption demonstrate
simultaneous highest rates of food prices growth).
Per capita consumption of fruits, berries and grapes
over-indexed the average Ukrainian indicator in
9 regions represented by Kyiv (by 41.7%), Odesa,
Chernivtsi, Dnipropetrovsk, Khmelnytskyi, Vinnytsia,
Poltava, Kharkiv, and Mykolaiv oblasts. To the
contrary, northern (Sumy, Rivne, Chernihiv, Volyn)
oblasts showed the lowest level of fruit consumption.

The year 2015 was marked with 4.8% drop of
agricultural production, therefore it cannot illustrate
the trends. An adverse weather impact (therefore
crop vyield decreased by 5.2%) was registered
together with macroeconomic factors (in particular,
a loss of foreign livestock product markets that
decreased production by 3.7%). Only four oblasts
(Dnipropetrovsk, Poltava, Mykolaiv and Zaporizhzhia)
demonstrated a growth in production, which in no
way correlated with labor productivity of agricultural
companies. The latter is logically differentiated due
to the sectoral structure of agricultural sector: the
highest labor productivity is registered in the North
and West of the country (lvano-Frankivsk, Sumy,
Cherkassy, Vinnytsia, Khmelnytskyi, Lviv, Ternopil
oblasts) with the highest share of fruit and vegetable,
milk farms. The traditionally grain-growing oblasts
tend to show average productivity in Ukraine due to
the statistical predominance of this type of production
in gross output. Worst labor productivity indicators
belong to mountainous Zakarpattia and Chernivtsi
regions, as well as Odesa, Zaporizhzhia, Donetsk and
Mykolaiv, where less profitable production of open-
ground vegetables and meat husbandry prevails.

The year 2015 also cannot witness the long-
term trends in foodsuff production. Despite a
general decline in production by 10.7%, five oblasts
managed to show an increase: Rivne (by 13.4%),
Dnipropetrovsk, Chernihiv, Kharkiv, and Odesa
oblasts. Following Donetsk oblast, the deepest
decline in production was recorded in Ivano-
Frankivsk (41.9%), Kirovohrad, Khmelnytskyi, and
Sumy oblasts. A decline in foodstuff production
was much stronger than agricultural production
decline. That proved a negative trend of reduction
of agricultural products processing. It should be
noted that food industry is a powerful stimulator of
regional development, since it normally relies upon
small and medium-sized enterprises using local
raw materials, providing income to raw materials
producers, creating jobs, paying taxes to local
budgets, etc.

An important role in the development of the agri-
food sector of the country belongs to the export
structure of relevant products. On a national scale,
agricultural raw materials make up 61.8% of the
total exports of food industry and agricultural raw
materials (Ukrainian Classifier of Goods for Foreign
Economic Activity groups 1-24). Meanwhile, the
regional structure has rather clearly distinguished
oblasts with more than half of the exports of the
group 1-24 represented by processed food products
(Vinnytsia (78.4%), Kirovohrad, Kyiv, Odesa, Mykolaiv,
Chernihiv, Khmelnytskyi, Kherson and Cherkasy
oblasts), as well as raw materials exporters with
more than 80% of exports of the group 1-24
represented by agri-raw materials (Donetsk,
Luhansk, Zakarpattia, Dnipropetrovsk, Zaporizhzhia
and Rivne oblasts).

The structure of applied soil improvement
technologies speaks to a certain extent for the
quality of food products. According to statistical data,
organic agricultural production share in Ukraine is
rather low: the biggest shares of soil treated with
organic fertilizers belong to Ivano-Frankivsk and
Kyiv oblasts (9.3% and 7.3% respectively). In general,
countrywide this reading makes 2.5% owing to ten
oblasts with share of such areas not exceeding
1.5%. We should note that low popularity of organic
fertilizers is associated with its low efficiency in
comparison with industrial farming, which subverts
the quality of products to its quantity and commercial
effect. In certain oblasts there is a considerable lack
of organic fertilizers resulting from longstanding
permanent livestock reduction.
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2.2.1. Labor productivity in agricultural companies measured with prices fixed in 2010, UAH 1.000

per one employee
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2.2.2. The index of agricultural production, %
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2.3.1. The index of food production, %
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TRACKING PROGRESS ON SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS FOR THE REGIONS OF UKRAINE:
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CHAPTER 3.3

Goal 3. Good Health and Well-Being

Human health is one of the key factors of expected
lifespan and quality of life. Health care expenses
are the most efficiently spent money bringing to
the increase of human potential and fostering the
productive activity. Also, health condition influences
heredity and in this way sets programs of the nation's
development in the next generations. Continuous
progress of medical science creates new frontiers in
preserving human health and preventing diseases.

In Ukraine regional differentiation of health
care indicators is quite high. First of all, this fact
demonstrates the dissimilarity in environmental and
economic situation in regions, and the attention paid
by public and regional authorities to ensuring high-
quality and affordable medical care services, and
to healthy well-being promotion. While the issues
of quality depend mostly on equipment availability
in health care institutions together with medical
personnel qualification and are funded mostly from
the state budget throughout medical reform, local
authorities are entirely responsible for ensuring
access to health care services.

Regional authorities have the power to improve
healthcare and promote healthy well-being. These
are as follows: the provision of targeted assistance
to health care institutions in acquiring equipment,
the development of a network of rural health posts,
the creation of transportation facilities from remote
settlements to medical institutions, the provision
of landline and Internet connection, housing and
appropriate social and living conditions for medical
personnel. In addition, regional and local authorities
shallensure the development of stadiums, swimming
pools, fitness centers, financing of additional sport
clubs and sections in educational institutions, which
will promote healthy well-being among youth. Also,
there is a number of tools of indirect influence on
public health, in particluar, the measures aimed
at improving environmental conditions, labor
conditions, supporting socially vulnerable groups of
the population, raising public awareness campaigns
on health hazards issues, in particular, smoking, etc.

A comparison of the regional dimension selected
as indicators of the baseline for achieving Goal 3 has
demonstrated their significant differentiation.

One of the most important indicators is the
maternal (per 100,000 live births) and infant (per
1000 live births) mortality, since child’s future health
is formed already at birth. Indicators demonstrate
that the city of Kyiv is the most prosperous in this
regard, whereas it concentrates the largest number

of highly qualified specialists and medical equipment
(2.8 and 8.1, respectively). Lviv oblast closely follows
Kyiv city, which (together with Kherson oblast) can
boast with zero maternal mortality (with infant
mortality rate of 9.5 infants). Luhansk oblast has
the most difficult registered situation in this respect
(37.7 and 12.8), which is largely due to hostilities on
its territory and to the deterioration of health care
system. Zaporizhzhia (42.2), Sumy (40.8) and Rivne
oblasts (37.3) also experience significant problems
with maternal mortality, while Zakarpattia, Kharkiv,
Kirovohrad and Donetsk oblasts suffer from children
mortality (13.5, 11.7, 11.4 and 11.2 correspondingly).

Ukraine faces a challenge of extreme gravity in
terms of HIV and tuberculosis spreading speed and
scale which are close to epidemic thresholds. The
worst indicators of the number of patients diagnosed
with HIV and tuberculosis for the first time per
100,000 persons of population, are registered in
Odessa (100.1 and 102.7 respectively) and Mykolaiv
(74.4 and 69.2 respectively) oblasts. Dnipropetrovsk
(88.3 and 78.7), Kyiv (56.4 and 69.2) and Kirovohrad
(53.5 and 77) oblasts are following them closely
in this negative ranking. The situation in Western
regions is much better, in particular in Ternopil (10.9
and 38.4) and Chernivtsi (10.8 and 40.1) oblasts.

Still the mortality caused by cardiovascular
diseases, especially among men, remains to be
the most pressing issue. Men's mortality on these
causes is twice as high as that of women in virtually
all regions, which speaks for the improper life style,
the spread of unhealthy habits among this group
of population, which urges regional authorities to
step in. By considering the number of male and
female deaths caused by cerebrovascular diseases
at the age of 30-59 (the most productive age) per
100,000 people of the same gender, it is possible to
identify areas of concern with the highest indicators
for both male and female. These areas of concern
reveal systemic problems in oblasts mentioned
below and lead to this type of disease regardless of
gender. Kherson (93.1 and 49), Zaporizhzhia (76.3
and 36.4), Poltava (74.4 and 37.4), Odessa (73.2 and
38.1), Sumy (72.6 and 37.6) and Chernihiv (89.9 and
32.9) oblasts are registered as anti-leaders here.
Chernivtsi (33.9 and 14.6), Ternopil (40.6 and 14), and
lvano-Frankivsk (47 and 14.5) oblasts demonstrate
the best situation, being the most environmentally
sound areas in Western part of Ukraine.

In Ukraine female mortality from malignant
tumors sits high ranks in death causes. Regional
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TRACKING PROGRESS ON SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS FOR THE REGIONS OF UKRAINE:

Target 3.1 Reduce 3.2 Minimize 3.3 End the epidemics of HIV/AIDS 3.4 Reduce
maternal preventable and tuberculosis, including through | premature
mortality mortality among | innovative practices and treatments | mortality from

children under 5 noncommuni-
cable diseases

Indicator 3.1.1. Number 3.2.1. Mortality 3.3.1. Number 3.3.2. Number 3.4.1. Number
of cases of of children of patients of patients of deaths from
maternal under 5, cases diagnosed diagnosed cerebrovascular
mortality, per per 1.000 live with HIV for with active disease at the
100.000 live births the first time, tuberculosis for | age of 30-59, per
births per 100.000 the first time, 100.000 men of

persons per 100.000 corresponding
persons age
2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1

Ukraine (2015) 15.30 9.66 37.20 56.00 61.07

Oblasts

Vinnytsya 18.29 8.84 18.95 47.40 53.39

Volyn 29.41 1.92 3.12 26.73 62.80 60.33

Dnipropetrovsk 8.98 10.36 1.07 88.31 2.37 78.70 1.41 67.54

Donetsk 23.67 11.24 1.16 - - - - 52.42

Zhytomyr 7.30 9.34 36.89 66.30 64.35

Zakarpattya 11.90 13.51 1.40 5.65 59.60 44.20

Zaporizhya 4217 | 276 | 9.46 32.58 61.70 7627 | 1.25

lvano-Frankivsk 12.82 8.08 13.05 61.20 46.96

Kyiv 9.90 7.57 56.41 69.20 66.90

Kirovohrad 10.53 11.37 1.18 53.48 77.00 76.96 1.26

Luhansk 37.74 2.47 12.83 1.33 - - - - 31.55

Lviv 0.00 9.53 0.99 18.03 59.90 55.42

Mykolayiv 26.09 1.71 8.61 74.36 2.00 69.20 61.29

Odesa 29.20 1.91 10.07 1.04 | 100.11 | 2.69 | 102.70 1.83 73.22 1.20

Poltava 14.81 7.41 31.33 54.90 74.41 1.22

Rivne 37.27 2.44 10.06 1.04 21.46 54.80 63.31

Sumy 40.82 2.67 9.18 20.07 55.80 72.57 1.19

Ternopil 9.26 8.80 10.90 38.40 40.55

Kharkiv 12.05 11.69 1.21 19.45 43.60 73.14 1.20

Kherson - - 9.65 1.00 48.98 82.30 1.47 93.12 | 1.52

Khmelnytskiy 7.25 9.71 1.00 14.98 55.90 62.48

Cherkasy 17.39 9.39 43.58 57.60 68.29

Chernivtsi 18.69 10.37 1.07 10.81 40.10 33.92

Chernihiv 21.98 10.55 1.09 47.80 65.00 89.93 1.47

City of Kyiv 2.81 8.09 46.32 46.00 50.65




Target 3.4 Reduce premature mortality from 3.5 Reduce by a quarter premature
noncommunicable diseases mortality, including through
the introduction of innovative
approaches to diagnosing diseases
Indicator 3.4.2. Number 3.4.3. Number 3.4.4.Number 3.5.1.(a) Average | 3.5.2.(a) Average
of deaths from of deaths from of deaths from expected expected
cerebrovascular | malignant malignant lifespan for men | lifespan for

disease at the

breast tumors

cervical tumors

upon reaching

women upon

age of 30-59, at the age of at the age of age of 15 reaching age

per 100.000 30-59, per 30-59, per of 15

women of 100.000 women | 100.000 women

corresponding of appropriate of appropriate

age age age

2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1

Ukraine (2015) 27.58 24.03 11.13 52.20 62.02
Oblasts
Vinnytsya 22.49 0.82 18.79 0.78 12.53 52.70 62.71
Volyn 26.65 0.97 @ 2354 17.32 51.43 0.99 @ 63.10
Dnipropetrovsk 31.88 28.35 10.84 0.97 50.54 0.97 60.76 0.98
Donetsk 22.87 0.83 12.86 0.54 6.87 0.62 - - - -
Zhytomyr 31.12 20.87 0.87 21.24 49.73 095 | 61.25 0.99
Zakarpattya 26.16 0.95 @ 22.10 10.68 0.96 52.81 60.60 0.98
Zaporizhya 36.37 33.46 11.15 1.00 51.69 0.99 | 61.80 1.00
Ivano-Frankivsk 14.53 0.53 24.43 10.90 0.98  54.02 63.66
Kyiv 27.44 0.99 @ 31.46 11.83 1.06 @ 50.26 0.96 | 61.05 0.98
Kirovohrad 33.07 28.48 14.24 51.02 0.98 | 61.37 0.99
Luhansk 16.28 0.59 9.09 0.38 3.22 0.29 - - - -
Lviv 2096 | 076 @ 22.39 1128 | 1.01 | 5427
Mykolayiv 28.07 1.02 27.70 11.60 1.04 @ 51.09 0.98 @ 60.89 0.98
Odesa 38.13 51.83 0.99 @ 60.50 0.98
Poltava 37.38 51.77 0.99 | 61.82 1.00
Rivne 25.12 52.00 1.00 @ 62.49
Sumy 37.60 51.76 0.99 | 62.15
Ternopil 13.95
Kharkiv 35.25
Kherson 49.00
Khmelnytskiy 22.30
Cherkasy 30.05
Chernivtsi 14.59
Chernihiv 32.92
City of Kyiv 21.91

+/-or >1/<1 - deviation from /ratio with the national indicator as of 2015

Exceptions:

3.7.1 - Donetsk oblast - data as of 2016, Chernivtsi - data on children aged under 16
3.1.1,3.2.1,3.3.1,3.3.2,3.4.1, 3.6.1, 3.6.2 (a), 3.8.1 (a), 3.9.1 (a) - de-stimulator, given the converse readings,

in colors
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TRACKING PROGRESS ON SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS FOR THE REGIONS OF UKRAINE:

Target 3.6 Reduce serious injuries 3.7 Ensure 3.8 Reduce the 3.9 Reform health
and deaths from road traffic universal, prevalence of care financing
accidents, including through quality smoking among
innovative practices of immunization | the population
resuscitation, treatment and with through innova-
rehabilitation after road traffic innovative tive media to
accidents vaccines inform about

negative effects
of smoking

Indicator 3.6.1. 3.6.2.(a) 3.7.1. 3.8.1.(a) 3.9.1.(a) Share of
Number of Number of Immunization | Share of persons | households any mem-
deaths from injuries from coverage aged over 12 ber of which failed
road traffic transport under the who smoke in to get medical care,
accidents, accidents/road | National total population | buy medicines and
per 100.000 traffic accidents | immunization | aged 12 and medical devices in the
persons per 100.000 programme (as | over, % last 12 months in total

persons, % of prescribed), % number of households
2015 level in which any member
requested such medical
care. medicines and
medical devices, %
2015 | >1/<1 | 2015 | >1/<1 | 2015 | >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1

Ukraine (2015) 11.22 100.00 50.00 18.40 29.30

Oblasts

Vinnytsya 12.51 100.00 1.00 - - 13.30 70.60

Volyn 16.01 100.00 1.00 - - 16.20

Dnipropetrovsk 1216 100.00 1.00 - - 21.30

Donetsk 444 100.00 1.00 - - 22.40

Zhytomyr 16.70 100.00 1.00 - - 16.90

Zakarpattya 11.91 100.00 1.00 - - 17.80

Zaporizhya 12.33 100.00 1.00 - - 2410 |

Ivano-Frankivsk 10.13 100.00 1.00 - - 16.00

Kyiv 21.61 100.00 1.00 - - 13.60

Kirovohrad 12.49 100.00 1.00 - - 19.90

Luhansk 2.26 100.00 1.00 - - 16.00

Lviv 12.42 100.00 1.00 - - 15.70

Mykolayiv 10.76 100.00 1.00 - - 20.60

Odesa 11.45 100.00 1.00 - - 18.20

Poltava 14.27 1.27 | 100.00 1.00 - - 22.20

Rivne 16.96 1.51 | 100.00 1.00 - - 16.10

Sumy 10.64 100.00 1.00 - - 15.10

Ternopil 10.21 100.00 1.00 - - 13.30

Kharkiv 10.46 100.00 1.00 - - 17.50

Kherson 11.74 100.00 1.00 - - 19.90

Khmelnytskiy 12.71 100.00 1.00 - - 17.50

Cherkasy 13.71 | 122 | 100.00| 100 - - 20.70

Chernivtsi 11.87 100.00 1.00 - - 16.80

Chernihiv 1409 | 1.26 10000 1.00 - - | 19.00

City of Kyiv 8.39 100.00 1.00 - - 20.40
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indicators of number of deaths from malignant
neoplasms of the malignant breast and cervical
tumors at the age of 30-59 per 100,000 women of the
corresponding age show the most difficult situation
in Odesa (29.3 and 14.8), Poltava (28 and 16.9) and
Kherson (28.8 and 14) oblasts, which together with
previously mentioned indicators speak for the poor
level of health care in these regions.

In addition to deaths caused by diseases, there
is a large number of deaths caused by other factors,
including car accidents. In order to study this
widespread phenomenon, indicators of car accident
deaths per 100,000 persons are subject to analysis.
In future, indicators of the number of road accidents’
victims will also be subject to relevant analysis.
Upon analytic data, north-western region is the most
problematic in this regard due to busy transport
corridors from west and north, namely in Kyiv (21.6),
Rivne (17), Zhytomyr (16.7) and Volyn (16) oblasts.
Despite the largest number of people and vehicles,
Kyiv city demonstrates the best situation (8.4).

A smoking habit is another health deteriorating
driver. Developed countries have been pursuing
a powerful and successful campaign aimed at
a significant abating of this phenomenon which
results in a steady decline in number of smokers in
Europe and the United States. In Ukraine, the share
of population aged over 12 who reported smoking
in total population of this age constitutes 18.4%;
that is one in five people smokes. As for the regions,
the highest percentage of smokers is registered
in Zaporizhzhia (24.1%), Donetsk (22.4%), Poltava
(22.2%), Cherkasy (20.7%) and Mykolaiv (20.4%)
oblasts. The lowest number of smokers is reported in
Vinnytsia (13.3%), Ternopil (13.3%) and Kyiv (13.6%)
oblasts.

Given high mortality from various causes, it is
vitally important to ensure the access to health care
and prevent the deprivation of medical aid. However,
throughout this year approximately one third of
Ukrainians reported their inability to get medical
aid or to buy medicines. The situation in Zakarpattia
oblast (indicator is 94.3%) is extremely difficult and
might be explained with mountainous terrain as an
obstacle to reaching doctor or medicine. Still, plain
located Vinnytsia (70.6%) and Chernihiv (67.5%)
oblasts demonstrate the same grave situation. The
most accessible health care services are found in
western regions (except for Zakarpattia), namely in
Ternopil (3.1%), Rivne (4.6%), Lviv (6.2%) and Kyiv
(5.9%) oblasts.

This section summary indicator is the implicitly
average expected lifespan. In general, this indicator
characterizes the socio-economic and environmental
country's conditions, since it reflects the quality of
human life. The correlation between the standard of
living and life duration is absolutely straightforward,
as evidenced by global statistics. The average
expected lifespan for men and women aged 15 has
been analyzed. The average expected lifespan for
women is almost 10 years higher than for men,
which dictates a need to develop target promotion
programs for healthy lifestyle for men. All over
Ukraine the largest expected lifespan is registered in
Kyiv (55.6 and 63.5 years respectively) and in western
regions of the country, namely in Chernivtsi (54.3
and 63.2), Ternopil (54.2 and 63.9), Lviv (54.3 and
63.9) and Ivano-Frankivsk (54 and 63.7) oblasts. The
most difficult situation is reported in Dnipropetrovsk
oblast (50.5 and 60.8), in the southern part of the
country, namely in Mykolaiv (51.1 and 60.9), Odesa
(51.8 and 60.5), Kherson (50.6 and 61.1) oblasts, and
in the northern part of the country, namely Zhytomyr
(49.7 and 61.3), Kyiv (50.3 and 61.1) and Chernihiv
(50.3 and 62) oblasts.

Therefore, the problems associated with
morbidity, health care system and lifestyle are
overwhelmingly complex in geographical context.
Almost each region has problems with certain
indicators and needs to focus on its inherent
problems. It is absolutely possible and necessary
to improve the selected indicators and reduce the
differentiation of these indicators in the process
of sustainable development goals achievement.
Immediate joint coordinated actions of central and
regional authorities are of urgent need.
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3.3.2. Number of patients diagnosed with active tuberculosis for the first time, per 100.000 persons
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3.4.1. Number of deaths from cerebrovascular disease at the age of 30-59, per 100.000 men of

corresponding age
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3.4.2. Number of deaths from cerebrovascular disease at the age of 30-59, per 100.000 women of

corresponding age
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3.4.3. Number of deaths from malignant breast tumors at the age of 30-59, per 100.000 women of
appropriate age
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3.4.4. Number of deaths from malignant cervical tumors at the age of 30-59, per 100.000 women of
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3.5.2. (a) Average expected lifespan for women upon reaching age of 15
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3.6.1. Number of deaths from road traffic accidents, per 100.000 persons
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3.7.1. Immunization coverage under the National immunization programme (as prescribed), %
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3.8.1. (a) Share of persons aged over 12 who smoke in total population aged 12 and over, %
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Goal 4. Quality Education

The issue of high-quality and inclusive education
is one of the key points in the system of sustainable
development goals identified both globally and in the
National baseline report ‘Sustainable Development
Goals: Ukraine’. Achieving this goal is a critically
important component of building human capital,
which becomes decisive in both national and reigonal
competitiveness. Moreover, inclusiveness and
continuity of education take on greater importance.
Allthisdictatesaneedinradical changes of education
system both in terms of forms and methods. In its
turn reforms require additional funding to ensure
qualified personnel, material support throughout
educational process, which include the use of newest
information technologies.

Ukraine traditionally has high density of various
types of educational institutions and services
ranging from pre-school educational institutions to
higher education institutions. The main problem is
to ensure the ability of regional and local authorities,
and hromadas to provide financial resources and
qualified teaching staff for the implementation of
new forms of education, as well as to perform proper
interaction between government and regional and
local authorities on the issues of the educational
programs content, forms and methods of their
introduction.

The implementation of educational programs
in Ukraine involves all levels of government and
public administration together with newly formed
amalgamated territorial hromadas, emerging in
the process of decentralization and assuming
responsibility for the development of the most
important link in education - pre-schooling
institutions and secondary school. The regional tier
is responsible mostly for specialized and vocational
education, and the central tier regulates higher
education institutions of Il and IV accreditation
grade. In addition to state, regional and municipal
educational institutions, private  educational
institutions get widespread. The latter, on the
one hand, are intended to satisfy the demand for
the education services that the public sector is
unable to cover, and on the other hand, serve as
the platforms for the implementation of the latest
educational technologies and innovative educational
approaches.

Therefore, in terms of impact on goal
achievement, the educational process is distributed
between different levels of authorities, different
forms of ownership and funding systems. This

requires an exceptional coherence between
various responsible authorities in organizing the
educational process and the educational space.
Actively deployed urbanization and decentralization
in Ukraine are those important drivers for such
coherence. Urbanization is manifested through
the mass migration of the population from rural
to urban settlements in search of work and better
services, in particular educational ones. At the same
time, the process of decentralization manifests
itself in rendering the territorial hromadas greater
powers in organizing the educational process,
including choosing a model for providing high-
quality educational services to rural population
through the establishment of basic schools and
the closure of underfilled ones, ensuring their
transport accessibility for all pupils within the school
district. However, the introduction of an educational
subvention (aimed at funding teachers' salaries
mostly) and the dependence of most amalgamated
territorial hromadas from a basic subsidy (income
equalizing grants) to some extent make regional
and local authorities policy in the field of education
a hostage of the country’'s macroeconomic situation,
as well as of the ability of the central government
to fulfill its obligations to provide intergovernmental
transfers to lower tiers of governance.

The analysis of the baseline forfor Goal 4 for the
regions have shown following indicative patterns.

The average rate of pre-school education
coverage in Ukraine in 2015 is 55%, however most
oblasts demonstrate significantly higher rates. A
below-the-average indicator is registered in most
western oblasts. This is explained with the structure
of the population in urban and rural areas (the
higher proportion of the urban population affects
the higher coverage rates), existing traditions of
raising children, and the efforts made by the local
authorities to satisfy demand in kindergartens. In
1990s economic and demographic situation resulted
in @ mass closure and conversion of kindergartens,
especially in urban areas; with negative trends
being changed to positive ones a problem of
kindergarten shortage emerged. In 2000s, local
authorities implemented special programs for pre-
school institutions quantity input and for reducing
the queues. Considering the National goal to cover
95% of children under 5 up to 2030, its achievement
will require not only financial investments, but also
educational work to encourage pre-school education
in preschools and allow parents to work after the
birth of a child.



Goal

Goal 4. Quality Education

Target 4.1 Ensure access 4.2 Ensure access to | 4.3 Ensure accessto | 4.4 Improve the
to quality school quality pre-primary | vocational education | quality of tertiary
education for development for all education and
all children and children ensure its close
adolescents relationship

with science,

and promote the
establishment of
towns of education
and science in the
country

Indicator 4.1.1. (a) Share 4.2.1. Net pre- 4.3.1. Share of 4.4.1. (a) Number

of attendants of
secondary education
institutions in

total permanent
population aged

6-17, %

primary education
institutions coverage
for number of
children of relevant
age, %

households suffering
from any kind of
inability of any
member of the
household to receive
vocational training, %

attendants of
higher education
institutions (llI-1V
accreditation grade)
per 10.000 persons

of population

2015 +/- 2015 +/- 2015 +/- 2015 >1/<1
Ukraine (2015) 78.50 55.00 7.60 320.96
Oblasts
Vinnytsya 81.50 | 65.00 | 11.10 350 | 203.24 0.63
Volyn 85640 | 7.0 5200 | -300 660 | 181.70 0.57
Dnipropetrovsk 86.90 320.30 1.00
Donetsk 35.90 - 43.22 0.13
Zhytomyr 83.60 5.10 66.00 166.01 0.52
Zakarpattya 86.40 7.90 53.00 148.42 0.46
Zaporizhya 85.80 7.30 64.00 358.54 1.12
Ivano-Frankivsk 82.10 22410 0.70
Kyiv 96.10 132.27 0.41
Kirovohrad 84.30 98.68 0.31
Luhansk 24.60 u/n - | 77.92 0.24
Lviv 84.30 5.80 49.00 437.69 1.36
Mykolayiv 83.00 234.54 0.73
Odesa 87.20 408.97 1.27
Poltava 85.20 290.50 0.91
Rivne 85.20 6.70 54.00 245.70 0.77
Sumy 82.00 3.50 73.00 295.96 0.92
Ternopil 80.20 307.69
Kharkiv 86.20
Kherson 84.20
Khmelnytskiy 83.90
Cherkasy 83.40
Chernivtsi 82.80
Chernihiv 86.30
City of Kyiv 89.10
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Goal Goal 4. Quality Education

Target 4.4 Improve the quality of tertiary education | 4.5 Increase the prevalence of knowledge
and ensure its close relationship with and skills required for decent jobs and
science, and promote the establishment entrepreneurship among the population
of towns of education and science in the
country

Indicator 4.4.1-1. Share 4.4.2. (a) Number 4.5.1. (a) Number 4.5.2. Share of the

of teaching and
academic staff of
higher education
institutions (IlI-1V
accreditation grade)
having scientific

of higher education
institutions (I1-1V
accreditation grade),
per 100.000 persons
of population

of persons who
attended educational
institutions (I-1V
accreditation grade),
per 10.000 persons
of population

population who
reported using the
Internet over the
past 12 months

degree, %
2015 +/- 2015 >1/<1 2015 >1/<1 2015 +/-

Ukraine (2015) 55.22 0.67 374.67 48.90
Oblasts
Vinnytsya 64.99 0.37 0.56 278.66 0.74 42.90 -6.00
Volyn 65.63 0.38 0.57 254.92 0.68 40.20 -8.70
Dnipropetrovsk 51.23 -3.99 0.70 1.05 382.61 1.02 53.20
Donetsk 51.14 -4.08 0.14 0.21 55.20 0.15 51.10
Zhytomyr 58.67 0.40 0.59 | 249.60 067 | 4200  -6.90
Zakarpattya 56.21 0.40 0.59 174.46 0.47 51.80
Zaporizhya 54.29 0.57 0.85 405.91 1.08 54.80
Ivano-Frankivsk 53.79 0.36 0.54 277.38 0.74 52.20
Kyiv 55.56 0.35 0.52 173.65 0.46 46.50
Kirovohrad 59.47 0.41 0.61 165.68 0.44 43.40 -5.50
Luhansk 50.33 0.18 0.27 89.61 0.24 41.00 -7.90
Lviv 55.36 0.83 1.23 494.30 1.32 44.60
Mykolayiv 49.84 0.43 0.64 285.76 0.76 56.80
Odesa 54.11 0.88 1.31 469.95 1.25 45.40
Poltava 54.06 0.48 0.72 343.01 0.92 46.90
Rivne 41.82 318.18
Sumy 50.24 337.80
Ternopil 67.00 381.13
Kharkiv 61.37
Kherson 52.61
Khmelnytskiy 53.46
Cherkasy 49.35 m
Chernivtsi 64.29
Chernihiv 60.03 660
City of Kyiv 53.43
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Goal

Goal 4. Quality Education

Target 4.6 Eliminate gender | 4.7 Create a modern learning environment in schools, including
disparities among inclusive education, through innovative approaches
school teachers
Indicator 4.6.1. Share of men 4.7.1. Share of rural | 4.7.2. Share of rural | 4.7.3. Share of
among school full-time secondary full-time secondary full-time secondary
teachers, % schools with Internet | schools with schools with
access, % computer software inclusive
training, % education, %
2015 +/- 2015 +/- 2015 +/- 2015 +/-
Ukraine (2015) 15.30 80.99 60.10 9.40
Oblasts
Vinnytsya 15.60 80.70 80.70 6.20 -3.20
Volyn 10.00 60.00 -20.99 73.00

Dnipropetrovsk

14.70

Donetsk 11.00
Zhytomyr 18.70
Zakarpattya 14.30
Zaporizhya 15.10

Ivano-Frankivsk

17.40

Kyiv 1370 | 160 10000 |

Lviv 14.90 30.40 380 |  -5.60
Mykolayiv 14.00 91.00 3.00 -6.40
Odesa 11.00 . 4900| -1100|  470|  -470
Poltava 17.70 11.53 2.13
Rivne 18.00 10.30 0.90
Sumy 16.00 452 |  -4.88
Ternopil 16.80 800 |  -1.40
Kharkiv 14.00 800 |  -1.40
Kherson 17.40 11.30 1.90
Khmelnytskiy 14.80 728 | -2.12
Chernivtsi 18.35

Chernihiv 16.80 [ 99.10 | 8.3 -
City of Kyiv | | | | |

82.10 250 | -6.90
4950 | -3149 | 3940 | -2050| 150 |  -7.90
43.30 12.30 2.90
570370

+/-or >1/<1 - deviation from /ratio with the national indicator as of 2015
Exceptions: 4.6.1 - data on Chernihiv oblast as of 01.10.2015; 4.7.3 - data on Ivano-Frankivsk , Mykolaiv,

Khmelnytskyi oblasts as of 2016. 4.3.1 - de-stimulator, given the converse readings in colors.
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In the case of secondary school education, it is
suggested to measure progress with the following
indicator: a share of attendants of day secondary
education institutions in total permanent population
aged from 6 to 17.In all oblasts (except Luhansk and
Donetsk which are severely affected by the military
conflict), this indicator constitutes more than 80%.
Further progress should be achieved in schooling
approaches throughout ongoing education reform.

Indicator 'The share of households suffering
from their deprivation from any vocational
education’ is to measure the vocational education
availability in regions. The values for this indicator
aregenerally in line with the national indicator. The
average value of this indicator made 7.6% in 2015.
There is a significant divergence ranging from 22.2
in Zakarpattia to 0.7 in Poltava oblast. Southern
oblasts (Odesa, Kherson, Mykolaiv) and several
oblasts of Central and Eastern Ukraine are the
areas requiring significant improvement. Ensuring
access to vocational education poses a particularly
urgent challenge due to the changes in the labor
market caused by global technological changes.
The latter can cause the disappearance of many
traditional professions and the emergence of new
ones requiring new professional and workflow
skills. In recent years the vocational education
(neglected due to deindustrialization process) is
being transferred under the regional regulation,
regional authorities gain additional responsibilities
on vocational education handling in accordance with
newest requirements and high demand in vocational
education.

Indices of the implementation of target indicators
4.5, 4.6, 4.7 relate mainly to the improvement of
the educational process and the scale of coverage
of the population of a certain region. Indicator 4.5.1.
‘Number of persons who attended educational
institutions (I-IV accreditation grade), per 10,000
thousand of population’, reflects the universities
in traditional educational centers — cities of Kyiy,

Kharkiv, Odesa, Lviv, Dnipro, as well as Zaporizhzhia
and Ternopil with readings exceeding average
ones. Yet in other oblasts this indicator is also quite
significant and is close to average across Ukraine.
In general, this describes a traditional inclination of
Ukrainian people to get higher education which is
considered as an important prerequisite of choosing
future occupation. At the same time, especially in
western oblasts, in addition to domestic competition
between higher educational institutions there is
a growing competition with higher educational
institutions of neighboring EU countries, especially
Poland. If foreign universities satisfy certain
portion of educational demand, this indicator will
be undermined in future. Indicator 4.5.2. ‘Share
of the population who reported using the Internet
over the past 12 months’ is also an important one
reflecting the access of population to the modern
forms of education which determine the future of the
educational process. According to the National SDGs,
by 2030 this value must be increased by 1.6 times
from 48.9% to 80%. However, in 2015 (baseline year)
16 oblasts had this indicator values below average.

Target 4.7. 'Create modern educational settings
in schools, including inclusive, based on innovative
approaches is the final one necessary to achieve
Goal 4. Its progress is measured by indicators
that reflect the availability of the Internet, relevant
educational programs and inclusive forms of
education introduction. While first two indicators
show high level of implementation, i.e. separate
areas are fully provided with the Internet and
computer educational programs (100%), inclusive
education is being achieved with varying results
from oblast to oblast. Kyiv oblast reported 35.6%,
while Ternopil oblast achieved 1.4% only. This might
be explained with lack of understanding of inclusive
education concept and might require more attention
in rendering methodic suport throughout schooling
at local, regional and national levels.
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4.1.1. (a) Share of attendants of secondary education institutions in total permanent population

aged 6-17, %
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4.3.1. Share of households suffering from any kind of inability of any member of the household to

receive vocational training, %

eAB}0d
BUAIY

AIA]

ISAIUIBYD

AAY

JAwo0lAyz
Alylutsyy
AIBYM
ysyauoQ
)SAIYUBI{-OUBA|
AIAY o Ayg
ysaodyadoadiuqg
ukjoA

jidouda
aulen|n
pEeJyYOAOIIY
ysueyn
eAyziiodez
AysiAujawiyyy
Awng
eASIAUUIA
Aseyday)
AARIOYAW
uosJayy

esapQ
eAnedieyez

o~
~

TRACKING PROGRESS ON SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS FOR THE REGIONS OF UKRAINE:



:
+
:
?
E

o
o
S
o
=
[
Q
[=3
°
©
©
b
o
c
o
—
(L]
=
©
[
[
(8}
()
(]
>
-
=
(2]
c
o
—
=]
E
-
(2]
£
c
o
—
(0]
(8]
=]
©
Q
[
()]
L
=)
=
S
o
(2]
L
c
(]
©
c
[
8
2
4]
[
[}
Qo
£
=]
=2
=
N—
-
>
~

c
o
2
o
S
o
o
o
o
5}
)
c
)
"
b
o
o

1400

o o
o o
N O
— —

ysjauo(
ysueyn
peJyonodiy

NAY

Alyluiayy
eApedueyez
JAwo03lAyz

ukjop

uosJayy
eAsjAuuIp
AysiAujswiyy
)SAIYUBI4-OUBA|
AAeIOYAW
ISIAlUIBY)
Aseyday)

3UAIY

eABR)10d

Awng

1idouda]
ysaodyadoudiuQ

aulenn

4.4.1-1. Share of teaching and academic staff of higher education institutions

(I1-1V accreditation grade) having scientific degree, %
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4.4.2. (a) Number of higher education institutions (lll-1V accreditation grade) per 100.000 persons

of population
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4.5.1. (a) Number of persons who attended educational institutions (I-IV accreditation grade),

per 10.000 persons of population
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4.5.2. Share of the population who reported using the Internet over the past 12 months
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4.6.1. Share of men among school teachers, %
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Goal 5. Gender Equality

The problem of gender equality is has a complex
nature. It absorbs the consequences of objective
drivers impact stipulated with social and biological
nature of women (giving birth to children and
performing related functions in the family, physical
and psycho-physiological features that constrain
women from some particular production processes,
and simultaneously favor them to participate in other
particular processes), as well as a set of social and
cultural drivers defining a historical and cultural role
and social perception of women in certain society
(including both generally recognized norms that
exist by common consent and archaic stereotypes).

Even given a full legal protection of the equal access
of women and men to employment opportunities
and public goods, there are unbiased systemic
barriers that preserve an actual inequality exactly
in terms of the implicitly established predominance
of the ‘standard’ for a given society’s functional
responsibilities of women and men. Such systemic
barriers, which deepen the real differentiation of
conditions and quality of life on a gender basis are
as follows: an imperfect system of domestic services
(inclusive of their inaccessibility due to the high
cost), which increases the household burden for
women; an imperfect social infrastructure (nursery
schools, after-school groups and classes, health care
institutions, social services, etc.), which additionally
affects women's activities with regard to child care,
pediatric health care, care for elderly relatives, etc.
Hence, a range of formally gender-neutral parameters
of society is in fact of a gender-unequal impact.

Thus, regional authorities can and should take
on the task of reducing the negative impact of
gender inequality, which lead to a worser quality of
life, lower security, weaker opportunities for social
communication and self-realization of women
in comparison with men. Regional authorities,
especially in local hromadas, are armed with wide
range of powers and options to improve the living
environment, make it friendly’ for the performance of
household functions, develop social care services that
will reduce the burden of upbringing children, taking
care of disabled and elderly people. Participation in
local self-governance gives women a broad range of
instruments for the socialization, even if they arenot
involved in economiuc activity. This is particularly
crucial due to the growing share of women in
settlements with negative labor migration. Also,
regional authorities can pursue educational and
information policies aimed at correcting gender
archaisms. Such policies must take account of
specifics of the gender, age and cultural composition

of region’s population.Mentioned tools might mitigate
the risks of inefficiency and non-inclusiveness of
some international programs that tend to apply
standardized international approaches to combating
gender inequality.

Personal security as the core asset of any
person, undoubtedly, should be the cornerstone of
the struggle against gender inequality. For women
the issue of personal security is more pressing than
for men, although it depends on the same factors:
indicators of the safety of the local environment
(street lighting, handling of public space sites,
transport efficiency, etc.) and the quality of work of
law enforcement bodies. Regional differences in the
share of female victims of criminal physical or sexual
abuse clearly show a higher risk level for women
dwelling in southern and central regions of the
country, namely in Odesa, Dnipropetrovsk, Mykolaiv,
Cherkasy, and Kherson oblasts. Sociological data
confirm the existence of bigger number of local
landscaping challenges in a number of these
oblasts. Security risks are reasonably higher in
urbanized regions (Dnipropetrovsk, Kharkiv oblasts).
Meanwhile, western regions report much higher
level of security, like Volyn, Ternopil, lIvano-Frankivsk,
Chernivtsi, Rivne and other oblasts. It is noteworthy
that a low share of female victims is recorded in
Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts, which may be equally
related to either more severe law-and-order regime
or to scarce recording of so called ‘minor’ offenses.

The problem of gender-based violence is
characterized by a high level of latency, since a very
small share of the victims seek a help out of fear
of public condemnation, possible revenge of the
offenders, or they even might not treat domestic
violence as abnormal behavior. Therefore, criminal
statistics is much less informative in evaluation of
this phenomenon compared to social questionnaire
surveys. However, the latter remain incomparable
and unrepresentative in the regional context.

The importance of unbiased approach in the
perception of gender-based violence is proved
with data on individuals who have suffered from
criminal offenses related to domestic violence.
Vinnytsia, Sumy, Zakarpattia and Volyn oblasts are
the “anti-leaders’ by this indicator per 100 thousand
population. It can be assumed that the high rate of
recording such crimes speaks for higher confidence
in law enforcement bodies and their ability to provide
so to say sensible assistance, deeper maturity of
civil society and greater violence intolerance. At
the same time, statistical artifacts may be found in
connection with the inclination or incongruity of the



R C 0 OIS e Y@

Goal Goal 5.Gender Equality
Target 5.1 Create an 5.2 Reduce the level of gender- 5.3 5.4 Ensure equal opportunities
environment based and domestic violence, Encourage for representation at all levels of
for ending and ensure efficient prevention shared decisionmaking in political and
all forms of of its manifestations and timely | responsibility | public life
discrimination | assistance to victims for house-
against women keeping and
and girls childrearing
Indicator 5.1.1.Number | 5.2.1.(a) Share |5.2.2.(a) 5.3.1. Ratio 5.4.2. Share of | 5.4.3.(a) Share
of local norma- | of womenwho | Number of of duration of | women among | of women in
tive acts (issued | have been victims of unpaid the members positions of
by oblast victims to cri- criminal domestic of oblast local self-
council and minal offences | crimes work (house- | councils, % government
oblast state and crimes involving keeping, care officials in
administration) | connected with | domestic for children registered
which were physical or violence, and other number of
revised or sexual abuse persons family officials, %
adopted to (willful murder, | per 100.000 members
provide men sexual assault | thousand of etc.) between
and women and attempt, population men and
with equal willful serious women, %
rights and bodily injury,
opportunities robbery, plun-
and to prevent | dering, human
discrimination | trafficking,
against women | domestic
and girls, units | violence), %
2015 | >1/<1| 2015 +/- 2015 | >1/<1 | 2015 | +/- 2015 +/- 2015 +/-
Ukraine (2015) - 0.07 2.74 - 14.90 77.10
Oblasts
Vinnytsya 0.00 - 0.03 - - 11071 | -4.19 | 70.70
Volyn 1.00 - 0.01 - - 11094 | -3.96 | 73.70
Dnipropetrovsk - - 0.11 - - | 14.00 | -0.90 | 86.50 9.40
Donetsk 1.00 - 0.00 - - 110.76 | -4.14 | 86.60 9.50
Zhytomyr 0.00 - 0.05 - - 7.81 | -7.09 | 75.60 | -1.50
Zakarpattya 1.00 - 0.04 - - | 14.00
Zaporizhya 1.00 - 0.04 - - 16.67
Ivano-Frankivsk 0.00 - 0.02 - - 7.89
Kyiv 2.00 - 0.04 - - 14.29
Kirovohrad 0.00 - 0.04 - -1 1719
Luhansk 2.00 - 0.02 - - -
Lviv 2.00 - 0.06 - - 16.67
Mykolayiv 0.00 - 0.10 - - 15.63
Odesa 0.00 - 0.14 - - 8.33 | -6.57 | 77.70 0.60
Poltava 1.00 - 0.06 - -1 11.90  -3.00 76.90 | -0.20
Rivne 1.00 - 0.02 - - 11250 | -2.40 | 72.60
Sumy 0.00 -| 006 - - 2031 76.80
Ternopil 1.00 - 002 - -] 1094 70.20
Kharkiv 1.00 - 0.09 - - | 20.00 80.50
Kherson 2.00 - 0.08 - - | 15.63 77.90 0.80
Khmelnytskiy 1.00 - 0.04 - - | 19.05 73.50
Cherkasy 0.00 - 009 - - 1190 75.90
Chernivtsi 1.00 - 0.02 - - | 15.63 70.30
Chernihiv 0.00 - 0.06 - -1 20.31 75.80
City of Kyiv - -
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+/-or >1/<1 - deviation from /ratio with the national indicator as of 2015
Exceptions: 5.2.1 (a), 5.2.2 (a) - data on Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts as of 2016, 5.6.3 (a)- data on Zhytomyr oblast
calculated as a share of the unemployed population of 15-24 years old in the total number
of unemployed people aged 15-70 years; 5.1.1. - comparison not recommended due to rare occurrence
5.2.1 (a), 5.2.2 (a), 5.4.3 (a), 5.5.1 (a), 5.5.2 - de-stimulator, given the converse readings in colors

Goal Goal 5. Gender Equality
Target 5.5 Increase the population’s access | 5.6 Expand economic opportunities for women
to family planning services and
reduce teenage fertility
Indicator 5.5.1.(a) Number | 5.5.2. Fertility 5.6.1. Ratio of 5.6.2.(a) Level of | 5.6.3.(a)
of abortions per | rate among average wages economic activity | Employment rate
10.000 women women aged for men and of women aged of women aged
under 20, per women, % 15-70, % 25-49, %
1.000 women
aged 15-19
2015 | >1/<1 | 2015 | >1/<1 | 2015 | +/- | 2015 | +/- | 2015 | +/-
Ukraine (2015) 44.53 27.30 74.90 56.20 71.90
Oblasts
Vinnytsya 7137 | 1.60 | 29.70
Volyn 43.48 38.00 | -18.20 | 69.80
Dnipropetrovsk 61.47 1.38 27.30 67.30 -7.60 2.00 n/a 59.00
Donetsk 26.84 - -| 5890 | -16.00 | 63.30 - -
Zhytomyr 63.12 | 142 | 3360 123 80.10 52.60 | -19.30
Zakarpattya 37.51 5280 | 1.93 | 83.60 51.30 | -20.60
Ivano-Frankivsk 30.38
Kyiv 6581 | 1.48 | 28.50
Kirovohrad 5597 | 126 41.50 | 152 78.80 | 5400 | -2.20 7028 |
Luhansk 14.50 - | - | 7770 -
Mykolayiv 5594 | 1.26  35.80
Odesa 49.42 | 111 30.00 5180 | -440 6150 |
Poltava 53.62 | 1.20 | 26.00 7220 | -2.70 | 55.80
Rivne 24.09 7270 | -2.20 | 61.60
Sumy 29.19 50.90 | -21.00
Ternopil 21.98 - 58.50 | 36.70 | -35.20
Kharkiv 39.71 | 46,60 | -9.60 | 50.00 | -21.90
Kherson 61.03 | 137 | 3440 | 1.26 | 87.00
Khmelnytskiy 43.94 3610 | 125 77.50 | 5340 | -280  48.30 | -23.60
Cherkasy 42.70 46.10 | -25.80
Chernivtsi 4723 | 1.06  27.30 | 55.00 |
Chernihiv 46.46 | 1.04 2560
City of Kyiv 5721 | 128 820 | | | |
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law enforcement bodies of certain region to record
domestic violence. Exemplary, in particular, that
the lowest level of registered domestic violence is
inherent for Mykolaiv, Zaporizhzhia, and Kherson
oblasts. Quite low indicators in a number of oblasts
(in particular, Kyiv, Chernihiv, Chernivtsi, Kharkiv,
Cherkasy, etc.) can also indicate the opportunities for
local settlement of conflicts - within family members,
together with neighbors, etc.

Distribution of regions by the share of women
among the officials of regional councils is likely to be
situational. Thus, women account for less than 10%
inthe regional councils of Zhytomyr, lvano-Frankivsk,
Odesa oblasts, 20% and more in Sumy, Chernihiv
and Kharkiv oblasts. At the same time, the share
of women among local self-government officials
is 77.1%'* all over Ukraine; it is significantly higher
in the eastern and southern regions of the country
(Donetsk, Dnipropetrovsk, Zaporizhzhia, Kharkiv,
Mykolaiv, Luhansk, Kherson, Odesa and other oblasts)
and lower in the western part (Zakarpattia, Ternopil,
Chernivtsi, Ivano-Frankivsk, Vinnytsia, Rivne oblasts,
etc.). This difference may be particularly reasoned
with a greater engagement of male population
physically demanding jobs, due to the peculiarities of
the southern and eastern economies, and vice versa
— with greater employment opportunities for women
in the economic structure of the western regions.

Undoubtedly, women's mission of motherhood
and the upbringing of children remains to be the
main source of gender inequality. The natural
combination of this physiologically determined
function with the integration of women into the
modern society must be ensured by the ability to
effectively plan a family, which depends both from
the availability of material means for this (modern
birth control measures, proper medical examination
and aid) and the awareness, education, and self-
discipline of sexual intercourse participants. Ability
for birth control is illustrated by the abortion rate
for 10 thousand women. This indicator is the highest
in Vinnytsia, Kyiv, Zhytomyr, Dnipropetrovsk, and
Kherson oblasts. Twice or three times lower values
are registered in Luhansk, Ternopil, Rivne, Donetsk,
Sumy, Ivano-Frankivsk and Lviv oblasts. We can
assume that low abortion rates in western regions
may result from stronger local cultural and religious
values and restrictions.

A significant  differentiation  has  been
demonstrated in fertility rate indicator per 1,000
women under 20 vyears old. Traditionally high
reading of this indicator in Zakarpattia oblast (52.8)
is associated with a significant proportion of Roma
people and theirinclination to early marriages. There

is also a high birthrate among women aged under 20
in Kirovohrad, Mykolaiv, Kherson, Khmelnytskyi, and
Zhytomyr oblasts (41.5 - 33.6 live births per 1,000
women of the corresponding age). These rates are
almost twice as low in Lviv (18.7) and Kharkiv (20.8)
oblasts, which might be explained by considerably
higher level of urbanization there.

The actual inclusion of women is most
spectacularly illustrated with their economic activity
rate. This indicator significantly differs by regions
ranging from 72.9% in Cherkassy and 61.6% in
Rivne oblasts to 38.0% in Volyn and 46.6% in Kharkiv
oblasts. The structures of regional economies should
be considered as drivers for such differentiation.
Regional economies offer a bigger of lesser number of
relevant jobs, create labor market pressure on behalf
of the male population and provide employment
opportunities in statistically uncovered sectors.

A share of employed women of the most
productive age (25-49 years old) is naturally higher
and constitutes 71.9% at average in Ukraine, although
varies considerably by regions. The highest (70% or
more) employment rate is registered in Mykolaiv,
Chernihiv, Kyiv, Kherson, Lviv, Zaporizhzhia, and
Kirovohrad oblasts, while the lowest (50% or less)
is registered in Ternopil, Cherkasy, Ivano-Frankivsk,
Khmelnytskyi, Poltava and Kharkiv oblasts. In our
opinion, significant discrepancy in the indicator
of economic activity relates to the engagement
of women in family farmlands handling, the
employment of women of retirement age (which is
sometimes caused by the shortage of junior staff, in
particular in the health care and education fields),
as well as sporadic and unofficial employment (an
unemployed person may be registered with the
employment service and maintain the economically
active status).

In Ukraine the wages gap between women and
menis primarily based on the peculiarities of regional
economies’ structure. In particular, it is a well-
known fact that women prevail among employees of
the state-funded, low-waged sectors of the economy
(education, health care, provision of social care
services, etc.). On the other hand, the highest levels
of wages are fixed in sectors with hard working
conditions like coal-mining, metallurgy, chemical
industry, where the employment opportunities for
women are rathe