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Abstract. The article is devoted to exploring
approaches and identifying sustainable
development indicators for territorial communities.
The ability to apply sustainable development
principles in managerial decision-making regarding
the development of territorial communities requires
the establishment of priorities or goals for
sustainable development. These priorities, in turn,
must be based on criteria that can be measured and
assessed.

Currently, sustainable development approaches
are among the fundamental ones in preparing
funding proposals for territorial communities or
evaluating them from the perspective of potential
investors. However, even though certain territorial
communities actively use the defined term when
preparing proposals or presenting the community to
the public, few can accurately determine which
specific indicators need to be calculated.

In the practice of managing a territorial
community, various indicator systems are widely
used to assess the state of a particular sphere of
activity (or development direction) of the
community from a chosen perspective (which
underpins the formation of the indicator system).

An analysis of the literature revealed that there
are sufficient approaches offering suggestions for
defining indicators that can characterize the
sustainable development of a community. The
article proposes using the Bellagio principles to
develop an approach for quantitative calculations. It
also suggests the application of mathematical
methods to calculate certain indicators.

The proposed approach includes, taking into
account sectoral characteristics, groups of
indicators for ensuring the livelihood of the
population, territorial development, and
entrepreneurial development, as well as indicators
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reflecting the social and environmental
responsibility of the territorial community. This set
of indicators can be used as criteria for
substantiating managerial decisions in territorial
communities.
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INTRODUCTION

The possibility of applying sustainable de-
velopment principles in managerial decision-
making for the development of territorial com-
munities requires establishing sustainable de-
velopment priorities or goals. These priorities,
in turn, must be based on measurable and eval-
uable criteria. From a sustainability perspec-
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tive, assessment and measurement are interre-
lated but not identical concepts.

During the measurement process, parame-
ters relevant to sustainable development are
identified, and data is collected and analyzed
using appropriate methods. In the assessment
process, indicator values are compared with
standard criteria (or sets of criteria).

The implementation of the sustainable de-
velopment paradigm in decision-making prac-
tices at various levels largely depends on the
ability to quantitatively assess sustainability,
particularly through the development of three
key elements of an assessment system: unifica-
tion of criteria, definition of general guiding
principles, processes, and methodologies, as
well as adequate implementation of the sustain-
able development concept in the context of im-
proving management practices [1].

The search for appropriate assessment tools
is crucial for bridging theory and practice and
achieving successful results in enhancing sus-
tainability. Although existing sustainability as-
sessment mechanisms are a useful alternative to
standard indicators for researchers and practi-
tioners, the question of determining the most
important sustainable development priorities
and methods for their quantitative evaluation
remains underexplored, especially for social
and economic aspects. This statement is partic-
ularly true for Ukrainian territorial communi-
ties, where significant efforts to assess their
functioning from the perspective of the sustain-
able development paradigm as interpreted by
the UN are lacking.

P. Brandon and P. Lombardi [2] identify sev-
eral principles that should underpin all assess-
ments in the field of sustainable development to
make them as useful as possible for decision-
making. Assessments should be holistic, har-
monious, behavior-shaping, useful, seamless,
reliable, and humane.

R. Gibson and co-authors highlight several
sustainability requirements that correspond to
criteria such as the socio-ecological integrity of
the system, adequacy of means for existence
and development, fairness and equity across
generations, resource availability and effi-
ciency, socio-ecological compatibility and
democratic governance, safety and adaptability,
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illustrative consequences, and rationality. R.
Gibson also provides basic requirements for
sustainability assessment, which are quite
standard and align with the requirements for as-
sessing other parameters of socio-economic
systems.

In [3], it is rightly noted that the concept of
sustainable development is highly appealing
but is very difficult to measure or even formal-
ize as a tangible and identifiable goal. Sustain-
ability is a broader concept than merely the in-
terconnection of the economy, society, and the
environment.

Both individual researchers and entire inter-
national organizations and research institutes
have developed a range of indicators designed
to assess development sustainability or adjust
traditional indicators to incorporate sustainable
development principles. Key directions for im-
proving methodology can be summarized as ad-
justing data obtained from the system of na-
tional accounts (GDP, GRP, GNP, etc.) and de-
veloping new alternative indicators. The latter
include, first and foremost, the Human Devel-
opment Index (HDI), the Human Poverty Index
(HPI), the Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI),
and the Ecological Footprint.

In [4], itis rightly pointed out that since sus-
tainable development primarily involves meet-
ing current needs without compromising the
consumption of future generations, sustainable
(supportive) development relies not only on the
use of economic factors but also on social and
environmental potentials. Moreover, develop-
ment challenges are becoming increasingly
acute due to the depletion of natural resources
being used and the deterioration of the environ-
ment.

Sustainability reporting is becoming an in-
creasingly common practice among territorial
communities in Ukraine. It is a powerful tool
that can help communities: (i) assess their cur-
rent state in the areas of economy, environment,
and society; (i1) identify priority areas for de-
velopment; (iii) track progress in achieving sus-
tainable development goals; (iv) enhance trans-
parency and accountability to citizens; (v) at-
tract investments and support from partners.

Currently, a growing number of territorial
communities strive to increase the transparency
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of their activities in the field of sustainable de-
velopment by using disclosure methods such as
publishing annual reports, sustainability re-
ports, and providing information in dedicated
sections of corporate websites.

It should be noted that even in those territo-
rial communities that publish sustainability re-
ports, some indicators important to stakehold-
ers are either not disclosed or disclosed incom-
pletely. This is primarily due to the absence of
a sustainable development management system
that would enable comprehensive and accurate
accounting and data collection.

Despite the awareness among community
leadership of the need to integrate sustainable
development principles into business processes
to foster community growth and improve their
competitiveness at the regional level, practices
and international experience in this area have
not yet gained sufficient traction in Ukraine.

One of the most popular indicators for meas-
uring the dynamics of societal development is
the Index of Sustainable Economic Welfare
(ISEW). An interesting feature is the strong cor-
relation between ISEW and GDP up until the
1970s and early 1980s, after which this correla-
tion began to weaken. This underscores once
again that GDP growth is not synonymous with
sustainable development.

In international practice, the so-called "Bel-
lagio Principles,” developed in 1996 as part of
a study conducted under the patronage of the
Rockefeller Foundation in Bellagio, Italy, by an
international group of researchers and practi-
tioners from five continents, are used as the ba-
sis for sustainability assessments. These princi-
ples serve as guiding standards for the entire as-
sessment process, including the selection and
development of indicators, their interpretation,
and the presentation of results. They are inter-
related and should be applied. The principles
are designed to serve as a foundation for activ-
ities related to sustainability assessment con-
ducted by community groups, non-governmen-
tal organizations, corporations, national gov-
ernments, and international institutions.

These principles are tenfold [5]:

1. Presence of a guiding vision and goals —
Sustainability assessment should reflect the es-
tablishment of sustainable development goals
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from which it will be evaluated.

2. Holistic perspective—consideration of
the entire system, as well as its individual com-
ponents.

3. Inclusion of key elements—balancing
the satisfaction of today's needs with those of
the future; incorporating environmental indica-
tors and social measures related to societal
well-being.

4. Adequate coverage—Accounting for
historical perspectives, as well as the applica-
bility of indicators for assessing the current sit-
uation and forecasting future development.

5. Practical orientation: a clear set of indi-
cators that link vision and goals, indicators and
evaluation criteria; a limited number of key
questions for analysis; a limited number of in-
dicators that provide clear signals about im-
provements or issues; standardization of meas-
urement to ensure comparability; comparison
of indicator values with goals, benchmarks,
thresholds, trends, etc.

6. Transparency—accessibility of source
data and resulting indicators to the public.

7. Effective communication—considering
the needs of indicator users and implementing
them as tools that users can apply in practice.

8. Broad participation—Involvement of
decision-makers and other stakeholders in the
practical use of indicators.

9. Continuous evaluation—regular assess-
ment and the ability to adjust goals and indica-
tors in response to environmental changes.

10. Institutional (organizational) imple-
mentation—Clear distribution of responsibili-
ties and provision of ongoing support in deci-
sion-making processes, data collection, mainte-
nance, and documentation.

It can be concluded that practically all these
principles are applicable and justified for as-
sessing the sustainable development of territo-
rial communities.

PURPOSE AND METHODS

Based on the analysis, it can be concluded
that the existing sustainable development indi-
cators for enterprises are insufficiently suitable
for use in the management practices of territo-
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rial communities (especially in domestic condi-
tions), necessitating the development of a spe-
cialized set of indicators.

Economic indicators, in a general sense, help
assess the current state of a system, its dynam-
ics, and the deviation of the system's state from
the desired (target) state. Qualitative indicators
can warn about a problem before it becomes too
severe or insoluble and help identify what needs
to be done to address it.

Sustainable development indicators differ
from traditional indicators of economic, social,
and environmental progress. Traditional indica-
tors (e.g., shareholder profit, prices, quality, and
others) measure changes in specific areas of en-
terprise activity as if these parts were entirely
independent of other parts. Sustainability indi-
cators, however, reflect the fact that these seg-
ments are closely interconnected.

As noted above, considering the specifics of
territorial communities, sustainable develop-
ment priorities are concentrated in the follow-
ing areas: ensuring the livelihood of the popu-
lation, territorial development, entrepreneurial
development, and ecological and social respon-
sibility.

The next step is to formulate the main sus-
tainable development priorities for the identi-
fied areas, initially at a verbal level, and subse-
quently formalize them into specific measura-
ble indicators or achievable goals. These prior-
ities should adhere to the following principles:
(1) achievability—Priorities should not be ab-
stract ideals or benchmarks based on competi-
tors in significantly more advantageous starting
positions but rather tasks attainable in the future
for the specific community in question; (ii) bal-
ance: It is preferable to achieve improvements
across a wide range of indicators rather than
having some indicators perform exceptionally
well while others perform very poorly; (iii)
clear formulation (specificity) — priorities
should not be framed as political slogans or
well-meaning aspirations but as specific meas-
urable indicators or achievable goals.

Without such clarity, it becomes impossible
to track progress toward the priorities or use
them as a guide for decision-making in specific
management situations within the community.

Thus, the following requirements for the set

Transfer of Innovative Technologies
Vol.7, No.2 (2024)

of sustainable development priority indicators
for territorial communities can be highlighted,
consistent with the standard requirements for
indicators established by economic system the-
ory: (i) reliability—the correctness of the infor-
mation provided, perceived as synonymous
with truthfulness by the recipient; (ii) rele-
vance—importance for the present time and ap-
plicability for decision-making at this moment;
(ii1) informational value—providing as much
information as possible to decision-makers.

It is important that:

- informational value is combined with
non-redundancy (the set of indicators should
strike a balance between informativeness and
non-redundancy);

- non-excessiveness: The set of sustainable
development priorities should include only
those that are useful for managerial decision-
making;

- utility—alignment with the needs of stra-
tegic management decision-making to ensure
sustainable development. This is evaluated
based on the applicability of indicators to ad-
dress the tasks faced by the territorial commu-
nity in the context of sustainable development;

- objectivity — Sustainable development pri-
orities should exist and reflect the essential fea-
tures of the functioning of the territorial com-
munity independently of human perception or
subjective interpretation by researchers, depart-
ment heads, or community leaders. Indicators
should represent an objective reality.

RESULTS AND EXPLANATIONS

In the practice of managing a territorial
community, various indicator systems are
widely used to assess the state of specific areas
of activity (or development directions) of the
community from a chosen perspective (which
serves as the foundation for forming the
indicator system). The most widespread are the
Balanced Scorecard (BSC) system and the
"Tableau de Bord" system (translated from
French as "dashboard" [6]). These systems
allow for consideration of both financial
indicators (aggregated financial characteristics
at higher levels of organizational management)
and non-financial indicators (at lower levels of
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the organizational management hierarchy).

The greatest recognition in theory and
practice has been given to the implementation
of such an approach in the format of the
Balanced Scorecard (BSC) system and the Key
Performance Indicators (KPI) system, which
are widely used to assess the degree of
achievement of organizational goals [7].

Summarizing the above, it should be
noted that in the theory and practice of
managing territorial communities, there is no
single correct set of indicators used to
substantiate strategic management decisions.
Developing a universal set of indicators is
impractical, as designing an indicator system
requires consideration of the sectoral
characteristics of the organization and the
range of tasks for which the indicator system
will be used.

The analysis also indicates that the
examined indicators cannot be directly applied
to formulating a set of sustainable
development  priorities  for  territorial
communities, as they do not account for the
specificities of Ukrainian economic practices,
the characteristics of various economic sectors,
their potential contribution to sustainable
societal development, or the interests of
stakeholders. Moreover, the analysis concludes
that most of the common standard approaches
to developing strategic management targets are
focused exclusively on economic aspects,
without considering the needs of sustainable
societal development, environmental priorities,
and other factors.

It is advisable to give sustainable
development indicators  for territorial
communities a tree-like hierarchical structure
(Fig. 1).

The integral indicator of sustainable
development for a territorial community is a
metric that reflects the degree of sustainability
of the community's development in terms of
the average achievement of the set sustainable
development goals. Aggregated indicators for
individual areas are consolidated average
metrics for the identified spheres of sustainable
development in the territorial community
(ensuring the livelihood of the population,
territorial  development,  entrepreneurial
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development, the social sphere, and the
environmental sphere).

Integral indicator of 150
sustainable development

Aggregated indicators - * . , .
hw specific sphere .
Individual

indicators within |
the sphere

Components of indicators

b he {sub-indicators)
Figure 1. Hierarchical structure of indicators
of sustainable development of the territorial

community

Individual indicators within the spheres
reflect specific characteristics that allow for an
assessment of sustainability in the identified
areas. These indicators can, in turn, be broken
down into components (sub-indicators) if
additional detail is required. Thus, the primary
role is played by specific indicators that are
directly aggregated into the integral
sustainable development indicator and can also
be subdivided into sub-indicators. The value of
each individual indicator is denoted Iy, ,
where s — is the index of the sustainable
development sphere (s = 1,5), j — is the index
of the indicator within the given sphere of
sustainability assessment (j = 1,],), and n — is
the index of the component of the j-th indicator
within the s-sphere of sustainability
assessment (n = 1, Ny ;, J¢— is the number of
indicators in the sustainable development
sphere, Ny ;— is the number of components for
the j-th mokasnuka s sphere of sustainability
assessment.

It is important to delve deeper into
specific spheres:

1. Ensuring the livelihood of the
population. In Ukraine, the assessment of this
sphere varies significantly as the situation in
the country dynamically changes depending on
the region. Overall, the key aspects include: (1)
basic needs. access to food, water, medicine,
and other essential goods remains generally
intact, though supply disruptions may occur in
regions affected by  hostilities;  (ii)
infrastructure. Critical infrastructure such as
energy, water supply, and transportation has
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suffered damage due to the war, but repair and
restoration efforts are ongoing across the
country; (iii) economy. Ukraine's economy has
been significantly impacted by the war,
resulting in increased unemployment and
inflation.

Relevant  sustainable  development
indicators for this sphere include access to
basic needs for the community's population: (i)
Percentage of the population with access to
clean drinking water. Reflects the level of
access to safe and quality drinking water; (ii)
Percentage of the population with access to
sanitation. Indicates access to proper
sanitation facilities such as toilets and sewage
systems; (iii) Poverty level. Reflects the share
of the population living below the poverty line,
unable to meet basic needs for food, housing,
and clothing; (iv) Malnutrition rate.
Represents the proportion of children suffering
from chronic malnutrition.

Key indicators for this sphere are access
to basic needs and food security.

2. Territorial development. This sphere
is evaluated based on the following factors: (i)
Quality of electricity supply. Reflects the
reliability and continuity of electricity supply;
(1) Quality of water supply. Indicates the
quality of drinking water provided to the
population; (iii)) Condition of transport
infrastructure. Represents the state of roads,
bridges, public transport, and other
transportation systems. (iv) Access to the
Internet. Reflects the population's level of
access to the Internet.

3. Entrepreneurship development. To
assess the sustainability of this sphere, the
following indicators are relevant: (1) Number
of registered businesses. Reflects the dynamics
of entrepreneurship development within the
community; (ii) Volume of production and
services. Indicates the contribution of
entrepreneurship to the community's economy;
(i11) Business diversification. Represents a
strategy aimed at expanding a company's
activities through new products, markets, or
areas of operation. Its goal is to reduce risks,
increase profits, and improve competitiveness;
(iv) Employment level. Reflects the impact of
entrepreneurship on the labor market; (v)
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Investment level. Indicates the community's
attractiveness to investors; (vi) New jobs.
Reflects the creation of new jobs because of
entrepreneurship development; (vii)
Innovations.  Represents the level of
implementation of new technologies and
products in businesses; (viii) Competitiveness.
Reflects the ability of businesses to compete in
the market; (ix) Social responsibility.
Represents the level of businesses'
involvement in addressing community social
issues.

For measuring diversification, an
adapted Herfindahl index can be used [8]:

1
0 S 1 - Zivzl(pi)z S 1 - E:

where N — is the total number of enterprises;
p;— 1s the share of the i-th enterprise in the total
volume of service utilization by all enterprises
in the territorial community.

4. Social Responsibility. In examining
social responsibility, it is appropriate to focus
on the main areas of social policy for territorial
communities: ensuring employment,
motivation, incentives and rewards, workplace
safety, and social protection for the population.

In [9], social responsibility is analyzed
from the perspective of corporate governance.
The study also explores the patterns of
corporate social responsibility (CSR) as a
management theory, conducts a comparative
analysis of the "synthetic" concept of corporate
social activities and key alternative concepts
such as stakeholder theory, corporate
sustainability, and corporate citizenship.
Additionally, it examines the relationship
between CSR and modern strategic
management concepts and substantiates
promising directions for integrating CSR
principles into management practices.

Based on the analyzed works,
sustainable development in the social sphere
can be summarized as ensuring decent working
conditions and wages, fostering the
development of territorial communities, and
implementing social support measures (both
for community members and residents). It is
essential to consider that social policy depends
on available financial resources and the
readiness and willingness of owners,
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shareholders, employers, and management to
allocate funds for its implementation.

The following are proposed as key social
indicators: (i) Crime rate: Reflects the level of
crime in the country; (ii) Education level:
Indicates the educational attainment of the
population; (iii) Healthcare level: Reflects the
accessibility and quality of medical services.

5. Environmental Responsibility. In the
environmental sphere, responsibility is about
reducing the negative impact of production,
implementation, and use of products (from raw
material extraction to end-user consumption).
In practice, this may include a wide range of
measures, such as: (i) Reducing waste during
production and implementation of products; (ii)
Preventing water and air pollution during
production and  implementation;  (iii)
Considering recycling potential in all
processes, starting from product design; (iv)
Environmental activities, such as reforestation
and tree planting; (v) Training employees in
environmental practices; (vi) Collaborating
with national and local authorities on
environmental protection; (vil) Requiring
suppliers to produce materials responsibly and
use more environmentally friendly materials;
(viii) Supporting national and local authorities
in developing environmental policies tailored
to industry specifics; (ix) Assisting non-
governmental, non-profit organizations in
environmental protection; (x) Regularly
publishing information about the company’s
environmental activities and their results.

Since these activities are implemented
through allocated funds, and because it is
impossible to define and formalize a universal
list of measures while maintaining model
versatility, it 1is advisable to consider
environmental responsibility in terms of
allocated funds for environmental purposes
without detailing specific measures.

Key priorities in the Environmental and
Social Spheres can be formulated as follows: (1)
levels of air, water, and soil pollution; (ii)
consumption of water, energy, and other
natural resources; (iii) number of protected
areas, population of rare species of animals and
plants; (iv) participation in environmental
initiatives and number of environmental
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emergencies.

Summary of Strategic Priorities for
sustainable development (emphasizing the
desirability of improving relevant indicators)
for territorial communities are summarized in

Table 1.

Table 1 — Sustainable development indicators of
the territorial community

Notatio Indicators Sub- Stand
n indicator ard
s
Ensuring the livelihood of the population
Iy 1 Share of the | By types 1
population with | of needs
access to basic
needs
I, Food security By 1
poverty
level
Territorial development
I, Quality of By types | Bestin
utility networks | of utility the
networks | region,
countr
y
I, State of the By type | Bestin
transport of the
infrastructure | transporta | region,
tion countr
system y
Entrepreneurship development
I3, Number of By 1
registered activity
enterprises type
I3, Degree of By 1
enterprise activity
diversification type
Social Responsibility
Iy Crime rate No 1
Iy Education level By 1
education
levels
Iy3 Level of Accessibil | Best in
healthcare ity and the
quality of | region,
medical | countr
services y
Environmental Responsibility
I Level of By type 1
environmental | of natural
pollution resource
indicators
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Is, Share of By type 1
renewable of
energy sources | renewable
used source
I3 Share of waste | By waste 1
sorted for type
recycling

Through the application of a specific list
of indicators characterizing individual spheres
of sustainable development assessment, it
becomes possible to calculate the integral
indicator of sustainable development:

ISD = X3, (IS, X wy),

where [Sg — the value of the indicator
characterizing the s-th sphere of activity of the
territorial community, selected from the
perspective of the community's sustainable
development; w,— represents the weighting
coefficient for the s-th sphere of sustainability
assessment, with the condition that ¥'2_; wg =
1.

The value of wg should be proportional
to the importance of the given sphere in terms
of sustainability assessment. However, it is not
possible to provide an objective evaluation of
the weighting coefficients, as they are
determined by the specific goal-setting
priorities of the community's leadership. By
default, equal values for the weighting
coefficients can be assumed.

The value of 1S depends on the values
of individual indicators within each sphere:

ISy = Y5 (s ; X wy j).)

where [ j— the value of the j-th indicator
within the s-th sphere of activity of the
territorial community, selected from the
perspective of the community's sustainable
development;

Js— the number of indicators identified for
assessing the s-th sphere;

wg ; — the weighting coefficient of the j-th
indicator within the s-th sphere of activity of
the territorial community, with the condition

that Z§5=1 ws; =1

Similarly to wy the value of wg ; should
be proportional to the importance of the given
indicator for the overall s-th sphere of the

community's activity. Since it is not possible to
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provide an objective evaluation of the
weighting coefficients, it is reasonable to
assume equal values for these coefficients.

If necessary, an indicator can be broken
down into components (sub-indicators). In this
case, it is calculated using the following
formula:

Is,j = Z:ié(ls,j,n X Ws,j,n)a
where Is;, — The value of the n-th sub-
indicator for the j-th indicator within the s-th
sphere of the community's overall activity;
N, ; — the number of sub-indicators for the j-th
indicator within the s-th sphere of the
community's overall activity;
Ws jn — the weighting coefficient of the n-th
sub-indicator of the j-th indicator within the s-
th sphere of the community's overall activity,
with the condition that Z:i’l Wsjn = 1. The
value of wg;, is proportional to the
importance of the given sub-indicator: (i) If the
sub-indicators correspond to separate areas of
the community's activities, their weighting can
be proportional to the share of that activity area
in the total volume of the community's
activities; (i1) If the sub-indicators represent
specific types of activities within the
community, their weighting can be
proportional to the share of that type of activity
within the overall volume of the corresponding
activity area used for the community's
operations.

Since the initial indicators are
heterogeneous, it makes little sense to use their
raw values directly for calculating sustainable
development indicators. Normalization is
necessary by comparing them to a certain
reference value, which represents the target
that decision-making in the field of sustainable
development aims to achieve.

Thus, I j, will represent the result of
comparing the actual value to the reference
value, expressed as

Is,j,n = V(I:jj,w I.gj,n)a
where y — the comparison function;
15 jn - the reference value of the initial
indicator for assessing the n-th sub-indicator of
the j-th indicator within the s-th sphere of the
community's overall activity;
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Ig;, — the reference value of the initial
indicator for assessing the n-th sub-indicator of
the j-th indicator within the s-th sphere of the
community's overall activity.

The comparison function is used to
evaluate the desirability of a particular
characteristic's value for a given indicator
compared to a reference value. In the basic
approach, it is advisable to use the function as
the ratio of the characteristic of the studied
territorial community to the reference value
(for positive characteristics, such as the share
of expenditures on environmental measures in
the revenue from the community's activities) or
as the inverse ratio (for negative characteristics,
such as pollutant emissions).

That is:
1F.
S,Jn +
o s €1

F E _ )isin

V(Is,j,n' Is,j,n) =\ )
Is,j,n -
T s €1
s,jn

where I*— the set of positive characteristics;
[~— the set of negative characteristics.

The limitation of the final value of a
characteristic to 1 is intended to avoid
distortions in calculations if, for some reason,
the actual value exceeds the reference value.

The  reference values of the
characteristics are determined individually for
each indicator and, as a rule, correspond either
to a set target benchmark, values achieved by
competing communities, or values attainable
using modern technologies.

Thus, the final formula for calculating
the sustainable development indicator for a
territorial community takes the following form:

ISD =

1 G (Y UL )W )W ws)

Considering the specifics of the
calculations: 0 < ISD < 1.

As seen in Table 1, the presented list of
sustainable development priorities does not
include standard economic  indicators
commonly used in managerial decision-
making practices (such as profit, solvency,
profitability, etc.). This exclusion was
deliberate.

First, standard indicators are already
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widely utilized in management practices, and
there is no sense in duplicating them simply by
labeling them as sustainable development
priorities for a territorial community.

Second, a clear distinction was made
between indicators reflecting economic
efficiency and effectiveness and priorities that
create conditions conducive to achieving
economic efficiency and effectiveness but are
not directly reducible to them.

In decision-making practice, it is
proposed to use standard economic indicators
together with the sustainable development
indicators  for  territorial = communities
suggested here.

CONCLUSIONS

It should be noted that the provided list is
not exhaustive and, as mentioned above, may
vary depending on the goals and strategies of
the leadership of the territorial community and
the specific characteristics of each territorial
community, particularly concerning the social
and environmental priorities of sustainable
development. Undoubtedly, there 1is a
generally accepted understanding of the
environmental and social responsibility of
businesses. However, given the wide variety
of areas for implementing measures, the task
of researchers is not to create a definitive list
of strategic priorities, goals, measures, or
indicators, but rather to provide the leadership
of the territorial community with decision-
support tools in achieving strategic priorities.
These priorities should be determined by the
community leadership itself, considering their
goals and strategies, the specifics of the
community, sectoral characteristics, and
generally accepted sustainable development
goals.

A comprehensive set of sustainable
development indicators for territorial
communities has been developed, based on
the Bellagio principles, which includes,
considering sectoral specifics, groups of
indicators for ensuring the livelihood of the
population, territorial development,
entrepreneurial development, as well as
indicators  reflecting the social and
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environmental responsibility of the territorial
community. This set of indicators can be used
as criteria for substantiating management
decisions in territorial communities.
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Iixxonu mox0 OWiHKH CTAJIOCTi PO3BUTKY
TEePUTOPiaJILHUX IPOMA/L

Onena BEPEHUY,
€ezenist BOUKO,
Onexcanop BOUTEHKO

AHoOTAaIiA. Crartda IIPUCBSYEHA
JIOCHIJPKEHHIO MMAX0IIB Ta BU3HAYEHHIO
MOKA3HUKIB CTAJIOTO PO3BUTKY ISl TEPUTOPiIaIbHUX
rpoMaa. MoXIIMBICTh BHKOPHCTAHHS IPHHIMIIIB
CTaJIOTO PO3BUTKY NPH MPHUHHATTI YHPABIiHCHKUX
pillieHb MIONO PO3BUTKY TEPUTOPiaJbHUX TPOMA]
norpedye BUPOOJIEHHs NPIOPUTETIB abo IIiJiei
CTaJIOrO PO3BUTKY. Taki NpiOpUTETH, y CBOIO YEPry,
MaloTh TPYHTYBaTUCS Ha KPHUTEPIsX, SKI MOXKHA
BUMIpATH W oiiHuTH. Ha chorogui, miaxoau
CTaJloTO PO3BUTKY € OAHUMH 13 0a30BHX IIpH
OiATOTOBLI  MpOMO3uLiii  Ha  ¢iHaHCYBaHHS
TEPUTOPiaJbHOT TPOMAIX YM OLIHII OCTaHHBOI 3
0oky MoxnuBHX iHBecTopiB. Ilpore, HaBiTh mpu
YMOBi, IO MEBHI TEpUTOpialbHI TpOMaiu, B¥KeE
AKTHBHO BUKOPHCTOBYIOTh BU3HAYECHUI TEPMIH MPH
MIArOTOBI[l MPOMO3HUIIA Yd TNpU Mpe3eHTaIll
rpoMaJyd Ha 3araj, Majo XTO 3 HHX, MOXe
JOCTOIMEHHO BU3HAYHMTH, SKi caMe ITOKa3HUKH
noTpiObHO PO3paxoOByBATH.

Y mpakTumi yOpaBiiHHA TEPUTOPiajbHOIO
rpOMAJIOI0  IIUPOKO BUKOPUCTOBYIOTBCSA — Pi3HI
CHCTEMM ITOKA3HMKIB, MOKIMKAHI OLIIHUTH CTaH TI€l
4yu iHIOI cdepu AiSUIBHOCTI (HampsMy PO3BUTKY)
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rpoMaju 3 00paHoi TOUKH 30py (IO JIsIIyIa B OCHOBY
(hopMyBaHHS CUCTEMHU TTOKa3HUKIB).

AHami3 Jiteparypd TIOKa3aB, IO ICHYeE
JOCTaTHHO TIJXOMIB IMIONO MPOIO3UILN MI0A0

BHU3HAYEHHS MTOKa3HUKIB, AK1 MOXYTh
XapaKTepu3yBaTH CTAIMA PO3BUTOK TIpomanu. B
CTarTi MIPOTIOHYETHCS BUKOPHUCTOBYBAaTH

Oennmamxkiicbki mpuHOUNK Uil (HOpMyBaHHS
MiIXOAy IIOMO KUTBKICHUX PO3paxyHKiB. Y CTarTi
IPOIOHYETbCA ~ 3aCTOCYBaHHS ~ MaTreMaTHYHOIO
amapary Ui PO3paxyHKy MEBHHX ITOKa3HHKIB.
3ampornoHoBaHUH MiAXi MiCTHUTh, 3 YpaxyBaHHSIM
Tay3eBUX OCOONMBOCTEH, TpPyNmH TIOKAa3HHKIB
3a0e3neueHHs  JKMTTEIISIIbHOCTI HaceJICHHS,
PO3BHUTOK TEPUTOPIli, PO3BUTOK MiANMPHUEMHHIITBA, &
TaKOX MMOKa3HUKH, IO BiTOOPAkKAIOTh COIIaIbHY Ta
EKOJIOTiYHY  BiJNOBIJaNbHICTh  TEPUTOPIATBLHOI
rpomagu. JlaHuil KOMIUIEKC TIOKa3HUKIB MOXKE
BUKOPHCTOBYBATHUCS K KpUTEpii npu
OOTpyHTYBaHHI  YIpaBIiHCBKAX  DpIillleHh B
TEPUTOPIATILHUX IPOMA/IaX.

KarouoBi cioBa: crammii pO3BHTOK, TepH-
TopiasbHa rpoMana, OeJIaKIACHKI MPUHITHIIH,
IHTerpaJIbHUI MMOKa3HUK, CTpaTeriyHi Mmpiopu-
TETH.
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