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1 . 18 541 325 18 243 325 2 780 150 159 767
2 10 847 499 10 847 499 4 915 404 903 711
3 7 965 630 7 963 846 3 417 185 27 829
6 5 034 929 5 034 929 2 748 922 . .
7  4 930 494 5 242 424 2 461 337 163 842
4 5 448 496 5 448 096 3 143 400 1 215 400
5 5 200 179 5 296 634 2 679 380 . .
11 3 408 653 3 408 162 1 989 976 416 856
10 3 729 471 3 729 461 1 918 498 778 300
8 4 621 870 4 622 093 2 384 012 973 054
19 2 539 835  253 745 1 365 498 676 502
9 3 945 179 3 944 173 1 871 179 30 190
13 3 016 540 3 016 540 1 637 594 556 539
25 . 1 863 105 1 862 104  854 794 458 786
12 - 3 229 072 3 226 944 2 062 108 713 550
23 2 173 243 2 171 372 1 126 832 . .
21 2 298 451 2 289 426 1 203 537 58 823
24 2 015 281 2 014 781 1 244 518 509 981
18 2 601 959 2 601 488 1 602 812 631 800
26 1 829 143 1 831 593 1 016 453 20 098
16 2 729 235 2 727 019 1 681 500 24 544
17 2 690 687 2 687 177 1 685 353 688 202
15 2 918 291 2 917 983 1 626 933 779 478
20 2 404 235 2 403 499 1 294 827 641 925
15 3 002 107 3 002 107 1 936 707 662 979
14 3 004 515 3 003 520 1 667 611 820 405
22 2 191 220 2 191 185 125 284 537 968
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Bikulov D. Comparation of indicators of local budgets of industrial regions of Ukraine
This article is devoted to the definition of the difference that arise while local budgets are

formed. Budgets of the three industrial regions of Ukraine are researched: Kiev, Donetsk and Dne-
propetrovsk oblast. Researched data are compared with average of the country. The local budgets
of Kiev, Donetsk and Dnepropetrovsk regions of 2013 are researched. We used following criteria to
compare local budgets: volumes (as amount of incomes and losses), all needs covering, institu-
tional perfections as quality of the legal norms and documents that adopt local budgets (we take in
mind acts of local council and Budget Code of Ukraine). Acts of local council adopt amounts, items,
sources, assignments and all the details of the local budgets. The main problem of the local budg-
ets is lack of funds for the development items: new infrastructure building, staring up of new en-
terprises, administration improvement, increase of personnel qualification. There is opinion exist
that some regions of Ukraine give main part of their domestic product to another without any
benefits in future. We consider most powerful industrial regions of Ukraine as an example of budg-
ets (in their consistence) to find differences with average Ukrainian level and principles of budgets
formation.

However, we can see that amount of dotation to the non-industrial regions higher than to some
industrial ones.

The main factor of the local budget volume is a companies – employers that are source of sal-
ary. Tax to income is the base of the local budgets – that take up to 70% of their volume. Other
taxes (excluding tax to land) flows to the cental budgets and partially have being returned as
budget transfers.

We can find some strong dependance in the transit and logistics importance of the region and
sum of the dotations that flow from the central budgets.

In the article we conclude that there are some disproportion in the budgets formation but there
are stipulated by important political or economics needs. Here is system of budgets’ formation ex-
ists in Ukraine that allows distribute public funds for state needs and for state function fulfillment
firstly.

The local budgets formed dependently of central budget and business activity in the region, es-
pecially in the cities there are most strong contacts between business and local authorities.

Key words: local budget, industrial region, acuestss, charges, proficite, bugetary system.


