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The results of rating analysis of domestic industrial enterprises are considered after volumes and structure of the

realized industrial products. It is well-proven that rates of development of industrial sector of economy are the consequence
of effective management of assets exactly of industrial enterprises of country that determines  quality and orientation of
the economy growing of the state. Priority directions of further development of industrial production are distinguished.
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*

2007 2008 2009 2010
(C  D  E) 717076,7 917035,5 806550,6 1065108,2
 [CA,CB] 56348,6 85755,4 67242,6 106933,7

D 530162,7 668466,4 559266,5 730544,1
,

DA 109959,9 139892,4 159550,1 192154,1
[DB, D ] 7034,1 8201,5 7511,9 8529,7

, DD 5796,4 6786,6 6357,3 7384,8
;

DE 16788,0 20539,3 22126,3 26004,0
, DF 52527,7 66135,2 53746,4 73003,0

[DG, DH] 43911,4 55576,4 48473,6 62303,9

DI 27464,5 34314,6 23987,4 27967,3

DJ 157450,5 202034,6 141498,0 199901,3
[DK, DL, DM] 98339,9 121780,4 85833,0 116348,5

DN 10890,3 13205,4 10182,5 16947,5
, E 130565,4 162813,7 180041,5 227630,4

. *  “  2007–2010 ” [2].
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Investigated the state influence on the formation of effective regional economic structure, defined objectives,
priorities, instruments and methods of structural regional policy.
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