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ABSTRACT

This research addresses the critical need to evaluate and strengthen spatial
planning capacities of Ukrainian hromadas, essential for decentralization, recovery,
and sustainable development. Currently, local self-governments face significant
capacity challenges, and a standardized assessment methodology is absent. The
study develops a digital self-assessment tool: a quantitative questionnaire with
tailored questions for diverse stakeholders (leadership, technical specialists,
representatives of municipality departments related to spatial planning, CSOs,
inhabitants) using 5-point Likert scale responses and multi-choice questions.
Structured around key capacity dimensions, its automated scoring pinpoints
strengths and weaknesses, thereby informing targeted capacity development
recommendations for hromadas.

Keywords: spatial planning, capacity, hromada, Ukraine, capacity assessment,
capaciy development,post-war recovery, decentralization, self-assessment.

Number of words: 14 225 words

INTRODUCTION

The capacity of Ukrainian hromadas for effective spatial planning is of critical
importance, particularly in the context of ongoing decentralization and the urgent
needs of post-war recovery and sustainable development. Spatial planning involves
the efforts of a hromada to legally, strategically, and technically guide the
development and organization of its physical environment. Across key activities it is
possible to highlight: creating spatial development plans, managing land use,
controlling urban sprawl, promoting area revitalization, coordinating service
delivery, and considering demographic, social, economic, geographical, and
environmental factors. This requires a comprehensive and spatially aware
approach. A hromada that excels in these areas is equipped with the necessary
attributes, skills, resources, and organizational structures to effectively manage and
oversee its territorial growth.

Existing literature (Anisimov, Smirnova, and Dulko 2024), along with broader
policy and public discourse, highlights that the spatial planning capacity of local
self-governments in Ukraine remains a significant challenge.

Notably, there is no single, widely accepted or standardized methodology currently
in use for assessing capacity in spatial planning across all hromadas. It results in
fragmented evaluations that fail to capture the full spectrum of local governance
capabilities. A comprehensive understanding of the existing strengths, constraints,
and specific needs of hromadas — across multiple dimensions — is critical for
informing effective urban development strategies and post-conflict recovery
planning.



The present understanding of these capacity gaps often derives from problem-
focused research, analyses of systemic performance, consultations with experts and
stakeholders, and the observation of practical challenges such as attracting qualified
specialists, managing data effectively, and securing adequate funding.

Despite the importance of capacity assessment as a diagnostic tool (European
Commission 2007) and a crucial initial stage in any capacity development initiative,
the absence of a standardized tool specifically for spatial planning capacity hinders
systematic diagnosis and the implementation of targeted interventions across
diverse hromadas. This lack of a consistent and structured approach to assessing
spatial planning capacity represents a significant analytical problem.

Stemming from this analytical problem, the central analytical question guiding this
research is: How can a structured capacity assessment tool effectively diagnose the
spatial planning strengths and weaknesses of Ukrainian hromadas to inform
capacity development recommendations? This question involves exploring the key
dimensions of capacity relevant to the Ukrainian context and determining how a
quantitative tool can capture nuanced perspectives of hromada representatives for
spatial planning process.

This research employs a structured quantitative self-assessment design. The
deliberate selection of a strictly quantitative format is intended to facilitate efficient
data collection, standardized measurement, and numerical analysis of capacity
levels which are fundamental for subsequent analysis and comparison. This
approach is utilized to develop a capacity assessment tool designed to evaluate
spatial planning capacity across key dimensions. The tool is implemented as a
quantitative questionnaire using closed-ended questions with defined scales,
tailored for administration to a range of individuals with varying roles and
perspectives in the local spatial planning process. These respondents include
hromada’s leadership, technical specialists involved in spatial planning,
representatives of other hromada’s departments, representatives of CSO and
inhabitants. This quantitative design allows for automatic scoring and the
identification of specific areas of strength and weakness (gaps). While a purely
quantitative tool has inherent limitations in capturing the full qualitative context
surrounding capacity, its advantages in terms of standardized, scalable data
collection and numerical diagnosis of capacity levels align with the pressing need to
systematically assess hromada capacity across multiple dimensions.

Key chapters of the Thesis include:

o Literature Review, exploring the academic and professional discourse
surrounding spatial planning and capacity assessment frameworks.

o Terminology Glossary, identifiying key terms.

o Analytical Framework, including the conceptualization and the theoretical
basis for understanding spatial planning capacity.



o Methodological Design, outlining the research approach, the
operationalization of variables, data collection procedures using the
quantitative tool, and the methods planned for data analysis.

o Results derived from the application of the assessment tool.

o Discussion, which will interpret the results, reflect on the limitations of the
chosen approach, integrate the findings into the broader academic and
professional discourse, and propose avenues for future research. Based on the
Results and the Methodological Design key principles of the
recommendations system and identification of the Capacity levels are
described in this section.

o The work includes a list of References and Appendices containing empirical
materials relevant to the study.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The effective management of territorial development is a cornerstone for Ukrainian
hromadas, particularly as they navigate the complexities of ongoing
decentralization reforms and confront the profound challenges of post-war recovery
and the pursuit of sustainable development.

In Ukrainian legislation, spatial planning is not defined as a standalone legal
concept but is embedded within the broader category of city planning activity
(MmicmobydisHa disivbHicmb), as regulated by the Law of Ukraine “On Regulation of
City Planning Activity.” This activity includes the planning and development of
territories (n1anysamns i 3abydosa mepumopiii). While the law does not
explicitly define “spatial planning” (npocmopoge naanysanms) as a general field,
the term appears in the form of “spatial development” in the title of a key planning
document — the Comprehensive Plan of Spatial Development of the Territory of a
Territorial Community (komnaexcHuil naai npocmoposo20 po3sUMKyY mepumopii
mepumopiaavHoi epomadu), which combines elements of both city planning
documentation and land management documentation, along with the continuous
renewal of data, effective work with geospatial information, the formulation of
climate change adaptation strategies, and the robust implementation, evaluation,
and monitoring of various development initiatives. Other legally binding city
planning documents include the General Plan of a Settlement (eenepanvHuil naam
Hacenernoz2o nyHkmy) and the Detailed Plan of a Territory (JemanavHuil naaH
mepumopii), all of which are mandatory for implementation by all subjects of city
planning activity (Law of Ukraine 2011).

This broad domain of city planning activity encompasses the array of legal,
strategic, and technical processes through which a hromada endeavours to shape
the physical form, spatial organization, and functional characteristics of its
territory.



Furthermore, it involves prudent management of land use and development
patterns, alongside a careful consideration of demographic trends, socio-
geographical specificities, and critical environmental factors, all aimed at fostering
equitable and sustainable development outcomes.

The legislative framework regulating spatial planning in Ukraine is characterized by
its complexity and fragmentation, which presents practical challenges for local
authorities and professionals. In addition to the Law of Ukraine "On Regulation of
Urban Development Activity," Spatial planning activities are currently governed by
multiple legal acts, including, the Land Code, and relevant State Building Norms
(DBN). At the state level, the principal planning document is the General Scheme of
Planning the Territory of Ukraine, which sets strategic development priorities.
Regional planning relies on schemes developed for oblasts and raions, while local
planning is implemented through Comprehensive Plans of Spatial Development of
Territorial Communities, General Plans of Settlements, and Detailed Territory
Plans. The Comprehensive Plan is currently promoted as the most advanced and
integrated form of urban planning documentation, simultaneously serving as land
management documentation and designed to support sustainable, long-term
territorial development. It is developed with consideration of the Concept of
Integrated Development, which serves as a foundational input that reflects the
existing conditions, prospects, and stakeholder interests of the territorial
community. In response to the urgent needs of post-war recovery, a separate type of
planning instrument — the Program of Comprehensive Recovery — was
introduced. Although not classified as urban planning documentation, this program
defines socio-economic and spatial recovery priorities for oblasts and communities,
aligning them with sustainable development goals and potentially serving as a
future basis for planning strategies. However, despite the growing role of these
instruments, the system continues to face significant obstacles, including outdated
surveying standards, a decentralized and unsystematized urban planning cadastre,
and the resource-intensive nature of developing high-quality documentation, which
requires multidisciplinary expertise and coordination. (Shterndok, Dobrokhodova,
and Kasyanov 2024)

Capacity, in its broadest conceptualization, refers to the inherent ability of
individuals, organizations, and indeed society as a whole, to successfully manage
their affairs and achieve their objectives (OECD 2006). More specifically within an
organizational context, capacity manifests as the ability to perform requisite tasks,
produce desired outputs, effectively define and resolve problems, and make well-
informed choices (The World Bank 2005).

It is an inherently context-specific attribute, residing within the boundaries of an
organization or a network of organizations, and is shaped by a dynamic interplay of
both internal and external factors (Pearson 2018). When applied to the domain of
spatial planning within Ukrainian hromadas, spatial planning capacity denotes the



hromada's overall capability to effectively govern its territory through systematic
planning processes and the diligent implementation of adopted plans.

This capacity is multidimensional, drawing upon strengths across several
interrelated levels: individual, organisational and enabling environment (OECD
2006).

Interpreting these levels for the current research purposes, “Individual” or “human”
level encompasses the skills, knowledge, and professional expertise of the staff and
leadership directly involved in planning activities — such as urban planners,
architects, land management specialists, and GIS technicians — and is maintained
through continuous professional development.

Secondly, “organizational” level pertains to the effectiveness of the administrative
structures, operational processes, and internal systems established within the
hromada administration for undertaking planning functions; this includes human
resource management institutional arrangements, clarity of leadership, strategic
and operational planning abilities, internal coordination mechanisms, and the
systems for monitoring and evaluation.

Thirdly, Relational level, often intertwined with the broader Enabling Environment,
reflects the hromada's proficiency in interacting effectively with a range of external
actors. These actors include central and regional government bodies, neighbouring
hromadas, private sector entities, civil society organizations (CSOs), and, crucially,
the active engagement of citizens in planning processes. This dimension also
encapsulates the influence exerted by the prevailing legal and regulatory
framework, the degree of political will and support for robust spatial planning,
existing power dynamics, and the overarching socio-economic and political climate.

The practice of capacity assessment is widely acknowledged within both academic
and practitioner circles as a critically important, albeit often complex, undertaking
for guiding effective urban development and facilitating recovery processes. It
functions primarily as a diagnostic and learning tool, forming an indispensable
component of the broader cycle of capacity development.

An evaluation of World Bank support for capacity building in Sub-Saharan Africa
between 1995 and 2004 offers valuable evidence on the foundational role of
capacity assessment in designing effective development interventions. In contexts
marked by poverty, institutional weakness, and limited human capital, the absence
of proper diagnostic efforts led to ill-defined project objectives, unrealistic plans,
and underestimation of implementation constraints. Projects frequently overlooked
political and institutional dynamics, which weakened relevance and hindered
results. For instance, public financial management reforms in Ghana and
decentralized service delivery efforts in Ethiopia faltered partly because they lacked
comprehensive upfront capacity assessments. In contrast, initiatives that were
grounded in detailed diagnostics—such as the roads sector projects and health



system reforms in Malawi — achieved more coherent and sustainable outcomes.
These successful interventions integrated human resource development and
organizational change based on clearly identified needs. The evaluation thus
emphasizes that capacity development must begin with a systematic assessment of
existing capacities and constraints, ideally incorporating stakeholder participation
and contextual political analysis. Without such groundwork, even well-intentioned
reforms risk failure due to unrealistic design and poor alignment with actual
institutional capacities (The World Bank 2005).

Case studies from fragile and conflict-affected settings demonstrate the critical
importance of assessing existing capacity and context prior to designing capacity
development interventions. A synthesis of experiences in countries such as
Afghanistan, Cambodia, Nepal, Pakistan, the Philippines, and Sri Lanka reveals that
standard technical approaches often fail when they do not adequately account for
political dynamics, local governance deficits, or the varying credibility of state and
non-state actors. In Cambodia and Afghanistan, for example, the success of hybrid
solutions that engaged both government institutions and civil society depended on
recognizing local constraints and perceptions of legitimacy. Similarly, in post-crisis
settings like Malakand (Pakistan) and tsunami-affected Sri Lanka, rapid
assessments helped balance short-term service delivery with long-term capacity
strengthening of local authorities. Other cases underscore the need to evaluate the
roles of NGOs and state institutions carefully, particularly in contested regions, as
seen in the Philippines and Nepal. These examples illustrate six core dilemmas in
fragile contexts — such as external versus local capacities and planned versus
emergent approaches — all of which require continuous monitoring, political
analysis, and tailored strategies informed by capacity assessments. Across all cases,
understanding the local context and institutional landscape enabled more adaptive
and effective interventions, reinforcing the broader argument that capacity
development efforts are unlikely to succeed without a prior, systematic assessment
of local conditions (GIZ 2015).

A large-scale study on disaster risk management (DRM) in Serbia exemplifies how
comprehensive capacity assessment serves as a foundational step for effective
capacity development, particularly at the local government level. Conducted
between 2014 and 2017, the research evaluated 105 municipalities and towns
through a structured self-assessment using questionnaires directed at local leaders
and disaster management personnel. The study revealed that despite legislative
obligations introduced by the 2009 Law on Emergency Situations and the 2018 Law
on Disaster Risk Reduction and Emergency Management, many local self-
governments lacked the necessary institutional, strategic, and human capacities to
implement proactive DRM measures. Notably, only 36.8% of localities had
completed a threat assessment, and just 16.7% had developed protection and rescue
plans — documents regarded as essential for integrating disaster risk reduction into
spatial planning and urban development. The research found that local responses



were largely reactive, with key obligations — such as civil protection systems, early
warning infrastructure, and public education — only partially fulfilled due to
resource and knowledge constraints. Municipalities also reported significant needs
for support across legal, institutional, educational, and operational domains. This
assessment underscores the importance of diagnosing local capacities and gaps
before designing or implementing DRM policies. Without such groundwork, the
integration of risk management into spatial and urban planning remains limited
and fragmented, further impeding resilience-building efforts (Cvetkovié et al. 2021).

In the context of Ukraine’s post-war recovery, the need for accurate and context-
sensitive spatial planning capacity assessment has become more critical than ever.
The decentralization reform has granted territorial communities greater
responsibility over spatial development, yet the war has exposed deep structural
and institutional vulnerabilities. As Ukraine embarks on large-scale reconstruction
and advances toward European Union integration, local self-governments must
demonstrate not only formal planning mandates but also the operational capacity to
deliver on them. Self-assessment of spatial planning capacity provides a strategic
tool for diagnosing institutional readiness, identifying resource and knowledge
gaps, and guiding targeted capacity development initiatives. These assessments are
essential for aligning local planning systems with EU spatial governance standards
and for ensuring coherence with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
particularly those related to resilient infrastructure, inclusive urban development,
and climate adaptation. Without a clear understanding of existing planning
capacities — across legal, technical, human, and organizational dimensions —
recovery efforts risk may become fragmented or misaligned. A robust, participatory
self-assessment process enables communities to build realistic, integrated spatial
development strategies that respond to current needs while preparing for long-term
sustainability and resilience.

Scholarly and professional literature offers varied but largely overlapping
descriptions of capacity assessment, defining it as the systematic identification of
existing capacity assets and prevailing needs, the measurement of baseline
conditions and subsequent progress, and a structured method for discerning the
strengths and weaknesses inherent in relevant institutional structures or
operational processes.

When such an assessment is conducted internally by the entity itself, it is often
termed a capacity self-assessment, as described previously in a Cvetkovi¢ paper.
This process typically involves the organization scrutinizing its own capacities
across individual, organizational, and relational levels, while giving due
consideration to both external influences and internal characteristics.

A range of capacity assessment frameworks and specialized tools have been
developed internationally to guide and structure this diagnostic process. The initial
step in such an assessment frequently involves clearly defining the key actors and
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stakeholders involved and articulating a contextually relevant definition of
"capacity" for the specific domain under consideration — in this instance, spatial
planning at the hromada level as described previously in (Pearson 2018).

The assessment process itself, particularly when designed to be participatory and
inclusive, is regarded as being as important as its outcomes, primarily for its
potential to foster constructive dialogue, build shared understanding, and secure
political buy-in for subsequent actions.

The significance of capacity assessment is underscored by its multifaceted
contributions: it aids in diagnosing the root causes of poor performance or
identified capacity deficits, rather than merely addressing symptoms; it assists
diverse stakeholders in arriving at a common understanding of their specific
capacity challenges; its findings directly inform the formulation of targeted capacity
development strategies and appropriate interventions; it establishes crucial
baselines for monitoring progress and evaluating the effectiveness of capacity-
building efforts over time; it promotes a sense of ownership over the findings and a
commitment to addressing identified priorities; and, ultimately, it aims to enhance
overall performance and improve the delivery of essential services by the hromada.

The identification of weak capacity through a rigorous assessment may also carry
important implications for resource allocation, potentially suggesting that fewer
funds can be effectively absorbed without a concomitant focus on strengthening
underlying capacities.

One illustrative example of an internationally recognised structured capacity
assessment methodology is the Metropolitan Capacity Assessment Methodology
(MetroCAM), developed jointly by GIZ and UN-Habitat. MetroCAM is a flexible,
modular framework designed to help metropolitan regions evaluate their
governance capacity in relation to specific challenges that require collaborative,
multi-stakeholder solutions. A core principle of the methodology is the importance
of beginning with a clear understanding of existing governance capacity before
identifying what additional capacities are needed. It defines capacity as the
collective ability of stakeholders to mobilize institutional systems, resources, and
relationships to deliver sustainable and equitable public services. The framework
encompasses both “soft” capacities—such as leadership, trust, adaptability, and
inter-institutional cooperation—and “technical” capacities, including legal
structures, fiscal systems, participation mechanisms, and service quality.

MetroCAM is implemented in phased stages, beginning with stakeholder
identification and problem definition, followed by the design of a customized
assessment framework, data collection and analysis, and the development of a
capacity development strategy. The process incorporates tools for stakeholder
mapping, urban diagnostics, and various forms of participatory consultation, such
as interviews, workshops, and focus groups. A distinguishing feature of the
methodology is its focus on identifying “windows of opportunity” — strategic entry
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points for change based on local dynamics. Ultimately, MetroCAM aims to foster
consensus among stakeholders around a shared strategy for capacity development.
Its adaptable design makes it particularly suitable for application in varied urban
and regional contexts, offering valuable insights for capacity assessment practices in
the field of spatial planning (Pearson 2018).

Another notable example is the UN-Habitat Capacity Self-Assessment Methodology
(UN-Habitat, 2012), that was specifically developed for local government training
institutions. This method is tailored for organizations that provide training to local
governments on urban issues. It acts as a participatory and internally driven
diagnostic tool that helps training institutions assess and enhance the capacities
needed for their own development and for delivering high-quality training services.
The methodology assists organizations in reflecting on their performance and
identifying capacity gaps on three key levels: individual, organizational, and
relational (enabling environment). It is organized around four core capacity areas:
resources (both physical and human), organization and management, training, and
relational capacities/enabling environment. The methodology includes self-
assessment tables that describe four different levels of capacity. These tables guide
discussions and encourage dialogue among participants, facilitating collective
reflection and prioritization. A participatory process is emphasized to promote
ownership of the results. Engaging stakeholders is considered crucial for effective
capacity development, particularly in nurturing relational capacities essential for
networking, empowering relationships, and inter-institutional cooperation.
Ultimately, this methodology results in actionable capacity development plans that
are rooted in the institutional context and driven by internal discourse, adhering to
the principle that capacity development should emerge from within rather than
being imposed externally.

The European Commission’s framework for institutional and capacity assessment
offers a comprehensive, systems-based approach that is particularly suitable for
analyzing the public sector. While it is not specifically designed for spatial planning,
its principles are highly relevant. This framework adopts an open systems
perspective, emphasizing that organizations — including local governments — are
embedded within broader contexts and must be understood in relation to their
environment. It promotes a step-by-step process that starts with a focus on outputs,
context, and resources, rather than beginning with internal diagnostics. This
approach encourages a shift from merely identifying technical gaps to exploring the
underlying institutional and political dynamics that influence capacity. The
framework differentiates between functional and rational dimensions — such as
procedures, skills, and resources — and political dimensions, including informal
power relations, interests, and stakeholder dynamics. Both dimensions are essential
for a meaningful diagnosis. Significantly, it positions capacity development as a
locally driven and endogenous process, with external support acting as a catalyst
rather than a directive force. (European Commission 2007). For local self-
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governments, this framework may serve as a valuable tool for conducting capacity
self-assessments that are context-sensitive, output-oriented, and strategically
actionable.

The UNDP Capacity Assessment Methodology provides a systematic yet flexible
framework for identifying existing and necessary capacities in relation to defined
development goals. While it is broadly applicable, this methodology is particularly
insightful for assessing public sector capacity in areas such as spatial planning.
According to UNDP Capacity Assessment Methodology (UNDP 2008) the approach
consists of a three-step process: mobilizing and designing the assessment,
conducting the assessment, and interpreting the results. It emphasizes stakeholder
engagement throughout the process. The methodology operates on three levels —
enabling environment, organization, and individual — and utilizes a set of core
issues such as institutional arrangements, leadership, knowledge, and
accountability as diagnostic lenses. Both functional and technical capacities are
examined. Functional capacities include the ability to engage stakeholders, define a
strategic vision, implement policies, and evaluate outcomes. A key strength of this
methodology is its combination of quantitative rankings for comparison and
benchmarking, along with qualitative inputs that provide contextual nuances. The
ultimate goal is to use the assessment findings as a foundation for a tailored and
prioritized capacity development strategy. This methodology aligns well with the
needs of self-assessment in spatial planning institutions by enabling a
comprehensive understanding of structural gaps, performance issues, and strategic
planning needs.

While these various methodologies differ in their primary focus, intended target
users, specific procedural steps and tools, conceptual origins, desired outcomes, and
principal levels of analysis, a common thread among many is the acknowledgement
of capacity as a multi-level construct, encompassing individual, organizational, and
enabling environment dimensions. The array of tools often employed or suggested
within these methodologies includes quantitative questionnaires, qualitative
surveys and interviews, focus group discussions, SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities, Threats) analysis, benchmarking against comparable entities, and
the development of composite capacity indices.

In the Ukrainian context, despite the presence of international frameworks, the
prevailing understanding of local spatial planning capacities and their limitations is
often derived from indirect sources. These include problem-oriented research,
systemic performance analyses, and extensive consultations with stakeholders and
experts. Insights from such consultations — involving local government officials,
professionals, and representatives of civil society organizations (CSOs) — reveal a
range of persistent and practical challenges that serve as informal indicators of
underlying capacity gaps.
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The Ministry of Development developed recommendations for the capacity
assessment of hromadas, but this methodology captures only indicators such as
population size, area, tax capacity index, and share of local taxes. The methodology
provides a framework for determining whether a community meets the minimum
thresholds required to be considered viable for self-governance and long-term
development (Ministry for Communities and Territories Development of Ukraine
2019). However, the methodology doesn’t capture any of the dimensions or capacity
levels, that are described in international frameworks.

While international methodologies are sometimes discussed as potential sources of
inspiration or as elements that could be integrated into a blended approach suitable
for Ukraine, their widespread, standardized application for the specific purpose of
spatial planning capacity assessment across all Ukrainian hromadas is not reported
as current standard practice. This situation points to a significant gap in the
systematic and comparable diagnosis of spatial planning capacity at the local
government level in Ukraine.

The spatial planning capacity of Ukrainian hromadas is currently influenced, and
often constrained, by a multitude of significant challenges, particularly within the
dynamic context of ongoing decentralization reforms and the pervasive impacts of
war.

The full-scale invasion has sharply intensified pre-existing challenges in Ukrainian
hromadas, disrupting socio-economic baselines and creating urgent new demands.
Longstanding issues — such as population decline, labor shortages, and weak
planning systems — have been exacerbated by displacement, infrastructure
destruction, and reduced local revenues. Over 13% of housing stock has been
damaged, and real GDP has fallen significantly, while the construction sector and
agricultural production have contracted. These impacts have generated acute needs
for infrastructure reconstruction, housing repair, and psychosocial support.
Addressing community trauma, restoring livelihoods, and ensuring social cohesion
are now as critical as physical recovery, with both state and civil society actors
mobilizing to respond amid constrained resources and institutional capacities
(Government of Ukraine; European Union; United Nations; World Bank 2025).

Hromadas across the country face vastly different starting points in their recovery
efforts, depending on the extent of physical destruction and population
displacement they have endured. Moreover, martial law provisions can, at times,
restrict certain activities, such as aerial surveys, which are necessary for the
preparation of up-to-date planning documentation.

Additional gaps include: the acute difficulty many hromadas face in recruiting
qualified specialists, such as urban planners, architects, land managers, and even
non-technical staff like project coordinators or psychologists; limited capacity to
manage complex land relations, particularly in smaller communities where the lack
of land management professionals is pronounced; persistent obstacles in accessing
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and using digital data, exacerbated by the fragmentation of damage registries and
the absence of unified data methodologies; and the significant shortage of funding,
with state financial support described as minimal and slow-moving. Furthermore,
implementation of spatial and recovery projects is often delayed by bureaucratic
inefficiencies, lack of strategic guidance at the national level, and the scarcity of
ready-to-implement project estimates. These barriers are especially pronounced for
communities with limited institutional experience or international connections,
highlighting the structural inequalities that shape access to resources and external
support (Kyiv International Institute of Sociology (KIIS) 2023).

One more challenge — the complexity of Comprehensive Spatial Planning
Development Plans. As of 2020, during the early stages of Ukraine’s
decentralization reform — formally initiated in 2014 — a total of 1,469 territorial
communities (hromadas) were established. However, to date, only a small number
of these communities have successfully approved Comprehensive Plans of Spatial
Development. While comprehensive official data on the current approval rates of
Comprehensive Spatial Development Plans remains limited or unavailable, recent
public discourse and expert discussions have indicated that only a small number of
hromadas have successfully completed and adopted such plans. This low uptake
suggests persistent systemic challenges and capacity constraints at the local level,
particularly in meeting the complex technical, legal, and financial requirements
associated with plan development and approval. The preparation of a
Comprehensive Plan can cost anywhere from several million to tens of millions of
Ukrainian hryvnias, a financial burden that many communities are currently unable
to afford. Moreover, weaknesses in existing legal frameworks can hinder effective
plan enforcement and may limit the legitimate authority of local self-governments
in managing territorial development. Certain inherited features from the Soviet-era
planning system, such as prescriptive State Construction Norms (DBNs), continue
to pre-define many planning decisions, contributing to a process that can be highly
technical and somewhat rigid.

Finally, there is a notable unevenness in capacity among hromadas. Communities
across Ukraine exhibit a wide variety of previous experiences with planning,
differing significantly in their existing capacity levels, and operating within diverse
local socio-economic and geographical contexts, now further complicated by post-
war challenges. Some hromadas are demonstrably more capable of planning and
implementing recovery and development initiatives than others. This disparity
leads to legitimate concerns that a "one-size-fits-all" approach to capacity
development or recovery support may be unsuitable, and that those hromadas most
in need of assistance may paradoxically lack the requisite capacity to effectively
engage with donors or to develop the necessary plans to guide their recovery.

The complex and evolving challenges facing Ukraine highlight the urgent need for a
capacity assessment approach specifically tailored to its unique spatial planning
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context. Given the multifaceted nature of planning capacity — encompassing both
technical and political dimensions — any diagnostic tool must be able to address a
broad spectrum of factors. These include not only functional aspects such as skills,
data infrastructure, and planning procedures, but also political realities like power
dynamics, institutional incentives, and levels of political commitment.

Such a tool must also be responsive to the layered challenges of decentralization,
post-war recovery, and regional diversity. Although the importance of assessing
capacity is widely acknowledged, current practices often rely on general
observations or one-off studies. There remains a lack of a standardized, scalable
methodology to systematically evaluate planning capacities across Ukraine’s
hromadas.

Developing a robust diagnostic instrument is essential for identifying both strengths
and weaknesses in local capacities. This is particularly critical because a hromada’s
planning capacity directly affects its ability to define strategic territorial visions,
allocate resources effectively, foster inclusive participation, navigate legal
frameworks, and adapt to dynamic post-conflict conditions.

A structured, evidence-based assessment can lay the groundwork for targeted and
context-sensitive capacity development efforts. These interventions are vital to
improving outcomes in areas such as sustainable development, fair resource
distribution, and “build back better” approach in reconstruction. This research aims
to address this gap by designing and piloting a digital self-assessment methodology
specifically adapted to the Ukrainian spatial planning context.

Stemming from the identified analytical problem of absent standardized diagnostic
tools and the evident gap in structured assessment methodologies tailored to the
Ukrainian context, the central analytical question guiding this research is: How can
a structured capacity assessment tool effectively diagnose the spatial planning
strengths and weaknesses of Ukrainian hromadas to inform targeted capacity
development interventions?

TERMINOLOGY GLOSSARY

The terminology employed in this research is grounded in existing academic
literature and adapted to the specific context of spatial planning and capacity
assessment in Ukrainian hromadas. Some of the terms are combined and
interpreted by the author of the research. The following glossary defines key terms
as they are understood and utilized throughout this thesis:

Hromada (Territorial Community): A fundamental administrative-territorial
unit of local self-government in Ukraine. According to author’s interpretations in
the context of this research, the hromada serves as the primary entity for which
spatial planning is conducted and whose capacities for these functions are
evaluated, particularly within the framework of ongoing decentralization, post-war
recovery, and sustainable development objectives.
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Spatial Planning: Although there is no single legal definition of "spatial
planning" in Ukrainian legislation, the term is commonly understood — based on a
review of relevant literature — as the set of legal, strategic, and technical processes
used by a hromada to shape the physical structure, functional organization, and
sustainable development of its territory. Spatial planning includes forecasting
future development, guiding land use, making regulatory decisions, implementing
plans and projects, and monitoring outcomes. It aims to create a coherent and
integrated vision for a community's growth, balancing economic sustainability,
social inclusion, and environmental protection. Core activities involve preparing
and executing spatial development plans (such as the Comprehensive Plan for the
Spatial Development of the Territory of the Territorial Community), managing land
use effectively, controlling urban sprawl, revitalizing built environments,
coordinating sectoral policies, addressing climate resilience, enhancing mobility,
and ensuring fair access to public spaces and services.

Capacity: According to the OECD framework, capacity refers to the ability
inherent in individuals, organizations, and society as a whole to successfully
manage their affairs, perform functions, and achieve objectives. More specifically
stated in the EU framework within an organizational context, it is the demonstrated
ability to undertake tasks effectively, produce desired outputs, define and resolve
problems through informed choices, and adapt to changing circumstances. Capacity
is understood to reside within the boundaries of an organization or network of
organizations, is shaped by a combination of internal and external factors, and is
always context-specific.

Capacity for Spatial Planning: Based on other identification of terms “capacity”
and “spatial planning”, the author interpretation of capacity for spatial planning
refers specifically to a hromada's collective capability to effectively plan, manage,
and govern its territory through robust spatial planning processes and the
successful implementation of adopted spatial plans. This multifaceted capacity
encompasses various interconnected dimensions and operates across multiple
levels (individual, organizational, and relational). An ideal, capable hromada in this
domain would combine strong technical and professional expertise among its
personnel with effective and transparent organizational structures and processes,
adequate financial and technical resources, and well-developed relational abilities
for collaboration and engagement. Such a hromada leverages digital tools and data
for evidence-based and strategic decision-making, ensuring that planning is
participatory, adaptable, and aligned with sustainability principles and the specific
needs of the community, all while operating within, and actively contributing to, a
supportive enabling environment. This capacity is of critical importance for both
the hromada's ongoing development and its ability to implement effective post-war
recovery and reconstruction strategies.
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Capacity Assessment: According to EU and UNDP frameworks, capacity
assessment refers to a systematic and primarily diagnostic process designed to
identify and analyze the existing strengths (assets) and weaknesses (needs) of an
entity's capacity in a specific area. It serves as an integral and often foundational
component of the broader capacity development cycle. Capacity assessment
involves a structured examination of capabilities against desired benchmarks or
objectives, helping to understand the underlying causes of performance gaps or
limitations. When conducted by the organization or entity itself, it is referred to as a
capacity self-assessment. The insights gained from a capacity assessment are crucial
for informing the design of targeted capacity development strategies and actions,
guiding decision-making and resource allocation, establishing baselines for
monitoring future progress, and fostering ownership and commitment to
improvement, particularly when participatory approaches are employed.

Capacity Self-Assessment: According to the UN-Habitat capacity self-
assessment methodology, the term refers to a specific type of capacity assessment
wherein an organization or entity takes the lead in evaluating its own capacities.
This process typically involves internal stakeholders identifying strengths and
weaknesses across various levels, such as individual competencies, organizational
systems, and relational dynamics with the external environment. It is inherently a
participatory process driven by the institution being assessed.

Capacity Development: According to the frameworks by OECD and UNDP, the
capacity development is an overarching and ongoing process through which
individuals, organizations, and societies obtain, strengthen, and maintain the
capabilities to set and achieve their own development objectives over time. Capacity
assessment is considered an essential first stage in this process, as its findings
directly inform the identification, prioritization, and design of effective capacity
development interventions and strategies.

Structured Digital Self-Assessment: The author’s core methodological
approach in this research for evaluating spatial planning capacities. It involves the
use of a systematically designed, quantitative questionnaire administered through a
digital platform. This method allows for standardized measurement of capacity
indicators, numerical analysis of responses, and the potential for adapting
questions based on the roles of different respondents. The digital nature facilitates
efficient data collection, automatic scoring of responses, and the generation of
analytical reports and visualizations to highlight strengths and weaknesses.

Enabling Environment: According to the OECD framework this term describes
the broader context of external factors that influence an organization's or entity's
capacity to perform its functions. It is considered a key component of Relational
Capacity and encompasses aspects such as the prevailing legal and regulatory
frameworks, the level of political will and support for certain initiatives, governance
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structures, socio-economic conditions, and cultural norms, as described in the GIZ
and UNDP frameworks.

Functional-Rational Dimension (of Capacity): According to the OECD
framework this refers to the tangible and often technical aspects of capacity,
including the availability of specific skills and knowledge among personnel, the
effectiveness of established systems and procedures, and the adequacy of
technological resources. It is often considered in conjunction with, and sometimes
contrasted against, the political dimension of capacity.

Political Dimension (of Capacity): According to the OECD framework this
encompasses aspects of capacity related to power dynamics, stakeholder interests,
political will, leadership commitment, and the ability to navigate and manage
political processes effectively. Political will and supportive leadership are
considered a critical sphere of capacity for ensuring effective spatial planning within
hromadas.

GIS (Geographic Information Systems): Author’s interpretation of the GIS
importance in the Ukrainian context, is that it’s helps to capture, store, manipulate,
analyze, manage, and present all types of geographical data. GIS technology and
methods are identified as critically important for effective contemporary spatial
planning, data management, and evidence-based decision-making. The availability
of GIS specialists and the effective utilization of GIS technology are considered
important components of a hromada's technical capacity for spatial planning.

Cadastre (Land Cadastre): According to the Planning Law Assessment
Framework (UN-Habitat 2018) a comprehensive register of the real estate or land
parcels within a jurisdiction, including details of their ownership, tenure, precise
location, dimensions, cultivation (if rural), and value. Accurate and accessible land
cadastre information and integrated property registries are vital data sources for
spatial planning. Author’s interpretations is that the ability to access, manage, and
integrate cadastral data should be assessed as a component of a hromada’s capacity.
Cadastre specialists are also considered as important qualified staff.

Comprehensive Plan for the Spatial Development of the Territory of the
Territorial Community (Comprehensive Plan): According to the author’s
interpretation of the literature overview, this document is a new generation key
statutory and legally binding document in the Ukrainian spatial planning system. It
is designed to integrate various aspects of spatial planning and land management
documentation for the entire territory of a hromada, aiming to establish a long-term
strategic vision for its desired development. The ability to successfully develop,
adopt, and implement such plans is a core function of spatial planning, and the rate
of their approval and effective use can serve as an indicator of systemic capacity at
the different levels.
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ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

The analytical framework serves as the theoretical foundation of this research,
constructed upon a comprehensive literature review. It aims to delineate the
author's underlying assumptions regarding societal phenomena (theoretical
paradigm) and to present and substantiate the anticipated and investigated
phenomena, behaviors, causal relationships, mechanisms, and conditions among
the studied elements.

Core Relationship: The central proposition is that the levels of capacity across
the various dimensions (human, organizational, resources, legal, data, strategic,
adaptability, political will, and relational) directly determine a hromada's overall
capacity for spatial planning. These dimensions have been identified based on both
theoretical frameworks and the challenges of Ukrainian spatial planning system
mentioned in the literature overview and public discourse. Dimensions reflect the
full spectrum of factors that collectively shape a hromada’s ability to plan and
manage its territory effectively. Human and organizational capacities ensure that
qualified professionals and well-functioning institutional structures are in place.
Financial resources and legal capacities relate to the availability of funding and the
ability to navigate and apply the legal framework. Data and information capacities
are critical for evidence-based planning, while strategic capacity reflects the ability
to formulate and implement long-term development visions. Adaptability is vital in
the dynamic post-war context, enabling hromadas to respond to uncertainty and
change. Political will drives commitment to implementation, and relational capacity
captures cooperation with external stakeholders. Together, these dimensions form
the backbone of spatial planning capacity, and weaknesses in any one area can
significantly undermine the planning process as a whole. It is anticipated that
deficiencies in one or more of these dimensions will impede effective spatial
planning. For instance, insufficient financial and human resources, often falling
short of legal mandates, are expected to constrain a hromada's ability to execute
planning tasks.

Influence of the Enabling Environment: The broader context, encompassing
the legal framework and political will, is expected to substantially shape a
hromada's spatial planning capacity. Challenges posed by a complex and rigid legal
framework alongside the critical importance of political will and leadership, are
highlighted. Furthermore, effective external relationships and cooperation
(relational capacity) are anticipated to enhance a hromada's ability to leverage
external support and navigate the complexities of the planning system.

Contextual Factors: The framework acknowledges the specific Ukrainian
context, particularly the ongoing decentralization reform and the impacts of the
war. Decentralization is expected to empower hromadas but simultaneously
introduce challenges related to new responsibilities and potentially disparate
capacity levels. The war is expected to create disrupted baseline conditions,
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generate emergent needs (such as recovery and reconstruction planning), and
necessitate heightened adaptability and resilience in spatial planning endeavors.
These factors are posited to significantly influence both the required capacities and
the complexities of assessing and developing them.

Interconnectedness of Dimensions: The theoretical framework posits that the
various capacity dimensions are interdependent. For example, access to and
utilization of data and digital tools (Data dimension) are contingent upon human
resources (e.g., availability of GIS specialists). Similarly, effective strategic planning
necessitates strong political will, robust data, and professional expertise.

Functional-Rational versus Political Dimensions: The framework
recognizes the interplay and potential tension between the "functional-rational"
aspects of capacity (technical skills, established systems, procedures) and the
"political" aspects (power dynamics, stakeholder interests, political will). Effective
spatial planning is expected to require navigating both technical exigencies and
political realities.

Role of Assessment: Capacity assessment is posited as a crucial initial step for
understanding the current state of these conceptualized capacities. It serves to
diagnose limitations and inform subsequent capacity development interventions.
The chosen methodology, such as a structured digital self-assessment with
quantitative scoring, is expected to enable standardized measurement and analysis
across these dimensions and potentially across different respondent roles within the
hromada.

In essence, the Analytical Framework establishes that a hromada's spatial planning
capability is a complex, multi-dimensional construct. This capability is shaped by
internal resources and structures, external relationships, political factors, and the
demanding context of decentralization and post-war recovery. The framework
explicitly anticipates that deficiencies in specific capacity dimensions or an
unfavorable enabling environment are the primary factors limiting effective spatial
planning within Ukrainian hromadas.

Together, these components enable not only the identification of capacity
limitations but also the differentiation of capacity levels across hromadas. This
creates the basis for a structured typology of spatial planning capacity, allowing for
the classification of communities according to their development stage and the
formulation of targeted, context-specific recommendations for capacity
strengthening.

METHODOLOGICAL DESIGN OF THE RESEARCH

This research employs a quantitative approach, centred on a structured digital self-
assessment methodology. The primary aim is to evaluate the spatial planning
capacities of individuals and organizations operating at the local level within
Ukrainian hromadas. This section details the rationale for the chosen approach, the
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methods for data collection and analysis, the operationalization of key concepts, the
definition of the target audience and sample, and discusses the inherent advantages
and limitations of the selected design.

Choice of Approach and Methodology

The selection of a quantitative approach, specifically through a structured digital
self-assessment, is principally guided by the research objective to establish a
scalable and systematic method for capacity evaluation. This methodological choice
facilitates efficient data collection across potentially numerous respondents and
hromadas. It allows for standardized measurement, yielding numerical data
amenable to statistical analysis. Such analysis is crucial for objectively identifying
specific strengths, weaknesses, and patterns in spatial planning capacities.

It is acknowledged that a singular, universally applied capacity assessment
methodology for spatial planning is not currently standard practice across all
Ukrainian hromadas. Existing understanding often derives from problem-focused
research, system performance analysis, and expert consultations. Recognizing this,
and drawing inspiration from established global frameworks, such as the UNDP
Capacity Assessment, the EU, MetroCam and UN-Habitat Frameworks, this study
implements a purpose-built, tailored methodology. This takes the form of a
Structured Digital Self-Assessment questionnaire for the spatial capacity
assessment, designed to capture the nuances of the Ukrainian context, particularly
concerning decentralization and post-war recovery needs.

Method for Data Collection

The principal instrument for data collection is a strictly quantitative questionnaire.
This instrument is composed exclusively of closed-ended questions. Responses are
captured using numeric or agreement scales, predominantly 5-point Likert-type
scales. For instance, scale anchors range from '1' (indicating a very low level of
capacity, complete absence of a feature, or strong disagreement with a statement) to
'5' (representing a very high level of capacity, full presence, or strong agreement).

nan

The meaning of each scale's anchor points (e.g., "1 = Very Low Understanding", "5 =
Very High Understanding", or "1 = Never", "5 = Very Often") is explicitly defined for
each relevant question or set of questions to ensure clarity and consistency in
interpretation by respondents. This approach yields quantifiable data points for
each specific aspect of spatial planning capacity under investigation. The questions
are formulated to prompt respondents to rate current conditions, the availability of
necessary resources, or the extent to which specific practices and procedures are
implemented, all according to the predefined scales. Also, several multi- and single-
choice questions present to identify particular capacity gaps in different capacity

dimensions.

Operationalization of Concepts
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The central concept of this research, 'capacity for spatial planning within a
hromada,' is operationalized by disaggregating it into several interconnected
dimensions, referred to as 'spheres' in the questionnaire. These dimensions have
been adapted from international best practices and theoretical frameworks to
reflect the specific administrative, legal, and socio-economic context of Ukrainian
hromadas. Each dimension is further broken down into specific, measurable
aspects, which are subsequently translated into the individual quantitative
questions within the questionnaire.

The dimensions (spheres) assessed by the self-assessment tool include:

Policy Understanding and Application

Strategic Vision and Planning

Data and Information Management

Financial Resources

Stakeholder Engagement and Public Participation
Cross-department Cooperation and Partnerships
Technical Expertise and Professional Skills
Political Will and Leadership

Adaptability and Resilience

0 O O O 0O 0 O O

o

Within these spheres, specific questions (e.g., "Rate your overall understanding of
the current legal and regulatory frameworks...", "How consistently are spatial
planning laws and bylaws applied...", "How effectively is GIS technology utilized...")
function as the measurable indicators. Respondents' answers, captured on the
defined numeric scales, constitute the primary data. The data generated are
predominantly numerical, with the exception of a couple of multiple-choice
questions.

General Population and Sample

The general population for this research encompasses all Ukrainian hromadas and
the diverse array of individuals, administrative bodies, and other entities involved
in, or affected by, spatial planning processes within these communities. The sample
for this study is drawn from this general population. It is designed to include a
range of individuals possessing varied roles and responsibilities within the local
spatial planning ecosystem of selected hromadas. The sampling strategy aims to
engage respondents from several key categories to ensure a multifaceted
perspective:

Hromada Leadership: This category includes Mayors, Deputy Mayors, and
Heads of Local Council Committees or departments directly responsible for
planning and development. Their responses offer insights into strategic priorities,
governance aspects, and resource allocation decisions.

Technical Specialists: This group comprises professionals such as Urban
Planners, Architects, Land Management Specialists, GIS Specialists, Cadastre
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Specialists, and Engineers employed by the hromada. Their input provides crucial
data on operational capacities, technical resource availability, and adherence to
professional standards and procedures.

Other Hromada Departments: Representatives from municipal departments
whose work significantly intersects with or is impacted by spatial planning (e.g.,
economy, environment, social protection, infrastructure, emergency services) are
included to capture inter-sectoral perspectives.

Representatives of Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) / Non-
Governmental Organizations (NGOs): Individuals from local or national non-
governmental and civil society organizations actively engaged in the hromada
concerning urban development, community advocacy, environmental protection, or
provision of expert support. They offer valuable external perspectives, particularly
on inclusivity and public participation. The first version of the questionnaire was
not shared with participants representing this role, hovewer, this role could be
considered for future iterations of the self-assessment tool.

Habitants of the Hromada: Regular citizens or community members who are
directly affected by spatial planning decisions. Their input helps to gauge the
perceived impact and inclusivity of planning processes.

External Experts or Consultants: Individuals providing ongoing external
technical assistance or consultancy services to the hromada on spatial planning may
also be included to offer a comparative perspective. This role was not present in the
first version of the questionnaire, however, it’s important to help consultants and
external experts to assess the capacity of the hromada, so the role will be included
in the next versions of the online tool.

To enhance the relevance and accuracy of the collected data, the digital
questionnaire incorporates an adaptive logic. Based on the respondent's self-
identified role, specific sets of questions are presented, or the phrasing of certain
questions is subtly adjusted to align with their particular scope of work and
expertise. Questions deemed not applicable to a respondent's specific role can be
marked as such by the respondent, or are automatically filtered, and are
subsequently excluded from their individual scoring and overall analysis for that
particular question.

The first sample of hromadas identified from the list of all hromadas by the
ChatGPT using this prompt:

“Out of this list please choose for me 50 hromadas, they should be from different
locations and different sizes, most likely to respond to my email and conduct the
questionnaire (attached). They shouldn't be occupied, but could be not far from the
frontline. Use their official hromada email from the spreadsheet.”

Justification of the digital format selection
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The decision to deploy the self-assessment as an online questionnaire, rather than a
traditional paper-based survey, is motivated by three interconnected considerations
— efficiency, adaptability, and inclusivity.

First, digital delivery markedly reduces the administrative burden on respondents:
the instrument has been deliberately calibrated so that a typical participant can
complete it in no more than fifteen minutes. A concise digital format maximises the
likelihood of completion while still capturing the breadth of information required
for a meaningful capacity assessment and recommendations.

Second, the online environment lends itself to iterative refinement — a critical
feature given the rapidly changing context, especially in the circumstances of the
war and ever-changing legal environment. During the pilot phase, initial responses
and expert feedback prompted minor wording and sequencing adjustments; future
rounds will follow the same learn-and-adapt logic. Because the questionnaire is
hosted on a flexible platform, new items can be added, redundant ones removed,
and branching logic fine-tuned without reprinting costs or distribution delays. In
subsequent iterations the tool is also expected to auto-populate publicly available
indicators (e.g. demographic data, fiscal statistics) directly into each hromada’s
report, allowing recommendations to be ever more tailored and evidence-driven.

Third, the digital modality lowers participation barriers. Access requires only an
internet-enabled device — no specialised software, paid licences, or on-site experts.
Consequently, even hromadas with limited budgets, modest staffing, or minimal
external donor attention can engage with the assessment, obtain an immediate
visual profile of their strengths and gaps, and receive targeted recommendations for
improvement. The absence of printing, mailing, or external consultancy fees keeps
overall costs low, enhancing scalability across Ukraine’s 1 469 communities.

Taken together, these factors position the online self-assessment as a pragmatic and
future-proof solution: it is quick enough to encourage participation, dynamic
enough to stay relevant as circumstances change, and accessible enough to reach
those hromadas most in need of structured yet affordable capacity insight.

Data Collection Procedure

The data collection procedure involves the administration of the structured digital
self-assessment questionnaire. This questionnaire is disseminated to individuals
identified within the target respondent categories in participating hromadas. Access
to the self-assessment is provided through a dedicated web portal — a lightweight
interface that walks respondents step-by-step, instantly will render interactive
charts and tailored recommendations upon submission, and can automatically
email a full PDF report to any designated e-mail address. However, the first version
of visual report is prepared manually by the author.

The process is designed to be self-administered by the respondents, allowing them
to complete it at their convenience within a specified timeframe. Anonymity and
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confidentiality of responses are ensured to encourage candid and honest self-
reflection.

Data Analysis and Visualization

The quantitative data points collected from the scaled responses form the bedrock
for the subsequent analysis. Each response on a scale is assigned a numerical value.
This allows for the automatic calculation and aggregation of scores. The analysis
involves several steps:

o Calculation of descriptive statistics (e.g., mean scores, frequencies,
distributions) for individual questions.

o Aggregation of scores to generate composite scores for each of the assessed
capacity dimensions (spheres).

o Where applicable and data allows, comparative analysis of scores across
different respondent groups within a hromada, or potentially across different
hromadas (if a sufficient and comparable sample is achieved).

o Visual output in the form of a radar chart that summarises the composite
scores across all spheres, making imbalances immediately visible.

This quantitative evaluation facilitates the identification of specific capacity
strengths and areas requiring development or intervention.

Advantages and Limitations

The adopted quantitative, structured digital self-assessment approach offers several
distinct advantages. Its primary strength lies in efficiency and scalability, providing
a standardized instrument to measure and numerically analyze capacity across
diverse respondents and potentially multiple hromadas. The structured format,
based on predefined dimensions and indicators, aids in systematically identifying
specific strengths and weaknesses within a hromada's spatial planning system. The
tailoring of the questionnaire to different respondent roles is intended to enhance
the relevance and accuracy of the data collected from each participant group.
Furthermore, as a self-assessment tool, the process has the potential to promote
ownership, dialogue, and buy-in among participants regarding the findings and
subsequent capacity-strengthening initiatives.

It is equally important to recognise that Ukraine’s operating environment is
evolving at an exceptional pace, which means both the questions and the resulting
recommendations must be revisited and refined as conditions change. The digital
format therefore plays a critical role in keeping the tool relevant over the long term
— enabling rapid content updates and allowing respondents to return periodically
and track shifts in their own spatial-planning capacity.

However, certain limitations are inherent in a predominantly quantitative
approach. While this methodology excels at providing measurable indicators and
identifying levels of capacity, it may not fully capture the complex underlying

26



reasons, contextual nuances, or intricate power dynamics that can significantly
influence spatial planning effectiveness. Qualitative data, which is not the primary
focus of this specific tool, often provides richer context and elaborates on the "why"
behind the quantitative scores. The complex, and often highly localized, nature of
capacity challenges in Ukrainian hromadas, involving both functional-rational
aspects (e.g., technical skills, systems) and critical political dimensions (e.g., local
political will, vested interests), requires a deeply nuanced understanding. Although
the questionnaire attempts to cover these multifaceted aspects through tailored
questions across different spheres, a purely quantitative format might oversimplify
certain realities. Several multi-choice questions are a part of the questionnaire.
They’re not taken into account for the radar chart visualization, but could be used
for specific recommendations and general observations of capacity gaps in
Ukrainian planning system, that may inform future legal changes and capacity
development activities.

It is therefore acknowledged that future research could benefit from a mixed-
methods approach, comparing or complementing the insights from this digital self-
assessment tool with qualitative methods, such as in-depth interviews or case
studies, to provide a more holistic and grounded understanding of spatial planning
capacities.

RESULTS

The initial data collection process involved distributing the self-assessment
questionnaire via email to Ukrainian hromadas. All hromada email addresses were
systematically extracted from the Dream.gov.ua platform.

The distribution strategy evolved during the data collection phase. Initially, 42
emails were sent directly to designated contact persons listed on the Dream
platform. Following a low response rate, the approach was modified to target
official hromada email addresses (e.g., rada@hromadaname.gov.ua), resulting in an
additional 149 emails being distributed. This adjustment in strategy reflects the
challenge of identifying the most effective communication channels for reaching
spatial planning stakeholders within Ukrainian local governments.

Two completed responses were excluded from the final analysis: one respondent
identified a hromada located in temporarily occupied Crimea, while another failed
to specify any hromada affiliation. These exclusions ensure the validity and
geographical relevance of the analyzed data.

The relatively low response rate (3.3%) warrants consideration. This may reflect
several factors inherent to the current Ukrainian context: the ongoing war's impact
on administrative capacity, competing priorities for local government staff, and
potential survey fatigue. Additionally, the finding that 4.7% of official email
addresses were invalid suggests that not all hromadas maintain up-to-date contact
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information on the Dream.gov.ua platform, highlighting a potential barrier to
digital communication and capacity assessment initiatives.

Data Processing Methodology

Initial results were processed and visualized manually to ensure accuracy and allow
for iterative refinement of the assessment tool. Future iterations of this
methodology will incorporate automated processing and visualization capabilities.
It should be noted that some questions underwent minor modifications based on
early responses, resulting in slight variations in the question sets presented to initial
respondents. However, these modifications were minimal and do not compromise
the validity of the current results or the overall assessment framework.

Respondent Profile

The 16 analyzed responses were received from 14 hromadas across 10 oblasts,
demonstrating broad geographic representation despite the limited sample size.
Table 1 presents the distribution of participating hromadas by oblast.

Table 1. Geographic Distribution of Survey Respondents
by Oblast and Hromada
Oblast Hromada Number of Responses
Dnipropetrovsk Dniprovska 2
Pidhorodnenska 1
Chernihiv Bobrovytska 1
Chernivtsi Chernivetska 1
Kharkiv Lozivska 1
Chuhuivska 1
Kherson Chornobaivska 1
Khersonska 1
Kyiv Velykodymerska 1
Lviv Drohobytska 1
Sumy Romenska 1
Ternopil Kozivska 1
Zhytomyr Zhytomyrska 2
Berezivska 1
Total 14 hromadas 16 responses

Note 1. Survey results, received by the author
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This geographic diversity encompasses hromadas from eastern (Kharkiv,
Dnipropetrovsk), western (Lviv, Ternopil, Chernivtsi), northern (Chernihiv,
Zhytomyr, Sumy), and southern (Kherson) regions of Ukraine, including areas near
the frontline (Kharkiv, Kherson oblasts), providing varied perspectives on spatial
planning capacities under different security and administrative conditions.

Roles of respondents:

Figure 1. Distribution of Respondents by Role
in Spatial Planning Capacity Assessment
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Note 2: Author’s own calculations based on the Spatial Planning Capacity
Assessment questionnaire (n = 16); June 2025

The distribution of respondents by role reveals next characteristics of the sample
composition. Technical specialists and inhabitants each represent 31% of responses
(5 respondents each), while representatives from other hromada departments
account for 25% (4 respondents). Hromada leadership constitutes the smallest
group at 13% (2 respondents).

The questionnaire was not distributed to representatives of civil society
organizations (CSOs) or non-governmental organizations (NGOs), which explains
the absence of responses from this stakeholder category. While the questionnaire
design included this role option for future iterations, the current data collection
phase focused on municipal stakeholders and community members.

The subsequent aggregated analysis excludes responses from inhabitants (5
respondents), as the specific multi-choice questions for identifying capacity gaps in
dimensions related to municipal functional-relational and political aspects of
spatial planning were tailored for hromada administration stakeholders. This
methodological decision ensures that the institutional capacity assessment remains
focused on those directly involved in spatial planning processes within the hromada
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administration. Therefore, the aggregated institutional analysis is based on
responses from representatives of 10 hromadas (11 individual responses from
hromada leadership, technical specialists, and other department representatives).

Overview of Aggregated Results

The aggregated analysis of responses from 10 hromadas (excluding inhabitants)
reveals significant patterns in spatial planning capacity that align with the
challenges identified in the literature review and reflect the complex realities of
Ukrainian local governance during wartime.

Strategic Planning Documentation Status

The assessment of approved planning documents demonstrates the limited
implementation of comprehensive spatial planning instruments across participating
hromadas:

3 hromadas have approved Comprehensive Recovery Programs (CRP)
1 hromada has a Concept of Integrated Development (CID)

1 hromada has both CRP and CID

1 hromada has a Comprehensive Spatial Development Plan

1 hromada lacks any strategic planning documents

Particularly concerning is the finding that representatives from 3 hromadas
(comprising 1 technical specialist and 2 representatives from other departments)
were unaware of their community's planning document status. This knowledge gap
within municipal administrations suggests weak internal communication and
potentially limited practical application of existing planning frameworks, echoing
the concerns raised about the disconnect between formal planning requirements
and actual implementation capacity.

Data and Information Management Challenges

Analysis of barriers to spatial data access reveals systemic challenges across
multiple capacity dimensions. As illustrated in Figure 2, respondents identified
several critical gaps:
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Figure 2. Reported Reasons for Limited Access to Spatial Data

Data is outdated or incomplete
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Lack of digitalization / old formats

w

Martial Law - 1

Note 3: Author’s own calculations based on the Spatial Planning Capacity
Assessment questionnaire; June 2025.

The predominance of "outdated or incomplete data" (9 responses) as the primary
barrier aligns with the fragmented data infrastructure challenges documented in the
literature. The significant concerns about "lack of staff to manage data" (7
responses) and "disjointed and incompatible registries" (6 responses) reflect the
systemic issues inherent in Ukraine's spatial data ecosystem, where multiple
registries operate without effective integration mechanisms.

Notably, martial law received minimal recognition as a barrier (1 response),
suggesting that the fundamental challenges lie not in temporary wartime
restrictions but in structural deficiencies within the enabling environment and
organizational capacities. This finding indicates that capacity development
interventions should prioritize systemic improvements to data infrastructure and
human resource development rather than focusing solely on war-related
constraints.

Human Resource Constraints

The analysis of skilled staff shortages reveals two dominant factors impeding spatial
planning capacity at the local level:
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Figure 3. Primary Reasons for Skilled-Staff Shortages

If there is a shortage of skilled staff,
what is the primary reason?

Lack of available qualified candid ates 5
Low salaries/lack of competitive 5
compensation
Staff displacement (e.g., due to war) 2

Limited opportunities for professional
development/training

Complexbureaucracy hinders hiring = 0

Note 4 Author’s own calculations based on the Spatial Planning Capacity
Assessment questionnaire; June 2025.

It should be noted that due to an oversight in the first version of the questionnaire
distributed to hromadas, this question was not included for technical specialists,
only for "Hromada Leadership" and "Other Hromada Departments" respondents.
This limitation will be addressed in future iterations of the assessment tool to
capture the perspectives of technical specialists on staffing challenges.

Despite this limitation, the responses reveal that equal numbers of respondents (5
each) identified "lack of available qualified candidates" and "low salaries/lack of
competitive compensation" as primary barriers to adequate staffing. These findings
directly support the literature's emphasis on the acute difficulty many hromadas
face in recruiting qualified specialists, such as urban planners, architects, land
managers (Kyiv International Institute of Sociology 2023). The human resource
crisis reflects both supply-side constraints (insufficient numbers of qualified
professionals produced by educational institutions) and demand-side limitations
(inability of local governments to offer competitive compensation).

Enabling Environment Assessment

Several questions assessed perceptions of the broader institutional and regulatory
context for spatial planning;:
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Educational System Effectiveness: When asked to rate how effectively
Ukraine's vocational education system prepares specialists for community-level
spatial planning (1-5 scale), responses were limited but revealing: 3 respondents
rated it "2" (low effectiveness), while only 2 respondents provided positive ratings
(4 and 5). Though the sample size precludes definitive conclusions, this pattern
suggests significant skepticism about the alignment between educational outputs
and practical spatial planning needs.

Decentralization Impact: Despite the challenges of wartime governance, a clear
majority of respondents (9 out of 15) agreed that decentralization has empowered
hromadas in spatial planning;:

Figure 4. Distribution of Responses on the Empowering Effect of Decentralization
(5-point Likert Scale — 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree)

Do you agree that decentralization has generally
empowered hromadas in spatial planning,
despite challenges imposed by martial law?

6

0 0
1 — Strongly 2 3 4 5 — Strongly Agree
Disagree

Note 5. Author’s own calculations based on the Spatial Planning Capacity
Assessment questionnaire; June 2025.

This positive assessment of decentralization's impact, even under martial law
conditions, validates the reform's fundamental premise while acknowledging its
implementation challenges. The concentration of responses in the "agree" to
"strongly agree" range (scores 4-5) suggests that local stakeholders value their
increased autonomy despite the capacity constraints and new responsibilities
identified in the literature.

Regulatory Framework Alignment: Assessment of how well existing planning
regulations align with local needs reveals a nuanced picture:
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Figure 5. Alignment of Existing Planning Regulations with Hromada Needs (5-
point Likert Scale — 1 = Not at All; 5 = To a Great Extent)

To what extent do existing planning
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and context of your hromada?
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| I I I |
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Extent

Note 6. Author’s own calculations based on the Spatial Planning Capacity
Assessment questionnaire (n = 16); June 2025.

The predominance of moderate responses (scores 2-4) indicates that while the
regulatory framework is not entirely misaligned with local needs, gaps remain. This
finding resonates with characterization of Ukraine's planning legislation as complex
and fragmented, presenting practical challenges for local authorities and
professionals. The bimodal distribution suggests varied experiences across
hromadas, potentially reflecting differences in capacity, resources, or local contex

Synthesis of Findings

The aggregated results reveal a spatial planning system characterized by significant
capacity constraints across multiple dimensions, validating the multi-dimensional
framework drawn from international capacity assessment methodologies (OECD
2006; UNDP 2008; European Commission 2007). The limited adoption of
comprehensive planning documents, combined with widespread data management
challenges and acute human resource shortages, confirms that Ukrainian hromadas
face capacity gaps at individual, organizational, and enabling environment levels.
These findings underscore the need for integrated capacity development
approaches that address not only technical skills and resources but also systemic
issues within the enabling environment, including data infrastructure
modernization, educational system reform, and regulatory simplification.
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Individual Capacity Assessment Results

The individual capacity assessments employed radar chart visualizations as the
primary analytical tool, offering an intuitive and comprehensive representation of
each respondent's evaluation of their hromada's spatial planning capacity across
nine key dimensions. This visual approach serves multiple purposes: it immediately
highlights areas of strength and weakness, facilitates comparison across different
respondents and roles, and provides a diagnostic foundation for targeted capacity
development recommendations. All radar chart visualisations were created using
Claude 4 Oppus model by Anthropic.

Results Analysis Considerations
Several methodological decisions shaped the analysis of individual responses:

Response Completeness: All Likert-scale questions were designed as optional to
reduce respondent burden and allow participants to skip questions they found
irrelevant or difficult to assess. When respondents skipped individual questions,
these were excluded from the calculation of that sphere's average score. If an entire
sphere was skipped, it was omitted from the radar chart visualization entirely. This
approach reflects a pragmatic balance: while missing data limits comprehensive
assessment, forcing responses to irrelevant questions would compromise data
quality. The pattern of skipped questions itself provides valuable information —
systematic omissions may indicate that certain capacity dimensions are poorly
understood, considered irrelevant to local contexts, or represent areas of such
significant challenge that respondents struggle to assess them accurately.

Scale Adjustments: Several questions were intentionally designed with reverse
scaling, where higher scores indicated negative conditions. For example, the
question regarding stakeholder interference in participatory planning used a scale
where 1 = "Does not interfere at all" and 5 = "Significantly interferes." These
responses were mathematically inverted for visualization consistency, ensuring that
higher scores consistently represent better capacity across all dimensions.

Benchmarking Approach: The current analysis employs a threshold of 2.5 (the
midpoint of the 5-point scale) as the benchmark for adequate capacity in each
sphere. This fixed reference point provides a clear standard for identifying capacity
gaps. As the dataset expands through future assessments, this benchmark can be
refined using empirical distributions, potentially incorporating percentile-based
thresholds or sector-specific standards that reflect the actual distribution of
capacities across Ukrainian hromadas.

Patterns by Respondent Role

Analysis of the radar charts reveals distinct patterns when responses are grouped by
role:
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Hromada Leadership (2 responses): Leadership respondents generally provided
more optimistic assessments across most dimensions. However, even leadership
responses revealed consistent gaps in data management dimension, suggesting
awareness of this systematic challenge in 2 representing hromadas.

Figure 6. Spatial Planning Capacity Assessment Visualisations — Leadership
Representatives of Two Hromadas (Dniprovska, Chornobaivska)
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Note 7. Author’s own calculations and visualisation; June 2025.

Technical Specialists (5 responses): Technical specialists demonstrated more

varied capacity assessments that suggested more difference in the spatial planning
capacity among different hromadas.
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Figure 7. Spatial Planning Capacity Assessment Visualisations — Technical-
Specialist Respondents from Five Hromadas (Romenska, Bobrovytska,
Chuhuivska, Pidhoronenska, Lozivska)
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Note 8. Author’s own calculations and visualisation; June 2025.
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Other Department Representatives (4 responses): This group exhibited the
heterogeneous response patterns, likely reflecting the diverse departmental
perspectives and varying degrees of involvement in spatial planning processes.

Figure 8. Spatial Planning Capacity Assessment Visualisations — Representatives
of other departments, related to spatial planning (Kozivska, Drohobytska,
Velykodymerska, Dniprovska)
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Note 9. Author’s own calculations and visualisation; June 2025.

Inhabitants (5 responses): Community members provide crucial external
validation of the self-assessment methodology, often revealing blind spots in

municipal self-perception.
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Figure 9 Spatial Planning Capacity Assessment Visualisations — Community
residents (Khersonska, Zhytomyrska — 2 respondents, Berezivska, Chernivetska)
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Multi-Stakeholder Assessment Value

The cases where multiple respondents from the same hromada completed
assessments (Dniprovska and Zhytomyrska) demonstrate the methodology's
potential for revealing intra-organizational perspectives. For instance, comparing
leadership and technical specialist assessments from the same hromada may reveal
divergent views on political will, resource availability, or other dimensions. These
differences are not merely measurement error but reflect legitimate variations in
organizational experience and position-based perspectives, which can help to
design future capacity development interventions.

Such multi-stakeholder assessments offer several advantages: they reduce the risk
of individual bias, provide a more comprehensive picture of organizational capacity,
and can reveal internal communication gaps when respondents from the same
organization provide markedly different assessments of basic factual conditions
(such as the existence of planning documents). Future iterations of this
methodology should actively encourage multiple responses per hromada to leverage
these analytical benefits.

Visual Communication of Capacity Profiles

The radar charts effectively communicate complex multi-dimensional data in an
accessible format. The visual metaphor of a "capacity profile" allows stakeholders to
immediately grasp overall capacity levels (represented by the total area covered)
and the balance between different dimensions (shown by the shape regularity or
irregularity). Irregular, "spiky" profiles indicate uneven capacity development,
while smaller overall areas signal general capacity constraints.

This visualization approach serves both diagnostic and motivational purposes. For
participating hromadas, seeing their capacity profile can stimulate internal
discussions about priority areas for improvement and provide a baseline for
tracking progress over time. For capacity development practitioners and
policymakers, these profiles enable rapid identification of common patterns and
systemic challenges that require sectoral interventions.

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

This research addressed the critical gap in systematic capacity assessment for
spatial planning within Ukrainian hromadas by developing and piloting a digital
self-assessment methodology. The study's findings, while based on a limited sample
of 16 responses from 14 hromadas, provide valuable insights into both the current
state of spatial planning capacity and the viability of structured self-assessment as a
diagnostic tool for capacity development.
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Key Findings and Their Implications

The research confirms that Ukrainian hromadas face multidimensional capacity
constraints that align closely with the challenges identified in the literature. The
assessment revealed significant gaps in strategic planning documentation, with only
scattered adoption of Comprehensive Recovery Programs, Concepts of Integrated
Development, and Comprehensive Spatial Development Plans across participating
hromadas. Particularly concerning was the finding that representatives from three
municipalities were unaware of their community's planning document status,
suggesting weak internal communication and potentially limited practical
application of existing planning frameworks.

The predominance of "outdated or incomplete data" as the primary barrier to
spatial planning (reported by 9 of 11 municipal respondents) directly supports the
fragmented data infrastructure challenges documented in post-war recovery
assessments (Government of Ukraine; European Union; United Nations; World
Bank 2025). However, the minimal recognition of martial law as a barrier suggests
that capacity constraints are fundamentally structural rather than circumstantial —
a finding with important implications for capacity development strategies.

The human resource crisis identified through the assessment — with equal numbers
of respondents citing lack of qualified candidates and uncompetitive compensation
— corroborates the acute staffing challenges documented by the Kyiv International
Institute of Sociology (2023). This dual constraint reflects both supply-side
limitations in Ukraine's educational system and demand-side failures in local
government employment conditions, suggesting that capacity development must
address both educational reform and compensation structures.

Theoretical Contributions and Framework Validation

The application of international capacity assessment frameworks (OECD 2006;
UNDP 2008; European Commission 2007) to the Ukrainian context demonstrates
their relevance while highlighting necessary adaptations. The multi-level capacity
construct — encompassing individual, organizational, and enabling environment
dimensions — is an effective way in capturing the complexity of spatial planning
challenges. The research shows that international academic approaches and
methodologies can be successfully adapted for the Ukrainian context,
acknowledging the deeper importance of capacity assessment before capacity
development activities.

The finding that 9 of 15 respondents agreed that decentralization has empowered
hromadas despite wartime constraints validates the reform's fundamental premise
while acknowledging implementation challenges. This positive assessment, even
under martial law conditions, suggests that local stakeholders value increased
autonomy despite capacity limitations — a finding that enriches our understanding
of capacity development in transitional governance contexts.
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Digital Methodology and Visualization Effectiveness

The digital self-assessment methodology demonstrated several strengths that
validate its potential as a scalable diagnostic tool. The radar chart visualizations is
an effective way in communicating complex multidimensional data, providing
immediate visual feedback that enables stakeholders to grasp their capacity profile
at a glance. These visualizations successfully highlight areas of strength and
weakness, making capacity gaps immediately apparent and facilitating
prioritization discussions within hromadas.

The adaptive questionnaire design, which tailored questions to different
stakeholder roles, successfully can capture varied perspectives within the spatial
planning ecosystem. This multi-stakeholder approach can reveal important
differences in perception between leadership, technical specialists, and other
departments — insights that single-respondent assessments would miss. The digital
format's efficiency, with completion times of approximately 15 minutes, balanced
comprehensiveness with respect for participants' time constraints.

Critically, the digital nature of the tool enables continuous adaptation to Ukraine's
ever-changing legal environment and post-war context. Unlike static assessment
instruments, this methodology can be updated in real-time to reflect new
legislation, emerging challenges, or refined understanding of capacity needs. The
tool will be publicly accessible at web address ukrainecapacity.com.ua/self-
assessment-tool, ensuring broad availability to all hromadas regardless of their
access to external support.

Capacity Level Assignment System

The development of a six-level capacity classification system represents a significant
methodological contribution to the field. This system builds directly on the
conceptual framework outlined in the methodological chapter while introducing a
refined structure for translating questionnaire results into meaningful and
comparable capacity profiles. The system ensures consistent interpretation across
all participating hromadas and enables systematic identification of capacity gaps
and development priorities.

The assignment model operates on three core principles. First, it adopts a fixed
reference point of 2.5 (the mid-point of the five-point response scale) as the
benchmark for sufficient performance. This value functions as a stable anchor for
interpretation, clearly separating insufficient from acceptable performance across
all levels. While this initial benchmark will remain fixed for consistency, future
iterations may incorporate empirical benchmarks based on accumulated data from
a larger sample. Second, progression through the capacity levels follows specific
entry conditions reflecting a logical developmental sequence—from basic legal
compliance and leadership support toward strategic, coordinated, and adaptive
planning practices. Third, the thresholds increase incrementally, with each higher
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level introducing additional requirements, ensuring advancement reflects balanced
development rather than exceptional performance in isolated areas.

Level 1 (Initial Capacity): This Level describes a situation where the basic legal
obligations are either not met or fulfilled only in formal terms. The leadership
support for planning is weak, and there is little institutional or political
commitment to developing capacity. A hromada falls into this category if the overall
average score is below 2.5, or if either the Legal Framework or Political Will scores
fall below this value.

Level 2 (Basic Capacity): At this stage, legal rules are generally followed, and the
leadership expresses visible support for planning-related activities. Basic staff and
funding conditions are starting to take shape, but they remain fragile and
inconsistent. A hromada reaches this Level if the overall mean score is at least 2.5,
the scores for both Legal Framework and Political Will are 2.5 or higher, the Human
Resources score is at least 2.5, and the Financial Resources score reaches a
minimum of 2.5.

Level 3 (Functional Capacity): This Level signals that the hromada has started
to move beyond formal compliance. Strategic documents are being developed, and
some form of data is being used to support planning. There is early evidence of
structured planning efforts. To qualify for this Level, the hromada must meet all
criteria for Level 2, and additionally, achieve a score of at least 2.5 in Strategic
Planning and at least 2.5 in Data and Digitalisation.

Level 4 (Operational Capacity): Here, planning becomes more embedded in
routine practices. Public participation is more systematic, and different
departments or sectors within the hromada begin to work together effectively.
Coordination and openness to stakeholders become part of daily operations. A
hromada is assigned to this Level if it meets all Level 3 requirements and scores at
least 2.5 in both Public Participation and Inter-departmental Coordination.

Level 5 (Strategic Capacity): This Level reflects a mature organization that can
anticipate risks and manage change. The hromada applies its plans in practice,
adapts to challenges, and shows consistent performance across all capacity spheres.
No major gaps remain. To reach this Level, the hromada must meet all Level 4
criteria, score at least 2.5 in Adaptation and Resilience, have no sphere below 2.5,
and achieve scores of 3.5 or higher in at least five out of the nine assessed spheres.

Level 6 (Leadership Capacity): This is the highest Level and describes a
hromada that demonstrates consistently strong performance across all dimensions.
It serves as a national example of best practice and is in a position to support and
mentor other communities. Every sphere must score at least 3.5, and at least three
spheres must reach a score of 4.5 or above.

As a core contribution of this research, I propose a comprehensive
recommendations algorithm that transforms assessment results into actionable
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capacity development guidance. This algorithm operates through a systematic
three-stage process:

Stage 1: Capacity Level Determination The system first calculates the
arithmetic mean for each of the nine capacity spheres based on relevant question
responses. It then evaluates these scores against level-specific criteria, progressing
sequentially from Level 1 upward until the hromada no longer meets requirements
for the next level. This ensures accurate placement within the capacity hierarchy
and identifies the specific barriers preventing advancement.

Stage 2: Gap Analysis and Prioritization The algorithm conducts multi-
layered gap analysis: (a) identifying all spheres scoring below 2.5 as critical gaps
requiring immediate attention; (b) for spheres scoring between 2.5 and 3.5,
examining individual questions to pinpoint specific weaknesses within otherwise
adequate spheres; (c) analyzing patterns across spheres to identify systemic issues—
for instance, simultaneous weaknesses in Human Resources and Technical
Expertise might indicate comprehensive workforce challenges rather than isolated
skill gaps.

Stage 3: Recommendations Generation Based on the gap analysis, the system
generates tailored recommendations from a structured library organized by:

« Capacity sphere and specific sub-components

« Implementation complexity (quick wins vs. long-term initiatives)
« Resource requirements (financial, human, technical)

« Expected impact timeline (immediate, short-term, long-term)

o Prerequisites and interdependencies with other recommendations

The recommendations prioritization follows a strategic logic: addressing
foundational gaps before advanced capabilities, maximizing impact within resource
constraints, tackling interdependent gaps simultaneously, and balancing quick wins
with sustained capacity building efforts. For example, a hromada scoring low in
Data and Information Management due to "outdated or incomplete data" would
receive a package including immediate actions (establishing data update protocols),
medium-term initiatives (staff training on data management), and long-term
solutions (implementing integrated GIS systems).

Comprehensive Recommendations System

Beyond diagnostic assessment, the research establishes a recommendations system
that links identified gaps to specific capacity development interventions. This
system generates three types of outputs for each participating hromada: visual
radar charts showing capacity profiles and gaps, assigned capacity level with clear
advancement requirements, and specific recommendations from a growing library
of interventions tailored to identified weaknesses.
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The recommendations system acknowledges that capacity limitations exist at
multiple levels — from individual technical skills and GIS expertise to
organizational challenges in attracting qualified staff and fostering
interdepartmental cooperation. Given that only a portion of Ukraine's 1,469
hromadas receive external support from international organizations, government
programs, or NGOs, this self-assessment tool provides a practical solution for
independent capacity diagnosis and development planning.

The system's digital architecture enables continuous expansion as more hromadas
complete assessments and share successful capacity development experiences.
Future iterations can incorporate case studies of hromadas that have successfully
developed specific capacities, creating a knowledge repository accessible to all
communities. This approach democratizes access to capacity development
resources, enabling communities to learn from peers facing similar challenges.

Practical Applications and Scalability

The research demonstrates that this tool can serve multiple stakeholder groups
effectively. For hromadas themselves, it provides immediate, visual feedback on
capacity strengths and gaps, empowering evidence-based advocacy for support and
internal priority-setting. The tool's accessibility — requiring only internet access
and minimal time investment—ensures that even resource-constrained
communities can benefit from systematic capacity assessment.

For consultants and experts conducting local capacity development workshops, the
tool offers a standardized yet flexible framework for initial assessment and progress
monitoring. The consistent methodology enables comparison across communities
while the role-based questionnaire design captures diverse perspectives within each
hromada.

As data accumulates, the tool will enable identification of systemic trends and
benchmarks that can inform state programs, regulatory changes, and capacity
development initiatives by Ukrainian organizations and international partners. This
evidence base will support more targeted and effective resource allocation, moving
beyond generic interventions to address specific, empirically identified capacity

gaps.
Limitations and Methodological Considerations

Several limitations warrant acknowledgment. The sample size of 16 responses
prevents broad generalization, though the geographic diversity and multi-
stakeholder perspectives provide valuable preliminary validation. The absence of
civil society organization respondents represents a gap in stakeholder coverage that
limits understanding of the tool's relevance for this important constituency.

The current methodology relies primarily on self-reported quantitative data
supplemented by limited multiple-choice questions. While this approach enables
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efficient data collection and standardized analysis, it cannot fully capture the
underlying reasons for capacity gaps or the complex political dynamics influencing
spatial planning. However, the tool's primary purpose — providing immediate
diagnostic feedback and actionable recommendations — is well-served by this
focused approach.

The capacity level assignment system currently lacks integration with objective
indicators such as population size, fiscal capacity, or staffing numbers. Volodymyr
Kondziolka, Head of Drohobych City Institute and founder of the Drohobych Smart
Community Project, proposed for this research an alternative approach that
warrants consideration for future development. His recommendation involves
establishing initial capacity categories based on population size: Basic Level (A1—
A2) for hromadas with populations under 10,000; Average Level (B1—B2) for those
with 10,000—-50,000 residents; and Advanced Level (C1—C2) for communities
exceeding 50,000 inhabitants. Within each population category, a secondary
dimension (the numeric designation 1 or 2) would reflect the actual skills and
resources available to the hromada.

This population-based approach offers several advantages for future
implementation. It acknowledges that larger hromadas typically have access to
more diverse revenue sources, larger professional staff pools, and more complex
planning challenges requiring different capacity configurations. By establishing
population-based peer groups, the system could provide more relevant
benchmarking and recommendations tailored to the specific challenges facing
hromadas of different sizes. For instance, a small rural hromada might receive
recommendations focused on resource-sharing arrangements with neighboring
communities, while a larger urban hromada might receive guidance on managing
complex multi-stakeholder planning processes.

Implementation of Kondziolka's approach could involve a hybrid model where
hromadas are first assigned to a population-based category, then complete the self-
assessment to determine their position within that category. This would enable both
absolute capacity measurement (against universal standards) and relative
assessment (against similar-sized peers). The recommendations algorithm could be
refined to consider both dimensions, providing guidance that is both ambitious and
realistic given the hromada's structural constraints. Future research could explore
optimal population thresholds for Ukrainian contexts, validate whether population
size correlates with capacity patterns observed in the assessment data, and develop
category-specific recommendation libraries that acknowledge the different starting
points and development trajectories of various-sized hromadas. This approach can
be further explored as an alternative approach to the offered in author’s current
research.

Future Development Pathways
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The research establishes a foundation for expanding structured capacity assessment
across all Ukrainian hromadas. Key development priorities include growing the
recommendations library through documented case studies, refining question
design based on accumulated response data, and establishing sector-specific
benchmarks as the dataset expands.

The tool's evolution should maintain its core strengths: accessibility, visual clarity,
and immediate actionability. Integration with complementary capacity
development interventions — such as targeted training programs, peer learning
networks, and technical assistance matching — can create a comprehensive
ecosystem supporting local spatial planning capacity.

The digital platform's adaptability positions it to respond to Ukraine's dynamic
context, including ongoing legal reforms, post-war reconstruction needs, and
climate adaptation requirements. Regular updates based on user feedback and
emerging challenges will ensure continued relevance and effectiveness.

Conclusion

This research successfully demonstrates how international capacity assessment
methodologies and academic frameworks can be adapted to create practical
solutions for the Ukrainian context. The digital self-assessment tool represents
more than a diagnostic instrument—it embodies a vision for democratizing access
to capacity development resources and empowering hromadas to drive their own
institutional strengthening.

By making capacity assessment visual, accessible, and immediately actionable, the
methodology contributes to more effective use of existing and future community
resources. This approach supports Ukraine's goals of faster and better
reconstruction while building adaptive capacity for future challenges, including
climate change impacts.

The positive reception from participating hromadas, evidenced by their willingness
to complete detailed assessments despite significant time constraints and ongoing
wartime challenges, validates both the need for and the viability of this approach.
As Ukraine continues its recovery and European integration journey, systematic
capacity assessment becomes not just useful but essential for ensuring that all
hromadas — regardless of size, location, or access to external support — can
strengthen their spatial planning capabilities.

The path forward is clear: expand the user base, refine the methodology based on
accumulated data, and build a comprehensive ecosystem of capacity development
resources accessible to all Ukrainian communities. This research provides the
foundation for transforming how spatial planning capacity is assessed, understood,
and developed across Ukraine, contributing to more resilient, sustainable, and
effectively governed territories in the post-war period and beyond.
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ANNEX 1: QUESTIONNAIRE

The self-assessment tool incorporates flexibility to ensure its relevance and
effectiveness across different individuals involved in the spatial planning process.
Questions deemed not applicable to a respondent's specific role can be marked as
such and excluded from their scoring.

The self-assessment tool will be tailored based on the respondent's role to enhance
relevance, presenting a specific set of questions or adapting phrasing. The identified
roles are:

Hromada Leadership: Individuals holding leadership positions such as
Mayor, Deputy Mayor, or Head of a Local Council Committee responsible for
planning.

Technical Specialists: Individuals with specific technical expertise related
to spatial planning, such as Urban Planners, Architects, Land Management
Specialists, GIS Specialists, Cadastre Specialists, or Engineers.

Other Hromada Departments: Representatives from other departments
within the hromada whose work relates to or is impacted by spatial planning,
such as those dealing with economy, environment, social protection, or
infrastructure.

Representatives of Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) / Non-
Governmental Organizations (NGOs): Individuals representing local or
national non-governmental or civil society organizations active in the
hromada, particularly concerning development, advocacy, or expert support.
Habitants of the Hromada: Regular citizens or community members
living in the hromada who are affected by spatial planning decisions.

Here are the proposed questions, grouped by sphere, with indicated roles and scale
definitions

Initial Questions:

1.

2.

Please select your role:
o Hromada Leadership
o Technical Specialist
o Representative from Other Hromada Department whose work relates
to or is impacted by spatial planning
o Representative of Civil Society Organization (CSO) / Non-
Governmental Organization (NGO)
o Habitant of the Hromada
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Multiple choice
Your hromada is:
o [Short text]
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o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Multiple choice

Sphere 1: Policy Understanding and Application (Focus: Evaluating the
hromada's ability to understand and effectively apply relevant spatial planning laws
and regulations and navigate the existing planning system).

3.  Rate your overall understanding of the current legal and regulatory
frameworks governing spatial planning in Ukraine.
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Level of Understanding (1 = Very Low Understanding, 5 = Very
High Understanding)
4. How consistently are spatial planning laws and bylaws applied in decision-
making processes within the hromada?
o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists, Other
Hromada Departments
o Scale: Level of Consistency (1 = Never Consistently, 5 = Always
Consistently)
5. Towhat extent do existing planning regulations align with the specific needs
and context of your hromada?
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Extent of Alignment (1 = Not at All, 5 = To a Great Extent)

Sphere 2: Strategic Vision and Planning (Focus: Assessing if the hromada has
a clear long-term vision for development and the capacity to translate it into
strategic spatial plans that address current needs and future challenges).

6. Does your hromada have an approved spatial development strategy or
comprehensive plan?
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Multiple choice: a) Program of Comprehensive Recovery; b) Concept of
Integrated Development; ¢) Comprehensive Spatial Development Plan;
d) None of the above; e)Unknown/Don't know
7. Rate the clarity and usefulness of your hromada's strategic spatial
development documents (if they exist).
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Level of Clarity/Usefulness (1 = Very Unclear / Not Useful, 5 =
Very Clear / Very Useful)
o (If answer to Q1 is No, select Not Applicable)
8. How well do current spatial plans address the long-term goals and challenges
identified for the hromada (e.g., economic development, social needs,
environmental protection)?
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o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Level of Address (1 = Not At All Well, 5 = Very Well)
9. To what extent does the hromada's strategic planning adequately address the
needs and priorities for post-war recovery?
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: 1 (Not At All Adequately) to 5 (Very Adequately)
10. To what extent does the hromada actively use its strategic spatial documents
to guide daily planning decisions and projects?
o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists, Other
Hromada Departments
o Scale: Extent of Use (1 = Never Use, 5 = Always Use)
11. Do you believe the strategic vision for the hromada reflects the diverse
aspirations and needs of its inhabitants?
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Agreement (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree)

Sphere 3: Data and Information Management (Focus: Evaluating the
availability, quality, accessibility, and use of essential data sources like cadastres,
topographical maps, and GIS in spatial planning).

12. Rate the availability of up-to-date and accurate land cadastre information for
spatial planning purposes in your hromada.
o Applicable to: Technical Specialists, Other Hromada Departments,
Hromada Leadership
o Scale: Availability/Quality (1 = Very Poor / Not Available, 5 = Very
Good / Widely Available)
13. How accessible is key spatial planning data (like maps, zoning information)
to the public and external stakeholders?
o Applicable to: Technical Specialists, Representatives of CSOs / NGOs,
Habitants of the Hromada
o Scale: Level of Accessibility (1 = Not Accessible At All, 5 = Very Easily
Accessible)
14. How effectively is GIS (Geographic Information Systems) technology utilized
in the hromada's spatial planning processes?
o Applicable to: Technical Specialists, Hromada Leadership, Other
Hromada Departments
o Scale: Level of Effectiveness (1 = Not Used Effectively, 5 = Very
Effectively Used)
15. Rate the quality and completeness of the hromada's topographical maps and
base mapping data.
o Applicable to: Technical Specialists, Other Hromada Departments
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o Scale: Quality/Completeness (1 = Very Poor / Incomplete, 5 = Very
Good / Complete)
16. If access to spatial data is limited, what are the main reasons?

Multiple choice:
o Data is outdated or incomplete
o Lack of staff to manage data
o Disjointed and incompatible registries (different formats, integration/access iz
o Lack of digitalization / old formats
o Martial Law

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists
17. Are property registries and cadastres fragmented or difficult to integrate for
comprehensive planning?
o Applicable to: Technical Specialists, Hromada Leadership
o Scale: Agreement (1 = Strongly Disagree - No Fragmentation, 5 =
Strongly Agree - Significant Fragmentation)

Sphere 4: Financial Resources (Focus: Assessing the financial capacity of the
hromada to fund planning activities, manage costs, attract investment, and utilize
financial tools for development).

18. How sufficient are the hromada's own financial resources (tax revenues, local
budget) for funding essential spatial planning activities and projects?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Other Hromada Departments,
Technical Specialists
o Scale: Level of Sufficiency (1 = Very Insufficient, 5 = Very Sufficient)

19. How successful has the hromada been in attracting external funding (state
subsidies, grants, private investment) for spatial development initiatives?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Other Hromada Departments,
Technical Specialists, Representatives of CSOs / NGOs
o Scale: Level of Success (1 = Not Successful At All, 5 = Very Successful)

20. To what extent does the hromada effectively use land taxation data to inform
and support spatial planning decisions?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists, Other
Hromada Departments
o Scale: 1 (Not At All Effectively) to 5 (Very Effectively)

21. How effectively does the hromada utilize mechanisms like land value capture
or similar financial tools linked to development for financing related
infrastructure?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists, Other
Hromada Departments
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22,

23.

o Scale: 1 (Not At All Effectively) to 5 (Very Effectively)
How well do spatial planning decisions consider the long-term economic
feasibility and maintenance costs of proposed developments and
infrastructure?
o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists, Other
Hromada Departments
o Scale: Level of Consideration (1 = Not Considered At All, 5 = Very Well
Considered)
Do you agree that quick, less sustainable fixes are often prioritized over
economically viable long-term planning due to financial constraints?
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Agreement (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree)

Sphere 5: Stakeholder Engagement and Public Participation (Focus:
Evaluating the inclusivity, frequency, and effectiveness of processes for engaging
diverse stakeholders, including citizens, businesses, CSOs, and vulnerable groups,
in spatial planning decisions).

24.

25.

26.

27,

28.

How often does the hromada conduct public consultations or participatory
processes on important spatial planning documents or projects?

o Applicable to: All Roles

o Scale: Frequency (1 = Never, 5 = Very Often)
Rate the effectiveness of the methods used by the hromada to involve diverse
groups (e.g., women, youth, elderly, IDPs, people with disabilities) in
planning discussions.

o Applicable to: All Roles

o Scale: Level of Effectiveness (1 = Very Ineffective, 5 = Very Effective)
To what extent do you feel that public input gathered through participation
processes is genuinely considered and reflected in final planning decisions?

o Applicable to: All Roles

o Scale: Extent of Consideration (1 = Not Considered At All, 5=To a

Great Extent)

To what extent do you think that powerful stakeholder groups promoting
their own interests hinder open and inclusive public participation in the
planning process?

o Applicable to: All Roles

o Scale: Agreement (1 = Not at all hindering, 5 = Very hindering)
How accessible and understandable are the materials and information
provided to the public for participation in spatial planning?

o Applicable to: All Roles

o Scale: Level of Accessibility/Understandability (1 = Very Inaccessible /

Difficult to Understand, 5 = Very Accessible / Easy to Understand)
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Sphere 6: Cross-department Cooperation and Partnerships (Focus:
Assessing the level and effectiveness of coordination and cooperation between
different departments within the hromada, and with external actors like
regional/central government, state enterprises, the private sector, and international
partners).

29. How effectively do different departments within the hromada coordinate and
share information on spatial planning projects?
o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists, Other
Hromada Departments
o Scale: Level of Effectiveness (1 = Very Ineffective, 5 = Very Effective)
30. To what extent is there effective cooperation between the hromada and
Oblast/central government bodies on spatial planning and development
issues?
o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists,
Representatives of CSOs / NGOs
o Scale: Extent of Cooperation (1 = Very Ineffective, 5 = Very Effective)
31. How actively is the private sector engaged in discussions and planning for
urban development and recovery projects in the hromada?
o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists,
Representatives of CSOs / NGOs
o Scale: Level of Activity (1 = Not Active At All, 5 = Very Active)
32. Do you believe that lack of horizontal communication and cooperation
opportunities hinders effective spatial planning in Ukraine?
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Agreement (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree)
33. Rate the level of successful collaboration with international organizations and
experts on spatial planning initiatives in the hromada.
o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists,
Representatives of CSOs / NGOs
o Scale: Level of Success (1 = No Collaboration, 5 = Very Successful
Collaboration)

Sphere 7: Technical Expertise and Professional Skills (Focus: Evaluating
the availability and skills of planning staff, access to professional development,
knowledge of modern practices, and utilization of external expertise).

34. Rate the availability of skilled professionals (urban planners, architects, land
managers, GIS specialists, etc.) within the hromada administration to handle
complex spatial planning tasks.

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists, Other
Hromada Departments
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35-

36.

37-

38.

39-

40.

o Scale: Availability (1 = Very Low Availability / Significant Shortage, 5 =
Very High Availability / Sufficient Staffing)

If there is a shortage of skilled staff, what is the primary reason?

o Choose One: a) Low salaries/lack of competitive compensation, b) Lack
of available qualified candidates, c) Limited opportunities for
professional development/training, d) Staff displacement (e.g., due to
war), €) Complex bureaucracy hinders hiring.

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Other Hromada Departments,
Tech specialists

How well-equipped is the hromada's staff with the necessary digital tools
(e.g., GIS software, digital cadastre access) for spatial planning?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists

o Scale: 1 (Very Poorly Equipped) to 5 (Very Well Equipped)

How sufficient are the opportunities and resources for hromada planning
staff to receive training in modern planning techniques, tools, and
approaches (e.g., inclusive design, sustainability)?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists

o Scale: Level of Sufficiency (1 = Very Insufficient, 5 = Very Sufficient)

How effectively does the hromada utilize external expertise (consultants,
experts from NGOs, academia) when internal capacity is limited for spatial
planning?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists,
Representatives of CSOs / NGOs

o Scale: Level of Effectiveness (1 = Not Used Effectively, 5 = Very
Effectively Used)

Do you believe the current professional education system in Ukraine
adequately prepares specialists for the complexities of spatial planning at the
hromada level?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists,
Representatives of CSOs / NGOs

o Scale: Agreement (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree)

How knowledgeable is the hromada's planning team about European best
practices and international standards in urban development and spatial
planning?

o Applicable to: Technical Specialists, Hromada Leadership

o Scale: Level of Knowledge (1 = Very Low Knowledge, 5 = Very High
Knowledge)

Sphere 8: Political Will and Leadership (Focus: Assessing the commitment of
hromada leadership to prioritizing sound and sustainable spatial planning,
managing conflicts, and ensuring accountability).
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41. How strongly does the hromada leadership prioritize sustainable and long-

term spatial planning in the overall development agenda?
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Level of Priority (1 = Very Low Priority, 5 = Very High Priority)

42. To what extent does hromada leadership effectively manage conflicting
interests (e.g., between developers, citizens, different departments) in spatial
planning decisions?

o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Extent of Effectiveness (1 = Very Ineffectively, 5 = Very
Effectively)

43. Do you believe that the political will exists within the hromada leadership to
implement spatial plans rigorously, even when facing pressure for quick or
less sustainable solutions?

o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Agreement (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree)

44. Do you agree that decentralization has generally empowered hromadas in

spatial planning, despite challenges imposed by martial law?
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Agreement (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree)

Sphere 9: Adaptation and Resilience (Focus: Evaluating the hromada's
capacity to plan for recovery, incorporate sustainability, address the needs of
displaced persons, and adapt to current and future challenges like climate change).

45. How well do the hromada's spatial planning efforts consider and address the
needs of internally displaced persons (IDPs)?
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Level of Consideration (1 = Not Considered At All, 5 = Very Well
Considered)

46. To what extent are principles of sustainability (e.g., energy efficiency, green
infrastructure, circular economy) integrated into new spatial planning
projects?

o Applicable to: All Roles

o Scale: Extent of Integration (1 = Not Integrated At All, 5 = Fully
Integrated)

o (Consider "Don't Know" for those unfamiliar with the terms)

47. How prepared is the hromada's planning system to assess and plan for risks
related to climate change (e.g., floods, heatwaves)?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists, Other
Hromada Departments

o Scale: Level of Preparedness (1 = Not Prepared At All, 5 = Very Well
Prepared)
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o (Consider "Don't Know" for those unfamiliar with the terms)

48. How effectively does spatial planning incorporate measures for assessing
damage and planning for the reconstruction of destroyed or damaged
properties?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists, Other
Hromada Departments

o Scale: Level of Effectiveness (1 = Very Ineffectively, 5 = Very
Effectively)

49. Do you believe the current planning approach is sufficiently flexible to adapt
to the rapid changes and uncertainties caused by the war?

o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Agreement (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree)

50. How clear is the hromada's process for prioritizing and coordinating post-war
recovery projects?

o Applicable to: Hromada Leadership, Technical Specialists, Other
Hromada Departments
o Scale: 1 (Very Unclear) to 5 (Very Clear)

Concluding Questions (Optional):

51.  Would you like to receive a report summarizing your hromada's assessment
results?
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Yes/No
52. If Yes, please provide your email address:
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Text input
53. Optional: Please provide your name or organization for context:
o Applicable to: All Roles
o Scale: Text input
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ANNEX 2: CAPACITY ASSESSMENT RESULTS

Byne nacka, 06epiTs GB00
oL (uUXDSAVR)

Bauwa rpomaga:(7DMu1HlJ)
Oty Bawe saranbHe posywinHs
UHHOI HODMATUBHO-TPABOEOT 6a3H, WO
perynioe npocTopose nnaryearHs 8
Yipaini.(wpBYVAOK)

¥ TUX PILUGHHSX PAAN, WO CTOCYIOTLCA
fIPOGTOPOBOTO POIBUTKY, HACKILN
OCAIR0BHO 3ACTOCOBYOTECA 3AKOHH Ta
NB3aKOHHI BKTH 3 MPOCTOPOBOTO.
nnanysanHs?(iepSTOK)

Hackinsku € 3posyminum ans Bac
32K0HORABCTEO Y CcPeP NPOCTOPOBOTO
nnakysanHs? (HCv2MIBg)

B A Mipi WHHE 38KOHORABCTEO Y Cchepi
POCTOPOBOTO NnaKyeawHs sianosinac
KOHKDETHAM NOTPEBaM Ta KOHTEKCTY
Bawoi rpoMagu?(nhQgBzq0)

i 3 UuX AoKyMeHTis 3aTaepIKEHTy
Bawi rpomaai?(5Bke46yz)

Ot 3posywinicr Ta KopucHicrs
CTPATerivHWX AOKYMENTIB NPOCTOPOBOTO
PO3BNTKY BALLOI POMAAH (RALO B0
€).(E7uicXfo)

Hackinek A0Gpe noTouHi MpOCTOpOSI
KW BpaX0BYIOTL AOBFOCTPOKOB Wi Ta
BN, BsHaveH] AN rPOMAL
(HapWKNaZ, EKOHOMINHMIA POSBUTOK,
couiansHi noTpe6u, saxnct
A0BKAN)?(EKOTLMHH)

Hackinoin cTpaTerise nnanysaus
TPOMaZM anemaTHO BpaXOBYE MOTPESH
Ta npiopUTETH ficnFB0EHHOTO
BigHOBNeHHs?(1Wh2DWXE)

Hackinuiu akrusHo rpovaga
BuKopUCTOBYE CBOi CTpaTeriHi
DOCTOPOBI AOKYMEHTH AN MPHAHSTTS
wopeHHW piens Ta peanizaui
npoexTia?(24NYTI)

Un BBaxacre M, WO CrpaTeriHe
Gauennn rpomaan sinoGpaxae
PISHOMaHTHI nparHeHHs Ta noTpetH ii
Mewxanuis? (B20gnmil)

Ouititb oCTYMHICT, aKTyanbHol Ta
TONHOT 3eMeNbHO-+anACTPOBOT
incbopmauii Ans uine npocToposoro
nnasysanwst y sawin rpoma.(OPHavCoi)
Oy siakpUTICTS AaHWX ANA
IPOCTOPOBOTO MnaHyBaHHA (anpukna,
KapTH, iHhOpMALf DO 30HYEaHHS) AN
rPOMAACHKOCTI Ta 308HiLKIX
3auixasnenyx cTopin?(3XDIETXT)
HacKinuu eherTHBHO BIKOPHCTOBYIOTECS
exHonorii M1C (reorpadisnx
inchopmauiikx cucTem) y mpouecax
IPOCTOPOBOTO NnaHyBaHHs &
rpoMaAI?(J6UFVNA)

Ouitiy AKicT Ta MOBHOTY TOROTPACHHAX
KapT rpomany Ta Gasosux
KapTorpacbiuix aanwx.(IL7TrFe)

FNLO AOCTYN A0 NPOCTOPOBIX AAHNX
oBMexeHmi, 7K 0CHOBH
ovmHn?(WeodnSWF)

Hackinuiu AoCTaTHiMM € Bnacki diancosi
pecypou rpomaau (nomaTkosi
HaZXO@XEHHS, MicuesHii GlopKeT) Ana
inancysaHa HeOBXiaHMX axomie Ta
npoexTia NPOCTOpOBOTo

nnanysanms? (NVBIIRy)

Hackinuiu ycriwo rpomana sanysac
308HilHE (iHancyBaHHa (nepXasHi
cyBenail, rpanTu, npuBaTHI iHBeCTULT)
Ans peanizauil iHiLiaThB POCTOPOBOTO.
PO3BUTKY?(vuh0GnO)

B s ipi rpomana eexTueHo
BUKODUCTOBYE AaHI PO 3eMentHMA
ORATOK ANS HAOPMYBaHHS Ta NIATPUMIA
PillieHb WOAO IPOCTOPOBOTO
nanysanns? (abK2ESNA)

Hacinum eekrueo rpovana
BMKOPUCTOBYE TaKi MeXaHiswH, 7K OLHKa
sapTocTi aewni abo noaiGHi dinancosi
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Hackineiut pilueHs 3 IPOCTOPOsoro
INaHyBaHHS BpAXOBYIOTH AOBIOCTPOKOBY
©XOHOMINHY IOUIBHICTB Ta BATPATH Ha
YTPUMAHHS HOBUX OG'ckTis, Gyaisens Ta
iHcbpacTpyKTypu?(8QBBRsfr)

Hackinui 81 3roaHi 3 HacTymHmM
TeepmKeHHsM: "epes oBmexeH

inancosi pecypeu nepesara wacto
HALAETLCA WBNAKAM, MEHLI CTIAKIM
PIIGHHSM 3aMICT5 EKOHOMIHO
OBPYHTOBANOTO AOBFOCTROKOBOTO
nnaHysanns romaan.”(bPefhidx) 4
FK4aCTO rpOMana MPOBOANTS rpoMAACHKi
KoHCynTaU 260 3anyae saLiaENeHUX
CTOpiK A0 MpoeKTia 3 IPOCTOPOBOTD
nanysanHs?(vJQp6gQL) 4
Ouitits echexTiBHicTs MeTORs, 7K
BUKOPUCTOBYE FPOMAAA AN IANYHEHHS
PISHAX rPYN HaceneHHs (Hanpukna,

MO0, MoAe# oxunoro siky, BIO,

niogei 3 iHeaniawicTio) A0 0BroBOpeHHA
fuTaHs nnanyeanHs. (bamVFIGF)

FAKOK0 MIpOIO AYMKN FPOMAACHKOCTI Ta
sauikasnenyx cTopin AifCHO

8paX0BYIOTLCA Ta BIAOGPAXAI0TLCA B
OCTATOMHMX PILIEHHSX WOAO
nnanysanms?(BsUBYKNe) 4

¥ st Wipi, Ha Bauly aymiy, BnMB0si
TPYMM CTeiMXONAGPIB, WO NPOCYBaIOTS
snacki inTepeck (nenyratu,
3a6yR0BHIKM, GIaHEC-CTPYKTYPH TOWO),
aBaKaIOTS BAKDTIM Ta HKTIOIBHI
yuacTi rpomancLKocTi y npoueci
nnawysaHs?(45LQspek)

HacKinuiu A0CTYTHMM Ta 3pO3yMinuMM €
wmaTepiany Ta HbopMaLR, uo

HaNaITLCA (POMAACEKOCTI AN yuaCTi y
pocTopoBOMY NnanysanHi?(MMNGeZF) 4
Hackinbiu ederTineHo piski nigposaini &
TPOMBAI KOOPAUHYIOTLCR MiX COBOI0

oo poGOTH Ha MpoeKTak 3
pocTOpoBOr0 MnanyeawHs?(h8fLpdi) 4

Hackinbiu eherTuBHo ¢ Crispaus Mik
POMAAOI0 Ta OBNACHMMMILEHTPAbHMA
Oprawamy naau 3 MTaHeL NPOCTOPOROTO
nnakysakksi Ta poseuTiy?(tfQNaoGI)
Hackinekn akTeHo npweaTHui cexTop
3anysenwii 40 06roBopeHHs Ta

NakyBaKHS PoEKTiB MPOCTOPOBOT0
Po3BUTHY Ta EinHoBNEHH;
rpomMani?(OXFE3NVW)

\u eaxacre B, wo Gpak

ropu3oHTansHol KomyHikai Ta
MOXnMBOCTER CriBnpaLl nepewKoXae.
ecbeKTUBHOMY NPOCTOPOBO?

nnakysaHio 8 Ykpaiki?(52NKr2RD) 5
Ouiits ecbextuamiors crienpaui 3
MIXHApOAHAMI OpraisaLiamA Ta
30BHILHIMK EKCNEPTAMM WO HiLATHE
IPOCTOPOBOTO NNaHyBaHHS B
rpowazi.(1Ekxe1n3)

OuiHis HassHicTb KeanidikoBaHmx

axisuis (MicTonnaHysankHMKs,
apxirexTopis, semnesnopsanuis, MC-
cneuiaricris Towo) & rpowazi AnA
BupittieH i 3aBaaHbL NPOCTOPOROTO
nnawysanH.(BZhZXJD3) 4

Bpax

Huaska
3apobitHa
nnaralsincyr
HicTh

1oHKypeHTOC
npoMOKHOT

fomnercaui,
Mepemient
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(nanpuknan,
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o
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Bpak
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HicTs
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pOMOXHOT
KomneHcaui,
Bpak

n

ux

o icHye AediuMT KBanidikoBaHIX KaHaMAaTie 3 KaHAwAaTis 3

Kaapis, K OCHOBHI NPMMHY
uporo?(PBQFBHCT)

Hackinuiu A0Gpe nepcokan rpomam
3a6e3nevienii HOGXAHMMM UNDPOBANIA
IHCTPYMEHTaMM (HanpUKNaa, porpamHMM
3abeaneuenmsm MC, A0CTYNOM 40
KapacTpy) ANA IPOCTOPOBOTo
nanysanHs?(hkOMMLI) 2

Hakinuiu rpovana aGeanevye
npauisHuKs, BiANOBIAANLHIX 33
nnawysanws, pecypcam Ta
MOXTMBOCTSMM AN OCBOEHHS CYMCHNX
MeTopis, HCTpyMeHTIS | nixonis
(HaNPUKIAZ, IHKTIOSUBHOTO NNaHyBaHHS!
0 CTanoro po3suTky)?(bWIt7Qo)

Hackinss edexTueHo rpomana anysae,
30BHIWHIO GKCTIEPTH3Y (KOHCYBTANTIB,
excnepTia 3 HeYpRAOBUX OpramisaLii,
HayKOBLie), KO BHYTPiLUHIA MoTeHLaN
/NS MPOCTOPOBOTO MnaHyBaHHS
oBmexeHmi?(igQ2KIBU)

Ha Bauwy aywmky, HacKinkm echexTeHo
cysacHa cuCTeMa MPOeGiiHoi OCBiTH B
YVipaiti roTye sianosignwx daxiauis a0
CHAZHOWlE POCTOPOBOTO MNaHyEaHHs!
Wa pigHi rpoman?(d454mis)

Hackne KomManaa nnakysansHuks
rpoMaaM 0Bi3Hara 3 KpawuM
€BpONeNiCHIMMM NPaKTUKaMM Ta
MDKHAPOANVIMU CTaHAAPTaMM ¥ Ccbepi
MiCTOBYAYBaHHS Ta MPOCTOPOROTO.
nnanysanHs?(ThzOd0BV)

Hackinuu1 KepisHUTBO rpomaay Hanae
npiopUTeTHE 3HAkeHHS! CTANOMY

PO3BUTKY Ta AOBTOCTPOKOEOMY
POCTOpOBOMY MNaHyEaHHIO &

3aransHoMy nopsaky

AeHHOMY?(2XZUYTV]) 4

HeoBXiaHuM  HeoBXaHMM
W HaBUKAMY U HABAKaNMI

ux
Kanagatie 3
HeoBxiaHAM
W HaBA KA

4 5
3 5
4 5
4 4
3 5
3 5
4 5
4 5
4
3
4 3
4
4
Huasia
3apoGiTHa
nnara/sigcyt
HicTb
KoHKypeHTOC
ApoMoXHoi
rommnencaui, Husska
3apobiTHa

reanidiosar nnaralsiacyt
n HicTh

KAHOWAATIB 3 KOHKYPEHTOC
HEOBXiAHAM  NPOMOXHOT
W HaBuKaMY KoMneHCaLT

4 4
4
4
4
4 4
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sapobiTHa
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Mepewiueni
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B 5K Mipi KEpIEHALTEO rpOMAZM
bexTUEHO ynpaENSE KOHAKTHIM

inTepecan (Hanpuknag, mix

386YAOBHUKANH, TPOMAASHaNM, DISHUMU

Sigainan) pw NPWAHATTI pileHb WORO

fpOCTOpOBOrO MnanyeanHA?(DNITIHAB) 4 4 4 5 3 4 3 3 1 4 4 3 1 4

HacKinbiur 64 310 3 TeepaKeNHsw
«KepisHNUTEO rPOMAZM MaE MonITHY

8070 MOCNIA0BHO AOTPUMYEATHCH

3aTaepAX@HIX MPOCTOpORHX Mnari,

HasiTe, 1A THCKOM YXGaNHTH WEAK 44

MeHwW cTani piweHns» (OK65iclm) 3 3 5 5 3 5 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 1 3

U 3rOAHI B 3 TUM, WO AeueHTPanisaLis
38ranom po3WMpKNA MOXAMBOCTI TPOMAA

¥ IPOCTOPOBOMY NakysaHHi,

He3BaXaIou Ha BAKTMKI, NOB'ASAHI 3

B0cHHMM CTaHoM?(HFyODWPS) 4 5 5 4 3 5 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 5 3
Hackinsiu A06pe npocToposoro

NakysaHHS (POMAAH BPAXOBYE |

38R0B0LHIE NOTPEGH BHYTPILIHEO

nepewiuienyx oci6 (BMIOJ?(q4qbGIES) 3 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 1 4 5 4 1 4
B A Mipi MDUHLA CTANOO POSBUTRY

(HanpuKnan, eeproedexTusHicTs,

3enena iHbpacTpyKTYpa, UMPKYNSpHa

K0HONiKa) iHTerpOBaHI B HOBI NPOBKTH 3

fIPOCTOPOBOTO MNaNyBaNHA?(5nPZA0nB) 3 5 5 3 3 4 3 3 1 3 4 3 1 3
Hackinuiu cncTema nnaysasts &

rpoMai 8paxosye puaM, NOET3AHMX 3i

amiHolo KnivaTy (HanpuKknan, nosew,

aHomansHa cnexa)? (XTyHOICT) 3 4 4 4 4 5 3 1 4
Hackinuiu edexTieHo y sawii rpomani

DOCTOPOBI MNaHy HTErpyIOTH oLikKy

36uTKis | 3aX0nM 3 siaHOBNeHHS

IpYIHOBAHIX 4 NOLLKOAKEHNX

oFexTia?(1Q0zQ3N) 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 1 4
\n BBaxacTe B, WO HUHILHIR NiXia A0

NaHyBaHHS! € AOCTATHEO THYHKAM, LIOG

aRanTyBaTUGA A0 WBAANAX SMiH |

HEBAIHAUEHOCTEN, CIIpMIMHENNX

sifin0I0?(ENF5IDC3) 4 5 3 3 3 4 3 3 1 4 5 5 1 3
Hackinsiu 3posyminuu € mpouec

Bu3HaveHHs! npiopuTeTia Ta KoopauHaLil

pOeKTia MCNSBOEHHOT BiAHOBNEHHS 8

rpomMaai?(5Y VIXhil) 4 5 4 5 4
Baxacte oTpuMaTH 38T 3

yaaransHeHumm peayneTaTanm

OUiHI0BaHHS! CTPOMOXHOCTI BaWOT

rpomMaaw A0 NpocToposoro

nnanysanHs?(BPXGO9Ib) Tax Tax Hi Tax Tax Hi Tax Hi Hi Hi Hi Hi Tax Hi
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