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ECONOMIC RECONSTRUCTION OF UKRAINE’S INDUSTRIAL MACROREGIONS 

BASED ON PUBLIC–PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP UNDER CONDITIONS  

OF WAR AND POST-WAR RECOVERY 
 

Introduction. The full-scale war has caused exten-

sive destruction of production capacities, logistics hubs, 

and critical infrastructure, which has particularly exac-

erbated structural imbalances in the development of 

Ukraine’s industrial macroregions. Under these condi-

tions, the reconstruction of industrial territories acquires 

a dual nature: on the one hand, it involves restoring basic 

life-support and production functions; on the other, it re-

quires modernization based on the build back better 

principle – i.e., increasing technological sophistication, 

energy efficiency, climate resilience, and competitive-

ness. Accordingly, a key challenge is the formation of 

institutional and financial mechanisms capable of ensur-

ing not only the speed of reconstruction but also the 

long-term effectiveness of structural transformation in 

industrial macroregions. 

Traditional instruments of budget financing, given 

wartime risks, fiscal constraints, and growing needs for 

public investment, are insufficient to ensure the required 

scale of reconstruction. At the same time, the private 

sector possesses resources, managerial competencies, 

and innovative solutions, but requires predictable rules, 

guarantees, and an adequate allocation of risks. In this 

context, public–private partnership (PPP) is viewed as 

an institutional instrument for mobilizing capital and 

competencies to restore and modernize infrastructure, as 

well as to launch industrial projects within macrore-

gions. Its potential lies in the possibility of long-term 

contractual alignment of public and business objectives, 

the use of a life-cycle approach, the introduction of per-

formance-based payments, and the allocation of risks 

according to the parties’ capacity to manage them. 

Of particular importance is the integration of cli-

mate resilience into PPP models, as climate change in-

creases the frequency and intensity of extreme events 

affecting transport, energy, water, and urban infrastruc-

ture. For industrial macroregions, this implies a higher 

probability of disruptions in resource supply, logis- 

tics failures, additional emergency repair costs, and  

increased fiscal risks. Therefore, reconstruction based 

on PPP should combine recovery objectives with resili-

ence requirements – both technological and climatic – 

thus ensuring the long-term reliability of infrastructure 

and the stability of service provision. 

The problem of substantiating long-term transfor-

mational directions for the economic reconstruction of 

Ukraine’s industrial macroregions under conditions  

of war and post-war recovery is complex and includes: 

defining reconstruction scenarios for macroregions  

as multi-level spatial entities (including the Dnipro 

macroregion) based on sustainable development princi-

ples; improving resource and institutional support with 

due regard to traditional and smart specialization; and 

forming a regime of international public–private part-

nership (IPPP) in the context of relocation and European 

integration. This necessitates a transition to the build 

back better principle, which in international documents 

is interpreted as recovery, rebuilding, and reconstruction 

aimed at increasing resilience and reducing future risks 

in line with sustainable development principles [1, 

pp. 11, 21–22]. Foreign studies of post-war recovery 

emphasize the decisive role of reindustrialization, in-

vestment, institutional reforms, and coordination be-

tween the state and business (notably based on European 

experience) [2–5]. In Ukrainian academic discourse, 

emphasis is placed on the need to abandon the reproduc-

tion of the pre-war low-technology model in favor of 

structural transformation with the development of tech-

nology-intensive industries [6]. At the same time, de-

spite existing research on regional strategizing and  

public–private partnership [7–14], as well as the grow-

ing relevance of relocation as a driver of spatial shifts 

[15], there remains a need to develop a comprehensive 

methodology for reconstructing industrial macroregions 

that combines a macroregional approach, smart special-

ization, and PPP/IPPP mechanisms adapted to wartime 

risks to implement the principles of resilience and build 

back better. 
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The purpose of the article is to substantiate a con-
ceptual model for the economic reconstruction of 
Ukraine’s industrial macroregions based on public–pri-
vate partnership, taking into account wartime, fiscal, 
and climatic risks. 

Research Results. Economic reconstruction of 
Ukraine’s industrial macroregions under conditions of 
war and post-war recovery requires a systemic approach 
that goes beyond restoring individual facilities or sectors 
[16–17]. In this context, a macroregion is considered a 
complex spatial-economic entity within which infra-
structure networks, industrial complexes, and innova-
tion-technological ecosystems interact. Accordingly, 
the key directions of reconstruction should be defined as 
an integrated combination of three interrelated contours: 
infrastructure, industrial, and innovation [18–20]. 

The infrastructure contour forms the basic condi-
tions for the functioning of industrial macroregions and 
serves as a prerequisite for the recovery of economic ac-
tivity. Its reconstruction covers transport, energy, engi-
neering, digital, and logistics infrastructure that has suf-
fered significant destruction due to military actions. Un-
like the pre-war logic of inertial recovery, the infrastruc-
ture contour should develop based on the build back bet-
ter principle, with embedded requirements for resilien- 
ce, capacity redundancy, and adaptation to climate risks. 

Within macroregions, infrastructure reconstruction 
involves not only the physical restoration of facilities 
but also the structural modernization of networks: reor-
ientation of transport corridors in line with the new ge-
oeconomic configuration; increasing energy efficiency 
and decentralizing energy systems; and developing wa-
ter and environmental infrastructure in response to re-
source scarcity. The infrastructure contour provides the 
foundation for attracting private capital through PPPs, 
particularly via life-cycle projects and availability-pay-
ment models. 

The industrial contour of reconstruction is aimed at 
restoring and structurally transforming the production 
potential of industrial macroregions. Its key feature is 
the rejection of reproducing the pre-war sectoral struc-
ture characterized by high resource and energy intensity, 
low technological complexity, and limited integration 
into global value chains. Instead, reconstruction of the 
industrial contour should be based on the principles of a 
new-type reindustrialization oriented toward technolog-
ical upgrading, diversification, and greening of produc-
tion. 

At the macroregional level, this implies the devel-
opment of industrial parks, clusters, and specialized pro-
duction zones adapted to new security, logistics, and 
market conditions. PPP mechanisms play a special role 
in implementing industrial projects, as they allow the 
alignment of public objectives – employment and re-
gional development – with private interests in efficiency 
and profitability. The industrial contour is also linked to 
enterprise relocation processes, which necessitates the 
coordination of reconstruction decisions at the macrore-
gional rather than individual community level. 

The innovation contour of reconstruction ensures 
the long-term competitiveness of industrial macro- 
regions and forms the basis for their transition to a 
knowledge- and technology-oriented development mo- 
del. Its content lies in the creation and development of 
innovation ecosystems that bring together research in-
stitutions, universities, business, startups, and develop-
ment institutions. In post-war conditions, the innovation 
contour becomes particularly important as a mechanism 
for overcoming the technological gap and integrating 
Ukrainian industry into the European innovation space. 

Within macroregions, the innovation contour is im-
plemented through smart specialization instruments, the 
development of engineering competence centers, digital 
platforms, R&D infrastructure, and demonstration pro-
jects. Its close connection with PPP manifests in the pos-
sibility of co-financing innovative solutions, sharing 
risks at early stages of technology adoption, and scaling 
successful pilot projects. The innovation contour en-
sures synergy between infrastructure and industrial 
transformations, shifting reconstruction from a restora-
tive to a transformational format. 

The combination of infrastructure, industrial, and 
innovation contours forms an integrated model for the 
economic reconstruction of industrial macroregions. 
The infrastructure contour creates basic conditions and 
reduces systemic risks; the industrial contour ensures 
the recovery of production and employment; and the in-
novation contour forms long-term sources of growth and 
structural modernization. It is precisely at the macrore-
gional level that these contours are aligned through a 
portfolio approach to project planning implemented us-
ing public–private and international public–private part-
nership mechanisms [21–23]. 

Effective economic reconstruction of Ukraine’s in-
dustrial macroregions requires not a universal but a dif-
ferentiated application of PPP models depending on the 
nature of projects, risk levels, the financial capacity of 
the public partner, and the strategic objectives of recov-
ery. In this context, PPP should be viewed not as a single 
contractual instrument but as a portfolio of models 
adapted to the tasks of the infrastructure, industrial, and 
innovation contours of reconstruction. 

For projects aimed at restoring and modernizing 
transport, energy, municipal, and digital infrastructure, 
the most relevant are PPP models based on long-term 
life-cycle contracts. Their key feature is the transfer to 
the private partner of responsibility not only for con-
struction or reconstruction but also for subsequent oper-
ation and maintenance throughout the contract period. 

In post-war conditions, PPP models with availabil-
ity payments become particularly important, whereby 
the private partner is remunerated by the public side for 
ensuring a defined level of service quality and conti- 
nuity, regardless of actual demand. This approach mini-
mizes demand-risk exposure – typical for regions with 
disrupted economic activity – and enhances the invest-
ment attractiveness of projects. Infrastructure PPPs also 
enable the integration of energy-efficiency require- 
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ments, climate resilience, and digital monitoring into 
contractual arrangements. 

The industrial contour of reconstruction requires 
the use of specific PPP models focused on creating and 
developing production capacities, industrial parks, lo-
gistics-production hubs, and clusters. Unlike classic in-
frastructure projects, industrial PPPs are characterized 
by higher market and technological risks, which neces-
sitates more flexible contractual structures. 

In this segment, mixed partnership models combin-
ing elements of concessions, joint activity agreements, 
and special investment contracts are appropriate. The 
public partner typically provides land preparation, basic 
infrastructure, and regulatory incentives, while the pri-
vate partner invests in production facilities, technolo-
gies, and management. Such models make it possible to 
align regional development objectives, job creation, and 
structural diversification with business interests in prof-
itability and production scaling. 

An important feature of industrial PPPs in post-war 
conditions is their close link to enterprise relocation pro-
cesses, which requires coordination at the macrore-
gional level and the application of a portfolio approach 
to project selection. 

The innovation contour of reconstruction drives the 
use of PPP models aimed at supporting research and in-
novation activities, developing technological infrastruc-
ture, and forming innovation ecosystems. Unlike infra-
structure and industrial projects, the main constraint 
here is the high level of outcome uncertainty and a long 
payback horizon. 

Relevant are partnership models based on co-fi-
nancing R&D, establishing engineering competence 
centers, innovation hubs, and digital platforms. The 
public partner assumes part of the initial risks, provides 
access to research infrastructure, and creates demand for 
innovative solutions, while the private partner is respon-
sible for commercialization and scaling of technologies. 
Such PPP models facilitate the integration of Ukrainian 
macroregions into European innovation networks and 
increase the technological complexity of the economy. 

Systematizing PPP models in the context of recon-
structing industrial macroregions requires accounting 
for specific wartime and post-war risks, including secu-
rity, fiscal, logistics, and climate-related risks [24–25]. 
This necessitates adapting classical PPP models through 
the use of guarantees, force majeure compensation 
mechanisms, phased commissioning of facilities, and 
flexible contract renegotiation provisions. 

In this regard, the shift from isolated projects to a 
portfolio approach in PPP implementation becomes es-
pecially important, whereby different models are  
combined within a single macroregional reconstruction 
program. Such an approach makes it possible to balance 
risks across infrastructure, industrial, and innovation 
projects, thereby ensuring financial sustainability and 
strategic coherence of the recovery process. 

A systemic reconstruction of industrial macrore-
gions requires a differentiated application of PPP  

models depending on the functional purpose of projects, 
the level of risks, and expected outcomes. In this con-
text, PPP should be considered as a portfolio of inter-
connected models, each corresponding to a specific re-
construction contour–infrastructure, industrial, or inno-
vation (Table 1). 

 
Table 1. Linking PPP models to the reconstruction 

contours of industrial macroregions 

R
ec

o
n
st

ru
c-

ti
o
n
 c

o
n
to

u
r 

Typical  
assets and 
projects 

Relevant PPP 
models 

Key  
features of 
the models 

Main risks 
and risk 
bearer 

In
fr

as
tr

u
ct

u
re

 

Transport, 
energy, mu-
nicipal, dig-
ital, logis-
tics infra-
structure 

Life-cycle 
contracts 
(DBFM, 
DBFOM); 
availability-
payment 
PPPs; conces-
sions with 
limited de-
mand risk 

Long-term 
horizon; in-
tegration of 
design, con-
struction and 
operation; 
payment for 
perfor-
mance and 
quality 

Construc-
tion and op-
erational 
risk – pri-
vate part-
ner; demand 
and fiscal 
risk – public 
partner 

In
d
u
st

ri
al

 

Industrial 
parks, pro-
duction 
clusters, lo-
gistics–pro-
duction 
hubs, relo-
cated enter-
prises 

Mixed PPPs; 
concession 
and quasi-
concession 
models; joint 
activity agree-
ments 

Combinati-
on of public 
investment 
in basic in-
frastructure 
with private 
investment 
in produc-
tion 

Market and 
technology 
risk – pri-
vate part-
ner; regula-
tory and in-
frastructure 
risk – public 
partner 

In
n
o
v
at

io
n
 

R&D cen-
ters, innova-
tion hubs, 
digital plat-
forms, engi-
neering 
competence 
centers 

Innovation-
oriented PPPs; 
co-financing 
contracts; 
partnerships 
with alloca-
tion of intel-
lectual prop-
erty rights 

High uncer-
tainty; long 
payback 
horizon; 
joint gov-
ernance of 
results 

Innovation 
risk – 
shared; 
commer-
cialization 
risk – pri-
vate partner 

Source: compiled based on [17–25]. 
 

For the infrastructure contour, priority should be 
given to PPP models that minimize unstable demand 
risks and ensure predictable cash flows. Life-cycle con-
tracts and availability-payment models allow the public 
side to retain control over strategically important assets 
while leveraging the managerial and technological ad-
vantages of the private sector. These models are the 
most adapted to wartime and post-war conditions, where 
market demand is volatile and service continuity is the 
primary priority. 

Within the industrial contour, PPP application be-
comes more flexible. Mixed and quasi-concession mod-
els dominate, under which the state provides favorable 
starting conditions (infrastructure, land, regulatory in-
centives), while the private partner invests in production 
assets and operational activity. This configuration ena-
bles combining reindustrialization, employment, and re-
gional development objectives with the market logic of 
efficiency and scaling. 
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The innovation contour requires PPP models ori-
ented not toward rapid financial returns but toward 
building a technological base. Key arrangements here 
include partnerships with joint R&D financing, alloca-
tion of intellectual property rights, and support for pilot 
solutions. In such models, the public side acts as an in-
novation catalyst – lowering entry barriers for business 
and ensuring demand for new technologies – while the 
private partner assumes commercialization risks. 

Linking PPP models to the three reconstruction 
contours makes it possible to form a balanced project 
portfolio at the macroregional level: infrastructure PPPs 
provide a stable recovery base, industrial PPPs ensure 
economic activity and employment, and innovation 
PPPs generate long-term drivers of structural growth. At 
the same time, implementing such an integrated ap-
proach under conditions of war and post-war recovery 
inevitably increases uncertainty and complicates project 
risk profiles, limiting the applicability of standard 
peacetime PPP models. 

Under these conditions, the effectiveness of the 
build back better principle is determined not only by the 
choice of organizational partnership forms, but also by 
the ability to adequately identify, systematize, and allo-
cate risks between public and private partners, taking 
into account the specificity of each reconstruction con-
tour. This makes it necessary to develop an expanded 
risk matrix that incorporates wartime, financial, institu-
tional, climate, and innovation factors and serves as  
a key element of the conceptual model of economic  
reconstruction of Ukraine’s industrial macroregions 
(Table 2). 

 
Table 2. Risk matrix and principles of risk allocation 
by reconstruction contour 

Risk 
group 

Infra-
structure  
contour 

Industrial 
contour 

Innova-
tion  

contour 

Allocation  
principle 

Wartime/ 
security 

Public 
partner / 
state 

Public 
partner / 
state 

Public 
partner / 
state 

Sovereign risk 
beyond private-
sector control 

Project/ 
construc-
tion 

Private 
partner 

Private 
partner 

Private 
partner 

Control over de-
sign and con-
struction 

Opera-
tional 

Private 
partner 

Private 
partner 

Mixed Responsibility 
for facility man-
agement 

Demand Public 
partner 

Private / 
mixed 

Public Dependence on 
macroeconomic 
dynamics 

Financial Mixed Mixed Public Constraints in 
access to capital 

Regula-
tory 

Public 
partner 

Public 
partner 

Public 
partner 

Rule-making au-
thority 

Climate Mixed Mixed Public Long-term exter-
nal effects 

Innova-
tion 

– Partly pri-
vate 

Mixed High uncertainty 
of outcomes 

Source: compiled based on [24–25]. 
 

Within infrastructure PPPs, the priority is ensuring 

continuity of service provision, which implies that war- 

time, demand, and regulatory risks remain with the  

public side. At the same time, construction and opera-

tional risks should be transferred to the private partner, 

as it possesses the necessary technical and managerial 

competencies. 

Industrial PPPs are characterized by elevated mar-

ket and technological risks. Therefore, fully transferring 

them to either the public or the private side is inefficient. 

The optimal allocation model is one where the state as-

sumes institutional, regulatory, and part of the infra-

structure risks, while the private partner is responsible 

for production, operational, and commercial aspects. 

In innovation PPPs, the key risk is uncertainty of 

outcomes, which makes full transfer to any one party 

impossible. Therefore, shared risk allocation is appro-

priate, using co-financing mechanisms, pilot projects, 

and staged decision-making. The public side acts as a 

catalyst by lowering barriers to innovation activity. 

The proposed risk matrix and allocation principles 

make it possible to: increase the investment attractive-

ness of PPP projects in post-war conditions; reduce fis-

cal and systemic risks for the state; ensure coherence be-

tween infrastructure, industrial, and innovation projects; 

and move from individual to portfolio risk management 

at the macroregional level. At the same time, the effec-

tiveness of practical application depends not only on 

correct risk identification but also on the capacity of the 

institutional system to translate these principles into 

consistent managerial decisions and program actions. 

The Prydniprovia macroregion (Prydniprovia) has 

traditionally played a system-forming role in Ukraine’s 

economy as a center of metallurgy, machine building, 

mining, energy, and transport logistics. The full-scale 

war has significantly intensified the region’s structural 

imbalances, causing infrastructure destruction, disrup-

tion of production chains, environmental risks, and the 

need to reorient industry toward new markets and tech-

nological standards. Under such conditions, PPP imple-

mentation in Prydniprovia should be based on a portfo-

lio approach combining the infrastructure, industrial, 

and innovation reconstruction contours and ensuring a 

gradual reduction of the overall risk burden. 

Accordingly, there is a need for an instrument that 

operationalizes the proposed risk-management princi-

ples and the portfolio approach into a time- and institu-

tionally structured sequence of actions. Such an instru-

ment is the PPP roadmap for reconstructing the 

Prydniprovia macroregion (Table 3), which structures 

the stages of preparation, launch, and scaling of PPP 

projects and the expected outcomes of implementation. 

In the Prydniprovia macroregion, priority is given 

to PPP projects aimed at restoring transport corridors, 

modernizing energy networks, and rehabilitating water 

management infrastructure that ensures the functioning 

of industrial hubs. The most relevant instruments are 

life-cycle contracts and availability-payment models, 

which make it possible to reduce demand risks and en-

sure continuity of service provision. 
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Table 3. PPP roadmap for the reconstruction of the Prydniprovia macroregion 
Stage Stage content Key PPP projects for Prydniprovia Expected effect 

I. Diagnosis and stra-

tegic alignment 

Establishing a 

macroregional PPP 

framework 

Audit of damaged transport, energy and water infra-

structure; inventory of industrial sites and tail-

ings/slurry storage facilities 

A shared vision for 

Prydniprovia’s recon-

struction 

II. PPP portfolio for-

mation 

Selecting projects 

across the three 

contours 

Infrastructure PPPs (bridges, railway nodes, power 

grids); industrial parks; environmental recultivation 

projects 

A balanced portfolio of 

PPP projects 

III. Institutional and 

financial preparation 

Project structuring Feasibility studies for modernization of metallurgical 

clusters; PPPs for industrial energy modernization; 

engagement of IFIs 

Investment readiness of 

projects 

IV. Contracting and 

piloting 

Launching the first 

PPPs 

Life-cycle contracts in transport and energy; conces-

sion elements in industrial parks 

Increased investor confi-

dence 

V. Implementation 

and monitoring 

Portfolio manage-

ment 

KPI monitoring; risk management; contract adjust-

ments 

Stable PPP implementa-

tion 

VI. Scaling and inno-

vation integration 

Deepening transfor-

mation 

Innovation PPPs in hydrogen energy, green metal-

lurgy, digital platforms 

Technological moderni-

zation of the region 

VII. Evaluation and 

strategic adjustment 

Final assessment Analysis of socio-economic and environmental im-

pacts 

Transition to a sustaina-

ble development model 

Source: compiled based on [24–26]. 

 

Within the industrial contour, the implementation 

of industrial PPPs focused on the creation and moderni-

zation of production sites, clusters, and logistics-pro-

duction hubs is characteristic. The public partner con-

centrates on providing basic infrastructure and regula-

tory support, while private partners invest in technolog-

ical upgrading and operational activities. 

The innovation contour in Prydniprovia is formed 

through PPPs in the field of environmental moderniza-

tion of industry, digitalization of production processes, 

and the development of R&D infrastructure. It is  

precisely within this contour that the transition from  

recovery to transformation takes place, with a focus on 

European standards of green and climate-neutral indus-

try. 

Linking the PPP roadmap to the Prydniprovia 

macroregion makes it possible to combine the restora-

tion of critical infrastructure, the structural transfor-

mation of industry, and innovation-driven development 

within a single macroregional logic. Such an approach 

increases the region’s investment attractiveness, reduces 

systemic risks, and creates the prerequisites for imple-

menting the build back better principle in post-war eco-

nomic reconstruction. 

Conclusions. It is substantiated that the economic 

reconstruction of Ukraine’s industrial macroregions un-

der conditions of war and post-war recovery cannot be 

reduced to reproducing the pre-war production and in-

frastructure structure, but requires a systemic transfor-

mational approach oriented toward the build back better 

principle, enhanced resilience, greater technological 

complexity, and long-term competitiveness. The expe-

diency of considering the macroregion as the key level 

of spatial-economic coordination of reconstruction is 

demonstrated, within which the alignment of infrastruc-

ture networks, industrial complexes, and innovation 

ecosystems is ensured. A conceptual model of economic 

reconstruction based on the integration of infrastructure, 

industrial, and innovation contours is proposed. 

It is justified that, under conditions of war and post-

war recovery, public–private partnership should be 

viewed as a portfolio of adapted models differentiated 

by the functional purpose of projects, risk levels, and ex-

pected socio-economic effects. It is shown that life-cy-

cle contracts and availability-payment models are most 

relevant for the infrastructure contour; mixed and quasi-

concession PPPs for the industrial contour; and partner-

ships based on joint R&D financing and the sharing of 

innovation risks for the innovation contour. 

A risk matrix and principles of risk allocation 

across reconstruction contours are proposed, taking into 

account wartime/security, financial, regulatory, climate, 

and innovation risks. It is demonstrated that a transition 

to portfolio-based risk management at the macrore-

gional level increases the investment attractiveness of 

PPP projects, reduces fiscal and systemic risks for the 

state, and ensures strategic coherence of reconstruction. 

Using the Prydniprovia macroregion as a case 

study, the possibilities for practical operationalization of 

the proposed model are demonstrated through the devel-

opment of a PPP reconstruction roadmap, which struc-

tures the process from diagnostics and portfolio for-

mation to scaling and innovation integration. It is con-

cluded that a macroregional portfolio approach to PPP 

creates the prerequisites for combining infrastructure re-

covery, reindustrialization, and innovation-driven de-

velopment within a unified logic of post-war economic 

reconstruction. 

Further research should focus on the development 

of quantitative indicators for assessing the effectiveness 

of portfolio-based PPPs and on deepening methodolo-

gies for integrating climate and security factors into the 

financial and economic modeling of reconstruction pro-

jects. 
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Shylepnytskyi P., Petrova I. Economic reconstruction of Ukraine’s industrial macroregions based on public–private  

partnership under conditions of war and post-war recovery 

The article substantiates a conceptual model for the economic reconstruction of Ukraine’s industrial macroregions under condi-

tions of war and post-war recovery based on public–private partnership (PPP). It demonstrates that large-scale destruction of production 

capacities, logistics hubs, and critical infrastructure necessitates a transition from fragmented recovery measures to a systemic macrore-

gional reconstruction oriented toward the build back better principle, structural transformation of industry, and increased economic 

resilience. 

The reconstruction of industrial macroregions is proposed to be viewed as an integrated combination of infrastructure, industrial, 

and innovation contours, ensuring the alignment of the restoration of basic networks, modernization of production potential, and the 

formation of long-term sources of economic growth. Relevant PPP models for reconstruction and modernization projects are systema-

tized according to their functional purpose and risk levels; the expediency of a portfolio approach to PPP implementation at the macrore-

gional level is substantiated. 

A risk matrix for PPP projects is developed, taking into account wartime, fiscal, market, institutional, and climate factors, and 

principles for allocating these risks between public and private partners according to their risk-management capacities are defined. A 

roadmap for implementing a portfolio of PPP projects at the macroregional level is elaborated, adapted to the specifics of the 

Prydniprovya macroregion as a key industrial region of Ukraine. 

Keywords: public–private partnership, economic reconstruction, industrial macroregions, post-war recovery, build back better, 

resilience, PPP portfolio, Prydniprovia. 

 

Шилепницький П. І., Петрова І. П. Економічна реконструкція промислових макрорегіонів України на засадах 

публічно-приватного партнерства в умовах війни та повоєнного відновлення 

У статті обґрунтовано концептуальну модель економічної реконструкції промислових макрорегіонів України в умовах 

війни та повоєнного відновлення на засадах публічно-приватного партнерства (ППП). Показано, що масштабні руйнування 

виробничих потужностей, логістичних вузлів і критичної інфраструктури зумовлюють потребу переходу від фрагментарних 

відновлювальних заходів до системної макрорегіональної реконструкції, зорієнтованої на принцип build back better, струк-

турну трансформацію промисловості та підвищення резильєнтності економіки. 

Запропоновано розглядати реконструкцію промислових макрорегіонів як інтегроване поєднання інфраструктурного, ін-

дустріального та інноваційного контурів, що забезпечує узгодження відновлення базових мереж, модернізації виробничого 

потенціалу та формування довгострокових джерел економічного зростання. Систематизовано релевантні моделі ППП для 

проєктів відбудови й модернізації залежно від їх функціонального призначення та рівня ризиків; обґрунтовано доцільність 

портфельного підходу до впровадження ППП на макрорегіональному рівні. 

Сформовано матрицю ризиків проєктів ППП з урахуванням воєнних, фіскальних, ринкових, інституційних і кліматич-

них чинників та визначено принципи їх розподілу між публічним і приватним партнерами відповідно до спроможності управ-

ління ризиками. Розроблено дорожню карту впровадження портфеля проєктів ППП у макрорегіональному вимірі, адаптовану 

до специфіки Придніпров’я як ключового промислового регіону України. 

Ключові слова: публічно-приватне партнерство, економічна реконструкція, промислові макрорегіони, повоєнне віднов-

лення, build back better, резильєнтність, портфель ППП, Придніпров’я. 


