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inventory management. In creating the invento-
ry management system of production of cheese 
it is necessary to have a meticulous determina-
tion of optimal criteria. In addition, it is as-
sumed not an a priori definition of them, but a 
discovery in the process of analysis of the exist-
ing management system.  

According to the author, the most appropri-
ate criterion of optimality in the management of 
cheese inventory products can be profit or prof-
itability. After all, these figures reflect more 
completely the effectiveness of economic activ-
ity in synthesizing in themselves the influence 
of all the other factors. 

Conclusions. From the given above it is 
possible to draw the next conclusions.  Certain 

inventory and the development at all levels of 
trade movement are needed to ensure market 
balance between supply and demand for cheese 
products. The volume of stock commodities is 
directly connected with the time of commodity 
circulation. Surplus stocks of cheese production 
will slow down the process of trade and cause 
extra costs for storage. Insufficient reserves 
may lead to failures in ensuring consumer 
demand and ultimately their loss. So, at least at 
the wholesale and major, large and medium 
retailers should be creating a system of 
inventory management. For the effective 
functioning of the system, it is necessary to 
have methodological base and software, which 
requires further research. 
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