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Abstract 

This article is devoted to the application of public-

private partnership (PPP) mechanisms in the field of 

historical and cultural monument preservation in 

Russian Federation. Today, the mechanisms of public-

private partnership become the fundamental tool for the 

development of regional and municipal infrastructure, 

the attraction of investments, and the quality of 

services improvement provided to the population. The 

mechanisms of interaction between a state and business 

can be used in different spheres of the economy. Their 

implementation in the social sphere is the most 

relevant, including the field of cultural and historical 

heritage object preservation, which, on the one hand, 

need to be restored and protected, and on the other 

hand, they can generate income. Based on the system 

approach and the methodological recommendations of 

the Ministry of economic development of Russia, the 

article analyzes and assesses the level of public-private 

partnership development in the field of historical and 

cultural heritage site preservation in the regions of the 

Volga Federal District of Russia. They performed the 

analysis of the conditions created in each of the studied 

regions for the implementation of public-private 

partnerships, regulatory framework, etc. Based on the 

results of the analysis, the problem areas were revealed 

for the implementation of public-private partnership 

projects, the recommendations were proposed to 

improve the mechanisms of public-private partnership 

in relation to the objects of historical and cultural 

heritage. 
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Heritage, Interaction between State and Business, 
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Introduction 

The objects of cultural heritage in modern conditions 

become an important factor in regional social-

economic development. All this necessitates their 

saving, guarding and restoring. However, the regional 

mechanism of monument management that has been 

formed to the present day does not meet the objectives 

of cultural heritage object preservation and the 

maximizing of their involvement in economic turnover 

fully. An effective solution of preservation, functioning 

and maintenance of historical and cultural heritage 

objects of Russia can be ensured by the involvement of 

these objects in economic and cultural circulation 

through the use of public-private partnerships (PPPs). 

In the scientific literature, the study of public-private 

partnership in the field of historical and cultural 

heritage conservation has different perspectives of 

analysis. First of all, these are the works devoted to the 

substantiation of the interrelation between economy 

and culture, traditions and social innovations [1, 2, 3]; 

to the study of actual mechanisms of the state influence 

on the processes of the cultural heritage preservation 

[4, 5, 6]. During the analysis of this topic, the authors 

also relied on the theoretical studies of modern 

institutional forms of PPPs [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12], 

contributing to the decrease of corruption-related 

nature of state-civil interactions in the process of 

cultural heritage object use [13]. Statistical calculations 

are based on scientific and methodological 

developments of experts from the Ministry of 

Economic Development of Russian Federation and the 

Center for PPP development, who conduct a 

comprehensive assessment of public-private 

partnership development level in the regions of Russia 

[14]. 

 

Methods 

The work is based on the method of the system 

approach, which allows to study the relationship 

between state and private business and determine the 

prospects for their development. The calculation of RF 

subject indicators on the level of public-private 

partnership development was carried out in accordance 

with the methodology of the Ministry of economic 

development of Russia. The value of the integral 

indicator of each region was determined on the basis of 

such factor value assessment as: 

- The experience of PPP projects implementation in 

Russian Federation; 

- Regulatory and legal support for PPP in RF subject; 

- The development of RF subject institutional 

environment in the sphere of PPP. 

The indicator of a region was determined on the basis 

of data provided by Rosstat and the subjects of Russia. 

 

Results and Discussion 

The Volga Federal District (VFD) includes 14 regions. 

The cultural and historical heritage of these regions has 

a significant development potential. There are more 

than 17,600 objects of cultural heritage of federal, 
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regional and municipal significance on the territory of the district (Figure 1). 
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Fig. 1. Objects of VFD Cultural Heritage by forms of Ownership 

 

As can be seen from Table 1, the largest number of 

objects of archaeological and cultural heritage is in 

Nizhny Novgorod region, the Republic of Tatarstan 

and Perm region. The least number of monuments of 

culture is located in Kirov, Penza regions and in the 

Udmurt Republic. 

 

Table 1. Number of Objects of Archaeological and Cultural Heritage in the Regions of the Volga Federal District 

Region Objects of archaeological and / or cultural heritage (units) 

Nizhny Novgorod Region 4467 

The Republic of Mordovia 855 

Chuvash Republic 674 

Republic of Mari El 1059 

Republic of Tatarstan 1757 

Ulyanovsk region 1087 

Samara region 703 

Penza region 371 

Saratov region 4179 

Perm region 2944 

Udmurt republic 304 

Republic of Bashkortostan 1891 

Kirov region 839 

Orenburg region 1769 

 

However, it should be noted that most of cultural 

heritage objects need to carry out the works on 

conservation and restoration today, as evidenced by the 

data in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Summary Table on the Technical Condition of Cultural Heritage Objects of VFD Regions 

VFD region 

 

Emergency state 

Amount % 

Republic of Bashkortostan 43 7,7 

Kirov region 28 3,8 

Mari El Republic 51 24,3 

The Republic of Mordovia 15 14,3 

Nizhny Novgorod Region 42 1,3 

Orenburg region 32 14,1 

Penza region 31 12,6 

Perm region 27 5,3 

Samara region 28 5,8 

Saratov region 73 11,0 

Republic of Tatarstan 34 3,0 

Udmurt republic 38 6,8 

Ulyanovsk region 80 4,3 

Chuvash Republic 41 10,2 

 

Among the problems of historical and cultural heritage 

site preservation in VFD regions, the most significant 

are the following ones: 

- the lack of financial resources in the sphere of culture; 

- the lack of effective mechanisms to involve private 

funds in the cultural sphere; 

- the lack of resources and qualified personnel 

necessary to carry out restoration work on cultural 

monuments, etc. 

The solution of the abovementioned problems can be 

the development of public-private partnership 

mechanisms in the sphere of cultural heritage 

preservation. At the moment the application of PPP 

mechanism is just started within this area in Russia. 

Currently, only 873 PPP projects are being 

implemented in Russia, for which the corresponding 

agreements have been concluded (more than 1300 

projects in total at various stages of implementation) 

with the total volume of private investments of 640.3 

billion rubles at the stage of infrastructure facility 

creation (construction / reconstruction). 

In order to assess the level of public-private partnership 

development in the field of historical and cultural 

heritage preservation in the subjects of the Volga 

Federal District, we will analyze the rating of regions 

by the level of PPP development in 2015-2016, based 

on the analysis of several indicators, the first of which 

is the experience in the implementation of PPP 

projects.  

It can be noted that only 10 subjects of the VFD 

implementing public-private partnership projects in the 

field of cultural heritage preservation, in four subjects 

of the VFD - the Republics of Mordovia and Udmurtia, 

Perm Krai and Penza region have no such projects. At 

the same time, most of these projects are the restoration 

of cultural and historical heritage objects, their 

restoration and adaptation to modern use. The main 

sources of PPP project financing are private 

investments and regional budgets. The projects are 

implemented on the basis of concession agreements. 

The next indicator for the analysis of PPP development 

level in the regions is the availability of an appropriate 

regulatory and legal framework. All regions of the 

Volga federal district, except for the Republic of Mari 

El, have a relevant law on public-private partnership. In 

Mari El Republic, a corresponding Decree of the 

Republic of Mari El government was adopted. The 

normative legal acts adopted in VFD regions approve 

the procedure for the interaction of authorities in the 

development and the review of PPP projects, the 

procedure for a tender organization concerning the 

right to conclude an agreement on PPP and other 

issues. 
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Leading rating positions on the factor "Regulatory 

base" are occupied by the Ulyanovsk region and the 

Republic of Bashkortostan. In Russia in general, these 

regions occupy the second and the ninth place, 

respectively. The outsiders of the rating are the 

Republic of Udmurtia and Perm region. The evaluation 

of the "regulatory base" factor indicators in the regions 

of the Volga Federal District is presented in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. Estimation of "Regulatory base" Factor Indicators in VFD Regions 

Region 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Republic of 

Bashkortostan 

9 + + - - + 

Mari El Republic 19 - + - - + 

The Republic of 

Mordovia 

51 - - - - + 

Republic of 

Tatarstan 

38 - + - - + 

Kirov region 41 - + - - + 

Nizhny Novgorod 

Region 

32 - + - - + 

Orenburg region 17 - + + - + 

Penza region 33  + - - + 

Perm Region 57 + - - - - 

Samara Region 21 + + + + + 

Saratov region 25 + + + + + 

Chuvash Republic 42 - + - - + 

Udmurt republic 62 + + - - - 

Ulyanovsk region 2 + + + + + 
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Nowadays, such issues, as the preparation and the 

implementation of concession projects, the 

interdepartmental cooperation during the initiation, the 

preliminary coordination and the development of 

concession projects on the initiative of the executive 

authorities, including the development of the list of 

objects for which concession agreements are planned, 

need normative consolidation; the control, the 

supervision, the monitoring and the maintenance of 

PPP project register, etc. 

The next indicator of PPP development in Russian 

Federation regions is the development of the 

institutional environment. In order to assess this factor, 

they analyzed the presence of an authorized body, the 

number of experts who received special training, the 

availability of an open access list of facilities for which 

it is planned to conclude PPP agreements, concession 

agreements, etc. 

As of April 1, 2017, six regions of the Volga Federal 

District - Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, Nizhny Novgorod, 

Samara and Ulyanovsk regions, in Perm Krai - have 

authorized regional authorities responsible for the 

development of PPP. Some regions of VFD adopted 

investment memorandums, the programs or strategies 

that regard public-private partnership as the mechanism 

for private funds attraction. In the Republics of 

Tatarstan, Bashkiria, Chuvashia, in Nizhny Novgorod, 

Samara and Ulyanovsk regions, in Perm Krai, the list 

of facilities for which PPP agreements are planned is 

compiled and submitted to the public. Besides, in these 

regions, government officials have special 

qualifications in the field of PPP project management. 

In some VFD subjects, such as the Republic of 

Mordovia, the Republic of Udmurtia, Penza, Kirov and 

Saratov regions, the state of the institutional 

environment can be assessed as unsatisfactory. This 

has a negative impact on the prospects of investment 

attraction in PPP projects. 

We will calculate the achievements of KPI and the 

place of VFD regions in 2015-2016. The symbols used 

in the calculations are the following ones: 

F - the final integral indicator of RF subject in 2015; 

KPI - the established value of the indicator concerning 

the level of PPP development in RF subject for 2015; 

The achievement of KPI is the difference between the 

final rating value and the set value for 2015; 

P - the place by "project implementation experience" 

factor; 

Н - the place by "regulatory base" factor; 

Inst. - the place by "Institutional environment" factor. 

The achievement of KPI and the places of VFD regions 

concerning each of the factors for rating calculation in 

the sphere of the cultural and historical heritage 

preservation are presented in Table 4.  

 

Table 4. Achievement of KPI and VFD Region Places for each of Rating Calculation Factors in 2015/2016 

 

VFD region F KPI KPI achievement P Н Inst. 

Republic of 

Bashkortostan 

41,2% 40,2% 1,0% 17 9 18 

Mari El Republic 9,6% 21,0% -11,4% 46 19 22 

The Republic of 

Mordovia 

22,4% 22,4% 0,0% 53 51 64 

Republic of 

Tatarstan 

43,0% 52,0% -9,0% 7 38 16 

Kirov region 15,3% 28,7% -13,4% 53 41 53 

Nizhny Novgorod 

region 

53,6% 55,0% -1,4% 3 32 6 

Orenburg region 30,7% 29,6% 1,1% 27 17 40 

Penza region 19,9% 21,5% -1,6% 56 33 38 

Perm region 31,5% 39,6% -8,1% 9 57 52 

Samara region 59,6% 48,5% 11,1% 2 21 9 

Saratov region 28,2% 26,6% 1,6% 26 25 48 

Chuvash republic 26,6% 32,5% -5,9% 35 42 21 
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Udmurt republic 40,0% 37,3% 2,7% 10 62 14 

Ulyanovsk region 44,6% 37,5% 7,1% 23 2 12 

 

Based on the calculation results, subjects can be 

divided into 4 groups: 

- the regions with a high level of PPP development - 

45-60% - are referred to Samara and Nizhny Novgorod 

regions; 

- the regions with an average level of PPP development 

- 35-45% - Ulyanovsk region, Republics of Tatarstan, 

Bashkortostan and Udmurtia; 

- the regions with a low level of PPP development - 25-

35% - Perm Krai, Orenburg and Saratov regions, 

Chuvash republic and the Republic of Mordovia; 

- to regions with very low level of PPP development - 

0-25% - Penza and Kirov regions, as well as the 

Republic of Mari El. 

As can be seen from Table 4, the Samara region 

occupies the highest position in the Volga Federal 

District. The value of the actual indicator concerning 

the level of PPP development in Samara region 

exceeded the established level by 11.1%. Now there are 

74 projects in this area at various stages of 

implementation, the main part of which is focused on 

the development of social infrastructure. The total 

volume of private investments in these projects 

amounted to 11.8 billion rubles. At the same time, 

budgetary funds are not used in the implementation of 

these PPP projects.  

The category of regions with an average level of PPP 

development in the area of historical and cultural 

heritage object preservation is represented by 4 VFD 

regions. Public-private partnership in these regions is at 

a fairly high level. Ulyanovsk region is the leader of 

this category of subjects. Next comes the Republic of 

Tatarstan, the territory of which implements a large 

number of municipal concessions in the social sphere 

and the projects of the cultural sector. It can be noted 

that the regions of this group unite such a feature as the 

creation of understandable conditions for investors to 

implement PPP projects. 

The regions in which PPP are in the process of 

development are among the group with a low level of 

PPP development. The lagging position of these 

regions can be explained by a low level of their 

investment attractiveness. 

The latter group includes the regions with very low 

level of PPP development, in which there is almost no 

experience of public-private partnership mechanism 

application in the sphere of culture. The institutional 

environment of these regions is not prepared for the 

implementation of PPP projects in this area. 

 

Summary 

Based on the analysis, we can say that the successful 

use of the PPP mechanism in the field of cultural 

monuments preservation in Russian Federation requires 

the following: 

1. The development of legislation at the regional level 

and Russia in general, taking into account the norms of 

international law; 

2. Control improvement concerning terms and PPP 

project costs through the creation of independent 

centers of expertise; 

3. The creation of a single information center that 

would accumulate experience and knowledge regarding 

the implementation of PPP projects; 

4. The stimulation of the authority interest in the 

implementation of PPP projects. With regard to the 

activities of executive bodies, it is necessary: 

- to determine the procedure of cultural heritage object 

selection taking into account public opinion; 

- to determine a number of indicators for the protection 

of cultural heritage sites to assess the effectiveness of 

the executive heads from the authorities of Russian 

Federation subjects; 

5. Financial incentives for PPP projects by fixing a 

preferential tax rate on property and a lower rent for the 

use of PPP object or a land plot. 

6. The development of nationwide monitoring system 

concerning the state of cultural heritage sites and their 

use. 

The implementation of these proposals will preserve 

the monuments of cultural and historical heritage, and 

will also involve them in economic turnover by private 

investment attraction for their preservation and the 

development of tourism and business activity in the 

area of their location. 
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