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Abstract—The article presents an analysis of spatial trends in the development of public–private partnership
(PPP) in Russia. The analysis is performed on a large base of PPP projects and reveals the main spatial imbalances
and contradictions, uneven development of PPP across regions of the Russian Federation, and prevalence of
small projects. It is emphasized that improving the institutional environment of territories is important for
intensification of PPP processes. The current distribution of PPP investments across the Russian Federation
indicates that the goals of improving the population’s quality of life prevail over the national-economic goal
of strengthening connectivity of the country’s territory.
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The issue of spatial trends in the development of
public–private partnership (PPP) in the Russian
Federation is topical for the following reasons.

First of all, it should be noted that the information
field around PPP is constructed primarily on the
industry principle. Scientific papers discuss the appli-
cation of PPP in transport [1–4], energy [see, for
example, 5], social and innovation spheres [5–10],
and agriculture [11, 12], etc. With the exception of
PPP week, an annual event that brings together all
areas of PPP, all scientific and practical events are tied
to separate infrastructure sectors.

Some studies evaluate various organizational forms
of PPP [7, 13, 14], their advantages and disadvantages.
A large body of work is dedicated to analyzing trends
in the PPP market in general [see, for example, 15]
and the possibilities of applying foreign PPP experi-
ence in the Russian Federation [16, 17]. The essential
foundation of all PPP research is theoretical studies of
V.G. Varnavskii and others [18, 19].

The spatial aspect of PPP development is consid-
ered in analyses of regional cases and in the annual rat-
ing of regions by level of PPP development [20] pub-
lished by the National PPP center. No in-depth ana-
lysis of PPP development in its spatial aspects or
attempts at forecasting it could be found in scientific
literature.

Meanwhile, numerous regional studies propose
expanding the applications of PPP to solve a certain
range of regional problems [21, 22], predict positive
results of the use of PPP [23], and present merging
business and state efforts as a panacea for stagnation in

socioeconomic dynamics [24]. PPP gets singled out
within the system of tools for regional development
support as an effective tool for intensifying investment
processes in socially significant industries.

Concluding PPP agreements involves coordinating
the positions of the public and private parties, recon-
ciling their divergent interests, and smoothing out
contradictions. In view of such dual nature of the con-
sidered mechanism, a dialectic approach to studying
spatial aspects of PPP development seems applicable.
Forecasting PPP development in its spatial aspects is
possible through considering such questions as
whether spatial contradictions of the PPP mechanism
serve as a source of self-improvement or whether
quantity of PPP projects is transformed into quality.
The objective of this paper is to describe spatial trends
in the development of PPP in Russia.

Conceptual framework and information base. In this
study, the concept of PPP is considered not only in its
strictest sense (agreements concluded in compliance
with the Federal Law of 13.07.2015 N 224-FL, On
Public–Private Partnership, Municipal–Private Part-
nership in the Russian Federation…), but includes all
forms of PPP that exist in Russia, such as lease con-
tracts with investment obligations, investment con-
tracts, life cycle contracts, concession agreements, the
corporate form of partnership, PPP/MPP agree-
ments, cooperation agreements, energy service con-
tracts, i.e., all forms that allow private capital to parti-
cipate in the implementation of socially significant
projects and initiatives.

The information base of this study consisted of
publications of the National PPP center [25], the
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Fig. 1. Dynamics of the infrastructure gap up to 2040.
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Source: compiled by the author based on Global Infra-
structure Hub, OECD, World Bank.
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infrastructure projects database of the ROSINFRA
platform [26], and information about tenders for the
right to conclude concession/PPP/MPP agreements
from the official website of the Russian Federation for
posting information about bidding [27].

Note that the information in these sources pertains
to projects that have already been initiated, while fore-
casting the future volume of obligations contracted
under PPP requires information about promising,
promoted, and potential projects. The most useful
source of data on such projects is regional registers of
PPP projects1, which list all projects that comply with
the principles of PPP. There are also examples of sci-
entific papers that justify applying PPP to individual
projects (see [28, 29]).

Needs and opportunities of PPP development in
regions of Russia. To justify potential volumes of the
PPP market are conventionally used the indicator of
the accumulated need for investments by industries in
which the use of PPP is acceptable or the indicator of
the infrastructure gap.

The National PPP center estimates the projected
investment needs across infrastructure sectors of the
Russian Federation at 25.9 trillion rubles by 2024, of
which 17.8 trillion accrues to the transport sector, 5.5
to the energy sector, 2 to the information and commu-
nication sphere, and 0.5 to water supply and sanita-
tion2.

1 See, for example, the Chukotka Autonomous Region Invest-
ment Portal. Register of PPP projects. URL:https://invest-chu-
kotka.ru/gchp/reestr-proektov-gchp.
Investment Portal of the Novosibirsk Region. Register of PPP
projects. URL: https://invest.nso.ru/ru/page/80.
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Infrastructure gap is defined as the difference
between the infrastructure investment needed and the
resources required to meet this need. The World Bank
provides estimates of that indicator by country. In
Russia the infrastructure gap will by 2030 reach $39.7
billion (Fig. 1).

How much does this “from upstairs” estimate of
investment needs differ from the intentions of private
investors and from the actual pace of project imple-
mentation? The ratio of opportunities and needs of
implementations of PPP projects depends on the
socioeconomic development level of the territory. The
correlation coefficient between the GRP series for
2018 and the volume of PPP projects in the Russian
Federation at the beginning of 2020 amounted to 0.81.
Thus, GRP can be interpreted as an indicator of
demand for infrastructure investment in the form of
PPP, albeit with an understandable lag: the more
large-scale the economy is at the moment, the more it
will need PPP-based infrastructure support in the fol-
lowing periods3.

However, as with any rule, there are exceptions: for
example, although the Tyva Republic and Tyumen
oblast are both leaders in PPP investment, the indica-
tors of development of their economies are completely
different. Also, the Chuvash Republic, the Altai
Republic, Pskov oblast, and the city of Sevastopol all
have relatively small GRPs but receive large amounts
of PPP investment, while the developed Krasnoyarsk
and Krasnodar krais and Republic of Tatarstan receive
relatively insignificant amounts.

In addition to GRP, another possible indicator for
assessing and forecasting public-private partnership in
a region can act the number of registered enterprises as
an indicator characterizing of the private party of PPP
agreements in that territory. However, considerations
about the fairly common practice of interregional
PPP-related activity of companies cast doubt on the
validity of this idea.

When determining the potential scope of PPP
agreements that involve state funding, it is also
important to consider the current strategy of the state
regional policy: does it prioritize supporting leading
regions or outsiders? Since the current vector is
directed at supporting growth points, mid-level
regions and underdeveloped territories should rely on
their own fiscal space. Meanwhile, the correlation
between the volume of agreements initiated within the
framework of PPP in 2019 and the regions’ consoli-
dated budgets for the corresponding year (calculated
by the authors) was only 0.32. This gives reason to

2 Simple and Honest about Infrastructure Investments and Pub-
lic-Private Partnership in Russia: An Analytical Review. URL:
https://pppcenter.ru/upload/iblock/0e4/0e47bb71822ded76-
d93c0de43386dfb9.pdf.

3 A clear relationship can be constructed by means of panel data
analysis tools, but that is beyond the scope of the present study.
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search for other factors that explain regional PPP
activity.

Ultimately, launch and management of PPP pro-
cesses largely depends on institutional factors: the
local administrations’ engagement into promotion of
their projects, the quality of presentation of informa-
tion on projects to wide audiences, and qualification
level of local PPP specialists.

In particular, if each subject of the Federation had
a register of PPP projects proposed for implementa-
tion, it would provide a clear idea of regional needs of
infrastructure development that can be solved with
PPP. Such data would be closer to “intentions,” since
they would come with the need for their implementa-
tion already justified and an initial assessment of the
required investment resources already carried out with
local conditions in mind. It would be best if each sub-
ject performed its own preparatory project justifica-
tion work.

An existing way to accelerate the development of
PPP processes in regions is the creation of teams that
review projects and conduct public initiative proce-
dures (i.e., opening and holding tenders for project
implementation). Currently, such services are pro-
vided by the National PPP center and special depart-
ments of major Russian banks. At the moment, most
regions and especially municipalities cannot afford
such consultations, and local specialists often do not
possess the skills necessary to implement PPP projects
successfully and without making mistakes.

The issues most often named as “institutional fail-
ures” in PPP development at the regional level are the
following: the lack of specialists with PPP qualifica-
tions; the procedure of interdepartmental interaction
between executive authorities at the stage of develop-
ment and consideration of PPP projects; the rules for
making decisions on concluding PPP agreements for
periods exceeding the approved budget obligation lim-
its. Many regions do not have a list of objects for which
a PPP agreement is planned or a well-developed pro-
cedure for making decisions related to implementation
of PPP projects. Another often pointed out problem is
the fact that there is no single body responsible for pre-
paring and conducting competitive selection of private
partners (concessionaires) and no established proce-
dure for interdepartmental interaction during oversee-
ing, supervising, monitoring, and maintaining regis-
ters of PPP projects [20].

In any case, the regions of our vast country can wait
for private initiative almost indefinitely. However,
some of them (those with fairly favorable investment
climates) can hope for the attention of companies that
implement PPP projects throughout Russia and
extend their presence to territories where new interest-
ing projects appear (for example, the VIS Group and
others).

Currently, only 1% of projects (by number) are
being implemented at the Federal level, at which
STUDIES ON RUSSIAN 
funds, powers, and highly qualified specialists are
available. A further 14% of projects are implemented
at the regional level, at which decisions often depend
on the Federal center (due to the high cost of projects),
bank capital plays a large role, and a unified metho-
dology for evaluating PPP projects is sorely needed.
The main share of PPP projects falls on the municipal
level. These projects are small in size, so it becomes
clear that the volume of budgetary resources of territo-
rial entities is definitely not the most significant factor
when deciding on the project implementation.

The above reveals an upsetting and illogical
dilemma of PPP. Major projects, such as the North-
Siberian railway, Belkomur, Barentskomur, the Mos-
cow-Kazan High-Speed Railway, economic signifi-
cance of which was justified in various periods of
development of the Russian economy, remain “sus-
pended,” their implementation gets consistently post-
poned, and the search for ways to implement them
continues. In modern conditions, even Federal
authorities cannot convincingly guarantee the pool of
private investors their future income. The scope and
significance of projects implemented at the municipal
level is much lower, but, as proven in practice, such
small projects can significantly improve the quality of
life of the local population while demonstrating a suf-
ficient level of economic efficiency. Provided good
organization of work at the local level, these projects
are implemented much faster, often with the involve-
ment of regional or Federal funds. Thus, an imbalance
between the powers available at the Federal level and
the fact that the bulk of PPP projects is implemented
at the municipal level is evident. In such circum-
stances, estimates of infrastructure needs at the macro
level will always be much higher than the actual vol-
ume of investment (whether from state programs or
from extra-budgetary sources) and the infrastructure
gap will grow.

PPP inequality. In order to identify the spatial
dilemma of PPP development, let us consider whether
territories are equally “provided” with PPP projects
and whether investment funds contracted under PPP
are evenly distributed by territory.

The database of the ROSINFRA platform [26]
contains and describes, as of March 2020, 4534 proj-
ects, with a total commitment volume of 5477110 bil-
lion rubles.

The largest number of PPP projects has been initi-
ated in Amur, Kirov, Tambov, and Chelyabinsk
Oblasts—over 210 in each, while Bryansk oblast has
only two projects and Nenets Autonomous Okrug only
one.

Capital intensity of PPP projects, naturally, also
varies by region. Table 1 presents the leading in terms
of PPP investment regions with corresponding
amounts of contracted funds. The 15 considered
regions received more than 2/3 of investment
resources in all forms of PPP.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT  Vol. 32  No. 2  2021
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Table 1. Regions that received the most PPP investment,
bln rubles

Source: compiled by the author on data from the ROSINFRA
platform.

Region Volume of PPP investment

Moscow 784.4
Tyumen oblast 668
Moscow oblast 463.6
Saint Petersburg 452
Tyva Republic 393.9
Samara oblast 179
Tver oblast 156.7
Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 113.5
Rostov oblast 107
Volgograd oblast 91
Chelyabinsk oblast 89
Saratov oblast 80
Novosibirsk oblast 71.4
Chuvash Republic 69.6
Sverdlovsk oblast 61
The most expensive project is the Tobolsk “Inte-
grated development of an industrial site for processing
a broad fraction of light hydrocarbons” project
(494.943 billion rubles), implemented in the form of
an investment agreement. More than half of the proj-
ects have costs under 10 million rubles (Fig. 2).

For the purposes of analyzing the spatial distribu-
tion of PPP investments, two national IT projects
should be excluded from the existing array of projects
(“Creation of the Platon system” and “Creation of a
system for digital labeling and monitoring turnover of
products”).
STUDIES ON RUSSIAN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Fig. 2. Number of PPP projects in the Russian Federation
by cost range
Source: compiled by the author based on data from the
ROSINFRA platform.
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Table 2 considers the provision of PPP investments
from two points of view: provision for territory and
provision for population. The results are summarized
according to the federal districts belonging to the
European and Asian parts of the country.

On the one hand, the most common area of PPP
implementation in Russia and globally is the transport
industry, the development of which contributes to
improving connectivity of the country’s territory. The
problem of transport infrastructure development is the
most acute in the Asian part of the Russian Federa-
tion, so it would be logical if capital-intensive trans-
port projects were planned in these regions. However,
less than 40% of PPP investments and only 25.6% of
investments in the transportation sector are attributed
to Asian Russia. The data show that the Far Eastern
and Siberian Federal Districts clearly do not receive
enough investment: while the share of their territories
amounts to 40.6 and 25.47% of the country’s territory
respectively, they receive only 4.94 and 11% of invest-
ment. Meanwhile, the Central, Volga, and Ural Fed-
eral districts are contracted above their investment
needs.

On the other hand, since PPP projects are focused
on the needs of the population, the European part
should receive more socially oriented investments. By
that logic, the share of urban PPP investments should
be high, but in actuality it is only 33.5% for the Rus-
sian Federation as a whole.

As a result, it is impossible to definitively determine
which of the factors—social needs of the population or
the objective of improving connectivity of the terri-
tory—plays a bigger role in the distribution of PPP
projects. Rather, comparing indicators for Federal
districts reveals that it depends on population size and
density. The exception here is the underinvested
Southern and North Caucasian Federal Districts.
That can, for the most part, be explained by significant
amounts of public investment in these regions under
other tools of state support for territorial development.

The last two columns show the shares of the Fed-
eral districts in the consolidated budget of the subjects
and in GRP, which indirectly represents the needs and
possibilities of infrastructure investment of the corre-
sponding territorial entities. It is obvious that the bud-
get capacity of territories strongly correlates with the vol-
ume of accumulated contracted PPP investments. At the
same time, the territorial structure of GRP differs.

The spatial distribution of the 133 suspended PPP
projects requires separate attention. The reason for
suspension may be cancellation of the implementation
of the project as a whole, cancellation and/or termina-
tion of the tender, or termination of agreements. The
database does not attribute the reason for suspension
to the private or public partner, so identifying that rea-
son requires careful inspection of each case.

With regard to the Europe/Asia division, the sus-
pended projects are distributed almost equally—56
 Vol. 32  No. 2  2021
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Table 2. Comparison of Federal districts by shares of volume of PPP investment, territory, population, budget, and GRP, %

Source: compiled by the authors on data from the ROSINFRA platform, the Federal State Statistics Service, and the Federal Treasury.

Federal district Share in the volume
of PPP projects

Share 
in territory

Share
in population

Share in the consolidated 
budget of the subjects

Share 
in GRP

Central 29.32 3.80 26.88 33.28 66.94
Volga 15.70 6.06 19.96 14.33 8.0
Northwestern 12.41 9.85 9.52 11.23 5.0
Ural 21.91 10.62 8.42 10.1 8.47
Siberian 11.0 25.47 11.67 10.36 5.14
Far Eastern 4.94 40.6 5.57 8.8 2.69
Southern 4.41 2.61 11.22 7.96 2.72
North Caucasian 0.31 1.0 6.77 3.93 1.04
European part 62.15 23.32 74.35 70.74 83.7
Asian part 37.85 76.68 25.65 29.26 16.3

Table 3. Distribution of suspended PPP projects over
regions of the Russian Federation

Source: compiled by the author on data from the ROSINFRA
platform.

Region
Number 

of suspended 
projects

% of suspended projects 
in total number of projects 

initiated in the territory

Omsk Oblast 19 19.8
Tambov Oblast 17 7.8
Amur Oblast 12 5.7
Vladimir Oblast 11 24.4
Khabarovsk Krai 10 10.0
Kirov Oblast 9 5.7
and 44%. Table 3 lists the regions in which projects
were suspended most often in the 2009–2019 period.

PPP in regions of the Russian Federation: retrospec-
tive and perspective. Spatial data disaggregation com-
plicates forecasting PPP processes: it becomes
extremely complex already at the level of Federal sub-
jects.

The National PPP center provides a forecast of the
number of projects launched by the accumulated total
only for the country as a whole, by 2023 it is expected
to reach six thousand projects. The trend is similar to
a linear one. The proportions in which these projects
will “fall” on the territory of the country cannot be
predicted with any kind of certainty. Besides, the
number of projects is not the only important aspect:
their industry structure and investment volumes also
matter, not to mention the need for a long-term, at
least up to 2030, forecast for PPP development.

The regional agenda is complicated by different
understandings of social significance of projects.
While investments in education, sports, outpatient
STUDIES ON RUSSIAN 
clinics, and tourism should obviously be qualified as
investments for people, such projects as the aforemen-
tioned Tobolsk complex or, for example, development
of a number of deposits in the Tyva Republic
(Mezhegeyskoye, Ak-Sug, Kyzyl-Tashtyg, and Tar-
danskoye) can be considered such only through rea-
soning about employment and job creation. In some
regions, the situation in that sphere really is acute, so
the vague category of PPP projects “Industrial infra-
structure” (at the moment containing 130 projects
with total investment volume of 1293.243 bln rubles)
can in a number of regions include purely industrial
investment projects. For obvious reasons, the most
common kind of PPP initiative in these cases is pri-
vate-“interested party” and the recipient of benefits
are known in advance.

As mentioned above, the National PPP center
annually compiles a rating of Russian regions by the
level of PPP development. That level is assessed by
considering the values of three factors: regulatory sup-
port for the PPP sector, experience in implementing
public-private partnership projects, as well as develop-
ment level of the institutional environment, evaluated
based on information about launches of comprehen-
sive programs aimed at creating conditions favorable
for PPP development and forming professional proj-
ect teams in the PPP sector.

The top 10 regions are Moscow, St. Petersburg,
Moscow oblast, the Republic of Bashkortostan,
Samara oblast, Khanty-Mansi Autonomous okrug–
Yugra, Novosibirsk oblast, Perm krai, and Tambov
and Nizhny Novgorod oblasts. At the bottom of the
rating are the Jewish Autonomous oblast, Nenets
Autonomous okrug, Kurgan, Tver, Oryol, and Bry-
ansk oblasts, the Tyva Republic, the Republics of
Ingushetia, North Ossetia-Alania, and Kalmykia.

The data in Table 4 were compiled based on an
analysis of the ratings of regions of Russia by level of
PPP development for 2014–2019 [20]. At the end of
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT  Vol. 32  No. 2  2021
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Table 4. Regions-leaders and outsiders by pace of PPP development in 2014–2019

Source: compiled by the author based on [20].

Regions that actively 
develop PPP

Change in position 
in the rating

Change in the level 
of PPP development

Regions that neglect 
PPP

Change in position 
in the rating

Change in the level 
of PPP development

Arkhangelsk Oblast 49 31 31.2 57.6 Khanty-Mansi 
Autonomous Okrug

20 1 46.2 90.0

Astrakhan Oblast 59 38 28.4 50.5 Chelyabinsk Oblast 60 17 28.1 78.7
Volgograd Oblast 47 32 31.3 55.0 Bryansk Oblast 58 82 28.8 17.8
Irkutsk Oblast 44 12 32.6 82.6 Jewish Autonomous 

Oblast
61 76 26.8 21.6

Kaliningrad Oblast 52 37 30.3 50.9 Krasnodar Krai 17 49 46.8 39.8
Kamchatka Krai 57 30 29.1 61.9 Pskov oblast 29 67 42.4 27.1
Krasnoyarsk Krai 55 13 29.3 80.2 Republic of Kalmy-

kia
75 85 19.4 12.0

Altai Republic 72 34 21.1 52.0 Komi Republic 23 59 45.4 34.5
Republic of Bashkor-
tostan

11 1 54.4 90.0 Republic of North 
Ossetia-Alania

73 84 19.9 13.4

Republic of Mordovia 63 42 26.1 46.0 Tyva Republic 48 82 31.2 17.7
Stavropol Krai 64 45 25.6 45.4 Tver Oblast 42 79 33.6 18.4
Tyumen Oblast 70 23 23.3 72.5 Yaroslavl Oblast 16 51 49.3 39.0
Khabarovsk Krai 31 11 41.6 82.9
2019, the rating methodology was changed taking into
account the accumulated experience of working with
PPP mechanisms, so the latest available ranking was
omitted from consideration.

Thus, the Table 4 presents the regions that in 2014–
2019 showed the most intensive development of PPP
practices, as well as the regions that showed a seeming
lack of interest and/or resources for developing this
tool. Increases or decreases in the level of PPP devel-
opment, expressed as a percentage, reflect the inten-
sity of work related to PPP development in the region,
while a change in a region’s position in the rating indi-
cates the effectiveness of this work relative to other
regions. Internal specifics of some subjects of the Fed-
eration that tend to move lower in the rating may be
explained by inertness of the government as a whole or
higher priority of other tools of regional development.

Among outsiders, ranking drops were caused by the
only and/or one of the major PPP projects in the
region coming to an end (the volume of investments in
PPP projects is one of the key indicators in the rating).
In rare cases, the cause lay in definite institutional fail-
ures (Krasnodar krai).

Note that among the 10 outsiders, only two regions
are from the Asian part of the Russian Federation;
among the leaders, seven subjects are from the Euro-
pean part of the country and eight subjects are from
Asian Russia.

Regions of three types can be observed among the
leaders.
STUDIES ON RUSSIAN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
1. Regions in which a growing number of similar
(related to the same sphere) projects are being imple-
mented, currently at the investment stage. For Volgo-
grad, Irkutsk and Kaliningrad oblasts, Krasnoyarsk
krai, and the Republic of Bashkortostan that sphere is
the energy and utilities sector, for Stavropol krai—
agriculture, hunting, and public amenities, for
Khanty-Mansi Autonomous okrug—the energy and
utilities sector and education. That means that these
regions are making the most of the competencies they
have acquired in a particular PPP area. As it turns out,
that is enough to get to the top of the rating (for exam-
ple, the Republic of Bashkortostan and Khanty-Mansi
Autonomous okrug are currently in the first place).
Note that the absolute leaders of the rating (the six
regions with maximum points) also do a lot of work
and are quite consistently successful in developing
PPP practices in their territories. During the 2014–
2019 period, the leaders dropped below the 10th posi-
tion in the rating only a few times: the Republic of
Tatarstan fell from the 2nd to the 22nd place, Lenin-
grad oblast from the 6th to the 16th place, and Sverd-
lovsk Oblast from the 7th to the 14th place. Even then,
they did not lose points, but only lagged behind the
pace of PPP development of other regions.

2. Regions that methodically increase the number
and diversify the portfolio of PPP projects, improving
and expanding their PPP competences. Thus, Tyumen
oblast has 119 projects in the fields of education,
healthcare, tourism, food industry, scientific infra-
structure, and heavy industry under implementation.
 Vol. 32  No. 2  2021
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3. Regions in which the move up the rating was
caused by one or two major projects that happened to
take place in the region. In Arkhangelsk oblast that was
“Creation of a production and logistics complex for
storage and repair of property of the Armed Forces of
the Russian Federation,” in Astrakhan “Creation of a
positron emission tomography center,” in Kamchatka
krai “Construction of an airport complex,” in the Altai
Republic “Construction of the hotel complex Altay
Wellness Village” on lake Teletskoye in the Turochak
district and “Creation of a production complex of full-
cycle bioproducts based on medicinal raw materials
and products of deer and maral breeding,” in Mordo-
via “Construction of an infrastructure facility for the
2018 FIFA World Cup,” namely a four-star hotel. It
can be observed that in these cases the decision to cre-
ate the objects in question depends on factors that are
external to the region and, therefore, cannot be pre-
dicted based only on analysis of regional needs.

Conclusions. To sum up, the analysis of current
trends in the development of PPP in the Russian Fed-
eration revealed the following spatial dilemmas.

A comparison of needs and opportunities for
implementing the mechanism of PPP investment in a
given territory showed that the configuration of insti-
tutional parameters of a territorial entity is more
important for intensifying launches of PPP projects
than the territory’s level of economic development
and budget capacity.

As with any kind of planning and forecasting, con-
sidering the development of PPP in the Russian Fed-
eration calls for a more accurate and comprehensive
understanding of the regions’ infrastructure needs.
What is more important—justification of the national
economic significance or local needs supported by
local initiative? The motivation prevailing in Russia at
the moment is the latter, as confirmed by the demon-
strated disproportion between the powers available at
the Federal level and the fact that the bulk of PPP
projects has in recent years been implemented at the
municipal level.

Data on the dynamics of PPP development by
regions of the Russian Federation show that two-
thirds of all PPP investments are contracted in 15
regions. However, the process of popularizing PPP
practices has been more successful in the Asian part of
the Russian Federation, despite the distance from the
Federal center and the lack of budget resources.

Considering the main purpose of PPP as a tool for
implementing socially significant projects revealed
that the goals of improving the quality of life of the
population prevail over the national-economic goal of
strengthening connectivity of the country’s territory
by creating additional transport routes. At the same
time, needs of enterprises have significant sway:
objects of the “Industrial infrastructure” category
occupy a huge share in the total volume of PPP invest-
ments (about a quarter).
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