
1  CULTURal heritage management FOR A SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
Retrieving some international policy documents issued by the UNESCO in the early 2010, the Hangzhou Declaration “Placing Culture at the Heart of Sustainable Development Policies” recognized the role of culture as the fourth pillar of sustainable development, together with the economic, environmental and social domains. It identified heritage as a catalyst for achieving sustainable cities: “We also reaffirm the potential of culture as a driver for sustainable development, through the specific contributions that it can make – as knowledge capital and a sector of activity – to inclusive social, cultural and economic development, harmony, environmental sustainability, peace and security. This has been confirmed by a wealth of studies and demonstrated by numerous concrete initiatives” (UNESCO, 2013).

Besides, also the final report of the Cultural Heritage Counts for Europe project has recently underlined the role of culture as a strategic enabler for a sustainable development. It stated that the four pillars approach should be adopted as a strategy in the management of cultural heritage (CHCfE Consortium, 2015: pp. 59, 60), which assumes a relevant role in developing opportunities for a country. Thus, governments are recommended to implement protection policies with a medium and long term vision through an integrated approach that considers at the same time the cultural, economic, environmental and social dimensions (Yang & Pharès, 2003: pp. 10-12). 
Considering the current difficulties encountered at an international level by the public administrations in guaranteeing such a holistic method in managing their own asset, due to the lack of both financial resources and skills, the paper is directed at reflecting on possible approaches to be adopted by state bodies. The propositions are aimed at ensuring conservation and valorization activities upon public built cultural heritage.
Thanks to an ongoing collaboration and to the detection of similar preliminary conditions, the authors compared the Italian and Russian public properties institutions approaches. The confrontation allowed to identify which are the actual trends and their first outcomes, deducing positive inputs that can be valuable also for further national contexts. A specific focus is dedicated to the involvement of private stakeholders in management operations, not only for obtaining subsidizations, but also for fostering a possible exchange of advantages and externalities (Della Torre, 2015: p. 100).
2  MANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC CULTURAL HERITAGE: the ITALIAN AND RUSSIAN FRAMEWORKS
The management of wide and abandoned real estate constitutes a relevant issue that affects the Italian historical context. Specifically, the public entities represent the owners of big properties frequently in state of ruin and neglect, such as barracks, holiday camps, abandoned railway workers’ house stations and railway land, etc. Taking into account the lack of public financing and public skills in management activities, the most recent Italian governmental approach promotes the involvement of private entities and the adoption of public-private partnership tools. As an example, the Italian State Property Office is launching different calls for tenders aimed at developing concession initiatives and at finding new uses for the numerous public lighthouses located along the Italian coasts.
Even in the Russian context, the management of public properties constitutes a relevant issue that the government has to face. Since ancient times, Russian Orthodox churches were owned by public bodies and, at the same time, they were managed by His Holiness Patriarch of Moscow, who existed at the expense of state funds. Subsequently, during the Soviet period, a decree issued the nationalization of all the spiritual buildings and their lands, allowing public occupancy to “all workers”. Nowadays, the Russian government is carrying out a divestiture process of this asset, which implies that every religious organization can claim and receive back its property. Therefore, one part of them is owned and managed by the Russian Orthodox Church, which is recognized as a legal entity, and the other one is operated by the Federal Agency for State Property Management. In total there are almost eight thousand churches that are out of spiritual use and are not properly managed, presenting serious gaps in the state of conservation.

At an international level, the public administrations have already faced these kinds of issues through diversified models in the past: divestitures, privatizations, etc. Within the overall different financing arrangements that the government can adopt, the paper focuses on the situations where a for profit private finances restoration works upon a public built cultural heritage and manages it for a long-term period of time. For this reason the reflection on these measures, recently developed in the Italian context, and the identification of their outcomes, can be a reference point for the Russian Public Property Agency, which is also currently promoting them.
Indeed, considering that both the Italian and Russian governments are currently boosting a business-oriented approach for cultural heritage and the cooperation between public and private parties, the comparison of the adopted management models could identify the weak and strength aspects of the governance. The proposal tries to demonstrate that these policies can support the conservation and valorization of the built cultural heritage, encouraging an holistic approach in sustainable development from the economic, social, environmental and cultural perspectives.
3  THE ITALIAN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS APPROACH

3.1  Public asset and public management entities in Italy
The Italian public real estate is frequently constituted by relevant buildings in terms of historic-artistic features, that are often in a condition of ruin and under-utilization due to the lack of public resources, both with regard to public funds and skills. This patrimony, if correctly conserved and valorized, could represent a driving force for a sustainable territorial development.

At present, it is not possible to precisely quantify how many listed public properties are located within the national context. In order to give an idea of their consistency, it is possible to distinguish:

· Public properties: nowadays the public real estate is organized as a set of portfolios, in which the owners are diversified (state, regions, provinces, municipalities and other entities), in relation to the needs of the different public bodies. The total amount is more than 800,000 buildings (elaboration of data by the Ministry of Economy and Finances, 2016). Specific information related to the number of listed buildings among this estate does not exist (table 1).

· Demanio Agency properties: the buildings and land managed by the Demanio Agency, i.e. the State Property Office, have an estimated value of approximately 59 billion euros. On the basis of the article 828 of the Italian Civil Code, this huge real estate is organized as follows (table 2):

· Available asset (Patrimonio Disponibile) asset: it is constituted by the buildings managed by the government according to private laws.

· Unavailable asset (Patrimonio Indisponibile) asset: it is constituted by the buildings managed by the government according to public laws. They are used for public purposes.

· Historic artistic asset (Demanio storico artistico): it is constituted by the buildings recognized by the Ministry of Cultural Heritage. This type of asset, which is listed, has been quantified and it includes more than 4,000 buildings (elaboration of data by the Demanio Agency, 2016: OpenDemanio – https://dati.agenziademanio.it/#/).

Table 1. Italian public properties: elaboration of data by the Ministry of Economy and Finances.

	Entity
	Buildings (number)
	Surface (million of square meters)

	State Central Administration
	25,292
	44.9

	Local Entities
	590,316
	235.1

	Regions

	11,653

	6.7

	Provinces
	10,327
	21.3

	Municipalities
	546,506

	159.9

	Social Security Funds
	34,628

	4.8

	Other

	153,644
	14.4

	
	
	

	Total

	803,873
	299.2


Table 2. State Property Office (Demanio Agency) properties: elaboration of data by the Demanio Agency.
	
	Buildings (number)
	Lands (number)
	Value (million of euro)

	Available asset
	9,137

	10,001
	2,717

	Unavailable asset
	19,271
	2,712

	34,921

	Historic artistic asset
	4,283

	1,638
	21,313

	
	
	
	

	Total

	32,691
	14,351
	58,951


On the one side different public bodies are in charge of managing this huge asset, among which there are: the Ministry of Economy and Finance, the State Property Office called Demanio Agency, the public limited company Cassa Depositi e Prestiti, the asset management company Invimit, the public limited company Sidief, the Ministry of Defense by means of the public limited company Difesa Servizi, the Ministry of Economic Development by means of the governmental agency ITA – Italian Trade Agency and Ferrovie dello Stato Italiano by means of the limited liability company FS Sistemi Urbani. On the other side, the Ministry of Cultural Heritage is responsible to ensure the protection upon the public cultural heritage through its territorial entities, such as the Regional Secretariats and the Superintendences for Architectural and Landscape Heritage.
3.2  State Property Agency approach towards public cultural heritage in Italy
The Demanio Agency constitutes the Italian Public Property Agency and is responsible for management, rationalization and valorization activities upon public built assets. Its patrimony is constituted of approximately 47,000 assets among buildings and land, for a total value of approximately 59 billion euros.
Amidst all the state property management bodies mentioned above, the Demanio Agency recently developed change management strategies within its organization, which led to significant improvements in the initiatives, which in turn were promoted by means of a novel strategic attitude aimed at increasing the economic and social value of its properties. New objectives were defined in terms of financial and operational efficiency: the general purpose was to allow each asset to accrue not solely the additional economic value needed to cover management costs, but also a social value intended for fruition by local stakeholders, which is certainly quite hard to estimate. As public forms of organization do not commonly respond to efficiency-based criteria, but are rather strictly bound to institutional ones, the Agency could incorporate the lead entity of experience quite unusual for the Italian public administration (Traini & Rotundo, 2008).
Taking into account that public properties are elements of national and local identity, owned by the community, the office believed they would be a mean through which to promote new forms of territorial and institutional aggregation, foster urban regeneration and increase territorial value in the sense of a form of relational capital (Manzo, 2008), as in the definition of valorization to be found in the Italian Cultural Heritage and Landscape Code (art. 6, Legislative Decree 22 January 2004, n. 42). Indeed, it states: “
The valorization consists in the exercising of the functions and in the regulation of the activities aimed at promoting the knowledge of cultural heritage and at ensuring the best conditions of use and of public fruition of the asset, also by people with disabilities, in order to promote the development of culture. It also includes the promotion and the support of the conservation of cultural heritage. In reference to the landscape, the valorization also includes the requalification of the compromised or degraded buildings and areas, under protection, or the construction of new, coherent, integrated landscape values”.
Starting from mid-2000s, and in light of the lack of resources and fragmentation of the initiatives aimed at achieving some degree of local economic and social development, the Demanio Agency began to implement integrated operations for optimal public real estate management, by reactivating properties by means of a dynamic process of local development. As they are not separated from their local context, they need to become a resource capable of yielding some economic and social revenues (Manzo, 2008).
In the frame of the strategies developed to this effect, the Demanio Agency itself was the first to conceive the specific public-private partnership tool we know as concession of valorization. Since the State Property Office manages a part of the public listed cultural heritage constituted of approximately 4,000 buildings that generally cannot be divested, in 2006 it decided to reflect on a possible valorization for them. As an alternative to divestiture programs, the Agency proposed the introduction of the concession of valorization because the ordinary concession, already defined in the Italian legislation, was limited to a short-term period of 19 years at most. Considering that these kinds of buildings require a really high investment by the private subject participating in the partnership, the return on the investment necessitates a longer period of time for the management phase. Therefore, thanks to the proposal of the Demanio Agency, the art. 3 bis of the law 410/2001 was issued, in order to define the concession of valorization and to guarantee a greater interest by the privates. It states: “Real estate of state property identified pursuant to article 1 can be granted through concession or leased to privates, for consideration, in order to regenerate and reconvert them by interventions of rehabilitation, restoration, refurbishment. Also the introduction of new intended uses is foreseen, directed to carry out economic activities or service activities for citizens, without prejudice to the provisions of the Cultural Heritage and Landscape Code, legislative decree 22 January 2004 n. 42 and subsequent amendments” (Agenzia del Demanio, 2013). Besides other forms of concession defined in the Italian legislation, the concession of valorization was classified as a public-private partnership tool because it does not imply public financing and the execution of public works or services. While in the ordinary concession the purpose is exclusively the restoration of the building, in the concession of valorization the key element that makes the difference is the economic project for the building management, aimed at ensuring the fruition and the planned conservation of the building by the private. Moreover, the concession contracts impose on the tenants the duty of executing maintenance upon the building (Manzo, 2017).
The positive outcomes of this specific financing arrangement as adopted by the Agency vis-à-vis its cultural heritage can be viewed as a plausible way of saving assets from degradation, envisioning novel, adequate intended uses, increasing the socio-economic value that triggers urban regeneration processes, ensuring a correct and efficient management approach that includes conservation and fruition, and fostering private investment flows as well as local income.
On the other hand, the public body is left with the critical role of supervising private entities to ensure full protection of the cultural heritage. An adequate body of documents reflecting the persistent activity of conservation performed during the concession period should be drafted by the tenant, as each piece of property is supposed to be returned in mint condition. Another relevant issue is the obligation of ensuring that citizens gain access to its fruition, which is in turn intended to prevent anyone from monopolizing a common good.
3.3  State Property Agency experience on a specific typology of public cultural heritage in Italy
In recent years, the Demanio Agency gradually developed various concessions of valorization, which featured an increasing degree of refinement, especially so in the warding schemes.
More specifically, the “Valore Paese Fari” (Value Country Lighthouses) network project, based as it is on the peculiar architectural nature of lighthouses and implying the creation of a brand to be extended to different Italian contexts, foresaw concession initiatives for historical lighthouses and buildings located along the Italian coastline. Besides the State Property Office, the initiative was also promoted by the Ministry of Defense, which is the owner of part of the asset, and the Ministry of Cultural Heritage. The project stems from the experience gained since 2007 through the management of further individual cases such as the water keepers’ houses located in the Emilia Romagna Region. The decision to adopt concessions of valorization instead of ordinary concessions allowed for greater flexibility in terms of normative procedure by the public administration on the one hand and the possibility to deviate from achieving full financial balance on the other (Leotta, 2016).

A public consultation was initially launched in order to better understand the possible intended uses of these buildings, compatible with the protection of the cultural heritage. It collected more than 1,000 pieces of feedback and more than 100 proposals (Agenzia del Demanio, 2015).

The procedure was developed through a single call for tenders, yet held by individual lots. The fee, investment, and time were the call’s three main parameters (Manzo, 2017). The tenant was generally identified based on the criterion going by the name of “most economically advantageous offer”. New evaluation criteria were nonetheless defined during the last call for tenders, thereby devoting greater attention to project overall quality than to the economic offer’s actual value (in percentage terms: 70% relevance to the proposal, 30% relevance to the economic offer). More specifically, the requirements as defined in the tender notice were related to:

· The technical offer as evaluated through qualitative elements: intervention proposal; asset maintenance, conservation, and monitoring; public fruition of the structure; contribution to local development and to the seasonal adjustment of demand for tourism; networking activity.

· Economic offer as evaluated through quantitative elements. 

Thus, the assessment also considered qualitative aspects, such as re-functionalizing, maintenance, and public fruition solutions, the contribution to sustainable local development, the possibility to create networks among structures for service sharing purposes. According to the project’s own guidelines, the proposal must be in line with preexisting local territorial strategies and leave room for initiatives of a cultural, social and sports nature, together with tourism, recreational, didactic and promotional activities (Agenzia del Demanio, 2017a).
The initiative attracted interest and up to now three editions of the project were implemented (during 2015, 2016 and 2017). According to the forecasts made at the end of the second edition, and thanks to these operations, 24 buildings were assigned to private operators through concessions of up to a maximum of 50 years. Successful bidders are generally private investors active in the real estate and hotel sectors. In fact, the new intended uses foresee multifunctional spaces, merging hotels, restaurants, beach bars, shops, boat rentals, museums, etc. The Government will overall cash in 760,000 euros per year for the concession fee, 15.4 million during the whole concession period and will activate 17 million of direct investments, with an economic impact of 60 million and the employment of approximately 300 operators (Agenzia del Demanio, 2017b).
Therefore, and in comparison to past initiatives, the strategy of the Demanio Agency moved from alienation programs to valorization programs, while at the same time trying to make them publicly accessible. To date, the Agency is becoming increasingly conscious of and interested in local policies, and developing ever more sophisticated operations. It is increasingly fostering the involvement of human capital as an important factor for a sustainable regeneration of local territories. The “Valore Paese Fari” project aimed at strengthening the relationship between cultural, economic, environmental, and social domains in coherence with a holistic sustainable approach, because it launched a national network based on the restoration of historic buildings as a way to boost employment and as a catalyst for regional development. From an environmental perspective, the program promoted the conservation of built heritage instead of abandoning it. At a social level, it created new jobs and improved regional cohesion, cross-sector networks, a multi-problem-oriented approach, and strengthened local identity perception. Moreover, the conservation interventions ensured returns on investments, thereby contributing to regional growth and generating a future income. These types of positive outcomes stemming from the conservation of built cultural heritage had already been tested in previous experiences, such as the Halland Model in Sweden during the 1990s (Gustafsson, 2011).
4  THE RUSSIAN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS APPROACH

4.1  Public asset and public management entities in Russia
Nowadays, the Russian public real estate portfolio consists of different types of buildings and properties from a cultural point of view. Unfortunately, as in Italy, vast part of the buildings stays in a disrepair or ruined by reason of the lack of managing and valorization strategies. Nevertheless, the above properties, as rural as urban, could play as starting point for a development of large Russian territory. The idea of sustainable development of cultural heritage is: according to the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, Goal 17. “Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize the global partnership for sustainable development”, hence sustainable development should consider equal development as urban as rural settlements. Moreover, according to the above Agenda, an important aspect of sustainable development is the strong cooperation of different stakeholders and private and public parties (General Assembly United Nations, 2015).

In total, there are 143,513 listed objects of cultural heritage (Ministry of Culture of the Russian Federation, 2018) both of federal, regional and municipal importance. The official information about the listed properties owned by the Federal Agency for State Property Management does not exist at the moment.

In the Russian Federation shall be recognized the private, the state, the municipal forms of public ownership. On the one hand, public cultural properties are determined as portfolio that can be owned by:

· properties assigned to governmental entities of the Russian Federation;
· subjects of the Russian Federation (there are 85 subjects in Russia);
· municipal entities (State Duma of the Russian Federation, 1994).

On the other hand, ownerless properties are managed by The Federal Agency for State Property Management (Rosimuschestvo). The Agency, as a subdivision of the Russian Ministry of Economic Development, manages and controls about 1.9 million federal properties. This amount consists of about 40% of movable property, 12% - residential and non-residential properties, here included objects of cultural heritage, and 28% - partially constructed buildings.

It is important to note, that there are about 7,000 objects of cultural heritage in Russia recognized as public federal properties. Among them there are a lot of objects that are extremely difficult to involve in economic circulation. Namely, wooden churches of the Russian North the same as wooden architecture in general; watchtowers in the North Caucasus; historical graves and ruined buildings. The country’s budget now does not have enough financial capacity to provide even conservation for each facility.

On the one hand, The Ministry of Culture is in charge for protection and monitoring of public properties and AUIPIK (Agency for the management and use of historical and cultural monuments), that was established on December 21, 2000 jointly by the Ministry, deals with the improvement of the management of cultural heritage sites and popularization of monuments. As of the beginning of 2016, the AUIPIK’s operational management has 300 cultural heritage sites with a total area of more than 634,000 square meters. At the same time there is non-governmental organization who performs independent control of monuments, namely VOOPIIK (All-Russian society for the protection of monuments of history and culture). On the other hand, ownerless public properties that managed by The Federal Agency for State Property Management (Rosimuschestvo) are also monitored by the Agency.
4.2  State Property Agency approach towards public cultural heritage in Russia

The Federal Agency for State Property Management (Rosimushchestvo) is a federal executive body. It discharges federal property managing functions, organizing of privatized federal property sale, and of arrested, confiscated property under adjudication of bodies that are granted the right to take decisions on confiscated or arrested property foreclosure, chattels, and other property converted into state ownership in accordance with Russian legislation (The Federal Agency for State Property Management, 2018).

The Agency provides various public services and performs law-enforcement functions concerning property and land issues. The central administrative office and the Agency’s divisions in different subjects of Russia perform the following functions:

· the formation, maintenance and modernization of the register of tangible assets;
· organization and control of the privatization program;
· registration of share certificates and their transfer to The Federal Agency for State Property Management;
· the seizure of state property was transferred to operating management;
· accounting of rental income;
· granting consent for the use of objects that are freehold estates of the Agency;
· fixing and carrying out of auditing and inventory checks; conducting expert work on assessing federal property.

Significantly if an object of cultural heritage is not assigned to any state institution, it is monitored and preserved by the above Agency. In the interview conducted with Dmitry Pristanskov (the Head of Rosimushchestvo) on November 2017, he declared that at the moment there is a lack of specific strategy or program how to manage these properties, that in many cases is not properly implementing. Nevertheless, few month ago The Federal Agency for State Property Management and VOOPIIC signed agreement of cooperation, which is the first agreement with public organization that sees cultural heritage. Hence, the problem of public cultural heritage is risen to a new level since they are distinguished as objects of special status that need a different procedure for involving it in economic circulation instead of just objects of property rights with the usual legal regulation. The most important thing is a narrow special legal regulation of the sphere of protection, reconstruction and restoration of monuments. Therefore, it is extremely important to draw public attention to these issues and to force volunteer activity as a first step of attracting attention to the heritage objects.

It is important to note, that nowadays Rosimushchestvo is working on a strategy of inclusion monuments to cultural and, where it is possible, to economic circulation. Thus, in the view of the Agency, in order to find appropriate management solutions, all the cultural properties should be divided into two groups. The first group consists of museum valuables as well as properties of no commercial value, which are complicated or impossible to commercialize. In the second group are included objects that can be commercialized, for example, leased with the user’s obligation to bear financial expenses for reconstruction and restoration.

In 2015, the privatization law was amended in order to allow the privatization of cultural heritage objects through competitive procedures. What is more, in 2014 was issued state program “Management of federal property”, one of the goals of the program is declared as minimization the number of public properties owned by The Federal Agency for State Property Management. Nevertheless, there are still some uncertainties in the Russian legislation, it is necessary to resolve the issue with the land plots on which they are located that need a separate procedure for involving in economic circulation. Rosimushchestvo at the moment introduced the following option: if the property is in a satisfactory condition, then it is sold together with the land through an auction. If the monument is in unsatisfactory condition, it requires certain encumbrances from the future user and guarantees for the state. Therefore, they proposed the solution: within a certain time, the user conducts reconstruction in the established order, after which he has the right to formalize the land plot as well. Until then, he owns them on lease. If, however, the user within the time allotted under the contract failed, failed to fulfill the security obligations, did not make the reconstruction, then the object is subject to return to the federal property. Nowadays the Agency is working on measures of legal protection and post-privatization control.
4.3  State Property Agency experience on a specific typology of public cultural heritage in Russia

Religious building is a specific type of cultural public property which has several constrains in finding appropriate managing solutions. There is no doubt, this kind of heritage objects should be addressed in more detail.

Nowadays, 26 years have passed since the collapse of the USSR in 1991, Russian society still has Soviet’s holdover – 7,932 abandoned churches (Sedova, 2018). What is more, the abandoned churches don’t correspond with the needs of modern generation, church sites are not “in contact” with urban context. Originally religious buildings were the most important urban identity elements, but nowadays abandoned churches create “exclusion” zones in cities/villages and holes in urban net. Particularly, an abandoned Orthodox church has social, economic, technical and physical obsolescence. Moreover, the majority of them are public properties and operated by The Federal Agency for State Property Management but the amount of them is very large what do not allow to manage them in proper way.

On the one hand, the above churches cannot be privatized or sold as other types of cultural heritage, because they belong to religious properties. What is more, according to the Federal Law from November 30, 2010 n. 327 “On transferring religious properties to the religious organizations from the state or municipal property” they can be transferred to the Russian Orthodox Church. In 2016 146 religious properties were transferred to religious organizations (of 246 requests of transferring). In 2017 127 religious properties were transferred to religious organizations (of 246 requests of transferring) (The Federal Agency for State Property Management, 2018). Unfortunately, even the Russian Orthodox Church does not have a clear idea what to do with abandoned churches and funds to restore or conserve all the abandoned churches.

On the other hand, the solution of the above problem can be using of concession model that leads to an effective interaction of all authorities, business, scientific and public organizations in the implementation of large-scale cultural projects (net of 7,932 churches). It involves stakeholders on different levels, such as local scale (subjects of the Russian Federation) and state scale (the Russian Federation) that leads to an increase in the percentage of subjects of the Russian Federation monitoring the status of churches and use of church sites. Since the Italian State Property Agency is applying the approach of grouping cultural objects according to its typology, it leads to the presence of the network of the objects. This model can be considered as example of managing network heritage projects. Significantly, both Lighthouses and Churches conservation and restoration projects can be considered as large-scale programs. The adoption of network projects, based on a specific typology, can be a solution to manage situations characterized by a huge number of historic buildings in state of neglect. It seems clear that Italian lighthouses and Orthodox churches in Russia are situated in different contexts, conditions, and have different values. Hence, the implementation of “Valore Paese Fari” by the Agenzia del Demanio can offer some inputs for the feasibility of implementing such a large-scale project by State Property Agencies.
5  CONCLUSION
Generally, both the Italian and Russian countries have a very similar structure of public properties ownership: a part of the public asset is owned and managed by a State Property Agency and the other part is owned and managed by the territorial entities (state, regions, municipalities). Besides, in the above mentioned countries, the State Property Office is trying to develop initiatives jointly with the Ministry of Culture. Basically, this effort represents an important stage in sharing skills and co-operating for the achievement of public heritage conservation and valorization. In this way both the protection and the use of the properties can be ensured.
The comparison of the Italian and Russian State Property Agencies approaches represents the opportunity to exchange knowledge and methods adopted, in order to define good practices for the management of public built cultural heritage, to be applied also in different countries:

· The adoption of network projects, based on a specific typology, can be a solution to manage situations characterized by a huge number of historic buildings in state of neglect. Thus, for example, the “Valore Paese Fari” project can be a role model to reflect on possible conservation and valorization strategies for the Russian Orthodox churches.

· The participation of private resources, both in terms of money and skills, can be a relevant contribution in the properties management. Public-private partnership schemes can represent a possible scenario to attract the private interest.
It is possible to recognize that both the Italian and Russian State Property Agencies are trying to develop public-private agreements, but at different development stages. Specifically, on one side the Italian public entities started to develop the first concession initiatives approximately a decade ago and it is possible to understand the first outcomes of these pilot projects. Thanks to the adopted model, relevant historical buildings, such as Villa Tolomei in Florence and several lighthouses, were conserved and can currently be visited. On the other side, in Russia the use of public-private partnership for heritage is clearly encouraged in Federal Laws (n. 224 July 13, 2015: “About public-private partnership, municipal-private partnership in the Russian Federation and introduction of amendments to certain regulatory acts of the Russian Federation”), but very few cases were effectively implemented. Russian public bodies can take advantage of already experimented mechanisms, in order to decrease the time useful to define a correct management model.
· The main public-private partnership initiatives developed within the cultural heritage field are carried out through concession operations. At the same time it is appropriate to highlight that the examples effectively implemented are limited and some criticalities can be identified. For example, the authors detected both in the Italian and Russian realities, that these kinds of concession models can represent the way through which the governments can increase the market value of the property, in order to sell it at the end of the concession agreement.
This comparative study aimed at fostering a preliminary reflection on possible models for public built cultural heritage management, specifically in reference to the adoption of public-private agreements, which are still not so well studied in this sector. The analysis invites international bodies to verify the outcomes of the first experiences developed in Italy and Russia, highlighting weaknesses and strengths. The importance of the study consists in revealing good practices, which can minimize the risk of backslidings and maximize effective outcomes in different contexts.
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ABSTRACT: Both the Russian and Italian governments are currently promoting a business-oriented approach for the management of cultural heritage and the cooperation between public and private parties. The comparison of the adopted management models could foster the exchange of knowledge between the two different countries, recognize the weak and strength aspects of the governance and identify which can be appropriate solutions for each specific context. The proposal tries to demonstrate that these policies can support the conservation and valorization of the built cultural heritage, encouraging an holistic approach in sustainable development from the economic, social, environmental and cultural perspectives.















