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Abstract
Over the past few decades public-private 

partnership or PPP has become a new way for 
delivering and fi nancing public sector projects. It 
may involve investment in fully economic infra-
structure such as highways, railways, airports, 
seaports, etc. up to the investments in social in-
frastructure projects, such as schools, hospitals, 
museums and other signifi cant and historic build-
ings of public interest.  

The main objective of this article is to an-
alyze the situation in Croatia, Poland, Slova-
kia and Slovenia concerning the topic of pub-
lic-private partnership (PPP) in order to provide 
grounds for possible future investments in cultur-
al heritage in these countries. For this purpose, 
a comparative analysis of legal and institutional 
frameworks was carried out as well as structured 
interviews with key stakeholders (public and pri-
vate sector representatives). Special attention 
has been paid to the use of PPP projects in the 
revitalization of cultural heritage. The results of 
the analysis showed the lack of PPP investments 
in the cultural sector, and also identifi ed possible 
obstacles in public sector administrative proce-
dures. 

The results of the analysis may be further 
used to stimulate both public authorities to set 
strategic directions for heritage revitalization 
plans based on PPP schemes as well as pri-
vate investors who may seek feasible business 
models complemented with social responsibility 
benefi ts.

Keywords: public-private partnership, cul-
tural heritage, Croatia, Poland, Slovakia, Slove-
nia.
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1. Introduction

The lack of fi nancial resources in the fi eld of culture encouraged the search for 
alternative fi nancing models which resulted in a number of relatively recent scientifi c 
articles and studies (such as European Parliament, 2011; Ventura, Cassalia and Della 
Spina, 2016; Oppio and Torrieri, 2016; European Commission, 2016). 

Financing models for culture range from the old fashion ones such as public sup-
port to those which so far have not been common in the fi eld of culture (debt and 
equity fi nance, crowdfunding, risk mitigation schemes, etc.). Private fi nancing has 
historically been present in the fi eld of culture (such as the patronage system1), but 
has only lately been paid greater att ention. Philanthropic, sponsorship and donation 
models have rather widely been common in the cultural sector for some time. Late-
ly, greater focus has been put on various public-private initiatives including fi scal 
incentives (such as various tax relieves, percentage legislation, transfer of art in lieu 
of tax payment, earmarked taxes, vouchers), matching funds and the involvement 
of private companies in the management of cultural institutions. Built cultural heri-
tage usually requires substantial investments due to construction works often needed 
for their revitalization. In this sector, public-private partnerships schemes have of-
ten been encouraged ranging from individual and entrepreneurial investments, joint 
ventures to grant-giving foundations which are usually with banking origins. 

Cultural heritage for most of the governments remains one of the main burning 
issues not only because of the high costs of its renovation but also due to investments 
required for its protection and maintenance, especially in the Central Europe region. 
The aim of this article is to analyze the situation in Croatia, Poland, Slovakia and 
Slovenia concerning the topic of public-private partnership (PPP) in order to provide 
grounds for possible future investments in cultural heritage in these countries. Theo-
retical framework on public-private partnership is fi rst presented explaining its ben-
efi ts and diff erences from other delivery or procurement models. Then, the article fo-
cuses on PPP in the cultural sector in order to provide reliant examples of this scheme 
for culture. Current status of PPP in Croatia, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia is pre-
sented providing a contextual analysis. The empirical part of the article focuses on the 
results of interviews conducted both with private and public sector representatives in 
order to detect possible obstacles and bott lenecks for greater promotion and imple-
mentation of PPP schemes. Interviews have been conducted within the RESTAURA 
project fi nanced through the Interreg CE program of the European Union2. Conclu-

1 Dating back to Gaius Mae cenas Cilnio (68 BC – 8 AD), an infl uential adviser to the Roman Em-
peror Augustus, who established a circle of intellectuals and poets (e.g., Horace, Virgil and Prop-
ertius) that he personally protected, encouraged and supported in their artistic production.

2 The project is currently under way, having the duration from June 2016 throughout May 2019. 
Its aim is to identify, test, evaluate and promote good practice on PPP in revitalization of historic 
cities and buildings.
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sions are presented and complemented with recommendations which could enhance 
cultural heritage revitalization based on PPP.

2. Theoretical background

Generally, there is a low level of understanding of the public-private partnership 
term. A number of defi nitions exist and none is widely accepted despite the substan-
tial knowledge collected on the topic, existing national regulations and international 
guidelines3. The PPP Knowledge Lab defi nes a PPP as ‘a long-term contract between 
a private party and a government entity, for providing a public asset or service, in 
which the private party bears signifi cant risk and management responsibility, and re-
muneration is linked to performance’ (PPP Knowledge Lab, 2015). Similarly defi ned, 
OECD sees PPPs as ‘long term agreements between the government and a private 
partner whereby the private partner delivers and funds public services using a capital 
asset, sharing the associated risks’ (2016). In practice, a controversial image of PPPs 
has been noted due to ‘complicated…and…smoky procedural process’ (Calabrò and 
Della Spina apud Ventura, Cassalia and Della Spina, 2016, p. 260) which are thought 
to be in place of a hidden privatization of public assets (Politika, 2008; Bašić, 2016, p. 
28). Despite possibly existing cases of corruption in that matt er, this article starts from 
the premise that public and private parties in PPP projects share the risks both in 
investment as well as in management. So, rather than insisting on one all-embracing 
defi nition, the usual main characteristics of a PPP are off ered:

 – collaborative eff ort of two or more public and private autonomous organizations;
 – project concerns a public service or good for public consumption;
 – durable character of the project;
 – development of mutual products and/or services;
 – risk, costs, and benefi ts shared by both parties;
 – regulatory responsibility of the public sector;
 – payments to the private sector for the delivered services; and
 – mutual added value.

‘PPPs may deliver public services both with regards to infrastructure assets (such 
as bridges, roads) and social assets (such as hospitals, utilities, prisons)’ (OECD, 
2016). Lately, this model has gained a special att ention in the fi eld of cultural heritage  
due to a number of built heritage sites globally that needed interventions. In the next 
chapter, we specifi cally focus on public-private partnership in the cultural sector.

3 E.g., PPP Knowledge Lab brings information on the PPP environment for as much as 141 coun-
tries worldwide together with a practical guide on PPP investments as well as analyses, challeng-
es and lessons for PPP sectors.
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3. Public-private partnership in the fi eld of culture

In many cases the government has been seen as the primary guardian of the na-
tion’s heritage, but with the growing pressure to fulfi ll other public demands and in-
suffi  cient resources (money and management skills), most governments faced signif-
icant challenges in their eff orts to conserve and manage their cultural heritage assets 
(Macdonald, 2011; Macdonald and Cheong, 2014). However, the situation changed 
and public-private partnerships (PPPs) began to be used for heritage conservation in 
the late 1960s within the context of urban regeneration schemes (MacDonald, 2011, p. 
893). The use of PPPs has slowly expanded to the conservation and management of 
a range of heritage places, including archeological sites, buildings, landscapes, urban 
areas, collections, and natural areas of heritage signifi cance (MacDonald and Cheong, 
2014, p. 2) where the third sector (local residents, consumers, and nonprofi t organi-
zations), multi-actor engagement and partnerships became highly important for the 
success of long term projects. The involvement of citizens as individuals (citizen en-
gagement) is very important in the defi nition of priorities for and directions of PPPs 
in cultural heritage projects because this kind of projects could have an impact on the 
daily life of people in the cities (Digital Meets Culture, 2016).

Some countries, such as Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Australia and Unit-
ed States have proven successful in implementing such projects (MacDonald and 
Cheong, 2014, p. 72). Financing cultural heritage through PPP entails diff erent de-
livery models: the traditional model, where the public sector is fully responsible for 
availability and fi nancing of the asset to those which so far have not been common in 
the fi eld of culture, where the private sector is more involved. The next chapter deals 
with above mentioned issues in four Central European countries (Croatia, Poland, 
Slovakia and Slovenia) by focusing on their PPP policy, legal and funding mecha-
nisms and experiences of PPP in culture.

4. Public-private partnership in Croatia, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia

4.1. PPP policy and legal framework

PPP exists in all the analyzed countries and while there is experience in PPP in all 
of them, the policy and legal framework covering PPP vary from country to coun-
try. In Croatia, the legal framework dates back to 2008 when the law on PPP was 
passed for the fi rst time (Public-Private Partnership Act, OG 129/08). The key policy 
document governing the development of PPP in Croatia is ‘The Strategic Framework 
for the Development of PPP’ (2009). The national PPP Act, passed in 2008, stipulates 
clear rules for all participants in diff erent variations of PPP, and provides a legal 
framework for the enduring security of the project, both for the private sector and 
the public bodies (Interreg: Central Europe, RESTAURA, Croatia, 2016, pp. 5-6). In 
Poland, the formal legal and material framework for the cooperative projects between 
the private sector and public bodies is regulated by the Act on Public-Private Partner-
ship from 2008. The scope broadly covered under the term PPP is also regulated and 
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infl uenced by the ‘Act on Concessions for construction works or services’ from 2009 
and the Public Procurement Law from 2004. The aforementioned acts regulate the 
basic principles of public-private cooperation (Interreg: Central Europe, RESTAURA, 
Poland, 2016, pp. 3-4). ‘The Act number 25/2006 on Government Procurement con-
stitutes the rules of public procurement of the contractual work in Slovakia defi ning 
conditions on the public procurement of the PPP projects’ (Nováćková and Saxunová, 
2015, pp. 6-7). Slovakia also has several other documents which cover and encompass 
the fi eld of PPP in their scope, such as ‘Informačný sprievodca PPP, PPP na Sloven-
sku, Aplikace principu PPP při realizaci politiky HSS’ and a few more. Slovenia intro-
duced its law governing PPP in 2006. This law on PPP from 2006 is complemented in 
its scope of legal framework by the Public Procurement Act and Local Government 
Act. The PPP Act sets the legal regulation regarding the principles of private invest-
ment in public projects and public co-fi nancing of private projects determined to be 
in the public interest. The initiation of a PPP project can, under Slovenian legislation, 
be undertaken by both the private or public sector actors (Interreg: Central Europe, 
RESTAURA, Slovenia, 2016, p. 5).

4.2. Public institutions and PPP support units

In Croatia, the central national agency for PPP was formed in 2009 in accordance 
with the Act on PPP. It acted as the knowledge center and regulatory body respon-
sible for evaluation, approval and monitoring of the PPP projects until 2015, when a 
decision was made on the merger of the Agency for PPP with the Agency for Invest-
ments and Competitiveness (AIC). The Sector for PPP within the AIC took over the 
functions of the Agency for PPP. It oversees the preparation and implementation of 
PPP projects together with the Ministry of Finance, where the AIC (Sector for PPP) 
handles the operational workload and the approval for the PPP project proposals, 
and the Ministry of Finance grants prior consent for the project proposals. The Agen-
cy cannot approve PPP project proposals without prior consent received from the 
Ministry of Finance. Within the framework of the public procurement system, the 
State Commission for Supervision of Public Procurement is entrusted with the han-
dling of the appeals in the public procurement procedures, the granting of the conces-
sions, and the selection of the private partners in PPP as a body of fi rst instance, and 
the Administrative Court as the body of second instance. In Poland the key public 
institution for the framework of PPP is the Ministry of Development, which dissemi-
nates and promotes the PPP format, while overseeing and implementing the possibil-
ities and prospects of fi nancial involvement of the private sector in relevant projects. 
Also, the Agency for Enterprise Development, in cooperation with the private PPP 
Institute provides signifi cant support for public entities seeking a PPP solution for 
their project requirements. In Slovakia, the institutions that support the PPP frame-
work are the Slovak Public-Private Partnership Association established in 2007, the 
Ministry of Finance in a regulative, supportive, supervisory, methodological and co-
ordinative capacity. In Slovenia, the Public Property Management of the Ministry of 
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Finance is the main institutional aid to the organization and implementation of PPP 
projects. There is also the Council of the Government for PPP, which is chaired by the 
Minister of Finance as well as the Institute for PPP established in 2008 as a private 
institute with the belief that legal and economic scientifi c research in the fi eld of PPP 
should be encouraged, and that the results of the research should be systematically 
transferred into practice (Interreg: Central Europe, RESTAURA, Slovenia, 2016, p. 5).

4.3. Incentives and funding mechanisms available for PPP

There are several funding mechanisms available for a PPP in the Republic of Cro-
atia. First, there is the possibility of a PPP through the concession contract where the 
private sector bears demand risk. In this model, private partner is usually granted 
the right to charge the end users for some public service or to use some public goods 
to create profi t. The second option is based on the availability of asset. In this model, 
the private partner bears the availability risk while the demand risk is retained by the 
state. The majority of revenues in this model comes from the budget, and it depends 
on the availability of the assets. Commercial banks can be included in the fi nanc-
ing of PPP, and the Croatian Bank for Reconstruction and Development (HBOR) also 
has a signifi cant role in providing funding for PPP in Croatia. Within the context of 
European investment policy, there is the possibility of combining PPP models (as a 
procurement method) and EU funds (as a sources of funding), where the most com-
monly used fi nancial instruments are JESSICA (Joint European Support for Sustain-
able Investment in City Areas), LGTT (Loan Guarantee Instrument for Trans-Euro-
pean Transport Network), and the MARGUERITE FUND (Interreg: Central Europe, 
RESTAURA, Croatia, 2016, pp. 8-9). For Poland, the main instruments in support of 
PPP implementation have been of legislative nature. The Act on PPP introduced tax 
incentives on income tax from legal persons and real estate management facilities 
for local government and the treasury to facilitate PPP solutions. Also, the Ministry 
of Development has included in its guidelines the eligibility for expenses incurred 
in relation to the implementation of PPP projects to be reimbursed through grants 
fi nanced from the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund 
and the Cohesion Fund for 2014-2020 (Interreg: Central Europe, RESTAURA, Poland, 
2016, pp. 8-9). Considering Slovakia, the funding mechanisms available for PPP proj-
ects have been the European Investment Bank (EIB) for transactions benefi tt ing from 
the support of the EU budget guarantee under the European Fund for Strategic In-
vestments (EFSI), the Investment Plan for Europe (IPE) and its fi nancing components, 
and for PPP projects of smaller value and scope, there has been direct support from 
the Ministry of Finance of the Slovak Republic (2017). Slovenia currently does not 
have any legislative incentives or funding mechanisms available for the further de-
velopment and support of PPP projects (Interreg: Central Europe, RESTAURA, Slo-
venia, 2016, p. 6). 
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4.4. Experiences of Public-Private Partnership considering cultural heritage

Croatia has had a relatively large number of cases of PPP, but offi  cially only one 
case is in the fi eld of cultural heritage, and that concerns the revitalization of the 
County Palace in Varaždin. It is the only PPP project in the fi eld of cultural heritage 
that has been realized so far. There are two additional projects in the fi eld of culture 
which are being developed with the intention of using the PPP framework: revital-
ization of the Croatian History Museum and the Croatian State Archives. Although 
Croatia has many cultural heritage sites in need of revitalization, the Registry of Cul-
tural Goods is still incomplete, and since it is the prerequisite for investments in terms 
of cultural heritage based PPP projects, there are problems still to be solved in order 
to create a fully functional PPP system for cultural heritage (Interreg: Central Europe, 
RESTAURA, Croatia, 2016, pp. 20-21).

In Poland, the main document for the protection of cultural heritage is the Nation-
al Revitalization Plan of 2014. The revitalization of cultural heritage has been rising 
in importance in Poland in the last 20 years, and the National Revitalization Plan in-
cludes a lot of valuable experience gained in previous projects. Also, the Ministry of 
Development is working on developing standardized documents and valuable cach-
es of good practices and solutions for use in future projects. Since there are many cul-
tural heritage sites and areas in need of revitalization, the National Municipal Policy 
is planned to include legislative and organizational solutions to complement the tools 
and instruments developed through previous experience (Interreg: Central Europe, 
RESTAURA, Poland, 2016, pp. 14-17).

In Slovakia, despite of recent increase in focus by the Slovak government on the 
general framework of PPP projects and positive steps towards possible changes in the 
legal framework, the absence of the comprehensive legislative policy for PPP projects 
application represents, to a certain extent, an obstacle for eff ective feasibility of these 
projects. Currently, PPP is mostly regulated by the Act no. 25/2006 Coll. on Public 
Procurement and the Act no. 523/2004 Coll. on the Public Administration’s Budgetary 
Rules, which leads to the fact that most PPP projects are public works concessions, 
and that the biggest projects have not been in cultural heritage preservation, but big 
infrastructure works such as the R1 Highway (Interreg: Central Europe, RESTAURA, 
Slovakia, 2017, pp. 8-12). On the other hand, the Government of the Slovak Republic 
outlined the main directions and strategy for the preservation of cultural heritage in 
its document ‘Conception of the protection on monuments and historic sites in Slova-
kia’ in December 2011. Emphasis was placed on the necessity to restore endangered 
monuments, and on the importance that revitalized heritage has to off er for capacity 
building, job development, economic growth and social inclusion. The main public 
institution is the Monument Offi  ce of the Slovak Republic and it is, along with its 
regional monument boards, responsible for management of cultural heritage sites on 
the regional level. As for the fi nancial sources, they are possible from the Monuments 
Fund (which alone does not have the resources to perform the restoration and main-
tenance of cultural heritage sites), local municipalities which, starved for resources, 
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cannot place heritage conservation before more immediate budgetary needs, and the 
Ministry of Culture of the Slovak Republic which provides fi nancial sources for her-
itage conservation and restoration through its many programs, such as the dotation 
system ‘Renew your house’ (Interreg: Central Europe, RESTAURA, Slovakia, 2017, 
pp. 17-20).

Slovenian cultural heritage revitalization is based on the Cultural Heritage Pro-
tection Act, and the main institution in charge of allocating subsidies from the state’s 
budget and European structural fund is the Heritage Information and Documen-
tation Centre of the Directorate for Cultural Heritage at the Ministry of Culture. It 
maintains the cultural heritage register and is in charge of the supervision of nation-
al projects, administration of conservation interventions and archeological research. 
One of the main obstacles to successful PPP projects in the fi eld of cultural heritage is 
that a large number of sites are castles and palaces which require revitalization along 
with their extensive architectural complexes and grounds, necessitating very large 
investments. Those that have been revitalized mainly serve as tourist att ractions and 
museums. Also, the scope of the demands and the various methods implemented by 
EU-funded projects have increased the participation and interest of the general public 
in such projects, giving them a wider support and importance in the social life of their 
surrounding areas (Interreg: Central Europe, RESTAURA, Slovenia, 2016, pp. 10-16).

Table 1 presents comparative data on PPP situation in Croatia, Poland, Slovakia 
and Slovenia.

5. Results of the research on the PPP in culture
in Croatia, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia4

5.1. Methodology

The main aim of the research conducted both with public and private sector rep-
resentatives in four countries (Croatia, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia) within the 
RESTAURA project was to gain insights about their knowledge, experiences, needs, 
expectations and practices in PPP scheme and revitalization as well as their att itudes, 
views, and plans for future activities. The main hypothesis of this research was that 
the relevant stakeholders have knowledge on PPP as well as on cultural heritage but 
there is no clear perception of the possibilities of heritage revitalization through the 
PPP models. Research questions focused on experiences in PPP, needs for cultural 
heritage revitalization, possible sources of fi nancing cultural heritage revitalization, 
cooperation between public and private sector, and opportunities for enhanced coop-

4 The research was prepared within the RESTAURA project by the Foundaton for Landscape Pro-
tection (FOK) from Poland and conducted by all RESTAURA project partners. After conducting 
questionnaires, each project partner delivered to FOK its summary report from questionnaires. 
The research results from all four countries were summarized by FOK (Interreg: Central Europe, 
RESTAURA, Summary Report: FOK, Version 1, 2017).
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eration based on PPP. Two diff erent surveys were conducted with private and public 
institutions from October to November 2016. Both questionnaires consisted of mainly 
multiple choice questions and some open-ended ones.

In total, 114 answers were received out of which 79 were from public institutions 
and 35 from private entities. The majority of answers were from Poland (45), follow-
ing Slovenia (31), Croatia (24) and Slovakia (13).

Regarding public institutions structure, municipalities accounted for half of the 
entities under research, following other institutions related to the cultural heritage 
such as museums, natural parks, ministries, municipal offi  ces, educational, tourism 
and city agencies, and even health service. Out of 79 received answers from public 
institutions, 35 were from Poland, 22 from Slovenia, 13 from Croatia, and 9 from Slo-
vakia. Considering the fact that the number of PPP projects in the fi eld of culture is 

Table 1: PPP framework in Croatia, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS CROATIA POLAND SLOVAKIA SLOVENIA
Legal PPP framework

PPP Act Yes Yes No1 Yes
Institutional PPP model + + - +
Contractual PPP model + + + +
Service based model + + + +
Availability based model + + + +
Government PPP policy strategy + - - -
PPP project pipeline approved by government - - - -

Institutional framework
Independent PPP regulatory body Yes2 No3 No4 Yes5

Public body responsible for fi scal risk issues Ministry
of Finance

Ministry
of Finance

Ministry
of Finance

Ministry
of Finance

PPP promotor AIC PPP
Institute

PPP
Association

PPP
Institute

PPP project proposal (application) Public
body only

Public
body only

Public
body only

Public
body only

Available funding mechanisms
State budget + + + +
EU funds + + + -
National investment bank PPP program + - + -
Project bonds - + + -
Commercial banks + + + +

PPP projects in Culture Heritage sector
Projects in preparation 2 0 0 0
Projects in implementation 1 0 0 0

1 PPP in Slovakia is mostly regulated by the Act no. 25/2006 Coll. on Public Procurement, and the Act no. 
523/2004 Coll. on the Public Administration’s Budgetary Rules.

2 Agency for Investments and Competitiveness, Croatia
3 Ministry of Development, Poland
4 Ministry of Finance, Slovakia
5 PPP Council, Slovenia
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prett y low, it was hard to select private institutions which are related to the PPP in 
revitalization. Thus, private entities in this research included private companies in 
general. In total, 35 answers from private entities were collected: 11 from Poland, 11 
from Croatia, 9 from Slovenia, and 4 from Slovakia.

5.2. Results

The research results had shown that 51% of private entities expressed interest in 
implementation of PPP projects, and 54% were not able to specify it. On the other 
side, 42% of the public respondents declared interest in future revitalization projects 
within the PPP scheme, but open-ended questions revealed that fi nding a partner can 
be one of the main obstacles for them.

According to the research results, private companies had more experience in the 
PPP than public authorities. The majority of public institutions (at least 68%) did not 
have any experience related to PPP scheme, meaning they neither participated in the 
procedure of selecting the private partner, nor had ongoing PPP projects, nor com-
pleted one. Only about 10% of the public institutions had implemented PPP projects. 
Also, 68% of public institutions admitt ed that they had not taken any actions yet re-
garding institutional preparation for PPP projects, nor research regarding the inter-
est of private companies in implementing revitalization projects under PPP scheme 
within their institution (89%). On the other side, 47% of the private companies re-
ported lack of experience in PPP. In both cases Slovakia was the leader with 100% of 
negative answers.

Regarding revitalization issues and cultural heritage, public authorities showed 
high levels of knowledge and awareness. When it comes to the question related to 
the revitalization issues and cultural heritage, the majority of public authorities (88%) 
showed higher awareness saying that they found revitalization needs within their 
area of infl uence important. Respondents were asked to off er an estimation on the 
number of buildings and sites with revitalization needs which are under the heritage 
protection law. They gave various answers, from several buildings to several hun-
dreds of buildings. It can be assumed that diff erent answers are the result of the lack 
of national registries of cultural heritage of any kind and lack of understanding and 
recognition from the wider audiences (media, public, local governments, etc.) on the 
importance of cultural heritage buildings.

For public authorities, funding was a major obstacle for the revitalization of historic 
buildings. 80% of the respondents from public sector considered that their own funds 
for revitalization are insuffi  cient because restoration and revitalization of cultural and 
historical heritage requires large funds and other types of funding. On the other side, 
for 48% of respondents, the EU and national funds would be suffi  cient, but, according 
to some respondents, they are suffi  cient to cover only documentation costs and certain 
revitalization activities, but not all. Regarding major obstacles for revitalization of his-
toric buildings, 46% of the public respondents did not see any major diffi  culties aris-
ing from the obligation to comply with conservation requirements, while 31% of the 
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respondents saw them as a signifi cant obstacle for revitalization of historic buildings. 
35% of the interviewed private companies said that they did not see any major diffi  -
culties arising from the obligation to comply with conservation requirements, while 
30% of them said that they have not cooperated before with the heritage conservation 
services, and it is diffi  cult for them to estimate the possible obstacles.

For public authorities, major factors that may contribute to increasing their in-
volvement in PPP projects included standardized documentation (e.g., sample agree-
ments, guides regarding the preparation of PPP projects, key documents, etc.) which 
they found very important, then funding for the preparation of documentation for 
PPP, improved legal framework and consistent strategy for the country, and access to 
external expert support. Some of them specifi ed other factors equally important such 
as: project co-fi nancing by the government in case of non-profi t organizations, trans-
parency model, and increasing confi dence in public sector.

According to private entities, main obstacles on the side of private companies and 
public authorities in the implementation of PPP projects were litt le knowledge on 
how to implement PPP projects, high cost of preparation of PPP projects, and legal 
and institutional framework. Actions that would help overcoming these obstacles 
were external funding for the preparation of documentation, familiarization with 
handbooks and other PPP documents, individual consultations with PPP experts, 
trainings and workshops, or successful implementation of PPP projects.

Regarding implementation of projects within the PPP scheme, both public and 
private institutions had negative perceptions about each other. 60% of private re-
spondents considered public sector preparation for the implementation of projects 
within the PPP scheme as insuffi  cient, and 38% of them said that they had an average 
level of preparation. 47% of public institutions considered the private sector’s prepa-
ration for the PPP cooperation as insuffi  cient, and 50% of them said that they had an 
average level of preparation. 

The general conclusion from the research is that there is an evident lack of coop-
eration between private and public sector in all four analyzed countries. The majority 
of public authorities (89%) said they have not taken any research regarding the inter-
est of private companies in implementing revitalization projects under PPP scheme 
with their institution, and private companies said they did not have much experience 
with public authorities regarding PPP in revitalization of historic buildings because, 
in some cases, there were revitalization priorities other than historic buildings. 

The case of Slovakia showed that neither public sector nor private sector had any 
experience with PPP projects and revitalization of historic buildings. Thus, some of 
the possible future steps to increase the number of institutions implementing PPP 
projects mentioned in this research were: higher promotion of PPP in Slovakia and 
sharing good practice examples, developing PPP manuals and other documents re-
lated to PPP, organizing trainings and workshops, funding for the preparation of 
documentation, and also increasing knowledge about nationally important sites and 
buildings with revitalization needs. 
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Conclusions arisen from the case of Slovenia showed that the PPP is still not 
well developed. Research results showed that all institutions, especially public ones 
should put more focus on educational programs, meetings, consultations and events 
where the contacts between public institutions and potential private partners could 
be encouraged. Also, the whole system of PPP should be more transparent and sim-
plifi ed with a focus on examples of successful practices. 

Results from the Poland case showed that private institutions had considerable 
experience and knowledge on the PPP. On the other side, public institutions were 
interested in implementing projects within the PPP scheme but they were also aware 
that they lacked knowledge on how to implement these projects. 

In Croatia, both private and public institutions were highly interested in imple-
menting PPP projects, but had negative perceptions about each other. For public 
institutions funding was a major obstacle for revitalization activities, while private 
partners were mostly uninformed about revitalization issues. Also, private compa-
nies did not have experience with public authorities regarding PPP, and public in-
stitutions have not taken any research regarding the interest of private companies in 
implementing PPP projects in revitalization.  

In general, the results from the questionnaires showed that there was an evident 
lack of cooperation between both private and public institutions in all four countries. 
Although Poland showed considerable experience and knowledge on PPP (especial-
ly private companies), all four countries expressed the need for more educational 
programs in PPP for both private and public institutions. Regarding revitalization 
of historic buildings, funding was considered as one of the main obstacles for imple-
mentation of PPP projects in revitalization. Therefore, standardized documentation, 
funding for the preparation of documentation for PPP, improved legal framework 
and consistent strategy for the country, as well as access to external expert support 
were seen as major factors that may contribute to increasing their involvement in PPP 
projects. Also, special att ention should be given to increasing knowledge and aware-
ness in all four countries on nationally important sites and buildings with revitaliza-
tion needs and cultural heritage in general.

6. Conclusions

Public-private partnership can be seen as a new, alternative way of cultural heri-
tage fi nancing since it provides new, alternative ways and new source of capital for 
culture coming from the private sector. On the other hand, it provides certainty that 
the cultural heritage asset will retain its intrinsic values due to the involvement of the 
public sector. Unjustly, PPP projects have been stigmatized due to the wrong per-
ception of the private sector involvement which was accused of ‘privatization’ and 
commercialization of cultural values. Well prepared PPPs should share resources, re-
sponsibilities and risks stemming from such a partnership.

So far, the literature on PPP in cultural heritage revitalization as well as practi-
cal projects are limited, especially in the Central and East European countries which 
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would greately benefi t from it since the government fi nancing for public assets is 
extremely limited. Prerequisites to successful PPPs in cultural heritage conservation 
are expertize, PPP policy, legal framework, as well as the existence of a marketplace 
which is willing to invest.

The research presented in this article has shown that in the researched countries, 
Croatia, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia, national policies and PPP legal and institu-
tional framework, together with designated institutional support can result in sig-
nifi cant savings and create ‘value for money’ in public sector investments. However, 
marketplace incentives are still not suffi  ciently developed as to att ract larger volume 
of private investments and enable long-term positive eff ects on macroeconomic im-
plications.

Although all the analyzed countries have developed the policy and the legal 
framework, they are diff erent. All the four countries have designated laws regulating 
PPP but they diff er in terms of institutions in charge of it. In some countries (Croatia), 
there is a designated public institution, in others responsibility for PPP stays within 
the ministerial scope (Slovenia) or responsibilities are shared (Slovakia, Slovenia).

When it comes to the funding mechanisms, they also diff er ranging from conces-
sion contracts, funding based on the availability of assets, combining PPP models and 
EU funds, project bonds fi nancing, etc. Only Slovenia currently does not have any 
legislative incentives or funding mechanisms available.

In the fi eld of culture, Croatia stands out, but there is only one case of PPP contract 
in implementation and two of them are in preparation. The other countries so far 
have not managed to revitalize cultural heritage assets by way of PPP contracts.

The research of PPP in the four countries has proved that private sector is more 
experienced in PPP than the public one whereas only about one tenth of public sector 
institutions implemented PPP projects. Public sector operated relatively slow either 
in the preparation for PPP projects, or in research regarding the interest of private 
companies in implementing revitalization projects under PPP scheme. Still, they 
show high awareness of the revitalization needs.

The greatest problems in using PPP in heritage revitalization seems to be the lack 
or incompleteness of national registries of cultural heritage as well as the relatively 
low level of public knowledge on the importance of cultural heritage. When it comes 
to the public sector alone, the lack of funding is presented as a major culprit for in-
suffi  cient revitalization of historic buildings. Private sector sees three main issues as 
obstacles for revitalization of heritage based on PPP: insuffi  cient knowledge on the 
implementation of PPP projects, high cost of preparation of PPP projects, as well as 
legal and institutional framework.

When it comes to the implementation of projects within the PPP scheme, negative 
perceptions of both public and private institutions about each other is evident which 
results in the lack of cooperation between private and public sector in all four ana-
lyzed countries. This also aff ects the lack of pro-active research by the public sector of 
the interest of private companies in implementing revitalization projects under PPP 



87

scheme; on the other hand private sector often has diff erent revitalization priorities 
than historic buildings.

Solutions to such a situations are sought in educational programs in PPP for both 
private and public institutions, standardized documentation, funding for the prepa-
ration of documentation for PPP, improved legal framework and consistent strate-
gy for the country, as well as access to external expert support. It is believed that 
fulfi lling these prerequisites could contribute to increasing public and private sector 
involvement in PPP projects.

Also, in order to achieve sustainable projects and bearing in mind that the PPP 
model is primarily one of the possible procurement options for realizing projects of 
public interest which includes signifi cant participation of private sector (Coulson, 
2008), it is highly recommended during the preparation of public investment projects, 
as well as the projects in heritage revitalization (regardless of the model chosen): (i) 
to focus on the whole life costs of the assets (rather than just capital costs), (ii) to use 
an output specifi cation approach (rather than just input specifi cation approach) for 
describing public sector needs, (iii) to identify available procurement and fi nancing 
options (PPPs, EU funds, combining PPPs and EU funds, fi nancial instruments, etc.), 
(iv) to strengthen market support and to highlight the fact that PPP presents an op-
timal model where the public authorities retain full control of the investments while 
the private sector participation is limited and fi rmly regulated.
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