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Integrated development of territories
and its bottlenecks

The article addresses the new practice of the Integrated Development of Territories (IDT) in furtherance of changes
in federal and regional legislation, following the adoption of Federal Law No. 494-FZ “On Amendments to the Ur-
ban Planning Code of the Russian Federation and Certain Legislative Acts of the Russian Federation to ensure
the integrated development of territories”, December 2020. The article is based on the analysis of some provi-
sions of these changes and the discussion that has begun in this regard at the regional level, in particular, in St.
Petersburg. The article highlights the main problems of both applied and fundamental issues of the discussion, in-
cluding criteria for classifying residential areas subject to demolition due to IDT projects implementation, residen-
tial areas under the IDT zone, issues of determining the form and amount of compensation to owners and tenants
premises seized under the IDT, the expediency of IDT as a form of renovation of the housing stock, the issue of
invasion of property in the implementation of the IDT, and the role of the population as a subject of the IDT. Based
on the analysis, several proposals, aimed at improvement of legislation and IDT practices, were suggested.
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The subject of the article is the issues of the for-
mation of the practice of integrated develop-
ment of territories (IDT), primarily in relation to
the land of residential areas, and the related public
opinion. In our case we will basically consider St. Pe-
tersburg after adoption of the regional law on the IDT
of residential areas.

The author of the article has already addressed
issues related to this problem in connection with de-
velopment processes (“development and re-deve-
lopment” — in international terminology) of urban
areas [1, 2].

A new reason for addressing this problem is
the practical development of the provisions of Fe-
deral Law No. 494-FZ “On Amendments to the Ur-
ban Planning Code of the Russian Federation and
Certain Legislative Acts of the Russian Federation in
order to ensure the Integrated Development of Ter-
ritories”, published in December 2020 [3]. The Law
introduced a new concept for the legislation,
the “Integrated Development of Territories”, its defi-
nition, types, sequence of steps for the implementa-
tion of projects and programs of the IDT. After that,
there was begun the gradual adjustment of regional
legislations in accordance with the federal one, and
practical development of opportunities, arising in
connection with the adoption of the Law. In 2022,
the turn came to St. Petersburg, where there was
adopted the law of St. Petersburg No. 444-59 “On
Amendments to some laws of St. Petersburg
on the issues of integrated development of Territo-
ries in St. Petersburg”, dated June 30, 2022 [4]. In

this case St. Petersburg was far from being in
the first ranks of regions in terms of the adoption
time of regional laws supplementing the federal
ones. Quite a few regions have made appropriate
changes to their regional legislation back in 2021.
To date, many regions of Russian Federation initiat-
ed the practical implementation of IDT projects (see
Table below). Detailed information on the progress
of IDT projects implementation in regions of Russian
Federation can be found on the Institute for Urban
Economics website [5].

Yet in St. Petersburg, the Law was adopted only
in the middle of 2022. It appears, it happened
only at the very end of the spring-and-summer par-
liamentary session after the strong recommendation
of the Governor of the City to consider the bill as
a matter of priority.

The adoption of the Law was the impetus for
a very heated discussion of IDT problems and their
resulting consequences for population of urban
communities. Here, we are talking about the IDT
projects of residential areas, since the issues of
IDT of non-residential areas and undeveloped terri-
tories, even if discussed — are discussed in cam-
era. The list of the supposed territories was formed
(22 territories, as of the beginning of September,
2022), but information on them is rather insuffi-
cient [6]. However, there is not much public interest
in this topic either. The situation with residen-
tial areas is different. Here, even the alleged territo-
ries, as if there are no, but passions on this subject
have flared up very seriously.

Development of the IDT practice in the Russian Federation regions (Data as of December 2022) [5]

Planned volume of build-
ings commissioning
(1,000 sg.m.)

Number of IDT decisions
under consideration

Number of adopted IDT

Number of construction

decisions permits issued

761 143,000

226 70
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Discussion of regulatory documents being adopted or planned
for adoption in social networks has become already a regular prac-
tice, but in this case, the discussion activity significantly exceeded
usual parameters. In social networks like “VK”, “Telegram” in St.
Petersburg a great number of resources for the exchange of opin-
ions were created in first days after the adoption of the Law from
30.06.2022 and some of them reached quite significant sizes. For
example, a number of channels and groups appeared in the Tele-
gram network: “IDT (Renovation) SPB” (about 8,000 participants at
the beginning of August 2022), “Stop IDT” and many other groups
of residents from individual residential areas, neighbourhoods,
houses, etc.

Analysis of the discussions in these groups shows that the level
of legal knowledge on this issue is quite low: most of discussion
participants have the very modest understanding of the federal and
regional legislation, their subordination and interrelation, and have
difficulty mastering the legal language and terminology.

For example, with regard to the situation in St. Petersburg, most
don’t see the difference between the various renovation programs
that were adopted in the city: a program called “Development of
built-up areas” — according to the law of St. Petersburg, adopted
in 2008 [7] and a new program, “Integrated development of territo-
ries” (IDT), in accordance with the Federal Law No. 494-FZ [3],
only realizable in the lon.run, if ever. These concepts are mixed very
often, (especially since they actually coexist in time) which leads to
a misunderstanding of the current situation. Quite often, the term
“renovation” is added to all this, although it is not mentioned at all in
any regulatory act of St. Petersburg. There is also a widespread
confusion of federal and regional legislation provisions, as well as
the time of adoption of the regional law and the time of practical
actions started for its implementation. This finds its expression in
something like this reasoning: “Here, people are sitting in dachas
now, and when they arrive, there is no apartment, and there is no
house — they have been demolished!”, and sometimes it seems
that some kind of joy is evident in these statements. As for legal il-
literacy, then, not so often, but still there is even a certain bravado:
“Yes, | need an interpreter to understand the law”. However, as
the discussion progresses and over time, the level of awareness is
increasing gradually, and judgements become more balanced.

In general, all participants of the discussion can be divided into
several groups: a first group — people who really want to under-
stand the problem and find a way out of it, and they are still the ma-
jority; a second group — a kind of “provocateurs” who constantly
strive to “raise the degree” of discussion; a third group — special-
ists who “hone” their skills and collect materials for their profes-
sional activities; a forth group — people who find pleasure in
the discussion itself, considering it as a kind of game, that allows
them to have fun and distract themselves from routine worries.

Let's focus on the substantive side of the problem and highlight
the main issues being discussed, and which, indeed, are key in
the transition to the practical implementation of projects and pro-
grams for IDT. The whole set of problems that pop up during
the discussion can be conditionally divided into two levels in terms
of scale and nature — applied and fundamental.

The first group includes such issues as determining the criteria
for assigning objects that fall under IDT legislation, in addition to dan-
gerous buildings. Federal legislation takes, in fact, the position of
an outsider here, shifting the solution of this issue to the regions of
the Russian Federation. The corresponding article of the Urban Plan-
ning Code of the Russian Federation is full of references to the re-
gional level: “criteria are determined by the region of the Russian
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Federation”, “the value is determined by the region of the Russian
Federation” [8]. In short, the responsibility is shifted to “one floor be-
low”. In some cases, this may be justified, for example, if we are
talking about the presence or absence of centralized engineering
and technical support systems, since the housing stock in different
regions of the country differs both in age structure and in technical
parameters. However, this is not always advisable. For example, it is
hardly possible to agree that regions have a right to independently
determine the degree of physical wear and tear at which it is advis-
able to include buildings in IDT projects. Why, for example, for Voro-
nezh, as indicated in the relevant regulatory act of Voronezh region,
65 % wear is the basis for inclusion in IDT projects [9], and for Vladi-
vostok, with regard to panel houses, 60 % is already enough, and
70 % is needed for brick ones [10]. It is clear that with the same
physical age, wear may be different due to differences in climatic
conditions, quality of operation, etc., but the degree of wear as a cri-
teria for inclusion in IDT programs should still be, in our opinion,
the same, which corresponds to a unified technical policy in
the country. At the same time it should be noted that in many regions
(including St. Petersburg), legislators generally preferred to circum-
vent this issue by assigning the duty to determine the necessary
level of wear to the executive authorities. As for St. Petersburg,
the legislators here, apparently, have become the most special ones
in the country, introducing into the law a word from colloquial jar-
gon — “Khrushchevki panels” houses, although these “Khrushchev-
ki” houses have a lot of series (Gl, 1-335, 1lg-504, 1lg- 507, OD,
etc.), noticeably different from each other in terms of the type of pan-
els used, design and, as a result, comfort, service life, energy inten-
sity, heat- and sound insulation. So that some of them, indeed, have
a high degree of wear and need to be demolished, while others are
quite amenable to modernization, which has experience including in
St. Petersburg and can be operated for more than a dozen years.
The second group of issues from the “applied” group are about
the area of resettlement of residents, whose housing is being with-
drawn as a result of the territory falling into the scope of IDT pro-
gram in accordance with Article 32.1 of the Housing Code of
the Russian Federation. As we know, the wording of the Housing
Code is as follows: “... the residential premises are in an apartment
building located in the same settlement or urban district in which
the apartment building included within the boundaries of the area
of residential development subject to integrated development” [11].
This provision aroused the strongest resistance when it was dis-
cussed in social networks of St. Petersburg, where it was perceived
as a significant violation of the rights of owners and tenants. In this
regard, it's important to draw attention to two circumstances. Firstly,
this provision was born on the basis of the wording set out in
the Law of Moscow “On Additional Guarantees of Housing and
Property Rights of Individuals and Legal Entities During the Reno-
vation of the Housing Stock in the City of Moscow”; the exact word-
ing was as follows: “... the residential premises are located in
the same area in the City of Moscow in which the corresponding
apartment building subject to renovation is located ....”. Secondly,
the same article 32. 1 of the Housing Code states: “The regulatory
legal act of the Russian Federation, the regulatory legal act of
the region of the Russian Federation, municipal legal acts may pro-
vide additional support measures to provide residential premises to
the owners of residential premises”. Thus, this is exactly the case
when Moscow as a subject of the Federation by its normative and
legal act introduced additional support measures compared to
the provisions of federal legislation, and not only for owners, but
also for tenants. Other regions of the Russian Federation could
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have done this, but they did not. For example, this is what lawmak-
ers in St. Petersburg did, leaving unchanged the wording of
the Housing Code of the Russian Federation, which caused justi-
fied indignation, since in terms of its location, the saturation of so-
cial and other infrastructure, the quality of the urban environment in
general. Possible relocation sites may be significantly less attrac-
tive than the area of residence at present. The Housing Code of
the Russian Federation states: “the residential premises are in
an apartment building that is located in the same settlement, urban
district...”, although federal legislation allows this provision to be
clarified [11].

Directly related to the issue of the proposed relocation area for
residents from territories of the integrated development, there is
the problem of determining the type, form and amount of compen-
sation for the withdrawal of housing in the process of the IDT.
The issue of compensation for the withdrawal of housing due to
state and municipal needs, although it already has a certain history
in our country (for example, it had to be solved in preparation for
the 2014 Olympic Games, during the implementation of the renova-
tion program in Moscow), but it has not yet become a subject of
the detailed understanding, and, moreover, it has not found a satis-
factory theoretical and practical solution. Two circumstances seem
essential here. Firstly, when determining the type of compensation,
two concepts are used, “equivalent” and “the same value”, which
partially overlap each other, but at the same time they have notice-
able differences. Initially, the provision on the possibility of with-
drawal of property in the interests of the state and the correspond-
ing compensation was formulated in Article 35 of the Constitution of
the Russian Federation: “Compulsory alienation of property for
state needs can be carried out only on condition of prior and equiv-
alent compensation” [12]. It was then deployed in the Land Code of
the Russian Federation, where in Article 49 the term “alienation” is
already replaced by “withdrawal” and lists the grounds “for the with-
drawal of land plots for state or municipal needs”, which, in particu-
lar, means the grounds provided for by “federal laws” [13]. At
the same time, in the future, the market value of the withdrawn prop-
erty is indicated everywhere as the basis for determining
the amount of compensation for the withdrawal of property, which
allows to say that it is an equivalent compensation.

As for the concept of “equivalence”, it is mentioned for the first
time in the draft Federal Law No. 141-FZ “Law on Renovation in Mos-
cow” from July 1, 2017 [14]. At the same time, in the original version
of the law, this term is used: “equivalent residential premises”,
“equivalent non-residential premises”. It is important to mention that
the concept of “equivalence” in the text of this document had differ-
ent contents for residential and non-residential premises.

For residential premises, it was determined as follows:
“an equivalent residential premises means a well-maintained resi-
dential premises, the total and living area of which is not less, re-
spectively, than the total and living area of the vacated residential
premises and the number of rooms in which is equal to the number
of rooms in the vacated premises. Equivalent residential premises
should be located in the area of Moscow, in which the correspond-
ing residential building is located....” [14].

For non-residential premises, the concept of “equivalent prem-
ises” was interpreted significantly differently: “an equivalent non-
residential premises is a non-residential premises located on
the territory of the City of Moscow, the area of which is not less than
the area of the vacated non-residential premises” [14]. As it is evi-
dent that the terminology is clearly unsettled, which is not surpris-
ing. Strictly speaking, equivalence means complete identity of

consumer characteristics and therefore only this room itself can be
equivalent to one room (object), since, at least by one essential
parameter — location — any other room will differ from this one.
Therefore, this term cannot be considered quite satisfactory for
the real estate sector and it needs to be more accurately deter-
mined. In this sense, the concept of “equal value” is more universal
and appropriate for use, since it is based on the cost, which is
originally intended for measuring goods with different consumer
characteristics.

In this case, equivalent apartment is an apartment equal in
value to this one. It may differ significantly from this one in individu-
al parameters (for example, by area, number of rooms, etc.), but in
all totality of parameters equal to it in cost (for example, losing to
the first in area, but winning in transport accessibility and comfort).
However, the question is what kind of value we are talking about,
since several types are distinguished in the valuation of real estate
(and not only real estate). Article 32.7 of the Housing Code answers
this question as follows: “When determining the amount of compen-
sation for residential premises, it includes the market value of resi-
dential premises, the market value of communal property in
an apartment building, including the market value of the land plot
on which the apartment building is located, taking into account its
share in the right of common ownership of such property, as well as
all losses caused to the owner of the residential property by its
withdrawal, including losses incurred by him in connection with
the change of the place of residence, temporary use of other resi-
dential premises before acquiring ownership of another residential
premises (if the agreement specified in part 6 of this article does
not provide for the preservation of the right to use the withdrawn
residential premises before acquiring ownership of new residential
premises), relocation, search for another residential premises to ac-
quire ownership of it, registration of ownership for another residen-
tial premises, early termination of their obligations to third parties,
including lost profits” [11]. The definition is quite extensive, but it
clearly states the basis of the amount of compensation — the mar-
ket value of the property. It would seem that it would be possible to
stop there, but the market value is significantly influenced by the ex-
pectations of the real estate buyer, from whose position the market
value should be determined. If we are talking about an ordinary
transaction in which both the seller and the buyer are free to sell or
not to sell, to buy or not to buy, this is quite reasonable, but in
the case of the withdrawal of property, this is not the case at all.
The conditional seller — the owner of a residential (or non-residen-
tial) premises has no choice. Therefore, the use of market value as
a basis for determining the amount of compensation is incorrect.

In this regard, by the author's opinion the most suitable basis for
determining the amount of compensation is a concept of the fair mar-
ket value. This concept has appeared relatively recently in domestic
practice and is distinguished by the fact that a fair market value (as
well as “market value on market data”) assumes that when determin-
ing its value, the interests of the “seller” should also be taken into
account, for example, in the acquisition of alternative real estate.

This means that the compensation, received for withdrawal of
premises in connection with the implementation of IDT projects,
should be sufficient for the “seller” to be able to buy a property on
the market that, according to the totality of its consumer character-
istics, is equivalent to the one being withdrawn, i.e. on the basis of
fair market value.

The second level of IDT “pain points” and problems are funda-
mental issues related to expediency, to “nature”, the essence of
renovation and its social significance and consequences.
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The first of such issues is the question of the expediency of IDT
as a whole. In most cases, a negative answer is given to it accord-
ing to the principle: “I'm fine as it is”. Gradually, however, quite rare,
but sound statements are beginning to appear that, in principle, IDT
is needed in a number of city districts, but it is necessary to ap-
proach this issue selectively and after a preliminary examination. In
the previous note, it was already said that “Khrushchevki” houses
are different and there may be various options for their renewal.
Therefore, the first thing to start with is to conduct an “audit”, an in-
ventory of “Khrushchevki” houses or, more correctly, “Residential
houses of the first mass series”. There are about 2,400 such houses
in St. Petersburg. At the same time, not only the residential build-
ings themselves should be analyzed, but also the engineering infra-
structure that ensures their functioning, i.e. the entire territory of
the blocks with their “improvements”.

Of course, this task is large-scale, but there are both the or-
ganization specialized in inventory of buildings in the city (State
Institution for Inventory and Valuation of Real Estate (GUION)) and
a number of design organizations specialized in housing construc-
tion. At the same time, it would be possible to determine the level of
wear, which is a necessary and sufficient reason for inclusion in
the IDT program. At the same time, it may not always be necessary
to resort for demolition of buildings, somewhere, as once planned,
their reconstruction would be enough.

Another fundamental issue, often raised in discussions, con-
cerns property rights. In many cases IDT projects are considered as
encroaching on property rights (which is a true) and contradicting
the Constitution of the Russian Federation (which is no longer en-
tirely accurate). Yes, renovation certainly affects property relations
and this is not the first time this issue has arisen in recent years.

For the first time, it sounded loudly enough during the prepara-
tion of the Olympics — 2014, then during the “hunt” for stalls and
pavilions near metro stations in Moscow during the winter of 2016
(“night of long buckets”), when the mayor of Moscow said the his-
torical phrase: “You can't hide behind pieces of paper about prop-
erty acquired obviously fraudulently”. After that, he surfaced again
during the preparation for the “Sobyanin renovation”, and now it is
the same in St. Petersburg. There is no simple answer to it. One
thing is certain: the definition of property rights from the XIX centu-
ry — “Property is the complete and undivided domination of a per-
son over a thing”, has lost its relevance in the XXI century [15].

And finally, the third issue on the list, but not by the importance.
Perhaps it is the first one, or even the only truly fundamental one.
This is a question about the role of residents of “Khrushchevki”
houses and the neighbourhoods in which they are located, and
the entire population of the city in determining the feasibility, scale,
directions and methods of renovation. The prevailing opinion here
among the discussions' participants in social networks is that, for
the population, it is intended the role of extras. “They want to deport
us for the ring road”, “they want to cash in on us again” — these are
still the mildest of the statements encountered on this topic. And
this is the main problem.

The population of the city wants to be an active actor in
the transformation processes taking place in the city, and not their
object, and here they are absolutely right. It is worth thinking seri-
ously over the solution of this problem, and not to dismiss the opin-
ion of residents, even if it is not always correct and relevant.

In conclusion, it is important to formulate several specific pro-
posals which, by the article author’s opinion, would make it possible
to remove the problems associated with the implementation of IDT
programs and projects, at least partially.

Let's formulate three sentences, which, in my opinion, should
begin with (in fact, of course, there are more, but for now at least
limit ourselves to them).

Firstly, it is necessary to introduce a mandatory stage of a com-
prehensive survey of specific territories, buildings belonging to
them, structures of infrastructure elements for the expediency of
their inclusion in the IDT program. The results of the survey and
recommendations should be published in open public resources,
and the population should be informed about the possibility of get-
ting acquainted with the results of the survey.

Secondly, the draft decision on the IDT submitted for discussion
should contain a detailed Master plan of the future territory (indicating
the functional zoning of territories, the placement of real estate objects,
their number of floors, building density, etc.), as well as information
about demolished and reconstructed real estate objects, including
apartment houses, and proposals for the area of settlement residents
evicted in connection with the implementation of the IDT program.

Thirdly, the draft decision on the IDT should undergo manda-
tory public discussions, after which, and taking into account their
results, it should be put to a vote, in which all owners, holders of
other rights to real estate, as well as tenants of real estate on
the territory included in the IDT project (and not only demolished
houses) should participate. In order to make a positive decision
on the implementation of IDT project, it is necessary that more
than 2/3 of the owners/tenants of real estate in the area vote in
favor “For”. Only after that it is possible to arrange a vote on indi-
vidual houses on the inclusion / non-inclusion of this house in
the IDT program.

REFERENCES

1. Maximov S.N. Property relations in the urban dimension.
Problems of Modern Economy. 2019; 1(69):38-42. (rus.).

2. Maximov S.N. Contradictions and conflicts in real estate develop-
ment (Russia, St. Petersburg). Problems of Modern Economy. 2020;
3(75):102-107. (rus.).

3. On Amendments to the Urban Planning Code of the Russian
Federation and Certain Legislative Acts of the Russian Federation in
Order to Ensure the Integrated Development of Territories : Federal
Law No. 494-FZ of December 30, 2020. URL: https://rg.ru/docu-
ments/2021/01/12/krt-dok.htmi?ysclid=1684a7a8vt584626114 (rus.).
4. On Amendments to Some Laws of St. Petersburg on the Issues of
Integrated Development of Territories in St. Petersburg : St. Petersburg
Law No. 444-59 of June 29, 2022. URL: http:/publication.pravo.gov.ru/
Document/View/780020220704001 1?ysclid=lc8nmk6rv3456813887 (rus.).
5. Institute of Urban Economics Foundation. Official website. URL:
https://urbaneconomics.ru/?ysclid=Ic800nirnx450867645 (rus.).

6. The Federation Council. On the implementation of the mecha-
nism of integrated development of territories in the subjects of
the Russian Federation (Recommendations of the round table from
December 18, 2022). URL: http://council.gov.ru/activity/activities/
roundtables/141624/ (rus.).

7. On the targeted program of St. Petersburg “Development of built-up
areas in St. Petersburg” : St. Petersburg Law No. 238-39 from May 6,
2008. URL: https://peterburg-pravo.ru/zakorn/2008/05/06/n-238-
39/?ysclid=Icpy85jxdh767693468 (rus.).

8. Urban Planning Code of the Russian Federation : Federal
Law No. 190-FZ from December 29, 2004 (as amended on
December 29, 2022). URL: http://www.consultant.ru/document/
cons_doc_LAW_51040/ (rus.).

9. On the integrated development of territories in the Voronezh Region
Decree of the Governor of Voronezh Region No. 165-u from September
2, 2021. URL: ites/default/files/docgub165-030921.pdf (rus.).

10. On the complex development of territories in the Primorsky
Territory : Law of Primorsky Region No. 1112-KZ of August 2, 2021.
URL: http://publication.pravo.gov.ru/Document/View/250020210804
0018?ysclid=Icpyqfmkl1265106597 (rus.).

#1/2023



#1/2023

MexayHapoaHbI Hay4YHO-TEXHUHECKUI XYypHan

HeoBmX1UMOCTb: SKOHOMMUKA, ynpaeneHune

TPAJOPETY/IUPOBAHME W YNPABJIEHUE XUJTULLHO-KOMMYHAJIbHBIM KOMMJIEKCOM

58

>

11. Housing Code of the Russian Federation : Federal Law No. 188-FZ
from December 29, 2004 (as amended on November 21, 2022). URL:
https://www.consultant.ru/document/cons_doc_LAW_51057/?ysclid=I
bhok765ku143875138 (rus.).

12. The Constitution of the Russian Federation. URL: https://
www.consultant.ru/document/cons_doc_LAW_28399/?ysclid=Ibhou
4599h287559962 (rus.).

13. Land Code of the Russian Federation : Federal Law No. 136-FZ
from October 25, 2001 (as amended on December 5, 2022). URL:
https://www.consultant.ru/document/cons_doc_LAW_33773/?ysclid
=Ibhox810xz993943974 (rus.).

14. On Amendments to the Law of the Russian Federation “On
the Status of the Capital of the Russian Federation” and Certain

KomnnekcHoe pa3BuTue TeppuTopui
U ero «60seBble TOYKN»

CraTbs NocBsLLeHa BONpocam CTaHOBEHWSA HOBOW A1 COBPEMEH-
Hou Poccum NnpakTukmn KOMNIeKCHoro passutus Tepputopuii (KPT)
Ha OCHOBE M3MEHeHWUI B hefepanbHOM U permoHasbHbIX 3aKOHO-
JarenbcTBax, Npom3oLLeaLLMX nocne NpuHATUA B aekabpe 2020 r.
®depepanbHoro 3akoHa Ne 494-O3 «O BHeCEHUWN W3MEHEHWI
B [papgocTpoutenbHbin kogeke Poccuiickon depepauymv U oTaenb-
Hble 3akoHofaTenbHble akTbl Poccuiickon ®epepauum B LEnsx
obecrneYveHns KOMMIEKCHOro pasBuTus TeppuTopuii». MpoBepeH
aHanM3 HEKOTOPbIX MONOXEHWUA ITUX U3MEHEHUA M HavaBLLEeNnCs
B CBSI3U C 3TUM ANCKYCCUW HA PErvoHanbHOM YPOBHE, B HaCTHOCTYU
B CaHkT-lNeTepbypre. BbigeneHbl 0OCHOBHbIE NPOGEMbI NPUKNaL-
HOro 1 (PyHAAMEHTaSIbHOrO XapakTepa, BbIsiBIIEHHbIE B XOA€E 3TOW
OUCKYCCUW, B TOM YMCNE NPUKNagHble, TakMe Kak: KpUutepum oTHe-
CEHWA XWUnbIX OMOB K Kateropuu, nogfiexallen CHocy npu pea-
nm3auum npoektoB KPT; paioHbl pacceneHuns xutenen, Ybn goma
nonapatoT B 30Hy KPT; Bonpockl onpegenexHusi opmbl 1 pasmepa
BO3MELLEHNSI COOCTBEHHMKAM M HAHUMATENAM MOMELLEHWI, U3bl-
mMaembix B xoge KPT; dyHOoameHTanbHble — Lienecoobpas3HoCTb
KPT kak chopMbl peHoBaLmmn XUIULLIHOrO (hOHAA, BTOPXKEHME B OT-
HoLLeHnsi co6cTBEHHOCTM Npw peann3aummn KPT n ponb HaceneHus
kak cyobekta KPT. Ha ocHoBaHuM npoBedeHHOro aHanusa op-
MYSMPYETCA HECKOMbKO MPeAnoXeHW, HanpasfeHHbIX Ha CoBep-
LLIEHCTBOBaHME 3aKoHodaTeNbCcTea U NpakTuku B cdpepe KPT.

KntoyeBbie c/ioBa: KOMII/IEKCHOE pa3BUTHeE TEPPUTOPUIN, PEeHO-
Bauwms, CO6CTBEHHOCTb, paBHO3HA4YHbIE NOMeLLeHUSs, PABHOLEH-
Hble MOMeLLeHUsI, PbIHOYHAsI CTOMMOCTb, CripaBeannBasi CTou-
MOCTb
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