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The article is dedicated to one of the most important tasks of the state in today’s Russia. If the state
manages to create certain conditions that will help small business, it will promote the development of
middle classes that serve as a backbone for political stability and democracy in the country. The author
describes the possible different models of relationship between state authorities and small business and
analyses according to them the transformation of the situation in Komi Republic. He argues the necessity
of changing the “model of patronage” to the “model of partnership”.
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The sphere of hotel facilities is under the certain influence of administrative, legal and economic
methods of regulation. Strategic planning as the new form of scheduled activity provides development of
the purposes of development of any element of hotel facilities sphere. The analysis and estimation of hotel
facilities development and its external environments allow to form the basic directions of objects achievement
and their resource maintenance. Strategic planning for development of hotel facilities sphere does possible
its adaptation to constantly changing external conditions.


