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Executive Summary 

The objective of this RFS was, in an attempt to replicate a similar program in Bulgaria, to 
demonstrate a process of public-private partnerships, through which Slovak municipalities could 
use their land resources to spur private development of housing by making land available to 
private developers on a competitive basis. The outcome of the process was disappointing, in that 
it failed to produce any acceptable development proposals. However, it was useful in introducing 
a host of new procedures and perspectives that the municipalities, in particular, found of interest 
and applicable to other situations. It also helped identify some of the factors most needed for 
market-driven residential development to succeed in Slovakia. 

Four Slovak municipalities were assisted in organizing and conducting a pilot project to develop 
private housing on municipal land. Two sets of consultants - municipal development specialists 
(one American and one Slovak) and private sector real estate development specialists (one 
American and one Slovak) - provided the assistance. Over the period October 1995 to May 
1996, involving six visits, the consultants worked with each sector (the city and the developers) 
through the steps in the project. 

This report provides a description of the program, including the consultant team, the 
participating municipalities and their projects, and the specific activities involved. The report 
also includes an evaluation of the program, a discussion of the conditions that affected its 
outcome, recommendations for the next steps to capitalize on the experience, and a proposed 
workplan. Finally, it provides recommendations for real estate development training in the public 
and private sectors. 

Appendix 3 of this report includes a manual of step-by-step procedures for replicating the 
program in other municipalities in Slovakia. 



1 Introduction 
The objective of this RFS was to demonstrate a process of public-private partnerships, through 
which Slovak municipalities could use their land resources to spur private development of 
housing by making land available to private developers on a competitive basis. 

During 1993-94, USAID supported development of a demonstration program in Bulgaria to pro- 
vide technical assistance and training to municipal officials and private developers in organizing 
private development of housing on municipal land. A consultant team introduced three muni- 
cipalities to an Request for QualificationsIRequest for Proposals (RFQIRFP) land tender and pro- 
curement process. Within 12 months, all three municipalities had selected sites, prepared RFPs, 
received development proposals, and awarded development contracts. More than 300 housing 
units were developed as a result of the program, with no external funding involved. 

The Slovak program sought to replicate the Bulgarian one, based on similar conditions: muni- 
cipalities who wished to reduce their housing shortages; private developers who wanted to enter 
the market and build housing as a commercial venture; and private citizens who wanted to 
upgrade their living standards by obtaining single-family and low-rise, multi-family units and 
to leave the mass-produced, panelized-concrete housing estates. 

Under the Slovak program, USAID assisted four municipalities in organizing and conducting a 
pilot project to develop private housing on municipal land. Two sets of consultants - municipal 
development specialists (one American and one Slovak) and private sector real estate 
development specialists (one American and one Slovak) - provided the assistance. Over the 
period October 1995 to May 1996, during six visits to Slovakia, the consultants worked with 
each sector (the city and the developers) through the steps in the project. 

The consultants: 
assisted in assessing sites and defining development objectives; 
provided sample documents for developing the tender (RFP); 

previewed and helped complete the documents prepared by the cities; 

assisted in advertising the tender and in planning a pre-proposal conference; 

assisted in holding the pre-proposal conference; 
assisted in developing selection criteria and forming selection committees; 
assisted private developers in preparing proposals to respond to the tender; and 
assisted in reviewing and evaluating the developer proposals. 

Two additional tasks were intended, but could not be accomplished given the lack of any accep- 
table proposals: 

working with both the city and developers to refine proposed development concepts and 
business structures; and 
assisting the municipal project coordinators in setting up monitoring mechanisms. 



The Program 
2.1 Consultant Team 
The consultant team included two U. S . consultants, Real Estate Development Specialist Robert 
W. Doubek and Municipal Development Specialist Peter L. Bass, two Slovakian counterparts, 
Municipal Development Specialist Jan Komrska of the Slovak Technical University Faculty of 
Architecture and Real Estate Development Specialist Jaroslava Zapletalova of the Slovakian 
Housing Institute, and the Administrative ManagerIInterpreter Gabriel Kindernay. 

2.2 Participating Municipalities and Development Projects 
The following municipalities, with the indicated projects, participated in the program: 

Village of Turfia nad Bodvou: Reconstruction of two incomplete school buildings, each 
two stories high and approximately 600 sq.m. in area, 
located on a 4,000-sq.m. site, for up to 24 dwelling units 

City of PreSov: 

Village of Horn5 MiEin5: 

City of Banskg Bystrica: 

Development of from 70 to 80 new housing units on a 
vacant site of 5,700 sq.m. adjacent to the old city center 

Completion of a partially constructed, three-story, eight- 
unit building located on a 2,028-sq.m. site in the village 
center 

Development of from 25 to 30 new housing units on a 
vacant site of 16,888 sq.m. in an existing developed 
housing area 

2.3 Summary of Project Activities 
2.3.1 Background 
In January and February 1995, the Real Estate Development Specialist carried out field work 
(under a separate RFS) to assess the status of private housing development occurring in Slovakia, 
to address questions basic to the process of private development of housing, to identify impedi- 
ments to the process, and to recommend where USAID assistance could be effective. The field 
work consisted of 39 separate meetings, interviews, and site inspections, with real estate 
developers, architects, municipal officials, owners building their own single-family houses, and 
others. Projects were observed in 15 cities, towns, and villages located in 3 regions and included 
single-family dwellings constructed by their owners, mixed-use projects combining commercial, 
retail, and residential space, and new penthouse units on existing multi-family buildings. As a 
result of the survey, this housing demonstration project was identified as a potential area for 
USAID assistance. 



2.3.2 Recruitment of Cities: May-October 1995 
May 1995 
The Real Estate Development Specialist returned to Slovakia May 4-12, 1995, to identify muni- 
cipalities for potential participation in the project. Utilizing the contacts made in February, he 
met with the following municipalities to explain the program: 

Nove Mesto: 
Pezinok: 

Zvolen: 

Banovce nad Bebrince: 
Humenne: 

Michalovce: 

Kosice: 
Turiia nad Bodvou: 

Mayor Jozef Varta and City Manager Marian Bresovak 
Mayor Ing. Ivan Pessel and Ing. Juraj Bakalar, Construction 

Department 
Ing. arch. Vaclav Chochol, City Chief Architect, and Dipl. Ing. 

arch. Stanislav Likavec, . Office of the Chief Architect 
Ing. Jan Turcan, Mayor 
Dipl. Ing. Lubomir Majernik, Commercial Director of 

Chemostav HSV and member of the town zoning 
committee 

Milan Adam, Head of City Department of Environment, Zone 
Plans and Development 

Stefan Andrejko, Deputy Mayor 
Mayor Bartok and Village Manager Alexander Varga 

In each case, the consultant explained the concept of the housing demonstration project based 
on public-private partnerships and use of the RFP process and provided a written description of 
the program. On May 26, 1995, a letter outlining the program was sent to the eight muni- 
cipalities with a request to respond by June 12th if interested in participating. Positive responses 
were received from Nove Mesto, Humenne, and Turiia nad Bodvou. 

July 1995 
The consultant later visited Slovakia from July 23-30, 1995, to meet with additional potential 
participant cities and to inspect sites for the program. 

He had the following meetings: 

Nove Mesto: Ing. Dusan Macuch 
Strba: Michal Sykora, Mayor, and Danusa Belakova, Deputy Mayor 
Humenne: Dipl. Ing. Lubomir Majernik and Ing. Ladislav Ferko, Depart- 

ment of Construction 
Turiia nad Bodvou: Mayor Ladislav Bartok 

Initial Team Visit: October 1995 
During the period October 1-1 1, 1995, the Real Estate Development Specialist and a consultant 
in municipal development, accompanied by the Administrative ManagerJInterpreter, made the 
first field visit under the program to (1) evaluate the proposed sites and projects from a technical 
and financial point of view, and introduce and explain a sample RFP, (2) explain the program 



to municipal officials in other potential participant cities, and (3) interview potential candidates 
for the two CCN team members. 

The team visited Turiia nad Bodvou, Humenne, Strba, Nove Mesto, the city of PreSov, and the 
village of Horn6 Mitin&. As a result of the visit, the team and USAID agreed that Turfia, 
PreSov, and Horn& Mitin6 would participate in the project, that an infrastructure project would 
be offered to Humenne, that USAID would continue discussions with Strba on the most appro- 
priate assistance, and that Nove Mesto would be dropped from consideration for lack of interest. 

The responsible official in PreSov was Ing. arch. Vladimir Debnar, Deputy Director for Land 
Development and Chief Architect. The responsible officials in H o d  MiEini were Mayor Ondrej 
Pilka and council chairman Jan Stubniak. 

The Slovakian counterparts, Real Estate Development Specialist Jaroslava Zapletalova and Muni- 
cipal Development Specialist Jan Komrska, were selected during this visit also. 

The team also met with Prva Komunalna Banka a.s., Zilina, to discuss potential financing for 
the overall program. 

2.3.3 Drafting of RFPs: November 1995January 1996 
November 1995 
The full five-member consulting team - Mr. Doubek, Mr. Bass (who replaced an earlier con- 
sultant), Prof. Komrska, Ms. Zapletalova, and Mr. Kindernay - conducted its first field visit 
during November 20-28, 1995, to (1) assist in drafting RFPs, (2) meet with additional cities 
interested in the program, and (3) obtain comments from private developers. 

Draft RFPs were created and/or critiqued for Turiia nad Bodvou, PreSov, and Horn6 Mitin&. 
The cities of Zvolen and Bansk6 Bystrica were evaluated as having suitable projects, and USAID 
indicated a willingness for them to participate. 

Humenne had no suitable land for a proposed infrastructure project, and it was dropped from 
further consideration. Upon review of the Strba project, it was found not to be suitable for the 
program, but it was decided that the team would develop an economic pro forma and investment 
summary for the planned recreational complex. The city of Nove Mesto nad Vahem was 
provided with a sample Development Agreement. 

Meetings were held with private developers and banks to obtain comments and advice on the 
design and execution of the program, as follows: IDR Construction, Kosice; PROREAL, PreSov; 
PPS a.s., PreSov; MIRANN, Kosice; PORTEX, Zvolen; and Polnobanka, Zvolen. 

Following the visit, the team sent a detailed letter to the five participating cities to explain the 
concept and the next steps in the program. The team also prepared, translated, and forwarded 
the following additional draft materials for the RFP packages: 



Development Agreement 

Developer's Submission and Certification 

Development Cost Budget 

Development Pro Forma 

Development Timetable and Project Characteristics 

Exhibit Checklist 

Terms of Reference for Financing Survey 

Advertising Plan for Notice of Availability of RFP 

January 1996 
During the team's next visit, January 21-27, 1996, draft RFPs were reviewed for Turiia nad 
Bodvou, PreSov, and Horni MiEinB, and exhibits were identified and selected. For Banski 
Bystrica, a draft RFP was created using the model of the PreSov RFP, and city officials affirmed 
their intent to issue the RFP on the same schedule with the foregoing three municipalities. 

The city of PreSov selected a site near the town center. The city of Banski Bystrica determined 
that the previously selected site could not be used because of the lack of a General Plan, and 
decided to prepare an RFP for a 1.5-hectare site in an established housing area. 

The city of Zvolen determined that the selected site could not be used until a General Plan was 
approved. The team agreed to check on the approval status during its next visit and, if possible, 
include Zvolen in the program. 

The team agreed to follow up with the four municipalities as follows: 

1. Develop an advertising list and plan to publicize the RFP 
2. Assist in preparation of exhibits 
3.  Review and comment on next draft of the RFP 

In addition, the team agreed to advertise the project in PreSov for Western investors. 

Subsequent to its January visit, the team did extensive work, communicating by telephone and 
fax, in completing final drafts of the RFPs and related documents and in announcing the 
availability of the RFPs in the four municipalities. 

The primary vehicles for announcing the availability of the RFPs were direct mail and news- 
paper advertisements. A direct mailing was developed with the assistance of the Private 
Construction Contractors Association of Slovakia (PCCAS), which supplied mailing labels for 
Slovak companies in businesses related to design, construction, real estate, banking, and other 
related participants in the real estate development process from a list compiled by the Slovak 
State Statistical Office and several other sources developed with the consultants. An 
announcement of the RFPs was mailed to the 5,000 addresses on or around February 20, 1996. 



The announcement was also run in the two Slovak financial newspapers, the weekly Trend on 
February 21st and the daily Hospodarske Novinny on February 20th and 27th. An ad announcing 
the PreSov RFP was run in the German financial newspaper Handelsblatt on February 29th. 

RFPs were translated and faxed for review by the American consultants. The RFPs and exhibits 
were then further revised by Mr. Kindernay. The RFPs and exhibits, in a form recommended 
by the team, along with a draft cover letter from each city to the developers, were delivered to 
the municipalities on March 6th. With the RFPs, each city was sent a memorandum outlining 
guidelines for responding to requests for RFPs and allowing inspection of documents. The muni- 
cipalities then issued the RFPs in response to requests received. 

2.3.4 Pre-Proposal Conferences: March 1996 
Over the period March 18-22, 1996, the full consulting team attended pre-proposal conferences 
in the four municipalities selected for participation in the program and conducted training work- 
shops for the private developers attending the conferences. 

The dates and times of the conferences were as follows: 

Village of Tufia nad Bodvou: Tuesday, March 19, 10:OO am 
City of PreSov: Wednesday, March 20, 9:00 am 
Village of Horni MiEind: Thursday, March 2 1, 1 : 00 pm 
City of Banski Bystrica: Friday, March 22, 9:00 am 

The numbers of companies requesting RFPs and attending the conferences were as follows: 

Attendance Requests for RFPs 
Village of Turiia nad Bodvou: 1 4 
City of PreSov: 8 12 
Village of Horni Mitini: 5 11 
City of Banski Bystrica: 9 7 

As part of each pre-proposal conference, the Real Estate Development Specialist, using eight 
variations of a sample pro forma, explained how the pro forma was used to determine cash flow. 
He emphasized how the results of a project with constant costs and revenues could yield 
differing profits and returns on equity, depending on financing and timing of purchaser 
payments. His Slovakian counterpart presented and reviewed a listing of the terms of construc- 
tion loans that were available from Slovak banks, along with procedures for applying for a loan. 
The Municipal Development Specialist presented and reviewed an outline of procedures for 
performing a study of the housing market. 

The team also visited the Village of Strba on Monday, March 18th, to review the document 
entitled "Framework for Analyzing and Achieving the Development, " which had been prepared 
by the team as agreed at the November meeting. The preliminary conclusion of the analysis is 
that the project as designed was not economically feasible. 



2.3.5 Developer Assistance: May 1996 
The two Real Estate Development members of the team conducted the next visit, May 13-16, 
1996, to assist the private development companies in preparing their proposals, which were due 
on May 22 and 24. 

Of all the companies that had requested RFPs and had participated in the March pre-proposal 
conferences, only one - HCS s.r.0. of Dolni Kubin - indicated an intention to submit a pro- 
posal and requested the team's assistance in preparing it. The two team members therefore met 
with HCS in Banskii Bystrica on Monday, May 13th, and assisted HCS in preparing a pro forrna 
for a proposal for a 74-unit building in response to the PreSov RFP. 

During the meeting, it was evident that HCS had done no significant work in costing out the 
project, and had no information at all regarding soft costs. HCS had attended the pre-proposal 
conferences in Hornii MiEinh and Banskii Bystrica, but was submitting a proposal only for 
PreSov. In their opinion, the construction work in place in H o d  Mi&& was of such low quality 
as to be fit only for demolition. They stated that the city of Banskii Bystrica had failed to provide 
reliable technical information about the development site. The main problems were the actual 
location of utility lines and elevations, since the site had been used over the years for disposal 
of construction debris. 

The team returned to Bratislava to consult with USAID regarding the next steps for the project. 
As requested by USAID, the Slovakian counterparts, together with Michal MaiaS, Executive 
Director of PCCAS, conducted phone interviews with a number of companies about their failure 
to participate. USAID subsequently concluded that the best course for the project was to wait 
and see what proposals, if any, were submitted on May 22nd and 24th, and then evaluate the 
experience. 

Prior to the visit, the entire team, working through Mr. Kindernay, undertook the following 
tasks to prepare the four municipalities for receiving proposals and to make the developers aware 
of the availability of USAID assistance in preparing proposals: 

sent letters to the four municipalities reminding them of the need to send the record of the 
pre-proposal conference to all participants and requesting that the names of all be sent to the 
team; 

sent a letter to all potential proposers to inform them of the availability of telephone assis- 
tance from Ms. Zapletalova and the opportunity for private appointments with team members 
in early May; and 
contacted all potential proposers by telephone to offer private appointments during the visit 
to assist them in preparing proposals. 

2.3.6 Assistance to Municipalities on Proposal Review and Evaluation: May 1996 
The purpose of the May 27-31, 1996b visit by the American Municipal Development Specialist 
was to assist the participant cities in reviewing and evaluating proposals received under the 
program, and to determine next steps regarding both specific proposals received and the program 



in general in these cities. Information was also gathered for the overall evaluation of the program 
and for future assistance. 

Prior to the trip, the consultant had drafted a proposed selection process for use by the muni- 
cipalities in reviewing and evaluating proposals. It was not shared with municipal staffs during 
this trip because of lack of any adequate proposals to evaluate. 

The Slovakian Real Estate Development Specialist attended the opening of proposals in Pregov 
on May 24. One proposal was received. It was prepared by the firm HCS of Dolny Kubin, the 
only firm that had requested and received assistance the previous week from the American Real 
Estate Development Specialist. 

The architectural sections of the proposal (for 74 units of housing and 8 commercial spaces) 
were quite advanced, well done, and fairly complete. The proposal also contained reasonably 
adequate information on construction and some development costs, but was extremely deficient 
in the documentation of marketing, developer experience and background, and business plan 
submission components. The developer also did not submit the required deposit, the required 
submittal letters, and most of the forms. The contemplated business and financing plan and 
price, if any, being offered for the site, were unclear. 

The City Architect and the Municipal Development Specialist agreed that the proposal was not 
viable and that the city would send a letter to all original participants (i.e., anyone requesting 
an RFP or attending a pre-proposal conference) stating the outcome of the process and thanking 
them for their interest. 

The Slovakian Municipal Development Consultant attended the proposal opening in Bansk5 
Bystrica on May 22. One proposal was received. It consisted essentially of a cost study to build 
out the city's earlier-drawn architectural concept for the entire site of 4.5 hectares (of which only 
1.8 hectares was owned by the city). The bidder presented very little financial information, no 
deposit, no marketing concept, no business plan, and no offer. He merely listed a set of 
problems with the site and project that he believed the city should resolve, and indicated his 
interest in building the units if the city or someone else wished to be the client in the future. 

City staff and the American consultant agreed that the proposal was non-responsive and that the 
city would notify all original participants who requested an RFP or attended the pre-proposal 
conference stating the outcome of the process and thanking them for their interest. 

The city staff specifically indicated their intention to use the process on other sites in the future 
(perhaps in a somewhat modified form) and specifically requested technical assistance, par- 
ticularly in financial analysis, with regard to another site, the 42-hectare Prianska Terasa site, 
which has received City Council approval to proceed later this year. 

No developer proposals were received by the Villages of Horn6 MiEin5 or Turi5a nad Bodvou 
in response to their RFPs. As a result, no direct action was taken by the consultant during this 
trip with regard to these two locations. 



2.3.7 Final Actions 
Following the final visit the team took the following actions: 

drafted a letter for the municipalities to send to the developers who participated in the pre- 
proposal conference~ and the two developers who submitted responses; 

drafted letters for USAID to the four cities with regard to their past and ongoing par- 
ticipation in the program; 

drafted a proposal to USAID with regard to further action through the program with Banski 
Bystrica; 

prepared an Outline of Questions to Slovak Developers Regarding the Program, to be used 
by the Slovak counterparts in conducting detailed, structured interviews of the potential 
developers that attended the pre-proposal conferences; the two CCN team members were 
requested to focus on the participants' decisions regarding the specific site offering, their 
reactions to the overall approach and process, and their suggestions for the future; 

the Slovak counterparts completed their report, "Evaluation of the Public-Private Partnership 
Demonstration Project in the Slovak Republic Based on Interviews with Participating Com- 
panies" (Appendix I), using the Outline of Questions mentioned above; and 

completed this Final Report. 

Evaluation 
As noted in the Introduction, this demonstration program for private housing development on 
municipally owned land was modeled after and attempted to replicate the 1993-94 project in 
Bulgaria. While the Bulgaria program resulted in new housing projects in three separate cities, 
the Slovak program in four municipalities attracted in total only two non-responsive proposals. 
Although the lack of concrete results has been disappointing, the purpose of the program was 
to demonstrate a process rather than to create housing per se. As all key elements of that process 
were undertaken and completed, the program can be deemed to have met its objectives. Indeed, 
municipal representatives have indicated that the knowledge they obtained in the program will 
be useful in future projects and processes. 

The program's real value, however, will be in revealing why there were no concrete results and 
in providing a framework for designing additional programs with the ultimate goal of creating 
a market-based residential development industry in Slovakia. As soon as the lack of proposals 
became evident, the consulting team began to gather information as to its cause. During his visit 
in May, the Municipal Development Specialist developed the structured questionnaire to be used 
by the Slovak counterparts in conducting telephone interviews of companies that had requested 
RFPs but not submitted proposals. The interviews were completed in late July and early August, 
and the report is included as Appendix 1. 

The following evaluation constitutes the opinions, findings, and conclusions of the American 
team members, but also draws from the information and conclusions contained in the CCNs' 
report. 



3.1 Theprogram 
3.1.1 Concept 

Based on its tangible results in Bulgaria, Romania, and the Russian Federation, the concept of 
the program can be considered sound. The successful completion of all steps in Slovakia, along 
with the active participation of municipal officials and active though limited participation of the 
private sector, further demonstrates that the concept of the program is sound. In the right 
conditions, the program concept could again be effectively used in the CEE area. Section 3.2 
(pages 14-18) more fully describes those conditions. 

3.1.2 Team Personnel 
U.S. Experts 
An objective evaluation by U.S. consulting team members of their own performance is not 
possible. However, comments on the necessary skills and attitudes may be useful. While tech- 
nical issues confronted were within their knowledge, competence, or experience, a greater 
challenge was understanding Slovakian views given the absence of experience in market-driven 
real estate development. The team's experience both of having managed the issuance of RFPs 
for housing and other commercial development and of having submitted proposals as a developer 
was perhaps the most valuable asset in dealing with the Slovak municipal officials. A sense of 
practicality and the need for closure helped keep the project on schedule. 

Also necessary are a capacity to creatively and flexibly respond to changing situations and to 
tolerate the inevitable surprises and ambiguities in introducing a new program, tact in dealing 
with highly placed, though inexperienced, local officials, an overall sense of humor, and 
physical stamina to meet the demands of a tight travel schedule. 

Slovak Team Members 
The Slovak team members performed extremely well, although neither had any experience with 
the RFP process, and a purpose of the program was to train them to replicate the program in 
other municipalities. 

The Slovak Real Estate Advisor is perhaps the country's leading expert on housing, and she 
readily understood any concept addressed. Although less knowledgeable about market processes, 
the Slovak Municipal Development Advisor's strong technical knowledge of architecture and 
planning was essential in drafting the RFPs. Their interest and commitment was displayed 
especially during the drafting of the RFP in HornA MiEini, when the two took over and 
spearheaded the process with the village council - one day after becoming familiar with details 
of the process by assisting the U.S. advisors in drafting the RFP for PreSov. Unfortunately, both 
Slovak team members held full-time positions, and the program work had to be squeezed into 
their schedules. Neither could devote substantial time to the project between field visits, and both 
had to be prompted to carry out specific assignments. 



Administrative ManagerDnterpreter 
The expertise of the Administrative ManagerIInterpreter, who served as in-country coordinator, 
was indispensable to the program. He handled all logistical arrangements and provided all 
management and administrative services needed for the project. His 23 years of business 
experience in the U.S. facilitated communication with the American team members and ensured 
his own understanding of the program concepts. A single interpreterftranslator for the entire 
program, rather than in each city, ensured continuity and uniformity in vocabulary and usage 
in all documents. 

3.1.3 Logistics 
After the actual participating municipalities were selected, logistics were simplified. The 
program's limited budget required that travel and field time be used as efficiently as possible. 
The American consultants normally departed the U.S. on a Saturday evening, meeting the Slovak 
team in Bratislava Sunday afternoon, and immediately departing for Kosice. The interpreter 
would meet the team on Monday morning in Kosice and travel to each city. Generally, a one-day 
field visit was scheduled for each city, beginning on a Monday, with the team traveling from 
east to west, i.e., Turfia, PreSov, Banskti BystricaIHorni MiEini. The van would be used for 
both local and intercity transportation back to Banskti Bystrica. The team members then would 
travel by train or bus from Banski to Bratislava. 

The Administrative ManagerIInterpreter served as the center of communications. Municipalities 
were instructed to fax their documents to him. He in turn faxed his SlovakIEnglish and 
EnglishfSlovak translations to team members and municipal officials as appropriate. 

3.1.4 Costs and Level of Effort 
The costs and level of effort &OE) used in the program were limited to $175,000 and 204 days, 
which was the maximum amount available for Slovakia technical work under the extension year 
for the contract. 

While the original budget has been adhered to, less field and travel time was utilized than 
originally anticipated. A significant amount of time in the U.S. was spent in completing the four 
RFPs and advertising their availability. Through a process of review and comment with the 
Administrative ManagerIInterpreter, a final field visit was also eliminated. 

3.1.5 Recruitment of Cities 
The recruitment of the participating municipalities was a more complex task than originally anti- 
cipated. As discussed earlier, cities were being added and eliminated even during the period that 
RFPs were being drafted. 

A major difference between the Slovak and Bulgarian programs was that the Slovak program did 
not include a national conference to provide an overview of the concept to the municipal and 
private sectors. The national conference was eliminated in Slovakia because of budget constraints 
and because the Housing Survey conducted in early 1995 had provided contacts with numerous 
municipalities. It was assumed that most would be interested in participation. 



Although in meetings with each municipality, a detailed written explanation of the program 
concept was provided, officials nonetheless appeared to have difficulty in understanding its 
purposes. 

Difficulty in recruiting municipalities was compounded by internal confusion about which 
officials or departments were responsible or had to approve participation. Further complicating 
factors were an apparent lack of knowledge of what development sites were available and their 
status, e.g., the lack of a Territorial Plan in Zvolen and the legal problems in Prebov, and, 
importantly, the actual lack of any significant site opportunities in many cities. Given these 
circumstances, it is unclear whether a national conference would have made any significant 
difference in the final outcome of the program, although it may have been useful in stimulating 
interest in participation by other cities. 

3.1.6 Municipal Sector 
An evaluation of the municipal sector's role in the program includes the factors of under- 
standing, enthusiasm, cooperation, and proactivity, which varied from city to city. In general, 
officials understood the overall concept and mechanics of the program, but their major challenge 
was to understand their role as the referee for the development process rather than its driver. 
At the same time, officials did not have a good understanding of the depth and reliability of 
information about the sites that they needed to make available to the private sector for the 
program to work. 

Enthusiasm for the program also varied. One small village mayor was exemplary in his commit- 
ment to preparing good documents and very receptive to trying new ideas, and he appeared to 
have high hopes for the success of the process. Another official was somewhat more difficult, 
repeatedly failing to return phone calls or provide needed information to the team. He also made 
significant changes in the documents in what appeared to be an arbitrary manner. Another 
municipality took the position that they had nothing to lose in undertaking the process; but, given 
the small size of the staff, very little knowledge could be transferred. A drawback in the two 
larger cities may have been the lack of any direct active involvement or greater visibility by the 
mayor. 

Cooperation with the consulting team was generally good during field visits, although the 
Administrative ManagerJInterpreter sometimes had difficulty in obtaining information by phone 
once the team left the field. One major factor in reducing interest in the program was the 
decision by Banskg Bystrica to charge Sk 500 (US$16.50) for a copy of the RFP. 

In general, the city officials were much less proactive than had been assumed in designing the 
program. While the team had assumed that the local officials would take the lead in drafting 
documents and assembling exhibits, it soon became clear that the team would have the major 
responsibility for this task. Likewise, had the team not taken responsibility for announcing the 
availability of the RFPs and generating interest by the private sector, the task likely would not 
have been done. 



This lack of proactivity is believed to have had a major impact both on the quality of the RFP 
materials produced by the localities and in the reception of the process by the private sector. 
There appears to be an innate skepticism in the Slovak Republic toward the competence and 
motivation of public officials, and, unless they make exceptional, obvious, and sincere efforts 
to overcome this image by active involvement and support of the projects, these attitudes may 
prevail and lead potential private participants to totally dismiss such opportunities. 

The ability of the U.S. team members to get the Slovak public officials to attend to all necessary 
details was also affected by the officials' sense of pride and/or lack of patience in some cases. 
Some officials seemed to insist on demonstrating that they knew what to do and did not want 
their hands held on every step, yet they then produced documentation with serious deficiencies 
and failed to pay proper attention to factors of significance that the Americans had tried to 
emphasize and elaborate on. For example, despite the American consultants' concerns from the 
beginning about potential claims by a developer to the proposed PreSov site under a pre-existing, 
one-and-a-half page option agreement, the municipal official in charge in PreSov insisted he had 
the matter under control. Later, when the developer asserted a claim to the site, it effectively 
killed interest by the potential proposers in the best site in the demonstration program. Other 
examples included failure to document infrastructure capacities or to provide basic accurate 
ownership information on sites or on site conditions. As a result, many of the potential private 
participants specifically criticized the lack of accurate and adequate site information as a 
significant factor in their decisions not to pursue further participation. 

3.1.7 Private Sector 
In the preliminary meetings in January, private sector representatives expressed interest in the 
program and a desire to participate. The number of companies who requested RFPs and attended 
the pre-proposal conferences, however, was disappointing in view of the approximately 
5,000 direct mail announcements that were mailed and received and the national advertising 
campaign. Since the announcement itself did not specify that the companies were required to 
undertake unfamiliar tasks, such as marketing and financing, or to assume any risks, greater 
interest and curiosity about the program was expected. 

Part of the problem appears to be an almost total lack of an active "developer" or real estate 
sector in Slovakia. The f m s  indicating interest were a mix of light and heavy construction com- 
panies, various specialty subcontractors, architects and engineers, and several individuals. Few 
had any experience with the concept of the "developer" role in which one individual or entity 
assumes responsibility for all phases of the residential development process from initial market 
analysis, projectlproduct conceptualization, and feasibility testing through design, costing, 
financing, construction, marketing, and sales. 

However, significant enthusiasm for the program was shown by a number of the attendees at the 
pre-proposal conferences, and the lack of subsequent proposals or further inquiries was sur- 
prising. All remained for the seminars on pro forma analysis, construction financing, and market 
analysis, and appeared to be interested. It was somewhat surprising that so few bothered to 
undertake the exercise of preparing and submitting a proposal, especially since the proposers 



were free to set their own terms in the proposal, which had been repeatedly emphasized; and 
that the proposers were being offered free technical assistance. 

3.1.8 Documents 
The RFPs and related documents were based on those typically used in the United States and 
were quite complete. They were designed to generate a substantial amount of information - 
enough to both protect the cities and allow them to do a competent evaluation, and, at the same 
time, lead a serious developer through the typical analytical process necessary to create a project 
with a realistic chance of success. 

The premise that potential Slovak "developers" would want to do a fairly complete analysis of 
the project before submitting or participating may have been misplaced; the complexity of the 
documents, combined with Slovaks' distrust of both public officials and foreign outside inter- 
vention (USAID), as well as the problems they had with the sites, may have dissuaded some 
parties from proposing. 

3.1.9 Announcements 
As noted above, the team recognized the need to take the lead in announcing the availability of 
the RFPs. As Slovakia is a small country and constitutes a single market for real estate develop- 
ment, the announcements for all cities could be combined. The two ads in the national economic 
newspapers and the 5,000-piece direct mailing were deemed to have provided effective coverage 
of the potential pool of developers, and it is believed that further advertising would not have 
significantly affected the response rate. It was also noted that the attendees at the pre-proposal 
conferences typically came from the city containing the subject site or cities near it. Further- 
more, proposals actually received were from groups local to the immediate area. This was true 
in the Bulgarian and Romanian cases as well, and suggests that, in the future, promotion should 
focus on firms within 50-100 miles of the sites to be developed. 

3.2 Conditions and Concerns Affecting the Program Outcome 
To date, the overall program concept has yielded mixed results in Slovakia. It has not produced 
any housing and it obtained only a limited response from the private sector. However, it did 
achieve success in taking four Slovak municipalities through the complete process and in 
providing supporting and reusable documentation that can be applied elsewhere in the country. 
In addition, municipal officials involved found the procedures and documents useful for other 
projects; both they and the private sector participants found the analytical framework and 
methodologies of value and interest for wider application. 

Given the above, the following addresses the factors and concerns believed to affect the success 
of the program in directly providing housing on available sites in Slovakia. It is based on the 
results and conditions occurring in Slovakia, supplemented with experience drawn from similar 
Bulgarian and Romanian programs. 



3.2.1 Country-Wide Conditions Affecting the Program 
General Economic and Market Conditions 
Moderately or rapidly inflating house prices, in local currency, appear to help generate interest 
and stimulate participation. At the time the program in Bulgaria was implemented, housing 
prices had rapidly increased and were still rising. Similarly, in other CEE and NIS countries and 
in the Russian Federation, substantial reservoirs of early pent-up housing demand (backed by 
actual cash) fueled initial price rises after the fall of Communism and provided a cushion for 
builders. In Slovakia, on the other hand, prices had peaked and had begun to drop by the time 
the program started. Real estate was no longer seen as a sure hedge against inflation and 
currency devaluations. This economic background would tend to make potential bidders more 
hesitant in the Slovak case. 

Sectoral Capacity at Business and Professional Levels 
An existing base of private business-oriented architectural-, engineering-, construction-, and 
other building trades-related talent is important to the success of a public-private partnership. 
Medium to larger enterprises in particular can afford the time, risk, and effort to prepare bids 
and have some financial capacity and credibility to carry out the projects. Principals and other 
staff members with a broad perspective must be involved from the beginning of the process and 
at the pre-proposal conferences.' The Bulgarian program was preceded by a conference on the 
public-private partnership process that enabled interaction between the technical consultants and 
established developers for several months prior to the release of RFPs. In the Slovak program, 
there was no significant preliminary information exchange with potential proposers before the 
RFPs were released. The lack of experience with the complete development process of a 
significant portion of the attendees at the pre-proposal conference significantly colored their 
perceptions and restrained their firm's willingness or capacity to develop proposals. 

Availability of Practical Interim or Permanent Financing 
Availability of financing would be a very positive stimulus to such programs, but does not 
appear to be the sole or deciding factor. The lack of cost-effective development financing is 
widely cited (both by Slovaks and participants in the other CEE states) as a major impediment 
to getting projects going and tends to discourage interest the program. Nevertheless, it did not 
prevent viable bids from being submitted in Romania and Bulgaria, where developers typically 
use customer deposits and progress payments to finance construction on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

Experience with Entrepreneurship 
Having engaged in some type of entrepreneurial or risk-taking activity increases the confidence 
and willingness of firms to bid. Only a few of the Slovak participants had any experience as 
entrepreneurs, particularly in the sense of understanding and appreciating the need to initiate, 
"push," and coordinate a range of activities to achieve results. On the other hand, in Bulgaria, 
several firms had been engaged with such activity in the housing sector over preceding years. 

More narrowly defined staff do not appear to have the flexibility or experience to understand the "development process" 
and the complete set of steps or business issues involved in completing a feasible and responsive proposal. Such staff, 
when assigned to the conferences or project, tend to dismiss the process or are confused by it. 



The Slovaks also appear to have a lower tolerance for risk and uncertainty, especially if the 
upside potential appears to be ambiguous or doubtful. Their failure to really understand the 
housing market or how to analyze or project demand for a product also tended to restrain the 
Slovaks from generating proposals. 

3.2.2 Conditions in Specific Municipalities Affecting the Program 
In addition to the general conditions discussed above, there were local factors in the individual 
municipalities that appear to have limited the number of proposals received. 

Poor Sites and/or Poor or Ambiguous Information Regarding the Sites 
The lack of appropriate sites andlor information concerning available sites was perhaps the single 
most decisive factor in constraining the success of the program. By and large, all the sites 
included as demonstrations were problematic. From the onset of the program, the consultants 
had difficulty generating viable sites that would be immediately available for inclusion in the 
demonstration. It was discovered that, as a general rule, the Slovaks do not make much land 
available for imminent development. Historically, with centralized planning, they focused on 
quite high densities (which reduces the zoned area needed). Under that system, too, the sequence 
of development was prescribed for several years in advance, thereby further limiting potential 
supply of land available. Many cities visited were precluded from participation in the initial 
demonstration because they had no sites available with the proper zoning.' Other sites were 
eliminated because of location, infrastructure, terrain, or other considerations. The sites finally 
chosen were the best available and still problematic, especially in retrospect. 

The PreSov site was considered to be the strongest in the program - level, clean, centrally 
located in the town, and accessible to infrastructure from all sides. However, a developer had 
lingering claims to its development rights, and it contained a small out-parcel in the middle that, 
while not essential for inclusion, could affect the design, layout, and construction cost of a 
project on the remaining site. The Banski4 Bystrica site, despite initial assertions to the contrary, 
had significant title, contiguity, and subsoil conditions, which adversely affected the potential 
integrity and cost of a p r~ jec t .~  The remote village locations of the Horn6 MiEin6 and Turfia nad 
Bodvou projects raised concerns about the available market demand. The especially poor quality 

Land required to pass through the Territorial Planning process (with specific prescribed procedures, steps, meetings, 
hearings, etc. under Slovak law ) was precluded from the initial demonstrations, even if municipally owned. 

Both cases illustrate the difficulty in working with Slovak city officials to prepare the research and documentation on 
the sites: the officials failed to fully appreciate the need by the private sector to eliminate ambiguity from the projects. 
For example, in PreSov, the Chief Architect (who was in control of the demonstration there), when questioned early on 
about the status of the pre-existing agreement with the developer Martinak regarding its earlier option on the site, 
expressed 100% confidence that it had expired for technical reasons and had no further force and effect. Despite the 
consultants' continued concern that Martinak might challenge or undermine the city's right to offer it up in a competitive 
process, the Chief Architect wanted to proceed on the site and promised to resolve beforehand with Martinak any issues 
that might arise. Later, after the site was offered, and with only one proposal received, a number of the potential 
proposers (who had attended the pre-proposal conference) indicated that Martinak's ambiguous presence contributed to 
their decision not to more closely examine the site. After the City Attorney received a letter from Martinak asserting the 
continued validity of their option, the City Architect reversed his position that Martinak was "no problem." 



of the existing construction was also troublesome to developers as they attempted to determine 
the market share to be reached for the project to cover estimated costs and turn a profit. 

Beyond the real problems with the sites, the potential bidders were unable to obtain adequate 
background documentation on site conditions. Site descriptions were poor; existing plans were 
inaccurate or useless; information on infrastructure capacity and availability, ownership, soil 
conditions, accurate elevations, etc. was inadequate, misleading, or missing. The poor informa- 
tion on the sites frustrated bidders' attempts to analyze potential projects and in some cases was 
characterized as being downright misleading, as well as demonstrating the cities' cavalier or 
irresponsible approach. 

As a general rule, based on the Slovak experience, and the experience in other countries with 
more successful bidding, sites should be included only after ownership, infrastructure, physical 
condition, and related issues are resolved, and if adequate information on the sites can be 
included in the bidding package. There is evidence that the existence of prepared plans is helpful 
to the process, unless the plans are inappropriate for the potential market and/or too complicated 
or expensive to build.4 

Concerns about Strength of Local Markets 
Participants were unable to conduct any sort of in-depth or meaningful market analyses. None- 
theless, based on more intuitive approaches, they could not discern any potential demand at 
prices covering probable costs, for housing in the two village locations (Horni MiEini and Turiia 
nad Bodvou). Development of the sites seemed too risky given the remote locations of the two 
towns and the not-so-attractive location of the sites within them. 

On the Banskii site, expectations of high development costs associated with site conditions, infra- 
structure costs, and land ownership patterns led some potential bidders to think the market would 
not support the level of pricing required. The situation regarding the strength of market demand 
in PreSov, with the best site in terms of location, is unclear. Potential developers raised greater 
concerns about the potential Martinak claims and lack of adequate information on site conditions 
(e.g., water table level, infrastructure capacity), rather than express reservations about covering 
their costs. 

The more successful bids, in Romania and Bulgaria, were in the larger cities (populations greater 
than 100,000) where there is a built-in "move up" market that had not been fully served by 
other post-Communist housing development activities (including owner-built, single-family 
housing). There were sites of good to excellent quality, i. e., more central locations, no negative 
neighboring nuisances, available infrastructure, and minimal on-site physical problems. 

In Romania, for example, when given a chance to either use existing plans or take longer and propose their own, all 
developers opted to use the existing plans. However, in Horni MiEini and Turfia nad Bodvou, despite the existence of 
plans, the potential developers thought they were useless because the construction in place would require reconstruction 
and it did not reflect what was on the plans anyway. The developers in these cases believed they needed "as built" plans, 
which the villages were unable to supply; a new set of substantially changed plans reflecting their own projects, would 
be required. 



Concerns about City Support and Trustworthiness 
As already mentioned, Slovaks are suspicious about the motives and competence of their city 
officials. The confidence of potential bidders in the process was significantly lessened in the 
larger cities by the failure of the professional city architects and planning departments to supply 
accurate, useful, and timely technical information on the sites, infrastructure, project concepts, 
and the like. The poor documentation and staff response actually fanned developers' mistrust as 
to the real intent of the process (Would it actually result in site awards and projects? or Was it 
simply a front for some other goal, for example, a pre-determined winner?). The relative lack 
of responsiveness by local staffs, the lack of clearly visible, active participation or publicity by 
the higher levels of city administration (for example, direct mayoral involvement), and the lack 
of any offers by the cities of financial support (such as sharing infrastructure costs, design costs, 
etc.) also concerned the potential developers. This developer RFP approach is an extreme 
departure from former practice, where the city typically paid for everything up front (design, 
problem resolution, infrastructure, etc.) . 

The fairly short time line and absence of usable existing detailed plans constrained potential 
response. The existence of realistic, uncomplicated, and appropriately designed plans helps 
minimize bidders' up-front costs, shortens the time line, reduces risks, and could be a useful 
transition device from preexisting practice and habit. 

Also, a clear demonstration of strong city support as evidenced by direct mayoral involvement, 
professionally responsive staff, and a city's willingness to share in risk and costs of such ele- 
ments as infrastructure, plans, and site preparation would further instill confidence and 
enthusiasm among prospects. 

4 Recommendations on Next Steps 
4.1 Recommendations regarding the Public-Private Partnership Demonstration Program 
The public-private partnership demonstrations highlighted many of the current shortfalls in the 
Slovak system. These shortfalls result from the collapse of the past socialist approach of pro- 
viding housing, and the failure to replace it with a viable market-based approach. A principal 
finding of the demonstration program is that the local public officials, the technical/professional 
sector (architects, planners, attorneys, etc.), and the construction sector had no significant under- 
standing of how to provide housing in a market-based economy and cannot effectively respond 
to new opportunities without training in the new process. This lack of understanding would be 
a problem even if the present limited availability of sites and construction money were not a 
serious problem. 

USAID's and the local participating municipalities' experimentation with the program to date 
has yielded fruitful results by beginning to disseminate an understanding of the market-based 
development process throughout Slovakia, at least in those municipalities and with those 
"developers" who were exposed to the opportunities presented under the current demonstration. 
Their involvement in the process is already producing tangible changes in the way in which the 
participating municipalities are evaluating and planning potential housing sites and approaching 
the private sector on a host of other development-related issues. This positive fall-out, plus 



observations to date by private developers, suggests USAID should consider methods to assure 
availability of the basic concepts of the program to other cities in Slovakia. 

However, it is recommended that USAID employ a more strategic, high-leverage approach. This 
modified approach would de-emphasize detailed case-by-case technical assistance and instead (1) 
emphasize broad dissemination of the public-private partnership program materials and (2) focus 
more on training municipalities to understand market-driven real estate development concepts 
and their impact on their activities. 

There are several reasons for maintaining some program continuity and follow-up capabilities. 

The basic work has been completed for the program's continuous use. When operating 
optimally in a locale, the program can produce immediate benefits, as well as longer-term 
spin-offs, that further USAID's strategic objectives in the areas of both economic restruc- 
turing and democracy. Appendix 2 (Indirect and Longer-Term Benefits of the Public-Private 
Partnership Program Demonstrations) details the type of impacts the program has had both 
in Slovakia and elsewhere. 
Slovak cities generally appear to have sufficient legal authority and capability to use the 
program model immediately, although some modifications in the documents may be 
necessary to bring them into greater conformity with existing Slovak practice and laws. 

The program provides local governments with a relatively straightforward tool for putting 
municipally owned assets into productive use and generating locally controlled revenues. In 
this and other regard, the program directly furthers USAID's strategic objective of 
developing competent self-governing municipalities as a keystone of democratic 
pluralism by helping establish more effective management systems, creating a transparent 
and public process for making use of city-owned property, and increasing local revenues. 

Perhaps most importantly, the program process is not limited to developing housing, but 
trains municipalities in a variety of new technical skills and perspectives, including procure- 
ment, financial analysis, and general approaches in contracting with the private sector. This 
experience can be applied widely to improving local government decision-making, manage- 
ment, and operating skills and capacities. 
With some modifications and changes in emphasis, the program can directly affect the devel- 
opment of related skills and capacity in the emergent private sector, thus furthering USAID'S 
strategic objective of developing and expanding a private housing sector as a major com- 
ponent of a market economy. 
The approach could be adopted widely by other cities without a large investment by USAID 
in technical assistance and without requiring USAID's long-term commitment. 

In terms of USAID's general overall search for models of technical assistance that are low cost 
but high leverage examples capable of use in other countries, this program is a positive contribu- 
tion for the following reasons. 

Appendix 2 provides more information on the direct benefits of these programs to the municipal and private sectors 
and to USAID. 



In a given location, a municipality only needs a short time frame (less than a year) to go 
from start through to a negotiated development agreement for a particular site. 

The process affects both public sector and private sector participants, increasing their 
understanding of potential respective roles and their experience in forging working alliances 
that can then be extended to other types of economic and development activity. 

The process touches on procedures, methodologies, and documentation of much broader use 
and applicability to both public and private sector participants, e.g., market analysis, cost 
estimating, financial and pro forma analysis, design of marketing and business plans, contract 
negotiations, and bid solicitation and evaluation. 
The process is relatively simple and straightforward to use - it does not require excessive 
inputs of time or money or institutional/legal changes to produce immediate results. 

More streamlined versions and other adaptations of the full-fledged program process might also 
produce quicker, more efficient and appropriate responses in the context of the conditions now 
prevailing in Slovakia. For example, there appears to be substantially less of a need to ensure 
widespread multiple competitive bids on single sites than there is simply a need to recruit, 
educate, and work with a few qualified development entities and make sure that basic contractual 
and monitoring systems are in place to assure that they perform. In this type of scenario, after 
an initial Request for Qualifications phase (instead of full-fledged competitive bid package), a 
city could work with a qualified developer to jointly design a project and enter into an exclusive 
right to negotiate on a particular site. Technical support for such modifications could be supplied 
by the U.S. consultants to the country-wide process "guardians, " by special seminars or courses 
and/or by modifications/additions to the basic published procedural materials. 

For these reasons, it is recommended that, with regard to the program in Slovakia, USAID con- 
sider supporting the three follow-up components identified immediately below. 

Publish the PIPP Program Materials 
Arrange for the completion of the codification of the existing public-private partnership program 
materials and any necessary legal reviewY6 translation into Slovak, and printing. Appendix 3 (The 
Public-Private Partnership Process as Applied in Slovakia: Step-by-step Procedures and Docu- 
ments) presents a codification of the process and associated documents that can serve as the point 
of departure for publication of the public-private partnership process in Slovakia. 

It may be appropriate to have Slovak legal counsel review the sample contract documents for conformity with the 
national legal code on related matters to assure no conflicts or contradictions in that context. This aspect was not 
extensively examined by the consultants during the demonstration for two reasons: local staffs within the larger cities 
(Bansk5 and PreSov) decided to take responsibility for any legal concerns and expressed few (whether based on a lack 
of sophistication, their own perspective as to the relevance, actual research or opinion, or pride or desire for control), 
whereas the smaller villages decided that such concerns were academic in that they lay beyond their limited resources 
or capabilities, and that the easy way out was to assume that any problems could be resolved down the road. This might 
not be such a bad approach, since the exact relevance of existing and changing national laws is perhaps very difficult 
to determine and perhaps resolve, except on a case-by-case basis as they arise. 



Institutionalize the Process 
Arrange for a "home" for the concept and local stewards or "guardians" of the process - that 
can make the past Slovak experience and materials available to other cities and developers, 
advertise their availability, hold conferences, provide copies, answer questions, and provide 
consultations. These stewards could be selected from among one or more of the following 
examples: the Local Self-Government Assistance Office (in Bratislava), the Housing Institute, 
or Slovak Technical University. There may be other equally or more suitable organizations in 
the country known to USAID that may be worth investigating as sponsors. It would, of course, 
be necessary to explore in depth with the mentioned groups their interest in, observations on, 
and appropriateness in playing such a role. It is realistic to assume that such a role will not 
initially be self-supporting and would require financial assistance from USAID and/or other 
donor agencies. 

Consider Limited, Strategically Chosen Cases of Additional Technical Assistance 
Further application of a city-specific technical assistance program similar to the first phase of 
the public-private partnerships program is not generally proposed or recommended. The excep- 
tion is for specific cases that would either (1) represent a significantly different variant of the 
present program with potentially broad applicability and/or (2) offer strategic, high-visibility 
political effects or precedence-setting (bandwagon) effects. The proposed Technical Assistance 
to Banskfi Bystrica on the Prianska Teresa project scores significantly on both counts. (Appen- 
dix 4 provides both the rationale for and the details of this particular initiative.) 

4.2 Recommendations regarding Training in Market-Based Real Estate Development 
4.2.1 Need for Training 
Notwithstanding the above points in favor of the specifics of the public-private partnership 
program, there is a fundamental need for broader basic training in the market-based real estate 
development process. Entrepreneurial, profit-oriented real estate development requires such a 
fundamental shift in approach and psychology that the public-private partnership process can 
make only limited and perhaps random inroads into the need for a more structural shift in Slovak 
understanding and attitudes regarding development. An attempt to use the public-private partner- 
ship process to solve this larger issue is a case of the tail wagging the dog: a more focused and 
direct assault on the underlying training deficit and attitudinal problems needs to be made if 
change and results are to occur in a Slovak environment that, at present, appears to be relatively 
inimical to sustaining widespread market-based real estate development. 

For this to change in the future, all sectors of the Slovak economy involved in the real estate 
development process (public officials, bankers, engineers, architects, builders, brokers, etc.) will 
need to understand the basic principles and factors involved in market based development, 
and then push to create and capitalize on opportunities by interacting with one another and the 
available resource base. The assumption is that once they understand the issues, process, and 
techniques, energetic local individuals (whether motivated by profit potential, professional 
advancement, or simply doing their best) will direct their energies to creatively developing 
housing, and can then use the public-private partnership model as one of many opportunities to 
help achieve their goals. A well-designed training program, based on learning from the experi- 



ences with the public-private partnership in Slovakia, as well as from training and development 
efforts elsewhere in CEEINIS, represents a low-cost, high-leverage approach in beginning to 
create the local in-country institutional infrastructure and knowledge base to catalyze a nascent 
development sector. 

This seems to be borne out by the reaction to the public-private partnership program as 
expressed by some of the participants. In fact, some of the principles and methodologies high- 
lighted by the program were identified as being of great general interest to both the public and 
private participants, and warrant more in-depth elaboration and being placed in a broader con- 
text, generalized, and widely disseminated. While this is based on somewhat fragmentary direct 
evidence and observation so far in Slovakia (see Appendix I), a more complete case can be 
made based on the experience in other CEE states where the program process has also been 
demonstrated. Aspects that have been of most practical interest to participants (both public and 
private) include: 

techniques and processes for market, economic, financial, and pro forma analysis; 

site identification, site analysis, and data collectionlorganization techniques (particularly 
training in evaluating costs in relationship to feasibility and costlproduct tradeoffs); 

competitive bidding, including the RFQ and RFP process and submission requirements; 
systematic bid evaluation methodologies (especially weighing factors other than price alone, 
e.g., use of point scoring systems); 
advertising and solicitation techniques; and 

content of development agreements, including performance requirements. 

Exposure to these approaches (all of which are integral steps in a complete partnership program 
development process) was of great interest to the participating municipalities, who wished to 
apply them to a broader range of projects, relationships, and issues, many frequently not 
involving housing development at all. 

4.2.2 Audiences 
The following constitute the principal potential players likely to be involved in development at 
the local level in Slovakia; it is important that not just the key staff, but also the heads (i.e., 
ccdirector,'y "manager," "chief") of the departments concerned get some decent information and 
understanding of the overall development process. 

Public Sector (Municipalities) 
Department heads and key staff, as appropriate: 

Offices of the chief architect; departments of housinglland development/public works 
Economics, "investment" departments 
City managers and city finance 
Procurement/purchasing departments 
Departments of planning, property management, construction, and regional development 
Other prior state-owned or -controlled development departments that have now been muni- 

cipalized 



Private Sector 
Construction: owners, key staff of construction companies of all sizes 
Real estate: owners of land and buildings, owners and operators of brokerage and property 

management firms, and "developers" 
Banks: managers in charge of business development and new lending 
Service professionals: lawyers, architects, engineers, accountants, consultants involved in 

building and housing processes 
Entrepreneurs: owners of various enterprises, e.g., hotels, stores, restaurants, etc. 

4.2.3 Principles in Designing the Training Courses 
To be effective, a training program on the real estate development process should do the 
following. 

Have the flexibility to educate and inform different sets of participants - the local 
government sector, the financial sector, the professional support services sector, the con- 
struction sector, and the real estate sector - in the development process: 
F In some aspects, the training will be in common, e.g., the basic "outline" course of the 

overall real estate development process: stages, players, principles, methodologies, 
points of interaction between players. There could be one "core" overview course 
(approximately two days long) to serve this purpose common to most participants. 

F The training also would need to have some elements focused on the unique roles and 
perspectives of particular sectors, for example: 

Local oflcials: larger issues relating to urban planning, in a market economy 
(regulatory concerns, protection of public interest), special operating rules unique 
to public sector, application of process elements to other situations (e. g . , 
procurements, offering leases); 

Construction companies/potential developers: forms of business organization, busi- 
ness plans, how to make a profit, operate a business, marketing plan and pro- 
cedures ; 

Professional service providers: their relevance and points of intervention in the 
process, potential services they can provide and roles they can play in the process; 
and 

Financial sector: evaluation of the feasibility of developer proposals; market 
analysis; cost data; marketing plans, timetables, collateral. 

Be modularized and offered with some frequency: the training should be broken down into 
multiple modules that can be offered either as a series, as stand-alone elements (not neces- 
sarily requiring a particular order of study), and also in forms oriented toward the specific 
clienteles/audiences. The modules should also be designed to allow for periodic repetition, 
to allow those who miss one offering a chance to catch it at another time. 

Draw on existing CEE/NIS experience: some similar training efforts have been undertaken 
in other CEEINIS states both specifically on real estate development and on other types of 
entrepreneurial training, e.g., small business planning, setting up property maintenance 
companies. A substantial amount has been learned as to how best to set up, market, and run 
the training and what approaches have the best long-term impact and leverage. Various spe- 



cialists have learned what different types of training approaches (materials, case examples, 
class size, interaction, recruitment techniques) work and what subject matter is most useful 
and digestible. Various training programs have been completed in the CEE/NIS regions in 
recent years and their impacts assessed in other USAID and international development 
literature. 

Maximize use of existing materials: not' only can this reduce the cost to set up and jump 
start the effort, but, by using materials already field-tested and improved, better results may 
be achieved. Of course, the materials need to be carefully evaluated and adapted/modified/ 
strengthened to reflect the local cultural milieu and unique Slovak needs. 

Be demand driven: the training should be most oriented toward individuals who are 
motivated to learn and make things happen. There needs to be a reasonable set of threshold 
criteria to ensure that only the more interested, more motivated, and reform-oriented practi- 
tioners are likely to attend and subsequently do something as a result of the sessions. 

Train in-country people to continue the training: existing in-country professionals should 
be trained both so they can train future generations, be able to interact immediately in the 
development process at all levels, and help improve the relevancy and success of the training 
by integrating the new approaches taught with existing Slovak practices and context. 

4.2.4 Contents of the Training Courses 
The training courses should, at a minimum, cover the basic market-driven residential develop- 
ment process - from beginning to end (that is, from market analysis and site designation 
through to housing unit completion, sale, and maintenance, e.g., condo association). 

A "core" or overview course(s) could be designed to appeal concurrently to public officials, 
private developers, potential consulting firms, banks, and university departments (planning, 
architecture, and business schools). It is believed that a working comprehension and perspective 
on the whole residential development process could be given in two days. Chart 1 (next page) 
shows a possible outline for such a core course as well a series of more in-depth modules 
targeted at a range of specific audiences. It is structured to allow for: 

process overview from beginning to end; 
examination of alternative roles/structures for public-private players; 
participant workshops to develop approaches best suited to local needs; and 

training in particular methodologies, e. g., pro forma modeling, market analysis, financing 
plan preparation. 
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5 Specific Recommended Next Steps: Work Plan 
The following recommendations as to immediate next steps are made based on the above 
considerations. 

5.1 Regarding the Public-Private Partnership Demonstration Program 
5.1.1 Complete Publication of Materials in Slovak 
a. USAIDIBratislava and, at its option, potential Slovak "guardians" to be of the process 

review Appendix 3 (The Public-Private Partnership Process as Applied in Slovakia) for 
comments. 

b. If judged necessary by results of a., arrange for a legal review by Slovak attorneys of 
relevant documents. 

c. Edit and modify. 

d. Translate into Slovak. 

e. Publish. 

5.1.2 Prepare Ongoing Sponsorship and "Guardians" for the Program 
a. Find home(s) for program in Slovakia. 

b. Provide some initial TA/monitoring support to the sponsors1"guardians." 

c. Develop course module on the public-private partnership process (based on materials in 
Appendix 3) for them to offer and assist them in the first round of the course offering. 

d. Help define linkages to other programs, e.g., municipal assistance efforts, broader sectoral 
training, finance reforms at national level, donor agency efforts, etc. 

5.1.3 Provide Limited Ongoing In-Depth Technical Assistance 
a. The only specialized TA contemplated at this time is in Banski Bystrica; its purpose is to 

broaden and expand program concepts/methodologies/approaches - the results could 
be codified into an additional "case study" or module depending on outcome. 
(Appendix 4 contains more details. ) 

b. Additional TA could be supplied to other cities via existing vehicles, for example, as add-on 
assistance offered via the ICMA-run Local Self-Government Technical Assistance 
Program (in Bratislava); Slovak Technical University student projects. 

5.2 Regarding Training in Market-Based Real Estate Development 
5.2.1 Refine Purpose of Training; Determine Target Markets and Recruitment Methods 
Review with USAIDIBratislava and, at its option, potential Slovak and other participants, e.g., 
the Housing Institute, PCCAS, EERPA, Slovak Technical University, and others. Clearly state 
goals and expectations, audiences (by priority), time frames, target number of students, fre- 
quency; in other words, refine this concept paper. Also determine how the training will be 
advertised and promoted; criteria for enrollment, and expectations to be made of prospective 
attendees (for example, to enroll, will they be asked to present real case samples they are 



working on, e.g., land under their control or ownership that they seek to develop, or will they 
have to pay to take the course(s)?). 

5.2.2 ReviewfEvaluate and Select from Other Training Programs 
Review existing literature from USAID and other sources who have already done this training 
in CEEfNIS. This could include the private consulting contractors under other AID efforts, e.g., 
PADCO, ICMA, Abt, Urban Institute, etc. For example, the ICMA KazakstadKyrghistan Resi- 
dential RE Development Course has a lot of highly useful and readily adaptable materials. 

5.2.3 Determine Course Modules; Relate to Target Audiences and Proposed Methods of 
Delivery 

Based on 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 above, construct an overall "course of study" consisting of multiple 
modules that can be mixed and matched for governmental officials, private market participants, 
bankers, etc. Structure these modules in such a way that there are detailed sub-components that 
cover generic issues of importance to multiple audiences, and more specialized items of interest 
to particular subgroups. Determine which Slovak-based institutions will have responsibility for 
administering and giving each set of course modules. 

5.2.4 Plan, Prepare, and Hold a Two-Day Overview Course as Soon as Practicable 
Prepare an "overview" course summarizing all components applicable to multiple markets - 
a two-day course on whole development process in a market economy from start to finish. Work 
on this course need not wait until the whole program is evolved - in fact, it can play an 
important role in helping refine the content for the more detailed modules. 

Orient it to be suitable to a large audience of both public and private parties involved in housing 
development. Use it to (1) expand knowledge about the market-based development process, 
(2) inform people about the public-private partnership approach that they could use immediately, 
(3) get the two sectors thinking of alternative methods of working together, and (4) identify next 
highest priority course offerings. 

5.2.5 Establish the "Local Infrastructure" to Support the Training Program 
These are the local Slovak-based groups that will be responsible for ongoing course develop- 
ment, promotion, marketing, administrative details, translation, eventual repeats of courses, and 
consultations. Build on existing relationships and procedures (e.g., annual, monthly meetings of 
existing organizations) to develop and expand the course giving infrastructure base. This pre- 
sumably could include PCCAS, the Housing Institute, Slovak Technical University, the Local 
Self-Government Technical Assistance Program Office, REAEE, and others. 

5.2.6 Plan and Hold Subsequent Course Offerings Based on Demand 
Based on the actual feedback from the first overview dourse offering and ongoing surveying and 
marketing, determine subsequent courses of interest and hold them at appropriate times and in 
an appropriate format. 



Appendix 1 
Evaluation of the Public-Private Partnership Demonstration Project in the 

Slovak Republic Based on Interviews with Participating Companies 

Appendix 2 

Indirect and Longer-Term Benefits of the 
Public-Private Partnership Program Demonstrations 

Appendix 3 
The Public-Private Partnership Process as Applied in Slovakia: 

Step-by-step Procedures and Documents 

Appendix 4 
Proposed Technical Assistance to Banski Bystrica on the Prianska Teresa Project 



Appendix 1 
Evaluation of the Public-Private Partnership 

Demonstration Project in the Slovak Republic Based on 
Interviews with Participating Companies 

Prepared by 
Jaroslava Zapletalova and Jan Kornrska 

For 
PADCO, Inc. and the United States Agency for International Development 

August 1996 

1. Introduction 

This report is a summary of information received from 23 participants, out of a total of 30 
registered, in the Housing Development Demonstration Project in four municipalities on 
municipally owned sites. The information was obtained through telephone interviews about the 
requirements and procedures of this demonstration project. 

2. Problems Encountered by Developers in Preparing RFPs 

Based upon the answers to the questionnaire for developers prepared by Peter Bass, we can 
clearly conclude that thus far this type of expert does not exist in Slovakia. A majority of the 
interviewed developers answered that they were not familiar with the proposed system of 
preparing overall housing development, securing financing and subsequently marketing the 
finished project. A majority had difficulty with this type of process and therefore did not 
participate and submit an RFP. 

Some thought that it would be more suitable if activities of this nature were done by other kinds 
of organizations, such as real estate companies, territorial planners, architects, etc. 

Most of the companies do not even consider development activities such as this, because they 
are not prepared for it, lacking both personnel and knowledge of the field. The construction 
companies indicated that they are better suited for straight construction work, without the 
additional burden of securing financing and doing marketing. This attitude is predominant in 
smaller (20-40 employees) and small (3 to 7 employees) companies. 

Thus far construction companies are not able to negotiate with municipalities about cooperating 
on common goals in housing development, especially on questions relating to development 
parcels. 

Cities do not have a clear concept for housing development. The situation concerning financing 
of necessary infrastructure is complicated. Municipalities do not have the resources, and the 
utility companies, which are still state owned, do not deal with it. 



Major problems for construction companies are calculating the price which they should pay for 
a site before construction begins, during construction, and after completion, as well as the means 
of payment, or else justifying to a municipality the need for a long term lease of the land for the 
future owners of the dwellings and common areas. The majority of the participants in the pre- 
proposal conferences saw payment for the land as a very important issue, but a totally unfamiliar 
one, with many different ways to do it so as to be beneficial to all parties. 

A related problem is obtaining a construction loan, calculating how it fits into the payment 
schedule, especially in combination with purchaser payments, while the purchasers' needs and 
abilities are unknown. The majority of the companies are orienting themselves to the wealthiest 
customers. The majority have a major problem in gathering market information, and they don't 
understand the substance of it. HCS, which submitted a proposal in response to the PreSov RFP, 
does see future housing development being done only this way, in cooperation with a 
municipality. They admit to a great lack of knowledge as to how to prepare, calculate and 
organize the whole process. They completed a similar project, which they considered to be their 
own learning experience. 

3. Comments Pertaining to the RFP Documents Issued by the Municipalities 

The majority of the companies did not consider the documents to be good ones. They considered 
the ambiguities about the sites to be the major problem, especially in Banski Bystrica and 
PreSov. 

The information about the ownership of the land was insufficient in both cases. This was 
complicated by the ownership of parts of the site by unidentified private citizens, the unclear 
rights of the Martinak company to one part of the site in PreSov, the private ownership of a 
small, but significant piece in the center of the site, and insufficient information about 
infrastructure capacity, the possibility of utility hook-ups, geophysical data, and potential 
foundation problems in Banski Bystrica, where part of the site appears to have been used for 
solid waste disposal. These factors would increase the cost of construction. Due to the stated 
problems, the participants were not able to calculate precisely the cost to start construction and 
the necessary investment for infrastructure. 

Nonetheless, the participants noted the usefulness of the examples and forms used in the RFPs. 
Some of the conference participants for the first time realized that calculating profit in 
relationship to the length of the construction period and the question of the timely transfer of 
land ownership is very problematical. These comments make it clear that the majority of the 
participants do not have any technical knowledge about the activities of a developer. 

4. Comments on the Suitability of the Projects 

The following are the comments on the partially completed shell buildings in the villages of 
Horni MiEini and Turfia nad Bodvou: 



The work in place is not of good quality (especially Horni MiEini). In both municipalities the 
plans were prepared for different types of project, so it would be necessary to have new plans 
prepared in order to finish construction, which would require changing the building permit. This 
would require a complete structural appraisal, as well as a higher quality of finished construction 
then was originally planned, (i.e. thermal insulation of the outside walls and the roof), if the 
units were to be saleable. This would increase the overall price of the finished units, because 
these changes would require reconstruction of the existing shells. At the same time it is 
questionable whether, with the new costs, the units could be sold at all if the municipalities 
demanded compensation for the work in place. 

A directly related question is the appraisal of the incomplete work. Municipal officials are not 
capable of appraising it in such a way that upon completion of construction the property could 
be sold. 

The developers concluded that in these two villages they would not be able to find buyers on 
their own (a question of lack of knowledge of the local market and methods and needs of 
marketing). They considered finishing of the projects to be a big unknown, carrying a big risk, 
because the attractiveness of the sites and the locations of both municipalities would strongly 
affect the possibility of making sales. 

5. Comments Pertaining to the Documents Issued by BanskA Bystrica and PreSov 

The people interviewed did not consider the documents to be sufficient, especially the maps and 
detailed information. If developers are expected to seriously respond, they would need more time 
to check the documents, physically inspect the site, and consult with suppliers and owners of the 
infrastructure as well as with the owners of adjacent property. Both of these cities should have 
shown a more serious and responsible approach. 

These comments indicate that the municipalities are not aware and knowledgeable about correctly 
preparing the necessary documents and evaluating the sites under consideration. There is an 
absence of understanding of the relationship between territorial development planning and cost 
analysis of a planned development from the points of view of market demand, on one hand, and 
the need to recover investment costs, on the other. 

6. Reasons for Not Participating 

Some of the companies gave up on participating after they became familiar with the conditions, 
for various reasons: 

a. They do different kinds of construction work, i.e. large construction projects (Vahostav 
and Hydrostav) and special types of construction (Vahostav). 

b. At present they do not consider housing development to be financially interesting 
(Pozemstav PreSov). 



c. They do business in Germany, and in Slovakia they have only basic shops and 
administrative offices (Benco) . 

d. They did not have the capability to do a complete project, only the design and plans, 
light construction and interior work (Art Profil) 

e. They are a small company (masons or carpenters) having only around three employees, 
without a telephone, specializing in subcontracting to larger companies (FKL Ludanice, 
Lezovic Majcichov, Euroland PreSov, Tirnko PreSov, Zates Rojec, Zino Trencin) 

f. They had to give up participation in the PreSov project, even though they were 
interested, because they received a better foreign loan then what they could get in Slovakia 
(IPK PreSov). Under the current conditions for receiving a loan, they do not consider these 
types of projects as viable, with the price of an apartment under these conditions equal to 
the price of a single family home, which means that the apartment would not sell. 

7. Information about Housing Development on the Site in Bansk6 Bystrica 

The following information, showing preliminary calculations for utilizing the land, was provided 
by the Mirann company. Part of the site is registered as agricultural land and would have to be 
purchased. (The participants discovered this on their own. They consider it to be misleading that 
it was not stated in the RFP.) 

Payment to the city 800 SWSM (according to resolution) 

Agricultural exemption 400 SWSM (according to resolution regarding payment to the 
Agricultural Fund) 

Cost of infrastructure 1,000-2,000 SWSM (estimate only, not based on substantiated 
information) 

Total approx. 3,000 SWSM 

After including costs for road construction, the preliminary construction price of a single family 
home is 17,000 Sk/SM, which is not saleable in Bansk6 Bystrica. Mirann therefore would 
consider a project on that site to be possible only if the city would sell the land for a more 
reasonable price. They consider it necessary for the city to calculate these factors before setting 
conditions and issuing an RFP. This type of calculation would help the city in selecting a site 
and would provide precise and complete information for the RFP. Otherwise this type of activity 
is a waste of time and resources for both sides. 

The majority of the interviewed companies did not consider the site in Bansk6 Bystrica as 
suitable. They do not know if it was selected by the city intentionally or unknowingly; they did 
not want to comment on this issue. The information pertaining to the current ownership was not 
complete nor was that about conditions on the site, which predominantly had been used for solid 



waste disposal. This was evident from a physical inspection. Foundations therefore would have 
to be done with a system of pylons which would make construction of single family homes that 
much more expensive, and they would not sell. 

8. Information Pertaining to the Proposed Site in PreSov 

Development of the site is complicated by the unresolved legal relationship with the Martinak 
company. This was noted by all participants from the beginning. Documents prepared by 
Martinak company were included in the RFP, even though there were other solutions for 
developing the site. Furthermore, the situation was complicated even more by the private 
ownership of a small strip of land in the middle of the proposed site. The owner of this strip was 
attempting to maximize the price of his land. At the same time, the documents were deficient 
concerning infrastructure. Information such as capacity and hook-ups was missing. 

9. Conclusions and Recommendations 

The demonstration project pointed out a need for education for: 

a. Developers: 

Preparation of proposals, including cost analysis, securing of financing, financial 
modeling, marketing and the legal framework. 

b. Municipal employees responsible for construction and development: 

i. Assembly and preparation of appropriate information necessary for development of 
parcels 

ii. Preparation of detailed planning information for subsequent tenders, because the 
current documents for territorial planning do not sufficiently indicate the current needs 
for development from a market point of view. 

iii. Preparation of the necessary documents for a tender, i.e. the necessary level of 
detail, preciseness, solutions for land ownership issues, infrastructure information, 
regulatory requirements, and sufficient maps. 



Appendix 2 
Indirect and Longer-Term Benefits of the 

Public-Private Partnership Program Demonstrations 

Local Public Participants find the?, learn: 

1. How to review their assets 
2. What they need to do in way of information, promotion, process to something 
3. Discipline of a high visibility public solicitation process 
4. Procedures of advertising, documentation, presentation, evaluation for public biddings in 
a wide range of uses 
5. Considerations and criteria to include in contracts and other negotiations 
6.  Better understanding of possible "boundaries" of responsibility between the public sector 
and the new "private" sector, i.e., who should do what 
7. More realistic expectations on what is marketable, pricing, and time and effort needed to 
achieve results; better understanding of preparations needed 
8. Factors most likely to produce successful results 
9. Awareness of new methodologies, tools, practices, e.g., market analysis, cash flow 
modeling 

Private Developers -find the?, obtain: 

1. Actual possibility of obtaining profitable business opportunities from public sector in a 
fair, non-corrupt open process 
2. Awareness and experience with new methodologies, tools, practices, e.g., market 
analysis, cash flow modeling, development contracts, scheduling, that can be applied to other 
non-public projects 

USAID, U. S. Government, and Donor Community benefits by: 

1. Direct, first-hand experience and exposure to the real problems and issues in helping these 
countries convert to market economies; leading to a more realistic assessment of what is 
possible and the time frames, level of resources and effort likely to be involved 
2. Better understanding of the particular technical issues and their inter-linkages in the 
housinghrban development sector and an understanding of their implications on general 
donor/USAID lending, loan guarantee and other assistance programs in the countries 
3.  Better perspective on what would need to be done to make real progress and maximize 
leverage in achieving lasting results in the country 
4. New insights into the indirect and unexpected side effects of the technical assistance 
programs and point of departure for new programs and directions in the countries. 



Appendix 3 
The Public-Private Partnership Process as Applied in Slovakia: 

Step-by-step Procedures and Documents 

The attached pages outline the steps and basic documents used in the four demonstration 
municipalities in Slovakia over the past year. The documentation has been refined to represent 
a generalized point of departure for a process that could be applied by any municipality deciding 
to offer sites in this manner. Municipalities could readily modify the procedures and documents 
to reflect specific local conditions and concerns, especially in such areas as development criteria 
and objectives for the site; standards and requirements for developer qualification; evaluation 
criteria and point weightings; time schedules both for the various stages of proposal submittal 
and evaluation; and for the actual completion of the winning proposed project; compensation for 
the site; municipal participation in infrastructure development and project design; and so forth. 



Outline of the Steps Required to Complete the Public-Private Partnership Process 

The following outline assumes that the local municipality already understands the purpose and 
concepts behind the basic process of initiating a public-private partnership for housing 
development; and that the mayor and council have already identified a staff and department to 
lead the effort and has provided a mandate to proceed. If these stages have not already occurred, 
then the individuals reading this document need to plan out their basic strategy to get their local 
municipality informed and committed, provided, of course, that the process has been examined 
for relevance to potential development situations in the community. 

Step Description Time to Complete 

1. Identify, Analyze, and Select Sites for Offering 1-3 months 

2. Identify Potential Developers (within above time) 

3. Prepare the Request for Proposals 1 month 

4. Issue the RFP; Advertise and Solicit Proposals 2-4 months 

5. Open Proposals, Evaluate and Select Winner 1-2 months 

6. Negotiate and Sign Development Agreement 2-4 months 

TOTAL ELAPSED TIME 7-14 months 



1. Identify, Analyze, and Select Sites for Offering 

The following assumes that the municipal staff have already reached the following conclusions 
during its initial investigations and research leading up to the decision to pursue an RFP for a 
PIPP project: 

The municipality, as a matter of policy and priority, wishes to encourage the production of 
new housing and to return land andfor other underutilized real estate assets to the tax rolls. 
While it wishes to obtain compensation for its assets so dedicated, the amount and timing of 
such compensation is a secondary goal to achieving the above objectives. 

The staff in charge have been able to determine (and have collected and documented) 
reasonable evidence) that a sufficient level of demand for new housing product exists at price 
levels commensurate with the likely costs of producing new housing in the community. In 
essence, the staff should complete a rudimentary "housing market analysis" to verify the 
existence of likely demand. Exhibit #1 outlines some possible guidelines to conducting such 
a housing market analysis. Any results of such analysis, and the forrnats and procedures for 
conducting one, should be made available as part of any information package included with 
the Request for Proposals to the developers (see Section 3 below). 

If the housing market analysis suggests that the affordable prices are at levels below probable 
costs, then the municipality needs to identify concrete and specific subsidy programs that 
would be available to either consumers of new housing or the producers of new housing in 
the time period covered by the offering. 

The municipal staff has begun to identify and can confirm the existence of contractors and 
"developers" capable of undertaking the likely projects - such "development" capacity 
being either in the actual community or from proximate areas. The existence of such capacity 
is likely to be identified through meetings and direct contact. 

The municipality has already taken the steps necessary to identify an in-house working team 
to lead the process and is prepared to commit strong and visible mayoral and department 
head support to the process, and the key people understand the process. 

Assuming that the above have already been or are well on the way to completion, the muni- 
cipality should inventory all potential sites under its direct ownership or control and evaluate 
their potential for being offered for development in the near future. A "site" could be any one 
of the following: (i) vacant land, (ii) underutilized land, with structures to be demolished, 
(iii) existing structures to be upgraded or converted from non-residential to residential use, (iv) 
partially finished projects, not necessarily only residential in present intention. Generally, it is 
assumed that such sites (or the major portion of them) are municipally owned or controlled (e. g . ,  
through some other type of public administrative body) and could be made available for 
development on the terms contemplated in the Request for Proposals that would be prepared for 
the site. The sites could include portions that have other owners (whether private parties or auto- 



nomous public bodies) where such owners have agreed, in advance, to put their land into the 
project for a share of the revenues or participation interest.' 

Sites should be evaluated by the municipality in relationship to the following criteria: 

Location 

The general location of the site should be evaluated in relation to the type of housing 
contemplated for it. High density, apartment type construction (3-5 floors) will benefit most 
from central locations with good pedestrian and public transportation access, proximity to 
the facilities and shops of the urban core. More peripheral but still accessible locations are 
more suitable for lower density single family, town house and garden apartment products 
than for high density uses. 

Neighborhood and Surrounding Uses 

Ideal sites will have attractive locations near the old city centers, in better and quiet 
residential neighborhoods, or in attractive country surroundings. In all cases they benefit 
from distance from noxious neighbors such as industrial uses, railroads or other intense 
generators of noise, smells and fumes; as well as proximity to attractive visual surroundings 
with interesting urban appeal or vegetation, and proximity to public amenities. 

Infrastructure 

Ideal sites will already be served by adequate infrastructure capacity at the edges of the 
building envelopes (roads, drainage, electricity, gas, water, telephone), with available space 
for automobile parking. 

Ease of Physical Development 

Ideal sites will be easy and inexpensive to prepare for the contemplated range of 
development. This generally means the sites should be relatively flat and well drained, above 
the flood plain, and have soil conditions suitable for the type of construction contemplated. 
They should be free of hazardous/toxic materials; un-compacted soils; and slides. Their 
shape and size should also allow for efficient layout of proposed buildings. Similarly, if there 
are existing buildings to be completed or converted to residential use, the quality and nature 
of construction should favor such conversion at minimum cost; and should not involve 
hazardous materials; or under-capacitied hookups. 

It would be important to identify such owners and negotiate an agreement with them as to their participation or 
compensation in advance of proceeding very far with the project. If such an agreement cannot be obtained, it is probably 
wise to abandon the particular effort in favor of another site, since intransigence or unreasonable demands by such 
owners later on will hold the project hostage to further progress anyway. (In some cases it may be possible to design 
a project without using the portion of the site owned by the disagreeing parties; in which case it might be possible to 
proceed anyway.) 



Ownership Rights 

There should be clear legal title and development rights for all land to be included in the 
development site. Sites where there are actual or potential clouds on title (e.g., restitution 
claims, options, unclear boundaries, unknown owners, etc.) should have these issues resolved 
before being considered for offering. 

Planning Permission and Zoning 

The legal right to use the site as contemplated should be pre-resolved. Thus the site will need 
to be consistent with any required Territorial Plan and zoning approvals for the range of 
possible residential uses to be invited in the Request for Proposals. If the site is not in this 
status the municipality should consider processing it through these stages prior to placing it 
for offer. 

Available Data 

Precise data should be available on the exact status of all of the above described matters and 
prepared for presentation to potential developers in written and graphic forms and exhibits. 
The municipality may need to complete such type of work or studies prior to a site being 
ready for offering. 

Detailed Plans 

Perhaps the most controversial issue is whether the municipality should prepare relatively 
detailed project plans for a site prior to offering it up for development. The potential benefit 
of such an approach is that it could (1) give the municipality greater control over what is to 
be built, (2) lessen the costs and risks to developers in the proposal solicitation stage and cut 
the length of time needed for them to respond, (3) resolve up-front the planning permission 
and zoning issues, and (4) be consistent with past practices. The drawbacks are that the 
(1) plans may not be as market or cost effective as if initiated and done by private 
entrepreneurs (although there is no implicit reason as to why a properly trained city staff (or 
their consultants) can't conceive and design a project as responsive to market desires as a 
private developer could, particularly given the current state of expertise and capacity in 
Slovakia), (2) the municipality will preclude itself from possibly seeing a greater variety of 
solutions than it might otherwise have contemplated on its own, and (3) the municipality may 
be reluctant to spend the effort and funds necessary in the absence of being assured that a 
project will result. 

All sites owned or controlled by the municipality should be evaluated for development potential 
utilizing the above criteria. They should be ranked with a point score, with perhaps 0 to 10 
points being allocated in each of the above categories. (0 if the site is completely lacking in a 
desirable characteristic in the given matter; 10 if it fully meets it; and some in between score 
depending on current conditions or how easy it would be to resolve outstanding matters.) The 
highest overall ranked sites could then be reviewed for further consideration in an offering. 



Highly ranked sites should be examined to see whether a low ranking in a particular category 
should eliminate them. For example, a site highly ranked in all categories except "Ownership" 
should be eliminated unless the ownership issues can be quickly solved prior to further extensive 
work. Eventually, by sorting through this process one or more sites can be identified as the best 
to offer. 

Following the ranking, permission should be obtained from the council to authorize the sites for 
proposals and allow the designated staff to proceed through solicitation of proposals without 
further council review. Concurrently the council should approve the terms to be included in the 
RFP (see Section 3 below). 

2. Identify Potential Developers 

While the above site identification work is proceeding, the municipal staff should also be 
identifying potential developers and beginning to obtain some feedback from them as to their 
views of the market, possible sites, and preferred methods of participation. 

As a general rule, the majority of the most interested and likely participants will be drawn from 
companies or individuals located in the subject municipality or its immediately surrounding 
provinces. A typical development entity will include team members who are either individuals 
or firms involved in architecture, planning, real estate brokerage, contracting/construction, 
financing, banking, law, engineering or entrepreneurship, and some of these individuals and/or 
firms will already be in the municipality or have done or be doing work in it. 

Contacts with these types of parties should be sought out, explored and evaluated by the mayor 
and city staff. Additional leads may be obtained by talking to former state construction and other 
types of enterprises in the locality; housing and investment departments; autonomous city 
agencies (e.g., water company, schools, etc.); banks, chambers of commerce; and national or 
regional trade organizations. 

The municipality could advertise or notice locally for Requests for Qualifications or Expressions 
of Interest by parties who could either be "developers" themselves or team up with developers 
to undertake projects. The municipality could hold a meeting(s), either separately or as part of 
a council meeting to invite inquiries and discussion by potentially interested parties. 

The mayoral staff should conclude this stage with some comfort level that there exists some 
degree of local capacity and interest to participate in development. 

3. Prepare the Request for Proposals 

The approach outlined below assumes that once the staff has completed Steps 1 and 2 above and 
come up with positive conclusions, it will have obtained authority from the council to offer the 
specific identified sites and issue Requests for Proposal (RFPs) for these particular sites. 

The overall purpose of the RFP document and process is to complete the following: 



identify and qualify those "developers" with both the capacity and the interest to complete 
the contemplated project(s); 

specify the broad parameters of an acceptable project (use, scope, size, design, timetable, 
cost or revenue to municipality); 
generate enough information to enable the developers to conceive, and the municipality to 
evaluate and select, realistic and possible design and economic solutions for the site; 

specify minimum terms and conditions to be included in any development agreement (e.g., 
site compensation, timetable, performance criteria); and 

assure an accelerated response by making it a competitive offering. 

The RFP, to achieve these objectives, needs to contain certain information: 

sufficient factual information about the site and its environs to enable proposers to evaluate 
the site, to determine their interest in proceeding further, and to generate a project concept 
within the time period allotted and at reasonable cost and effort; 

a clear statement of municipal objectives with regard to the site and project - both 
minimally acceptable conditions and desirable conditions (bonus points); 
a clear statement of the criteria, process and timetable for evaluating, comparing and 
objectively choosing a developer and project; 
clear specification of the steps involved in submitting an entry (including timetable, contact 
points, information meetings, deposits, forms, exhibits, etc.); 

a clear request for sufficient precise information and conditions to protect municipality's 
interests and to require a disciplined and good faith response by potential developers; and 
a clear statement of the municipality's expectations as to essential terms and conditions (if 
any) in a Development Agreement between the municipality and the winning party. 



Exhibit #2 of this Appendix presents a complete sample RFP. It includes the following items: 

Official letter of invitation from the municipality 

The Request for Proposals itself containing specifics on: 

Overview/Introduction/Purpose 
Site description 
Development requirements 
Developer's responsibility 
Municipality's responsibility 
Selection criteria 
Submission requirements 
Procedure and schedule 

Detailed information on the site, including: 

Regional location map 
Plan of municipality and site location 
Parcel plan and available infrastructure network; including capacities 
List of relevant infrastructure, utility providers, names and phone numbers 
Plans of existing structures (if any) 
Detailed site information: 

Photographs 
Topographical maps 
Soils studies 
Environmental studies 
Zoning status and other applicable guidelines, restrictions 

Miscellaneous data; for example 
Studies of local economy 
Market studies 
Household surveys 
Lists of possible buyers, etc. 

D . Submittal forms, including: 

Developer's Submission and Certification 
Development Budget 
Development Timetable and Project Characteristics 
Development Pro Forma 

E. Illustrative Information: (include only those items desired) 

Market analysis suggestions 
Survey of available financing 



Draft Development Agreement (including minimum acceptable conditions and so indicate) 
Sample filled out development budget and pro forma 

The content of individual sections should be modified to reflect the particular needs of the local 
municipality and its specific project(s). These are only generic and broad guidelines. However, 
the elimination of any significant amount of detail from Parts 1 though 4 will have the tendency 
to decrease the probability of receiving successful bids andtor of being able to work out the 
agreements and specifics later. 

4. Issue the RFP; Advertise and Solicit Proposals 

a. Issuing the RFP and Advertising It 

Once the sites have been approved for offering by an appropriate resolution of the council and 
the RFP document is completed, its availability should be publicized by a variety of advertising, 
direct mail and other publicity and solicitation means. Advertisement in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the municipality (andlor in such other media as are used to notify the public of ' 

normal council meetings and business) would be an absolute minimum requirement. 

However, in addition to such minimum notice, the objective is to broadcast the availability of 
the opportunity as widespread and as consistently over time as is possible and affordable by the 
municipality. We have found that most, if not all, of the potential proposers will come from the 
community or nearby cities (with the possible exception of a major project opportunity in 
Bratislava, where there may be some international interest), so the advertising budget is best 
spent in trying to tap the more local and regional markets in depth. Methods of effective 
publicity include (1) sustained local newspaper advertisements, and (2) direct mail to local 
contractors, architects, real estate people, and other entrepreneurial finns with lists developed 
from Chambers of Commerce, local organizations, national trade organizations such as PCCAS, 
ZRK, ZZON, banks, attorneys, and other sources. Additional exposure could perhaps be 
achieved by the mayorlchief architect or other appropriate official holding a press conference 
or radio or TV interview. 

The notice of availability of the opportunity should specify at a minimum: 

some general information on the opportunity: e.g., site size or number of units and location; 
where and how to obtain the Request for Proposals; 
who to contact for further general information (name and telephone); 
the date and location of the Pre-Proposal conference (see Section 4b below); and 
the date proposals are due. 

Proposals should be available at least no later than a week after advertising begins. Proposals 
should be available free of charge. It may be appropriate to charge for copying of larger maps, 
plans, and thick study documents, if potential proposers seek these additional materials; but such 
changes should be kept as reasonable as possible to show good faith and interest by the 
municipality in receiving the best and largest possible numbers of responses. 



Some examples of advertisements and notices are included as Exhibit 3. 

It is desirable to mount a sustained campaign over a period of time to promote the site and 
opportunity. Ideally, there should be some initial publicity and generation of interest when the 
potential project is first initiated by the municipality - in advance of the actual preparation and 
issuance of the RFP. Potentially interested firms should be encouraged to stay in contact with 
the planning office and be updated on progress as the documents are prepared and approved 
prior to the active solicitation. Once the RFP document is available, a minimum of 45 days and 
preferably two months should be allowed before proposals are due, and this time period would 
assume the availability of detailed building plans and earlier publicity on the project. In the event 
the proposers are being invited to submit their own designs and new plans then the solicitation 
period should be extended to up to four months from the time the RFP is first to be made 
available until when the proposal is due. 

b. Pre-Proposal Conference 

Fairly early in the solicitation period (that is the span of time between the initial availability of 
the RFP and when the proposal is due) there should be held a "Pre-Proposal Conference" to 
which all potential proposers are invited to attend. This meeting should be organized to explain 
to all the potential proposers simultaneously the objectives of the project, the details on the site, 
the municipality's development expectations, the criteria and process by which proposals will 
be evaluated, the submittal process and timetable. It is a forum to answer any questions or 
concerns that any of the potential proposers have about the potential project. 

Such a conference should be held in an adequately sized public hall, and have available all 
exhibits and materials relating to the proposed project. A typical "Agenda" for such a meeting 
is reproduced as Exhibit 4. The meeting and project will gain more momentum and credibility 
if it is introduced by the mayor or other similar top official who has executive decision making 
authority relative to the substance of the process and project, to indicate strong support for the 
process. It is desirable as well to have this official chair the entire meeting and introduce the 
various staff(s) who will remain involved over the life of the project. 

If any questions are posed that the staff feels unable to answer at the time, either because of 
unavailability of the facts without further research or because a policy decision is involved, then 
a statement should be made to the effect that a response will be generated at a later date and 
returned to all potential proposers in writing. Exact minutes should be taken of the meeting (or 
a recording made) and copies of these minutes (or recording) should be made available to both 
all who attended the meeting and anyone else who either before or after requests a copy of the 
RFP. This assures that all parties have an opportunity to obtain the same information and 
answers to critical questions. 

c. Interim Actions Prior to Opening of Proposals 

During the period before the proposals are due, the municipality must be organized and 
disciplined in its handling of requests for information and clarification of details and issues 



relative to the RFP document. First, the municipality needs to make appropriate arrangements 
to allow visits to the site. This may be as simple as identifying it on a map if it is an open, safe 
site readily accessible form the street. More complicated arrangements may be necessary if it 
is a closed (or occupied) building, or in some way dangerous. 

Secondly, there should be one central point of contact with regard to information and questions 
on the project, and this person should be designated in the RFP. This person should field all 
questions and requests for information (in terms of either directly answering them or obtaining 
the information) and should take steps to insure that a consistent response is given by all officials 
to all potential proposers. For example, city clerks and other administrative personnel, or 
personnel from other departments should not attempt to answer questions or interpret the 
meaning of any statements in the RFP documents, but instead should be instructed to refer all 
questions to the designated contact point. 

As questions come in, the municipality may discover it may be necessary to either provide 
additional detailed information and/or amend some of the terms and conditions in the RFP. As 
necessary, the municipality should issue, in writing, periodic amendments or addenda 
(supplements) to the RFP and mail these to all who have up to that point requested and received 
the RFP, and should include it in response to any future requests for the RFP. Any such addenda 
should be issued as soon as is practical to give proposers maximum time to adapt their proposals 
to the new information, if they then deem modifications appropriate. 

For this, and other reasons, it is important that a record be kept of all who have requested the 
RFP. A single administrative contact point is desirable (e.g., city clerk, secretary of chief 
architect) to hand out the RFPs and log in the name, address, and telephone number of the 
requesting company (and individual contact point), as well as date. This list then becomes handy 
for sending out addenda, and following up with solicitations or phone calls to encourage firms 
to submit or to find out why they are not interested. It can be maintained for future reference 
for subsequent projects. 

Lastly, control should be exercised over the release of unique documents pertaining to the site, 
for example detailed topographic maps, architectural plans and the like. All material related to 
the project should be maintained in one location and file, and a log made of to whom and when 
it is checked out. This needs to be done to minimize the risk that one of the potential proposers 
will walk off with the sole copy of various documents to the detriment of other potential 
proposers and the municipality. 

A sample letter, sent out to the demonstration cities, detailing these procedures is shown as 
Exhibit 5 .  

5. Open Proposals, Evaluate and Select Winner 

Exhibit 6 provides substantial detail on the procedures for opening proposals, setting up an 
evaluation committee, developing the evaluation grid, applying it to the proposals, and selecting 
a winner. The following paragraphs summarize that information. 



a. Opening the Proposals 

The sealed envelopes containing the bids should be opened at the time and place specified in the 
RFP. The proposers should be invited to attend the opening. The purpose of the opening is to 
determine which proposals are to be considered complete in terms of the submittal requirements, 
and which shall be disqualified as incomplete. 

b. Evaluation Committee, Evaluation Grid, and Evaluation Process 

An evaluation committee will have been set up by the time the proposals are due for the purpose 
of reviewing the proposals and ranking them against the criteria set out in the RFP. The 
referenced Exhibit 6 sets out in some detail guidelines for the establishment of the committee 
and the evaluation point grid, and the method of holding meetings and ranking the proposals. 

c. Selection of Winner 

The end result of the evaluation process is the ranking of proposals against the weighted point 
system included in the original RFP under the section "Evaluation Criteria". The results of the 
ranking set forth by the committee after its deliberations will be forwarded to the final ratifying 
body - usually the council - for final review and approval. As a general rule, the final body 
should either ratify the choice made by the evaluation committee or reject all proposals. 

6. Negotiate and Sign Development Agreement 

The final stage in the PIPP process is negotiating the details of the relationship between the 
municipality and the winning proposer and put these into a legal form. Typically this document 
is called the Development Agreement. At a minimum, it will specify the essential terms and 
conditions to apply between the municipality and developer with regard to their respective 
obligations (using the requirements and expectations spelled out by the municipality in its RFP, 
and the offer made by the developer in its proposal, as the basis for the agreement) and the 
mechanisms, protections and methods of recourse available to each in the event of defaults in 
the performance of their respective obligations. 

A representative draft Development Agreement is included as Exhibit 7 and ilkstrates the major 
points that should be covered in the document. 

The finalization of the Development Agreement will take some time, typically up to two months. 
The municipality should make provisions in the original RFP, that the negotiations must proceed 
in good faith and that in the event they do not, the municipality reserves the right to discontinue 
the negotiations and proceed to negotiate an agreement with another proposer, should it so 
desire. 
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Exhibit 1 
Housing Market Analysis 

Sample Market Analysis 

Efforts should be made to complete as realistic a market analysis as possible of the 
potential demand for units in  the proposed housing development. A market analysis, 
simply put, is a study designed to determine and present estimates of how many people 
might be wil l ing to pay certain prices for specific types of housing at the given site. This 
information wi l l  be of use to the City (in helping it assess a realistic value for its property 
interest); to the Developer - for determining what to build and the potential feasibility 
and profitability of his proposed scheme; and to Lenders/lnvestors - as one measure for 
evaluating the risk involved in lending on the project. 

The objective i s  to try to be reasonably assured that there are likely to be a reasonable 
number of people in the market area who can both afford and are will ing to Dav for the 
size, type, quality and price of housing that i s  proposed. Their willingness to pay wi l l  be 
governed by the housing's proximity to their places of work, their existing residences and 
neighborhoods/communities of friends, relatives, schools and associates etc. and also by 
what other new housing alternatives are in the area, as well as by its attractiveness 
relative to other uses for their money. This is  called measuring effective demand at 
specific price levels. The developer does not want to end up building housing that either 
no  one can afford or that i s  so overpriced relative to the quality offered (or the 
alternatives available to potential buyers) that few people choose to rush out and buy. If 
the effective demand looks excessively thin, the developer is well advised to revise his 
product and/or lower the price. 

Given that an active private housing market is  only just now emerging in Slovakia, the 
preparation of a detailed, rigorous market analysis is  unrealistic. A pretension of a 
sta'tistically accurate presentation of demand may also be misleading due to the lack of 
aGailable data and the fact that predictable patterns of response to housing offerings in 
Slovakia are not yet obversable due to the small number of available cases. 

However, some anecdotal evidence can perhaps be developed to move beyond flying 
blind. This information can be used to help substantiate or disprove common sense 
guesses as to likely market response, to help set the development program for the site, 
and to identify target populations which wil l  need to be reached in the 
promotion/advertising campaign designed to sell the offered units. 

The following are typical steps in  a market analysis and some of the questions asked and 
data sought: 

1. Identify Market Area and Characteristics: 

The area within which most of the expected buyers for housing at the site currently 
work or are likely to i s  called the primary market area. It i s  important to know as much 
as possible about what is going on in this area in the way of enlployment growth (past 
and projected), population changes, income levels and growth, household composition 
and wealth: these variables constitute the generators of potential demand. 



For general purposes, the boundaries of the primary market area would contain all those 
areas that can be reached within a reasonable commute time from the site: perhaps 30 
minutes by principal mode of transportation. Determine this by extending out 30 minutes 
along the principal roads or. bus routes from the site and interconnect the points. Locate 
within this area the principal concentrations of employment. 

. - 

Try to be as specific as possible in determining where most of the people who wi l l  buy 
the units w i l l  come from within the primary area and try to learn as much as possible 
about them and their housing preferences., quantifying this information if possible. 
Identify these subareas on your map. Why i s  it reasonable to assume that people within 
this target area(s) would want to move to a project at your specific location? Is it near 
their work? Is  i t  near jobs that can pay the sort of salaries likely to be needed to live in 
this project? Is it a nicer neighborhood? Is the population with higher level salaries 
growing rapidly in  the market area so there is  a shortage of housing? Is job availability, 
particularly of better paying jobs, growing rapidly in the market area.? 

2. Proposed Project Characteristics: 

Specify the characteristics of the proposed project- type and size of units by number of 
rooms, baths, and square meters. List amenities planned, if any: parking spaces, decks, 
gardens, laundry facilities, closets, fireplaces, special materials, security, etc. State the 
contemplated sales price of the units by total price for each unit type and by square 
meter. 

3. Compare Proposed Project to Other Available Supply: 

Given the likely asking price and characteristics of your project's units identified in  the 
section above, what are the competitive alternatives (such as owner built housing on 
their own land) available to the projected buyers coming from the primary market area? 
Specifically, are there any other projects or alternatives available that would represent a 
more attractive expenditure of funds (for example, same price, better location or more 
land; or lower price per square meter); or would these potential buyers be better off just 
staying where they are - for example, paying low rent and waiting for a better deal to 
come in  the future. Competitive alternatives include new projects being built in the area 
and competition from vacant units. You should obtain as much information as possible 
on what i s  available from field observation, advertisements, and talking to realtors, city 
officials and other sources. 

4. Compare Project to Potential Demand: 

Given the proposed characteristics of your project, does your analysis of the market area 
household, employment, and growth characteristics suggest that there are an adequate 
number of households reasonably close to the site who can both afford the proposed 
units, want to move, and have no adequate alternatives? 



If you have identified competitive alternatives from new or existing stock how does your 
project Compare? Is your housing a lot higher in price? If so, it is best to restructure the 
proposed offering to bring the price down to competitive levels, ( which can still be 
somewhat higher than the competition i f  the project has attractive features and 
amenities.) 

..- 

What can you do to lower the price? Design smaller, simpler units? Allocate less to the 
land? Provide basic shell and utility completion - letting buyers finish out the unit.? 

While there are no specific answers to what constitutes a market feasible project, you do 
not want to build something that has to be sold at a price very substantially above what 
people currently pay in the market for self built or otherwise unsubsidized housing on a 
per square meter basis. Nor do you want to build product that is so large that even 
though the per square meter price is  competitive 'the total unit price exceeds the financial 
capacity of most households. Also it is critical not to build housing units that greatly 
exceed the size norm for the housing type: for example it i s  not reasonable to assume 
that oversized apartments will compete at the same per square meter price as single 

. 
family dwellings with their own land. 

The following two pages present a convenient illustrative format of ways to summarize 
your market data: 



II. Proposed Project: 

Unit Type: 
eg I br, 1 bth 

2br1 lbth 
3br, I .5 bth 

Total 

Number / Size Price PricelSq. M 

Ill. Competition in Marke Area: 

1 Project I : (Name) 
1 unit ~ ~ ~ e : '  

I 

/ Number 
eg I br, I bth 

2br, I bth 
3br, 1.5 bth 

Project 2: (Name) 
Unit Type: 
eg lbr, 1 bth 

2br1 1 bth 
3br, 1.5 bth 

Total 

Size Price I PriceISq. M.1 

Number 1 Size 1 Price PricelSq. M. 7 
/ Project 3: (Name) 

1 Zbr, Ibth 1 
unit ~ ~ ~ e : -  
eg I br, 1 bth 

3br, 1.5 bth 
Total 

Zbr, 1 bth 
3br. I .5 bth 

I 

Total 

PriceISq. M. 

Price I PricelSq. M.1 

Price Number Size 



II. Proposed Project: 

2br, 1 bth 
/ 3br, 1.5 bth 
1 Total 

Number Size / Price I PricelSq. M.1 

Ill. Competition in Marke Area: 

1 eg lbr, 1 bth 
I I 

Project I : (Name) 
Unit Type: 

1 2br, Ibth 

Number ( Size / Price I PricelSq. M.1 

1 3br, 1.5 bth 1 1 I I 1 I 
I I I I I 

1 Total 

2br, I bth 
3br, 1.5 bth 

I 

Total 

Size / Price / PriceISq. M.1 

Unit Type: 
eg 1 br, 1 bth 

2br, I bth 
3br, 1.5 bth 

Total 

1 Project 4: (Name) 
/ Unit Type: 
I eg 1 br, 1 bth 
' Zbr, Ibth 

3br, I .5 bth 
Total 

Number Size I Price 

PriceISq. M. 
1 

Number 

PricelSq. M. 

I I 

I 

Size 1 Price 

1 



Exhibit 2 
Complete Sample Request for Proposal 



Exhibit 2-A 
Letter of Invitation - Horn6 MiEin6 

February 12, 1996 

Re: Request for Proposals to Develop Housing on and Acquire Municipal Land 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Please find enclosed a Request for Proposals (RFP) which has been issued by the Village of 
Horna Micina for the purpose of inviting contractors, developers, investors and others to 
prepare and submit proposals for developing housing on and purchasing a site of land 
presently owned by the Village. The site consists of a partially constructed building that was 
desiged for eight units and parkine garages. Proposals must provide for all design, 
engineering, construction, financing, marketing and sales activities that are required to 
complete the prbject. 

The Request for Proposals and the process for issuing, receiving and evaluating the proposals 
have been designed to insure the maximum objectivity and fairness to all participants. To 
this end, the Villaqe has received technical assistance from a team of American and Slovak 
specialists funded by the United States Agency for International Development. The team will 
assist the Village in responding to questions from participants and in evaluating the 
proposals. 

Beginning as of today, the site is available for inspection, and plans, surveys and other 
materials about the site and the project are available for inspection in the Village offices from 
8:30 am until 4:30 pm, Monday through Friday. 

A pre-proposal information conference will be held at the Villa~e offices at 1:00 pm on 
~ h u r s d a ~ .  March 21. 1996. All potential proposers are encouraged to attend for the purpose 
of asking questions about the project and the process. All questions and answers will be 
transcribed and mailed to all who have requested the RFP. Thereafter, until May1, 1996, 
questions can be submitted in writing to the Village. A compilation of these questions and 
their answers also will be mailed to all who have requested the RFP. 

No proposal will be accepted unless received at the Villane offices before 5:00 pm on 
Fridav. Mav 24, 1996. 

We look forward to your participation in this project. 
-.. 

Yours truly, . 

Andrei Pilka 
Mayor 



Exhibit 2-B 
Request for Proposal (Prelov-Selchow Site) 

Invitation to Submit Proposals to Acquire and Develop a 1.8 hectare 
Site Located at Sekchov, a suburb of the City of Presov 

I. Introduction: 

The City of Presov invites proposals from private enterprises (hereafter referred to as 
the "Proposer" ) to acquire a 1.8 hectare site, and to design, build and thereafter sell 
(or rent and manage) improvements upon it at its own cost . The parcel is located in 
the suburb of Sekchov, kms from the center of Presov. The City wishes to have 
the site developed for housing and compatible commercial uses. The winner of the 
selected proposal will be invited to negotiate a binding development agreement with the 
City. 

By initiating this project the City hopes to 
i. Create new types of quality housing opportunities for the citizens of Presov 
ii. Encourage participation of the private sector in providing housing for the citizens 

of Presov and 
i i i .  To increase the overall quality of the urban environment. 

2. Site Description: 

The site is a vacant parcel with dimensions of 240 metres by 75 metres , with the long 
side located along the east edge of Generala Svoboda Blvd. between Viholatcka and 
Karpatska, with a total surface area of 18,000 square metres. Immediately to the east of 
the site is the Sekchov housing estate, containing approximately - housing units and 

people. Immediately bordering the site in the south is a 7000 square metre 
parcel reserved for a supermarket. Please see Exhibits A and B for Location Map and 
Site Plan. Paved roads border the site on the north, west , and east . Water, sewer , 
gas and electricity are available to the site at the locations and in the quantities as 
shown on the Exhibit B Site Plan. 

3. Development Requirements: 

The following are minimum development requirements that must be met for the site: 

a. Construction shall not be less than 2 floors nor more than a maximum of 4 floors. 

b. A minimum of 75 and a maximum of 150 units of housing. 

c. Residential units must be set back at least meters from the property line along 
Generala Svoboda Blvd. 



d. At least 20% of the site must be landscaped. 

e. On site residential parking of 1 space per - housing unit and I parking space per 
- square meters of retail space. 

f. Retail uses are permitted, provided they are of a nature providing goods and 
services primarily oriented towards the residents of the local Sekchov housing 
estate. Industrial uses are not permitted. A maximum of 2,000 square meters of 
general office use would be permitted. 

4. Developer's Responsibility: 

The winning Proposer shall have the following responsibilities with regard to the project: 

a. To provide curb, sidewalk, driveway, parking, landscaping and all on-site 
improvements (including utility provision) at its own cost and expense to normal City 
development standards. 

b. To complete all site investigation, design and engineering work at its own cost and 
expense. 

c. To complete the construction of the approved improvements at its own cost and 
expense and within an acceptable time schedule negotiated with the City. 

d. To be solely responsible for the sale and/or rental of the improvements and their 
subsequent management. 

e To negotiate a binding development agreement to either purchase or lease the site 
from the City on the terms set forth in his proposal (or such other terms as shall be 
mutually agreed to between Developer and City) upon the selection of developer 
and subsequent negotiation with City, Such contract shall be negotiated and 
executed within days of selection, or all of Developer's rights shall cease, and 
the City may then elect to negotiate with another developer for the site. 

f. To deposit 500,000 crowns to the City of Presov as deposit on the purchase of the 
land. 

5 . City's Responsibility: 

a. The City Council shall select the successful proposal upon the completion of the 

2 



review process outlined below in Section 8. The subsequent developer agreement 
to be negotiated between the City and the developer shall be the sole contractual 
agreement between the City and the Developer. 

The City shall be obligated to demonstrate clear title to the property and to either 
convey title to the site (if a purchase), enter into a ground lease with the developer, 
or a deferred conveyance pursuant to the terms of a joint venture type agreement. 

In terms of cost, City shall be solely responsible for delivery of utility infrastructure to 
the center of roads at intersections nearest to site. City shall have no other cost 
responsibilities with relation to the project. 

City shall use due diligence and speed in reviewing plans and issuing any necessary 
approvals and permits. 

6. Selection Criteria: 

The following factors shall be taken into consideration in reaching a decsion aas to 
winner of this Request for Proposal. 

a. The overall quality of the design solution, including building designs, site plan and 
landscape plan. 

b. The quality of the proposed methods and materials to be used in the proposed 
construction.. 

( Items 6a and 6b shall be evaluated by the City's Architectural Design and Review 
Committee? Board? and said review shall consitute up to - points of the total 
potentially available to a contestant under this catagory. 

c. The capacity, experience and financial strength of the development team. 

d. The financial feasibility of the proposed development, documented by development 
proformas as described in the attached forms. 

e. The credibility of the developer's estimated costs and development schedule. 

f. The degree to which the proposed development conforms to zoning requirements 
set by the City of Presov. 

g. The amount of the compensation offred to the City in return for the site. The City is 
open to proposals for payments through the following methods: a. cash at time of 
acquisition b. payments over time c. ownership of a percentage of the units 
developed d. cash or time payments from the end purchasers e. any combination 



of the above or other credible methods. 

7. Submission Requirements: 

a. A narrative description of the proposed project to include overall description of the 
development concept: uses, number of buildings and floors, number and size of 
units,parking space, etc. 

b. outline specifications including structural, mechanical, electrical systems, types of 
materials, exterior finishing, and landscaping. 

c. Names, experience, and demonstrated ability of the development team including the 
developer, architect, contractor and consultants. 

d. A marketing plan including a proposed price or rental schedule. 

e. The estimated development costs, using the Exhibit C form. 

f. The proposed development timetable, and finacial proformas as per Exhibits D and 
E. 

g. A financing plan identifying all sources of proposed project financing including 
investors, banks, purchasers of the finished units, etc. including preliminary letters of 
committment from proposed investor and financila sources 

h. A design study including: 

i. Site Plan: Scale = 1 :500 

ii. Typical Floor Plan of housing areas; and. Typical Floor Plan for retail/commercial 
areas(if any) (1 500) 

... 
111. Detailed representative floor plans of housing (in representative building) at scale 

of 1 :200 

iv. Elevations from Generala Svoboda Blvd and sides, and two cross sections at 
1 500 

i. Developer's signed proposl response in form of Exhinit H, accompanied by 
cashier's check yo City of Presov in the amount of 500,000 crowns as refundable 
processing deposit as specified in paragraph above. 



8. Procedure and Schedule: 

Developer and project shall be selected and agreement negotiated pursuant to 
following procedure and schedule: 

From date of this announcement until , potential developers may visit site, and 
review site related materials at Room , City Office, City of Presov. Any 
questions regarding the site, the project, andlor the procedure should be directed in 
writing to Mr. Vladimir Debnar, Chief Architect of the City, at 
When the City provides an answer to a question it shall provide it in writing to all 
developers who to date have requested proposals. No questions shall be answered 
in the 3 weeks prior to final submittal date for proposals (see paragraph 7c ) below, 

On , at 10 AM the City invites all potential Proposers to attend a pre- 
proposal conference at (Room, address). The purpose of 
this meeting is to answer any questions or concerns regarding the site and proposal 
selection process. Any questions City is not able to answer at meeting shall, if 
capable of being answered, be answered in one or more written documents, to be 
mailed out to all potential Proposers. 

All proposals shall be due in the City Office at (address) on or before 5 
PM, (date) along with a cashier's check made out to the City in the amount 
of 500,000 crowns. 

City staff shall review the proposals for 30 days following submission of proposals 
and prepare a staff report for the City Council. The proposals (and design boards) 
shall be available for public review at City Hall during this period. 

As soon as possible, after the 30 day review period, there shall be a public meeting 
before the City Council to consider the plans. Each developer having submitted a 
plan shall be permitted to make a public presentation of his proposal before the 
Council and to answer questions of the Council. This meeting shall also be 
advertised to the public who shall also be invited to ask questions of the developers. 

Thereafter shall follow an additional 60 day review period, during which citizens may 
submit written comments to City Council, and during which time City Staff may 
request in writing of the developers clarification or additional information on 
submitted proposals. 

At the end of said 60 day review period, City staff shall submit their final written 
analysis and recommendations to City Council. Council shall hold a public hearing, 
which shall be open to developers and citizens, at which the parties may comment 
for a limited time (for example a maximum of 3 minutes each) on the projects and at 
the conclusion of which Council shall vote for a winning proposal. 



h. Within 5 days of selection of the winning proposal, City shall commence contract 
negotiations with the developer of the winning proposal and shall return the 500,000 
crown deposits to the losing entrants. 



Development Timetable and Project Characteristics 
Page 4 

A. Development Timetable: 
(Assume Developer Picked and Development Agreement Signed by 1 

Phase 1 Phase 2 

Submission of Revised Preliminary Plans: 
Submission of Working Drawings: 
Start of Construction: 
Completion of Construction: 
(Certificate of Completion) 

8. Project Characteristics 

Site: 

Size: metres by metres 

Site Useage: 

Building Footprint:: 
Streets: 
Parking Areas: 
LandscapingIGreen Areas 
Total 

Buildings: 

Building "A:  
Building "B:  
Building "C": 
Building "D: 

Total 

Total Building Useage: 

Residential: 
Retail: 
Other Uses: 
Halls, Lobbies, etc: 

Total 

square metres Area: 

Floors Sq. m 
Floors Sq. m 
Floors Sq. m 
Floors Sq. m 

Sq. m 

File is PROFM4 



Development Timetable and Project Characteristics 

Building A: 
This Building will be constructed in Phase : 

Housing Units: 
Type A: 
Type B: 
Type C: 
Type D: 
Type E: 
Type F: 
Total 

Other Space: 
Retail: 
Other: 
Other: 

Parkina: 
Onsite-Uncovered 

Size 
(Sa.m.1 No. Price 

Price 
(Sa.rn.1 

Garage: 

Other Space: 
Retail: 

... 
Other: 
Other: 

Building B: 
This Building will be constructed in Phase : 

Size 
Wousina Units: (Sa.m.1 - No. 

Type A: 
Type B: 
Type C: 
Type D: 
Type E: 
Type F: 
Total 

Price 
Price 
(Sa.m.1 

Parkina: 
Onsite-Uncovered Garage: 

Page 2 

File is PROFM4 



Development Timetable and Pro 

Building C: 
This Building will be constructed in Phase : 

Housina Units: 
Type A: 
Type B: 
Type C: 
Type D: 
Type E: 
Type F: 
Total 

Other Space: 
Retail: 
Other: 
Other: 

Parkina: 
Onsite-Uncovered 

Size 
(Sa.m.1 No. - 

Garage: 

Building D: 
This ~ u i l d i n ~  will be constructed in Phase : 

Housina Units: 
Type A: 
Type B: 
Type C: 
Type D: 
Type E: 
Type F: 
Total 

Other Space: 
Retail: 
Other: . -  

Other: 

Parkina: 
Onsite-Uncovered 

File is PROFM4 

Size 
(Sa.m.1 - No. 

ect Characteristics 
Page 3 

Price 
Price 
(Sa.m.1 

Price 
Price 
(Sa.m.1 

Garage: 



DEVELOPMENT BUDGET 

Site Development: 

Total - Site 
Building Construction: 
Total - Site 
Escalation to Starting date @ -% 

Total - Site and Construction 

Other Construction Related Costs: 

Architecture and Engineering 
Permits and Fees 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Other Develo~ment Costs: 

Marketing: 
Title, Legal, Accounting, Survey - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Taxes duiing Construction 
Insurance and Bond Fees - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Developer FeesIExpenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Finance Fees - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Construction Interest - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Appraisalllnspection fees 

Total - Other Development Costs 

Total Gross Project Cost 

I 1 I 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT BUDGET 1 

*: Offsite costs includes any costs for water, sewer, electricity, gas extensions to site plus any 
other costs such as drainage, road improvements paid for by Developer. 

File is PROFM2 



'reject Information 

I I I 

Size of Lot (Square Meters) 
rota1 Area of Building (Sq. Meters) 
rota1 Saleable Area of Building 
3round Breaking 
Zornplete construction 
2onstruction Period (Mos.) 
nterest Rate for Construction Loan 

0.00 
0 
0 

: .O 1 100100 
01 100100 

0 
0.00% 

I I I I I I I 
SITE CONSTRUCTION COSTS 1 

r . . 
' .- - .  

TEM 

SITE ACQUISITION COS 
Base Cost I 
Transfer & Recording Costs 
Miscellaneous 

COST 

0 
0 
0 

Off-Site Infrastructure I 

DEVELOPMENT COST BUDGET I I 

F - 
- 
5 - 
- 

( 

( 

( 

I 

I - 

! 

- 
- 

I 

0 
0 
0 

0 1 -01 

I I 
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 0 

COST PER 
SO. METER 

0 Total Site Acquistion Costs + 

I I I 

On-Site Infrastructure I I o 1 0 I I 

0 

, " ' ,  

0 



C"' "" . DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMA I 
I I lopdon 1: D.vd0p.r lnt.rn.1 Rnmndng 

I I !A: Lmnd Pqmnnt -1 B.glnning 
PROJECT INFORMATION I I 

I I 

I I I I I I I I I I I I 
SALES RNENUES 1 I lTOTAL I IPAECON. I OUARTER~ QUARTER 1 QUARTER I QUARTER 1 ONARTER I QUARTER I ClllARlER I QUARTER 

S.IU ~ d u .  I I 1 I I ISTAUCTIO 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 s 1 0 1 7 I B 



Developer's Submission and Certification 

Proposal to Town of Turna nad Budvo 
to 

Acquire One or More Sites 
and to 

Develop Housing and Related Facilities Thereon 

Date: 

Mayor 
(Address) 

Dear Mayor 

On behalf of (name of entity) , a (corporation, general 
partnership, limited partnership, an individual or a consortium consisting of , 

, and )((choose appropriate entity)), I, as its 
(President, Managing Director, general Partners, etc), am pleased to 

submit this Proposal to Acquire (Site-specify eg Building # I ,  Parcel 'H ", 
etc) and to Develop Housing and Related Facilities Thereon. We are not submitting 
any other concurrent proposals for the other Parcel(s) offered in your RFP of 

(date). (Alternative: We are submitting other proposals for the other 
Parcel(s) offered in your RFP of (date)). 

As an integral part of this submittal, please find the following attachments: 

I. The Development Proposal: 

Our complete Development Proposal for ( ) is attached as 
Annex A and contains the following parts: 

a. A narrative description of the proposed project including an overall description of 
the development concept, the uses, number and types of buildings and floors, 
number and size of units, on-site parking spaces , - (etc). The project will be 
built in - phase(s). (If phased, indicate what will be built in each phase). 

The housing units are designed to appeal to (describe faruet households: 
income. families vs elder/-v vs vouna couples. etc: where from) and will be 
offered for (salekent) in a price range of . (If applicable, 



the retail space will be offered for sale/rent). 

Summary table of the "Proposed Development Program" in form of RFP's Exhibit 

sets of the Design Study including: 

i. Site Plan: Scale = I : 

ii. Typical Floor Plan of housing areas; ( and Typical Floor plan for 
retail/commercial areas (if any)) at Scale of 1 : 

iii. Detailed representative floor plans of housing (in representative building) at 
scale of 1 : 

iv. Elevations from and (and 
cross sections) at 1 : 

d. Outline specifications including structural, heating and mechanical, electrical 
systems, types of materials, exterior finishing and landscaping. 

2. The Business Proposal: 

Our complete Business Proposal for ( ) is attached as Annex 
B and contains the following parts: 

a. The estimated "Development Budget" for the project in the form of the RFP's 
Exhibit . 

b. The prosed "Development Timetable" in the form of the RFP's Exhibit . 

c. The "Development Proforma" in the form of the RFP's Exhibit . 

d. A narrative description of the proposed financing plan to accompany Section 
2.c's "Development Proforma" identifying each of investors, banks, and 
purchaser deposits by amount . With respect to the amounts to be raised from 
investors and banks, we have included copies of preliminary letters of 
commitment from our specified proposed investor and financial sources. 

e. Our marketing plan identifying who we see comprising our target market, where 
they are located, how we plan to reach them, and what types of payment 
/financing plans we plan to offer them. The average prices of our units and 
projected absorption schedule are as spelled out in the "Development Proforma " 
(Exhibit 3 

3. Developer Team and Qualifications: 



We have also included the following materials (Annex 3) in support of our 
qualifications to complete this project: 

a. A detailed description of the development team (names, experience, and 
demonstrated ability) members, including the development entity (name of 
entitvl; our architect, contractor and consultants; along with brochures and 
representative examples of completed projects. 

b. Certification that (name of entitv) is in good standing and is duly registered with 
the [department of ?) of the Slovak Republic, including copy of the 
Verification of Registration. A confidential copy of our most recent financial 
statement is included as Exhibit . (If a General partnership or an individual: 
I (we) certify that the personal confidential financial statements attached as 
E x h i b i t ,  are a true representation of my (our) individual financial condition 
and that I (we) are not presently in default under any of our present financial 
obligations and that neither I (we) nor entities under my (our) direct control have 
declared bankruptcy in the past - years.) 

c. Bank references including telephone name of bank, contact, address and 
telephone number; and type of banking relationship. 

d. (Optional) The following other statements and evidence of the Developer's 
qualifications and financial responsibility are attached as Exhibit - and made a 
part hereof: 

4. Deposit: 

We have attached a Cashier's Check in the amount of crowns, 
representing the deposit required under Section - of the RFP. We understand 
that this deposit will be refunded, without interest, if we re not a winning bidder; but 
that it shall be non-refundable if we are the winning bidder and then withdraw prior to 
reaching a definitive Development Agreement with the , unless good faith 
negotiations break down. 

5. Acknowledgement: 

By my signature below, I acknowledge on behalf of , that l / 
(we) have carefully reviewed the RFP and all associated documents, have visited 
the site, are familiar with the Slovak building code? and the zoning and 
building conditions, and understand and accept the conditions laid out in the RFP as 



to - vs. developer responsibilities, and understand and accept the rules of the 
selection process for the winning bidder. 

(Name of Development Entitvl 

By: (name) 

Its: (title) 

Date: 



Exhibit 2-C 
Checklist - Detailed Site Information 

Municipality of 

Request for Proposal 
Typical Exhibit Checklist 

Exhibit 

A.. Regional Location Map 

B.. Site Location Map 

C. Parcel Plan and Available lnfrastructure 

D. Available EngineeringlArchitectural Studies (?=If you have any) 

1. SoilsIGeotechnical 

2.Topographical Map 

3. Utilities and Other lnfrastructure 

4. Survey 

5. Zoning Map andlor Development Restrictions 

6. Architectural Plans of Existing Building Project (not as-builts) 

E. Existing Site Conditions- Photographs of Site and Surroundings 

F. Proposal Submittal Forms: 

1. Development Timetable and Project Characteristics 

2. Development Budget 

3. Development Proforma 

4. Developer's Submission and Certification 

G. Illustrative Information: 

I. Available Financing Programs 

-. 
2. Market Analysis Suggestions 

3. Draft Development Agreement 

4. Sample Filled Out Development Proforma 

File is Exhitbitt 



Exhibit 2-D 
Illustrative Information 



Orientation information - Loan conditions (interest rates) - 
March 1996 for entrepreneurs 

Bank t 
I 

long term Guarantees 
more than 4 yrs 

up yo j l0 yrs 200% movable t immovaDie real 

Middle term 
1 - 4 yrs. 

15.0 - i6,O 

16.0 

I i 
I i 

Slovak S a v i n g s  1 12.0 / 14.0 

Short term 
up to 1 yr. 

Name of the 
Bank 

15.0 

VUB I 12.5 I 140 

Prime rate 
(rnin,) 

I I 

Bank) 

estclre - in view of the depreciation, 
depaii (Slovak currency and faeign 
up to 120%, bank guarantee etc. 
150% pledged depAl, immovable 
real estate, 3rd party, each project 
judged 
150% of requested loan, real estate, 
3rd party, bank guarantee 

I 

Investment and ' 1 2.0 
Development 

Bank (IRB) ; 
Pdnobmka 1 
(Agricultural I 

I 

! 

ludova Banka : 
, 

PKB 

real estate, 3rd party, bank 
guarantee + partiai coverage, 

16.5 16.0 

lstrobanko I I 

I 14,O 15.0 - l 6 0  PIU , 
I 
i i a risk charge I 

max, 5 yrs 

stocks 

17.0 

term deposif, depcsit in foreign 
currency, good real estute, 
individually judged according to 
criteria, possible guarantea by the 
municipality [include, budget] 

1 
I 



PKB 
PrvCl komun6lna banka a s .  

Loan application 

... -.- ......... -...- ---. .... 
&I ~ r x l r l l  i r c  I:!qw::en poyr r~en ls  and isn-I: cst pyyrl- ants: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ............................... ....-.. - ..... --- . I 



Documents needed for Loan App!ication 

Clients presents to a bank a Loan Application in which he will justlfy the need 
For loan. 

With a Loan Application he will present the following: 

1 . Extract fron-r Commercial Register, or 

2 .  License to operate the business, or 

3 .  Registration necessary for hisfhers activity, in the case if item No. 1 and 
2 does not apply 

4.  Financial statements for t h e  last 3 years provided to the l a x  office, or 
from the beginning of operation of the buslness in the case of less than 
3 years 

5 ,  Summary, result's a n d  the cash flow not older' than 1 month of a 
common year, covering period from t h e  beginning of fiscal year until 
the date of submlsslon of application 

6 .  Overview of claims and obligations based on the time of payment not 
older than 1 month of a common year. Specification according to the 
payment schedule up to 30 days, up to 3 months. over 3 months and  
possible uncollected debts 

7. Brief characteristic of activities and business developmenl activities 
form the beginning of the fiscal year 

8.  Speciflcation of activities based on the recommended guideline 

9.  Proposal as to the security of the loan 
a) proposed real estate 

- certified appraisal 
- experts appraisal delegated by the bank  not older thcln 2 

months 
- extract fl.orn the Real Estate Registrar not older t h a n  2 

months 



- insurance agleement covering the collaleral propew 
b) proposed real estate 

- technical or another identification proof 
- experts appraisal delegated by the bank not older than 2 

months 
insurance agreement covering the collateral property 

c:) proposed claims 
- overview of proposed claims including the time schedule 

of payments, payments past due wlll not be taken into 
consideration 

- agreement with debtors regarding their future payments 
directly to PKB ass, 

d) proposed (offered) stocks 
specification of stocks (ISIN name, number of stocks offered 
as co\loteral) 

e) other offered guarantees from specified selection of guciantees 
and means of securing them i.e. bank guarantee, restricted 
transferability of funds, binding proclamation by a th i rd party. 
collateral draft if guarantee Is done with the name of the 
buslness 



Recommended auidelkwof specification act~v~t~es 

Specification 01 activities Is t h e  main document In which entrepreneur 
expresses hls entrepreneurial goals and specifies marketing approach to 
secure these goals. 
In some cases  client may omit some parts recommended by this guldellne 
depending upon the purpose of a loan i.0. in an Investment for a 
development of an Investment property, the bank requlres different range 
then In purchase of goods. Because this Is recommended for orientation, 
whlle preparing specification actlvltles companies may proceed according 
to their own guidellne, but cllent should respond to questions recommended 
In the guideline, 

In speclficatlon activities we recommend to retaln the followlng orlentatlon 

Brief descripiion of a project - summary 
In the introduction briefly express the entrepreneurlal lntention and 
overall entrepreneurial philosophy 

Baslc Information about the company 
u) hlstory of the company and Its entrepreneurial activities 
bj legal form of entrepreneurship, characteristic of the 

company founders 
c) key personal of t he  company - management, whlch will 

be undertaking this entrepreneurial Intention, their 
qualification, experience in the  field, previous 
entrepreneurial results 

Current economical situation of the company 
a) main production or commercial activity of the 

company 



b) current ranklng of the  company on the market 
c) size of t h e  company - average number of employees, 

average level of Investment property, stock, gross 
revenues 

clj current technical a n d  technological equlprnent In 
regard to effectiveness and level of output 

s) overall balance of the company - Its development for 
last 3 years 

4. Intention of entrepreneurla! actlvity 
Speclfy In details a s  to what activity you are focusing on. 

5. Market analysls, sales, prlce strategy 
a) current and future customers of the company - 

specification based on the sales share of the company 
b) current and future suppllers of the company, what 

crlterla Is used in selectlon of the suppliers - speciflcatlon 
b a s e d  on share of supplying for the company 

c solvency a n d  perspective of comrnerc~al partners, why is 
company orienting themselves on these commercial 
partners,, what proof does client have in regard to the 
solvency and good commercial reputatlon 

d) sales proof by showing agreements, Proving here 
volume of sales or share in which company has guarantees 
based on agreements 

? e) reasoning or lnformatlon on whlch client is presuming 
above mentioned development 

f) prlce strategy - what prlce orlentatlon Is company 
counting on in respect to Individual groups of customers 
and the means of realisation of it 



Competitlon 
a) current and future competitlon 
b) ways of protection agalnst clients competitlon 
c) reasoning or information on which client is presuming 

above mentioned development 

Measures taken to support sales 
a) market analysis - means of conducting them and their 

number 
b) product dlstrlbutlon securement 
c) securement of communlcatlon with customer 
d) advertising 
e) sales means, organization of sales 

Alternate solutions 
Statlng the alternatives the company has under conslderatlon to 
secure entrepreneurlal intention and its concrete impact o n  reaching 
the goal 

F'inanclal securement of the entrepreneurial plan 
- capltal needs, return of capital, financial sources 

a) projected balancing - projected development of 
investment propem, development state of claims and 
specific level of Inventory on the slde active capital and at the 
same time the development of funds, development level of 
obligations and loans on  the passive slde 

b) projected results 
c) projected cash flow 

Data is being shown for each individual year of loan repayment. Financial 
indicators are intertwined through sales or production with valid agreements. 
Financial statements may be supplemented with additional characteristics. 



All banks requlre to submit a n  application, payment schedule, business plan 
and all necessary information about client [annual balance sheet, tax return 
etc.) 

Note: At the VUB bank there is a possibility to obtaln EXlM loan for investment 
activity. The business plan [project) must be approved also by the 
National Bank. Possibility of a partial drawing of the loan, necessity to 
have 30% of your own means + 70% possible loan, interest rate 
approx. 14.5%. interest rate dlffers dependln~ upon the amount of 
the loan i.e. up to 20 Mil, SK a n d  over 20 Mil. SK In relationship to the 
quallly of the project. Length of the loan: rnin. 1 year max. 10 years. 
PCIYI-I-IEI-I~S ale ~ u u I I ~ I ' I Y ,  i1'1feles1 I I 1 ~ r  111  ily, 
Guarantees are 200% with real estate, In deposit 120%, In these you 
may be able to negotiate to use revolving fund form. 



I SITES AVAILABLE FOR HOUSING 
The following towns and cities are offering sites for sale 

I for development of housing by competitive proposal 

City of Presov 
Prime site of .5 h in Centrum for 70-80 units 

rite o r  call City Architect, Vladimir Debnar for 
FOR PROPOSAL INFORMATION PACKAGE: 

ity Hall, ul. Hlavna c. 73,080 66 Presov 
Fax: 

re-Proposal lnformation Conference:gAM, March 20, 1996 at Town Hall 
roposals Due: SPM, , May 22 1996 

- 

I 

Village of Turna nad Budvo, near Kosice 
Sites for up to 36 units of housing 

Nrite o r  call for 
iEQUEST FOR PROPOSAL INFORMATION PACKAGE: 

X y  Hall, 
'el: Fax: 

're-Proposal lnformation Conference:lDAM, March 19,1996 at Town Hal 
Jroposals Due: SPM, , May 22 1996 

City of Banska Bystrica 
4.5 h site for up to - units of single family 
or townhouse dwellings approx. k m  from Centrur 

Write or call for 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL INFORMATION PACKAGE: 

City Hall, 
Tel: Fax: 

're-Proposal lnformation Conference: 9AM, March 22, 1996 at Town Hall 
'roposals Due: 5PM,, May 24,1996 

Village of Horna Micina, near Banska Bystrica 
8 partially completed two story townhouse units 

Write or call for 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL INFORMATION PACKAGE: 

City Hall, 
Tel: Fax: 

Pre-Proposal Information Conference: IPM, March 21,1996 at Town Hall 
'roposals Due: 5PM,, May 24,1996 



Exhibit 4 

Conference Agenda 

AGENDA FOR THE INFORMATION CONFERENCE 

I. Introduction 
- Welcome 
- Introduction of participants 
- Overview of the program and its pbjectives 

11. Background on the City and the Site 
- Population and development 
- Land planning and urban context 
- History of the city 
- Goals 

111. Details on the Site and the Project 
- Situation of site and relationship to infrastructure 
- Regulatory requirements 
- Architectural issues 
- Other 

Questions on site and infrastructure 

JY. Conditions of the Competition 
- Steps and procedures 
- Discussion of the selection criteria 

Questions on the conditions of the competition 

V. Filling Out the Forms 
- Detailed explanation of the forms 

Questions (except regarding the Proforma) 

VI. Financing and Form 3 (the Proforma) 
- Instructions and Information 

Questions about Form 3 

VII. Market Analysis 

Questions 



Exhibit 5 
Guidelines for Handling Requests to Receive RFPs and Information 

M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: Mayor Ladislav Bartok (Ondrej Pilka, etc.) 
FROM: Robert Doubek 
DATE: February 2, 1996 
SUBJECT: Guidelines for Responding to Requests to Send RFPs and for 

Allowing Inspection of Documents 

One of the primary considerations in the process of competitive proposals is 
maintaining fairness and objectivity. An essential element of this consideration is 
ensuring that participants in the process perceive it to be fair and objective. 
For this reason, answers to all questions should be put in writing and distributed to all 
participants. 

Your RFP is now in final form and its availability soon will be advertised to the public. 
You and your staff will soon be receiving letters and phone calls to request copies of 
the RFP. Many of the callers will attempt to get as much information as possible 
over the telephone. Shortly after you starting sending out the RFP, you will be 
receiving visitors who wish to examine the site and the existing materials that you 
have available. Many visiters will also press you for information. 

Because of these unavoidable contacts with the participants, it is very important that 
certain guidelines be followed to insure that the fairness and objectivity of the process 
is not compromised and that no one receives the impression that the process is 
anything but fair and objective. 

1. Don't talk about the project with participants. 

Except for taking names and addresses and giving directions to the site, village 
officials, staff members and council members should avoid saying anything about the 
project and the process to participants. They especially should avoid any comments 
about what the village wants to see proposed, how much money the village hopes to 
receive for the project, and what the site might be worth. 

2. Don't answer any questions about the process or the project. 

Refer participants to the RFP for information. Ask them to put their questions in 
writing and to come to the pre-bidders conference. 



2 July 17, 1996 

3. Don't discuss the project in the presence of participants. 

Because your offices are small, the participants probably will have to examine the 
project materials in rooms where staff members are working. 

4. Keep all the materials about the project in a separate box or on a separate 
table. 

You want to insure that all participants have the opportunity to see all of the available 
materials, so that no one can claim that he did not have the opportunity to see them 
all. 

5. Monitor the participants who are inspecting the files to make sure that no 
one removes anything. 

Do not allow any document to be removed from the room. If anyone requests copies, 
take an order in writing, along with payment, and mail the copies. 

6. Keep a list of the names, addresses and phone numbers of all who have 
requested proposals or visited the office to review materials. 

7. Review these guidelines with all staff and council members. 

You may wish to designate one or more staff members to be responsible for this 
project, to whom all inquiries should be referred. 





Exhibit 6 
Proposed Process for Evaluation and Selection of Developer Proposals 

Proposal Opening Meeting 
1. Open all proposals at designated time in a formal setting with City Clerk, relevant officials, 
and the developers present (if they wish) and log them in for completeness. There should be a 
checklist of what constitutes a complete proposal, e.g., evidence of deposit, completed submittal 
letter, plans, pro forma, etc. Check off, for each proposal submitted, which items are complete 
and which, if any, are missing. If an item is completed, however marginally, e.g., pro forma, 
marketing plan, sketch designs, count it as "Complete." 

2. Identify those proposals that are "Complete" and place in one pile, and those that are missing 
one or more items as "Incomplete" and put in another pile. The City should announce that it 
reserves, at subsequent evaluation meetings, the right to either automatically reject the 
Incomplete proposals, or at its option to invite the submitters the opportunity to submit additional 
material should it conclude there is some merit in the particulars of the Incomplete proposals. 

3. Conclude the proposal opening meeting. 

Before the Consultant Arrives 
4. Immediately faxlsend complete copies of all the proposals received, and the City's logs and 
notes on the openings, to the translator. The City staff should also at this point prepare a sum- 
mary of each proposal: e.g., who the developer is, summary detail on strength and background, 
what they are proposing, timetable, marketing and financing plan, perceived gaps in the 
completeness of the proposal, etc. This will be useful to the consultants and the Evaluation 
Committee (see Item 8 below). 

5. Translator translates relevant parts to English and forwards material to consultant. 

6. Establish Evaluation Committee and have them in place, ready to meet, late in the day (or 
the evening) of the day consultant will be there, but after he has had several hours to meet with 
staff in the morning. In his morning meeting with the staff, consultant will review the planned 
evaluation procedure to be followed at the afternoon meeting (see below), do a dry run, and see 
if there appear to be any clear winners and study the adequacy of their proposals as to informa- 
tion contained and what likely concerns might arise in the negotiations if picked. If these 
proposals are confusing as to details, or if there are other proposals that look promising but have 
been deemed Incomplete, consultant and staff will begin to outline additional questions and 
requests for information for presentation to the Evaluation Committee for consideration in posing 
them, in writing, to the developers, who would then be given additional time to submit the 
information before final decision is made. 



The Evaluation Committee Meeting 
8. At the meeting: 1) state the agenda, 2) review the procedure to be followed, 3) provide over- 
view of the proposals (summary), 4) review and try to evaluate all the proposals in depth against 
the criteria, 5) reach a conclusion, i.e., ranking and recommendation or specify additional 
information requested of each developer, and 6) conclude by setting another meeting time or 
forwarding the recommendations to the final selecting body, e. g . , a council. 

The Evaluation Procedure 
9. Draw up a chart similar to that shown on the next page (the criteria and weighting will be 
different in each case) and fill this out as the basis for completing the evaluations. The Com- 
mittee should fill this out as a group, coming up with a collective weighting for each item in 
open vote, rather than individual members filling out individual charts and then averaging them 
together. However, a space on the chart allows for individual scores as a point of departure, 
while using a big blackboard or master chart at the meeting. 

Secondly, projects should be evaluated by each criterion relative to each other in that particular 
criterion rather than relative to an absolute. This means evaluating all of the proposals for one 
criterion before proceeding to the next criterion, instead of taking one proposal all the way 
through all the criteria one at a time. For example, if there are four projects and they are being 
evaluated for "Design" and it's worth 15 points, then, if they were all of "good to average" 
quality, then they might all get, say, 10 to 12 points. If, on the other hand, one was exceptional 
and another terrible, the scores for design might be 15 and, say, 3; and so on through the list. 
Then the Committee moves on to the next evaluation criterion for all four projects, etc. 

After all criteria have been evaluated for each project, the result would be summed going down 
per project for an "Intermediate Score" (see Table). A final adjustment line is allowed for an 
aggregate overall "nuance" factor that permits up to a maximum 10 percent upward or down- 
ward adjustment in the final score based on intangibles that might have been missed going 
criterion by criterion, rather than considering a proposal in its entirety, for example, special con- 
siderations, such as playgrounds, other social contributions, concessions made in the proposal, 
difficulties in implementation, etc. 

Complete proposals go on the left and Incompletes on the right of the Table. Incomplete 
proposals would have ? entered in the criteria sections to show missing data. The Committee, 
by cross-comparing on the grid in the criteria categories that are "Complete" (without ? marks) 
would be able to determine whether there was any merit to be gained by offering Incomplete 
proposers the opportunity to submit more data, or whether they should just be eliminated. 

Consistent with the criteria spelled out in the RFP, there may be a minimum point requirement 
to be eligible, for example 65 out of 100 points. The Committee can recommend the elimination 
of proposals that score less than that in the evaluation. The ranking of the remaining proposals 
(that is, with higher than the minimum points) would be forwarded to the final approval body. 



If the Committee cannot reach a conclusion at its first meeting, it should hold a second meeting 
in short order, unless it has requested, in writing, additional information from the proposers, in 
which case sufficient time should be allowed for a response. 

The Committee may decide to invite the proposers to make oral presentations. If the Committee 
so decides, it is advised to hold a preliminary meeting without the proposers present and 
establish a preliminary evaluation, ranking, and list of questions it wishes answered by the 
proposers . This will give the Committee time and preparation to ask the questions at the second 
meeting when the proposers would be presumed present for oral presentations. 



Point Scoring Grid for Proposal Evaluation and Selection 

I I I Proposal 1: ( "Developer or Project name") I Proposal 2: ( "Developer or Project name") I Proposal 3: ( "Developer or Project name") 
I 

1 

2 

Criteria 

Design Solution 

Quality of Proposed 
Construction: 

4 Financial feasibility 

5 

Max. 
Score 

I I I I I 

Credibility of costs 
and schedule 

7 

! 

I 

Intermediate Score 
Adjustment Factors: 

Positive: 

Negative: 

Net Adjustment 
FINAL SCORE 

I 6 

Compensation for site 

I 

/ RANK: 

Group 
Score 

Comments or Needed Info: 

Conformity to zoning, 
town plan 

1 

1 

Comments or Needed Info: My 
Score 

Comments or  Needed Info: My 
Score 

My 
Score 

Group 
Score 

Group 
Score 



Exhibit 7 
Draft Development Agreement 

Disposition and Development Agreement 

Essential terms and Conditions 

1. Preamble and Parties to the Agreement: 

Whereas: 

a. The City of in the region of (hereafter "City" ) is the 
present owner of a parcel of land, (and two partially completed buildings located 
thereon ) (collectively the "Parcel"), as shown in attached Exhibit A and isand; 

b. , a (individual, company, limited or 
general partnership, other? -specify) (hereafter the "Developer") wishes to acquire 
the described Parcel and to design, finance, complete and sell to others upon 
completion (or retain for its own use or rental to others -as applicable) the site 
improvements and structures described in and made part of this Agreement and; 

c. City wishes to convey the Parcel, subject to the terms and conditions outlined 
below, to Developer for the purpose of benefiting the public interest by obtaining 
completion of the Developer's proposed improvements thereon, (hereafter the 
"Project"), the occupancy and use of the completed structures, and the upgrading 
of the local and more general environment by completion of the Project, and 

d. Developer wishes to acquire the Parcel, and complete the Project on the terms and 
conditions contained herein, 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Conveyance: 

The City agrees to convey to the Developer, on the terms and conditions hereafter 
stated, and for the compensation hereafter specified (the "Purchase Price") all of its 
right, title and interest in the Parcel. Conveyance shall be evidenced by the City's 
execution of a property deed (hereafter "Property Deed") in the form of Exhibit -, 
said deed to be delivered to Developer at the time of the Closing, as such term is 
hereafter defined. 

2. The Closing and Closing Date: 

The Property Deed shall be transferred to the Developer in return for the concurrent 
delivery to the City by the Developer of the Purchase Price and other documentation 
(as specified below). The transfer to the Developer of the Property Deed in return for 



the delivery of the Purchase Price and the other documentation shall be known as the 
Closing. The Closing shall occur on or before , 1996 (the Closing Date). The 
Closing Date may be adjusted pursuant to the events spelled out in this Agreement, or 
by the mutual written agreement of the parties. 

3. Consideration: 

The Developer's consideration for the Parcel shall be the total of the Purchase Price 
and his completion of the Development Requirements spelled out in this Agreement. 
The total Purchase Price shall be Million Crowns, payable as 
follows: 

a. Million Crowns in the form of cash, concurrently with the execution 
of this Agreement and receipt of which is hereby acknowledged. Said payment 
shall be non-refundable unless the City fails to deliver the Property Deed by 
defaulting on its obligations specified in this Agreement; and 

b. Million Crowns at the Closing, payable as follows: 

I. Million Crowns in cash, and 

ii. the balance of Million Crowns in the form of the Promissory 
Note attached as Exhibit hereto, secured by a Reconveyance 
Agreement in the form of Exhibit . 

(Note: This section will need to be modified extensively in each case to reflect the 
particular terms proposed by the winning Developer and negotiated with the City). 

4. Development Requirements: 

a. The Developer agrees to construct and complete on the Parcel the buildings 
described in his proposal of (date) consisting of - housing units 
(approximately square meters of housing space) and square meters 
of retail space (etc) and in the form and specifics more precisely described in 
Exhibit attached hereto and made a part hereof (being the Proposal); along 
with all necessary parking, landscaping, sidewalks, lighting, grading and other on 
site infrastructure necessary to service the buildings; and such offsite infrastructure 
as may be necessary to connect to existing City services for water, electricity, gas, 
telephone , sewer and the like. All such construction together shall be known as 
the Improvements. 

b. Developer shall construct and complete all of the Improvements at his own cost 
and expense. 



c. All of the lmprovements shall be constructed and completed to City standards, and 
Developer shall be solely responsible for the reconstruction or repair, at his own 
cost and expense, of any portion of the lmprovements not built to City standards. 

5. Deadlines: 

a. Developer has submitted to City, concurrent with the execution of this document, 
evidence that it has executed a contract with architectural and engineering firms for 
a full set of Final Construction Drawings, and that it has available adequate funds 
to pay said architects and engineers to complete said Final Construction Drawings. 

b. Developer shall submit Final Construction Drawings and Plans to the City on or 
before (date). 

c. Developer shall commence Construction on or before (date). 

d. Developer shall complete Shell Construction on or before (date). 

e. Developer shall have the lmprovements ready for Final Inspection on or before 
(date). 

f. Developer shall have completed all work (included repairs, and modifications) 
necessary to obtain a Certificate of Occupancy by (date). 

g. Developer shall have commenced Occupancy of the lmprovements by 
(date) 

6. Other Conditions to be Met by Developer: 

a. Developer agrees to maintain the site in a neat and safe condition at all times 
during construction and shall be solely responsible (either directly, through a 
management company, or a condominium association) for the ongoing 
maintenance of all of the lmprovements once completed and once occupied. The 
sole exception shall be for those portions of the lmprovements (if any) dedicated to 
the City upon completion of the Project. 

b. (Insert - if applies): At the time of issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, 
Developer shall dedicate to the City, free of charge, such land right-of-way and 
infrastructure improvements as Developer and City shall agree upon as part of 
Final Plan approval and it shall be the City's responsibility thereafter to maintain 
them. Developer shall also dedicate, free of charge, such utility easements as 
Developer and City shall agree upon as part of Final Plan approval, and it shall be 
the City's responsibility to maintain the utilities therein, but not the land comprising 



the easement, the maintenance of which shall remain the obligation of the 
Developer. The City shall however be responsible for restoring the easement to its 
prior condition upon undertaking any disturbance of it. The Developer may not 
construct any structures on any right-of-way or easements proposed for 
dedication. The rights-of-way, easements, and utilities comprising the subject 
matter of this paragraph shall be specifically designated on the Final Plans and the 
conveyance thereof shall be by standard legal documentation to be executed 
between the City and Developer as a condition of Final Plan approval. 

c. The Developer shall assume all responsibility for the sale and/or rental to third 
parties of any of the lmprovements constructed to third parties, and the 
management of all owner and/or tenant relations therewith and shall indemnify and 
protect the City against any law suits or causes of action brought by any such third 
parties with relation to the terms of purchase or rental thereof, the condition of the 
lmprovements upon completion, or the maintenance of thereafter (excluding any 
lmprovements specifically dedicated to and accepted by the City). (Insurance 
requirements, if any should be added here). 

d. The Developer has provided a detailed timetable outlining its schedule for 
completion of the project concurrent with executing this Agreement, (attached as 
Exhibit A and shall hereafter provide monthly progress reports, showing actual 
progress vs. projected progress, revised completion dates, identification of 
problems, and steps it is taking to resolve problems . 

e. The Developer may at no time assign or transfer its rights under this Agreement to 
other companies, financial institutions, parties or individuals without the express 
written consent of the City. Rights to individual units or spaces may be assigned or 
transferred to third party users following filing of a condominium map and 
obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy. 

f. The Developer may not subordinate the City's security interest (if applicable) in the 
Parcel to third party financial sources except with the express written approval of 
the City or on the terms , if any, specified in Paragraph 3 above under 
Consideration. 

g. The Developer accepts the Parcel in its "As-Is" condition. The City makes no 
representation as to the present conditions of the site (and any buildings or 
structures on it) or its suitability for any specific use or purpose. 

7. Obligations of the City: 

a. The City represents and warrants that is has clear title to the Parcel, or that such 
can be obtained by the Closing Date. In the event City does not have clear title by 
the Closing Date, it may at its option and in writing delay the Closing for a total of 



iv.. Developer's failure to make payments of the Purchase Price as they become 
due pursuant to the schedule set forth in Paragraph 3 above. 

v.. Developer's failure to meet any of the other terms and conditions of this 
Agreement. 

b. Occurrence of Event of Default: 

An Event of Default shall be deemed to have occurred when Developer fails, 
within days of receipt of written notice from City, to commence a cure of a 
Default and fails to cure such Default within days of receipt of the notice 
from City, unless City and Developer have agreed in writing to a longer time and 
specific program of cure , within days of Developer first receiving notice from 
City. Notwithstanding the above, all monetary defaults must be cured within - 
days of written notice from the City. 

c. Options on Occurrence of an Event of Default: 

If an Event of Default occurs and fails to be cured by Developer as specified in the 
paragraph above, the City may at its option elect to either: 

1. Repurchase the Parcel for the sum of I Crown plus any sums expended by the 
Developer solely for the design and construction of lmprovements thereon 
(specifically excluding any sums paid out for land; legal, general administrative, 
organizational, financing and promotional fees; and other general costs and 
expenses); thereby terminating all of Developer's further rights and interest in the 
Parcel or the lmprovements thereon, or 

2. Continue with the Developer by renegotiating the terms and conditions of this 
Development Agreement. 

In the event City elects Option I it shall promptly notify Developer and Developer 
shall promptly be obligated to reconvey its interest in the Parcel to the City. 

BY THEIR SIGNATURES BELOW THE PARTIES, THIS DAY OF , 
- AGREE TO THE ABOVE TERMS AND CONDITIONS : 

For the City of For , the "Developer" 

(Name) 
Its Mayor 

(Name) 
Its 
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Exhibit 1 
Housing Market Analysis 

V navrhovanei bytovei vfstavbe by lnalo byi vynaloZen6 lisile, vykonat' 50 
najrealisteckejiiu arral&u tr-lru, tfkajlicu sa potencionilneho dopytu bytovfch 
jednotiek. Jendoducho povcdank, trhovi analgza je Studium, ktor6 je zamerane 
na urzenie a sriCasng odhad poCtu rudi, ktori budli ochotni zaplatit urEitk ceny 
za Specific16 typy bjkania rla danorn pozenzkri. Tito informacia bude uZitotni 
mestu / obci (n6pomocni pri urEeni realisteckej hodnoty ich ziujmu na 
pozernku), d'alej developerovi / stavitelovi - rozhodnlit sa Eo postavit a 
potencionalnu ZivotaschopnosS a ziskovost jeho nivrhu, d'alej bankovgm 
inStitdciam / investorom - ako meritko na hodnotenie rizika spojen6ho s liverom 
na projekt. 

Cierom je si byt' ist)i, Ze budli mat istotu v poCte rudi v trhovej oblasti, ktoni si 
m62u dovolit' a tak isto sli i ochotni zaplatit za velkost', typ, kvalitu a cenu za 
navrhnutk byvanie. Ochota platenia bude riadeni blizkostou byvania k ich 
robote, ich existujlicemu byvaniu a susedom / okruhu priatelov, pn'buznjkh, 
Skoly a kolegov atd'., a tak isto d'arSirn moinostiam novkho bjkania v oblasti a 
tie2 atraktivnosti, v porovnani s ingm vyuiitim ich peliazi. Toto sa nazjha miera 
efektivneho dopytrr v Specifickei cenovej hladine. Developer nechce skonEit' s 
v);stavbou, ktonj si nikto neb"de rn6ct' dovolit, alebo ktora je relativne k 
ponriknutej kvalite vysoki (alebo n1oZn6 alternativy potencionilnym kupcom), 
Ze iba milo ludi sa rozhodne to j ch lo  kupovat. Ked ten efektivny dopyt vyzeri 
velrni bledo, doporuEuje sa developerovi, aby zrevidoval jeho "vprobok" a / 
alebo zni2il cenu. 

Benic do livahy, Ze aktivny, slikronu~y bytovy trh sa na Slovensku teraz iba 
rozbieha, pn'prava detailnqi trhovei analyzy je nerealistickg. TeoretickA, 
Statisticky nepresni prezenthcia dop;tu m8ie zaviesf v dBsledku chfbajlicich 
skutoCn)ich tida-jov a tej skutoCnosti, Ze predpoveda.jlice pn'klady zodpovedania 
na bytov6 ponuky na Slovensku nie sli viditeln6 v d8sledku mileho mnoistva 
nachadzajlicich sa pripadov. 

AvSak, n18k byt' vyvinutfi nejakfi kuri6zna evidencia dostat' sa za rovinu 
"lietania na slcpo". Takfito iniixnmficia mOie byi poutit5 a dokAzaf, alebo 
vyvr6tiS Iudsk6 odhady na pravclepodobnk odpovede tykajlice sa trhu. pom6ct' 
urcit' r o z v o ~ j w ~  program pozernku a idcnril'ikovat cielcnb obyvatelstvo, ktork 
bude potrebnk na podpnrnli a rekla~nnli katiipafi zameranli na predai 
ponliknul~ch jcdnotiek. 



Oblast' v ktorej vaESina ozakdvanjkh kupuj6cich zAkaznikov bytov s6i5asnc 
pracu-je, alebo kde by chccli pracoval' sa nazjha prinzdrm tr-hovd nblast: Je 
d6leiit6 Co t~ajviac vediet' o tom, i.o sa de.je v tc-jto oblasli ohladne rastu 
zarnestnanosti (nlinulej a predpokladanej), zrneny v p o k  obyvatelstva, vygky 
zbrobkov a ich rast, i lokn ie  rodiny a ich solventnosi. Tieto veliEiny urEuj6 
vznik poterlciorldlrzeho clopytu. 

Ak bude moin6, sna2te sa byt' Eo najSpecifickejSi a zistit' odkial' viiCSina ludi, 
ktori budG kupovaf bytove jednotky pride (ich primfirnu oblast') a dozvediet sa 
Eo najviac o nich a Eomu davajri prednost', jednym slovom Co najviac informicii 
o ich bytovych potrebich. Identifiku-jte tieto podoblasti na vaSich mapfich. 

1. PreEo sa dfi povedat s urcitou divkou pravdepodobnosti, 2e ludia z tychto 
terCov);ch oblasti by sa chceli st'ahovaf do projektu vo varni vybratej 
oblasti? 

2. Je to blizko k ich prici? 
3. Je to blizko roboty kde sri take platy, ktor6 sli potrebnk na to, aby mohli 

byvat' v tomto projekte? 
4. Je  toto okolie krajSie? Je v trhovej oblasti prudky nirast obyvaterstva s 

vySSimi prijmarni a s t)im sp6sobeng nedostatok bytov? 
5.  Je  prudko rastlica moinost zarnestnania sa, obzvliSS na lepSie platenych 

rniestach v trhovej oblasti? 

2. Navrll~r ute' charakteristiky projektu: 

Specif&ujte charakteristiky navrhnuteho projektu - typ a velkosf jednotky podIa 
poEtu izieb. kGpelni a Stvorcov~ch metrov. Urobte zoznam plinovaneho 
vybavenia (a2 sa nejak6 plAnuje): parkovacie miesta, ochrana, zihradky, 
priEovne, zabudovan6 Satniky, kozuby, Speciilne pouzite materiily, atd'. Uvedte 
uva2ovanli cenu podra kaide-j bylovej . . jednotky a podla poEtu Stvorcovych 
metrov. 

Podla vy6Sie uvedcn);ch lida.jov vo v a b m  prc?iekte ako s 6  cena a 
charakteristiky, zistite, ak6 sli porovnAvajlicc altesnativy pre budkich 
uch6dzaEov. ktori prichddzhjli z psimdrncj ohlasti (napr. postavenie vlastneho 
domu na ich vlastnom pozemku)'? Spccilicky povedanf, nachddzajli sa in6 
projekty, alebo alternativy, ktor6 by predstavovali atraktivnejsie investovanie 
pefiazi (napr. ~ r i  is15 ccnit, ale IcpSic micsto, alcbo vZ9i pozemok, alebo ni2Sia 
cena za Slvorcr,vy mctcr), alcho holi by potcncililni kupci na tom IcpSic, keby 
zostali kdc sil - napriklad, bucli~ plalii nitsic nbiomnC a podmi6 na lep?iu 



ponuku v bud6cnosti. KonkurcnCn6 altcrnativy zahffiaji~ nov6 pro-ickty stavank v 
oblasti a konkurencia z ncobfvanjkh jednotiek. Mali by stc ziskat' C o  na-jviac 
dostupnych inlhnnicii ako jc mo-i,nk z pozorovania Eo sa dejc v "terhc", 
inzeratov a rozprdvat s rea1itn)imi kauccl5riami. predstavitefmi mesta a i n j k h  
zdrojov. 

4. Porovnajte projekt s poter~cior~dlrzyrrzi poZiadavkarni: 

Benic do dvahy navrhnuti charakteristiky viSho projektu, naznaEujd vase 
analfzy trhovej oblasti obyvaterstvo, zamestnanie a charakteristiku rastu, Ei 
mite adekvatny poCet rodin, ktore sli pomerne blizko k bud6cemu projektu, 
ktori si m6tu dovolit' kdpil navrhovank hyty, ktori sa chcd st'ahovat' a nemajd 
adekvitne alternativy? 

Ked' ste identifikovali porovnatehk alternativy s novfrni, alebo existujdcimi 
"zisobami", ako by ste s nimi porovnali v6S projekt? Je vaSa vgstavba omnoho 
drahSia? Ked' je to tak, najlepSie bude urobir' reStruktdru navrhnutej ponuky a 
znEiI cenu do'konkuren~nij polohy, (Eo samo o sebe mate  byl eSte stile vySSie 
ako konkurencia, a2 navrhovanf projekt m i  atraktivne Erty a vybavenia). 

Co m6iete urobit, aby ste znitili cenu? NavrhnliS menSie, jednoduchSie 
jednotky? Pridelir' na vjhtavbu menSi pozemok? Urobil hrubd stavbu a 
pripojenia a nechat' budlicemu majitelovi dokonEenie jednotky? 

I ked' neexistujti Specifickk odpovede tgkajdce sa otrizky z Eoho pozostiiva 
trhove tivotaschopny projekt, nechcete nieEo stavat', Eo musi byt' predank za 
cenu podstatne vySSiu, ako slizasne Iudia platia na "trhu" za dom postavenf 
svojpomocne, alebo ifm sp6sobom postaveni byty bez podpory inych, mysliac 
cenu vypoEitanli na ziklade plochy (m'). Tak isto nechcete postavil niefo Eo je 
tak velkk, Ze i ked' cena za meter Stvorcovg je po konkurenEnej str5nke 
prijateln6, celkovi cena bytovei . . jednotky presahuje f inanhe schopnosti vaESiny 
rodin. Tak isto je kritick6 nepostavii bytovli jednotku. ktor6 presahuje vekostnd 
normu toho ktoreho typu bytu: napriklad, nem6Zerne zd6vodnit' dornnienku, t e  
byty, ktori sd velkosl'ou nadmen16 budd s6perii s rodi11n)imi domarni. ktork 
rna.ic svoi pozemok, majC~c na rnysli cenu za ktvorcov); meter. 

Nasledujdce dve slrany predstavuj6 vhodnq, ilustl-aZn9 form& spBsobov ako sa 
dajfi Gdaje zhn16r': 





II .  Navrhovarzj projekt: 

III.  Konkurerzcia v trhovej oblasti: 
Projekt E. 1: (Merzo) 

Typ bytu 
I spdliia, I kripeliia 
2 spdlne, I kdpeliia 
3 spdlne, 1,5 kripelha 

Celkorn 

Projekt 5. 2: (Merzo) 

Mrlo.5j.h~ 

Typ bytzc 
1 spdliia, 1 kripeliia 
2 s p d h e ,  1 kripeliia 
3 spdhe ,  1.5 kiipelhe 

Celko~n 

- 

Projekf 2.3: (Merzo) 

Velkost' 

Ceiza 

Typ bytu 
1 spdliia, I kripeliia 
2 spdbze, 1 kripelila 
3 spdlne, 1,5 kripalile 

Celkom 

~ e n a / m ~  - 

- 

Mt10Zrtv0 

Projekt c'. 4: (Me~zo)  

Cerza 

Velkost' 

M1105tvo 

Typ bytu 
1 spdliia. 1 kripeliio 
2 spdlne, I kiipeliicl 
3.spdlne. l , j  kiipelirc 

Celkorn 

Cena/tn2 

Velkost' 

Mn05ht0 

Typ bytri 
1 sptiltia, 1 kripcliici 
2 sptilrw, I k~ip4iicl 
3 spdltre. 1,5 kriprliic 

Celkortt 

Cena 

Velkost' 

M I ~ O ~ ~ L W  

cena/m2 

Cerza 

Velkost' 

~ e n a / ~ n ~  

Gem ~ e r z a / ~ n ~  



Exhibit 2 
Complete Sample Request for Proposal 



Exhibit 2-A 
Letter of Invitation - Horn& MiCin6 

Sprievodnf list. 

Vec: %adosf o n6vrh pre vfstavbu bytov na mestskjkh pozenlkoch 

ViienC dimy a ph i :  

V prflohe V8m zasielame iiadost o ngvrh  ON), kto j bol vydanf obcou Horn8 hlifini za 
dfelom j z v y  pre dod6vateTov, staviterov, investorov a inych, na pripravu a podanie nivrhu 
na bytovd j s tavbu na pozernku a jeho Kpu, kto j je slifasne vo vlastnictve obce. Pozemok 
pozostiva z EiastoEne vybudovanej stavby, ktori bola plinovan6 pre osem bytovych 
jednotiek a gariii. Nivrhy musia zahriiovat' vSetky dizajny, postup stavby, vljstavbu, 
financovanie, marketing a Einnosti spojenC s predajom, ktori: su poiadovanC na ukonfenie 
projektu. 

%adost' o n6vrh a proces na vydanie, obdrianie a hodnotenie nivrhov bol zvoleny tak, aby 
zaistil maximilnu objektivitu pre vSetljch zritastnenjkh. Obec doteraz dostala technickri 
pomoc od americkkho a slovenskCho timu, ktor6 je platen6 Agentdrou Spojenych Stitov 
americljch pre rnedzin5rodn)i rozvoj. Tento tim bude pom5haS obci pri odpovediach 
uchidzaEov a pri hodnoteni nivrhov. 

ZaEinajdc dneSnym dfiom, pozemok je pripraveny na inSpekciu, jrkresy a ostatni: materiily 
spojenC s tymto projektom sri k dispozicii k nahliadnutiu na obecnom drade od 8 3 0  do 
1630,  pondelok aZ piatok. 

Pred podanim nivrhov sa uskutoEni informaEni konferencia na obecnom 6rade o 13:OO hod., 
vo Stvrtok 2l.marca 1996. DoporuEuje sa liEast' vSetkjrm potencion2ilnym uchidzafom na to, 
aby sa mohli opjtat: otkzky, tgkajdce sa projektu a ce1i:ho procesu. VSetky otizky a odpovede 
bud6 zaznamenani a odoslanC poStou vSetk$m, ktori poiiadali o iiadost: o n8vrh. Nasledovne 
a i  do 1. mija 1996, d 8 E e  otizky m6iu byS podan6 pisornne na obec. Sdhrn tychto otizok a 
odpovedi na ne bude zaslany poStou vSetljm, ktori sa uchidzali o iiadost: o nivrh. 

Ziadne ngvrhy nebudri prijatC obcou po 17:OO hod., 24. m6ja 1996. 

OEak5vame GasS na tomto projekte. 

Ondrej Pinka 
starosta obce 



Exhibit 2-B 
Request for Proposal (Hornh MiEinii and 2 Pages from PreSov) 

I Vjzva na podanie niivrhov na moZnost' ziskania pozemku a rozostavandho 
bytoveho domu v obci Horn6 MiEin6 I 

Obec Horn6 MiEin6 vyzqva sdkromnqch podnikaterov na podanie nSlvrhov (dalej 
navrhovaterov) na ziskanie pozernku o rozlohe 2.028 m2 rozostavanej stavby cca 8 bytovqch 
jednotiek a to na n6vrh (design), dostavbu a naslednq predaj alebo pren6jorn. VlastnC nAklady 
spojent s realiz6ciou celCho procesu bude hradit' nositer vit'azntho nivrhu. Pozernok sa 
nachsdza v centre obce Horn6 MiEin6 8 krn od centra Banskej Bystrice a 9 km od centra 
MpelnCho mesta SliaE (Vid prilohu "A" - Mapa okolia). Obec si praje, aby objekt na 
prisluSnom pozemku bol vyutitf na byty a primerank priestory na obchodnC vyufitie. Vit'az 
vybrankho n6vrhu bude pozvanq na dojednanie z6vaznej zmluvy o predmete sdt'aie s obcou. 

Inicializ6ciou tohto projektu obec chce 

i) vytvorit' n o j r  typ kvalitnfch by toech  prneiitosti pre obEanov 

ii) povzbudit' spoludEast' sdkrornntho sektoru na dod6vku bytov pre 
obEanov 

iii) zq%it' cekovCl kvalitu prostredia obce. 

2. Popis pozemku a rozostavanej stavby 

Pozernok o rozlohe 2.028 m2 sa nachsdza v centre obce pri St6tnej ceste Zvolensk6 Slatina - 
LuEenec. Na pozemku je rozostavanq viacbytov); dom o zastavanej ploche cca 590 rn2. Vid 
prilohu "B" - Siriie vzt'ahy, prilohy (2) "C" - plin parcely a nachidzaj6ca sa 

. infrastruktfira, prilohy (5) "DM - pdvodnjr plln stavbp. V projekte rozostavantho objektu 
sa predpokladala v);stavba 8 bytoech jednotiek so 6 gar6Zam.i a kotoliiou na pevnC palivo. V 
sdEasnej etape je zabezpeEen6 rnoinost' vykurovania elektrikou. Objekt bol projektovanjr ako 
dvojposchodojr s podkrovirn, pre nedostatok financii bolo dokonEent 1 poschodie hrubej 
stavby so z6Hadn);m zastregenim a proviz6rnou krytinou (Vid prilohu "E" - fotografie 
existujkej stavbp). Na severnej strane pozemku bola navrhovan6 iumpa o 270 m3. V 
sdt'asnosti je jej umiestnenie obmedzent umiestnenim trafostanice. Napojenie vody je moinC 
z verejniho vodovodu, vedeniho v hlavnej komunikdcii. Privod elektrickej energie je na 
stavbe v hlavnom rozvadzafi, pripojka je dimenzovand na vykurovanie. V obci sa 
nenachddza kanaliz8cia. Povinnostou navrhovatera je dorieSit otazku odpadu pre vlastnjr 
objekt a cca 36 rodinnjrch domov na ploche v pbvodnom plane vymedzenom pre iumpu, pre 
k t06  dd obec k dispozicii pozemok. Plyn sa v obci nenachsdza. Napojenost na cestnC 
dokumentdcie je zabezpeEen6. Rozloha pozemku umoifiuje kvalitni rieSenie obytnej zelene, 
ale nie z&adkkske plochy. Budilci uiivatelia bytov mbiu realizovat' bezplatny nfijorn p6dy 
na zfiradkhske 6~5ely v katastri obce. 

3. Poiiadavky rozvoja 

hlinimhlnc rozvc!jovk potiadavky, kto1.6 musia by( dodsZanC na pozcmku sil: 
a)  stavha ncbudc mat n~cncj ako dvc podla2ia a takisto nic viac ako Stysi (vs5tane 

podkrovia) 



h) n~in 4 a max 16 bytovqch jcdnotick 

C )  dostavba snicrem ku komunik6cii nie jc moin6 

d) min 20% poozcmku musi byt' zazelenenk 

e) 1 parkovacie miesto k dispozcii pre kaidy byt vrgtane gar6ie na pozemku - 
a 1 parkovacie miesto pre pripadnd obchodnC priestory 

f) obchodnC vyuiitie povolenC s tjrm, i e  bude vykon6vat hygienicky 
nez6vadnd Einnost' 
PriemyselnC vyuiitie nie je povolenC. 

4. Zodpovednosf navrhovatera: 

Vitaz s6t'aie bude mat' v sdvislosti s tymto projektom zodpovednost' za nasledovnC veci: 

dobudovat obrubniky, chodniky, pristupovC cesty k parkovisku a gariiam, e sadbu  
zelene a vbetky vylepSenia na pozemku (vrBtane infrabtruktliry) na jeho vlastnC 
n u a d y ,  aby splfiali obecnjr Standard, 

ukonEit vSetky pozemkov6 majtkoprgvne z6leiitosti, n6vrh a iniiniesrke pr5ce na 
vlastnC nAklady 

ukonEit estavbu schvAlenjrch vylepSeni na vlastnC nMady a v prijaternom 
Easovom harmonograme dohodnutom s obcou. 

realizovat predaj alalebo prenAjom bytov a ich nasledovn6 obhospodarovanie 

dojednat' z6vaznli predmetn6 zmluvu na predaj pozemku od obce podra podmienok v 
jeho n6vrhu (alebo takjch dohbd, ktori budli vzBjornne dohodnut6 medzi 
navrhovaterom a obcou) vid Formulir  "G-1" - Prevod vlastnictva a stavebn6 
podmienky. Takdto zrnluva bude dojednanh a podpisan6 do 30 dni od ukonEenia 
jrberu alebo ukonEenia vbetkjrch priv navrhovatera pri jednani v dobrom dmysle, v 
pripade porubenia z6loha prepad6 a obec si mbie na jednanie zvolit inkho 
navrhovatera, s kto j m  bude o pozemku jednat'. 

pri pod6vani n5vrhov zloiit zBlohu vo e S k e  100 tisic Sk obci Horn5 MiEin6 na Mpu 
nehnuternosti. ZBloha bude vr6ten6 vSetkjrm okrem vit'aza. 

navrhovatel bude sBm zodpovednjr za aklikolvek fipravu, alebo demolBciu 
existujricich stavieb, alebo ich Easti. Obec prehlasuje, i e  sa nevyjadmje a 
nezodpovedfi za nasledovne veci: stav, staticka stabilita, alebo adekv8tnost' 
existujlicich, z Easti dokonEenych stavieb a tak isto nezodpovedfi za to, Ei existuj6ca 
stavba zodpovedfi proiektom podTa ktodch sa stavbv mali realizovat'. 



5. Povinnosti obce: 

a) obecn6 zastupiterstvo vybesic nivrh ilspcSn@ho navshovatera po ukoneeni 
vyhodnocovacieho psocesu niigic uvedenbho v Zasti "6" a "8". Nasledovni dojednani 
zmluva medzi obcou a vit'aznym navshovaterom bude vjlhradnh kontraktni zmluva. 

b) obec m i  povinnost' preukizat jednoznahost vlastnictva k pozemku, prepisaf pozemok 
(ak sa jedni o k6pu) alebo odloiit' odovzdania vlastnictva na z s l a d e  dohody o 
vytoreni spoloEnCho podniku alebo inych dohodnut);ch podmienok. 

C) obec nenesie iiadne d'algie finanEd zodpovednosti tykajdce sa pripadnej zmeny 
projektu a prestavby rozostavanCho objektu. 

d) obec bude n6pomocn8 pri rieSeni kanalizicie, 

e) obec urobi vSetko a u j c h l i  vybavovanie zmeny plinov a potrebnfch schvileni a 
povoleni. 

6. Vjberovd kritbri6 

celkova architektonicki kvalita navrhu ..................................... 

kvalita navrhnutej met6dy a materiilov, 
ktorC bud15 pouiitC pri qs tavbe  ................................................ 

kompetentnosl, slnkenosl a finanEni solventnosl 
realizaEn6ho timu ...................................................................... 

FinanEng reilnost' navrhnuteho rieSenia 
dokumentovand doloiengmi ukazovazehi 
ako je uveden6-v prilotenej Ziadosti ......................................... 

d6veryhodnost navrhovateToech odhadnutfch niikladov ......... 

Easovj plan pripravy a ralizacie vjstavby ................................ 

miera schopnosti navrhnuteho rieSenia byt' 
v sdlade s poiiadavkarni stanovenfmi obcou v bode 3 ............... 

vjrSka kompenzkie ponuknuta mestu za 
pozemok a rozostavanf objekt. Obec je otvorenh 
k navrhom tvkajdcim sa platby s nasledovnfmi metbdami: 

a) dhrada v hotovosti, 
- -  b) platba v urEitom Easovom termine 

.... c) in& moinosti realizovaternC dbveryhodnymi metddami 

15 bodov 

5 bodov 

20 bodov 

10 bodov 

25 bodov 

10 bodov 

10 bodov 

5 bodov 



Ka2dy navl-hovatel jc povinn); pscdlo2it' v poiadovanom tcsminc ponuku v tsoch 
vyhotoveniach so spatnou adresou v zapeEatenej obhlke s nadpisom "Otv6raf pri 
vyberovon~ konani". 

Obsah ponuky bude nasledovnq: 

zwadnq  popis rieSenia (poEet podlaii, vyuiitie, poEet bytovych jednotiek, at&) 
vr6tane qkresovej Easti 

- situaEn9 p l h  v meritku ........................................................ 1 :500 
- padorysnt pl6ny vSetljch podlaii v meritku ........................ 1 :200 
- pohlady - vychod, juh, sever a prieEny rez v meritku ............ 1 :200 

sdhrn Specifii6cii vritane konStrukEnej a mechanickej Easti, elektro systtmov, druhov 
materiaov fas6dneho povrchu a dpravy zelene 

referencie realizaEntho tfmu, tzv. navrhovatera, architekta, stavitel'a a konzultantov 
(meno, sldsenosti a preukkzan6 schopnost) 

marketingo j plan vr6tane navrhnutej ceny a Easovtho rozvrhu komplexnej pripravy 
a realizacie - 
odhadnutt celkovt niklady pouiijdc Formulir "F-1" - RozpoEtovC niklady na 
rozvoj 

navrhnutf Easovf harmonogram a projektovt charakteristlky cfaEieho postupu na 
predaj b y t o j c h  jednotiek, pouiijdc Formulgr "F-2" 

finanEnf plBn s uvedenfm vSetwch zdrojov navrhnuttho plinu financovania 
(investorov, b6nk, buddcich majiterov jednotiek a pod.) Pridajte Formulir "F-3" - 
Rozvojovi pro forma 

k6piu o bankovom prevode vo j S k e  100 tis. Sk na liEet obce Horn6 MiEinB ako 
niivratnd z6lohu 

navrhovatel predloii vyplneni Formulire "F-4", spolu s prilohami k tomu 
patriacimi 

niivrh spdsobu lihrady pondknutej ceny vriitane kompenzBcie pondknutej obci za 
prevod prrEv k pozernku a rozostavan~ch stavieb bude zaplaten9 a E a s o ~  rozvrh 
platieb 

Postup a EasovC terminy 

Navrhovater a pl5n bude vybran); a zmluva sa dojedn6 podra nasledovnCho postupu a 
Easovqch terminov: 

a) od d6tumu tohto ozn6menia do 24. m6ja 1996, potencion6lny navrhovatel m6Zc 
vykonat'obhliadku pozemku a budov a nabtudovat' matcriAy, klos6 sa t);kajri pozcmku 
na obccnom lirade v Horncj MiEinej. Akbkol'vck pisomnb otazky tikajircc sa 



pozcmku, objckiov, projcktu, alcbo postupov budd adscsovan6 p. Ondrcjovi l'inkovi, 
starostovi ohoe. 
Obec odpovic na vSctky otAzky pisonmc vktkgm navrhovatcrom, ktori sa psihlisili a 
dostali vqzvu na podanie n6vshov. 
ziadne otBzky nebudG zodpovcdand 3 tytdne pred koneEnS;m d6tumom odovzdania 
n Avrhov. 

na deii 21. marca 1996 o 13.00 hod. obec Horn6 MiEin6 pozyva vSetkych 
potencionAlnych navrhovaterov, aby sa z6Eastnili prednAvrhovCho stretnutia v Hornej 
MiEinej na obecnom drade. 
Cierom tohto stretnutia bude zodpovedanie akfchkorvek otiizok tgkajdcich sa 
nehnutel'nosti a v)iberovCho procesu. OtAzky a odpovede bud13 zaslanC aj pisomnou 
formou vSetkjrm dEastnikom eberovCho konania aj nezdtastnenjrch na stretnuti. 

vSetky n6vrhy musia byt na 00 Horn6 MiEinii do 17.00 hod. diia 24. 5. 1996 spolu s 
dokladom o prevode ziilohovej Eiastky vo e S k e  100 tis. Sk na Wet obce. 

komision6lne otvorenie obiilok bude o 14.00 hod. za ClEelom kontroly splnenia 
podrnienok pre daEie hodnotenie. 

Niivrhy budd verejnosti k nahliadnutiu poEas 15 dni na obecnom drade v Hornej 
MiEinej. 

Eo najsk6r bude moin6 po tomto termine bude verejnii sch8dza. KaidCmu 
navrhovaterovi, kto j odovzdal niivrh, bude povolenC uskutoEnit verejnti prezenticiu 
pred komisiou a odpovedat' na otAzky. Toto zasadnutie bude o z n h e n 6  aj verejnosti, 
ktori bude pozvan A, aby mala moinost' poloiit ot6zky navrhovaterom. 

eberovii komisia vyhodnoti do 30 dni nAvrhy, stanovi poradie a nasledovne predloii 
doporuEovaci navrh na uznesenie pre obecne zastupiterstvo. 
Komisia si vyhradzuje priivo neprijat nivrhy, ktorC nesphajd podrnienky. V krajnom 
pripade neprijme iiadny nAvrh. 

obecnC zastupiterstvo schviili niivrh komisie, alebo odrnietne celC v)iberovC konanie. 

za predpokladu, Ze obecnC zastupitektvo schv6li niivrh eberovej komisie, obec zaEne 
do 5 pracovnjrch dni jednanie s prvfm navrhovaterom v poradi a vr6ti ziilohu vbetem 
ostatnjrm navrhovaterom. Obidve strany budd rokovat v dobrom timysle uzavriet' 
zrnluvu v Eo najkratjom Easovom term'ne. 
V pripade, ak sa zmluva neuzatvori do 30 dni, obec si vyhradzuje pr6vo ukonEit' 
rokovanie s vitazom a moinost zaEat jednat' s d'aEim v poradi. 

V Hornej MiEinej diia 4. 3. 1996. 

Ondrej Pinka 
starosta obcc 





Navrhovanf hartnonogram realiz6cie stavby a zGkladn6 lidaje: 

A. Navrhovanj harmonogram realiz5cie stavby: 
(v pripade Elenenia stavby na etapy, uviest osobitne pre kaidd etapu) 

B. Z5kladnC ddaje: 

Celkovi plocha pozemku: 

Plocha zastavan6 budovami 
Plocha komunikicii 
Plocha parkovisk 
Plocha zelene 
Celkom: 

Budovy : 
Budova "A": 
Budova "B": 
Budova "C": 
Budova "D": 
Celkom: 

Celkovri uZivatelni plocha: 
Bytov6: 
Obchody : 
In6 poutitie: 
Chodby, vstupne haly, atd.: 
Celkom: 

Poschodia - m 2 

Poschodia - m' 
Poschodia - m' 

2 Poschodia - m 
- m2 



Rozvojovy hartnonogram a projektovC charakteristiky 

Budova A: Tito budova bude postaveng vo faze C. 

Parkovanie: 
Na pozemku - otvorenC GariZe: 

I Budova B: Tito budova bude postavend vo fiize E .  I 

Parkovanie: 
Na pozemku - otvorenC Gar6Ze: 



- -  

Rozvojov$ harnlonogranl a projektovd charakteristiky 

I Budova C: TAto budova bude postavena vo faze t. 1 

Parkovanie: 
Na pozemku - otvorenC GarSe: 

1 Budova D: Tito budova bude postavena vo fgze E.- 

Parkovanie: 
Na pozemku - otvoren6 Gar5Ze: 









PredloZenie od developera a certifikovan$ n6vrh pre obec Horn6 MiEin5, pre  ziskanie 
jedndho, alebo dvoch pozemkov na vQstavbu bytov a k tonw prisluSn6 zariadenia 

Starosta 
(adresa) 

Mil9 pAn starosta: 

V mene (meno firmy), (spoloEnosti, partnerstvo, s.r.o., jednotlivec, alebo 
zdruienie pozostivajdce z a (vyber Eo sa hodij, ja, ako jej 

(prezident, generAlny riaditer, partner, atd.), podivam tento nivrh na 
ziskanie (uvedte presne pozemok, napr. budova E.1, parcela "A", atd..) a 
na vystavbu bytov a k tomu prisluWho zariadenia. Nepodivame s tfmto in9 sribeiny nivrh 
na td druhd parcelu (y) ponbknutd(6) vo VaSej Z O N - ~ ~  z (d5tum). (Alternativa: 
Pod ivame (Eislo) daEie nivrhy na t6 d'aEiu parcelu (y) pondknutk vo VaSej Z O N - ~ ~  z 

(ditum). 

Ako nedeliteTnC sdEast'i tohto podania sd nasledovnk prflohy: 

NiS celkov); rozvojov); nivrh pre je pripojeng ako priloha A a 
obsahuje nasledovnk Easti: 

a. Postupny popis navrhovankho projektu, vEetne cekovCho opisu ~ v o j o v 6 h o  
konceptu, mnoistva a typov budov a podlaii, poEet a vekost' b y t o e c h  jednotiek, 
parkovanie, a t b  Projekt bude stavany v - fize (ch). (A2 stavany vo fkzach, popiS 
Eo bude postavenk v j edno t l i~ch  fAzach). 

BytovC jednotky sd navrhnutk aby boli priSailivC (popis ciefovk skupiny: prijem, 
rodiny v porovnani so starSim obyvatet'stvom v porovnani s mladyrni mantelmi, atd.; 
odkiaD a bud6 pondknutk na (predaj alebo prenBjom) v cennovom rozsahu 

. (A i  sa hodi, obchodnk priestory budli pondknutk na predaj alebo 
prenijom). 

b. sada (y) nBvrhoviho Stlidia zahrhujli: 

i. SituaEny p l h :  Mierka = 1 : 

ii. Typicky p6dolys bytovej jednotky; a (typicky pbdorys pre obchodn6 priestoiy 
---- (ked vhodnk)): Mierka = 1 : - 

iii. Ilctailn6 pAdosysy bytov (v typickej budovc): Mierka = 1 : 

iv. Pohrady z a (a ICZ) v 1 : 



c. l'opis SpccifikBcii, \fCct~~c Strukturilncj, k6renia a mcchaniky, elckll-iky, clri~hr,~ 
matcriAu, vonkajbieho povrchu a dpsavu zclcnc. 

Nib kompletn); biznisovy nivrh pre je pripojeny v prilohe 13 a 
obsahuje nasledovnk Casti: 

a. RozpoEet na rozvoj na cel); projekt vo forme i o ~ - k o v i h o  formul6ru . 

b. Casov); rozvrh a charakteristiky projektu vo forme  ON-kovkho formul5ru 

c. "Rozvojovk proforma" vo forme i o ~ - k o v e h o  f o r m u l h  , spolu s 
popisom navrhnuteho finanEn6ho plAnu s vymenovanim kaideho investora, banky 
a ziloh vybratych od kupujriceho. Ohladne financii obdrianych od investorov a 
bink, pripijame kbpie "Dokument o predbeinom sdhlase" od naSich investorov a 
finanEngch zdrojov. 

d. Plan marketingu s urEit);m zameranim na jednotlivcov, kde sa nach5dzajri, ako sa s 
nimi spojime, w m  spbsobom platby alebo financovania sa to uskutoEni a ake 
pliny m6ieme mi ponriknut'. PriemernA cena bytojrch jednotiek a plinovany 
rozvrh "absorbovania"? je napisanj vo f o r m u l & i ,  "rozvojovA proforma". 

3. Developerov tim a kvalifikiicie: 

Tak isto sme zahrnuli nasledovnC podporujrice materiay (Prfloha C) tykajrice sa nabej 
kvalifikicii na ukonEenie projektu: 

a. Detailny popis Elenov rozvojov6ho timu (men&, sMsenost' a preuk8zani 
schopnosS),vEetne rozvojovCho subjektu (meno subjektu); niSho architekta, doddvaterov 
a konzultantov; spolu s broirirarni a vzorkami projektov ktorC vykonali. 

b. Certifikit i e  (meno subjektu) je v dobrom postaveni a je registrovan); pri 
(organizdcia) Slovenskej republike, vEetne overenej k6pie o registricii. 

Dbverne d m 5  posledni finanEnd zpriva je ako priloha . (Ked' vbeobecnk 
partnerstvo, alebo jednotlivec: (my) potvrdzujeme, ie tito dbverni finanEnd zpriva, 
priloieni ako prlloha , je pravdijrm obrazom o mojej (nabej) finanEnej situicii a 
JA (my) nie sme v tejto dobe v IikvidAciia tak isto ani JA  (my), alebo subjekty pod 
mojou (nabou) priamou kontrolou sme neprehlasili bankrot za posledngch 
(rokov). 

c. BankovC referencie, vEetne telefhnych Eisiel a mien biink, kontaktov, adresy a vzt'ahy. 

d. (A2 sa hodi) NasledovnC daEie prehlasenia a d6kaz developerovej kvalifikicie a 
finanEnej zodpovednosti sli prilo2en6 v prilohe a sli tohto slii-ast'ou: 



l'siklad6nie bankovy Sck v hodnote slovcnsk$ch korlin, ktor); 
predstavuje z6lohu vyiadujilcu pod bodoni tejlo Z O N - ~ ~ .  Uericme na 
vedomie, i e  t6to z6loha bude vr6ten6, bez platenia drokov, v pripade, 2c nebudenw 
vit'azmi tejto slit'aie; ale nebude nfivratn6, ked sa staneme vifazmi a my sa vzd6nie 6tasti 
predtfm ako sa dosiahne definitivna "rozvojov6 zmluva" s , s vqnimkou. 
keby sa nedosiahla dohoda vedeni v dobrom dmysle. 

5. Potvrdenie: 

S mojim podpisom potvrdzujem, i e  v mene (meno subjektu), ja 
(my) sme pozorne preEitali tlito  ON-ku a dokumenty s iiou spojenC, fyzicky si prehliadli 
situiciu a sme obozndmeni so Slovenswmi stavebnymi kbdmi? a podrnienkami. 
Rozumieme a prijimame podmienky uvedenC v tejto  ON-ke, tvkajdcich sa prisluSn$kh 
zodpovednosti vzt'ahujdcich sa na developera a na obec a rozurnieme a prijimame pravidli 
vfberovCho konania na urrenie vit'aznCho developera. 

(meno rozvojovCho subjektu) 

Meno: 

Funkcia: 

Dfitum: 



V9zva na podanie n6vrhov na rno5nosC ziskania pozemku 

pre vqstavbu bytov v meste ~reZov, lokalita Jarkov6 ulica 

Mesto Prezov vyz9va s6kromn9ch investorov na podanie ndvrhov 

na ziskanie pozemku o rozlohe cca 5700 m2 pre realiziciu v9stavby 

bytov. Predmetom n6vrhu je architektonick? n6vrh a p~dnikatel'sk? 

p16n na realizsciu bytov. ~lastng n6klady spojene s realiz6ciou 

celeho procesu bude hradit nositel' vitazngho n6vrhu. CieIom vqz- 

vy je realiz6cia nov6ho typu kvalitnqch bytov pre obeanov mesta, 

povzbudenie sGkromn$ch investorov na vqstavbu bytov a zv95enie 

celkovej kvality obytngho prostredia. 

*Ter&n vyrn~dzengho 6zemia je rovinat?, vytvoren? ve1koploZ- 

nou asaxdciou. 

- Pszamck 3 rozlohe 5700 rn2 je situovan? v centralnej nestskej 

26-2 a j z  vymedzenf: 

- zo severu Ulicou kapitana JaroSa, 
- zo z6padu hranicou mestskej trsnice, 
- z juhu Gvermovou ulicou, 
- z v2chodu hranicou pozemku pre v9stavbu bytovqch domov 

firmou Martin6k. 

- Geodetickg pomery pozemku (podla sond65nych vrtov): 
- v hornej vrstve: navd5ky v hrtibke od lr5 do 4,2 m pod 

tergnom, 

- pod nav6Zkami: n6plaveniny rieky Torysy (pieseitg hliny), 
- vrstvy vexmi hrubqch btrkov (priemer valGnov 5 - 10 cm), 
- podla2ie: ilovce, pieskovce v hlbke 5 , 5  m pod tergnom, 

- maxirnslna ust61en6 hladina spodnej vody: - 220 cm pod 
tergnom. 

- Pozernky vo vymedzenom fizemi sG vo vlastnictve m2sta s vqnirnkou 
E .  parc. 152 + 155, ktor6 je t.E. v s6kromnom vlastnictve. 



- Pozemok je spristupneng z Ulice kapitsna JaroSa. V pristupo- 
vqch komunikdciach s6 uloZen6 iniinierske siete, na ktor6 je 

moZn6 vymedzeng pozemok napojit. 

Predmetom prevodu, ktorg bude upresneng v zmluve je komplet- 

nlj pozemok. 

3 .  URBAN IS TICK^ PODMIENKY ROZVOJA 

Minimglne rozvojov6 poZiadavky, ktor6 musia bye dodrZan6 

na pozemku s6: 

a) stavba bude mat 3 nadzemn6 podlaZia (+  podkrovie), 

b) min. 70 a max 80 bytovgch jednotiek, 

C) pre trval6 bgvajGcich uvaZovat so stupfiom motorizdcie v po- 

mere 1:3,5 a 2 parkovacie miesta na kaidgch 100 m2 prevsdzko- 

vgch plGch obchodngch jednotiek, parkovisk6 pre majiterov 

bytov situovat do podzemia, 

d) prve nadzemng podlaiie orientovan6 do U1. kpt. Jaroza buds 

vyu2it6 na podnikateEsk6 aktivity v oblasti sluZieb, 

e) riezenie funkEn&ho vyuZitia parcely E. 152 + 155 je urEen4 
urbanistickou koncepciou riezeneho Czemia, 

f )  zabezpeEenie bezbarierov4ho pristupu podEa vyhl. 5 .  153/85 

Zb. v zneni neskorbich noviel, 

g) min. 40 % pozemku musi bye zazelenen6. 

4 -  OBSAH PONUKY 

KaZdg navrhovater je povinnp predloiit v poZadovano~ teraine 

ponuku a zloZit na 6Eet mesta vo V ~ B  PreSov, E. 423-572/0200 26- 

lohu na kGpu nehnuteEnosti vo vgSke 100 tisic Sk. Zdloha bude 

vrdten6 vgetk$m navrhovateIom okrem vit!azn&ho n6vrhu. Ponuka bu- 

de predloZen6 v troch vyhotoveniach so spatnou adresou v zaprea- 

tenej ob6lke s nadpisom "Otvdrat! pri vgberovom konani". 
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Exhibit 2-D 
Illustrative Information 



OrientaEne informscie o irvero\ jch podmienkach (f i roko\jch sadzbhch) - rnarec 1996 pre  podnikatel'skb subjekty 
BANKA Prime rate Krhtkodobb Strednodob6 Dlhodobb ZA bezpeka 

(min) (do 1 roka) (I a i  4 roky) (viac ako 4 r.) (v)iSka,druh) 

VUB 

Slov spor~lel'iia 

IRB ( zrneny v Sladiu priprav 
platnost' od bud.t)ii ) 

Pol'nobanka 

Pozn.: VUB je moinost' Cerpania EXlM liveru na investiCn6 akcie. Podnikatekkf plhn (projekt) musi odslihlasit' aj NArodnA banka. 
Moinost' postupnkho Eerpania liveru, nutnost' 30% vlastngch prostriedkov + 70% moing liver, ljrokovh sadzba cca 14,5%. Sadzba sa IiSi od 
vySky ljveru a to do 20 mil Sk a nad 20 mil Sk vo vzt'ahu na kvalitu projektu. Moinost' dRky ljveru : min 1 rok rnax 10 rokov. 
Splatky Stvrt'roCne, ljroky mesaCne. 
Rutenie 200% u rnajetku, u vkladu 120; u tychto prostriedkov je moink dohodnlit' ich pouiitie formou revolvingov6ho fondu. 

lstrobanka 

Cudova banka 

PKB 

12,s 

12 

12 

U vfetkych bank je nutnk predloiit' iiadost' + splhtkovf plhn, podnikaterskf plhn a v8etky potrebnk informhcie o klientovi (roCn8 uzhvierky, 
dariove priznania a pod. 

12,5 

14 

14 

16 

14 

15 - 16 

15 

16,5 

15-1 6+ 
rizik.maria 

do 10 rokov 
16 - 17 

16 

17 

200% rutenie u hnutel'. + nehnutel'. majetku - vzhl'adom k 
odpisom, vklad (naSa aj cudzia mena do 120°h), zAruEnh 
banka , mestskh forma zAruky; moinost' Cerpania jed- 
norhzove al.postupne, moinost' predtasnbho splatenia 
Liveru 
150% vinkul. vklad, nehnutel'. majetok,, 3.osoba, 
posljdenie kaidbho projektu 

150% poiad. Liveru , vklad, nehnutel'nost', 3.osoba. 
zAruC.banka 

max Srokov 
16,75 

nehnutel'nost', 3. osoba, finanC al. bonitnb pohl'adhvky. 
zArutn8 banka + 8ast. krytie, bonit. cennb papiere 

- 
termin. vklad, vklad v inej mene, dobrA nehnutel'nosl' - 
posudzovanie individ. podl'a kritbrii 
moinh garancia mesta (aj rozpottom) 



I ICO: 
" I I DRC: 

" I 

1 Fax: I 

I ~ p r i v n e n i e  na podnikanie E :  I (vydan6  diia: I 

PrevaEne v ~ k o n i v a n l  Linnost': 

Druh poi:ltiovanCho previdzkovf investiEnf Doba Gveru: i 1  TI I I  
V f i k : ~  poindovanCho iiveru: I 

Poiadov:rnf ternlin Eerpania iiveru: 

Dituni po(I;~ni ; \ :  Podpis oprivnenej osoby: 



Podklady klienta k Ziadosti o liver 

U e n t  predkladi banke %adost' o liver, v ktorej zdijvodni svoje po2adavky na bver. 

K Ziadosti o bver predloii: 

1. V*is s obchodndho r e w a  alebo 
2. &mostenskt oprivnenie alebo 
3. Registriciu potrebn~ na Einnost', ak sa na klienta nevzt'ahuje povinnod podl'a bodov 1. a 2. 
4. K6pie dokladov o hospodireni odovzdangch daiiovimu iuadu za posledni 3 roky, resp. od 

zaEiatku podnikania klienta, ak klient podniki v kratiom obdobi. 
5. Sfivahu, jsledovku a j lkaz toku flnanhej hotovosti nie s t a g e  ako 1 mesiac beiniho 

roka, tjkajiice sa obdobia od zaEiatku finankiho roka do diia podania iiadosti. 
6. Prehl'ad o pohl'adivkach a dvazkoch v h u k t h e  podl'a lehoty splatnosti nie starEi ako 1 

mesiac bek iho  roka. Specifikiciu podl'a terminov $atnosti do 30 dni, do 3 mesiacov, nad 
3 mesiace a pripadne nedobytnosti 

7. S t r u W  charakteristiku Einnosti a \jvoja podnikatel'skljch aktivit od zaEiatku IinantnCho 
roka. 

8. Specifikiciu Einnosti podl'a odpo~Eanej omovy. 
9. Nivrh na zaistenie fiveru 

a) navrhovane nehnutel'nosti 
- znaleckjr posudok 
- posudok od znalca urEeniho bankou nie star% ako 2 mesiace 
- *is z katastra nehnutel'nosti nie stars ako 2 mesiace 
- poistni d u v a  na objekt z h d q  

b) navrhovant hnutel'nosti 
- technice alebo inj, identifikabg preukaz 
- posudok od znalca urEeniho bankou nie starc aka 2 mesiace 
- poistni d u v a  na objekt z h d q  

c) navrhovant pohl'adivky 
- prehl'ad ponlikan9ch pohl'adivok vritane lehoty splatnosti, do iivahy sa nebeh 

pohl'adivb po Iehote splatnosti 
- dohoda s dlinikmi o zaplateni pohl'adivky v prospech PKB, a.s. 

d) navrhovant cennb papiere 
- Specifikicia cenngch papierov (ISIN nizov, poEet navrhovang do dstavy) 

e) in6 ponaanb z i d q  zo Specifikiciou druhu ziruky a spasobu zabezpeEenia napr. 
ystaveni bankovi druka, vinkulicia finanhich prostriedkov, ziivazni prehlisenie o ruEeni 
tretej osoby, zmenka pri ruEeni obchodn$m menom. 



OdponiEani osnova 'ipecifiluicie Einnosti 

$ecijikdcia finnosti je hlavn* dokumentom, v ktorom pdnikatel' vyjadruje svoje pdnikatelskk ciele a 
konkretizuje rnarketingovk opatrenia no zabezpec'enie ~ c h t o  cielbv. 

V opodstainenjtch pripadoch klienl m6?e vynechaf niektork fasti dopruEenk toulo osnovou v nadvunosti 
na rife1 pouiitia r i v e n  - pri investicii nu r o ~ o j  invesfifnkho majetku banka pz'aduje inj. rozsah ako pri 
nrikupe zcirob. Pretoie ide o doporufenli orienldciu, m6iu Jirmy p s t u p v a f  p i  priprave ipec,eciJikdcie 
Einnosti podlb vlmtnej osnovy, ale klient by ma1 zodpovedat otcizQ, vyplfiajljce z doprueenej osnovy. 

DoporuEujeme, aby v Qwcifikdcii finnosti bola zachovanci nasiedovnd orientcicia: 

1. StruEni opis projekiu - zhrnutie 
V bvcde struEne vyjadri pcdnikatel'skj, h e r  a celkovh filomfiu podrukania 

2. ZikladnC informicie o firme 
a) genkza j v o j a  pcdniku a je.ho podnkatel'skjrch aktivit 
b) pdvna fonna podnikania, charakteristika zakladatel'ov firmy 
c) kl'bkv6 osobnosti firmy - management. kto j bude podnikatel'slj z h e r  realizovat', jeho kvalifikicia, 
skkenosti v odbore, predchidzajbce pdnkatel'skk vjsledky 

3. SlEasni ekonomicki situicia firmy 
a) hlavnA j r o b ~  alebo obchodnh niplfi finny 
b) s l i bn6  postavenie firmy na trhu 
C) veRost' firmy - priemernq pokt zamestnancov, priemernq stav investiEnCho majetku, h o b ,  obratu dsku 
d) sliEasn6 technick6 a technologick6 vybavenie, z hl'adska vjlkonnosti a htinnosti 
e) majetkovri bilancia firmy - jej vjvoj za poslednC 3 roky 

4. Vecne zameranie podnikaterskej Einnosti 
Bliis'ie sa uvedie na ~ &last' sa Einnod orientuje. 

5. Analfza trhu, odbytu, cenovi stratigia 
a) slEasni a budixi d c a d c i  firmy - SpecSkkia @a podielu na odbyte finny 
b) s%asni a budbci dodkatelia finny, M a  aljch kritkrii si klient vyberi firmy dodavatel'ov - Specifikicia 
@a pudielu na ddivkach pre firmu 
c) solventnost' a perspektivnwr' okhodnykh partnerov, preEo sa firma orientuje na tjlchto obchodnIch 
partnerov, aka sa klient presvdi l  o ich solidnosti a ddxej obchodnej povesti 
d) podIoienie odbyty resp. d d v o k  zmluvami. Preukazuje sa, v akom objeme, resp. pcdiele m i  firma 
AxqxEnG produkciu zmlwami 
e) zddvodnenie, na &ade a.kj~h i n f o k i i  klient predpokladh uvidzang +oj 
f) cenovi stratigia- s akou cenovou orientkiou firma M i t a  v d i  jednotlivjlm skup inh  ziikaznikov a 
@soby jej realiz&ie 

6. Konkurencia 
a) sbEasni a budbca konkurencia 
b) ako klient vykoniva prieskum konkurencie 
C) opatrenia klienta proti konkurencii 
d) zddvodnenie, na d a d e  W c h  info&ii klient predpokladi uvidzan9 j v o j  

7. Opatrenia na podporu predaja 
a) prieskum trhu - sp6soby vykonimia a ich wetnost' 
b) zabewenie  distribhcie prcduktov 
C) zabezpeiknie komu&ie so zikamkorn 
d) zak&nie propagkie 
e) @sob predaja, organizicia odbytu 

8. Alternativne rieienia 
W k h  sa, s *mi alternativami firma uvahje pre z a b e e e n i e  podnikatei'skkho zArneru a ich konkrktny 
dopad do p l h u  

9. Finan% zabapeenie  podnikatePskeho plinu 
- kapiaovi  potreba. nfivratnost'kapitilu, finanEnk zdroje 
a) p r o j e k t o d  bilancia - projektovanjl j v o j  investiEneho majetku, +oj stavu poMadivok. j v o j  a 
@ e c W i a  stavu z k h  na strane aktiv a ziroveii j v o j  Aadneho  imania a fondov. vjvoj stavu ziviizkov 
a liverov na strane pasiv. 
b) projektovad vjdedovka 
c) projektovanjl tok finanEnej hotovosti 
Udaje sa uhlzajjli za jednotlivk roky s p l h i a  h e m .  Finanhe ukmvatele musia byt' previazane piinom 
Odbytu, resp. vjroby, s potvr&n);rni zmluvarni. FinanEni vjkazy sa mdtu doplnit' d'aliimi doplfiuj~icimi 
charakteristikami. 



Sample Filled Out Pro Formas 

~rniular  "F-3" STAVEBNA ' PRO FORMA 1 I I I ! I ! I 

archnlckt8 
- - . - - . - . - . - . . - 

konhrukl;c. . . 
.- -..-- 4- ---- 

on; kon2ullann 
. . .. .-. --- 

, 5 

~ e k o v ;  n~klad~~s~dozalnbrn-~~' -  . . . j  

ISTE PRUMY Z PREOAJA . . . .  

3HY8 HOTOVOSTI PRED FINANC . .  ~. 
U M W L A T ~ N ~ P O H Y B  n o r o v o s  

1--- - - - - - 

'o#rconln; radzba 16%Ii 

EVELOPEROVA N ~ V R A T N O S ?  ' -!'- 
2,rr strata '- 600000. 1.000 
~o;na n;l:ra~nosina I m a n l ~ Y p e ~ ~ ~ n & h ~  - -  . -  - .  . .  - . ,  

. , ... . - . . 





- 
Formular "F-3" STAVEBNA' PRO FORMA I I I I I I 1 1 I I 

. . -. . . -. . - 
Loan . ~ f i ,  elf Oj 2 ; ,g,j % 5HI/&F d-l/dF 

I 
I ,-.- -- -. - 

83 - 50,oM) 
ton%&r7-- 

-L  - i 2 0 . W ~  33 
ini konzultanti I 0 - - . . 0 

~elkov$n%& s dizailnom -70~000 117 



ormular "F-3" STAVEBNA' PRO FORMA I 1 I 1 I I I I I I 

,. _- .--1 ---*__L_L.. 
IAKLAOY SPOJENE SO STAVBOU BUDOVY ...- 
zaklady 0 0 - 
hruba s t a v i i  

I 
- --- - -- 3 . 3 m 3 3 0  5.500 
vnGtorne dokongovacie !race .. 6OO.ood 1 ,003 
';via& pipid,- - - - . , . , - - - .. - - 0 0 

Celkove naklady spojeni so stav$o~-' 7 9  00~C&j--6.5 W-- . -------7 

I 50.000 8 3  architekti ( - +- 
konstrukt&i ~--  20.000 33 
ini konzultant~ 0 0 -__-_  

~elkovf iaklady s d12a:norn 70300  117 
I 

- - -. .---A. 
boistenia- ro'&e 
dane z neh%Z$;ir 
-. - - - - - - 

pravne poplatky 
. . . . - - - - - 

2 5 0  
rozne I I I 



I 
I&~ADY SPOJENe SO S!AVB00-hOOVY 

zaklady 
I - . .- --- ' 

0 
hrubdstavba 

-v"*~;Jd--- -.-- ,300.000 5.500 
okoncovame p 1 6 , ~ - -  -- -- 600.000 1.000 

- 
zvl*pady 0 0 -- 
Celkove i w e n !  so stavbou 3.900.000 6.503 

Id- 
[AKLAOY SPOJENE S DIZAJNOM - - 

ar chilekt ~ -- 
kon&ukteri 
ini konzultan i .&$ 0 

Celkove naklady s dizajnom 70. 11 - 
P Y  j I I I I 

skuskv a lnsnekcla I I 0 1 0 1 

- 1 I 
Celkove nefpriame naklady 1 .. . - r -  

- 

-PREDKON STVRTROK SNRTROK SNRTROK STVRTROK STVRTROK SNRTROK 

STRUCKCN 1 2 4 5 6 - 

. . -- 
Formular "F-3" STAVEBNA ' PRO FORMA 

u .  - 
. k / f  . 3 . . P ~ G o o n  PF @,WE 

A! v&?3,vc/S 
v 
C 
v 
U 
0 
I: 
e 
C 

A 

h - 

F 

F 

h 

I 

I 

( 

i 

4 

I 

i 

I 

I 

I 

l k a n c e l a r i e  0 0 
Naklad s predajom - - -- . . -. 

presplsne dane -- 
Poplatky l a  predaj ----- , 

0 
300.000 

0 

0 
500 

0 
- .. 150.000 150.000 



WD~DVSP~WAWOU euoovy --- 
zaklady _L . I 0 0 
-. .. 
hruba stavba . . . - .. - - 3,soo.oao 5.500 
v n u t o r n 8 d < ~ d ~ ~ e e ~ ~ e  
. -- 6m0 1.000 
z v l a I t i e e & ~ d ~  0 0 

-- 
-. . -- -- - 

Celkovd naklady spojenl so stavbou 3.900.000 6.500 

A R W Y T  DrUJENE 3 YlLAJlYVM 

architekti -- I 50.000 
konEiai;ik!i 2 0 . W  

B3 . 
--v------ 
in1 konzultantl 0 0 - -- - .- - 

Celkove ndklady s d i z a j k m -  707000 117 -- - -  I 



orrnular "F-3" STAVEBNA' FRO FORMA I I I I I I 1 I I I 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ N ~ Z A L ~ N O M  

ini konzultanti - - 
7 6 . m  117 



ormular "F-3" STAVEBNA' PRO FORMA 
- 

I I I I I I I I I I 

- 
verelne mpn~erske stete I 0 . .. . 0 
dornove ~ncnierske siete 0 
. . . + - - .. - 0 
~nlanarnvnm I I 4E060 67 - - . - I 
-J . .- - - -- -- - - - . - -  - . - - . . . 

prava okolla zelenou 40.000 67 ----- I 

vyhotovenle komunikaci I 86;000 133 
.- - . 
zvla&ne pr~pady I 0 0 

celkavd ndkladv so stavebnvm ~ozemkom 160.000 287 

Predaina cena - I -  -- 



Exhibit 3 
Sample Advertisements 

MESTO BANSKA BYSTRICA 
pondka pozemok o rozlohe cca 4,s ha 

na vfstavbu bytov a darSej vybavenosti 

SdiainC podmienky na podanie ponukov);ch 
ndvrhov si zdujemcovia mBZu vyzdvihndt' alebo 

objednat' na adrese: 

Ing. KlemaniEovd, Investorskf litvar mesta 
CSA 26,975 39 Banski Bystrica 

denne od 13.00 - 1430 hod. 
tel. 088 - 433 65 

InformaEn6 konferencia pred podanim ndvrhov sa 
bude konal22.3.1996 o 9:00 hod. na MO 

v Banskej Bystrici v zasadaEke E. 250 

Termin odovzdania ponitk je do 24. mdja 1996 
do 17.00 hod. 

OBEC HORNA MICINA, 
okres Bansk6 Bystrica 

pondka v centrilnej &ti obce pozemok 
o rozlohe 2.028 mZ vr5tane rozostavan~ch 

stavieb (cca 8 bytoech  jednotiek) na 
dokonEenie, odpredaj alebo prenijom 

Sdt'ain6 podmienky na vypracovanie ndvrhov si 
zfiujemcovia mBiu vyzdvihndt' alebo objednat' 

na adrese: 

Obecng drad  v Hornej MiEinej PSC 974 01 
okres Banski Bystrica 

Ondrej Pinka, starosta obce 
tel.: 088 - 929 23 

InformaEnd konferencia pred podanim nfivrhov sa 
bude konai diia 21. marca 1996 o 13.00 hod. na 

Obecnom drade v H. MiEinej. 

Termin na podanie ndvrhov je do 24. mAja 1996 
do 17.00 hod. 

MESTO PRESOV 
pondka v centre mesh pozemok na Jarkovej 

ulici o rozlohe 0,s ha 
na vfstavbu 70 - 80 bytov 

S6t'aZnC podmienky na vypracovanie ndvrhov si 
zdujemcovia mBZu vyzdvihnitl alebo objednat' 

na adresi: 

Mestsky Grad v PrGove Hlavni 73, 
080 66 PrGov 

Ing. arch. Vladimir Debnir 
nimestnik prednostu pre lizemnf rozvoj a 

hlavnf architekt mesta 
tel.: 091 - 733 543 

InformaEnd konferencia pred podanim ndvrhov sa 
bude konai 20.3.1996 o 9.00 hod. na MO. 

Tennin odovzdania ndvrhov je do 22. mdja 1996 
do 17.00 hod. 

OBEC T ~ A  NAD BODVOU 
okres KoSice -vidiek, 

poniika v centre obce pozemok o rozlohe 
4000 m2 vrdtane dvoch rozostavanfch 

objektov na dokonEenie a nisledny predaj 
alebo prenijom 

Sitt'ainC podmienky na podanie navrhov si mBiu 
zdujemcovia vyzdvihndt' alebo objednat' 

na adrese: 

Obecnf drad Turiia nad Bodvou, PSC 044 02 
Ing. Ladislav Bartdk, Starosta obce 

tel.: 0943 - 662101 

InformaEnA konferencia pred podanim navrhov sa 
bude konat'diia 19. marca 1996 o 10.00 hod. 

na Obecnom drade v Turni nad Bodvou.. 

Term'n odovzdania ndvrhovje do 22. mhja 1996 
do 17.00 hod. 



Exhibit 4 
Agenda of a Pre-Proposal Conference 

PROGRAM ROKOVANIA INFORMACNEJ KONFERENCIE: 

I.  UVOD 
uvitanie 
predstavenie 6Castnikov 
oboznamenie s programom 

II. Struc'nrr' obozna'menie so situa'ciou obce, vzt'ah k pozemku 
populacia, @voj 
hernne planovanie - historia obce - ciele 

IIL Detaily o pozemku, projekte 
situacia pozemku + infraStruktka 
regulaEnC podmienky 
architektura 
ine 

Otrizky k pozemku a infragtruktlire 

I K Srit 'aine' podmienky 
postupnost' krokov, program 
diskusia o v);berov)ich kriteriach 

Otrizky k podmienkam slit'aie 

C.: Vyplriovnnie formula'rov 
detailne vysvetlenie formularov 

Otirzky (mimo proformy) 

W. Financovanie a formula'r 3 @reform) 
inStrukta2 a informacie 

VII. Ahaljza trhu 



Exhibit 5 

Guidelines for Handling Requests to Receive RFPs and Information 

Pre: Ing. arch. hlariAn S o v ~ i k ,  CSc. 
Od: Robert Doubek 
D6tunx 26. februrir 1996 
Vec: Rada pri odpovedani otrizok tikajucich sa iiadosti o nfivrh a na 

nahliadnutie k dokumentom. 

Jedna z primhnych veci na zamyslenie v procese slit'ainych nbvrhov je udriat spravodlivost' a 
objektivitu. Z6kladnym elementom tejto livahy je zaistit', aby ClEastnici videli tento proces ako 
spravodliv~ a objektivny. Z tohoto ddvodu vSetky otbzky bud6 pisomne a dank vsetkjm 
lif astnikom. 

Va?a iiadost' o nAvrh je teraz v konefnej podobe a jej obdrianie je inzerovan6 na verejnosti. 
Vy a VaJi zamestnanci dostfivate a dostanete listy a telefonbty, poiadujlice k6pie iiadosti o 
nfivrh. KrQko po tom ako poSlete iiadosti o nbvrh, budd sa hlbsit' nbvStevnici, ktori si bud13 
priat' presfimat pozemok a k tomu existujdce materibly, ktor6 mate k dispozicii. 

V ddsledku tohoto nevyhnutneho kontaktu s Eastnikmi je vefmi d6leiitC, aby ste dodriiavali 
urEitC pravidlb na uistenie, i e  spravodlivost a objektivita procesu je dodrianti a nikto nebude 
mat' dojem, i e  proces je iny ako spravodli\j a objektivny. 

Nehovorte s Gastnikmi o projekte. 

Mimo napisania si adresy a mena, popisu ako sa dostat k pozemku, predstaveny 
mesta, zamestnanci a poslanci zastupitefstva by sa mali vyhndt aljmkorvek debatam 
o projekte a procese s uchbdzarmi. ZvlGi by sa mali vyhndi wmkorvek  
komentkom o tom, Eo mesto chce aby bolo navrhnutC, koko pefiazi dlifa mesto 
obdriat' z projektu a kollco je pozemok hodny. 

Neodpovedajte n a  Ziadne otizkp tfkajdce sa procesu alebo projektu. 

K ziskaniu inform&% odporuEte dEastnikov na sarnotnlf iiadost' o nfivrh. Povedzte im, 
aby dali svoje otbzky pisornne a aby priSli na informaEnd konferenciu. 

Nediskutujte o projekte za pritomnosti Gastnikov. 

V dbsledku toho, i e  Vase rniestnosti sii male, liEastnici si budd musiet' prezrief 
projektovC materisly v miestnostiach, kde zamestnanci pracujli. 

DrZte vzetky projektov6 materisly v osobitnej krabici, alebo na  oddelenom stole. 

Chcete si byt' isty, Ze vSetci zdrastneni majd prileiitost' vidiet vSetky materiAly, aby 
nikto nemohol povedat', Ze nemali moinost' vidiet vSetko. 

Dohliadajte na 6Eastnikov ktori si prezerajtj nlateri6ly, aby ste si boli isty, i e  
nikto nit neberie so sebou. 

Jcdcn zo zanicslnancov by nial byf pritornny, kcd sa niaicri5ly prchliadajil. Nedovok 
odsls5ncnic akehokorvck dokumcntu z micstnosli. A% by nicklo chccl k6pic. 
vyiiadajtc si pisomnil objcd116vku spolu s o  zaplatcnim a po5litc mu ju poitoil. 



6. Evidencia uch,idza~ov 

Vedte si zoznam s menami, adsesami a t c l e f h n y n i  Cislami vktkych ktosi sa 
uchklzaj~j o iiadosti o ngvrh, alcbo ktori VBs osobne navStivia za di.clom 
prehliadnutia matesi6lov. 

7. Infornlujte vSetkfch pracovnikov a Elenov mestskdho zastupiteIstva o tfchto 
bodoch, aby sme sa vyhli liniku inforn~icii  na verejnosf ktor6 nemusia byf 
pravdiv6. 



Exhibit 6 
Proposed Process for Evaluation and Selection of Developer's Proposals 

(Not available in Slovak) 



Exhibit 7 
Draft Development Agreement 

I Prevod vlastnictva a stavebnii zmluva I 

(Poznsmka prekladateh: Slovo developer znarnen5 Elovek, k t o r j  sa  pod6jme na 
\.ystavbu objektov na "zelenej hike", alebo objektov EiastoEne rozostavanjch. Dohliadn 
na celq ~ r o i e k t ,  od ~ r v 6 h o  nlonlentu a? do  konca). 

~ v o d n i  East' a zmluvnC strsnky: 

Vzhfadom k tomu, fe: 

a. Mesto v okrese (dalej len mesto) je sdEasny majiter 
parcely pozernku, (a dvoch EiastoEne ukonEenjrch budov nachldzajdcich sa na fiom) 
(parcele) ako vidiei na priloienom tlaEive A a; 

b. , Cjednotlivec, firma, s.r.0. a.p.1 (dalej 
len evojov$ projektant - Developer), si praje(d) ziskat' tdto popisand parcelu a 
vypracovai ndvrh, financovat', ukonEit' a predai infm po ukonreni (alebo si to podrfat 
na vlastnt pouiitie, alebo prenAjom pre injrch - Eo bude aplikovatehi) vylepjenia 
pozemh a objektov tu opisanjrch, ktori s13 sliEast'ou tejto zmluvy a; 

c. Mesto si i e l l  previest tdto parcelu podfa terminov a podmienok niisie uvedenych, na 
jvo joviho  projektanta - developera, za dEelom z jhodnenia  verejnCho zgujmu s 
tjrm, i e  $vojo\j projektant - developer ukonEi navrhnutt vylepsenia na tejto 
parcele, (dalej len Plln), obyvanie a poufitie ukonEenych objektov a vylepjenie 
rniestneho a vjeobecniho iivotniho prostredia s ukonfenim pllnu a; 

d. Vjlvojow projektant si ield ziskat' tdto parcelu a uskutotnit' celjr plan podfa term'nov 
a podrnienok tu uvedenjkh, 

1. Prevedenie: 

Mesto sdhlasi previest' na developera, podra terminov a podmienok niiSie uvedenj'ch a za 
kompenzAciu Specifikovand niiSie ( n h p n d  cenu), vSetky pr6\.a, vlastnicke pr6vo a zlujmy, 
ktorC m l  na tejto parcele. Prevedenie bude uskuto?nenC tym. i e  mesto vydi pozemkovd 
listinu, (dalej len pozernkovd listinu) formou t l a r i v a ,  menovan6 pozemkovfi listina bude 
dorui.rn6 developerovi pri konefnom podpisovani, podra podmienok, ktork budd dalej 

2. Zdvcrci?n:i f5za a d a 't om: 



pa~rii-.n);mi dokumcntami h11Jc povahvanjl uko zliverchri f h  prcdaja nchnutcrnohti. '!'A0 
zivereCni f5za sa uskutoc'ni na alcbo pred , 1996 (deh uz6vicrky). 'l'cnto dch m6ic 
byt upraven); podla okolnosri, ktor.6 budil Specificky napisan6 v tejto zmluvc, aleho podh 
pisomncj vvzijonmej dohodc zniluvnfch str6n. 

3. Ziikonnt! protiplnenia: 

Developerove zikonnt5 protiplnenie za parcelu bude celkovfi nAkupn6 cena za parcelu a jej 
celkovC vylepSenie podl'a poiiadaviek uloiengch developerovi, ktorC s6 opisant5 v paragrafe 
Eislo 4 v tejto zmluve a tak isto pri splneni terminov a podmienok tejto zmluvy. Celkov5 
nAhpn5 cena bude milion slovenskgch kordn, platen5 nasledovne; 

a. milion slovenskfch kodn v hotovosti pri podpise tejto zrnluvy a obdriani 
potvrdenia o zaplateni tejto sumy. Uveden5 suma v hotovosti je nen6vratn6, avSak 
m8ie byt n5vratn6 iba vtedy, ked mesto nedodi vlastnicku listinu, a d'alej vtedy, ak 
mesto nedodrii svoje zmluvnC povinnosti SpecifikovanC v tejto zmluve, a; 

b. rnilion slovenskfch k o d n  pri z6vereEnom dni, platen6 nasledovne: 

i. rnilion s l o v e n s ~ c h  konin v hotovosti a 

ii. zvySnfch milion slovenskych k o n h  formou dlinCho Cpisu, 
kto j je pripojenf k tejto zmluve ako priloha -, obdrianf prevodovou 
zmluvou vo forme prilohy -. 

4. PoZiadavky na developera: 

a. Developer sdhlasi vystavat a ukonEit' na uvedenej parcele budovy, ktori sb opisanC 
v jeho n6vrhu zo diia (dgtum), ktorC pozost5vajd z 
bytotjch jednotiek '(cca m2 bytovych priestorov) a m " 
komerEnfch priestorov (atd.) a to formou a Specifikami ktorC s6 presne napisan6 
na tlaEive , ktorC je tu priloient a je sdEast'ou tejto zmluvy (myslirne ich 
nivrh), vEetne miest na parkovanie, zelen6 dpravu, chodniky, osvetlenie, 
povrchovli dpravu okolia a ostatnC s vfstavbou spojenC iniinierske siete na celej 
ploche vj5stavby potrebnC na previdzku vystavanfch objektov a tak isto iniinierske 
siete rnimo celej zastavanej plochy, ktorC sfi nevyhnutne pre napojenie do 
existuj6cej iniienerskej siete mesta a to voda, elektrika, plyn, te lefh,  kanaliz5cia a 
podobne. Cel6 tito vystavba spolu bude znima pod vfrazom "vylepSeniaM. 

b. Developer bude stavat a ukonri vSetky "vylepSeniaW na jeho vlastnC n&lady a 
vydavky . 

c.  VSetky "vylepSenia" bud6 postavenC a ukonCenC podra Standardu mesta a developer 
je jedinou zodpovednou strinkou za rekonbtrukciu a opravy na jeho vlastne 
n5klady a vjrdavky ktorC vzniknfi tfm, i e  "vylepSeniaW neboli stavanC podfa 
Standardu mesta. 



a. Developer podal mcstu sliEasne s t);nito dokumentom dcikaz. 2e n ~ h  platnil znduvu s 
architektlirnou a psojekEnou firmou na celq psojektov); plin a tak isto n15 
zabezpeEen6 dostatoEn6 financie na zaplatenie uvedenych architektov a 
projektantov na ukoncenie uveden);ch projeki;n);ch p lhov .  

b. Developer dod6 mestu koneEni stavebni pl6ny a projekt na, alebo pred 
(dhtum). 

c. Developer zaEne vgstavbu na, alebo pred (d6tum). 

d. Developer ukonEi hrub6 j s tavbu  na, alebo pred (ditun). 

e. Developer bude mat' vSetky "vylepSeniaU pripravenC na kolaudiciu na, alebo pred 
(datum). 

f. Developer bude mat' ukonEend celri pricu (vEetne oprav a modifikicii) 
nevyhnutngch na obdrianie bytov6ho dekritu na, alebo pred (ditum). 

g. Developer zaEne s nast'ahovanim do bytovjkh priestorov, ktorC "vylepSi1" 
(ditum). 

6.  OstatnC podmienky ktorC budii splnenC developerom: 

a. Developer sGhlasi, i e  bude udriiavat' cel6 stavenisko v poriadku a bude dodriiavat' 
bezpeEnostnC predpisy a bude jedinou zodpovednou strinkou (bud priamo cez 
manaimentsM firmu, alebo cez bytov6 asociiciu) za ddribu vSetljch "vylepSeniU 
po ukonEeni celej v)istavby a po nast'ahovani sa uiivatelov bytov. Jedinou 
j n imkou  bud15 tie Easti "vylepSeni" (a2 sa toto bude na nieEo vzt'ahovao, ktorC po 
ukonEeni tohto projektu budli odovzdan6 mestu. 

b. (Vloi tento paragraf - a i  je to aplikovateln6): V Ease vydania bytov15ho dekritu, 
developer odda bezodplatne mestu pristupovC pr6va a vylepSenia iniienerskych 
sieti na a l j c h  sa developer dohodne s mestom ako sdEast' koneEnjkh plinov a dalej 
to bude zodpovednost'ou mesta ich udriiavat'. Developer tak isto bezodplatne odd5 
mestu pr6vo na pristup k rniestam, kde sa nachidzajli iniienerske siete, ak sa na 
tom dohodn6, ako sliEast' konerniho projektu a dalej bude zodpovednost'ou mesta 
tieto siete udriiavat', ale nie pozemok, k t o d  tieto siete pokrjba, tie dalej zostivajli 
povinnost'ou developera. AvSak mesto bude zodpovedn6 ich dat' do pbvodniho 
stavu v pripade i e  by tieto pozernky pri pr5cach naruSilo. Developer nem6ie 
postavit' iiadne objekty na miesta urEenC pre iniinierske siete. VyhradenC rniesta a 
psistup k nim a napojenia iniinierskych sieti budli bpecificky uveden6 v koneEnych 
plinoch a ich prevod sa uskutohi btandardnou pr5vnickou dokument8ciou, ktor5 
sa odohri mcdzi mestom a developerom a bude ako podmienkou schvilenia 
koneEnCho plhnu. 

c .  Devcloper prebcr6 vktku zodpovednost' za predaj, alalebo prenhjom tretej strinke 
akekorvck postavcn6 "vylcp.TcniaU a nlana%nxnt vSctk);ch majitcTsk$ch a / alcbo 
nhbjoninqch vzt'ahov z toho vzniknut~ch a zabczpci.i a ochrdni mcsto proti 



ak$mkolvck tscstnym stihaniam alcbo postihom psinesen)im to11 tsct'ou str5nkou 
vyp1S;vajilcou z tcsminov prcdaja, alebo pren5jnw, dalcj stavu "vylcp.icni" po 
d o k o n h i ,  alcbo ich ildrtby (s vjhimkou akgchkdvck "vylcpSeni" Spccificky 
dangch a prija~y'ch mestom). (A5 je vhodn6 uviesf nejakli poistku, malo by to 
byf uveden6 tu). 

d. Developer dodal detailn); Easov); hamonogram tfkajlici sa ukocenia plinu s6Easne 
s popisom tejto zmluvy (priloiene ako priloha ), a bude odteraz podivat 
mesahe sprfivu o pokroku vystavby, ukazujlic skutoEn9 pokrok v porovnani s 
planovanjrm pokrokom, revidovanymi ddtumami ukonEenia, indentifiiciou 
problkmov a krokov podniknutych na ich ndpravu. 

e. Developer nembie v iiadnom pripade urEit', alebo previest jeho priva vyplyvajlice 
z tejto zmluvy na inli fumu, finanznd spoloEnosi, alebo privnicku osobu, alebo 
jednotlivcov bez priameho pisomnCho schvdenia mesta. Prdvo na jednotlivk 
bytovk jednotky, alebo priestor m6Ze byt' danjr, alebo prevedenjr na tretiu strdnku 
uiivatera len po vyplneni mapy bytovej asociicie a obdriani bytoviho dekrCtu . 

f. Developer nembie podriadit' zhujmy, ktork md mesto na tejto parcele (ak sa to 
vziahuje) tretej strdnke finanEnych zdrojov, iba s priamym pisomnym slihlasom 
mesta alebo za podmienok, ak sli nejakk, Specificky vySSie uvedenC v paragrafe 3 
pod nlizvom Zikonnk protiplnenia. 

g. Developer prijima parcelu za takjrch podmienok v akjrch sa nachlidza. Mesto 
nepopisuje situficiu v akej sa sdEasne nachlidza parcela vyhradenfi k tomuto dEelu, 
(a objektov alebo budov na nej), alebo ich vhodnost' na akCkolvek Specificki 
pouiitie alebo ciet  

7. Povinnosti mesta: 

a. Mesto predkladli a zaruEuje, Ze je jedinjrm vlastnikom parcely, alebo i e  mbie 
obdriat' dbkaz o tejto skutoEnosti pred koneEnym dhtumom. V pripade, i e  mesto 
nembie preuktizat' vlastnicke prfivo do koneEniho d6tumu, mbie si pisornne 
stanovit' oddialenie tohoto d5tumu na celkovd dkku a i  do dni (predliujlic 
developerove terminy o tli istd dfiku dni) a vSetky ostatni vzijornnC povinnosti 
developera a mesta ostanli nezmenene. 

b. V pripade, i e  na konci dfia predhenia (i), mesto mem6ie preukizat' 
vlastnicke prdvo na spominanli parcelu, potom developer a mesto mbiu po 
vzijomnej pisonej dohode predfiit' uzlivierku do takiho dfia a za ta l jch terminov a 
podrnienok ako sa pisomne dohodli. Avbak v pripade vzlijomnej nedohody bud 
mesto, alebo developer mbfu po voTnom uvfifeni zrubit' tdto zrnluvu a mesto bude 
povinn6 zaplatit' developerovi vSetky vvdavky za parcelu (stfiatern6 platbou pod 
paragrafom 3). pre architektov, projekEn6 prtice a prfivne rikony, ktor6 boli 
zaplaten6 na tento projekt do dfia odstdpenia od zmluvy. 

c. Od dfia uzavrctia zmluvy, mesto udcluje dcvclopesovi pln); pristup na parcelu za 
lieelom zistenia, merania a prieskumu a dalsich Einnosti spojenqch s 
pscdvgstavbou. 



d. Mzsto ti1 silhlasi, i c  vynaloii vjctku nmc, sychlost' a ilsilic psi prchodnocovani a 
spsacovani rfiznych psojcktov dcvclopcra a jcho dokumcntov. ktos6 pod5 v 
sdvislosti s projckton~ a pisoninc odpovie na vSetky ?iadosti, tqkajilce sa infosm5cii 
dalebo schv8lenia bchom dni od podania tychto poiiadaviek a pod5 
iiadank informiciz, aleho schvilcnia, alcbo uri-enia, akk &Eie kroky musia bpt' 
uskutoilnenk a i-asovjl odhad Einnosti potrebnych na splnenie poiiadavky. 

e. Mesto sdhlasi vzdania sa vbetkjlch poplatkov tVkajGcich sa bud' spracovania, 
povolenia afalebo poplatkov ktor6 sa za normalnych okolnosti uEtujli za proejkty 
podobnkho r6zu. 

f. Mesto shbuje, i e  vynaloii ich najvaESie lisilie pri pomoci a u jchleni 
developerovho h i l i a  na obdrianie potrebnjlch informicii a schvileni od vlfidy, 
alebo invch agentlir ako napr. dodavaterov energie. 

8. Udalosti ktorC vzniknii pri nedodrZani zivazku a ich nipravy 

a. Ako udalost nedodriania zivazku bud6 povaiovanC nasledovni udalosti: 

i. Developerove nedodrianie CasovCho harmonogramu ako je urEenC v 
horeuvedenom paragrafe 5. 

ii. Developerova odchfIka vo v);stavbe "vylepSeniV od tej ako je Specifikovana v 
n6vrhu (tlaEivo ), s enirnkou pisomne schvalenou mestom. 

iii. Developerovim zlyhanim budovania "velepseni" podla Standardov urEen);ch 
mestom. 

iv. Developerovim zlyhanim v splitkach n h p n e j  ceny podra ditumu ich splatnosti, 
urEenej v platobnom kalendiri horeuvedenom v paragrafe 3. 

v. Developerove zlyhanie pri dodriiavani akjlchkorvek d'Usich terminov a 
podrnienokzahrnut~ch v tejto zrnluve. 

b. Udalosti za ktorgch sa vyskytne nedodrZanie z5vazku: 

Za pripad nedodriania zivazku bude povaiovan5 udalost', ked developer poi-as 
dni od obdriania pisomnCho upovedomenia doruEenCho mestom, nezaEne s 

napravou nedostatku a ten nenapravi behom dni. Vynimkou bude situacia, 
ked' mesto a developer sa pisomne dohodli na dlhSej dobe a Specifickom programe 
na nlipravu, behom dni od doby, ked developer obdrii upovedomenie od 
mesta. Mimo horeuvedentho, vbetky finanEnt nedodriania musia by( 
vysporiadan6 behom dni od doby dorurenia pisomntho upovedomenia 
zaslankho mestom. 

c. V pripade nedodrzania zhvZzku je nasledovnf vfber: 

V pripade nedoriania si zivazku a neuskutoEnenia n5pravy developerom tak, ako 
jc SpecifikovanE v horcuvedenom paragrafc, nxsto si mMe zvolit' podfa vlastnkho 
vjlbcru : 



1. Odkilpit parcclu za ccnu 1 Slovcnskcj koruny plus cclkovi suma, kt014 bola 
vynaloien6 dcvelopcroni iba na n6vrh a v~s t avh i~  "vylcpkni" (Spccil'icky 
vynimajilc aklikorvck sumu zaplatcnli za pozemok, prhvnickc ilkony, vScobc~n6 
administrativnc poplatky, organizaEn6 poplatky a poplatky za financovanic a 
reklaniu a darSie vScobecn6 n5klacly a vgdavky) a s tyrn ukonziac vSetky JaEic 
developrrove pr8va a zhujmy na parcele, alebo "vylepSeniach" na nej, alebo 

2. Polu-aeovat' v prici s developerom s tym, i e  sa znova prcjednajli terminy a 
podmienky tejto zmluvy. 

V pripade i e  sa mesto rozhodne na volbe opisanej v bode 1, mesto okamiite dB na 
vedomie developerovi t6to skutohost' a developer okamiite bude povinnq 
odovzdat'jeho priiva a ziiujmy v tejto parcele mestu. 

S ich vlastnoruEnjrmi podpismi ktorC sa nachidzajli niiSie, strAnky stihlasia s 
horeuvedenjlmi terminami a podmienkami. PodpisanC (d Atum) 

(za mesto) (za developera) 

(meno primitora) (meno developera) 



Appendix 4 
Proposed Technical Assistance to Banskii Bystricia on the 

Prianska Teresa Project 

Background 
During consultant's meeting with the City of BanskA Bystrica on Friday, May 31, 1996, Ing. 
arch. Marian Sovcik, Director, Department of Land Developments and Streets, and Ing. Erika 
Klemanicova, Deputy Director, City Investment Agency, brought up the subject of possible 
USAID technical assistance in using the RFP process on a major 42-hectare (100-acre) project 
that the City plans to put out for initial development later this year. The City Council has 
approved a resolution to begin planning now for its development and for the solicitation of 
possible private sector interest, and the City has already put out requests for qualifications to 
developers to obtain preliminary expressions of interest. (The resolution is attached as Attach- 
ment 7A.) The City also would like to use some of its allocation of 6 percent infrastructure 
financing and housing development monies from a state government program on this project. It 
has just commenced to study alternative ways of developing the site, including parceling it up 
among multiple developers. 

The staff expressed a need for review and possible guidance on their business and financial 
planning approaches, and the integration of some of the RFP, selection, and contract negotiation 
procedures they have learned through our just-completed program with this new project. In 
addition, they expressed particular interest in application of pro forma analysis and modeling 
techniques to the overall project and the studying of alternatives. 

Ms. Klemanicova has commenced development of a "business plan" for the project based on 
some training she received in Poland this spring at a conference sponsored by USAID and 
apparently aimed at teaching small business enterprise techniques. The training materials, 
however, do not appear highly appropriate for translation to a large-scale, multi-phase, multi- 
use, multi-sector infrastructurefreal estate development effort. Nonetheless, she indicated she 
planned to try to complete a "business plan" and have it reviewed by the instructors of the 
conference later this summer. 

Consultant suggested that USAID technical assistance, if available, would be appropriate, par- 
ticularly at the early stages in such a project, particularly before the City got too far into it and 
then discovered that the "solutions" proposed were financially unrealistic or wasteful. (The 
proposed site is a good one for some development, but consultants' observations were that the 
City's initial concept involved putting excessive density and too much infrastructure at the loca- 
tion, rendering it too costly on a unit basis, not consistent with general objectives to grow in the 
BanskB-Zvolen corridor, and probably unmarketable without major cash subsidies.) 

An early exercise in financial modeling and costing, plus possible entity structuring and process 
alternatives, could be a highly useful demonstration for a number of reasons. 

The City is interested in learning financial modeling techniques as they relate to real estate, 
housing, and infrastructure development. 



They are highly motivated to try to develop this site; it is high visibility. 

They appear open to exploring a variety of ways to include private sector involvement in 
it. 

There are indications that various financial institutions are interested in becoming involved 
either indirectly through state funding programs or directly through lending to the City. 

The City of Banskii has one of the more organized and professional government staffs we 
have observed. 

The City is well located geographically, politically, and market-wise (it appears to be grow- 
ing due to the central government effort to move banking and financial services to it) for 
a major demonstration effort. 

This project could represent a more appropriate model of future public-private sector 
cooperation on land and housing development in Slovakia than the demonstration project 
we are just competing, for the reasons outlined in the next section. 

Principal Shortfalls of Existing Development System 
Our experience with the demonstration program in Slovakia to date suggests the following 
principal pitfalls to its large-scale use: 

Few vacant city-owned sites 

There appear to be very few available publicly owned sites ready for development. Con- 
sultants examined a fair number of medium to large cities and found very few vacant sites 
owned by the municipalities that could be used for housing development. This appears to 
a large extent to be a byproduct of the old centralized land planning system and strict agri- 
cultural lands preservation policies. Cities by and large have very limited supplies of vacant 
land "zoned" for residential use in advance of planned construction by the centralized 
public entities because, in short, so much of the previous construction was high-rise, 
concrete-panel construction at 150-200 persons per hectare and the location of the next 
housing estate predetermined that very few hectares would need to be identified to accom- 
modate the next 3-5 years of need. Consequently, very few vacant sites exist inside 
designated "urbanization" boundaries. 

Until national planning and zoning policies are changed to allow a substantial and quick 
expansion of potential "urbanization" zones, the availability of sites for near-term develop- 
ment will remain a problem. 

Infrastructure provision is a problem 
Present circumstances make the financing and provision of basic infrastructure to both City- 
owned and private sites difficult. Private sites typically are either in multiple ownership (if 
within the "urbanization" boundaries ) making for difficult land assembly and finance 
sharing issues, or, if outside the "urbanization" line, are difficult to get rezoned to urban 
use. Cities in general lack the financial resources to provide infrastructure at present to 
lands they may own - current exceptions appear to be some prohibitively expensive bank- 
sponsored infrastructure type "bonds" (which nevertheless require the full faith and credit 
of the City and specific collateral and carry 18-20 percent interest rates) and the new 
6 percent funding program for which Banski has qualified. 



Moreover, because of the lack of sites, as noted above, there are very limited opportunities 
in which to apply infrastructure financing with a short-term turnaround (which would be 
necessary given the high interest rates charged). Larger-scale efforts would involve major 
rezoning strategies unless 6 percent money were available and this would probably only 
apply in a case of publicly owned sites. 

3 Construction Financing Is a Problem 
The lack of an institutionalized construction financing system in Slovakia is extensively cited by 
all participants in the development process and in the literature. Until this problem is resolved, 
limited multi-family type developments can be expected, without state and/or municipal support 
of interim financing mechanisms. 

4 The Market-Driven Development Process Is Inadequately Understood 
Both the "public" and "private" sector participants in the development arena in Slovakia have 
little understanding of how a market-driven real estate development process is supposed to work. 
Despite the privatization of construction enterprises, the owners and operators have scant, if any, 
training, in the typical responsibilities or modus operandi of a "private, market-driven 
developer." In short, they do not understand how to evaluate real estate markets, how to deter- 
mine what product should be built or how much to charge for it, how to gather the needed 
information, how to develop a financing plan or obtain financing (even if it were available, 
which by and large it is not), how to resolve all development issues, how to coordinate all the 
players involved in the development process, or how to market product. Typically, they have 
no understanding that management and resolution of all these factors is their sole responsibility, 
or, if they do, they have no understanding, perspective, or training in how to do it. Similar, the 
"public" sector side currently has no clear understanding of where their responsibilities end or 
how they might be able to cooperate with but not command the private sector. 

A more collaborative approach will be needed between the existing defined "public" and 
"private" sectors in the real estate development industry in Slovakia in the next five years or 
longer before a more traditional public-private distinction is possible. In short, the public sector 
may have to play a somewhat greater role in planning and underwriting housing development 
efforts than would be expected in a truly developed market economy. 

Proposed Concept for Banskh Bystrica 
The Prianska Terasa site could be used to demonstrate a public-private joint venture approach 
that could perhaps serve as a transition model to more market-based housing development in 
Slovakia. 

Under this concept, the City, by virtue of its ownership of the land, and the provision of a 
portion of the infrastructure financing (and possibly some of the interim construction financing) 
would essentially play the role of "land developer" and would assume the corresponding risks. 
It could be responsible for determining the "market" (i.e., what types of land should be 
prepared) for finished sites at the locale, their price, and the phasing of development. It could 
choose to sell the completed sites to individual private developers, form joint ventures with 



selected companies, and/or build and sell for its own account. This model is not too dissimilar 
from that of the traditional "for profit" American new town developer, such as Reston, 
Columbia, or the Irvine Company (despite the significantly smaller size of the site). 

The City's staff would be provided with outside technical assistance to help it determine 
appropriate "product," financing and marketing approaches, identification of development 
partners, and the like. 

This appears to be what the City may actually be requesting, without being able to express it in 
terms of existing Western market models. 

Advantage of Concept 
If successful, this model might have widespread application in Slovakia over the next 5-10 years. 
It would provide a transition approach in which cities could substantially expand their 
urbanization boundaries while maintaining some correlation to past national traditions to preserve 
agricultural land and to master plan urban development. The key would be designation of 
expansion areas and a willingness by the municipality to extend infrastructure in areas where the 
property owners have agreed to cooperate in a overall development and financing plan. 

By starting with a site under single ownership, Bansk5 could demonstrate how the process might 
work and what the benefits might be. It could also start the development of a national "stable" 
of housing developers operating at the "intermediate" level, and who could, in five or so years, 
go on to do their own land assemblages and larger projects. It could also demonstrate to the 
central government and other locales the advantages (and necessity) of rapidly expanding the 
country's local urbanization boundaries, while demonstrating the types of approaches and 
mechanisms that can prevent runaway sprawl. 

Next Steps 
The next step is to further query the City regarding their request for assistance on the Prianska 
Terasa project and to develop a working approach that would meet the City's objectives yet 
provide the needed overall demonstration and educational values that USAID seeks. 



Banskii Bystrica Letter 

The following draft letter represents an approach to explore the idea further with Bansk6 
By strica. 

(Date) 

Mr. 
Mayor 
City of Banska Bystrica 
Cs. Armady 26 
974 00 Bansk6 Bystrica 

Re: USAID Housing Development Demonstration Project, and Request for Possible Technical 
Assistance on the Prianska Terasa Project 

Dear Mayor 

The purpose of this letter is to summarize the current status of the USAID Housing Development 
Demonstration Project, both in your City and the three other locales participating in the nation- 
wide project. Secondly, it responds to your staff's initial expression of interest in receiving 
possible technical assistance in preparing the Prianska Teresa site for development. 

I. USAID Housing Development Demonstration Project 

Overall, the directly tangible results were somewhat disappointing. Despite extensive advertising 
in two national newspapers and a targeted mailing to over 5,000 enterprises in the building, 
architectural, engineering, real estate, and related fields, the four Pre-Proposal Conferences in 
mid-March attracted only 16 potential developers. The process resulted in two actual develop- 
ment proposals, one each in the cities of PreSov and Banski Bystrica, neither of which was 
judged to be adequately responsive to the circumstances involved. 

Subsequent discussions with the potential bidders have preliminarily indicated that the main 
drawbacks to their potential participation included: 

specific lack of enthusiasm about the quality and condition of the specific sites offered; 

lack of adequate information, certainty, and guidance on the specifics of the sites (e.g . , land 
ownership; geophysical conditions; availability, location and capacity of adjacent 
infrastructure); 
lack of information and guidance on the market for housing and appropriate pricing; 
'inability to obtain financing or figure out how to obtain it; 
serious skepticism that potential profits were worth the risk or effort involved; and 

confusion and unfamiliarity regarding the process. 

After a careful review of the program steps and results, the consulting team has concluded that 
an early rebid of these particular sites, even with added advertising and publicity, would not 



produce substantially different results. Consequently, new approaches and/or different sites 
would be needed. 

USAID is presently evaluating the program results to date in the context of the larger issues that 
impede housing development in the whole country, e.g., lack of financing, lack of good sites, 
lack of entrepreneurial capacity in "development" firms, lack of familiarity by both public and 
private sectors with market and financial analysis, etc. A new program of technical assistance, 
training and education, specific problem-solving, and/or financial leveraging at the local andlor 
national levels may emerge from this evaluation over the next year. 

With regard to your specific site recently offered for proposals, we suggest that you close out 
the existing demonstration. effort by sending the attached letters (as appropriate) to the parties 
that either indicated possible interest in the site and/or actually submitted a proposal bid. 
Following such close-out in the short term, you may wish to attempt to internally resolve some 
of the issues with respect to your site that the process and participants identified (see above list) 
and then to offer it again later either by a similar competitive bidding approach or on a more 
narrowly defined negotiated basis with firms that have prequalified themselves by meeting basic 
criteria. 

We believe that all four of the participating cities and villages found the Housing Development 
Demonstration Program to be useful, for the following reasons. 

It provided a good assessment of what to realistically expect of your site in its present 
condition. 

It provided a useful methodology and approach that could be used with respect to more 
desirable sites, assets, or fkanchises (for example, existing buildings; rights to lease market- 
places; bids on maintenance contracts; etc). 

It provided an approach to prequalify companies and to establish performance criteria and 
thresholds to be included in any negotiated development agreements. 

It provided guidelines and checklists of issues that must be resolved and the information that 
needs to be obtained if you plan to develop housing in a market economy. 

We thank you for your interest and participation in the program. As our evaluation becomes 
more complete, we will send you the results. Also, you will be informed of such additional 
USAID programs as may come out of this evaluation with regard to housing development, and 
which you may find of interest in the future. Of course, the wind-up of the existing housing 
demonstration program with regard to your specific site in no way affects such other USAID- 
assisted programs as may be currently ongoing in your community. 

11. Technical Assistance on the Prianska Teresa Site 
On May 31, 1996, Ing. arch. Marian Sovcik and Ing. Klemanicova met with Peter Bass, our 
Municipal Development Consultant, to discuss the City's interest in obtaining further USAID- 
supported technical assistance in the preparation of the Prianska Teresa site for housing 
development. We understand that the City Council has passed a resolution instructing staff to 



start the planning and preparation process to enable offering this site for private development 
participation by early next year. 

Your staff specifically indicated an interest in technical assistance in the areas of financial 
analysis and modeling techniques (including pro forma analysis of development and financing 
alternatives) and assistance in specifying reviewing different business plan alternatives as to how 
to prepare the site for private developer participation (for example, single developer vs. several 
developers of subsections; competitive bidding process similar to that just completed, or a two- 
stage process with Request for Qualifications, followed by exclusive right to negotiate on 
separate sites, etc). We also understand that you wish to analyze and model how you might be 
able to leverage or combine some potential state funding sources with other bank financing to 
finance the infrastructure and possibly the construction of some of the housing units. 

We believe that USAID would be interested in further examining the possibility of working with 
you on this project. Our interest is in helping you find a solution that perhaps creates a unique 
public-private joint venture that bridges the current wide gap between past central planning and 
development techniques and private development approaches that can operate in a society with 
more developed market-based financing, design, production, and distribution institutions than 
currently exist in the Slovak Republic. We see a range of technical assistance we could offer in 
the areas of financial analysis, economic and market analysis, structuring of appropriate 
development organizations and their roles, process development, and documentlagreement 
structuring similar to that in the prior effort. 

If you deem such assistance of interest and utility, please inform George Williams of USAID 
Slovakia (Panska 33, 811 02 Bratislava). He would then make arrangements for Mr. Bass and 
him to meet with you, at your convenience in Banskh Bystrica to develop the best approach. 

We also invite, at any time, your thoughts and observations regarding the Housing Development 
Demonstration Program that was just completed. 

Yours truly, 

Robert W. Doubek 
Real Estate Development Specialist 

cc: Ing. arch. Marian Sovcik, Director, Department of Land Developments and Streets 
Ing. Erika Klemanicova, Deputy Director, City Investment Agency 


