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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 Qualifications/Request for Proposals (RFQ/RFP) 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:

e assisted in assessing sites and defining development objectives;

e provided sample documents for developing the tender (RFP);

e 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;

e assisted in developing selection criteria and forming selection committees;

e assisted private developers in preparing proposals to respond to the tender; and
e 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:

e working with both the city and developers to refine proposed development concepts and
business structures; and

e assisting the municipal project coordinators in setting up monitoring mechanisms.



2 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 Manager/Interpreter Gabriel Kindernay.

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

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

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

City of Bansk4 Bystrica: 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.
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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: Mayor Jozef Varta and City Manager Marian Bresovak

Pezinok: Mayor Ing. Ivan Pessel and Ing. Juraj Bakalar, Construction
Department

Zvolen: Ing. arch. Vaclav Chochol, City Chief Architect, and Dipl. Ing.

arch. Stanislav Likavec, Office of the Chief Architect
Banovce nad Bebrince:  Ing. Jan Turcan, Mayor

Humenne: Dipl. Ing. Lubomir Majernik, Comimercial Director of
Chemostav HSV and member of the town zoning
committee

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

Kosice: Stefan Andrejko, Deputy Mayor

Turfia nad Bodvou: 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 Turfia 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

Turna nad Bodvou: Mayor Ladislav Bartok

Initial Team Visit: October 1995

During the period October 1-11, 1995, the Real Estate Development Specialist and a consultant
in municipal development, accompanied by the Administrative Manager/Interpreter, 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
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to municipal officials in other potential participant cities, and (3) interview potential candidates
for the two CCN team members.

The team visited Turna nad Bodvou, Humenne, Strba, Nove Mesto, the city of PreSov, and the
village of Hornd Micind. As a result of the visit, the team and USAID agreed that Turfa,
Presov, and Horna Micind 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 Hornd MiCind 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 1995-January 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 Turfia nad Bodvou, PreSov, and Hornid Micina.
The cities of Zvolen and Banska 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

e Terms of Reference for Financing Survey
e 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 Turna nad
Bodvou, PreSov, and Horna Micind, and exhibits were identified and selected. For Banska
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 Banska 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.
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The announcement was also run in the two Slovak financial newspapers, the weekly Trend on
February 2Ist 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 Turfia nad Bodvou:  Tuesday, March 19, 10:00 am

City of PresSov: Wednesday, March 20, 9:00 am
Village of Hornd Micina: Thursday, March 21, 1:00 pm
City of Banska 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 Turnia nad Bodvou: 1 4
City of PreSov: 8 12
Village of Hornd Micina: 5 11
City of Banska 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 Bansk4 Bystrica on Monday, May 13th, and assisted HCS in preparing a pro forma
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 Hornd Milind and Banskd Bystrica, but was submitting a proposal only for
Presov. In their opinion, the construction work in place in Hornd Mi€ind was of such low quality
as to be fit only for demolition. They stated that the city of Banska 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 Mata§, 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:

e 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;

e 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

e 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
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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 Presov
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 Banskd
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 Hornd Micin4 or Turfia 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:

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

e 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 Banska
Bystrica;

¢ prepared an QOutline 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;

e 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 1), using the Outline of Questions mentioned above; and

¢ completed this Final Report.

3 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.
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3.1 The Program
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 REFP 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 Hornd MiCind, 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.
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Administrative Manager/Interpreter

The expertise of the Administrative Manager/Interpreter, 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 interpreter/translator 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, Bansk4 Bystrica/Hornd Miind. The van would be used for
both local and intercity transportation back to Banskd Bystrica. The team members then would
travel by train or bus from Banskd to Bratislava.

The Administrative Manager/Interpreter served as the center of communications. Municipalities
were instructed to fax their documents to him. He in turn faxed his Slovak/English and
English/Slovak translations to team members and municipal officials as appropriate.

3.1.4 Costs and Level of Effort

The costs and level of effort (LOE) 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 Manager/Interpreter, 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.
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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 PreSov, 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 Manager/Interpreter 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 Banské4 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.
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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 firms 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, project/product 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
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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.
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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.
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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 and/or 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 Banské 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 project.® The remote village locations of the Hornd Mitind and Turfia nad
Bodvou projects raised concerns about the available market demand. The especially poor quality

2 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 Prefov, 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.”
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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.*

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 (Hornd Mi€ind and Turna
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 Banska 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.

4 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 Hornid Miéind 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.
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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
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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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.’

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

and to USAID.
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¢ 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, €.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 P/PP Program Materials

Arrange for the completion of the codification of the existing public-private partnership program
materials and any necessary legal review,® 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
(Bansk4 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.
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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 Bansk4 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-
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ences with the public-private partnership in Slovakia, as well as from training and development
efforts elsewhere in CEE/NIS, 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 1), 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;

e site identification, site analysis, and data collection/organization techniques (particularly
training in evaluating costs in relationship to feasibility and cost/product tradeoffs);

* competitive bidding, including the RFQ and RFP process and submission requirements;

e gsystematic bid evaluation methodologies (especially weighing factors other than price alone,
e.g., use of point scoring systems);

e advertising and solicitation techniques; and
e 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.,
“director,” “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 housing/land 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
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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:

» 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.

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

Local officials: 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 CEE/NIS 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-
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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.

51 Regarding the Public-Private Partnership Demonstration Program
5.1.1 Complete Publication of Materials in Slovak
a. USAID/Bratislava 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 sponsors/”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 Bansk4 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 USAID/Bratislava 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
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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 Review/Evaluate and Select from Other Training Programs

Review existing literature from USAID and other sources who have already done this training
in CEE/NIS. This could include the private consulting contractors under other AID efforts, e.g.,
PADCO, ICMA, Abt, Urban Institute, etc. For example, the ICMA Kazakstan/Kyrghistan 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 course offering and ongoing surveying and
marketing, determine subsequent courses of interest and hold them at appropriate times and in
an appropriate format.
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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 Komrska

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.
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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 Banskd 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 Bansk4 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
Hornd Micind and Turfia nad Bodvou:
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The work in place is not of good quality (especially Hornd Micina). 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 Bansk4 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).
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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, Timko 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 Banska 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 Sk/SM (according to resolution)

Agricultural exemption 400 Sk/SM (according to resolution regarding payment to the
Agricultural Fund)

Cost of infrastructure 1,000-2,000 Sk/SM (estimate only, not based on substantiated
information)
Total approx. 3,000 Sk/SM

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 Banskd 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 Banskd 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
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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.
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Appendix 2

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

Local Public Participants find they learn:

1. How to review their assets

2. What they need to do in way of information, promotion, process to “sell” 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 they 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
housing/urban 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.
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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

30



3-3

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
P/PP project:

* The municipality, as a matter of policy and priority, wishes to encourage the production of
new housing and to return land and/or 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 formats 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-
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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.)
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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 O 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.
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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:
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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.
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Exhibit #2 of this Appendix presents a complete sample RFP. It includes the following items:
A. Official letter of invitation from the municipality
B. 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

C. 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

(%
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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 and/or 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 (and/or 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 firms 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 mayor/chief 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;
e where and how to obtain the Request for Proposals;

* who to contact for further general information (name and telephone);

e the date and location of the Pre-Proposal conference (see Section 4b below); and

e 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.
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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 minirnum 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
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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.
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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.

¢. 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 P/PP 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 repfesentative draft Development Agreement is included as Exhibit 7 and illustrates 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 willing to pay certain prices for specific types of housing at the given site. This
information will 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/Investors - as one measure for
evaluating the risk involved in lending on the project.

The objective is 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 willing to pay for the
size, type, quality and price of housing that is proposed. Their willingness to pay will 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 is 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
statistically accurate presentation of demand may also be misleading due to the lack of
available 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 will 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 is called the primary market area. It is important to know as much
as possible about what is going on in this area in the way of employment growth (past
and projected), population changes, income levels and growth, household composition

and wealth: these variables constitute the generators of potential demand. ‘
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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 will buy
the units will 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 is 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 it 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 is 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?
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If you have identified competitive alternatives from new or existing stock how does your
project ¢ompare? 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 if 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 is 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:
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Il. Proposed Project:

Unit Type:

Number

Size

Price

Price/Sq. M.

eg 1br, 1 bth
2br, 1bth
3br, 1.5 bth

Total
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Size
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Price/Sq. M.

eg 1br, 1 bth
2br, 1bth
3br, 1.5 bth

Total
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Exhibit 2
Complete Sample Request for Proposal
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Exhibit 2-A
Letter of Invitation - Horna Mic¢ina

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
designed for eight units and parking garages. Proposals must provide for all design,
engineering, construction, financing, marketing and sales activities that are required to
complete the prdject.

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 Village has received technical assistance from a team of Amierican 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 Village offices at 1:00 pm on
Thursday, 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 May_1, 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 Village offices before 5:00 pm on
Friday. May 24, 1996.

We look forward to your participation in this project.

Yours truly, :

Andrej Pilka
Mayor



Exhibit 2-B
Request for Proposal (Presov-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

1. 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
iii. 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.
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d. Atleast 20% of the site must be landscaped.

e. On site residential parking of 1 space per ____ housing unit and 1 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.

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.

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

. The financial feasibility of the proposed development, documented by development

proformas as described in the attached forms.

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

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

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

3
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of the above or other credible methods.

. Submission Requirements:

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.

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

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

A marketing plan including a proposed price or rental schedule.
The estimated development costs, using the Exhibit C form.

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

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

A design study including:
i. Site Plan: Scale = 1:500

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

ii. 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

Developer's signed proposi 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:

a.

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, and/or 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.

5
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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.
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Development Timetable and Project Characteristics

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

Phase 1 Phase 2

Submission of Revised Preliminary Plans:
Submission of Working Drawings:

Start of Construction:

Completion of Construction:

(Certificate of Completion)

B. Project Characteristics

Site:
Size: metres by metres Area: square metres
Site Useage:
Building Footprint:: Sg. m %
Streets: Sqg. m %
Parking Areas: Sg.m %
Landscaping/Green Areas Sg.m %
Total Sg. m %
Buildings:
Building "A": Floors Sqg. m
Building "B": Floors Sgq.m
Building "C": Floors Sg. m
Building "D": Floors Sg. m
Total Sq. m
Total Building Useage:
Residential: Sg. m %
Retail: Sq.m %
Other Uses: Sg. m %
Halls, Lobbies, etc: Sgq. m %
Total Sq. m %
File is PROFM4

Page 1

8/30/96
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Development Timetable and Project Characteristics

Page 2
Building A:

This Building will be constructed in Phase :

Size Price
Housing Units: (Sg.m.) No. Price (Sq.m.)
Type A:
Type B:
Type C:
Type D:
Type E:
Type F:

Total

Other Space:
Retail:
Other:
Other:

Parking:
Onsite-Uncovered Garage:

Building B:
This Building will be constructed in Phase :

Size Price
Housing Units: (Sg.m.) No. Price (Sq.m.)
Type A:
Type B:
Type C:
Type D:
Type E:
Type F:

Total

Other Space:
Retail:
Other:
Other:

i

Parking:
Onsite-Uncovered Garage:

File is PROFM4 ) 8/30/96
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Development Timetable and Project Characteristics

Page 3
Building C:

This Building will be constructed in Phase :

T

Size rice

Housing Units: (Sq.m.)
Type A:
Type B:
Type C:
Type D:
Type E:
Type F:
Total

Z
O
O
=
0
D
w
5

i
1

T

Other Space:
Retail:

Other:
Other:

Il
il

Parking:
Onsite-Uncovered Garage:

!
!

Building D:
This Building will be constructed in Phase :

Size
Housing Units: (Sg.m.)
Type A:
Type B:
Type C:
Type D:
Type E:
Type F:

Total

z
o
-
m
O
D
w3
Q5
5 ©

11
i
111

Other Space:
Retail:

Other:
Other:

il
|
1

Parking:
Onsite-Uncovered Garage:

l

File is PROFM4 ’ 8/30/96



DEVELOPMENT BUDGET

_______________________________

Total - Site

Building Construction:

Total - Site

Escalation to Startingdate @ __ %

Toftal - Site and Construction

Appraisal/lnspection fees

Total - Other Development Costs

Total Gross Project Cost

Misc. Contingencies/Expenses@ __%

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT BUDGET

*: 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

8/30/96
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DEVELOPMENT COST BUDGET

Project Information

Size of Lot {Square Meters)

0.00

Total Area of Building (Sq. Meters)

0

Total Saleable Area of Building

0

Ground Breaking

: .01/00/00

Complete construction

01/00/00

Construction Period (Mos.)

0

Interest Rate for Construction Loan

0.00%

ITEM

COST

COST PER

SQ. METER

SITE ACQUISITION COS

Base Cost |

Transfer & Recording Costs

Miscellaneous 1

® Total Site Acquistion Costs *

o|0l0|0

[=1k=lf=lk=]

SITE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Off-Site Infrastructure

On-Site Infrastructure

Grading |

Landscaping

Paving |

Contingencies

* Total Site Construction Costs *

[el¥wlfellellelfo]fe]

[elkeik=lk=if=ii=ik=]

| |

|

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Foundations

Building Shell

Interior Finishing

Contingencies

* Total Building Construction Costs *

ofojo|o|o

[ell=ll=lk=]]~]

DESIGN COSTS

Architectural

Engineering

Other Consultants

* Total Design Costs *

[ellelfalie]

[e]i=lk=ik=]

INDIRECT COSTS

Testing & Inspections

Permits and Fees

Insurance/Misc

Real Estate Taxes

Legal Fees]|

Marketing/Advertising

Developer's Staff Expenses and Fees

Miscellaneous .

* Total Soft Costs *

[elfelfellollsllellel e]la]

0100|000 |0j0|O

|

FINANCING COSTS

Loan fees, appraisals

Interest on Loans

oo

[elk=)

*Total Financing Cost

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

AN



T

. DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMA |

] | ption 1

+_Devsiaper Internal Financing

A: Land Payment at Beginning

PROJECT INFORMATION

Slze of Lot (Square Maters)

0.0

Totst Ares of Bulding (Sq. Maters)
Ground Breaking

07/0119

Completa construction |

Construction Period (Months) |

08/30/9
]

Interest Rats for Construction Loan

0.00%

Totel Saleabls Area of Bullding (Sg. Meter

1.00

Totel Number of Units to ba Sofd

o

DEVELGPMENT COSTS

TOTAL Par Sq. Mtr|Chk Totat

PRE-CON-

QUARTER

GUARTER

QUARTER

QUARTER

STRUCTIO|

1

QUARTER
2

QUARTER
a

4

5

SITE ACQUISITION COSTS

Base Cont]

Trsnsfer & Costs

Miscellansous

* Total Site Acquistion Costs *

olo|o|o

olelajo

SITE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Off-Shte Infrastructure

On-Site infrastructure

Bradin,

Landscaping
Pesing T

Contingencies

ololojolois|e

©

* Total Ste Construction Casts ¢

JBUILDING CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Foundstions

Building Shall

Interior Finiahing

Contingenci

* Total B

Costs ¢

oloje|ole

DESIGN COSTS

Architectural

Enginasting

Othar Connultants

* Yotal Dusign Costa &

ola|e]o

INDIRECT COSTS.

Testing & inspsctions

Permits and Fass

Insurance/Misc

Real Estate Taxes

Legel Fees

Miarketing/Advertining

Developer's Statf Expanses and Fees
Miscellansous

* Total Indirsct Costs ®

olalejofo|o|o|ole

[FINANCING COSTS

Loan fees |

Interest on Loans

*Taiw] Financing Cos'

[}
o
1)

4]

0

')

']

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS

]
ololojolo

)]

]

o

]

SALES REVENUES

TOTAL

PRE-CON-

QUARTER

QUARTER

QUARTER

Salen Prices

STRUCTIO;

1

2

3

| QUARTER |
4

QUARTER

[ GUARTER

7

QUARTER

]

Toftfice Units

Costs of Sales

-]

Transfer Taxes

olo|elolele|ale

Sales Commissions

NET SALES REVENUVES

o
]

CASH FLOW BEFORE FINANCE

0

CUMULATIVE CASH FLOW

[

]

FINANCING AND DEVELOPER'S EQUITY

PRE-CON-

QUARTER

QUARTER

STRUCTIO|

1

2

QUARTER
3

QUARTER
4

QUARTER
5

QUARTER
]

QUARTER

ki

QUARTER

Loan Disburmsments/Repayments

Cumuiative Loan Balance

Davelopsr's Ei Contributions/Rece

Cumulative B

ololojo

IDEVELOPER'S RETURN |
1

Profit/Loss

Retumn on E In Annus! Percentage

olo
°

SALES REVENUES

2 Room Housing Units

TATAL

PRE-CON-

Sales Prices

STRUCTIO;

QUARTER
1

QUARTER
2

QUARTER
3

QUARTER
4

QUARTER
5

[ auARTER
[}

QUARTER
7

QUARTER
8

Unit |2
3

Unt

olo]o

4

h
it
it
it
it

ni

Unit

Costs of Sales

Yranafer Tazes

Seles

cle
o

[
INET SALES REVENUES

SALES REVENUES

3 Aoom Heusing Units

TOTAL

PRE-CON-

QUARTER

QUARTER

QUARTER

QUARTER

Sales Prices

STRUCTIO|

1

2

3

2

QUARTER
5

QUARTER

QUARTER

QUARTER

7

u

5
Unit (@
7

Unit|8

Costa of Sales

Trsnsfa Taxas

Sales Commissions

|NET SALES REVENUES |




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)), |, as its

(President, Managing Director, general Partners, efc), am pleased to
submit this Proposal to Acquire (Site-specify eg Building #1, Parcel "A”,
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:
1. 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 target households:
income, families vs elderly vs young couples, etc; where from) and will be

offered for (sale/rent) in a price range of . (If applicable,




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

b. Summary table of the "Proposed Development Program" in form of RFP’s Exhibit

C. sets of the Design Study including:
i. Site Plan: Scale = 1:

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.¢’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
ffinancing plans we plan to offer them. The average prices of our units and
projected absorption schedule are as spelied out in the "Development Proforma "

(Exhibit )

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
entity); our architect, contractor and consultants; along with brochures and
representative examples of completed projects.

b. Certification that (name of entity) is in good standing and is duly registered with
the (deparfment 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:
| (we) certify that the personal confidential financial statements attached as
Exhibit ___, are a true representation of my (our) individual financial condition
and that | (we) are not presently in default under any of our present financial
obligations and that neither | (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.

. Acknowledgement:

By my signature below, | acknowledge on behalf of ,that 1/
(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

69



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

(Name of Development Entity)

By: (name)
Its: (title)
Date:

70



Exhibit 2-C
Checklist - Detailed Site Information

Mun\icipality of

Request for Proposal
Typical Exhibit Checklist

Exhibit
A.. Regional Location Map
B.. Site Location Map
C. Parcel Plan and Available Infrastructure
D. Available Engineering/Architectural Studies (?=If you have any)

1. Soils/Geotechnical

2.Topographical Map

3. Utilities and Other Infrastructure

4. Survey

5. Zoning Map and/or 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. lHustrative Information:
1. Available Financing Programs
2. Market Analysis Suggestions
3. Draft Development Agreement

4. Sample Filled Out Development Proforma

File is Exhitbitt

8/30/96



Exhibit 2-D
Iustrative Information
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Orientation information - Loan conditions (interest rates) -
March 1996 for enfrepreneurs

Name ofthe | Pime rate | Shortterm Middle term long term - Guarantees
Bank (min.) uptal v 1 -4 yrs. more than 4 yis
VUB 12.5 14.0 15.0-16.0 upro 1dys  200% movable + immovable recl
16.0-17.0 estate - in view of the depreciation,
deposit (Slovak currency and foreign
. up 10 120%, bank guarantee eic.
Slovak Savings 12.0 14.0 15.0 16.0 150% pledged depasit, immovable
Bank redl estate, 3id pany, each project
judged
Investmentand : 120 16.0 16.5 17.0 150% of requested loan, real estate,
Development 3rd party, bank guarantee
Bank (IRB} ¢
Polnobanka
(Agricultural
Bank]} .
Ishobanka 14.0 " 15.0- 16,0 plus | real estate, 3rd parly, bank
; i qrisk charge guaraniee + partial coverage,
| n stocks
Ludova Banka -
PKB 12.5 max. Syis | term depasit, depasit in foreign
16.75 currency, good reql estate,
individually judged according to
g criteriq, possible guarantees by the
municipdlity (include. budgaﬂ

BANKEUID,00C - 4
26.07.96 11:27:26
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PKB

Prv&a komundina banka a.s.

Loan application

szsrn(r ot the: Coampary ]

HQUIrass,

oo T | PRc:

l:iti(::;')l'\flr‘L': NO.: J [';ux‘ No. l

l Sialuioy representative:

[!')u!(: Of fourwdaiion: l

[{kzonso No. 10 conduet business: ] | pate of tssuance: T

Ilswz_ugad by . ]

[Acc:mml No. i Pkl as: ] i Siﬁce—iq—-m-” C ]

Olher ascounts In oiher banks: sinee:

Predominant aclivity:

lw.h.cl iype of Iocn:J

LP!odyc.!ion l
{imvestrem |

[{.:ng\h ot llﬁég'.io;n: I

I/\mvunl of loary,

l lurgsoncs of 1he loan:

- ]

I kRequeslea teims of drawing the loan: o _]

|/\mr #Nt of proposed payrnents and temns of paynicnis: ’ o ]

| e of apsplication sutmittat:

ngr_xg]moﬁgf duthorized peison: T o -—__—]

FANKCOUID, DO
200266 11:27:26 0
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Documents needed for Loan Application

Clients presents 1o a bank a Loan Application in which he will justify the need
for lcan.

With a Loan Application he will present the following:

i. Extract from Commercial Register, or
2. license to operate the business, or
3. Registration necessary for his/hers activity, in the case if item No. 1 and

2 does not apply

4. Financial statements for the last 3 years provided to the Tax office, or
from the beginning of operation of the business in the case of less than
3 yearss

5. Summary. resulfs and the cash flow not older than 1 month of o

common year, covering period from the beginning of fiscal year until
the date of submission 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 fo 30 days, up to 3 months, over 3 months and
possible uncollected debis

7. Brief characteristic of activities and business development activities
+ Torm the beginning of the fiscal year

8. Specification of activilles based on the recommended guideline

Q. Proposal as to the security of the loan
aj proposed real estate
- certified appraisal

- experts appraisal detegated by the bank not older than 2
mMmonths

- extract from the Real Estate Registrar not older than 2
months

RAINKCUIN. K 7
260700 11:2/1:260
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c)

d)

BANKC:UIN.DOC
J0.07 C06 14:27:26

- insurance agieement covering the collateral property

proposed real estate

- technlcal or another Identification proof

- experts appraisal delegated by the bank not older than 2
months

- insurance agreement covering the collateral property

proposed claims
- overview of proposed claims including the time schedule

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

- agreement with debtors regarding their future paymenis
directly to PKB a.s.

proposed (offered) stocks
specification of stocks (ISIN name, number of stocks offered
as collateral)

other offered guarantees from specified selection of gucrantees

" and means of securing them i.e. bank guarantee, restricted

transferabllity of funds, binding proclamation by a third party.
collateral draft if guarantee Is done with the name of the
business

gl



Recommended guideline of specification actlvities

Specification of activifies Is the main document In which entrepreneur
expresses his entrepreneurial goals and speclfies marketing approach to
secure these goals.

In some cases client may omit some parts recommended by this guldeline
depending upon the purpose of a loan ie. In an investment for a
development of an Investment properly, the bank requlres different range
then In purchase of goods. Because this is recommended for orientation,
while preparing specification acfiviies companies may proceed according
fo their own guideline, but cllent should respond 1o questions recommended
In the guidsline.

In speclfication activities we recommend to retain the following orlentation
1. Brief description of a project - summaty

In the introduction briefly express the entrepreneurlal intention  and
overdll entrepreneurial philosophy

2. Basle Information about the company
Q) history of the company and lis entrepreneurial activities
b) legal form of entrepreneurship, characterlstic of the

compdadny founders

C) key personal of the company - management, which will
be undertaking this entrepreneurial intention, their
qualification, experience In the field, previous
entrepreneurial resulis

3. Current economilcal situation of the company
Q) main production or commercial activity of the
company

BANKGUID . OCC 1
26.07.96 11:27:26
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D) current ranking of the company on the market

C) slze of the company - average number of employees,
average level of investment property, stock, gross
revenues

d) current technical and technological equipment In
regard to effectiveness and level of output

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

4. Intention of entrepreneurial activity

Speclfy In details as to what aclivity you are focusing on.

5. Market analysls, sales, price strategy

) 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 selection of the suppliers - specification
based on share of supplying for the company

C) solvency and petrspective of commerclal partners, why is
company orienting themselves on these commercial
partners,, what proof does client have in regard to the
solvency and good commercial reputation

d) sales proof by showing agreements, Proving here

volume of sales or share In which company has guarantees
based on agreements

e) reasoning or Information on which client Is presuming
above mentioned development
f) price strategy - what price orlentatlon Is company

counting on In respect to Individual groups of customers
and the means of realisation of it

BANKGUID. DO
26.07.96 11:27:26
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6. Competition

a) current and future competition

b) ways of protection agalnst clients competition

C) reasoning of information on which client is presuming
above mentioned development

7. Measures taken to support sales

a)  market analysis - means of conducting them and their
number

) product distribution securerment

c) securement of communication with customer

d) advertising

e)

sales means, organization of sales

8.  Alfernate solutions
Stating the alternatives the company has under consideration to
secure entrepreneurial intention and its concrete impact on reaching

the godl
9. Financial securement of the entrepreneurial plan

- capltal needs, return of capital, financial sources

Q) prolected balancing - projected development of
investment property, 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 side

b) projected results

C) projected cash flow

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

BANKGUID. DX
260796 11.27:26
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All banks requlre to submit an application, payment schedule, business plan

and all necessary Information about client [annual balance sheet, tax refun
etc.)

Note: At the VUB bank there is a possibility 1o obtaln EXIM loan for investment
activity. The business plan (project) must be approved also by the
National Bank. Possibllity 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 differs depending upon the amount of
the loan l.e. up to 20 Mil. SK and over 20 Mil. SK In relationship to the

quality of the project. Length of the loan: min. 1 year max. 10 years.
Payrments are quanierly, interesl rmornilhily,

Guarantees are 200% with readl estate, in deposit 120%, In these you
may be able fo negofiate to use revolving fund form.

RANKGUIN.DOC 5
26.07.96 11:27:26
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SITES AVAILABLE FOR HOUSING

The following towns and cities are offering sites for sale

for development of housing by competitive proposal

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

Write or call City Architect, Viadimir Debnar for
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL INFORMATION PACKAGE:

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

Pre-Proposal Information Conference:9AM, March 20, 1996 at Town Halj
Proposals Due: 5PM, , May 22 1996

City of Banska Bystrica
4.5 h site for up to units of single family
or townhouse dwellings approx. ___km from Centrum

Write or call for
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL INFORMATION PACKAGE:

City Hall,
Tel: Fax:

Pre-Proposal Information Conference: 9AM, March 22, 1996 at Town Hall
Proposals Due: 5PM, , May 24, 1996

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

Write or call for
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL INFORMATION PACKAGE:
.L:fty Hall,

fel: Fax:

bre-Proposal information Conference:10AM, March 19, 1996 at Town Hall
Proposals Due: 5PM, , May 22 1996

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

Write or call for
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL INFORMATION PACKAGE:

City Hall,
Tel: Fax:

Pre-Proposal Information Conference: 1PM, March 21, 1996 at Town Hall
Proposals Due: 5PM, , May 24, 1396

\
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Exhibit 4

Conference Agenda

AGENDA FOR THE INFORMATION CONFERENCE

b}

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

1

II. Background on the City and the Site
- Population and development

- Land planning and urban context

- History of the city

- Goals

III. Details on the Site and the Project

- Situation of site and relationship to infrastructure
- Regulatory requirements

- Architectural issues

- Other

Questions on site and infrastructure
IV. 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

%S::"-
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Exhibit 5
Guidelines for Handling Requests to Receive REFPs and Information

MEMORANDUM

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.

¥3



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.

sY
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Tracking Sheet for Handling Responses to Requests for Proposals

Date

Letter(L)/

~ Name and Title

Company and Address

Page of

Requested| Date

| "RFP? | Mailed
R
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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 fax/send 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.

1
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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.

gY
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Point Scoring Grid for Proposal Evaluation and Selection

Proposal 1: ( "Developer or Project name")

Proposal 2: ( "Developer or Project name")

Proposal 3: ( "Developer or Project name")

Criteria

Max.
Score

Comments or Needed Info:

My
Score

Group
Score

Comments or Needed info:

My
Score

Group
Score

Comments or Needed Info:

My
Score

Group
Score

Design Solution

N

Quality of Proposed
Construction:

W

Capacity, financial strength

!

Financial feasibility

(4]

Credibility of costs
and schedule

(-

Conformity to zoning,
town plan

Compensation for site

Intermediate Score

Adjustment Factors:

Positive:

Negative:

ek

T

RS

Net Adjustment

FINAL SCORE

RANK:

|




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.
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c. All of the Improvements 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 Improvements 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.

. Developer shall submit Final Construction Drawings and Plans to the City on or

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

. Developer shall have the Improvements 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 Improvements 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 Improvements once completed and once occupied. The
sole exception shall be for those portions of the Improvements (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

3
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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 Improvements 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
Improvements upon completion, or the maintenance of thereafter (excluding any
Improvements 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 __ ) 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

4
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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.

¢. 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 1 Crown plus any sums expended by the
Developer solely for the design and construction of Improvements 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 Improvements thereon, or

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

In the event City elects Option | 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) (Name)
Its Mayor Its
6
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Exhibit 1
Housing Market Analysis

V navrhovanej bytove] vystavbe by malo byl vynaloZené usile, vykonat ¢o
najrealisteckejSiu analyzu triu, tykajicu sa potenciondlneho dopytu bytovych
jednotiek. Jendoducho povedané, trhovd analyza je Studium, ktoré je zamerané
na urcenie a sicasny odhad podtu [udi, ktori budd ochotni zaplatit ur€ité ceny
za Specificlé typy byvania na danom pozemku. Této informécia bude uZito¢nd
mestu / obci (ndpomocnd pri uréeni realisteckej hodnoty ich zdujmu na
pozemku), dalej developerovi / stavitelovi - rozhodndt sa Co postavil a
potenciondlnu  Zivotaschopnost a ziskovos{ jeho ndvrhu, dalej bankovym

in§titdciam / investorom - ako meritko na hodnotenie rizika spojeného s tiverom
na projekt.

Cielom je si byt isty, Ze budd mat istotu v pocte [udi v trhovej oblasti, ktoru si
modZu dovolif a tak isto sd i ochotni zaplatit za velkost, typ, kvalitu a cenu za
navrhnuté byvanie. Ochota platenia bude riadend blizkostou byvania k ich
robote, ich existujicemu byvaniu a susedom / okruhu priatelov, pribuznych,
Skoly a kolegov atd., a tak isto dal§im moZnostiam nového byvania v oblasti a
tieZ atraktivnosti, v porovnani s inym vyuZitim ich penazi. Toto sa nazyva miera
efektivneho dopytu v $pecifickej cenovej hladine. Developer nechce skonéit s
vystavbou, ktori si nikto nebude moc( dovolif, alebo ktord je relativne k
pontknutej kvalite vysokd (alebo moZné alternativy potenciondlnym kupcom),
Ze iba mdlo Tudi sa rozhodne to rychlo kupovat. Ked ten efektivny dopyt vyzerd

velmi bledo, doporu€uje sa developerovi, aby zrevidoval jeho "vyrobok" a /
alebo zniZil cenu.

Beric do tvahy, Ze aklivny, sikromny bytovy trh sa na Slovensku teraz iba
rozbieha, priprava detailne] trhove} analyzy je nerealistickd. Teoretickd,
Statisticky nepresnd prezentdcia dopytu mdZe zaviest v ddsledku chybajicich
skutoénych ddajov a tej skutocnosti, Ze predpovedajice priklady zodpovedania
na bytové ponuky na Slovensku nie sd viditelné v ddsledku mdleho mnoZstva
nachddzajuicich sa pripadov.

Aviak, mdZe byl vyvinutd nejakd kuridzna evidencia dostal sa za rovinu
"lictania na slepo”. Takdto informdcia mdZe byl pouZitd a dokézat, alebo
vyvréatl Tudské odhady na pravdepodobné odpovede tykajice sa trhu. pomdoct
urCit rozvojovy program pozemku a identifikoval cielené obyvatelstvo, ktoré
bude potrebné na podpornd a reklamnd kampan zamerand na predaj
ponuknutych jednotick.

V nasledujicich bodoch si zahrnuté typické kroky v tthovej analyze a nicktoré
otdzky, ktoré sa treba opytal a hfadat o nich ddaje.

MNTANALY Do
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1. Identifikuj trhovii oblast a charakteristiky:

Oblast v ktorej vic§ina ocakdvanych kupujicich zdkaznikov bytov sicasnc
pracuje, alebo kde by checli pracoval sa nazyva primdrna trhovd oblast. Je
dolezité Co najviac vediel o tom, Co sa deje v tejlo oblasti ohladne rastu
zamestnanosti (minulej a predpokladanej), zmeny v polle obyvatelstva, vysky
zarobkov a ich rast, zloZenic rodiny a ich solventnost. Tieto veli€iny urcujd
vznik potenciondlneho dopytu.

Ak bude moZné, snaZte sa byl ¢o najSpecifickejsi a zisti¢ odkial vdcs§ina ludi,
ktorf budd kupovat bytové jednotky pride (ich primdrnu oblast) a dozvediet sa
¢o najviac o nich a €omu dédvaji prednost, jednym slovom €o najviac informacii
o ich bytovych potrebach. Identifikujte tieto podoblasti na vaSich mapéch.

1. Preco sa d4 povedat s urCitou ddvkou pravdepodobnosti, Ze Tudia z tychto
terCovych oblasti by sa chceli sfahovat do projektu vo vami vybratej
oblasti?

2. Je to blizko k ich praci?

3.

Je to blizko roboty kde sd také platy, ktoré sd potrebné na to, aby mohli
byvat v tomto projekte?

4. Je toto okolie kraj$ie? Je v trhovej oblasti prudky ndrast obyvatelstva s
vySs$imi prijmami a s tym spdsobeny nedostatok bytov?
5. Je prudko rastica moZnost zamestnania sa, obzvl43( na lepSie platenych

miestach v trhovej oblasti?
2. Navrhnuté charakteristiky projektu:

Specifikujte charakteristiky navrhnutého projektu - typ a velkost jednotky podla
poltu izieb, kipelni a Stvorcovych metrov. Urobte zoznam plédnovaného
vybavenia (aZ sa nejaké pldnuje): parkovacie miesta, ochrana, zdhradky,
praCovne, zabudované Satniky, kozuby, $pecidlne pouZité materidly, atd. Uvedte

uvazovand cenu pod[a kaZdej bytove) jednotky a podla poctu Stvorcovych
metrov.

3. Porovnajte navrhovany projekt s inymi moznostami:

Podla vyS$Sie uvedenych ddajov vo vaSom projekte ako si cena a
charakteristiky, zistite, aké sd porovndvajice alternativy pre budiicich
uchéddzacov. ktori prichddzaji z primédrnej oblasti (napr. postavenie vlastného
domu na ich vlastnom pozemku)? Specificky povedané, nachadzajd sa iné
projekty, alebo alternativy, ktoré by predstavovali atraktivnejie investovanie
penazi (napr. td istd cena, ale lepSic micsto, alebo viadsi pozemok, alebo niZ3ia
cena za Stvorcovy meler), alebo boli by potencidlni kupei na tom lepsie, keby
zostali kde st - napriklad, budd platit niz8ic ndjomné a pockaji na lepdiu
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ponuku v budicnosti. Konkurenéné alternativy zahiaji nové projekty stavané v
oblasti a konkurencia z ncobyvanych jednotiek. Mali by ste ziskat ¢o najviac
dostupnych informécii ako je moZné z pozorovania Co sa deje v "terénc”,
inzerdtov a rozpraval s realitnymi kanccldriami. predstavitelmi mesta a inych
zdrojov.

4. Porovnajte projekt s potenciondlnymi poZiadavkami:

Beric do dvahy navrhnuté charakteristiky vaSho projektu, naznalujd vaSe
analyzy trhovej oblasti obyvatelstvo, zamestnanie a charakteristiku rastu, &i
mate adekvétny pocet rodin, ktoré si pomeme blizko k budicemu projektu,
ktori si m6Zu dovolil kipit navrhované byty, ktori sa chcud stahovat a nemaji
adekvdtne alternativy?

Ked ste identifikovali porovnatelné alternativy s novymi, alebo existujicimi
"zdsobami", ako by ste s nimi porovnali v4§ projekt? Je vaSa vystavba omnoho
drahs$ia? Ked je to tak, najlepSie bude urobif reStruktiru navrhnutej ponuky a
zniZif cenu do konkurencnej polohy, (Co samo o sebe mdZe byt eSte stile vysSie
ako konkurencia, aZ navrhovany projekt m4 atraktivne Crty a vybavenia).

Co mdZete urobit, aby ste zniZili cenu? Navrhni{ menSie, jednoduch$ie
jednotky? Pridelif na vystavbu men$i pozemok? Urobif{ hrubd stavbu a
pripojenia a nechat buddcemu majitefovi dokoncenie jednotky?

I ked neexistuji Specifické odpovede tykajice sa otdzky z Coho pozostava
trhove Zivotaschopny projekt, nechcete nieCo staval, o musi byl predané za
cenu podstatne vysSiu, ako suicasne [udia platia na "trhu” za dom postaveny
svojpomocne, alebo 1iym spdsobom postavené byty bez podpory inych, mysliac
cenu vypoc&itand na zdklade plochy (m*). Tak isto nechcete postavit niedo &o je
tak velké, Ze 1 ked cena za meter Stvorcovy je po konkurencnej strdnke
prijatelnd, celkovéd cena bytovej jednotky presahuje financné schopnosti va&Siny
rodin. Tak isto je kritické nepostavit bytovd jednotku, ktord presahuje velkostni
normu toho ktorého typu bytu: napriklad, neméZeme zddvodnit domnienku, Ze
byty, ktoré si velkostou nadmemné budd siperit s rodinnymi domami. ktoré
maji svoj pozemok, majic na mysli cenu za §tvorcovy meter.

Nasledujice dve strany predstavujd vhodny, ilustraény formadt spdsobov ako sa
daju ddaje zhmut:
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FFormuldr sAnalyza trhu

Strana |

Primcdrna trhova oblast
(Zakresli na mape)

1990 1995  Zmena |\ 2000 | Zmena
Zdkladné udaje
Ludnatost
Pocet rodin
Zamestnanie

Pocet rodin (podlu prijmu)

"socidlne slabsie”

"stredné”

,1\3!~S‘()ké rr

Celkom

Dopyt:

Odhad poctu rodin, ktoré st pravdepodobne budii mact kipit’ jednotku:

H
1
'

1

Byty k dispozicii:
Bytové jednotky (aZ je moiné, podla tvpu)

Prdzdne byty (uZ je mozné, podla ivpu a cenv)

Nové byty postavené v dobe (aZ je moZné, podla ivpu u cenv)

L1991

1992

Paneldhove byry

1990

H

H

1993 | 1994

Predujnd byiy na 1rhu

Svajpomacne postavend radovky

Svajpomocne postavend rodinné domy

Celkom

MNTANAY Den
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Formuldr : Analyza trhu
Strana 2

I1. Navrhovany projekt:

Typ bytu . MnoZstvo Velkost Cena

Cena/m’

1 spdliia, 1 kipeliia

2 spdlne, | kipeliia

3 spdine, 1,5 kipelne

Celkom

II1. Konkurencia v trhovej oblasti:
Projekt ¢. 1: (Meno) .

Typ bytu Mnozstvo Velkost Cena

Cena/m’

1 spdliia, 1 kipeltia

2 spdlne, 1 kilpeliia

3 spdine, 1,5 kiipelne

Celkom

Projekt ¢. 2: (Meno)

Typ bytu MnoZstvo Velkost Cena

Cena/m’

1 spdliia, | kipeliia

2 spdine, I kipeliia

3 spdlne, 1,5 kiipelhe

Celkom

Projekt ¢. 3: (Meno)

Typ bytu MnoZstvo Velkost Cena

1 spdliia, 1 kipelita

Cena/m’

2 spdine, I kipeliia

3-spdlne, 1,5 kipelne

Celkom

Projekt ¢. 4: (Meno)

Typ bytu Mnozstvo Velkost Cena

Cena/m’

1 spdlia, 1 kipelita

2 spdlne, | kiipeliia

3 spdlne, 1,5 kipelne

| Celkomn
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Exhibit 2
Complete Sample Request for Proposal




Exhibit 2-A
Letter of Invitation - Hornd Micina

Sprievodny list.

Vec: Ziadost o ndvrh pre vystavbu bytov na mestskych pozemkoch

VéZené ddmy a péni:

V prilohe Vam zasielame Ziadost o ndvrh (ZON), ktory bol vydany obcou Hornd Migind za
G¢elom vyzvy pre dodédvatelov, stavitelov, investorov a inych, na pripravu a podanie ndvrhu
na bytovid vystavbu na pozemku a jeho kipu, ktory je sicasne vo vlastnictve obce. Pozemok
pozostdva z cCiastoéne vybudovanej stavby, ktord bola pldnovand pre osem bytovych
jednotiek a gardZzi. Ndvrhy musia zahriloval vietky dizajny, postup stavby, vystavbu,
financovanie, marketing a &innosti spojené s predajom, ktoré su poZadované na ukondenie
projektu.

Ziadost o ndvrh a proces na vydanie, obdr¥anie a hodnotenie névrhov bol zvoleny tak, aby
zaistil maximdlnu objektivitu pre vietkych zicastnenych. Obec doteraz dostala technickd
pomoc od amerického a slovenského timu, ktord je platend Agentdrou Spojenych $titov
americkych pre medzindrodny rozvoj. Tento tim bude poméhal obci pri odpovediach
uchddzalov a pri hodnoteni ndvrhov.

Zac¢inajic dne$nym diiom, pozemok je pripraveny na inSpekciu, vykresy a ostatné materidly
spojené s tymto projektom sd k dispozicii k nahliadnutiu na obecnom trade od 8:30 do
16:30, pondelok aZ piatok.

Pred podanim névrhov sa uskuto¢ni informaén4 konferencia na obecnom trade o 13:00 hod.,
vo Stvrtok 21.marca 1996. Doporucuje sa icast vietkym potenciondlnym uchidzatom na to,
aby sa mohli opytat otdzky, tykajiice sa projektu a celého procesu. Vetky otdzky a odpovede
budd zaznamenané a odoslané poStou vietkym, ktor{ poZiadali o Ziadost o ndvrh. Nasledovne
aZz do 1. méja 1996, dal8ie otdzky mbZu byt podané pisomne na obec. Sthrn tychto otdzok a
odpovedi na ne bude zaslany poStou vietkym, ktorf sa uchddzali o Ziadost o ndvrh.

Ziadne nédvrhy nebudd prijaté obcou po 17:00 hod., 24. maja 1996.
Ocakavame ti¢ast na tomto projekte.

S dctou

Ondrej Pinka
starosta obce

Jud



Exhibit 2-B
Request for Proposal (Horna Micina and 2 Pages from PreSov)

Vyzva na podanie ndvrhov na moZnost ziskania pozemku a rozostavaného

bytového domu v obci Horni Midina

1. Uvod:

Obec Hornd Midind vyzyva stkromnych podnikatefov na podanie ndvrhov (dalcj
navrhovatelov) na ziskanie pozemku o rozlohe 2.028 m2 rozostavanej stavby cca 8 bytovych
jednotiek a to na ndvrh (design), dostavbu a nasledny predaj alebo prendjom. Vlastné naklady
spojené s realizdciou celého procesu bude hradi¢ nositel vitazného ndvrhu. Pozemok sa
nachddza v centre obce Hornd Mi¢ind 8 km od centra Banskej Bystrice a 9 km od centra
kipelného mesta Sliag¢ (Vid prilohu "A" - Mapa okolia). Obec si praje, aby objekt na
prislusnom pozemku bol vyuZity na byty a primerané priestory na obchodné vyuZitie. Vitaz
vybraného ndvrhu bude pozvany na dojednanie zdvdznej zmluvy o predmete siitaZe s obcou.

Inicializciou tohto projektu obec chee

i) vytvorit novy typ kvalitnych bytovych prileZitosti pre obfanov
ii) povzbudit spoluiast sikromného sektoru na doddvku bytov pre
ob&anov

iii) zvysit celkovi kvalitu prostredia obce.
2. Popis pozemku a rozostavanej stavby

Pozemok o rozlohe 2.028 m2 sa nach4dza v centre obce pri §tétnej ceste Zvolensk4 Slatina -
Luéenec. Na pozemku je rozostavany viacbytovy dom o zastavanej ploche cca 590 m2. Vid
prilohu "B" - Sir§ie vzfahy, prilohy (2) "C" - plin parcely a nachidzajica sa
infrastruktdra, prilohy (5) "D" - p6vodny plan stavby. V projekte rozostavaného objektu
sa predpokladala vystavba 8 bytovych jednotiek so 6 gardZzami a kotolfiou na pevné palivo. V
sicasnej etape je zabezpeend moZnost vykurovania elektrikou. Objekt bol projektovany ako
dvojposchodovy s podkrovim, pre nedostatok financif bolo dokonéené 1 poschodie hrubej
stavby so zdkladnym zastreSenim a provizérnou krytinou (Vid prilohu "E" - fotografie
existujiicej stavby). Na severnej strane pozemku bola navrhovand Zumpa o 270 m3. V
stifasnosti je jej umiestnenie obmedzené umiestnenim trafostanice. Napojenie vody je moZné
z verejného vodovodu, vedeného v hlavnej komunikécii. Privod elektrickej energie je na
stavbe v hlavnom rozvadza®i, pripojka je dimenzovand na vykurovanie. V obci sa
nenachidza kanalizdcia. Povinnostou navrhovatela je dorie$if otdzku odpadu pre vlastny
objekt a cca 36 rodinnych domov na ploche v pdvodnom pléne vymedzenom pre Zumpu, pre
ktori d4 obec k dispozicii pozemok. Plyn sa v obci nenachddza. Napojenost na cestné
dokumentécie je zabezpedend. Rozloha pozemku umoZiiuje kvalitné rieSenie obytnej zelene,
ale nie zdhradkdrske plochy. Buddci uZivatelia bytov moZu realizovat bezplatny ndjom pody
na zédhradkdrske Géely v katastri obce.

3. PoZiadavky rozvoja
Minimdlne rozvojové poZiadavky, ktoré musia byt dodrZzané na pozemku sii:

a) stavba ncbude mat menej ako dve podlaZia a takisto nic viac ako Styri (vritane
podkrovia)
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min 4 a max 16 bytovych jednotick
dostavba smerem ku komunikdcii nie je moZnd
min 20% pozemku musi by{ zazelenené

1 parkovacie miesto k dispozcii pre kaZdy byt vratane gardZe na pozemku -
a 1 parkovacie miesto pre pripadné obchodné priestory

obchodné vyuZitie povolené s tym, Ze bude vykondvat hygienicky
nezdvadni ¢innost
Priemyselné vyuZitie nie je povolené.

4, Zodpovednost navrhovatela:

Vitaz sitaZe bude mat v stvislosti s tymto projektom zodpovednost za nasledovné veci:

a)

b)

g)

dobudovat obrubniky, chodniky, pristupové cesty k parkovisku a gardZzam, vysadbu
zelene a vietky vylepSenia na pozemku (vritane infrastruktiry) na jeho vlastné
néklady, aby spliiali obecny Standard,

ukonéif vietky pozemkové majtkoprdvne zéleZitosti, ndvrh a inZiniesrke price na
vlastné ndklady

ukonéif vystavbu schvalenych vylepSeni na vlastné néklady a v prijatelTnom
¢asovom harmonograme dohodnutom s obcou.

realizovat predaj a/alebo prendjom bytov a ich nasledovné obhospodarovanie

dojednat zdvdznd predmetnd zmluvu na predaj pozemku od obece podla podmienok v
jeho ndvrhu (alebo takych dohdd, ktoré budd vzdjomne dohodnuté medzi
navrhovatefom a obcou) vid Formular "G-1" - Prevod vlastnictva a stavebné
podmienky. Takito zmluva bude dojednand a podpisani do 30 dni od ukon&enia
vyberu alebo ukondéenia vietkych prav navrhovatela pri jednani v dobrom dmysle, v
pripade porusenia zdloha prepadd a obec si mdZe na jednanie zvolif iného
navrhovatela, s ktorym bude o pozemku jednat.

pri poddvan{ ndvrhov zloZit zdlohu vo vyske 100 tisic Sk obci Hornd Micind na kipu
nehnutelnosti. Z4loha bude vratend vietkym okrem vitaza.

navrhovatel bude sdm zodpovedny =za akidkolvek ipravu, alebo demolaciu
existujicich stavieb, alebo ich ¢&asti. Obec prehlasuje, Ze sa nevyjadruje a
nezodpovedd za nasledovné veci: stav, statickd stabilita, alebo adekviatnost
existujicich, z ¢asti dokonéenych stavieb a tak isto nezodpovedd za to, &i existujica

_.stavba zodpoveda projektom podfa ktorych sa stavby mali realizovat.
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5. Povinnosti obce:

a) obecné zastupitelstvo  vyberic ndvrh  dspeSného navrhovatefa po ukonceni
vyhodnocovacicho procesu niZsie uvedeného v ¢asti "6" a "8". Nasledovna dojednan4
zmluva medzi obcou a vitaznym navrhovatelom bude vyhradné kontraktnd zmluva.

b) obec md povinnost preukdzat jednoznacnost vlastnictva k pozemku, prepisat pozemok
(ak sa jednd o kipu) alebo odloZif odovzdania vlastnictva na zdklade dohody o
vytoreni spolo¢ného podniku alebo inych dohodnutych podmienok.

c) obec nenesie Ziadne dalSie finanné zodpovednosti tykajice sa pripadnej zmeny
projektu a prestavby rozostavaného objektu.

d) obec bude ndpomocnd pri rieSen{ kanalizécie,
e) obec urobi vietko a urychli vybavovanie zmeny pldnov a potrebnych schvéleni a
povoleni.

6. Vyberové kritérid

a) celkova architektonickd kvalita navrhu e..eeeeeececeevmeieeeenneeeeneeeens 15 bodov
b) kvalita navrhnutej metédy a materidlov,
ktoré budd pouZité pri vystavbe ......cccvviiiniciininiiniinne 5 bodov

c) kompetentnost, skisenost a finan¢n4 solventnost
1ealizaCného tiMU....oiveeereieeniiiceee et 20 bodov

d) Finan€né redlnost navrhnutého riefenia
dokumentovana doloZenymi ukazovazeImi
ako je uvedené v priloZenej Z1adost ...eceereeerrernerreennenseressnennaen. 10 bodov

e) doveryhodnost navrhovatelovych odhadnutych nékladov ......... 25 bodov
f) Casovy plén pripravy aralizicie vystavby ......cccccvvmniininncnnnn. 10 bodov

g) miera schopnosti navrhnutého rie$enia byt
v stilade s poZiadavkami stanovenymi obcou v bode 3............... 10 bodov

h) vy$ka kompenzacie ponuknuté mestu za
pozemok a rozostavany objekt. Obec je otvoreni
k ndvrhom tykajiicim sa platby s nasledovnymi metédami:

a) dhrada v hotovosti,
b) platba v uréitom &asovom termine
c) iné moZnosti realizovatelné ddveryhodnymi metédami .... 5 bodov
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7. Obsah a podmienky ponuky
Kazdy navrhovatel je povinny predloZit v poZadovanom termine ponuku v troch
vyhotoveniach so spdtnou adresou v zapeCatenej obdlke s nadpisom "Otvarat pri

vyberovom konani".

Obsah ponuky bude nasledovny:

a) zdkladny popis rieSenia (polet podlaZi, vyuZitie, pofet bytovych jednotiek, atd.)
vrétane vykresovej &asti
- situadny pldn v meritku ...ocooveiiiiiniiiiinineccenccreee 1:500
- pddorysné plany vietkych podlaZi v meritku ......ccccovveecennenn. 1:200
- pohlady - vychod, juh, sever a prie¢ny rez v meritku ............ 1:200
b) sdhrn Specifikdcii vritane konstrukénej a mechanickej Casti, elektro systémov, druhov

materidlov fasddneho povrchu a dpravy zelene

c) referencie realizaéného timu, tzv. navrhovatela, architekta, stavitela a konzultantov
(meno, skiisenosti a preukdzand schopnost)

d) marketingovy plan vratane navrhnutej ceny a ¢asového rozvrhu komplexnej pripravy
a realizdcie -

€) odhadnuté celkové nidklady pouZijic Formuldr "F-1" - Rozpoltové néklady na
TOZVO)]

1)) navrhnuty ¢asovy harmonogram a projektové charakteristiky dalSieho postupu na

predaj bytovych jednotiek, pouZijic Formular "F-2"

2) finan¢ny pldn s uvedenim vSetkych zdrojov navrhnutého pldnu financovania
(investorov, bénk, buddcich majitefov jednotiek a pod.) Pridajte Formul4r "F-3" -
Rozvojova pro forma

h) képiu o bankovom prevode vo vyske 100 tis. Sk na tdet obce Hornd Migind ako
navratnd zélohu

i) navrhovatel predloZi vyplnené Formulare "F-4", spolu s prilohami k tomu
patriacimi

1) névrh spdsobu dhrady pontknutej ceny vritane kompenzécie pontiknutej obci za
prevod priav k pozemku a rozostavanych stavieb bude zaplateny a ¢asovy rozvrh
platieb

8. Postup a éasové terminy

Navrhovatel a pldn bude vybrany a zmluva sa dojednd podla nasledovného postupu a
casovych terminov:

a) od détumu tohto ozndmenia do 24. médja 1996, potenciondlny navrhovatel mdic
vykonat obhliadku pozemku a budov a nastudovat materidly, ktoré sa tykaji pozemku
na obccnom dGrade v Hornej Micinej. Akékolvek pisomné otdzky tykajdce sa
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b)

g2)

h)

pozemku, objektov, projektu, alebo postupov budid adresované p. Ondrejovi Pinkovi,
starostovi obce.

Obec odpovic na victky otdzky pisomne vietkym navrhovatefom, ktori sa prihlésili a
dostali vyzvu na podanie ndvrhov.

Ziadne otdzky nebudd zodpovedané 3 tyZdne pred koneénym ditumom odovzdania
névrhov.

na deii 21. marca 1996 o 13.00 hod. obec Hornd Mi¢ind pozyva vSetkych
potenciondlnych navrhovatelov, aby sa ziéastnili predndvrhového stretnutia v Hornej
Micinej na obecnom trade.

Cielom tohto stretnutia bude zodpovedanie akychkolvek otdzok tykajicich sa
nehnutelnosti a vyberového procesu. Otdzky a odpovede budd zaslané aj pisomnou
formou vietkym tcéastnikom vyberového konania aj neziéastnenych na stretnuti.

vietky ndvrhy musia byt na OU Hornd Miéin4 do 17.00 hod. diia 24. 5. 1996 spolu s
dokladom o prevode zédlohovej éiastky vo vySke 100 tis. Sk na tdcet obce.

komisiondlne otvorenie obdlok bude o 14.00 hod. za Géelom kontroly splnenia
podmienok pre dal8ie hodnotenie.

Névrhy budd verejnosti k nahliadnutiu po€as 15 dni na obecnom drade v Hornej
Miéinej.

¢o najskdr bude moZné po tomto termine bude verejnd schddza. KaZdému
navrhovatelovi, ktory odovzdal névrh, bude povolené uskuto&nif verejnd prezentdciu
pred komisiou a odpovedaf na otdzky. Toto zasadnutie bude ozndmené aj verejnosti,
ktoré bude pozvan4, aby mala moZnost poloZit otdzky navrhovatelom.

vyberova komisia vyhodnoti do 30 dni ndvrhy, stanovi poradie a nasledovne predloZi
doporucovaci nédvrh na uznesenie pre obecné zastupitelstvo.

Komisia si vyhradzuje pravo neprijat navrhy, ktoré nespliiaji podmienky. V krajnom
pripade neprijme Ziadny nédvrh.

obecné zastupitelstvo schvdli ndvrh komisie, alebo odmietne celé vyberové konanie.

za predpokladu, Ze obecné zastupitelstvo schvdli navrh vyberovej komisie, obec zagne
do 5 pracovnych dn{ jednanie s prvym navrhovatefom v poradi a vrati zdlohu vSetkym
ostatnym navrhovate[om. Obidve strany budd rokoval v dobrom tdmysle uzavriet
zmluvu v €o najkratSom ¢asovom termine.

V pripade, ak sa zmluva neuzatvori do 30 dni, obec si vyhradzuje prdvo ukoncif
rokovanie s vitazom a moZnost za¢af jednat s dal§{m v poradi.

V Hornej Miéinej diia 4. 3. 1996.

Ondrej Pinka
starosta obce

HASKREP DOC <
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FORMULAR "F-2"

Navrhovany harmonogram realizdcie stavby a zdkladné ddaje:
A J

A. Navrhovany harmonogram realizicie stavby:
(v pripade &lenenia stavby na etapy, uviest osobitne pre kazdd etapu)

Casové etapy
B. Zikladné idaje:
Celkovia plocha pozemku: m’
Plocha zastavané budovami m’ %
Plocha komunikécif m’ %
Plocha parkovisk m’ %
Plocha zelene m’ %o
Celkom: m* %
Budovy:
Budova "A™: Poschodia m?
Budova "B": Poschodia m>
Budova "C™: Poschodia m>
Budova "D": Poschodia m?
Celkom: . m’>
Celkova uZivateIna plocha: ,
Bytova: m- %
Obchody: m’ %
Iné pouZitie: m’ %0
Chodby, vstupné haly, atd.: m? %
Celkom: m’ %
HMDTPC.DOC
03MEME 11:50.05 AM 1



FORMULAR ""F-2"

Rozvojovy harmonogram a projektové charakteristiky

| Budova A:  Této budova bude postavend vo féze €. I

Cena za (m?)

Velkost (mz)

Cena_za (mz)

Parkovanie:
Na pozemku - otvorené GarazZe:

I Budova B:  Této budova bude postavend vo faze €. I

Velkost (m?) Cena za (m?)

Parkovanie:
Na pozemku - otvorené GarilZe:

HMDTPC DOC
032066 11:50:05 AM 2
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FORMULAR "F-2"

Rozvojovy harmonogram a projektové charakteristiky

| Budova C:  Této budova bude postavené vo féze ¢&. I

Cena za (m°)

Velkost (m?) Cena za (m’)

Parkovanie:
Na pozemku - otvorené Garaze:

| Budova D: Této budova bude postavend vo féze ¢&. I

Pocet |

Cena za (m?)

Cena za (mz)

Velkosf (m?)

Parkovanie:
Na pozemku - otvorené GaraZe:

HMDTPC.DOC
03/06M6 11:50:05 AM 3
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Formuldr “F-3” Tab. ¢. 2 S TAVEBNAI PRO FORMA

STVRTROK

CELKOM STVRTROK

HMDPFI23 DOC 2
= nimare 1137 15 AM
»
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Formuldar "F-4"

PredloZenie od developera a certifikovany nivrh pre obec Horna Mi¢ind, pre ziskanie
jedného, alebo dvoch pozemkov na vystavbu bytov a k tomu prisludné zariadenia

Datum:

Starosta
(adresa)

Mily pén starosta:

V mene (meno firmy), (spolo¢nosti, partnerstvo, s.r.o., jednotlivec, alebo
zdruZenie pozostdvajiice z a (vyber ¢o sa hodi), ja, ako jej
(prezident, generalny riaditel, partner, atd.), poddvam tento navrh na
ziskanie _ (uvedte presne pozemok, napr. budova €.1, parcela "A", atd..) a
na vystavbu bytov a k tomu prisluiného zariadenia. Nepoddvame s tymto iny siibeZny ndvrh
na td druhd parcelu (y) pontknuti(é) vo Vasej ZON-ke z (ddtum). (Alternativa:
Poddvame (&islo) dalie ndvrhy na ti dal%iu parcelu (y) pondknuté vo Vasej ZON-ke z
(datum).

Ako nedelitelné siiCasti tohto podania si nasledovné prilohy:

1. Rozvojovy navrh:

N4&§ celkovy rozvojovy nédvrh pre je pripojeny ako priloha A a
obsahuje nasledovné ¢asti:

a. Postupny popis navrhovaného projektu, véetne celkového opisu vyvojového
konceptu, mnoZstva a typov budov a podlaZi, podet a velkost bytovych jednotiek,
parkovanie, atd. Projekt bude stavany v faze (ch). (AZ stavany vo fazach, popis
¢o bude postavené v jednotlivych fdazach).

Bytové jednotky st navrhnuté aby boli pritaZlivé (popi3 cielové skupiny: prijem,
rodiny v porovnani so star§im obyvatefstvom v porovnan{ s mladymi manZelmi, atd.;
odkial) a budd pomiknuté na (predaj alebo prendjom) v cennovom rozsahu
. (AZ sa hodi, obchodné priestory budd pontknuté na predaj alebo

prendjom).
b. sada (y) ndvrhového $tidia zahriuji:
i. Situaény plin: Mierka=1:

il. Typicky pddorys bytovej jednotky; a (typicky pOdorys pre obchodné priestory
- (ked vhodné)): Mierka=1:

1ii. Dctailné pddorysy bytov (v typickej budove): Mierka=1:

iv. Pohlady 2 a (a rez) v 1.

HMINDSC.DOC
DIMERG 12:11:36 PM



¢. Popis $pecifikdceii, v&etne Strukturdlnej, kdrenia a mechaniky, elektriky, druhov
materidlu, vonkajSicho povrchu a dpravu zelene.

2. Biznisovy ndavrh:

N4$ kompletny biznisovy ndvrh pre je pripojeny v prilohe B a
obsahuje nasledovné Casti:

a. Rozpoget na rozvoj na cely projekt vo forme ZON-kového formuldru

b. Casovy rozvrh a charakteristiky projektu vo forme ZON-kového formuldru

c. "Rozvojové proforma” vo forme ZON-kového formuléru , spolu s
popisom navrhnutého finanéného plénu s vymenovanim kaZdého investora, banky
a zédloh vybratych od kupujiceho. Ohladne financii obdrZanych od investorov a

bank, pripdjame képie "Dokument o predbeZnom sidhlase” od naSich investorov a
finan¢nych zdrojov.

d. Plan marketingu s uréitym zameranim na jednotlivcov, kde sa nachddzajd, ako sa s
nimi spojime, akym spdsobom platby alebo financovania sa to uskuto&ni a aké
pldny mdZeme mi pontknuf. Priemernd cena bytovych jednotiek a pldnovany
rozvrh "absorbovania"? je napisany vo formuldri ____, "rozvojové proforma”.

3. Developerov tim a kvalifikicie:

Tak isto sme zahrnuli nasledovné podporujice materidly (Priloha C) tykajice sa nalej
kvalifikécif na ukon&enie projektu:

a. Detailny popis ¢&lenov rozvojového timu (mend, skdsenost a preukédzand
schopnost),v€etne rozvojového subjektu (meno subjektu); ndsho architekta, dodédvatelov
a konzultantov; spolu s broZirami a vzorkami projektov ktoré vykonali.

b. Certifikat Ze (meno subjektu) je v dobrom postaveni a je registrovany pri
(organizécia) Slovenskej republike, véetne overenej képie o registrécii.

Doverne dand poslednd finanénd zprdva je ako priloha . (Ked v3eobecné
partnerstvo, alebo jednotlivec: (my) potvrdzujeme, Ze tito ddvernd finanénd zpréva,
priloZend ako priloha , je pravdivym obrazom o mojej (nadej) finanénej situdcii a
JA (my) nie sme v tejto dobe v likvid4cifa tak isto ani JA (my), alebo subjekty pod

mojou (naSou) priamou kontrolou sme neprehldsili bankrot za poslednych
(rokov).

c. Bankové referencie, véetne telefénnych &isiel a mien bédnk, kontaktov, adresy a vztahy.

d. (AZ sa hodi) Nasledovné dal8ie prehldsenia a ddkaz developerovej kvalifik4cie a
finanénej zodpovednosti st priloZené v prilohe a st tohto sdcastou:

HMHUMDSC DOC
OINEA6 12:141:36 PM



4, Z4iloha:

Prikladdme bankovy $ck v hodnote slovenskych kordn, ktory
predstavuje zdlohu vyZadujicu pod bodom tejto ZON-ky. Berieme na
vedomie, Z¢ t4to zdloha bude vritend, bez platenia drokov, v pripade, Z¢ nebudeme
vitazmi tejto sttaZe; ale nebude ndvratnd, ked sa staneme vitazmi a my sa vzddme Gcasti
predtym ako sa dosiahne definitivna "rozvojovd zmluva" s , § vynimkou,
keby sa nedosiahla dohoda vedend v dobrom tmysle.

5. Potvrdenie:

S mojim podpisom potvrdzujem, Ze v mene (meno subjektu), ja
(my) sme pozorne preditali tito ZON-ku a dokumenty s flou spojené, fyzicky si prehliadli
situdciu a sme obozndmeni so Slovenskymi stavebnymi k&édmi? a podmienkami.
Rozumieme a prijimame podmienky uvedené v tejto ZON-ke, tykajlcich sa prisluinych
zodpovednosti vzfahujiicich sa na developera a na obec a rozumieme a prijimame pravidl4
vyberového konania na uréenie vifazného developera.

(meno rozvojového subjektu)

Meno:

Funkcia:

Datum:

HAMIUMDSC.DOC
O3M6M6E 12:14:36 I'M



Vyzva na podanie navrhov na moznost ziskania pozemku

pre vystavbu bytov v meste PresSov, lokalita Jarkova ulica

1. GvoD

Mesto PreSov vyzyva sukromnych investorov na podanie ndvrhov
na ziskanie pozemku o rozlohe cca 5700 m? pre realizdciu vystavby
bytov. Predmetom ndvrhu je architektonicky ndvrh a podnikatelsky
pldn na realizdciu bytov. Vlastné nédklady spojené s realizdciou
celého procesu bude hradit nositel vitazného ndvrhu. Cielom vyz-
vy je realizdcia nového typu kvalitnych bytov pre obcanov mesta,
povzbudenie sidkromnych investorov na vystavbu bytov a zvySenie

celkove] kvality obytného prostredia.

2. POPIS POZEMKU

Terén vymedzeného dzemia je rovinaty, vytvoreny velkoplos-
nou asandciou.
- P:

)

It

mck o rozlohe 5700 m2 je situovany v centrdlnej mestskej

7
L

X

Or

[}

z

ne a je vymedzeny:
- zo severu Ulicou kapitdna Jarosa,
- zo zdpadu hranicou mestskej trznice,

- z juhu Svermovou ulicou,

1

z vychodu hranicou pozemku pre vystavbu bytovych domov
firmou Martindk.

- Gecdetické pomery pozemku (podla sonddzZnych vrtov):
- v hornej vrstve: navéiky v hribke od 1,5 do 4,2 m pod
terénom,
~ pod navadZkami: ndplaveniny rieky Torysy (piesc¢ité hliny),
- vrstvy velmi hrub$ch Strkov (priemer valtnov 5 - 10 cm),
- podlazie: ilovce, pieskovce v hlbke 5,5 m pod terénom,
-~ maximdlna ustdlend hladina spodnej vody: - 220 cm pod

terénom.

- Pozemky vo vymedzenom Gzemi si vo vlastnictve mesta s vynimkou

¢. parc. 152 + 155, ktord je t.¢. v sidkromnom vlastnictve.



Pozemok je spristupneny z Ulice kapitdna Jarosa. V pristupo-
vych komunikdciach sd ulozené inzinierske siete, na ktoré je

mozné vymedzeny pozemok napojit.

Predmetom prevodu, ktor¢ bude upresneny v zmluve je komplet-
ny pozemok.

3. URBANISTICKE PODMIENKY ROZVOJA

Minimdlne rozvojové pozZiadavky, ktoré musia byt dodrzané
na pozemku su:

a) stavba bude mat 3 nadzemné podlazia (+ podkrovie),

b) min. 70 a max 80 bytovych jednotiek,

c) pre trvalé byvajlcich uvazovat so stuprnom motorizdcie v po-
mere 1:3,5 a 2 parkovacie miesta na kazdych 100 m2 prevadzko-
vych pldch obchodnych jednotiek, parkoviskd pre majitelov
bytov situovat do podzemia,

d) prvé nadzemné podlaZie orientované do Ul. kpt. JaroSa buds
vyuzité na podnikatelské aktivity v oblasti sluzieb,

e) rieSenie funk&ného vyuzitia parcely &. 152 + 155 je urcené
urbanistickou koncepciou rieseného uzemia,

f) zabezpedenie bezbariérového pristupu podla vyhl. &. 1353/83

Zb. v zneni neskorsich noviel,

g) min. 40 % pozemku musi byt zazelenené.

4. OBSAH PONUKY

Kazdy navrhovatel je povinny predloZit v pozadovanom termine
ponuku a zlozit na Gdet mesta vo VUB PreSov, &. 423-572/0200 za-
lohu na kipu nehnutelnosti vo vySke 100 tisic Sk. Z&loha bude
vrdtend vsetkym navrhovatelom okrem vitazného ndvrhu. Ponuka bu-
de predloZend v troch vyhotoveniach so spdtnou adresou v zapsca-

tenej obdlke s nadpisom "Otvirat pri vyberovom konani".
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ChecKklist - Detailed Site Information
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SITUACIA PRILOHA ""C"
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Exhibit 2-D
Ilustrative Information
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Orientacné informacie o iverovych podmienkach (Grokovych sadzbéch) - marec 1996 pre podnikatel'ské subjekty

BANKA Prime rate Kratkodobé Strednodobé Dlhodobé Zabezpeka
(min) (do1roka) (1az4roky) (viacako4r.) (vy3ska,druh})
_VUB 12,5 14 15-16 do 10rokov | 200% ruéenie u hnutel. + nehnutel. majetku ~ vzhfadom k
16-17 odpisom, vklad (nasa aj cudzia mena do 120%), zarutné
banka , mestska forma zaruky; moZnost' ¢erpania jed-
norédzove al.postupne, moznost' predéasného splatenia
uveru
Slov. sporitelna 12 14 15 16 | 150% vinkul. vklad, nehnutel. majelok,, 3.0s0ba,
posudenie kazdého projektu
IRB ( zmeny v $tadiu priprav 12 16 16,5 17 | 150% pozad. Gveru, vkiad, nehnutelnost, 3.0s0ba,
platnost od bud.tyz.) zaru€.banka
Polnobanka
Istrobanka 14 15-16+ nehnutelnost, 3. osoba, finané. al. bonitné pohladavky,
rizik.marza zéruéna banka + Ciast. krytie, bonit. cenné papiere
Ludova banka
PKB 12,5 max 5rokov | termin. vklad, vklad v inej mene, dabré nehnutelnost -
16,75 | posudzovanie individ. podl'a kritérii
mozn& garancia mesta (gj rozpoctom)

U v3etkych bank je nutné predloZit Ziadost + splatkovy plan, podnikatelsky plan a v3etky potrebné informacie o klientovi (rofné uzavierky,

danové priznania a pod.

Pozn.: VUB je moznost terpania EXIM Gveru na investicné akcie. Podnikatelsky plan (projekf) musi odsthlasit aj Narodna banka.
Moznost postupného &erpania Gveru, nutnost 30% vlastnych prostriedkov + 70% mozny uver, urokova sadzba cca 14,5%. Sadzba sa lisi od

vys$ky Gveru a to do 20 mil Sk a nad 20 mil Sk v

Splatky stvrtroéne, droky mesaéne.

o vztahu na kvalitu projektu. Moznost dizky Gveru : min 1 rok max 10 rokov.

Ruéenie 200% u majetku, u vkladu 120; u tychto prostriedkov je mozné dohodnit ich pouzitie formou revolvingového fondu.

Supueuyy J[qejeAY JO AdAIng
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Ziadost o poskytnutie dveru

LObchodné meno ziadatela:

Adresa:
l1CO: | | DRC:
| Telefén: | | Fax:

rSftatutzirn_\' zdstupca:

ﬁ)f\tum vzniku: J

[Opr:’lvnenie na podnikanie ¢: j LVﬂiané dia:

fOprzivnenie vvdal:

[E.ﬁ. vedeného v PKB a.s.: 1 [od:

Ostatné ucty v inych bankdch: od:

Prevazne vvkonavana ¢innost’:

Druh pozadovaného previdzkovy investiény | |Doba averu:
uveru:

Vy§ka pozadovaného tveru:

Ucel Gveru:

Pozadovany termin erpania tiveru:

Vyska navrhovanych splatok a terminov splicania:

Datum podania: Podpis oprivnenej osoby:




Podklady klienta k Ziadosti o uver
Klient predkladi banke Zadost o uver, v ktorej zddvodni svoje poziadavky na uver.

K ziadosti o tiver predlozi:

1. Vypis s obchodného registra alebo
2. Zivnostenské opravnenie alebo
3. Registraciu potrebnil na ¢innost’, ak sa na klienta nevztahuje povinnost’ podla bodov 1. a 2.
4. Kopie dokladov o hospodareni odovzdanych dafiovému tiradu za posledné 3 roky, resp. od
zaCiatku podnikania klienta, ak klient podnika v kratSom obdobi.
5. Stvahu, vysledovku a vykaz toku finanénej hotovosti nie starSie ako 1 mesiac beZmého
roka, tykajiice sa obdobia od zaciatku finanéného roka do diia podania Ziadosti.
6. Prehl'ad o pohladavkach a zavdzkoch v Struktire podl'a lehoty splatnosti nie star$i ako 1
mesiac beného roka. Specifikiciu podl'a terminov splatnosti do 30 dni, do 3 mesiacov, nad
3 mesiace a pripadne nedobytnosti.
7. Struéni charakteristiku Cinnosti a vyvoja podnikatel'skych aktivit od zafiatku finanéného
roka.
8. Specifikiciu dinnosti podla odporidanej osnovy.
9. Navrh na zaistenie uiveru
a) navrhované nehnutelnosti
- znalecky posudok
- posudok od znalca urfeného bankou nie starsi ako 2 mesiace
- vypis z katastra nehnutelnosti nie star§i ako 2 mesiace
- poistnd zmluva na objekt zaruky
b) navrhované hnutel'nosti
- technicky alebo iny identifikaény preukaz
- posudok od znalca uréeného bankou nie starsi ako 2 mesiace
- poistna zmluva na objekt zaruky
c¢) navrhované pohl'adivky

- prehlad ponukanych pohladavok vratane lehoty splatnosti, do Gvahy sa nebera

pohladavky po lehote splatnosti
- dohoda s dlZnikmi o zaplateni pohl'adavky v prospech PKB, a.s.
d) navrhované cenné papiere
- Specifikdcia cennych papierov (ISIN nazov, poCet navthovany do zistavy)

e) iné ponukané ziruky zo Specifikiciou druhu zaruky a spdsobu zabezpeenia napr.
vystavena bankova ziruka, vinkulacia finan¢nych prostriedkov, zavizné prehlésenie o rueni

tretej osoby, zmenka pri ruéeni obchodnym menom.



Odporiéana osnova Specifikicie Cinnosti

Specifikdcia éinnosti je hlavnym dokumentom, v ktorom podnikatel vyjadruje svoje podnikatelské ciele a
konkretizuje marketingové opatrenia na zabezpecenie tychto cielov.

Vv opodsfalnenych pripadoch klient méZe vynechat niektoré éasti doporucené touto osnovou v nadvdmosti
na ucel pouZitia iveru - pri investicii na rozvoj investicného majetku banka pozaduje iny rozsah ako pri
nakupe zdsob. Pretoie ide o doporudeni orientdciu, méiu firmy postupoval pri priprave Specifikacie
&innosti podla vlastnej osnovy, ale klient by mal zodpovedat otazky, vyplyvajice z doporucenej osnovy.

Doporudujeme, aby v Specifikdcii éinnosti bola zachovana nasledovna orientdcia:

. Struény opis projektu - zhrnutie
V tivode struéne vyjadri podnikatel'sky zamer a celkovt filozofiu podnikania
. Zakladné informacie o firme
a) genéza vyvoja podniku a jeho podnikatelskych aktivit
b) pravna forma podnikania, charakteristika zakladatelov firmy
¢) kI'idové oscbnosti firmy - management, ktory bude podnikatel'sky zimer realizovat,, jeho kvalifikacia,
skiisenosti v odbore, predchadzajiice podnikatel'ské vysledky
. Si€asni ekonomicka situdcia firmy
a) hlavna vyrobna alebo obchodna napli ﬁrmy
b) suasné postaveme firmy na trhu
¢) velkost’ firmy - priemerny podet zamestnancov, priemerny stav investi¢ného majetku, zisob, obratu zisku
d) sicasné technické a technologické vybavenie, z hl'adiska vykonnosti a U¢innosti
e) majetkova bilancia firmy - jej vyvoj za posledné 3 roky
. Vecné zameranie podnikatelskej Cinnosti
BliZSie sa uvedie na aki oblast’ sa innost’ orientuje.
. Analyza trhu, odbytu, cenova stratégia
a) sii¢asni a budiici zikaznici firmy - $pecifikacia podl'a podielu na odbyte firmy
b) sii€asni a budiici dodavatelia firmy, podla akych kritérii si klient vybera firmy dodavatelov - Specifikacia
podra podielu na dodavkach pre firmu
c) solventnost’ a perspektiviiost obchodnych partnerov, prefo sa firma orientuje na tychto obchodnych
partnerov, ako sa klient presvedZil o ich solidnosti a dobrej obchodnej povesti
d) podioZenie odbytu, resp. dodavok zmluvami. Preukazuje sa, v akom objeme, resp. podiele ma firma
zabezpeéni produkcin zmluvami
e) zd6vodnenie, na zaklade akych informacii klient predpoklada uvadzany vyvoj
f) cenova stratégia- s akou cenovou orienticiou firma pocita vodi jednotlivym skupindm zikarnikov a
sposoby jej realizicie
. Konkurencia
a) stcasna a budica konkurencia
b) ako klient vykonava prieskum konkurencie
c) opatrenia klienta proti konkurencii
d) zdovodnenie, na zikiade akych informacii klient predpoklada uvadzany vyvoj
. Opatrenia na podporu predaja
a) prieskum trhu - spdsoby vykonavania a ich pocetnost’
b) zabezpeCenie distribiicie produktov
c) zabezpelenie komunikicie so zikaznikom
d) zabezpecenie propagacie
) sposob predaja, organizicia odbytu
. Alternativne rieSenia
Uvadza sa, s akymi alternativami firma uvaZuje pre zabezpelenie podnikatel'ského zimeru a ich konkrétny
dopad do planu
. Financné zabezpefenie podnikatePského planu
- kapitilova potreba, navratnost kapitalu, finanéné zdroje
a) projektovana bilancia - projektovany vyvoj investicného majetku, vyvoj stavu pohladavok, vyvoj a
$pecifikicia stavu zisob na strane aktiv a zirovefi vyvoj zikladneho imania a fondov, vyvoj stavu zavizkov
a {iverov na strane pasiv.
b) projektovana vysledovka
¢) projektovany tok financnej hotovosti
Udaje sa uvadzajl za jednotlivé roky splacania uveru. Finan¢né ukazovatele musia byt previazané planom
odbytu, resp. vyroby, s potvrdenymi zmluvami, Finanéné vykazy sa mézu doplinit’ dal§imi dopliujucimi
charakteristikami.
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Sample Filled Out Pro Formas

Formular "F-3" STAVEBNA PRD FORMA l " I l
— JRUS AN SR RPPINS S SR S N
) IOnl-o" T .Developel Inteenal Fmancmg‘ VAL Uf_é’j T 95‘4?4 c/:{/féc vE V4AST ez F/A/,#— 2Cet- 44/ Pl
| A Lang Paymcn! a8t Commencement 2
paom:rova INFOHMACIE . Tt i WIVE7:)) AT e Sk b
. FL QA e L7
AR N R t 73 Vi
Veikost pozemiu 800.00 | : : B S R
Celhova 2astavana plocha 800] R T -
Vykop tikladov T 07:01186 T - - T
Ukonfene stavby (daxum) ) 06/30.97 T - -
Dliua stavania {mesiace) | - b
Orokova sadzba na ponfku - - -
Ceikovd predaina plocha budovy Im2) ”ﬂ_"’_"— -
Celkove pofet bytovych jednotiek na | o -
nozvcuovE NAKLADY l PREDKON - STVATROK | STVRTROK ["STVATROK™ [ STVRTROK |'STVRTROK | STVATROK | STVRTROK |
1EthugENE T T T T T Ty ) 5 6 7 3
—_—— -— - . .
NAKLADY SPOJENE 5 KUPOU POZEMKU
1ékiadné naklady i J"soo.ooo
naklady s ple(pxsom o . [ 30,000 -
1azne [ I 10,000 - o
Celtove naklady s kaou poumlu T 640,0007 T T 1,067 (4] (4] 3] [) [] (1] -
i | - - -
!
NAKLADY SO STAVEENYM POZEM
vere;n; mi'.-mevske siete -
dornavé inzinierske sneln[ - _‘
splanu’rovme R TT40,000
e -
Cprava okolia zelenou 16,000
vyhatovenie komunik - 80,000
aviaftne pripagy T[T T
Celkové ndklady 50 suvebn?m P 40,000 [] (] ) 20,000 (1] (] .
NAKLADY SPOJENE S0 STAVBOU BUDOVY !
zéklady 1 »
hvuba stavba 1,100,000 1,100,000 100000
vnutorne dokoncon:xe p 600,000
zviakine pripady -
C:lkove’naklady spojent sn’slavbuu 07 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 . 000 [}) [*)
e L.
NAKLADY SPOJENE § DIZAJNOM ' T Tt
architekti T "_—507060]’ -8y I 50.000
xonftrukter T T 20,0007 33 | 20,080
inf Konzultanti 6 (]
Celkove naklady’s dizajnom ™ "1—"7; 0,066 7 70,000 () 0 [ [ [] [¢]
Lacy s qummm. PO i ‘
;
NEPRIAME NAKLADY ~ 1 o ; 1
skusky 3 ndpakeia o 01 0 [} i
povolenia a popiatky lL o 16,0007 17 76,000 ]
poistenia- razhfne T 100001 17 10,000 p
[ dane z nehnula}ncsn . 70,000 T
71 rdune poplainy ™ 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,500 10,000 ;
\/ ¥ reklama [ 26000 20,000 25500 26,000 T0.000 10,0500 j
eravi 30000 | 30.000 30,500 15550 30,560 j
- 5 L
1 50,000 60,000 60,000 70,000 50.000 10.000 [
FINANENE NAKL'ADY T
poglatkv um uvx.r‘ (0] - .
urokv 0 - 7
Cetkove finanene nakl N (o] (7] (+) o) (3] (] ) [5] T
" et - o :
N 51000007/ 8800 ¥30,000 | 1,160,000 [ 1,160,000 | 1.170.000 770,000 10,000 0 |
e e A — " - I
PRIMY ZPREDAJA = , 1 CEROM PREDKON- ; STVATROK | STVATROK | STVATROR | STVATAOK | STVRTROK | STVATROK | STVRTROK . STVATROK
Predané ceny T g e - T STRUBKENE T T 3 3 ] [ 7 R
2 izbova bytova jednotka I
{ " '3'izbova bytova jednotka i 3,000,000 | 3,000,000 i
Naklad s predajom : -
oreepisnd gane 150,000 | 150,000 H -
ooplatky za'piedaj
CISTE PRIJMY Z PREDAJA [ [ 0 [ O] 2850000 | 2.850.000 -
] Y ! }
POHYS HOTOVOSTI PRED FINANCOVANIM ‘—'—L'iaao:oom (T160,0600 11,166,006/ (1.170,0001] (770,0001|  2.840.000 | Z.850,000 B
KUMULATIVNY POHYE HOTOVOSTT  ~° 7777 T T T T T T T T g 36,0001 11.95000001] 15.150,0001] 15.320.0001]15,080.0001[ 12.250.00011 600,000 -
FINANCOVAMIE A DEVELOPEROVE IMANIE '™ TIPRE-CONT | QUARTEA™| QUARTER UARTER | QUARYER | GUARTER | QUARTEA | QUARTER T QUARTER
’ . B i I STAUCTIOT ™ 7 k] 3 L) ¥ Q 7 : 4
Vyplata dveru a splntv" Tttt T et T U [ ) -
sURmny zevok ) ) et T et Tt ] o
Developerav prspevok imani - ucly : 1 ° 1" 1830.0001, 11,160,000 (17760,0001T ~(V.IV0.0001, — [776,6001]  2.530,000 | 2.8507000 i T
Rastder zvy¥ok mania | T T T 7 i830,000111.990,0000T130150.0001 ] T (4:326.5001] 1510860001 T.250,0001T ~ 600,600 T T s -
‘Discontna sadzba (%1 B T98/52%] T 87.09%] TTTTE5.60% T 94 TAIR] ,fn.’o2"1"""‘9‘177?'/.4‘—‘B9.29%'L !
‘Prispevol imama po disconta 3| (4,874,048) B (817,7341111,126,214)1 11,110,048 | T(1.303073] 1716.2791 ! - .
DEVELOPEROVA NAVRATNOST S R A I u
2isk - strata v ) T 600.000° T 3.000 I -
Rodna navralnost na imarue percentach” 77 7.99%" ! D -
PRIIMY Z PREDAJA : ’ ' ' { . -
"2 wzbove bytovd jednotky ) CELKOM PREDKON ; STVRTROK i STVRTROK
Predana cena T 'STRUEKENE Y Ty
Jednoa 3 1 e [ 3.250 | |
Jednona 2 ' H 750000 ° vaso| ; e R
PN - . N akenan .- i P - -1 H
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Formular "F-3" STAVEBNA PRO FORMA
ll B i o Oplmn 1~Davelopar internal Financing ] Vﬂ'/:/é"ﬂ/f (’V. 7 2 g/ﬁL oPERIOVE NELH<TN = ,F//-' Al o VAN
. . - Land Paymenl ot Complehon [ 7 . I”IJ —
PROJEnTOVE lNFORMACIE» T R S ﬁB :‘_P'L“m =3 '_—P o2 "'/L/‘)k_ =2 (,/Z) A/ Py /
TTTTrTT TTTr - Ed 4 T,
Velkost pozemki 860.60
Celkova zastavana plocha | 7777 860
Vy o‘p‘z'akla'd'ov 07/67786
konce ie stavby (datumj| |~ 08750/97
Difka’st vama—(mesmcer ) ) t¥)
Urokovd sadzba na pozncku 0.00%
Celkov§ predsjfia plocha budavy mzi™ 600,00 .
Celkove‘b’o?e'(Bi'timh'i'e'dn‘dﬂék‘Fap—reBi}_ ] }
nozvoJove NAKLADY™ | 7T T eeikom PREDKGN | STVRTROK | STVATROR | STVHTHOK J‘s’TVﬁTR’T ISTVHTRWJ_ST\T AT *ORJ[s"fvmﬁOx"r‘s”w—aﬁﬁi-
R . RUBKCNE i} | 2z 3 6 | 7 | [ .
NAKLADY SPOJENE S KUPOU POZEMKU — .
2dkiadne na\dady B 1TTTE00,0007 > 800,000 -
nékladv s prefpisormn | 7T T 30,000 50| 7 o i — 30,000 i
wozne T[T T T T 10,000 17 ~ ) 16,600 ¥
“Celkove naklady’s kupou pozemku T T 640,0007] 1,067 [ 0 0 "] 0 640,000 0
NAKiAD’Y'SA"STA\iEBNJA’ FO2€M]K6M - .
“Verejné inginierske siete 0 [ U v
“domove inzinierske siete (g ]
“spianirovnie . 40,000 (3 40,000
“TUprava okolia zelenoy N 30,000 30,000
“vyhotovenie ¥omunikdeid T~ 17 80,000 1337 " 80,000
“2vtadine pripady — [+] [’}
“"“Eelkove naklady so siavebnym pozemkom 160,000 267 _ 40,000 [5) 0 (7] 720,000 0 [}]
PR N [
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- i'vla'st"ni_ﬁnﬁﬂy " [5] ]
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kit 1
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“architektl | 50,000 83 50,000 i
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- T
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rozne ] 1 9 0 )
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i
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’ ' OO I, . o
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] P
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1
[
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-
PR — __—of_
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Formular 'F-3" STAVEBNA~ PRO FORMA B
: - ‘i Option 2780 per cent Construction Loan VAZ ; /;’7.///0“ &4 Z, SHVELSVY U\ Va2
[ S T T TTATS% Tnterast . —
PROJEKTOVE “INFORMAGIE ™[~ N . G 2 4
Veu«Ss\‘p‘ifz‘e!r"ﬂm_"_""T - 800,00
(C{!koba’zaéih\iihnblo_ch“a' 7 800
Fop zakladov j—'om‘f/ge
< avby {datum] I 06730/37
l}l;ka stavania (mesiacel 12
Urokovd sadzba na pozicku B 8.00%
Celkovd predajna plotha budovy tm2) 660.00
Celkove poFet bylovych jednotiek na predaj [} -
aoz‘v‘ouﬁvé! NAKLADY - TCEKOM™ 'f -1 PREDKON= [Strthok |- SrvaTrok S vRTaor T STVRIROR | STVRTRoR TSVt RoK TS TVRTROR | STVATRG
. T, T STRUNRENE 7 7 3 3 5 5 7 O
NARLADY SPOJENE & KUPOUPOZEMRT T T
Czakadng maklady 1 1 | 600,500 1,000 . 600,000
: 'nERlady s prefpisom 30, 50 30,000
tozng i 10,000 17 i 10,000
Celkove ﬁaklady s Kupou pozemku 640,000 067 [)] [)) 0 4] 640,600 0
AT
NAKLADY SO STAVEBNYM POZEMKOM
verejne inginierske siete )] [9)
domove inZinierske siete (<] (1]
splaniravnie 40,000 67 40,000
Uprava okolia zelenou 40,600 67 30,000
vyhotoveme komunlkacu 80,000 133 80,000
- - PUPCURURS N EV ———— i
zvla?mg pnpady [} [
* Cetkové nakiady 50 0 stavebnym pozemkom 160,060 2671 T 40,000 [ 0 i) 120,000 [+] 0
"""" i 1
NAKLADY ¥ SPOJENE SO STAVBOU BUDOVY
lakladv | ] 0 ]
" hruba stavba P 73,300,000 5500 7,100,000 1,700,000 1,100,000
““vhutarne dokoncovacie prace 600,000 1,000 600,000
zvlastne pnpady 4] [3)
T Ce|kove “nakiady spojene 50 Stavbou 3,900,000 6,500 0 1,100,000 | 1,100,000] 1,100,000 | 600,000 [¢] 0
P T 1
NAKLADY SPOJENE S DIZAJNOM i
Tarchitekti T T 7 50,000 B3 50,000
“Rongtrokter 20,060 33 20,000
“ini Konzuitanti’ [} 1) -
~CelRove nakiady s dizajnom 76,000 117 70,000 0 K 0 0 0 —0
[I
NEPRIAME NlﬁlKLADY
-sku;ky a inspekcia 0 0
Tpovolenia a poplatky 10,000 17 10,000
Stenis- rodhty 13,000 17 10,000
I Res™"2 nehnutefnosti 10,000 i) 10,000
avne poplatky 50,000 83 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
[~ marketing a seklama 100,000 167 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 10,000 10,000
| developerovi zmestnanci - mzdy 8 poplatky 150,000 FI B 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
fozne J ) )
Celkove nefipriame naklady 330,000 550 T 80,600 0,000 50,000 70,000 50,000 10,000 [
1
FINANCRE NAKTADY
. poplaiky z Wl {VEr 87,000 37 7,000
Uraky | 267,924 447 24,840 48,537 72,908 82,000 39,640
__Celkove hnan!'e nakla| 349,923 583 0 82,000 24,8940 48,537 72,908 82,000 39,640
/ | 0
CELKOVE ROZVOJOVE NARLADY | | 5.449.974 5,083 | 190,000 | 1,242,000 | 1,194,840 | 1,218,537 | 842,908 732,000 39,640
AN .-_.J...__-_ . _ < .o % ./__J_, e I g > . x 2 ._.J. T
PRIJMY Z PREDAJA CELKOM BREDKON‘ STVRTROK | STVRTROK §TVRTROK STVATROK gTVHTROK STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVRTH
 Predajn ceny . STRUBKCN 3 Z 3 3 5 [ 7 s
2 iz60va bytova jednotka o T — e
Q 3 izbovs bytova jednotka 6,000,000 10,000 3,000,000 3,000.000
- ‘& izbova bytova jednotka [ [
" ,obchodne priestory ) 0
T |kancelane [+) (]
Naklad s predajom 0 0
prewpisnd dane T T 300,600 500 150,000 150,000
poplatky za predaj [i]
-
qlST’E_ Y Z PREDAJA™ 77 7|7 T TS, 700,000 8,500 (9] 0 [¢] [ 2,850,000 | 2,850,000 0
(190,0001]{1,242,0001| (1,184,840l (1.218,5371] (842,908) 2,118,000 | 2,810,360
{190,000}} (1,432,000)] (2,616,840) (3,835,377)| (4.678,284)[ (2,560,284] 250,076
T
FKNANCOV_A'NIE‘A'VDEVET“ PEROVE IMANIE PRE-CON- QUARTER QUARTER | QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER | QUARTER | QUAR
' T - STRUCTIO 1] Z 3 3 5 3 7 B
va!a}a uveru a splatky| ~ i T 07(11,242,000)| (1,764,840i] 11,218,537 454,623)[ 2,118,000 | 1,982,600 ;
"7 sdhmny 2vyEok T T T - O7[11.242,000)| (2,425,400 (3,645,3771] [4,100,0001] (1,982,000 [} 0T T
Developerov pnspevok imania - ucty - RN ] {190,000) {388.284] 828,36
o M‘Rastuc- zvysok imania | I T T T T 190,000 (190,0000 {190,000) {180,0007 578,284] 578,283} o]
ntnd sadzba 16%] 98.52 97.09% 85.65% 94.34% 93.02% 91.74% 89.29%
Vol i o disconte | (648,387) 1187.792) [ 3} 0 1361,195) [ 0
DEVELOPEROVA NAVRATNOST
szk slvata T 250,076 a7 250,076
Rocna navralnos! na mameﬂ)evcmlach 27.82%
A —_—
s | o L
PRIJMY Z PREDAJA I : ERE . N v . v - - . . .
2 izbove bitove jedrbtiy—— Tettxom Jpnzoxou-lé“wafﬂo STVRTROK | STVATROK | STURTAOK | STVRTROR
1 T ki k} | x T |-




éFormular “F-3" STAVEBNA " PRO FORMA
] Option 2: 80 per cent Construction Loan (/)?}:’_/ /7 e ds < Ué@ﬂ/r i Ve | — (F& A
L Al B 18% inlerest ! i . .
PROJENTOVE INFORMACIE [ T AR Y P
L]
Velkost pozemku 00.00
Celkova zastavana piocha 800
$Kop 2akladov 07/07196
Ukantenie stavby Tdatum) 5130797
Dlﬂ(a stavania [mesfacel 12
Urokova 3 sadzba n nu puzlcku 18.60%
Celkova predama plocha budovy {m2] 600.060
Celkove puket bytovych jednotieX na predaj 8
..... ] : _ AN P o, ¥, Y I R | v o M
ROZVOJOVE NAKLADY CELKOM™ | PﬁEDKOE STVRTADOK | STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVRTROK ™ |” STVRTRI STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVRTRO
D -1 |STRUBKCNE 1 2 3 4 W2 s d :
NAKLADY SPOJENE 'S KUPOU POZEMKU T
ZhKiadne nakiady (600,000 1,000 600,000
nakiady s prefipisom 30,000 50| 30,000
rozne 10,600 17 K 10,000 ’
Celkove naklady s kUpou pozemku 640,600 1,067 0 [+] 0 0 0 540,000 0
| T
NAKLADV_‘O STAVEBNYM POZEMKOM
verejne :nl_lmerske siete (4] 0_
domo\la i ske siete T 7] o]
“splanirovnie 40,000 YA 30,000
uUprava okolia zelehou 40,600 67 40,000
vyhotovenie komunikaci 80,000 133 "B0,600
zviaftne pripady ) (1)
CelkovE naklady so stavebnym pozemkom 160,000 267 40,000 [ 0 0 120,000 U 0
]
NI&READY SPG—JE‘J_E’ E]e] ;!'AVBDU BUDGVY
" zaklady 0 0
“hrobd stavba 3,300,000 5,500 1,100,000 | 1,100,000 | 1,100,000 <
“~vndtorng dokoneovacie prace 600,000 1,000 600,000
“sviatne pripady [1] 0
““Cetkové n8kiady Spojens 56 stavbou 3,500,000 5500 0 1,700,000 | 1,700,000 | 1,100, 00,000 (7 5}
AT S TN S BN
NAKLADY SPOJENE S DIZAINOM
architekti | 50,000 83 50,000
konstrukteri 20,000 33 20,000
~ini Konzultanti 0 0
TCelkové nakledy § dizajnom 70,000 17 70,000 0 ) ] [} 0 ]
NEPRIAME NIAKLADY
SKUsKy 2 inspekcia K [} 1]
povolenia a pop'latky l 10,000 17 10,000
" poistenia- rozhcpe | 10,000 17 10,000
dane z nehnutelfosty 10,000 17 - 10,000
Tpravne popiatky 56,000 B3 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
" “marketing a reklama 100,000 167 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 70,000 70,000
developerovi Zmestnanci - JAZAY a poplatky | 150,000 750 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
rozne I . (] 0 X
Cetkove nelpriame nakiady 330,000 550 | 80,000 50,000 50,000 70,000 50,000 70,000 0
e W I’
FINANCNE NAKLADY
poplatky 23 MG AVEY 82,000 137 82,000
Groky . 13,030 1,027 55,890 | 110, 168,737 164,500 | 93,803 0
Celkove financne naklal 695,030 1,158 [ 82,000 55,890 170,605 168,23 784,500 93,503
oo ¢ 3]
CELkOVE ROIIVOJOVE NAKLADY T 75755030 9,658 | 190,000 | 1,242,000 | 1,215,890 | 1,280,605 | 938,232 | 834,500 93,803
PRIJMY Z PREDAJA CELKOM ™ ™ - 'J'PH'EDKO'P.G'_L{TVRTEDKJ ‘\S'TVRTTIB'K“”:E' __Rﬁék'dgéf\?ﬁﬁﬁk \S/TVHIHUK .gT\mmux -SlTVRTRDTLETVRTRc
Predaing ceny T STRUFKCN k] ] 3 [} 5 [ 7 0
2'izbova bytova jednotka 0 ] -/ T I T
N J'izbova bytova jednotka 6,000,000 10,000 3,000,000 | 3,000,000
- 4 izbova bytova jednotka ] 3]
obchodne priestory ] 0
2 kancelarie] 4] [4]
Naklad s predajom Q 1]
T T prespisne dane 300,600 500 150,000 150,000
poplatky za predaj (4] 4]
]
&isTE PRIOMY Z PREDATA 5,700,000 ¥.500 o o o o O | 2.850,000 | 2,850,000
{
PO’RYFH‘_TFVEEWREDJWNcovmin_a“ (190,0001[ (1.242,000)[ (1,275,890]| (1,280,605) {938.232)f 2,015,500 | 2,756,198
7 " ]
KOMULA‘ﬁ'?S'P‘HVBﬁch‘és# 1150,0001[ (1,332,0001[ (2,647,890} [3,92B,395)| (4,866,727)| (2.851.2271] (95.030)
FINANCO ‘AN’E_‘DEVE%PTRO“E‘ITNTKNTE“ PRE-CON- | QUARTER | OUARTER | QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER | QUARTER | QUARTER | QUARTE
T l STRUCTIO 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8
Vyplala Uveru a splatky| 0 |(1,242,000)| (1,Z275,850)] (1,280,605] [361,505)] 2,015,500 | 2,084,500
.| SGRmny 2vyBok 0| 11,242,000 (2,457.890)| {3.738,495]| (4,700,0001| (2,084,500) 4 0
VD_e:_/_el_dperov pri evok imania - uctv {190,000) (576,727% 671,69
o Raslucn zvy‘kok imania] {190.0001 (190,600)]  {190,000i] {190,000 {766,727} 1766,7271
o __,_jP'sfc'T,“a sadzba (6%) ] T 98.52%] 97.05% 95.69% 94.34% 93.02% 91.74% 89.29%
A‘Pvispevcﬂ.’imania po disconta 723,683) 187,192} ] [ [} (536,48M) ) [
| !
DEVELOPEROVA NAVAATNOST |
isk - s strata T . 135,030 158) 195,030
Rocna navratnost na ima enpelcentach 0.00%
[ N —_——
B
—— é . ——
PRIJMY Z PR‘EDAJA - T - 7 ; " ; " " %
TRy LT i ; -~ |CETROM ™ ] - |PREDKON | STVRTROK | STVRTAOK | STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVRTROR T $TVRTROKT STvetR



Formular "F-3" STAVEBNA" PRO FORMA
N T Varldvr &l 3 . |proo PECAVE
| TTAsubstantial - v
55‘9{5_‘.51‘."’5 'Ef°5ff'“_° E ] AN VERPA R =
Velkost pozemkis ~ T T T 800.00
Celkova 1astavana Plocha ™ T (:[e]
[ 07751196
Ukoncenie stavby datumy) I 06/30/97
Ditka stavania l?nasusce) [F)
Urokova sadzba na poxi ku 18.00%
Calkova predajna plocha budovy (m2} 600.00
‘elkove poEel bytovych jednotiek na predaj | 8 T
RDZVOJGVE{ NAKLADY T [CELKOM "|PREDKON [ STVRTROK [ STVATROK | STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVATROK | STVATROK | STYATROK [ STVRTR(
N P — - STRUCKCN 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ]
T - -
z8kladné nakiady ~ 600,000 1,000 600,000
" “ndkiady s prekpisom 30,000 50 30,600
" fdzne L . 10,000 17 10,000
~ Calkove naklady s kupou pozemku 640,000 1,067 | 0 0 (4] 0 (] 540,500 [
; [ g ]
NAKLADY SO STAVEBNYM POZEMKOM
vergjne ingjnierske siete Q (4] v
domové inZinierske siete [4] 0
splaniroviie 40,000 57 40,000 ;
Jprava okolia zele\‘-ou[ 40,000 67 - 40,000
_Vfﬁbtuvenle komunikaci 80,000 133 80,000
“zviastne pripady 0 0 |
" Celkove naklady $0 slavehnym poiérﬁ(éh 160,000 267 [~ 40,000 ) [ 0 120,000 0 [
NAKLADY SI;OJENE SO SJI'AVBOU BUDOVY -
2llady [T 7T T 0 0 ! N
" “hrubd stavba "3,300.000 5,500 © ) 1,100.000 1,100,000 1,100,000
vn\ftorne’dokoncovacne price 600,000 1,000 600,000
zvléstneznpady [+] 0
" Celkove ndklady spojene so stavbou 3,900,000 6,500 01 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 600,000 (4] (4]
- ’
NXKL‘AbY‘s‘PloTEﬁE 5 DIZlAJNOM
“architexti | 7 50,000 83 | 50,000
Tkengtrukten 20,000 33 20,600
ini konzuitjn}i [ 4]
Cetkove naklady s dizajnom 70,000 117 70,000 [}] [}) 9] [1] 0 o]
'
NEP—RITC_(ME NAKCADY T
'—skusky a unspekcna 0 [)) ¥
“povoienia a poplatkv 10,000 17 L 10,000
potstenla- rozhcne 10,000 17 | 10,000
dane z nebnulejnast 70,000 7 ' "T70,000
__pravne poplatky 50,000 83 i 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10.000
marketing a reklama 100,000 167 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 70,000 10,000
3 developerovu zmestnanci - fizdy a poplatky 150.000 250 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
~ ¥omne | 0 0 : .
Celkove nefpriame naklady 330,600 550 80,000 50,600 50,000 70,000 50,000 70,000 (4]
o le
FINANCNE NAKLADY
 poplatky z 1Aweme JNITN 0 ] 1
uroky [*] 0 v -
Celkove financne nakla ) 1] 0 (4] 0 0 0 [4]
0
Cmﬁv‘oj@VE NAKLCADY 5,100,000 ~B.500 | 196,000 | 1,160,000 | 1,160,000 | 1,170,000 770,000 650,000 [5]
PRIUMY Z PREDAJA [CELROM [ T PREDKON | STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVATROK | STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVAT]
Predajne ceny : STRUCKCN T Z 3 4 5 5 7 ]
2 izbova bytova jednotka v
3'izbova bytova jednotka 6,000,000 10,000 450,000 450,000 | 1,800,000 | 900,000 | 1,350,000 | 750,000 300,000 [
4 izbova bytova jednotka 0 [4)
ﬂJ obchodne priestory 1] V)
kancelarie| []] 1)
" "Nakiad s predajom (4] (4]
T prespisne dane 300,000 500 750,000 | 150,000
poylatky za predaj (4] [9) -
CISTE FRIJMY Z PREDAJA 5,700,000 5,500 450,000 450,000 1,800,600 900,000 | 1.350,000 | 600,000 150.000 ]
POHYE | HOTOVOSTI PH EDJTnN‘ NCOVANIM 260,000 | (710,000) 640,000 {270,000 580,000 (50,0001 150.000
KUMULATIVN__P'C_)-H_ _DL OVOSTII 260,000 {450,000) 190,000 (B0.00GT 500,000 450,000 | 600,000
FINANCOVANIE-A DEVE Ol VE iMffNiE PRE-CON- QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER | QUARTER | QUAR
L STRUCTIO 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 B
i “Vyplata uveru a splatkyl 4] ] Q [9) [ [¢] 0
: 'Suhmny zvysok 4] [¢] ) ] 0 0 4] 0
" DevelSperov prispevok imama - UCty 260,600 | (710,000} 640,000 (270,600) §80.600 50,0001 150,000
T ”*Raswc- 2vysok imania | ~260,000| (450,0007 190,000 80,0001 500,000 450,000 [
[D|scon\na sadzba (6%} 98.52%|  97.09% 5.69% 94.34 93.02% 91.74% 89.29%
T Pnsp‘e%'v_nﬁi'anla po disconta 478,224 256,158 | (685,320) 612,440 {264,171 §39,535 (45,872 0
DEVELOPEROVA NAVRAT‘NDST
TZisk-strata 600,000 1,000 ~ 600,000
) _Ro_c'na navratnost na imanie percentach nia
B I }
SRS NN ol
\ — ,,___,‘_]L o L L
PRLIMY Z PREDAJA "
- TETTARE CTTRTIRT AR | TATURT TUTITETVRY T T STVRTREYT|TSTVRTRAY | STVRTRDE T €TVRTROK | 3TVR'
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Formular "F-3" STAVEBNA "~ PRO FORMA
on 3 Bra sales 1, 1¥0, 660 VARiB 7 2B ! prREpod PrRepAR G
- _'" T | 7T BT Cess Substantial Presale with Sk 2450040 Tonstruction Loan _
PROJEETOVE INFORMACIE™ [ B WEU Rzl PEem 0l ARZBAE
Velkast pozemi §00:60 So| FRVERWTH GivErod 1AL,
Celkova zastavana plocha —_ 560
Vylkdp zakiadov [~ —o77/0i198
Ukondenie ‘stavby (ddtum} T TTT06Ta0/57
gl‘z'k'a"s_lavania {mesiace) %3
rokovd sadiba na poritku T8.00%
Ceikovd predajna plocha budovy (M2l 600.00 -
Celkave pollet bytovych jednotiek na predaj B ==
ROZVOJOVE NAKLADY CELKOM - PREDKON=| STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVRTRORK |5 R STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVATROK | STVAL
T =+ TETROMRERE T z 3 ) g 5 7 3
NAKLADY SPOJENE'S KUPOU POZEMKU T I e R e
T5kiadng niklady 600,000 1,000 500,000
n3kiady s prefipisom 30,000 50 | 30,000
~18zne 10,000 17 . ' 10,000
T TelkovE nadklady s kipou pozemku 640,000 087 0 0 0 0 640,000 (9]
. | 1
NAKLADY SO STAVEBNYM POZEMKOM
verejné inginierske siete [ [
"“damové intinierske siete [+] 0
“splanitovnie 40,000 67 40,000
" dprava’okolia zelénou™ 40,000 67 40,000
vyhotovenie komunikaci 80,000 133 80,000
““Zviatne pripady (] (3]
Celkove nklady so stavebnym pozemkom 160,000 267 40,000 4] 0 [ 120,000 0
NAKCADY SATENE S0 S']I'AVBOU]B‘UDOVY
zaklady T 4 | 0 0 Y
hruba stavba 3,300,600 5,500 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,160,000
“ “vnutorné dokonZaovacie price 600,000 1,000 ~ 600,000
““zviaktne pripady 0 ) ;
Celkové ndklady spojene so stavbou 3,800,000 6,500 0| 1,700,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 600,000 (3] [
NARLA I'TJEN E'S DIZAINGM
architekti | 50,000 83 50,000
“konftrukibei 20,000 33 20,000
“int kenzultantt [4] [
"~ Celkave néklady s dizajnom 70,000 117 70,000 [ [ 0 0 [ 0
NEPRIAME | NIA'KTAbv
“"skifky a indpekcia 1) 0
“povolenia a poplatky 10,000 17 10,000
“poistenia- rozhene 10,000 7 106,000
dane z nehnutefnosti . 16,000 17 : 0,000
pravne poplatky 50,000 83 10,000 10,000 10,000 70,000 10,000
" marketing a reklama 100,000 167 20,600 20,000 20,000 20,000 10,000 106,000
developerovi zmestnanci - mazdy a poplatky 150,000 250 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
T8zne | 0 [+] i
Ceikove nekpriame naklady 330,000 550 80,000 60,000 | 60,000 70,000 50,000 10,000 0
gL
FINANCNE NAKUADY
noplaiky 22 W VT 30,000 50| 30,000
uroky | 280,867 | 368 | 33,300 | 86,999 BZ.813 40,190 | 37,499
Celkov{ finangne nakla 310,801 518 ] 30,000 33,300 86,999 82,813 30,150 37.499
— ] 5 .
CELKOVE ROZVOIOVE NAKIADY 5,410,807 9,018 190,000 | 1,190,000 | 1,193,300 | 1,256,999 | 852,813 | 690,190 | 37,498
]
PRIJMY Z PREDAJA™ ~ ICELKOM ] ’ Wlﬁ_ﬁﬂi@‘ ‘ST\IH.I‘RUK STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVATROK | STVRTROK [ STVRTROK | 51V
" Predajné ceny - - TEéTRURE 7 b3 3 3 5 [ 7
[2 izbové bytova jednotka 0 o] r
3izbova bytova jednotka & 200,000 9,500 [1] 450,000 []] 1,350,000 1,800,000 [ 900,000 | 1,200,000 $00.000
- 4 izbova bytova jednotka [1] ]
- obchodné priestory [] [))
kancelarie] [4] 5]
N&klad s predajom [ 0
" Tpredpisne dane 300,000 500 150,000 150,000
T poplatky za predaj 0 (4]
Cisté PHfJM)V Z PREDAJA’ 9,600 [ 350,000 0| 1,350,000 1,800,000 750,000 | 1,050.G00 300,000
POHYB HOTOVOSYI PRED FINANCOVANIM ™ - {190,0001]  (740,0001| (1,193,300) 93,002 947,187 59,810 [ 1,012,501 300,000
KUMULATlvrld POHYB‘H'OLfOVOSTl (190,0001] (930,000)] (2,123,300)| (2,030,2981] (1,083,112]] (1,023,302 710,801
]
FINANCOVANIE A 6Ein(l?E‘b‘VEJIM§ﬁ|E‘ PRE-CON- | QUARTER | QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER | QUARTER | QUARTER | QU7
T STRUCTIO i] 2 3 g 5 B 7
"7 V¥plata dverd a spldtky L {740,0001] 11,193,300) 53,002 947,187 59,810 B33.,302
T T Subknng zvydok 7 - 1730,0001] {1,833,3001] (1,840,209)|  (B93,114)] (833,302 0 [
Teveloperov prispevok imania - Ucty (130,000 E 179,799 | 300,000
- Rastici zvySoK imania | (190,000 (180.,000) {150,000} 1150,0001 {190,000] 1790,0001 {10,80171] 289,199
_J‘Discontna sadzba (6%) T 98.52% 97.09% 95.69% 94.34% 93.02% 91.74% 89.25%
T T 77T Prispevok imania po disconta | (187,192} (187,192] 0 0 0 0 0 0
| DEVELOPEROVANAVRATNGST
Zisk - strata 285159 482 289,789
Rofna ndvratnostr ria_i?r'\_ani—e%’e?éen_(a'c_hﬁﬂ-——(‘537?9%
]
. | | AT
PRIMY 7 PR S*0A ~ T T T T T )"‘“ - N A o - » 5,: .




Formu|ar “F-3" STAVEBNA “~ PRO FORMA l
T Option 3: Pre sales VAR T 52l priEploy Zﬁ_gpif/f
| B-2 [ess substantial presale with Sk 1,000,000 Construction Loan - P !
PROJEKTOVE INFORMACIE ] B 12, VA% | Poepds PRp AL
-
Véiost pozemku 800,00 —& 7 WL Sk ZAVERDY [ UVE
Celkovd zastavand plocha 600 ¥
Wkop zakladov 07/51196
Ukondenis stavby {datum) 066730/97
sz’ka stavania {mesiace] %
Jiokovd sadzba na positku TB.00%
Celkova predajna plocha budovy (m2i B500.00
Celkove pocet bytovych jednotick na preda) 8
ROZVOJOVElNAKCAﬁY |eetkom et preoron =] $Tvafrok | STvRfrok | Srvatrok | STURTROR | $TVRTROK | STVRTAOK [STVRTROK [ STVATAC
, O 0L z 3 ¥ L] L i :
NAKLADY SPOJENE § KUPOU POZEMKU R -
25kladne nakiady 600,000 1,000 800,000
naklady s prefpisom 30,000 BO| ) 30,000
" rdzne 106,000 17 10,600
Celkove ndklady s kipou pozemku 640,000 1,D‘B'ﬂ— ) 1) 0 ] 1] §40,000 []
NAKTADY S S_CJ)~§TA'\TE'BNY$\T POZEh_Al;(_C')M )
" “verejne m;lmerske siete [ [
domove inzinierske siete 0 (4]
" splanirovnie 40,000 67 40,000
Uprava okolia zelenou 40,000 [} 40,000
| “vyhotovenie komunikacif 80,000 133 80,000
““Zvlabtne pripady [+ V)
B Celkov: naklady so stavebnym pozemkom 160,000 267 40,000 [3] 0 [+] 120,000 (9] 0
NAKLADY Y SPOJENE SO STAVBOU BUDOVY
T zdklady | | 0 -
hruba stavba 3,300,000 5,500 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,100,000
““vniitorné dokonZovacie prace 600,000 1,000 T 600,000
“"zviatne pripady [ 1]
Celkoveé naklady spojeng so stavbou 900,000 6,500 Q1 1,100,000 1,700,000 1,100,000 600,000 0
NARUADY SPOJENE S szA:JNOM
architeRt | 50,000 8 50,000
[ konStrukien 20,000 33 20,000
ini konzultanti [ 0
" “Telkové naklady s dizajnom 70,000 117 70,000 0 0 0 Q 0 0
NEPRIAME NIRKLADV
" skubky a inspekcia 0 0 0
| “povolenia a poplatky 10,000 17 10,000
poistenia- rozhtpe 10.000 17 10,000
dane z nehnutejnosti 10,000 f) 4] 70,000
pravne poplatky 50,000 B3 10, 10,000 10,000 10,000 70,000
~_marketing 3 rekiama 700,000 167 20,000 20,000 20,600 206,000 10,000 10,000
developerovi zmestnanci - mzdy a poplatky 150,000 250 306,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Gzne . . [)) [} 0
" Cel¥ove nefpriame nakiady | 330,000 550 T 80000 60,000 50,000 76,000 50,000 70,000 g
PRI P I
FINANCNE NAKLADY ’_ C T
T poplatky i 7 7d bkl TV 20,000 33 20,000
Groky 116,775 755 32,850 45,000 38,925
Celkove ﬁTnanfne nakla 736,775 228 20,000 32,850 45,600 38,925 0 0
. . [3]
CECKOVE ROZVOJOVE NAKLADY J 5,236,775 | 8,728 . 190,000 | 1,780,000 | 1,192,850 | 1,215,000 808,925 | 650,000 [1]
PRIIMY Z PREDATA CEROM™ "~ T T T |PHEDKON=| STVRTKOK | STVATROK | BTVATROK | STVRYROK | STVATROK | STVRATROK | STVRTROR | STVTE
T Predajné ceny 1 STRUSKCN] 1] 2 3 ) ) [ 7 B
2 izbovd bytova [ednotka 4] 0
3 izbova bytovd jednotka 6,000,000 70,000 O 450,000 0| 1,350,000 1,800,000( 900,000 | 1,200.000 | 300,000
- 4 izbov8 bytovd jednotka 0
obchodné priestory [+] 4]
{kanceldrie] Q [
Néklad s predajom ] [%]
- preeEAE e 3OT:65T 550 750,000 | 750.000
poplatky za predaj [+ [s)
i
EISTE PRIJMY Z PREDAIA 5,700,000 9,500 0| 450,000 0| 1,380,000 1,800,000| 750,000 | 1,050,000 |  300.000
VANIM {190,0001] (730.000)| (1,192,850) 135,000 591,075 100,000 | 1,050,000 300,000
KUMUTATIV NY POHYE HOTOVOSTI {190,000} (520.0001| {2, 172,850)| (1,977.850)|  (986,775)]  (8B6,775)|  163.225
IMANIE PRE-CON- QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER | QUARTER | QUAR:
STRUCTIO 1 2 3 4 5 [] 7 8
3] {730,000 (270,000] 135,000 991,075
X ‘Suhmnv zvy¥ok 0 (730,000} [1,000,06001 {865,000) [4) []] [+] [4)
~D;e;felup‘evm‘v_l;-'r‘ispevr.vk imania - uCly {190.000) 1922,850] 126,075 100,000 | 1,050,000 300,000
{Rastlici zvyEok imania | {790.0007] (190,0001| (1,112.850)] (1,112,850] 1886,775)) (BHG,7751| 163,225 | 463,225
Discontna sadzba {6%] 98.52%| 97.03%|  95.69% §4.33% ~83.02% 91.74% 89.29%
""" T |Prispevogimania po disconte 11,070,302 187,182) ] 883,110} (" [4] (0 0]
DEVELOPEH%VA NAVRA JN i
leb “strata I 463,225 772 463,225
Rocna navramost na mamybercemach T 22.55% |
T
.- ..; A ———t e el r_A-—.v«
R -
PRIJMY Z PREDAJA ’ T _ A PP P o
- = lemeea PREDKON =] STVATROKT $TVRTROK T ‘§VATROK [ §TVATAOK | STvATAOK™| TVATROK| STVRTROKT STVAY



[Formutar "F-3" STAVEBNA "~ PRO FORMA |
Option™3: Pre sales | 40 - l/‘gz ”,{///‘ PN PEE o PrREDAL
I A, [B-37 Tess substantial presale with Sk 1,800,300 Construction Loan v i
PROJEKTOVE INFORMACIE™ — | and Land Payment at Commencement BB MEAE] VVRFAS T PREP— feerid
Velkos{ potamku™ w000 $ PIVEEIA VA 1K T S
Celkova zastavana plocha 1 06 -
Vikop zakisdov OTI61786 7E AATBoG | 24 AP 7 8. i ZH T
Ukoncenie stavby {datum) | 06730/57
Ditka stavania {mesiacel £}
Urokuva sadzbs na pozicku 18.00%
| 500.00
Celkove polet bytovych jednotiek na predaj 5 -
ROZVO Jov‘g' NAKLADY ™ T TGEKOM T [ R ~|PRECKON= rURIROR | &TVRTROR | STVATROK | STVRTROK | STVATROK | $TVRTROK | STVRTROK | STVRTHD!
' S - “|ETROWRERE z 3 3 5 & 7 0
NAKLUADY 5POJENE S KUPGU POZEMKU
7akiadng ndkiady 0,000 1,060 | 600,000
haklady s prellpisom "30,000 50 30,000 -7 id -
“t3zne I 10,000 17 10,000 j v i
Celkove ndklady 5 kUpou pozemku 640,000 1,067 | 640,000 [ [ "] [¢) []
NKK'L-AD'Y—S(li STAVEBN ?!il'i’ijiE_hnKOM
Tverejne inginierske siete [3] (4]
"“domova infinierske siete (3] 0
“splanirovnie 40,000 67 30,000
"“Uprava okofia zelehou 40,000 671 30,000
““Vyhotovenie komunikacii 80,000 133 80,000
~zviaftne pripady 0 3]
Celkove ndklady so stavebnym pozemkom 160,060 267 40,000 ) 0 [9) 120,600 0 0
NA—IELTD_Y_S‘ILOTZN'F 50 S]r;IB_OU BUDGVY
adddy ] 1 o N
hruba stavba 3,300,000 5,500 1,700,000 1,100,000 1,100,000
“Vnuterné dokonfovacie prace 600.000 1,000 600,000 M
“Zvlabine pripady 1 0 3] §
" Celkove naklady spojene so stavbou 3,900,000 6,500 0] 1,100,000 | 1,100,000 ] 1,100,000 600,000 [ [¢]
NKKUDTgli'CT!ENE S DIZAJNOM
" Tarchitekti | 50,000 83 50,000
““xontrukten 20,000 33 20,000
it konzultanti 0 0 i
~ “Ceikove naklady s dizajnom 70,600 117 . 70,000 [€] 0 0 0 [+]
T
NEPATAME NAKLADY
Tskutky a inspekcia 0 0
“povolenia a poplatky 10,000 17 10,000
" poistenia- rozticne 10,600 17 10,000
)/‘ dane z nehnutefhosti ~ | 10,000 17 : 15,000
pravne poplatky 50,000 83 70,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
marketing a reklama 100,000 167 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 10,000 10,000
developerovi zmesthanci - mzdy a poplatky | 150,000 250 30,000 30,000 30,0600 30,000 30,000
rozne ] T (4] (1)
Celkove nelipriame naklady 330,000 550 80,000 60,000 60,000 70,000 50, 10,000 )
1
FINANCNE NAKLADY
| poplatky 2 hewe vk TT36000| 60 36,000
uroky I 226,608 378 33,570 B1,000 76,545 33,630 1,853
Celkave finanéne naklal TY62,608 | 438 | 0 36,000 33,570 81,000 76,545 33,640 1,853
' Q
R
CELXOVE R%EIOJOVE NAKLADY 5,362,608 | 938 830,000 | 1,196,000 1,183,570 1,251,000 846,545 43,640 1,853
PRIJMY Z PREDAJA CELKON ™ 1. PREDRON=| STVATROR | "§TVRTROK | 31VRTROK | STVRTROK | $TVRTROK stvrtRok | STvrfrok TérvaTHO
Predajne ceny g ) 1&TRUEKY 1 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 ‘ 8
2 zbova bytova jednotka o0 [
3 izbova bytova jednotka 6,000,000 10,000 450,000 1,350,000 1,800,000 900,000 | 1,200,000 300,000
4 Tzbova bytova jednotka 0 0
. obchodne priestory [+ [
/‘ kancelarie] 0 3]
J' o T Nskiag s predajom [ 0
' “prespisne dans 300,000 500 ; 750,000 ] 150,000
poplatky za predaj 3] [¢] o
|
&isTE PRIMY Z PREDATA 5,700,000 5,500 | 0| 450,000 G| 1,356,000 1,500,000 750,000 | 71,050,000 | 300,000
P_Dli\‘r_s'lllg‘_r?\_/DSTl’PnED FINANCOVANIM (830,0001]  (746,0001| (1,193,570 95,600 953,455 706,360 | 1.048,147 | 300,000
K‘UMULATIVI‘N” Pg_r{_YB‘Hc%Tov'c’sTl {B30,0001| (1.576,0001] (2,7659.5701] (2.670,5701] (1,717,1151] (1,010,755 37,392
FINANCOVANIE A DEVELOPEAG T/Eir‘ms i PRE-CON- | QUARTER | QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER | QUARTER | QUARTER | QUARTE
— . _ [ STRUCTIO 7 2 3 3 5 L 7 B
_ Vyplata dveru a splatky] 1745,0000] (1,053,0001 99,000 953,455 706360 41,18
.. _jSGhmnoy zvySok 0| 1746,000)| (1,800,000, (1.701,0001] (747,545 147,185] 0
) __I_Jeveloperm{frispevok imania - Ucty 830,0001 * 1139,570} ~ . 1,006,963 300,000
o _‘.‘ﬁ-_jﬂlaswci zvySok imaniaf (830,0001] (830,000 1968,570) 1969,570) 969,570 969,570) 37,397 337,392
o {Discontna sadzba {6%) 98.62%| ~97.08%|  95.60% 94.34% 93.02% 91.74% B9 25%
\Prispevok imania po discontg 1951,294) (817,739) (4] (133,560) [¢] [} 0 [+]
i I
DEVELOPEROVA NAVRATNOST
_ Zisk - strata 337,392 562 337,352
) E?ciﬁa nevratnost na imanie’percentach 18.76%
B S
B
Rt o X
PRIIMY 2 PREDAIA™ T Y5
" "2 isbovE bylovd jedrotky T CELKOM ™~ ~—— -TprepkON-| STvAtrox | $rVHTROK T STVRTAOK | STVATROR | STVRTROK $TVRTROR | STVATROK] FévRTh
Predajn§ cena ’_|—__- _"“—’I T ngU‘K&N%*_‘I i 2 | 3 4 § 6 ? | 8




Exhibit 3
Sample Advertisements

MESTO BANSKA BYSTRICA

pontka pozemok o rozlohe cca 4,5 ha
na vystavbu bytov a dalSej vybavenosti

SitaZzné podmienky na podanie ponukovych
névrhov si zdujemcovia méZu vyzdvihnid( alebo
objednat na adrese:

Ing. Klemanifova, Investorsky itvar mesta
CSA 26, 975 39 Bansk4 Bystrica
denne od 13.00 - 14.30 hod.
tel. 088 - 433 65

Informaéné konferencia pred podanim névrhov sa
bude konat 22.3.1996 o0 9:00 hod. na MU
v Banskej Bystrici v zasadacke &. 250

Termin odovzdania ponik je do 24. méja 1996

MESTO PRESOV
poniika v centre mesta pozemok na Jarkovej
ulici o rozlohe 0,5 ha
na vystavbu 70 - 80 bytov

SttaZné podmienky na vypracovanie névrhov si
zéujemcovia m6Zu vyzdvihnit alebo objednat
na adrese:

Mestsky tirad v PreSove Hlavn4 73,
080 66 Presov
Ing. arch. Vladimir Debnir
namestnik prednostu pre Wizemny rozvoj a
hlavny architekt mesta
tel.: 091 - 733 543

Informaéné konferencia pred podanim ndvrhov sa
bude konat 20.3.1996 0 9.00 hod. na MU.

Termin odovzdania ndvrhov je do 22. m4ja 1996

do 17.00 hod. do 17.00 hod.
OBEC HORNA MICINA, OBEC TURNA NAD BODVOU
okres Banskd Bystrica okres Kosice -vidiek,

ponuika v centrdlnej €asti obce pozemok
o rozlohe 2.028 m® vritane rozostavanych
stavieb (cca 8 bytovych jednotiek) na
dokondcenie, odpredaj alebo prendjom

SdfaZné podmienky na vypracovanie ndvrhov si
zdujemcovia méZu vyzdvihnif alebo objednat
na adrese:

Obecny iirad v Hornej Mi&inej PSC 974 01
okres Banski Bystrica
Ondrej Pinka, starosta obce
tel.: 088 - 929 23
Informacén4 konferencia pred podanim nédvrhov sa
bude konat diia 21. marca 1996 o 13.00 hod. na
Obecnom drade v H. Miginej.

Termin na podanie névrhov je do 24. méja 1996
do 17.00 hod.

poniika v centre obce pozemok o rozlohe
4000 m® vritane dvoch rozostavanych
objektov na dokondenie a nasledny predaj
alebo prendjom

SttaZné podmienky na podanie ndvrhov si mdzu
zéujemcovia vyzdvihnif alebo objednat
na adrese:

Obecny drad Turfia nad Bodvou, PSC 044 02
Ing. Ladislav Barték, Starosta obee
tel.: 0943 - 662101

Informacn4 konferencia pred podanim n4vrhov sa
bude konat dfia 19. marca 1996 o 10.00 hod.
na Obecnom trade v Turni nad Bodvou..

Termin odovzdania ndvrhovije do 22. m4ja 1996
do 17.00 hod.




Exhibit 4
Agenda of a Pre-Proposal Conference

PROGRAM ROKOVANIA INFORMACNEJ KONFERENCIE:

L UVOD

- uvitanie

- predstavenie ucastnikov

- oboznamenie s programom

II. Strucnd obozndmenie so situdciou obce, vzt’ah k pozemku
- populécia, vyvoj

- (zemné planovanie

- histdria obce

- ciele

III. Detaily o pozemku, projekte
situacia pozemku + infratruktara

- regula¢né podmienky

- architektura

- iné

Otazky k pozemku a infraStruktire
IV, Sut’ainé podmienky
 postupnost’ krokov, program

- diskusia o vyberovych kritériach
Otazky k podmienkam sit’aze

V. Vyplriovanie formuldrov
- detailné vysvetlenie formularov

Otazky (mimo proformy)

VL. Financovanie a formuldr 3 (proforma)
- inStruktdz a informacie

Otazky k formularu ¢. 3

VII. Analyza trhu

Otazky



Exhibit 5

Guidelines for Handling Requests to Receive REFPs and Information

MEMORANDUM
Pre: Ing. arch, Marisn Sov&ik, CSc.
Qd: Robert Doubek
Ditum: 26. februir 1996
Vec: Rada pri odpovedani otazok tykajucich sa Ziadosti o navrh a na

nahliadnutie k dokumentom.

Jedna z primdrnych veci na zamyslenie v procese sitaZnych névrhov je udrZat spravodlivost a
objektivitu. Zdkladnym elementom tejto dvahy je zaistit, aby G&astnici videli tento proces ako

spravodlivy a objektivny. Z tohoto dovodu vietky otdzky budd pisomne a dané vietkym
i¢astnikom.

Va3a Ziadost o ndvrh je teraz v kone&nej podobe a jej obdranie je inzerované na verejnosti.
Vy a Va3i zamestnanci dostdvate a dostanete listy a telefondty, poZadujice képie Ziadosti o
ndvrh. Kritko po tom ako poslete Ziadosti o ndvrh, budd sa hlésif ndvStevnici, ktori si budd
priaf preskimat pozemok a k tomu existujice materidly, ktoré mite k dispozicii.

V dbsledku tohoto nevyhnutného kontaktu s déastnikmi je velmi ddleZité, aby ste dodrZiavali
urdité pravidld na uistenie, Ze spravodlivost a objektivita procesu je dodrZand a nikto nebude
mat dojem, Ze proces je iny ako spravodlivy a objektivny.

1. Nehovorte s ifastnikmi o projekte.

Mimo napfsania si adresy a mena, popisu ako sa dostal k pozemku, predstaveny
mesta, zamestnanci a poslanci zastupitelstva by sa mali vyhnit akymkolvek debatim
o projekte a procese s uchddzalmi. Zvl4Sf by sa mali vyhnd? akymkolvek
komentirom o tom, o mesto chce aby bolo navrhnuté, kolko peiiazi ddfa mesto
obdrzat z projektu a kolko je pozemok hodny.

2. Neodpovedajte na Ziadne otdzky tykajice sa procesu alebo projektu.

K ziskaniu informécii odporuéte téastnikov na samotnd Ziadost o ndvrh. Povedzte im,
aby dali svoje otdzky pisomne a aby pri8li na informaénd konferenciu.

3. Nediskutujte o projekte za pritomnosti 1i¢astnikov.

V dbsledku toho, Ze Vale miestnosti si malé, ticastnici si budd musiet prezriet
projektové materidly v miestnostiach, kde zamestnanci pracujd.

4. Drzte vietky projektové materidly v osobitnej krabici, alebo na oddelenom stole.
Chcete si byt isty, Ze vSetci zdc¢astneni maji prileZitost vidie{ vietky materidly, aby
nikto nemohol povedat, Ze nemali moZnost vidiet vietko.

5.

Dohliadajte na wcastnikov ktori si prezeraji materidly, aby ste si boli isty, Ze
nikto nic neberie so sebou.

Jeden 70 zamestnancov by mal byt pritomny, ked sa materidly prehliadaji. Nedovolte
odstrdnenic  akéhokolvek dokumentu z miestnosti. A% by nickto cheel kdpic,
vyZiadajte si pisomni objedndvku spolu so zaplatenim a poslite mu ju postou.

BBMEMO DOC ]
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Evidencia uchidzadov
Vedte si zoznam s menami, adresami a telefénnymi Eislami vietkych ktori sa
uchddzajd o Ziadosti o ndvrh, alcbo ktori VAas osobne navitivia za dcéclom
prehliadnutia materidlov.
Informujte vietkych pracovnikov a &lenov mestského zastupitelstva o t¥chto
bodoch, aby sme sa vyhli iniku informdcii na verejnost ktoré nemusia byt
pravdivé.

BBMEMO.DOC
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Exhibit 6

Proposed Process for Evaluation and Selection of Developer’s Proposals
(Not available in Slovak) '




Exhibit 7
Draft Development Agreement

Formuldr ""'G-1"

Prevod vlastnictva a stavebna zmluva
Podstatné terminy a podmienky

(Pozndmka prekladatela: Slovo developer znamend clovek, ktory sa podiijme na
vystavbu objektov na "zelenej like", alebo objektov iastocne rozostavanych. Dohliada
na cely projekt, od prvého momentu aZ do konca).

Uvodna ¢ast a zmluvné strianky:

Vzhladom k tomu, Ze:

a. Mesto v okrese (dalej len mesto) je si’xéasny7 majitel
parcely pozemku, (a dvoch &iastoéne ukonéenych budov nachidzajdcich sa na fiom)
(parcele) ako vidiel na priloZenom tlagive A a;

b. , (jednotlivec, firma, s.r.o. a.p.) (dalej
len vyvojovy projektant - Developer), si praje(d) ziskat tdto popisand parcelu a
vypracovat navrh, financovat, ukon&it a predat inym po ukoncenf (alebo si to podrZal
na vlastné pouZitie, alebo prendjom pre inych - ¢o bude aplikovatelné) vylep3enia
pozemku a objektov tu opisanych, ktoré si sicastou tejto zmluvy a;

c. Mesto si Zel4 previest tito parcelu podla terminov a podmienok niZ§ie uvedenych, na
vyvojového projektanta - developera, za Géelom zvyhodnenia verejného zdujmu s
tym, Ze vyvojovy projektant - developer ukon&l navrhnuté vylepienia na tejto
parcele, (dalej len Plin), obyvanie a pouZitie ukongenych objektov a vylepSenie
miestneho a vieobecného Zivotného prostredia s ukonéenim plénu a;

d. Vyvojovy projektant si Zeld ziskat tito parcelu a uskuto&nit cely pldn podla terminov
‘a podmienok tu uvedenych,

s

TAK TEDA, ZMLUVNE STRANKY SA DOHODLI NASLEDOVNE:
1. Prevedenie:

Mesto sdhlasi previest na developera, podla terminov a podmienok niZgie uvedenych a za
kompenzéciu Specifikovanii niZSie (ndkupni cenu), vietky préva, vlastnicke pravo a zdujmy,
ktoré mé na tejto parcele. Prevedenie bude uskutonené tym, Ze mesto vydd pozemkovi
listinu, (dalej len pozemkovi listinu) formou tladiva ____, menovand pozemkov4 listina bude

dorucend developerovi pri koneénom podpisovani, podla podmienok, ktoré budid dalej
definované.

2. Zaverefna faza a datum:
Viastnicka listina bude prevedend na developera sdcasne s tym, ako developer dodd mestu
ndkupnl cenu a ostainé prindleziace dokumenty (ako budd uréené nizsic). Tento prevod

viastnickej listiny na developera s dorucenim ndkupnej ceny mestu od developera s

HAMZANTVA DOC
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patriénymi dokumentami bude povaZovany ako zdvercénd féza predaja nchnutelnosti. Tito
zdverednd faza sa uskutoéni na alebo pred , 1996 (den uzdvierky). Tento den mdse
byt upraveny podla okolnosti, ktoré budd $pecificky napisané v tejlo zmluve, alebo podla
pisomnej vzdjomnej dohode zmluvnych strén.

3. Zakonné protiplnenia:

Developerove zdkonné protiplnenie za parcelu bude celkovd nédkupnd cena za parcelu a jej
celkové vylepSenie podla poZiadaviek uloZenych developerovi, ktoré si opisané v paragrafe
&islo 4 v tejto zmluve a tak isto pri splneni terminov a podmienok tejto zmluvy. Celkové
ndkupné cena bude milion slovenskych korin, platend nasledovne;

a. milion slovenskych koriin v hotovosti pri podpise tejto zmluvy a obdrzani
potvrdenia o zaplateni tejto sumy. Uvedend suma v hotovosti je nendvratnd, aviak
mbZe byl ndvratni iba vtedy, ked mesto nedodd vlastnicku listinu, a dalej vtedy, ak
mesto nedodrZ{ svoje zmluvné povinnosti $pecifikované v tejto zmluve, a;

b. milion slovenskych kortin pri zdvere€nom dni, platend nasledovne:
i. milion slovenskych kortin v hotovosti a
ii. zvySnych milion slovenskych korin formou dlZného tpisu,

ktory je pripojeny k tejto zmluve ako priloha __, obdrZany prevodovou
zmluvou vo forme prilohy .

4. PoZiadavky na developera:

a. Developer sthlasi vystavat a ukonéit na uvedenej parcele budovy, ktoré si opisané
v jeho ndvrhu zo dia (datum), ktoré pozostdvaji z
bytovych jednotiek (cca m* bytovych priestorov) a m’
komerénych priestorov (atd.) a to formou a Specifikami ktoré s presne napisané
na tladive ____, ktoré je tu priloZené a je sdcasfou tejto zmluvy (myslime ich
ndvrh), vletne miest na parkovanie, zelend dpravu, chodniky, osvetlenie,
povrchovi dpravu okolia a ostatné s vystavbou spojené inZinierske siete na celej
ploche vystavby potrebné na prevadzku vystavanych objektov a tak isto inZinierske
siete mimo celej zastavanej plochy, ktoré sd nevyhnutné pre napojenie do
existujicej inZienerskej siete mesta a to voda, elektrika, plyn, telefén, kanalizdcia a
podobne. Cel4 tito vystavba spolu bude zndma pod vyrazom "vylepSenia".

b. Developer bude stavat a ukon&i vietky "vylepSenia" na jeho vlastné nédklady a
vydavky.

c. Vietky "vylepSenia” budi postavené a ukonéené podla $tandardu mesta a developer
je jedinou zodpovednou strankou za rekonStrukciu a opravy na jeho vlastné
ndklady a vydavky ktoré vzniknd tym, Ze "vylep3enia” neboli stavané podla
Standardu mesta.

HMZMLUVA DOC
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5. Posledny termin (uzivierka?)

a. Developer podal mestu sicasne s tymto dokumentom ddkaz, Ze mé platnd zmluvu s
architektirnou a projekénou firmou na cely projektovy pldn a tak isto mé
zabezpedené dostatoéné financie na zaplatenie uvedenych architektov a
projektantov na ukonéenie uvedenych projekénych planov.

b. Developer dodd mestu koneéné stavebné pldny a projekt na, alebo pred

(ddtum).
c. Developer zagne vystavbu na, alebo pred (datum).
d. Developer ukoné¢{ hrubid vystavbu na, alebo pred (datun).

e. Developer bude maf vSetky "vylepSenia" pripravené na kolaudéciu na, alebo pred
(datum).

f. Developer bude mat ukonfend celd pricu (véetne opridv a modifikécif)
nevyhnutnych na obdrZanie bytového dekrétu na, alebo pred (détum).

g. Developer zafne s nasfahovanim do bytovych priestorov, ktoré “vylepsil"
(ddtum).

6. Ostatné podmienky ktoré budu splnené developerom:

a. Developer sthlasi, Ze bude udrZiavat celé stavenisko v poriadku a bude dodrZiavat
bezpe€nostné predpisy a bude jedinou zodpovednou strdnkou (bud priamo cez
manaZmentski firmu, alebo cez bytovii asocidciu) za ddrZzbu vietkych "vylepSeni”
po ukonlen{ celej vystavby a po nasfahovani sa uZivatelov bytov. Jedinou
vynimkou budi tie gasti "vylep3eni" (aZ sa toto bude na nie€o vzfahovat), ktoré po
ukonceni tohto projektu budd odovzdané mestu.

&

(VloZ tento paragraf - aZ je to aplikovatelné): V &ase vydania bytového dekrétu,
developer oddd bezodplatne mestu pristupové prdva a vylepSenia inZienerskych
sieti na akych sa developer dohodne s mestom ako siicast konecnych planov a dalej
to bude zodpovednostou mesta ich udrZiavat. Developer tak isto bezodplatne odd4
mestu prdvo na pristup k miestam, kde sa nachéddzaji inZienerske siete, ak sa na
tom dohodni, ako sticast koneéného projektu a dalej bude zodpovednostou mesta
tieto siete udrZiavat, ale nie pozemok, ktory tieto siete pokryva, tie dalej zostdvaji
povinnostou developera. AvSak mesto bude zodpovedné ich dat do p6vodného
stavu v pripade Ze by tieto pozemky pri prdcach narusilo. Developer nembZe
postavil Ziadne objekty na miesta uréené pre inZinierske siete. Vyhradené miesta a
pristup k nim a napojenia inZinierskych sieti budd 3pecificky uvedené v kone&nych
pldnoch a ich prevod sa uskutoéni $tandardnou pravnickou dokumentdciou, ktora

sa odohrd medzi mestom a developerom a bude ako podmienkou schvdlenia
koneéného planu.

c. Developer preberd vietku zodpovednost za predaj, afalebo prendjom tretej strénke
akc¢kolvek postavené "vylepicnia” a manazment victkych majitelskych a / alcho
ndgjomnych vztahov z toho vzniknutych a zabezpedi a ochrdni mesto proti
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d.

€.

f.

g.

akymkolvek trestnym stihaniam alebo postihom prinesenym tou tretou strankou
vyplyvajicou z terminov predaja, alebo prendjmu, dalej stavu “"vylepseni” po
dokonceni, alebo ich ddrzby (s vynimkou akychkolvek "vylep3eni” 3pecificky
danych a prijatych mestom). (AZ je vhodné uviest nejakd poistku, malo by to
byt uvedené tu).

Developer dodal detailny ¢asovy harmonogram tykajici sa ukoéenia planu sidéasnc
s popisom tejto zmluvy (priloZené ako priloha ), a bude odteraz poddvat
mesacne sprdvu o pokroku vystavby, ukazujic skutony pokrok v porovnani s
planovanym pokrokom, revidovanymi datumami ukonéenia, indentifikéciou
problémov a krokov podniknutych na ich népravu.

Developer nemdZe v Ziadnom pripade urcit, alebo previest jeho prava vyplyvajtice
z tejto zmluvy na ind firmu, finanénd spoloénost, alebo pravnicku osobu, alebo
jednotlivcov bez priameho pisomného schvélenia mesta. Pravo na jednotlivé
bytové jednotky, alebo priestor mbéZe byt dany, alebo prevedeny na tretiu stranku
uzivatela len po vyplneni mapy bytovej asociécie a obdrZan{ bytového dekrétu .

Developer nemé6Ze podriadi{ zdujmy, ktoré m4 mesto na tejto parcele (ak sa to
vztahuje) tretej stranke finanénych zdrojov, iba s priamym pisomnym sdhlasom
mesta alebo za podmienok, ak sd nejaké, $pecificky vysSie uvedené v paragrafe 3
pod ndzvom Zékonné protiplnenia.

Developer prijima parcelu za takych podmienok v akych sa nachddza. Mesto
nepopisuje situdciu v akej sa sicasne nachddza parcela vyhradend k tomuto téelu,
(a objektov alebo budov na nej), alebo ich vhodnost na akékolvek 3pecifické
pouZitie alebo ciel.

7. Povinnosti mesta:

a.

&

HMZMLUVA
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Mesto predkladd a zaruduje, Ze je jedinym vlastnikom parcely, alebo Ze mdZe
obdrZzat dokaz o tejto skutoénosti pred koneénym détumom. V pripade, Ze mesto
nemdZe preukdzal vlastnicke prdvo do koneZného détumu, moéZe si pisomne
stanovif oddialenie tohoto d4tumu na celkovii diZku aZ do dni (predlZujdc
developerove terminy o td istd dizku dnf) a vietky ostatné vz4jomné povinnosti
developera a mesta ostant nezmenené.

V pripade, Ze na konci diia prediZenia (f), mesto memdZe preukdzat
vlastnicke prdvo na spominand parcelu, potom developer a mesto mdZu po
vzijomnej pisonej dohode pred{¥i¢ uz4vierku do takého diia a za takych terminov a
podmienok ako sa pisomne dohodli. AvSak v pripade vzdjomnej nedohody bud
mesto, alebo developer mdZu po volnom uvéZeni zrusit tiito zmluvu a mesto bude
povinné zaplatit developerovi vietky vydavky za parcelu (stihatelné platbou pod
paragrafom 3) pre architektov, projekéné price a prdvne dkony, ktoré boli
zaplatené na tento projekt do diia odstipenia od zmluvy.

. Od dia uzavretia zmluvy, mesto udeluje developerovi piny pristup na parcelu za

dCelom zistenia, merania a prieskamu a dal$ich &innosti spojenych s
predvystavbou.
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d. Mesto tu sihlasi, Z¢ vynaloZi vietku moc, rychlost a Usilic pri prechodnocovani a
spracovani rdznych projektov developera a jeho dokumentov, ktoré podd v
sivislosti s projektom a pisomne odpovie na vietky Ziadosti, tykajice sa informécii
a/alebo schvdlenia behom dni od podania tychto poZiadaviek a poda
Ziadané informdcie, alebo schvélenia, alebo uréenia, aké dalRie kroky musia byt
uskutocnené a asovy odhad ¢innosti potrebnych na splnenie poZiadavky.

e. Mesto sihlas{ vzdania sa vietkych poplatkov tykajicich sa bud spracovania,

povolenia afalebo poplatkov ktoré sa za normélnych okolnosti uétujd za proejkty
podobného razu.

f. Mesto slubuje, Ze vynaloZi ich najvéadSie dsilie pri pomoci a urychleni
developerovho usilia na obdrZanie potrebnych informécii a schvéleni od viady,
alebo inych agentidr ako napr. dodavatelov energie.

8. Udalosti ktoré vzniknu pri nedodrZani zdvizku a ich nipravy

a. Ako udalost nedodrZania zdvizku budd povaZované nasledovné udalosti:

i. Developerove nedodrZanie ¢&asového harmonogramu ako je wuréené v
horeuvedenom paragrafe 5.

ii. Developerova odchylka vo vystavbe "vylepSeni” od tej ako je Specifikovand v
navrhu (tladivo ), s vynimkou pisomne schvélenou mestom.

iii. Developerovim zlyhanim budovania "velep3eni" podla $tandardov urlenych
mestom.

iv. Developerovim zlyhanim v splétkach ndkupnej ceny podla ddtumu ich splatnosti,
urCenej v platobnom kalendéri horeuvedenom v paragrafe 3.

v. Developerove zlyhanie pri dodrZiavani akychkolvek dal8ich terminov a
podmienokzahrnutych v tejto zmluve.

b. Udalosti za ktorych sa vyskytne nedodrZanie zdvazku:

Za pripad nedodrZania zdvdzku bude povaZovanid udalost, ked developer pocas

dn{ od obdrzania pisomného upovedomenia dorué¢eného mestom, nezacne s
népravou nedostatku a ten nenapravi behom dni. Vynimkou bude situécia,
ked mesto a developer sa pisomne dohodli na dlh3ej dobe a $pecifickom programe
na népravu, behom dni od doby, ked developer obdrZi upovedomenie od
mesta. Mimo horeuvedeného, vietky finanéné nedodrZania musia by(

vysporiadané behom dni od doby dorudenia pisomného upovedomenia
zaslaného mestom.

c. V pripade nedodrZania zdvizku je nasledovny vyber:

V pripade nedorZania si zdvdzku a neuskutonenia ndpravy developerom tak, ako

je 3pecifikované v horcuvedenom paragrafe, mesto si méZe zvolil podla vlastného
vyberu :

HMZMILUVA DOC
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1.

N

Odkipit parcelu za cenu 1 Slovenskej koruny plus celkovd suma, ktord bola
vynaloZzend developerom iba na ndvrh a vystavbu “vylepSeni” ($pecificky
vynimajic akdkolvek sumu zaplatend za pozemok, pravnicke tkony, viecobeené
administrativne poplatky, organizaéné poplatky a poplatky za financovanic a
reklamu a dal8ie vicobecné ndklady a vydavky) a s tym ukonéiac vietky dJafSic
developerove prava a zaujmy na parcele, alebo "vylepSeniach” na nej, alebo

Pokracoval v préci s developerom s tym, Ze sa znova prcjednaji terminy a
podmienky tejto zmluvy.

V pripade Ze sa mesto rozhodne na volbe opisanej v bode 1, mesto okamZite d4 na
vedomie developerovi tdto skutoénost a developer okamZite bude povinny
odovzdatl jeho priva a zdujmy v tejto parcele mestu.

S ich vlastnoruénymi podpismi ktoré sa nachddzaji niZsie, strdnky sthlasia s
horeuvedenymi terminami a podmienkami. Podpisané (ddtum)

(za mesto) (za developera)

(meno primétora) (meno developera)

HMZMLUVA DOC
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Appendix 4

Proposed Technical Assistance to Banska Bystricia on the
Prianska Teresa Project

Background

During consultant’s meeting with the City of Banskd 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 infrastructure/real 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
Banska-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.

e The City is interested in learning financial modeling techniques as they relate to real estate,
housing, and infrastructure development.

I8 8
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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 Banska 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 Banskd has qualified.
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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 Banskd 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
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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, Banskd 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.
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Banska Bystrica Letter

The following draft letter represents an approach to explore the idea further with Banska
Bystrica.

(Date)

Mr.

Mayor

City of Bansk4 Bystrica
Cs. Armady 26

974 00 Banskd 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 Banskd 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:

e  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);

e Jack 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

(<Y
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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 and/or
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.

e It provided a good assessment of what to realistically expect of your site in its present
condition.

e It provided a useful methodology and approach that could be used with respect to more
desirable sites, assets, or franchises (for example, existing buildings; rights to lease market-
places; bids on maintenance contracts; etc).

e [t provided an approach to prequalify companies and to establish performance criteria and
thresholds to be included in any negotiated development agreements.

e 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.

II. 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
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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 document/agreement
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 Bansk4 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
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