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IMPLEVIENTATION ASSESSMENT
 

OF THE ESTONIAN VOUCHER PROGRAM
 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. Introduction 

This report is the result of a study undertaken by the Deloitte & Touche privatization team in 
The findings

Estonia, funded by USAID, during the period 22 February to 12 March 1993. 

and rtecommendations of the study are based on interviews with a number of officials, both at 

The authors would like to express their danks for all those 
the National and the local level. The 
who agreed to give their time to answer our questions and assist us in many other ways. 

Team would particularly like to thank Mr. Endel Kaljusmaa of the National Housing Board, 

and Mrs. Tiiu Strauss of the Estonian State Computing Center (ESCC), who arranged inter­

views for us with officials outside Tallinn. 

The Team attempted to get the fullest possible cross-section of viewpoints for this study, 

The Team spoke with local officials in the largest city of 
particularly at the local level. 

Estonia, Tallinn; in two smaller cities, Tartu and Viljandi; in a town in the Russian-speaking 

of the country, Kohtla-Jirve; and in a small village, Vosu. 
area 

This report is organized into five main sections: 

- This executive summary
 
- The Team's findings, both positive and negative
 

Problems identified, and recn,'nmended solutions
-

- A description of the methodology used in the study 

Various appendices, including the questionnaire used; lists of persons inter­
-

viewed; status of traiing programs; and a list of local offices and the popula­

tions they serve. 

The executive -ummary is meant to highlight the main results of the study, which are
 

described in more detail in the rest of the report.
 

2. Summiry of Findings 

In general the voucher distribution program, while it is still in its beginning stages, is going 

A large number of voucher cards have already been issued, perhaps as many as a third 
well. 

of the total. A few have already come back with the years worked filled in, and in one or
 

two exceptional cases, housing units have actually been privatized using vouchers.
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The Automated Voucher System, the computer program that will be used in managing the 
Popular Capital Obligations (the voucher prc:gram for mass privatization of the Government 
of Estonia), is now operational (though some additional features still need to be added to it), 
local offices have been trained to use it, and it is actually being used to collect data in a 
number of places. There are a great many computers installed in local offices that will run 
this program, so that the vast majority of data entry into the computer will take place at' local 
offices close to where the information is collected. The ESCC has embarked on a wide­
ranging training program for users of the Automated Voucher System which is improving its 
absorption and use by the local authorities. It appears that the Automated Vouc!Aer System 
program, which will be the first management information system widely used by all levels of 
government in Estonia, will be a success. 

The local government offices which are administering the voucher program are competent 
and have been informed and trained by a campaign of seminars and written instructions from 
the National level. In spite of the fact that they have received no additional funding or 
personnel to do the work associated with the program, they are generally doing a good job of 
canying oat their responsibilities. They are especially good at adjusting procedures to local 
conditions, so that the voucher program is not held up by rigid rules from the National offic­
es. 

The general public is much less well-informed about the voucher program than the national 
and local officials. Government publicity has done a good job of informing people that they 
must hurry and pick up their voucher cards before the deadline for issuing them (now set at 
30 April, but likely to be extended), but publicity has been less effective at communicating 
other asp ct; of the program. Individuals are still asking questions such as: 

What is the exact procedure for getting vouchers and privatizing my apart­
merit?
 
What else can I use vouchers for, besides housing?
 
What is a voucher really worth?
 

and many more. The public information that has been issued has been partly obscured by 
negative misinformation from the media, and rumors from those who may be angry about the 
past, or fearful about the future. As a result, the public may be confused and pessimistic 
about the voucher program. 

The legal framework for the voucher program, even for Popular Capital Obligations used for 
housing privatization, is not yet entirely in place. A law is now before Parliament to clarify 
which years worked count for vouchers. Anoiher law will clarify the procedures and fees for 
registering a housing sale, so that privatization can proceed. Furthermore, a whole new set of 
vouchers, for compensation, are planned, as are new uses for both Popular Capital Obliga­
tions and the new compensation vouchers. These new laws will create a whole new set of 
implementation issues and problems 
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The voucher system as a whole is susceptible to error, and even outright fraud, in a number 
of areas. Controls and protection against fraud are minimal or non-existent at present. In 
addition, legislative action has not been taken to define the penalties for fraud with respect to 
obtaining and using vouchers. 

The ESCC is already heavily burdened with administration of the voucher program, for 
which they have received no additional funding or staffing. The ESCC's is the only phone 
number mentioned in the voucher card instructions, so all the local offices are calling there 
for answers to their questions. This situation will be aggravated as more cards are returned 
and more housing privatized. 

One party involved in the voucher program is highly motivated to see that it succeeds 
quickly: the local housing offices, which are now responsible for management and mainte­
nance of buildings from which they receive low rents, or none at all. The other parties -- the 
local governments and individual persons -- lack incentives to privatize housing. 

3. Summary of Problems 

The Team uncovered a variety of problems, large and small, in its study. Following are 
brief discussions of the most important ones: 

An obvious problem that the Team uncovered during this study, mentioned by nearly all the 
interviewees, is the lack of information on the part of the public. The immediate effect of 
this is to slow down the process of issuing cards, and waste precious time of local officials in 
answering basic questions for each individual who comes in for a card. The longer term 
effect could be dissatisfaction with the whole process, and public antagonism towards 
privatization in general. 

A second problem that was mentioned over and over to the Team in its interviews was that 
the program is open to abuse and fraud. This could lead to unscrupulous individuals 
amassing more vouchers than they are entitled to. This is turn could feed any dissatisfaction 
with the program, and lead to antagonism towards privatization. At the limit, it could 
exacerbate ethnic and political tensions in the country, if many cases were rumored of one 
ethnic group profiting illegally. 

A third problem is that many of the participants in the process -- the loca! housing authori­
ties, local government officials, apartment-dwellers, and others do not have many real 
incentives to privatize state-owned housing. For the residents, many think it would be better 
to continue to pay low state-subsidized rents and utilities rather than take the burden of 
ownership of potentially worthless apartments on themselves. Local government officials are 
often not compensated for the additional work required or, if they are, they may fear that 
when the housing privatization is completed, they will be out of a job. 
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A final problem is that the last step in the use of vouchers for housing privatization, the 

actual purchase of housing with vouchers, is the one that involves the most difficult proce­

dural problems and is likely to create far more questions than the issuing of vouchers. The 
concept, of which no onecondominium associations which must be formed are a whole new 

has experience. There is a so far unresolved legal issue of who will pay the fee for notaries 
And perhaps most daunting of all,to register sales of housing, and what the fee will be. 


there are no mortgage loans available in Estonia at this time, which is likely to freeze the
 

whole free market for housing in its tracks.
 

4. Summary of Recommended Solutions 

The body of this report contains a great many recommendations to address the problems 

mentioned above. A few of them are most important, and address multiple problems, both 

This summary describes these most important recommendations.large and small. 

The Team's first recommendation is that some office at the National level should "own" the 

voucher program; that is it should have overall responsibility of ensuring that all laws, 

are in place to make the program a success. Notprocedures, training, and other resources 
only should there be such an office, there should be some person in charge of the office 

success or failure is tied to the program. This office, and the individualwhose personal 
responsible, could be located in the Department of State Property, in the National Housing 

Board, or in a number of other places. The important recommendation is that the office and 

the responsibility should exist somewhere. 

The Team's second recommendation is that a sustained, and not necessarily expensive, public 

information campaign should be undertaken to explain the voucher program to the Estonian 

public. One simple but important part of the campaign should be a one or two page 

document with the most commonly asked questions about the program, and answers to them. 

This document could te passed out to people when they pick up their voucher cards, and it 

The campaign might also includecould be made available in various public offices, too. 


more newspaper articles and radio and TV broadcasts about the program.
 

The Team's third recommendation is that a well-thought-out attack should be made to 
The Team is already undertakingprevent fraud and eliminate errors in the voucher program. 

a preliminary analysis of fraud and error at the request of Mrs. Kajandu's working group
 

under Mrs. Hini. The report on that analysis should be ready at about the same time as
 

this report.
 

should be devised to give
The Team's final recommendation is that a package of measures 


everybody involved in the voucher program incentives to carry out the program and to
 

There especially need to be incentives to motivate individuals to buy

privatize the housing. 
their housing units, such as promises to perform capital improvements ii their buildings if 

they privatize, assistance with forming condominiums, and others. It is very importtant, too, 
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to find ways to encourage the banks to begin providing mortgage loans to finance both the 
initial purchase of housing, and its resale. 

5. Conclusion 

The voucher program is off to a good start at this time. While there are some serious 
problems which the Team has identified in the course of its assessment, these can be resolved 
with the current resources and capabilities within the Estonian government and society. The 
legislative problems (or inaction) might make it appear that the overall Popular Capital 
Obligation program is at a standstill. This, however, is not the case at all. Local authorities 
across the country are issuing voucher applications; citizens are filling in their years worked; 
central authorities are crediting citizens with vouchers; and the ESCC is actively creating the 
register of voucher holders. Therefore, with effective and proactive stewardship by the 
Ministry of Reform, and with proper incentives offered to all participants, the implementa­
tion of this program can be expected to continue as planned. 
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II. 	 FINDINGS 

The major findings of the Deloitte & ToucheTeam Assessment Survey are the following: 

1. 	 The Popular Capital Voucher distribution is well underway. Most local governments 
have begun the process of registration and issuing popular capital obligation cards (on 
which applicants will specify years worked in order to receive the correct number of 
vouchers). (See Appendix D, List of Issuing Offices and the populations they serve.) 

2. 	 Only a few applicants have returned completed voucher forms with years worked
 
specified.
 

3. 	 The computerized "Automated Voucher System" is operational and has been distribut­
ed to local housing offices and other authorities around the country. It is in use in 
many locations and will come on line shortly in many others. (See Appendix D) 

4. 	 At the local level, 75-80 % of all applications for vouchers are being processed using 
computers and the State Computing Center software. Therefore only approximately 
1/4 of all applications will need to be entered into the computer system directly by the 
State Computing Center itself. 

5. 	 There is, generally, enough computer hardware at the local government level for the 
Automated Voucher System software to be a useful tool. 

6. 	 The State Computing Center has and is providing adequate training for computer 
operators which makes it possible for the local governments to make adequate use of 
the software. (See Appendix C) 

7. 	 The State Computer Center is bearing the burden of questions about the voucher 
program and uses of vouchers. They are understaffed and under-financed for this 
task. 

8. 	 There is a good deal of local variation in implementation procedures. This does not 
cause problems because the information forms are standardized and all necessary 
information is being collected. In fact, it solves problems, because some special 
cases, such as housing units belonging to collective farms, co-operatives, or private 
joint ventures, are slightly ambiguous in the law. Local initiative allows these special 
cases to be handled successfully without calling on help from the national govern­
ment. 

9. 	 Only a few state-owned housing units have been privatized as yet. One of the reasons 
for the general hold-up of housing privatization is that legislation governing property 
transfer and registration has not been finalized, so that the legal framework to finalize 
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sales contracts is lacking. This means that the process is going more slowly than 
planned and more slowly than in other countries. 

10. 	 There are many changes and additions to the program planned. There will be new 
uses for vouchers (land, shares, bonds), new kinds of vouchers (compensation 
vouchers), and at least one major new participant in administration (the State Savings 
Bank). This will create a whole new set of implementation issues and problems. 

11. 	 Old conflicts (such as whether or not to give credit for years in paid positions with
 
communist party organs) have slowed down the process of finalizing the voucher
 
legislation.
 

12. 	 The overall voucher system is open to fraud in a number of areas: duplication of
 
applications, falsification of working years, duplicate claims for inheritance, claims
 
for additional children. In addition, there are no clear penalties for fraudulent
 
activities with respect to the voucher program.
 

13. 	 Local government administrators receive information about the voucher program via 
seminars and instruction/reference manuals and they have personal access to knowl­
edgeable officials in the national government. The administrators therefore have 
fairly complete infcrmation about the process of the voucher program and the current 
and future uses of vouchers, and they generally have sufficient information to admin­
ister the voucher program. 

14. 	 Different groups in the population have reacted differently to the voucher program 
and its requirements. Elderly people are most responsive, ethnic Russians are most 
confiused and fear being left out of the process, and young working people find the 
process burdensome because it is so time consuming and they probably will not 
receive a great deal of vouchers in any case. 

15. 	 Government publicity has been effective, in Estonian speaking areas, in getting people 
to register for vouchers and pick up their voucher cards. 

16. 	 Government publicity has been somewht less effective in Russian-speaking areas. 
One reason for this is that Russian-speakers may watch Russian TV broadcasts and 
hear about the Russian voucher program, which is quite different from Estonia's. 
The Russian-speaking population probably has even more questions and doubts about 
the voucher program than the Estonian speakers. 

17. 	 Even though people are applying for vouc.-i'rs, the general public is confused and 
uninformed about many aspects of the voucher program. They have many questions 
about the steps in the process beyond picking up the card, and about their options to 
use the vouchers for other purposes than housing privatization. Their unanswered 
questions may lead to pessimism and opposition to the whole voucher program. 
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18. 	 It is not clear to individuals who own their own housing what value the vouchers have 

for them. 

19. 	 Local governments are financing the employees and hardware for the progran from 

their own local budgets. This reduces the amount of money available at the local 

level for other important services such as health, education, and welfare. 

20. 	 For local governmeut administrators, there is no real incentive to move quickly to 

finish registration and issuing of vouchers. They fear that when the process is 

finished, there will be a necessary reduction in employment in their offices. In 

addition, they are not being paid more for what they see as more work. 

21. 	 For local housing offices, there is a great incentive to privatize houses in their 

jurisdiction. In the past, their budgets were paid by the Government. At present, 

they must pay their costs from the rents they receive, which are insufficient to meet 

the utility and maintenance expenses for their complexes. 

22. 	 For individuals living in state-owned housing, there is little or no incentive to take 

ownership. State-owned housing currently costs very little, is often pucr!y located, 

and does not appear to be a good investment. 
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Il. 	 SPECIFIC PROBLEMS AND RECOMMENDED SOLUTIONS 

1. 	 Problem: Issuing voucher application cards (the first step in the process) should take 
only a few minutes. However, due to questions about the vouchers and their uses 
being asked by applicants, the process can take up to 15 or 20 minutes. This causes 
long lines and overwhelms the administrative capacity of understaffed local institu­
tions. There has been some public information disseminated, but it has not been 
extensive enough, and it has been counteracted to a certain extent by negative 
reporting about the program in the local press. 

Solution: A simple public information campaign which would include a short written 
hand-out available at all voucher distribution points, newspaper and radio information 
segments on the process and uses of vouchers, and a public information telephone line 
that the general public could call with questions. Note that some people, especially 
retirees, don't have phones, or access to free public phones; and can't afford a radio 
or newspaper. Therefore the information sheet should be available at offices other 
than housing offices, such as pension offices, banks, city hall front desk, etc. 

However, public information alone will not completely resolve the problem of long 
lines and applicants with questions. It may be possible to distribute cards by mail or 
set up local satellite offices in companies so that people will not have to miss time at 
work. 

2. 	 Problem: The system is open to fraud in dispensing vouchers of people who have 
died since 1 January 1992. 

According to the law, all residents of Estonia as of I January 1992 are eligible for 
vouchers. The vouchers of eligible residents who have died since that date are to be 
distributed to their heirs. The present implementation protocoi cannot determine 
whether an heir who presents himself for a deceased person's vouchers is really the 
sole heir to that person. 

Solution: A notarized statement by the heir would make the heir liable for fraud if 
he or she misrepresents his or her situation. However, there is no real way to 
prevent people from being dishonest -- only ways to make it more costly if detected. 

3. 	 Problem: There are several situations in which it may be possible for applicants to 
file for more than one voucher card: 

A. 	 It is already possible that an individual or family may have kept more than one 
public housing unit, and therefore is registered in more than one housing 
office. In such a case, and perhaps in others, it is possible for the members of 
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the family to get duplicate voucher cards from more than one housing offices. 

B. 	 Cyrillic to Latin transliteration. Russian names may be transliterated into 
Latin spelling in several different ways, so that even comparing names in the 
computerized data base may fail to find cases of erroneous or fraudulent 
duplications. This exacerbates the problem with duplicate registration and 
thereby may increase the incidence of fraud. 

Solution: This problem may only be resolved after the fact. At some point, it may 
be possible to require that all parties with vouchers must have a new passport or 
personal ID number -- at which point duplicate records will become evident. This 
will only become feasible when the greatest majority of the population, perhaps 80%, 
have already been issued their unique personal numbers (whether passport or personal 
ID), and staff is in place to issue the rest quickly on request. 

4. 	 Problem: There are two related problems having to do with certification of years 
worked: 

A. 	 It may be possible to persuade enterprise personnel officers to put down more 
years worked on the card than the individual is entitled to. Then, even if the 
office that receives the stamp attempts to verify the years worked by contacting 
the personnel office, the fraud may not be detected. 

B. 	 It may be relatively easy to fill in the years worked oneself, and forge a 
signature and enterprise seal. Under present procedures, the office that 
receives the card does not attempt to verify the authenticity of the signature 
and stamp. Most local offices do not have lists of local enterprises and their 
enterprise registration numbers, nor do they know what the enterprises' seals 
look like. 

Solution: One partial solution is to use the computer system to check that total years 
claimed does not exceed the total working years possible based on age. However, 
this solution does not address the problem of applicants falsifying their years worked 
to gain credit for time spent outside of the country or in non-eligible occupations. It 
may not be possible to guard against this type of fraud -- it is inherent in a system 
based on classification of work experience rather than simply on age. 

5. 	 Problem: Voucher applicants do not normally receive any sort of receipt when they 
submit a completed voucher application form. As a result, applicants may feel 
reluctant to relinquish their application form as it is the sole physical evidence that 
they have a voucher claim. The lack of a physical record may also be contributing to 
the apathy amongst some segments of the population. 
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Solution The Estonian Government is discussing the use of "checkbooks" issued by 
the State Savings Bank to represent the ownership of a voucher account in the 
Automated Voucher System. This physical manifestation of a voucher, which is, 
however, not tradeable, may alleviate the problem. 

Another solution is to authorize local institutions to issue receipts to applicants when 
they turn in completed application forms. 

6. 	 Problem: Residents of multi-unit housing who want to privatize their flats must form 
condominium associations to handle maintenance of common property and all other 
problems common to the multi-unit building as a whole. The general public is 
uninformed about condominium associations. It does not understand their benefits, 
nor how to form them nor what they will really accomplish. In addition, there are 
several outstanding issues in the legislation of these associations. 

Solution: To some extent, a public information campaign to disseminate information 
about condominium associations to the general public will resolve part of the prob­
lem. Insofar as there are unresolved issues in the legislation concerning condominium 
associations, these will have to be resolved before the process can be comp!eied. 

7. 	 Problem: Payment for processing various segments of a housing privatization cause 
several difficulties: 

A. 	 Housing privatization in general is being held up because it has not been 
decided whether notarie. viii be paid for registering privatization sales. Until 
the issue is decided, by pending legislation, the notaries generally will not 
complete the sales. 

B. 	 The immediate transaction costs, that is the notary fee, for privatizing a 
housing unit will discourage one party or another in the process. If the 
individual doing the privatizing must pay the notary fee to register the privat­
ization, the individual will be discouraged. If the notary is told to process the 
privatization for nothing, the notary may refuse. 

Solution: In a market economy, services in real estate transactions are must be paid 
for. Since the Government wishes to encourage housing privatization, theTeam 
recommends that the Government should pay the fees to the notarie' 

8. 	 Problem: Housing privatization is being held up by the lack of money at all levels, 
first at the administrative levels, and more importantly for the future, lack of mort­
gage finance money. 

Solution: TheTeam recommends that the Government use some of the funds earned 
from privatization to pay the expenses of privatization. TheTeam also recommends 
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that the Government work closely with the emerging banking sector to support the 
development of mortgage lending. This support could include Government guarantees 
for certain types of mortgages. 

9. 	 Problem: There is a lack of incentives for different participants in the overall 
process. 

A. 	 Adminih rators at the local government level could be concerned about a loss 
of jobs in their department when the process is over. In addition, they are not 
being paid any more to do what is perceived as additional work. 

B. 	 People who ive in state-owned housing may lose their low state-subsidized 
rents (non-payment of which brings few consequences) and maintenance costs. 
They do not feel they would gain anything in return by privatization because 
they feel thnat the state-owned apartments are poorly constructed, badly located, 
badly maintained, and generally a poor investment. 

C. 	 Retirees face a particularly difficult time in getting their voucher cards filled 
out with years wo'ked. Retirees' workbooks are held by pension offices who 
sometimes throw up obstacles to the retirees. The pension offices may balk at 
the time required to fill out the voucher applications for retirees, especially be­
cause retirees usually have long and complicated work histories which makes 
calculating years worked a tedious process. 

Solutions: There are a number of different possible solutions to these two problems: 

A. 	 Provide incentive bonuses for local government officials once they have 
finished their part in the voucher program. Although there is no money in the 
budget for this at present, perhaps some funding could be made available from 
the proceeds from privatization. 

B. 	 Implement a public information campaign extolling the virtues of private 
ownership -- especially stressing equity from ownership and the possibilities 
this creates for a private real-estate market. 

C. 	 Provide incentives to real estate agents to handle privatized state-owiied 
housing, such as offering them office space in local housing offices, subsidized 
mortgages for buyers, tax breaks on real estate profits, etc. 

D. 	 Local governments could promise material improvements in living conditions 
if privatization goes forward, for example, a local housing office could build a 
new roof for a building that is to be privatized. 
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E. 	 In order to remove some of the advantages olf continuing to live in state-owned 
housing, local housing offices could install heat and other utility meters and 
start charging real costs for utilities and maintenance even if units have not 
been privatized. In addition, the national government could be more diligent 
in collecting rents currently due and evicting people who will not pay. 

F. 	 State-owned occupied housing could be made available to any investors -- not 
only inhabitants. 

10. 	 Problem: Owners of private houses do not see any concrete use of the vouchers that 
would interest them since they already own their own houses. Therefore, they do not 
want to take the time and effort to go through the voucher appiication process. 

Solution: The reason for this problem will be alleviated when legislation governing 
additional uses for vouchers is finalized. In addition, the Government should 
publicize these other uses. 

11. 	 Problem: There, are ambiguities and inconsistencies in the present law about how 
many years an individual should be credited for. Pending legislation may resolve 
some auestions, but could create new ones as well. Even if all the questions were 
resolved at the national level, there would be a problem of communicating the new 
information down to the local governments and housing offices, and to the general 
public. 

Solution: As soon as the pending legislation is passed, there should be a renewed 
series of written information and seminars for local goverment officials and housing 
offices. Increased staff should be authorized in the State Computing Center to answer 
telephone inquiries from the local level. Finally, a continued public information 
campaign should explain the new legislation to the public. 

12. 	 Problem: There is no national-level office that "owns" the voucher program. The 
Department of State Property, the National Housing Board, and the State Computing 
Center are all participants, but no one has been specifically clhaxged with the responsi­
bility of successfully carrying out the program 

Solution: The Minister of Reform could name a specific office as responsible for the 
overall program. This office could be any one of those mentioned above. 

13. 	 Problem: A few local areas, such as Kohtla-JErve and Narva, have either not yet 
started to issue voucher cards, or are issuing them more slowly than most places. 
This may be due to a variety of local factors, such as not enough local staff. It does 
not seem to be due to any purely ethnic factor, even though both Kohtla-Jirve and 
Narva are in the Russian-speaking Northeast. 
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if one 	isSolution: A national-level office, the "owner" of the voucher program 

created, should visit local governments which are lagging in their response to the 

program and assist them in whatever way is necessary in their particular case. 

It is not clear who owns housing blocks that are part of collective farms,14. 	 Problem: 
which were originally financed by the state, nor is it clear how to use vouchers to buy 

This is 	a case where the agricultural voucher program
an apartment in such a block. 

could overlap and possibly conflict with the Popular Capital Voucher program.
 

Solution: Additional work is required to determine a solution to this particular
 

problem.
 

15. 	 Problem: Agricultural privatization continues to be relatively uncoordinated with 

overall privatization. This causes several problems, including confusion and uncer­

tainty over conversion of agricultural vouchers to Popular Capital Obligations. 

Solution: Continued efforts should be made to improve communication and coordina­

tion with the Ministry of Agriculture and the other Ministries concerned with privat­

ization. 

Prices 	for housing set by the privatization law seem unfair to residents of
Problem:16. 	

since housing location is not a major determining factor
small towns and rural areas 

band for the whole country.The law fixes the prices within a single narrowin price. 
This price is probably below amarket price everywhere, even in the countryside. But 

it is far below market price for housing in attractive neighborhoods of major cities. 

From the point of view of poorer people, it may seem that the old elites who general­

ly live in the more attractive urban areas are again getting the better deal than the 

general public. 

Widen 	the band of prices for housing privatization so that there areSolution: 

market-clearing low prices in the countryside, and closer to market, higher prices in
 

cities and particularly in good neighborhoods.
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IV. METHODOLOGY 

The Estonian Government has signalled housing privatization as one of its top priorities with 
respect to the overall privatization program. However, the number of institutions involved 
and the physical complexity of the application may make orderly implementation difficult. 
The Deloitte & ToucheTearn undertook to study the current status of program implementa­
tion with the view to identifying existing and potential roadblocks and providing recommen­
dations for their resolution. 

In order to achieve these objectives, the Deloitte & ToucheTeam prepared a standard 
questionnaire (with 23 questions) and used it as a framework for conducting interviews with 
participants in the Popular Capital Obligation program of the Government (See Appendix A). 
These participants included representatives from local governments, local housing offices, 
central government housing and computer agencies, as well as policy makers in the govern­
ment and parliament. 

The questionnaire was designed to allow theTeam to compare the opinions and experiences of 
these diverse participants concerning the program. The specific questions were designed to 
1) test theTeam's existing hypothesis about problems with the program; 2) assess progress 
and methods of implementation at the local level; and 3) unearth any additional problems or 
solutions. For example, theTeamn initially hypothesized that training of participants and 
public relations would both be areas for improvement. However, theTeam learned that 
training was quite well Lddressed already by the State Computing Center who had established 
a training center for the software program which manages the Popular Capital Obligation 
distribution. Training had also been addressed by the National Housing Board, who had 
conducted seminars for local officials to instruct theni on the details of the overall Popular 
Capital Obligation program and its specific relationship to housing privatization. 

TheTeam translated the questionnaire into Estonian and distributed it at the start of each 
interview with the participants. This improved the consistency of results because virtually all 
the local interviews were, of necessity, conducted in Estonian with a translator. Each 
interview took approximately one hour, sometimes more. In spite of the time and logistical 
constraints, theTeam was still able to conduct enough interviews to form a representative 
sample. (See Appendix B) 

At the time of the survey, implementation was occurring at the local level, however detailed 
and comparable information which would allow theTeam to analyze the program was not 
being channeled from the local level to the center in a formal manner. For this reason, 
theTeam identified a representative sample of local participants including county, municipal, 
and housing officials in large and small cities and small towns. In addition, by visiting 
participants in the south-central regions (Tartu and Viljandi), the urban center (Tallinn), and 
the north-east (Kohtla-Jirve, Vosu), theTeam's results are sensitive to local and ethnic 
population variations. (See Appendix B) 
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Appendix A 

ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

In order to develop an implementation plan for the Housing Voucher Program, answers to 

the following questions are necessary: 

Generally 

How much time does it take for a local housing office or local goverilment to issue a1. 
"yellow card"?
 

How much time does it take for an office to accept a filled in yellow card (to verify
2. 
data, answer any questions)? 

Which offices will accept completed cards (only local government offices, or will3. 
some local housing offices also accept and process completed cards?) 

4. 	 Which offices are currently computerized and which aye not? 

5. Is ii possible to computerize additional offices? 

For Computerized Offices 

6. 	 For each computerized office, how many computers are there and how many employ­

ees who know how to operate them? 

7. 	 For each computerized office, how many completed voucher applications do they 

expect to receive? 

8. 	 Who will install the Automated Housing Voucher software and verify its correct
 

operation?
 

9. 	 If computer operators have questions about the software or the process, who can th- y 

call? Dcs the State Computing Center have the resources to handle questions like 

this? 

10. 	 What is the schedule for installation of the computerized system? 

I. 	 Which offices will be computerized, in which order? 

Deloitte & Touche16 



12. 	 How often, and in what manner will data from the computerized offices be submitted 

to the State Computing Center? 

13. What procedures exist for correction of errors in data entry? 

For Non-computerized Offices 

14. 	 For each non-computerized office, how many employees do they have? 

15. 	 For each non-computerized office, how many completed voucher applications are
 
expected?
 

16. 	 Where will data be sent for computerization? (To other local governments or housing 
offices with computers? Directly to the State Computing Center?) 

17. 	 In what format will data be sent? (will it be compiled or processed in any way by the 
non-computerized offices?) 

18. 	 How often will the data be sent (every day, once a week, once a month?) 

19. 	 What are the review procedures to ensure that non-computerized data is error free 
before it is forwarded to a computerized office for processing? 

20. 	 What procedures exist for correcting errors discovered at the computerized processing 
office? (Will the form be returned to the originating office, will a written query be 
sent, will a representative of the computerized processing office telephone the 
_originating office?) 

Overall Frogrammatic Assessment 

21. 	 Where do gaps in information and understanding exist? 

22. 	 Is there a pattern? (Are ',herecertain areas of the country or types of participating 
institution where information is most Lacking or level of understanding is lowest?) 

23. 	 What is the nature of the misunderstandings? (Which component of the housing 
voucher program causes the greatest confusion? Is it collecting data from applicants, 
entering data into the system, dealing with general questions from housing voucher 
applicants, assessing the completeness of applications, or generally, being iaformed 
and understanding the newly promulgated laws) 
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ASSESSMNT OF IMPLET=NrATION 

QUESTIONNAIRE (ESTONIAN VERSION) 

Elamiszirm.aosakute proaraur­

7rrira-rx juurutamiseks vajalik informatsioon
 

Selleks, et valja tootada elamispinnaosakute procrammi juuruta­
mise plaani, on vajalik vastata Jargmistele kusimustele:
 

Koigile ­
1. 	Kui palju kulub aega elamuvalitauses voi kohalikus omavalit­

suses nn. kollase kaardi valjastamiseks?
 

2. 	Kui palju aega kulub vastavas asutuses selleks, et vastu votta
 
taidetud kollane kaart (kontrollida andmed, vastata kusimustele)?
 

3. 	Millised asutused votavad vastu taidetud kaarte (kas ainult
 
kohalikud omavalitsused voi ka moningad kohalikud elamuvalit­
sused hakkavad vastu votma ja tootlema taidetud kaarte)?
 

4. 	Millised asutused on kaesoleval ajal varustatud arvutitega ja

millised ei ole?
 

5. 	Kas on voimalik ar-utitega varustada teisi asutusi taiendavalt?
 

Arvuteid omavatele asutustele ­

6. 	Iga arvuteid omava asutuse puhul selgitada, mitu arvutit seal
 
on ja kui palju on tootajaid, kes oskavad arvutit kasutada.
 

7. 	Igas arvuteid omravas asutuses kusida, kui palju taidetud osaku­
avaldusi nad oma arvestuste kohaselt arvavad saavat.
 

8. 	Kes paigaldab automatiseeritu elamispinnaosakute susteemi
 
tarkvara ja kontrollib selle oiget funktsioneerimist?
 

9. 	K3i arvutioperaatoritel tekib kusimusi seoses proteessi enese 
voi tarkvaraga, kelle poole nad siis poorduvad? Kas Riigiarvu­
tuskeskusel on piisavalt ressurse taoliste kusimustega tegele­
miseks? 

10. 	Milline on arvutisusteemi paigaldamise ajakava?
 

11. 	Millised asutused varustatakee arvutitega ja millises jarjekorras
 

12. Kui sageli ja millisel viisil edastatakee andmed arvuteid omavateE
 
aeutustest Riigiarvutuskeskusesse?
 

13. 	Millised on olemasolevad protseduurid andmete sisestamisel tekki­
vate vigade parandamiseks?
 



Arvuteid mitteomavatele asutustele ­

14. 	Igalt av-uteid mitteomavalt asutuselt kcusida, kui palju on
 
neil tootajaid.
 

15. 	Igalt arvuteid mitteomavalt asutuselt kcusida, kui 
suur on 
oodatav taidetud osakuavalduste arv. 

16. 	Kuhu saadetakse andmed tootlemiseks arvutil? (Kas teitesse, 
ar­
vuteid omavatesse kohalikesse omavalitaustesse voi elamuvalit­
sustesse? Kas otse Riigiarvutuskeskusesse?)
 

17. 	Millises formaadis saadetakse andmed? (Kas andmeid kompileeri­
takse voi toodeldakse mingisugusel viisil arvuteid mitteomavates
 
asutustes?)
 

18. 	Kui sageli toimub andmete edastamine? (iga paev, uks kord nada­
las, uks kord kuus?) 

19. 	Millised on ulevaateprotseduurid kindlustamaks, et andmetes ei
 
esine vigu enne nende edastamist t6otlemiseks arvuteid omavasse
 
asutusse?
 

2C. illised on kasutatavad protseduurid vigade parandamiseks, mis
 
avastatakse andmeid arwtiga tootlevas asutuses? (kas formula,

saadetakse tagasi algasutusse? kas saadetakse kirJalik Jarele­
parimine? kas arvutit omava asutuse esindaja helistab algasu­
tusse?)
 

Uldine programmiline hinnang ­

21. 	 Kus eksisteerivad informatsiooni ja arusaamise t~himikud? 

22. 	 Kas sellel on o~a kindel struktuur? (Kas on olemas teatud piir­
konnad riigis voi osalevate asutuste tuubid, kus on koige rohkem
 
informatsiooni puudujaake voi kus arusaamise tase 
on madalaim?)
 

23. 	Milline on arusaaiatuste o'emus? (Milline elamispinnaosakuprog­
rammi komponent pohjustab k,-ige enam segadust? Kas selleks on
 
andmete kogumine taotlejateli,..andmete sisestamine susteemi,

elamispinnaosakute taotlejate uldiste kusimustega tegelemine,

avalduste taitmise hindamine, voi uldisemalt, informeeritus ja

uuesti formuleeritud seaduste moistmine)
 



Appendix B 

ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION 

LIST 	OF INTERVIEWS 

1. 	 Mr. Raivo Kasemaa
 
General Manager
 
Estonian State Computing Center
 
Tallinn
 

2. 	 Mrs. Maija Kajandu 
Production Manager 
Estonian State Computing Center 
Tallinn 

3. 	 Ms. Tiiu Strauss 
Project Manager 
Estonian State Computing Center 
Tallinn 

4. 	 Mrs. Liia Hanni 
Minister of Reform 
Tallinn 

5. 	 Mr. Meelis Paaro 
Vice Chairman 
Tallinn East District 
Tallinn 

6. 	 Mr. August Koppel 
Manager 
Oismae Local Housing Board 
Tallinn 

7. 	 Mr. Endel Kaljusmaa 
Deputy Director 
National Housing Board 
Tallinn 

8. 	 Mr. Roman Mugur, Alderman 
Mr. Arvo Sakarias, Computer Specialist 
Mr. Peeter Tooming, Computer Specialist 
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Tartu 

9. 	 Mr. Heike Tamm 
City Housing Administrator 
Tartu 

10. 	 Mrs. Riisalu 
Director of Development Department 
Kohtla-Jdrve 

11. 	 Mrs. Velbaum 
Deputy Director of Development Department 
Kohtla Jarva 

12. 	 Mrs. Tiiu Kibe 
Manager 
Town Land Department 
Vosu 

13. 	 Mr. Laukse 
City Councilman 
Viljande 

14. 	 Mr. Michael Servinski 
Director 
Viljande Statistics Office 
Viljande 

15. 	 Mr. Riho Rasmann
 
Director
 
Department of State Property
 
Tallinn
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Appendix C 

ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION 

TRAINING 

The need for training for the Popular Capital Obligation program has been addressed in a 

number of different ways. 

Housing Privatization 

The housing privatization component of the Popular Capital Obligation program in particular 
has been the subject of many different training and information dissemination activities. For 
example, all local government participants and certain major local housing offices were 
issued a detailed instruction manual containing information on all aspects of voucher issuance 
and housing privatization in general. This information was supplemented with a series of 
seminars with presentations by knowledgeable central government policy makers and others. 
These seminars were very successful in promoting a dialogue between the different partici­
pants and were well attended. 

Automated Voucher System 

The Estonian State Computing Center (ESCC) has been very proactive in disseminating the 
software for the Automated Voucher System. The ESCC notified all county and local 
goN ernments that the computer program was available to them and informed them of their 
training options. The ESCC is providing training for all interested local government or local 
housing authorities who intend to use the computerized system. A partial list of attendees at 
the Computing Center training classes is attached as part of this Appendix. 

The ESCC also responds to questions from local authorities regarding procedural issues. In 
fact, the ESCC's is the only telephone number listed on any of the documentation distributed 
to the local authorities. 
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