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Russian Military Officer Resettlement Housing Program 

1 General Comments 

One of the outcomes of the summit meeting held in Vancouver, Canada in 1992 between the 
United States and Russia was an agreement by the United States to facilitate the return and 
demobilization of troops from the Baltic nations to Russia by providing housing for 
demobilized Russian officers. 

In an historic undertaking, the United States and Russia initiated a Pilot Program for the 
construction of 450 housing units that is now nearing completion. Based on the success of the 
pilot project, a more ambitious Russian Military Officer Resettlement Program was designed 
to house 5,000 Russian demobilized officers from the Baltic nations. 

To expedite implementation of the Resettlement Program, PADCO was engaged to conduct a 
competitive tender on behalf of USAID for the construction of 4,000 housing units. 
PADCO's statement of work called for providing USAID with required pre-contract technical 
and administrative services. As such, PADCO conducted procurement seminars in Russia on 
behalf of USMD and solicited and evaluated proposals from potential design-build 
contractors. PADCO's evaluation and recommendations were provided to USAID in Moscow 
and Washington, DC. This information was made available by USAID to the general 
construction manager contractor selected to administer the program. 

PADCO has now completed its obligations under the USAID'S "US$160 million" Russian 
Military Officer Resettlement Housing Program herein after referred to as the Housing 
Program. As mentioned the Housing Program called for 5,000 dwelling units, 4,000 dwelling 
units were to be constructed and 1,000 units were to be financed through a Voucher 
Program. At the beginning of July, 1994 the number of units to .be constructed was reduced 
to 2,500 units and to maintain program targets the number of units in the Voucher Program 
was increased to 2,500 units. Originally PADCO's role on the Voucher Program was only to 
review the Pilot Project. Later PADCO's role in the voucher component was expanded 
beyond the pilot program. As a result, the Construction Program is discussed in Section 2 
and the Voucher Program is discussed in Section 3. 

2 Construction Program 

2.1. General Outline of Services 

PADCO's responsibilities included: 
advertising the Request for Proposal (RFP) for design-build contractors in trade journals; 
organizing and conducting pre-bid conferences for prospective contractors; 
responding to continual requests for information from prospective bidders; 



conducting preliminary meetings in oblasts to assist prospective contractors in the 
preparation of their proposals; 
reviewing and evaluating proposals that were initially submitted to determine proposal 
responsiveness; 
assisting bidders in improving their proposal responsiveness prior to the arrival of the 
General Construction Management Contractor (GCMC); 
assisting prospective bidders on where they may obtain information on the construction 
industry in Russia; 
disseminating to all bidders any USAID approved and directed amendment clarifications; 
inspecting all proposed building sites once proposals were received; 
verifying all site and construction approvals; 
conducting secondary reviews of the responsive proposals; 
making a ranking of proposals for USAID and providing transitional support to the 
General Construction Management Contractor (GCMC); 
assisting the General Construction Management Contractor (GCMC) in the final evaluation 
process as required; and 
assisting USAID with the development of Memoranda of Understandings. 

2.2 Specific Tasks 

2.2.1 Advertising and Pre-Bid Conferences 

An advertising program was initiated to alert potential bidders to the existence of the RFP for 
the Housing Program. Advertisements were placed in the "Commerce Business Daily" in the 
United States and, with the assistance of Minstroi', in the "Stroitelnaya Gazeta" in Russia. 
The "Stroitelnaya Gazeta" is published weekly and is read by all major public and private 
contractors throughout Russia. This publication is used by the Russian Government to 
announce projects and is a good way to contact builders throughout the Russian Federation. 
The Russian text of the bid announcement was essentially a translation of the "Commerce 
Business Daily" text from the United States. Additionally some oblasts independently placed 
advertisements it1 their local publications. Pre-bid conferences were held for the purpose of 
describing the requirements as set forth by USAID in the RFP. Bidder conferences were held 
both in Washington, DC on March 9, 1994 and Moscow, Russia on March 14, 15 and 17, 
1994. These conferences were held in Russia to give potential bidders in more remote areas 
more time to travel to Moscow. PADCO conducted the Washington conference with the 
participation of USAID. l h e  Moscow conferences were held in facilities arranged by 
Minstroi and attended by representatives from USAIDIMoscow and Minstroi. 

' ~ t  the start of the USAID iiFP process, Minstroi was known as the State Committee for Architecture and 
Construction (Gosstroi). Later this organization was elevated to full Ministry status. 



About three hundred potential bidders attended the Moscow conferences illustrating local 
interest in the program. After the bid requirements were described in detail, question and 
answer sessions were conducted to clarify specific issues raised by prospective bidders. Both 
Russian and American firms asked for lists of counterpart firms interested in joint bids. 
Therefore as part of the bidder's materials provided to bidders who supplied their names and 
addresses PADCO provided lists of both Russian and American participants in the 
conferences. (A list of all conference attendees is included in Exhibit I.) A list of questions 
asked and responses given at the conference was kept and is part of the project record. 
Though a list of pre-approved geographical sites was included in the Request for Proposal, 
bidders from areas not listed in the RFP were permitted to enter the competition if they 
received approval from Minstroi. Also during the bidder's conferences, the representatives 
from Minstroi said they would help American bidders get approvals for new technologies as 
long as these innovations did not impair health and safety. However, no bidders requested 
this assistance so it is unclear whether Minstroi would have been able to process new 
technology approvals within the proposal preparation period. 

2.2.2 Preliminary Meetings with Bidders 

After the pre-bid conferences and before the actual date on which all proposals were due, 
PADCO personnel made visits to the cities and oblasts that were identified in the RFP as 
pre-approved areas. Minstroi was advised of the proposed PADCO itinerary and was 
instrumental in scheduling meetings with the interested oblasts. Typically Minstroi sent a 
representative along with the PADCO teams. Without the involvement of Minstroi, these 
initial contacts with the various oblasts would not have proceeded with the same efficiency. 
(See Exhibit 2 for map showing preliminary visit locations.) 

The general purpose of these field visits was to meet first with the responsible city and oblast 
officials to describe the Housing Program in detail. After meeting privately with officials 
from the administration, a general meeting was held with prospective a r r  bidders along with 
local officials. These meetings were informational in nature. Since not all contractors had 
attended the pre-bid conferences described in Section 2.2.1 above, PADCO personnel 
conducted a thorough briefing on the requirements of the RFP and answered questions from 
potential bidders. 

PADCO found that Russian contractors were not familiar with competitively bid projects. 
Nor were they used to supplying the amount of information that is required by US 
Government RFPs. 

The following are examples of the typical issues discussed during one of these briefmg 
sessions: 

Contractors were not clear on the concept of a fixed price contract. They were unsure on 
how to estimate inflation over the duration of their projects or factor in exchange rate 
variations. 



There was confbsian over liabiiity for Value Added Taxes (VAT) and custom tariffs. 
Though the RFP indicated that VAT would not have to paid, most contractors included 
VAT in their estimates. They stated that in actual practice in Russia, they were going to 
have to pay VAT to secure material from their suppliers and therefore could not exclude it 
from W i r  bids. 
The mount of advance payments was repeatedly discussed as bidders perceived this as a 
hedge against Mation. 
Bidders also wanted to know under what conditions they would get their final payment. 

The administrations' questions revolved around infrastructure and beneficiary selection. If 
off-site infrastructure was required, they would ask the Minstroi representative if they 
could expect any assistance from the Federal government to augment their local budgets. 
Also the administrations wanted a say in the selection of beneficiary ofikers. &nerally 
they desired to accommodate their own retired officers prior to accepting new arrivals. 

When discussions were held with American companies the following additional typical issues 
surfaced: 

Who would be providing the land? Many bidders expected either the R.ussian or American 
governments to provide land. 
What approvals would be required? 
What were the requirements for registration and li~ensing?~ 
What Russian firms were available to establish a joint venture? 
Could projects be gre-approved? 

@ Some companies asked if the US Government would pay required shipping costs. 

Finally there were many questions about taxes. Since the situation in Russia is very fluid, 
bidders were advised to consult Russian tax lawyers. However they were also reminded of 
the clauses in the RFP stating that this project would be tax exempt. 

The informational sessions in the cities and oblasts were very helpful as they gave 
prospective bidders as well as administration representatives the opportunity to discuss Ui: 
Military Officer Resettlement Housing Program in an informal setting. Though most bidders 
had read the RFP, they became more comfortable with it after PADCO representatives 
explained the document in detail. This was important, since most bidders had no previous 
experience with competitive bidding. 

Also during the many briefing sessions, inconsistencies in the Russian and English 
translations of the USAID RFP were uncovered and corrected. For example, there is no 
Russian equivalent to off-site infrastructure, so this term had to be explained. 

As part of the pre-bid materials packilge, bidders were given a description of  registration and licensing 
requirements in Russia. 



After these meetings, the PADCO team would often be escorted by the representatives of the 
administration to some of the potential construction sites. These site visits were organized by 
the administratisns to offer the review team an advance look at the typical types of sites that 
would be proposed from their area. These site visits were observational as no judgements or 
critiques were offered by the PADCO team. 

Concurrently with the visits to the field, PADCO personnel in Moscow responded to bidders' 
inquiries on a daiiy basis, and a log was kept for this purpose. Inquiries would be in the 
form of telephone calls, fax communications and bidder visits to the PADCO office. PADCO 
insisted that all substantive questions be made in writing and kept a log of all inquiries 
received in Washington DC and Moscow. There were also a substantial number of telephone 
calls and visits to the PADCO offices. In all cases logs of these visits were maintained and 
are part of the project record. PADCO personnel also maintained contact with USAID in 
Moscow and Washington, as well as Minstroi. 

During the pre-proposal review, seventeen oblasts were visited over a period of twenty-one 
days by five P.ADCO teams. Field reports were made for each visit, and these are part of the 
project record. 

2.2.3 Review of Propmais 

All proposals by prospective bidders were due in either Washington, DC or Mosccw, Russia 
on or before May 3, 1994. This date was extended for one day until May 4, 1994 as May 3, 
1994 was an official Russian holiday. Proposals submitted in Washington, DC were sent to 
the Moscow PADCO office via State Department pouch for review in Moscow. (A list of all 
proposals received in response to the USAID Request for Proposal is included in Exhibit 3.) 
The review of all proposals was conducted by PADCO personnel at the PADCO office in 
Moscow. All proposals were reviewed for responsiveness to the USAID RFP. In addition to 
PADCO personnel, Minstroi was also invited to participate in the review process. 

Per the USAID RFP, projects could be proposed in any of the following cities/oblasts: 
Nizhny Novgorod Oblast and City, Volgograd Oblast and City, Lipetsk Oblast, Tver Oblast 
(exclusive of Tver City), Novgorod City, Pskov Oblast, Elcaterinburg City, Cherepovets City 
(Vologda Oblast), Ryazan Oblast and City, Kaliningrad Oblast, Leningrad Oblast and St. 
Petersburg, Tula Oblast, Krasnodar Krai, Moscow Oblast (exclusive of Moscow City), 
Kaluga Oblast, Khabarovsk Krai, Ulan Ude City, and Bamaul City (or other cities yet to be 
determined by the Interministerial Committee or IMC). Minstroi included these cities and 
oblasts because they sent letters to Minstroi stating their willingness to accept officers from 
the Baltics, their readhe,, to provide land for construction and their intent to provide off-site 
infrastructure. Of the 225 proposals received, 45, or 20 percent were from areas not on the 
original pre-approved list. 

To insure fairness in the review process, criteria were formulated and an evaluation form 
was prepared to guide each reviewer. (A copy of the initial evaluation form is included in 

b 



Exhibit 4.) This preliminary evaluation form followed the requirements as set forth in the 
USAID RFP. A form was completed for each proposal that was received3. 

Proposals from US bidders were typically in English while proposals from Russian bidders 
were in Russian. PADCO's Russian technical assistants read through each proposal with an 
American counterpart. The completed forms were then channeled through anorher PAIDCO 
review member who after checking the form also prepared a summary of the proposals' key 
features. After the initial review was completed, a select committee of PADCO's most 
experienced personnel along with a representative of USAID reassessed the level of 
responsiveness of each proposal. 

The proposals were judged to be in one of three categories of responsiveness to the USAID 
RFP. The fust category was "responsive to the Request for Proposal". These proposals 
generally provided most if not all the required information requested in the RFP. A number 

I of these proposals had significant amounts of completed construction and were around the 
USAID proposed cost range. If this were the case, the proposal warranted further 
consideration. The second category was "partially responsive to the Request for Proposal". 
These proposals generally had a flaw, such as a cost above the $25,000 figure, a lack of 
information on the off-site infrastructure or a lack of land and/or design approvals. Such a 
proposal warranted further consideration only if 5,000 units were not available from the 
category 1 proposals. The third category was "not responsive to the Request for Proposal". 
These proposals generally had no approvals in place, had excessively high costs (above 
$60,00O/unit), had no information of infrastructure or had no cost information. These were 
not given further consideration. (A list of all proposals that were judged to be responsive, 
partially responsive and non-responsive to the Request for Proposal is also included in 
Exhibit 3.) 

2.2.4 Selected Site Visits 

Prior to the start of the second round of field trips a f m l  bid evaluation form was prepared 
by the PADCO team and approved by USAID. (A copy of the final evaluation form is 
included in Exhibit 5.) This final ev~luation form expanded on the preliminary evaluation 
form and was designed to permit numerical ranking later. The scoring was based on a 
maximum of 1000 points, 70 percent based on technical merit and professional competence 
and 30 percent based on cost. This percentage split was specified by USAID in the 
Washington Bidder's Conferences and then later incorporated into the minutes of the 
conferences provided to all bidders who provided names and addresses. The technical merit 
evaluation criteria consisted of the following: design and land approvals and permits, 
corporatc capacity, professional competence, access to off-site infrastructure, miscellaneous 
site issues, status of construction, and support of the local administrations. Each criteria was 

%ese forms along with other materials provided subsequently by the bidders plus a final evaluation of the 
proposal are bound separately and were provided to USAID/Moscow. 



individually weighted based on its contribution to the successful completion of a typical 
project. 

The USAID RFP was specific in describing the criteria on which responses would be judged. 
Table 1, following on page 9, shows the evaluation criteria categories along with their 
weighted values which were developed by the PADCO team, and approved by USAID. The 
general categories as shown in the table, were: 

approvals; 
corporate strength; 
professional competence; 
off-site infrastructure; 
site and others; 
completion schedule; and 
local government support. 

A description of the contents of each criteria category is as follows: 

a. Approvals 

This category assessed the following: 
the status of the company's legal identity (was it registered in Russia, was it licensed to 
construct); 
was there a company management structure enclosed; 
did the company meet the nationality requirements set forth in the RFP; 
did the company have rights to develop the land; 
what was the status of architectural and planning approvals; and 

did the company submit an environmental checklist with their proposal. 

Of all these items, land reservation and status of architectural and planning approvals are the 
most critical to the success of a project. 

The RFP included an Environmental Checklist based on one developed in the State of 
California. Since the RFP did not spec@ who should sign the checklist, its validity was 
questionable in the Russian context. It would have been preferable if the checklist had been 
signed by either a municipal or oblast official. As a result, the information contained in the 
Environmental Checklist was judged to be suspect and not scored very high in the total 
number of points awarded to proposals. 



1 
b. Corporate Strength 

This category was developed to ascertain the role of the bidder and the control that the 
bidder would have over the construction process. For example, was the bidder also the 
intended contractor, or was the bidder acting as a developer who would then contract out the 
construction works. If the bidder was an agent who was neither a developer nor a builder, 
they were given no points in this category since *hey would not actually perform any 
construction works. Some of the other questions that were evaluated were: 

What percentage of the work did the builder intend to perform with it's own forces. 
* Did the bidder have existing relationships with established suppliers. 

Were the suppliers local. 

c. Professional Competence 

The bidder's experience in housing and its financial strength were addressed in this section. 
How many housing units were completed in the last two years and had the bidder completed 
work in the proposed city or oblast. The time to compleYe the proposed project was noted. 
The shorter the time frame the greater the likelihood that project would be successful. It was 
preferred that the bidder had working capital to cover any interim expenditures required 
rather than relying solely on USAID financing. Also would the bidder provide some form of 
bank guarantee so that in the event of a default, USAID could reclaim the total amount of the 
advance payment. 

d. Off-Site Infrastructure 

The availability of off-site infrastructure is absolutely critical to the success of a project. In 
these times of dwindling local budgets, the fewer expenditures required of the local 
administrations, the greater the likelihood that infnastructure will be available. The closer the 
off-site infrastructure, the more favorably the proposal was reviewed. Projects that had 
construction in place usually had off-site infrastructure either available or close by. 

e. Site & others 

To minimize the future general construction management contractor effort, proposals for 125 
or more housing units were preferred. Smaller sites were not rejected but just not preferred. 
Proposals that incorporated innovative designs, energy efficiencies and transfer of Western 
technology were also preferred, though typical Russian designs were accepted. Joint ventures 
were also preferred. 

f. Completion Schedule 

Projects with construction in place were preferred over new construction as there is less risk 
with these types of projects. such a project is more likely to be successful as there is less 



constrrlction to be put in place. Also the more construction already in place, the quicker the 
project should be completed. 

g, Local Government Support 

Projects without governmental support do not succeed. The proposer had to show that the 
local government supported the project. Letters were required from the local government 
stating support as well as agreeing to furnish off-site infrastructure. In addition, the local 
government had to agree to accept officers who were not on local waiting lists since officers 
selected by the national government would be from outside the local area. 

Table 1 

Approvals I 20% 1 

East Proposal 

Corporate Strength 

Profzssional Competence - 
Off-Site Infrastructure 

Site & Others 

Completion Schedule (stat up potentiwl) 

Governmentai Support 

Technical Total 
(the percentage of the actual points to the 
maximum times 700 is the prorated technical score 
in the f d  ranking) 

I Final Ranking I Percent of Total 1 

120 

190 

300 

50 

400 

150 

15 10 

8% 

13 % 

20% 

3% 

26% 

10% 

100% 

70% 

30% 

100% 

Technical Points 

Cost Points 

Total Points 

700 

300 

1000 



As stated previously, the individual criteria items were weighted based. on their relative 
importance to the probable success of a typical construction project in Russia. This "relative 
importance" was based on previous PADCO hands-on experience with the Pilot Officer 
Resettlement Program. 

The three technical areas judged to be the most critical to a successful project were: the 
status of approvals, the availability of off-site infrastructure and the completion schedule 
(start-up potential based on existing work in place). These critical areas were stressed by 
USAID as well. The values associated with these criteria reflect their relative value (300 
points, 300 points and 400 points respectively out of the total of 1510). These criteria were 
readily evaluated as they are based on objective data. 

The Technical criteria related to corporate strength and professional competence relied on 
bidder input. One of the subcategories in the professional competence criteria was a 
comparison of the contractor's stated short term assets and liabilities. Contractors with 
positive working capital, i.e., greater short term assets than liabilities, were awarded 
evaluation points as they were thought to be more viable than those with without working 
capital. A most recent baance sheet as well as the 1993 year end balance sheet was 
requested. A comparison of the most recent and year end balance sheets offered a glimpse of 
the financial health of the company and noted any particular financial trends that might bear 
further scrutiny. Though company balance sheets in Russia tend to be understated to avoid 
excessive national tax liabilities, they provide an indication of relative financial strength. 
Further, companies which show persistent losses are supposed to be declared bankrupt and 
closed down. 

Site characteristics such as area of the site, number of units proposed, typical apartment 
gross area were reviewed but not judged to be as important to the success of a project as are 
the previously discussed criteria. These characteristics are under the umbrella of architectural 
approvals granted by the oblast authorities. If architectural approvals are in place, the project 
will have met Russian standards. The PADCO teams checked site conditions to insure 
conformance to the parameters set forth in the USAID RFP. 

Local government support is critical to the success of a potential project. This was one of the 
important lessons of the Pilot Program. If local officials support a bidder, the entire approval 
process can be streamlined. If there is no support, projects are likely to fail or be seriously 
delayed. This criteria was ranked in several ways. First the cityloblast officials were asked if 
they would accept officers not on their waiting list. Then the teams asked if they would 
streamline any approval processes and provide any required infrastructure. Finally local 
administrations were asked if they supported the bidder. 

Some bidders proposed projects where construction had already been started for other clients. 
A section in the evaluation form was developed to con f i i  that all rights to the site and 
approval to start construction had in fact been transferred from the previous client to the 
bidder. A "yes" or "no" response was imputed for each question in the section. Any 



incorrect response would trigger an "x" in the appropriate informational box at the bottom of 
the summary sheet of the Evaluation Criteria form (page 1). The GCMC upon reviewing a 
proposal evaluation form would then be alerted to a potential problem with ownership of the 
site and ability to start construction. These are problems that would have to be corrected 
prior to the signing of a contract. 

In making the evaluation of the status of approvals, if one of the members of the bidct.,r's 
team held the rights to the land, full points were awarded to the proposal. However, if a 
third party, not part of the bidder's team held the rights to the land, the project was judged 
as having "letters of guarantee" only, therefore having no legal status and ranked 
accordingly. 

Also at the bottom of the summary sheet of the Evaluation Criteria (page 1) is another 
informational box identided as Legal Requirements. If an "x" appeared in this box, the 
GCMC would be warned that there ,nay be a problem with the bidder's legal status in Russia 
(see Section 1 of the Evaluation Criteria form). 

The bidder's cost was weighted at 30 percent of the total points. The competitive cost ranges 
were determined by calculating the mean price received and then calculating standard 
deviations away from the mean. Though the highest points were given for lower costs per the 
RFP, very low cost responses were not ranked as they were determined to be unrealistic 
when factoring in inflation. Regardless of the stated costs, there is still a concern as to 
whether all contractors have actually budgeted sufficient sums to cover inflation over the life 
of the project. Again, the concept of a fmed price contract is still not fully understood nor 
followed in the Russian construction market. 

PADCO teams returned to the field to visit with bidders whose proposals were deemed to be 
responsive to the RFP. Generally a decision was made to visit a category 2 proposal (see 
2.2.3 above) if the proposal was in the same geographical area as a level 1 proposal being 
visited. 

Prior to the second round of visits to the field, all PADCO teams were instructed on the use 
of the final evaluation form. Particular attention was taken with respect to Section 12 (Status 
of Approvals) in regards to proposals involving existing construction. Also as a result of a 
pre-visit meeting with USAID, PADCO was informed that the advance payment criteria had 
changed. PADCO was to inform all bidders that the maximum advance payment allowed by 
USAID would be 10 percent. During the first round of oblast visits and per the USAID RFP, 
the maximum allowed advance payment was stated as up to 40 percent. PADCO was 
instructed to inform all bidders that if this considerable reduction in the advance payment 
changed the basis on which they prepared their cost estimates, they would be allowed to 
adjust their proposed costs. However, any cost adjustment would have to be justified, i.e. to 
cover interest payments on loans, etc. Of the 129 proposals reviewed in the second round of 
site visits, 50 cost proposals were increased, or approximately 40 percent of the proposals. 
The last page of the evaluation form was developed to collect information on revised bids, 



VAT taxes included in the total cost (if any) and to get information on the expected advance 
payments. 

For the sake of familiarity and continuity PADCO teams returned to the same oblastskities 
they had visited during the preliminary field trips. A typical visit would be scheduled as 
follows: 

Upon arrival, a meeting would be held at the local administration offices with city and 
oblast representatives and prospective bidders. PADCO representatives would inform the 
administration they had returned because the proposals submitted by the bidder(@ present 
had been responsive to the RFP. The governmental authorities were questioned for their 
support for the proposed project. The nature of governmental support sought included 
commitments for prompt approvals, approval and comfort with the bidder, acceptance of 
the officer selection guidelines, and the ability to provide any necessary off-site 
infrastructure to support the proposed project. To the extent possible, the teams met with 
the oblast Governor or in lieu of the Governor, with the Vice Governor responsible for 
construction. 
A meeting was then held at the offices of the "responsive" bidder@). PADCO teams 
provided bidders with either the Russian or English version of the evaluation fom. At this 
time issues related to company strength and professional competence were reviewed. A 
tour was made of the bidders office to observe the number of people, the types of office 
equipment available, the level of activity and the general appearance of the office. Key 
personnel that would be associated with the proposed project were sought out and briefly 
interviewed. The teams also reviewed the bidder's construction documents and if 
available, the off-site infrastructure plans. 
A visit was then made to the actual site. At the site, the status of any existing construction 
was confirmed and quantified. The status of the existing off-site infrastructure would also 
be confiied by observing the actual off-site connection points and noting the distance 
from the existing services to the site. The surrounding area would be reviewed to see that 
the project blended with the local environment. Accessibility to the site was considered, 
i.e., availability of public transportation and road conditions. Distance to available 
employment opportunities was asked. The environmental check list was reviewed to see if 
there appeared to be any environmental problems. 

A list of all second round site visits is included in Exhibit 6. A map indicating the location in 
Russia of all sites included in the second round is included in Exhibit 7. 

2.2.5 Final Proposal Ranking 

The second round of PADCO field trips involved four PADCO teams from mid May to the 
end of June 1994. In July, a limited number of additional sites were visited either at the 
request of Minstroi or if the proposal included American bidders not already visited. At the 
conclusion of this second round of field trips, all final evaluation forms were collected and a 
summary of all ranked proposals was prepared for USAID. Added to this summary but not 
ranked were the rest of all the proposals received in response to the RFP. (A copy of the 



final proposal grading report is included in Exhibit 8.) In addition to the overall master list 
of all proposals a shorter summary list of the top 35 proposals was prepared. This top 35 
listing was intended to be used as a list of priority proposals to be reviewed by the GCMC in 
its final selection pro~ess .~  (A list of the top 35 rated proposals is included in Exhibit 9.) 

2.2.6 Assistance to the General Construction Management Contractor (GCMC) 

Upon arrival of the GCMC in Russia PADCO assisted USAID and the GCMC with 
reviewing the higher ranked proposals. After the GCMC determined which proposals would 
be revisited prior to the final selection, PADCO personnel provided transitional support to 
assist the GCMC. (A copy of the itinerary of all visits conducted in support of the GCMC is 
included in Exhibit 10.) 

The following is a general list of the types of services PADCO provided to USAID and the 
General Construction Manager Contractor: 

briefed USAID and the GCMC on PADCO's final ranking of proposals; 
arranged meetings with bidders and local administrations prior to field trips; 
provided logistical support in the form of room reservations, vehicles, tickets, etc.; 
briefed the GCMC on the Russian construction industry; 
briefed the GCMC on the Russian administrative hierarchy and intergovernmental 
relationships; 
explained PADCO final evaluation form, its contents and use; 
reviewed the information contained in a typical Russian balance sheet and how to use the ' 

information contained; 
provided temporary translation and interpretation services; 
highlighted the main requirements of the USAID RFP; 
explained the types and forms of company registrations, land allocation and architectural 
and planning approvals; 
supplied copies to USAIDIGCMC of all files pertaining to proposal under final 
consideration; and 
supplied PADCO memorandum describing "Lessons Learned" as a result of PADCO 
involvement in the Military Housing Pilot Program. 

''The RFP, however, stated that the GCMC could select any proposal received under the procurement. The 
PADCO ranking, therefore, was intended to serve as a guide to USAID and the GCMC. 



2.2.7 Proposal Statistics 

Upon reviewing all the data from the responses received following the second round of site 
visits (129 proposals), certain trends became apparent. Of particular interest is the 
relationship between the status of construction, the average unit cost and the time to 
complete. Using the base data from the Completion Schedule section describing amount of 
construction in place (section 10) of the Final Evaluation Form (Exhibit 5) for all visits made 
the average unit cost and time to complete was determined for the following stages of 
existing completion: 

0 percent (new construction) 
1 percent to 25 percent complete 
26 percent to 50 percent complete 
51 percent to 75 percent complete 
76 percent to 100 percent (100 percent indicating that the building shell was complete) 

The following Table 2 and Figures 1 and 2 show the relationship of these three parameters. 
What becomes apparent is that the greater the amount of existing construction in place, the 
lower the average unit cost and the less time is projected to complete the project. 

Table 2 

I 0 % (New Construction) ( $30,876 I 19 Months I 
1 1% to 25% I $25,675 1 17 Months I 
1 26% to 50% I $24,375 I 13 Months I 
1 51% to 75% I $23,313 I 13 Months I 
76% to 100% $20,533 6 Months 



Figure 2 

AVERAOE DURATION OF WN82AUCTWN VERSUS COMPLETION 8 7 A W  

- .- - 

There were three distinct evaluation levels. The first was the receipt of all proposals (225 in 
total), the second was the evaluation of the proposals visited during the second round (129) 
after the unresponsive responses of the initial submission were eliminated and the third was 



the selection of the top 35 proposals of the second round proposals. Each level involved 
more responsive proposals and this fact is reflected in Tables 3 and 4, and Figures 3 and 4. 
These tables and figures show that as the evaluation process proceeded, the average cost 
decreased. 

Table 3 

Average Unit Cost Net of VAT 

Figure 3 

All 225 Submitted Proposals I 129 Second Round 
Proposals 

AVERAGE UNIT COST NET OF VAT 

Top 35 Proposals 

1. All submitted proposals 
2. 129 evaluated proposals 
3. Top 35 proposals 



Table 4 

I Average Cost per Square Meter Net of VAT I 
All 225 Submitted Proposals 129 Second Round I Top 35 Proposals 

Proposals I 

Figure 4 

AVERAGE COST PER SQUARE METER NET OF VAT 

1. All submitted proposals 
2. 129 evaluated proposals 
3. Top 35 proposals 

American companies unless they were experienced in Russia faced difficult hurdles to 
compete due to the difficulties of approvals, land allotment, local knowledge, understanding 
of Russian systems and design and construction practices and local support. These issues are 
discussed in greater detail in the following "Lessons Learned" section 2.2.7.4 labelled as 
"American Companies". Nevertheless there was a concern that American companies were 
not excluded from the competition. A review of American-Russian joint ventures shows that 
Americans were able to participate even though they may have faced greater problems in 
putting together proposals. To assess American participation, a review was made of the 
number of Russian firms and number of American-Russian joint ventures evaluated at each 
step of the evaluation process. Table 5 shows this comparison at each of the three evaluation 
points. 



Table 5 

1 I Number of Proposals I 

Table 5 indicates that a substantial number of American-Russian Joint Ventures survived each 
level of evaluation. On a percentage basis, the percentage of American-Russian Joint 
Ventures actually increased. See Figures 5, 6 and 7 for a graphical display of the percentage 
split between American-Russian joint ventures and Russian firms. 

Evaluation Stage 

American-Russian 
Joint Ventures 

Russian Firms 

Totals 

Figure 5 

TOP 35 PROPOSALS 

All 225 Submitted 
Proposals 

80 (36%) 

145 (64%) 

225 

American/Russian 
Joint Ventures 

129 Second Round 
Proposals 

50 (39%) 

79 (61%) 

129 

Top 35 Proposals 

15 (43%) 

20 (57%) 

35 



Figure 6 

129 EVALUATED PROPOSALS ( SECOND ROUND ) 

American/Russian 
Joint Ventures 

Figure 7 

ALL SUBMTTCED PROPOSALS 

American-Russian joint ventures tended to propose new construction projects. Of the 71 
American-Russian joint venture proposals received at the initial submittal (not counting the 9 
proposals that had no information), 57 involved new construction, or 80 percent. Of the 50 
proposals that survived to the second round, 36 involved new construction, or 72 percent. 
But of those American-Russian joint ventures that were listed in the top 35 proposals only 
33 percent involved new construction. The following Table 6 shows the types of projects 
proposed by American-Russian joint veritures that were considered at each evaluating stage. 



Table 6 
American-Russian Joint Venture Responses 

Single 25 1 24 13 1 12 
Family 
Low-Rise 15 4 11 14 4 10 5 4 1 
High-Rise 27 9 18 19 9 10 10 6 4 
Mixed 4 4 4 4 
Development 
No 9 
Information 

Total 80 14 57 50 14 36 15 10 5 

2.2.8 Lessons Learned 

Based on the PADCO experience with the Russian Military Officer Resettlement Housing 
Program, the following items, through hindsight, might have been done differently or should 
have also been initially included in the program. 

a. Clarify the program objectives from the start. The program suffered from conflicting 
objectives that created confusion among bidders and local governments. The following 
illustrates the problems with objectives: 

i. Although the intent of the RFP was to construct housing within a two year period and 
at a fmed budget, the introduction of secondary objectives such as an encouragement 
to introduce new technologies created confusion. Introduction of new technologies 
would result in delays in getting approvals since these technologies would have to be 
evaluated against SNiP (Russian National Building Codes). As a result, only projects 
and technologies which were already approved could successfully compete in the 
procurement and still meet project deadlines. 

ii. There was considerable confusion throughout the process as to which cities and 
oblasts were eligible locations for projects. As stated earlier, Minstroi prepared an 
initial list of oblasts and cities agreeing to participate in the program. Later during the 
bidder's conferences, it was announced that other areas could be proposed if 



Minstroi's approval was granted and if officers were willing to go to these places. 
Much later in the process, Minstroi produced another list of locations where it said 
that officzrs wanted to go that excluded some of the cities included ixi the initial list. 

iii. Beneficiary selection criteria and procedures need to be clear from the start. Oblast 
support was generally contingent on the percentage of officers that could be drawn 
from local waiting lists. Typically they would link the percent of the total costs borne 
by the oblast to the percent of officers coming from local waiting lists. Thus, clearly 
identifying the beneficiary selection procedures at the start of the process would have 
allowed local administrations to budget for this program and to determine early in the 
process as to whether they would support the program. 

iv. Clarity on Russian Federation contributions to the program would have facilitated 
local government support. Although various promises were made by Federation level 
officials, oblast level officials remained highly skeptical of this support since naost 
oblasts had received only a fraction of promised Federation funds for officer housing 
in the previous fiscal year. 

b. Request for Proposal Clarifications 

i. 

ii. 

iii. 

iv. 

Future RFP's should state that an environmental assessment, if required, be completed 
and signed by a representative of the administration responsible for environmental 
matters. The form found in the RFP indicated that the bidder was supposed to 
complete the form. However, bidders are not authorized to sign environmental 
assessments on behalf of local administrations. Furthermore, the form should be 
tailored for use in Russia. The environmental checklist form included in the RFP, for 
example, had references to environmental problems which might result in potential 
elimination of the major periods of California history or prehistory. 

The amount allowed for advance payments should be specified Rrom the start and not 
modified during the bid process. Revising the advance payment amount required a 
number of companies to revise their price, all upward. Even those h t  did not, had to 
re-think their business plan. A change in such an important bid parameter caused 
considerable confusion. 

The RFP should state whether bidders would be allowed to bill for stored materials 
on-site as well as off-site. Again, knowing this allows the bidder to better develop a 
business plan as this issue directly impacts costs. 

Future RFP's should include a simple form that lists all the information that should be 
included with the proposal. Some bidders did not submit all the required information. 
This was due to a requirement being overlooked or thought not to be important. A 
simple checklist would remind bidders of the required submissions and therefore assist 
in making their proposals more responsive to the RFP. 



v. Bidders proposing projects that had construction in place were confused as to whether 
they would be able to bill for the completed work at the onset of the project. 
Understanding the available cash flow has a direct impact on the proposed cost and 
business plan. 

c. Off-Site Infrastructure 

Although the RFP requested that information about the existence of off-site infrastructure, 
most proposals were not very clear on this issue. In future procurements, bidders should be 
required to provide a detailed site plan with the site boundaries clearly identified and showing 
all required infrastructure including the existing points of connection. Infrastructure included 
in the proposed costs should be clearly noted as well as that infrastructure that is excluded. 
For infrastructure not included in the costs, a detailed cost estimate should be included along 
with clear guarantees from the local administration that these services will be financed from 
local budgets. 

d. American Companies 

The complexities of construction in Russia made it difficult for American bidders to 
participate in the program if they had not previously established a base in the country. The 
proposal period was not long enough to permit a foreign company to establish a Russian 
company, get licensed by the Government, secure a site, establish relationships with the local 
administration and ensure a steady supply of materials. The planning approval process alone 
could take upwards of eighteen months. A great many American bids suffered from the lack 
of planning approvals, lack of information about infrastructure, lack of approvals for their 
building systems and lack of local administration support. 

American firms that were already established in Russia were able to submit more successful 
bids since they had already established production lines. In future procurements, if the desire 
is to introduce new American companies to Russia, either more time should be granted to 
establish local relations, or the RFP should state that such relations must exist at the time of 
bid submittal. Bidders should not be encouraged to spend enormous amounts of money 
preparing proposals when in fact they will not be able to comply with the requirements of the 
RFP. 

The RFP had conflicting objectives. On the one hand, there was a desire to incorporate 
American construction technology into the program. On the other hand, projects that were 
more likely to be at or under the targeted $25,0OO/unit cost and be completed in time were 
projects with construction in place. Projects with construction in place were typically of the 
standard Russian high rise design in populated areas. These projects offered limited 
opportunities for incorparating new technologies. 

New projects incorporating American innovative technologies were typically cottage 
developments similar to a standard American single or garden style housing development. 



These projects require large tracts of land and are always situated at the fringe of a city or in 
the countryside. In both cases, off-site infrastructure was typically far removed from the 
project site. These projects require significantly greater financial resources from the local 
administrations. In today's market, local administrative budgets are being severely strained to 
maintain existing services, much less new expenditures servicing a small select population. 
Though local administxations may publicly state support for this type of development, they 
simply cannot marshal1 the financial resources to fund not only the off-site infrastructure but 
also the required social infrastructure in a timely manner. 

d. Local Support 

The support of the local administration is critical to the success of any project. Local support 
is shown by providing land, ensuring prompt approvals, accepting new arrivals, providing 
social infrastructure and providing the necessary off-site infrastructure. These means of 
support deplete local governments available resources of land and capital. Therefore local 
administrations need an incentive to support a program. Future procurements should place 
more emphasis on incentives to the local administrations. In this case greater local support 
might have been obtained by increasing their percentage of officer selection or providing 
some assistance with off-site infrastructure. 

e. Status of Construction 

i. While not ruling out new construction projects, there should be an indication in a 
housing RFP that projects with construction in place are preferred. Hypothetically 
speaking, if two similar ptojects are proposed, one with construction in place and the 
other a new project, i.e., no construction in place, it is more likely that the project 
with construction in place will be completed in a timely manner and at a lower cost. 
This was borne out by the results of the Russian Military Officer Resettlement 
Housing Program. 

There are numerous existing housing projects in Russia that as a result of an 
interruption in construction fmcing,  have either been stalled or worse, terminated. 
Reusing existing partially completed housing stocks would benefit both USAID and 
the cities in which these projects are located. USAID would benefit by having projects 
with the highest potential of success and the cities would benefit through reduction of 
unfinished buildings on their landscape. Additionally, as most of these unfiished 
projects have at least some off-site infrastructure installed, the city also benefits from 
the fact that their initial infrastructure investment is not lost. 

ii. Another issue of conflicting objectives related to building standards. The RFP stated 
that all construction must comply with Russian SNiP building codes (National 
Building Codes). Justifiable variation from SNiP requirements was encouraged and 
could be proposed. Non-compliance to the existing Russian building c8de standards 
encouraged proposals that would offer American style building systems. In reality, 



however, obtaining a variance from the Russian SNiP codes, though possible, is a 
lengthy process at best. There are no guarantees regardless of the content of the 
proposed variance. Though encouraged, new systems used in the United States that 
are not in compliance with Russian standards may not find acceptance in Russia at 
this time. The irony is that if a bidder proposed an encouraged American style system 
currently in non-compliance to Russian norms, that proposal would effectively be non- 
responsive to the RFP. 

f. Other Issues 

i. 

ii. 

iii. 

In both the Pilot Military Housing Program and again in the Russian Military Officer 
Resettlement Housing Program, the beneficiary selection criteria was not finalized 
until late in the bid evaluation process. This created confusion and probably made 
final MOU negotiations more difficult. During the bidder's conferences and 
subsequent PADCO field trips, the PADCO team provided local administrations with 
copies of the three priorities established for beneficiary selection. At that time no 
discussion was held on the percentages of officers that might come from local waiting 
lists. The final beneficiary selection criteria was only negotiated late in July when the 
project agreement was signed. While the complications in negotiating the various 
issues related to the project no doubt created the delay in finalizing beneficiary 
selection criteria, presenting different sets of criteria during the bid evaluation process 
created unnecessary confusion and in some cases may have resulted in ranking oblast 
participation higher than might have happened otherwise. 

As companies in Russia continue in the free enterprise system, the law of averages 
will dictate that some companies succeed while others fail. More emphasis will be 
placed on examining financial strength. Towards this goal, future RFP's should 
specifically request a copy of the most recent enterprise balance sheet and the 
previous years' year end report. Balance sheets are prepared quarterly in a standard 
form approved by the Ministry of Finance known as the ''~al&ce of the Enterprise", 
form number 1, that has been approved by the Ministry of Finance of the Russian 
Federation. Using the balance sheet, standard accounting indicators, such as fixed 
assets, current assets and liabilities, working capital and net worth can be identified. 
Using these indicators, additional information can be identified such as standard 
accounting liquidity ratios, e.g. working capital ratios (current assetslcurrent 
liabilities) and acid test ratios (current assets less stocks and debtorslcurrent 
liabilities). Indicators such as working capital and net worth should be compared to 
the proposed cost of a project. For example, if a bidder proposes a project with a 
high cost but has little working capital and net worth, there would be reasonable 
doubt concerning the bidder's ability to successfully complete the project in a timely 
manner. (See Exhibit 11 for a copy of the balance sheet model.) 

The time spent by PADCO with administrations and bidders prior to the receipt of 
proposals was extremely helpful to all parties. Many hours were spent explaining the 



why's and wherefore's of the requirements of the RFP. Issues that are widely 
understood in the United States, such as progress payments, retention on progress 
payments, submitting an original and a copy of the proposal and final acceptance 
required explanation. Clarifying bidder and administration confusion resulted in an 
improved quality of responsiveness. This type of technical assistance should be 
continued in support of future RFP's. 

In the future, the bid process should be scheduled so that contract award can be made 
prior to the start of the Russian building season. Typically, the prime months for 
construction are from May through October. While construction is done during the 
winter months, efficiencies are not the same, particularly when the building shell is 
being erected. 

Miscellaneous Information 

A series of tables are made part of this report through attached exhibits that provide various 
statistical analyses. The following is a list of these tables: 

Exhibit 12 is a summary by oblast/krai of the number of JV and Russian proposals 
received, average unit and square meter costs. Exhibit 15 covers all of the proposals 
originally received in response to the USAJD RFP. 
Exhibit 13 is a summary by oblast/krai of the number and types of housing, i.e., cottages, 
low rise and high rise, originally proposed. 
Exhibit 14 by oblast/krai shows the number of proposals, average costs of different 
housing types, average cost per square meter, and completion status of all proposals 
reviewed in the second round of site visits. 
Exhibit 15 by oblast/krai notes the total number of units as well as the number of 
individual housing types for all proposals reviewed during the second round of site visits. 
Exhibit 16 includes general information on the top 35 proposals. 
Exhibit 17 by oblast/krai lists the average cost per unit for all proposals, average cost by 
housing type, average cost per square meter, average unit size and status of completion 
for the top 35 ranked proposal. 

3 Voucher Program 

3.1 Background 

The overall Military Officer Resettlement Housing Program was to result in the delivery of 
5,000 housing units. In concert with the 2,500 housing units that were to be constructed 
under the direct construction component of the Housing Program, 2,500 housing units were 
made part of a Voucher Program. It was assumed that it would be faster to house officers by 
providing them with vouchers enabling officers to purchase either new or used units already 
on the market. 



PADCO 
meeting 
PADCO 
were for 

participation in the Voucher Program occurred in two phases. On July 12, 1994, a 
was held with USAID, Minstroi and PADCO. To initiate the Voucher Program, 
was directed to identify 500 housing units in six pre-selected oblasts. The 500 units 

8 officers who were expected to demobilize by the end of August 1994 and thus 
urgently needed housing outside the Baltic nations. These oblasts were: 

Moscow oblast; 
Leningrad oblast; 
Pskov oblast; 
Smolensk oblast; 
Tver oblast; and 
Yaroslav oblast. 

However, prior to the start of field trips Novgorod Oblast was added to the original six since 
it had already been included in the 80 unit Pilot Voucher Program. As a result, the 
administration, representatives of local banks and contractors had some training in the 
Voucher Program. 

Housing units were to be identified that could be ready for occupancy in August and 
September of 1994. This work was to be in support of and prior to the final selection of the 
Voucher General Contractor (VGC). 

In mid-August 1994, USAID requested that PADCO extend its services to identify the 
remaining 2,000 housing units that might comprise the balance of the 2,500 housing unit 
component of the Military Housing Program. Additional oblasts were included in this second 
phase. This work was initiated prior to the mobilization of the VGC. 

3.2 General Outline of Services 

PADCO provided the following services during the 500 unit phase and 2000 unit phase of 
the Voucher Program. 

educate prospective bidders and oblasts on the requirements of the program; 
verify the commitment of local and oblast administrations to the program; 
develop review criteria for submitted proposals; 
confirm proposed delivery dates of proposed units; 
assess livability of general area of the proposed units; 
assess quality of proposed units; 
identify number and types of units proposed; 
review the local employment opportunities; 
assess bidder's ability to finance completion of uncompleted housing units; 
identify Russian banks capable of participating in the program; 



identify the source of initial financing of proposed units; 
identify by name and telephone number, the local officials involved with the program; and 
assist VGC in site reviews as needed. 

3.3 500 Unit Voucher Program 

3.3.1 Background 

Minstroi organized a meeting on June 26, 1994 with oblast authorities and bidders that were 
interested in participating in the Voucher Program. This meeting was also attended by 
representatives of USAID and the Interministerial Commission (IMC). From this meeting 
Minstroi developed a list of many interested oblasts who agreed to submit proposals. 
However the proposals that were submitted to Minstroi at the meeting were largely 
unresponsive due to unfamiliarity with the program. 

At the July 12, 1994 meeting at USAID, USAID decided to concentrate on an initial 
Voucher Program totalling 500 housing units. At that time there was an urgent need to house 
500 officers expected to demobilize from the Baltic nations at the end of August 1994. In the 
interest of time and human resources, the search for these 500 housing units would be 
restricted to the seven oblasts listed in section 3.1 selected by Minstroi. 

3.3.2 Evaluation Criteria 

In the absence of a formal USAID RFP similar to that prepared for the construction 
component of the Military Housing Officer Resettlement Program, evaluation criteria were 
identified by USAID at the July 12, 1994 meeting for follow-up in the field by PADCO. The 
following items were to be identified in the field: 

Determine the price of the proposed units. USAID requirements were that the unit price 
should be $25,000 or less. 
Determine the status of construction. 
Determine the type and size of the proposed housing units. Preferred unit type should be 
two room and three room units. One room units should be discouraged since the typical 
officer had a family with one or more children and thus qualified for a larger unit under 
SNiP standards. 
Determine when the housing units could be occupied. Occupancy was required in August 
or September of 1994. 
Identify the source of the original financing of the proposed housing units. Housing units 
originally financed through Russian federal military housing resettlement funds were 
ineligible to participate in the Voucher Program. 
Determine if there was current financing to complete the housing units. 
Determine the readiness of the local administration to assist officers from the Baltics. 



Determine if the offered units could be completed on schedule. 
Identify local banks that could participate in the Voucher Program. 

3.3.3 Implementation 

PADCO personnel, generally together with a Minstroi representative, embarked on a series 
of field trips to the pre-selected oblasts to review the various proposals submitted by oblast 
governments. These proposals originally submitted to Minstroi were typically incomplete. 
Some were simply letters stating interest in the program. (A list of the oblasts/sites/number 
of proposed units visited for the 500 unit Voucher Program is included in Exhibit 18) 

A site visit would include the following activities by the review team: 
Upon arrival in the capitol city of the oblast, a meeting would be held with a member of 
the oblast administration. This was typically the Vice Governor of Construction. In other 
areas, a meeting was held with a city administrator or in rural areas, with a member of 
the regional administration. The details of the program were explained. They were 
informed that the administration would be able to select 10 percent of the relocated 
officers from local waiting lists as long as the officers had come from outside Russia. A 
further 10 percent of the officers could also come from local waiting lists if these officers 
had demobilized from the Baltic nations after the Vancouver summit meeting. A few 
oblasts were able to benefit from both categories. The administrations were requested to 
supply written documentation that the proposed units were not flnmced by Russian federal 
funds. Since most oblasts had not received federal budget allocations for officer housing 
during the previous year, most of the projects the teams visited had been f m e d  from 
either local governments or private funds. Inquiries were also made to determine what 
area banks were capable of participating in the Voucher Program. 
Typically a visit would then be made to the bidder's office. Some time was usually spent 
explaining the Voucher Program. Most bidders did not understand the concept of the 
program. This was equally true of the administrations. The typical misunderstandings of 
both the bidders and administrations is described in the next section, 3.3.4. The issue of , 

ownership of the proposed units was addressed. It was stated that the offeror of the 
housing unit had to be able to convey ownership to the prospective military officer upon 
final sale. 
The site would be visited to inspect the offered housing units. During the site visit, notes 
would be taken on the number of units available, the status of existing construction, the 
quality of the work, the schedule for completion and the number and types of units. As 
most units visited were incomplete, secondary trips were made to visit units previously 
completed by the bidder to determine the expected level of quality. 
A trip report would be made upon return to the Moscow PADCO office to document the 
results of the field trip. These trip reports were then promptly delivered to USAID. 



3.3.4 Typical AdministrationIBidder Misunderstandings 

As indicated in section 3.3.3, many questions arose regarding the program during the 
meetings held with the administration and bidders. There were questions common to all sites. 
Again as previously stated, most administrators and bidders did not understand the program, 
particularly the method of payment. 

Bidders thought that USAID would buy the units directly and then sell them to identified 
military officers. Originally, bidders thought that the price per unit was specified at $25,000, 
regardless of size. 

Bidders were usually unaware that the site review being conducted was only to determine if 
the offered housing units were acceptable. Once it was explained that even if the housing unit 
was acceptable, there was no guarantee b t  the unit would be selected by a retired military 
officer, some lost interest. Also even if the unit were acceptable and some officers were 
interested, there was again no guarantee that all the units would be bought by retired military 
officers with vouchers. 

Most bidders indicated that due to the time required for acceptance, VGC approval, 
advertisement, officer inquiries and financial paperwork they could not guarantee that the 
units now offered would be available when required. Furthermore, most bidders indicated 
that with no purchase guarantees from USAID, if another buyer approached them with the 
right price, they would sell the housing units offered to USAID. 

Most bidders also thought that similar to the construction program, there would be 
construction financing available from USAID. A number of these housing units were in 
buildings where construction had stopped due to a lack of construction financing so there was 
some concern from the bidder as to where they might obtain additional financing. Some 
bidders noted that if USAID would guarantee purchase of an almost completed unit, the 
bidder could then go to a lending agency, with the guarantee as collateral and obtain a loan 
to complete the purchased unit. 

Bidders and administrations were also interested in knowing when the VGC would be on 
board. 

3.3.5 Results 

In pursuit of the initial 500 housing unit Voucher Program, PADCO with Minstroi visited 
twenty two cities in seven oblasts from July 27, 1994 to August 20, 1994. A total of 1,878 
housing units were identified. (See Exhibit 19 for list of oblasts, cities and units.) Based on 
the results of the first round of oblasts, PADCO recommended that the 500 unit Voucher 
Program be initiated in Yaroslav Oblast since the local administration was willing to 
participate in the program, had enough units and because it was relatively close to Moscow 
thus simplifying communications. A pilot VGC, under contract to USAID was selected to 



carry out the 500 housing unit program. They were briefed by PADCO on the specifics of all 
proposals received and reviewed in Yaroslav Oblast. All collected documentation related to 
the field trips to the Yaroslav Oblast were delivered to the VGC. Also PADCO assisted the 
VGC in establishing contacts with the local administrations and bidders. This ended 
PADCO's role related to the 500 housing unit Voucher Program. 

3.4 2,000 Housing Unit Voaeiier Program 

3.4.1 Background 

PADCO received a letter from USAID dated August 15, 1994 requesting PADCO to provide 
technical assistance for the 2,000 housing unit phase of the Russian Military Officer 
Resettlement Housing Program. This work was to be initiated prior to and in support of the 
main VGC. (See Exhibit 20 for list of field trips in support of main VGC.) 

By the middle of August, 1994, Minstroi had received requests from sixteen oblasts to 
participate in the Voucher Program. Seven of these oblasts had already been visited during 
the 500 unit phase of the Voucher Program. Of the seven visited oblasts, Minstroi eliminated 
three. The housing units reviewed in this second phase were to be delivered by March, 1995, 
six months after the specified delivery date of September, 1994 for the first phase. (See 
Exhibit 21 for results of field trips in support of main VGC.) 

At the end of August, 1994, the main VGC had k e n  selected by USAID and its 
representatives had arrived in Moscow to meet with USAID and PADCO. Since the main 
VGC was unable to mobilize its team until mid September, PADCO was requested to 
continue visiting potential projects for the program. 

3.4.2 Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria were the same as those used in the 500 unit Voucher Program. These 
criteria were stated in section 3.3.2 of this report. 

3.4.3 Implementation 

The implementation of the field work was similar to that provided in the 500 unit Voucher 
Program. The implementation plan was described in section 3.3.3 of this report. 

At the end of August, the Voucher General Contractor had been selected by USAID and 
representatives of the VGC had arrived in Moscow. PADCO accompanied representatives of 
the VGC and Miastroi to the city of Tambov on August 24th and 25th of 1994. After the 
Tambov trip, the VGC representatives left for the United States to return in the middle of 
September, 1994. In their absence PADCO and Minstroi representatives continued with 
additional field trips. However, field reports prepared as a result of the continuing field trips 
were delivered to the VGC to keep them appraised of all activity. Upon completion of all 



field trips a final summary sheet was produced by PADCO to document the information that 
was received. (See Exhibit 22.) 

Beginning with the 500 unit Voucher Program and then the 2000 unit Voucher Program, 
PADCO visited fifteen oblasts and thirty-six cities. In all, three thousand and five units were 
identified. The oblasts visited were Volgograd, Voronezh, Tver, Novgorod, Yaroslav, 
Ulyanovsk, Ryazan, Kaluga, Pskov, Nizhny Novgorod, Leningrad, Moscow, Smolensk, 
Tambov and Tula. Three oblasts originally considered for participation in the program were 
rejected by Minstroi for different reasons; Kaliningrad, Rostov and Bryansk. In Kaliningrad, 
Minstroi could not identify the official owner of the proposed units, nor could the units be 
located. Rostov was rejected because the bidder in Rostov-on-Don would only discuss the 
project if they could receive construction financing from USAID to complete the proposed 
units. In Bryansk, Minstroi rejected the proposal because the units were originally financed 
through the Chemobyl Resettlement Program using Russian Federal Government funds and 
therefore not eligible under the guidelines of the Voucher Program. 

3.5 Assistance to the Voucher General Contractor 

The VGC returned to Moscow in the middle of September, 1994. Upon arrival, PADCO met 
with personnel from the VGC on a number of occasions to review the results of the field 
visits that PADCO had performed in support of the Voucher Program. PADCO delivered 
copies of all field reports and summary evaluation sheets for use by the V W .  

In addition, PADCO provided technical assistance during field trips with VGC personnel 
from September 16, 1994 through September 27, 1994. During this transitional period, 
PADCO assisted the VGC on trips to thirteen cities in five oblasts (Tambov Oblast and City 
having been previously visited with the VGC during their initial stay in Russia). The five 
oblasts were Moscow, Tver, Leningrad, Nizhny Novgorod and Saratov. Overall, therefore, 
PADCO provided field technical assistance to the VGC in fourteen cities in six oblasts. (A 
list of oblasts visited with main VGC is included in Exhibit 23.) 

PADCO provided the following assistance in support of the Voucher General Contractor: 
briefed USAID and the Voucher General Contractor on the contents of all reports filed by 
PADCO; 
arranged meetings with local administrations and bidders during field visits; 
briefed the Voucher General Contractor on Russian construction and business standards 
explained the roles and levels of authority of the various local and oblast representatives 
involved in the program; 
assisted in explaining the program to local administrations and bidders; 
provided temporary translation and interpretation services; 
gave assistance to the Voucher General Contractor to understand the exact current 
ownership of some of the proposed units; and 



after fonnally ending technical assistance to the Voucher General Contractor, remained 
available for consultation as needed. 

3.6 Lessons Learned 

a. As in the Construction counterpart program, the Voucher Program suffered from 
conflicting objectives that created confusion among the bidders and local governments. In 
making these observations, it is important to note that PADCO was not involved in other 
aspects of the Voucher Program such as the banking mechanisms, actual closing and 
titling of units, evaluation of existing previously occupied units and beneficiary selection. 
Thus some of the observations made below may have been covered in other aspects of the 
program. The following illustrates the problems with objectives: 

i. The Voucher Program was intended to be the vehicle by which units could be 
delivered to beneficiaries in the shortest period of time, a few months at most. 
However, as there was no construction financing as part of the program, many 
offerors with reasonable units were hamstrung by the lack of available financing. 

ii. Again, the beneficiary selection criteria and procedures need to be clear from the 
st&. Oblast support was generally contingent on the percentage of officers that could 
be drawn from local waiting lists. Clearly identifying the beneficiary selection 
procedures at the start of the process would have allowed local administrations to 
commit early to support the program. 

iii. In concept, the Voucher Program had admirable goals and should be able to result in 
officers being able to be resettled in a short period of time. However, due to internal 
political decisions, i.e., which officers would be going where, the intended goal of 
quick resettlement may not be realized. The political decisions should have been made 
prior to the implementation of the program. There should have been a clearer idea of 
the actual number of officers committed to the various oblasts. The "officialn number 
never seemed to be concrete. If the true numbers could have been available earlier 
on, trips could have been better organized and been more efficient. Trips might not 
have been made to certain oblasts or in other cases either more of less time might 
have been spent in some oblasts. This issue also relates to the construction component 
of the Resettlement Program. 

b. The initial bidder responses received by Minstroi in July were mostly non-responsive. 
Most responses were either simply letters of interest or partial responses. This indicates 
that the program should have been better advertised and explained. A preliminary round 
of technical assistance provided by USAID, following bidder conferences, similar to the 
Construction Program, would have been helpful. 

c. This program also suffered from a general lack of understanding of the mechanics of the 
program by most interested parties. Bidders thought that though the program they would 



be able to quickly sell off unsold units. Most parties thought that USAID would be the 
buyer of the individual units and would then transfer ownership to selected officers. The 
concept of USAID, through its Voucher General Contractor, acting as a realtor only, was 
generally not understood. 

d. Bidders wanted some guarantees that they would be selected to participate in the program. 
They were unwilling to hold available units in the hope that im interested officer might 
appear. They expressed a concern that the turnover process would take considerable time, 
considering all the players involved from the buying side of the program. Some indicated 
that in the time period from the moment that a unit sale price was negotiated to the time 
that they received payment for the unit, the real value of the unit would increase and 
therefore they felt that they would have sold at an undervalued price. 

e. Unit pricing was not clearly understood. The USAID stated maximum price of $25,000 
was often thought of as the allowable selling price. Bidders were schooled in the concept 
of competitive pricing. They could offer their units at $25,000 but if another bidder from 
the same area had comparable units at a lesser cost, they might have priced themselves out 
of further consideration. Also, it was explained that different unit sizes should come at 
different costs. The smaller the unit the lower the cost. The $25,000 figure was not an 
average cost of proposed units but the maximum cost of any one unit. 

f. There should also have been earlier decisions on the desirable size of the proposed units. 
This dovetails into the previous required political decisions that should have occurred 
earlier. Officers have different family sizes. Though one room units were discouraged as 
most officers have some family, a better idea of the numbers of two, three and four room 
units would have been helpful during program implementation. 
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Lipetsk, 398014 
0742-24-0047, 0742-77-9360 phone 
Chief of Const. 6: Arch. Dept.: 
Solomin V.H. 
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21. A 0  "Likon" 
ul. Sovietskaya 4 
Lipetsk 
0742-77-1509 phone 
0742-77- 1642 fax: 
Deputy Director: 
Vasiichenko N.N. 

22. PSO "Ryazangrazdanstroi" 
ul. Electrozavodskaya 63 
Ryazan 
0912-44-2576 phone 
Director: Pronkin A.P. 

23. Ryazan Oblast Administration 
ul. Lenina 30 
Ryazan, 390000 
09 12-77-6986, 0912-77-3393 phone 
Chief of Investments Dept.: 
Isaev U.I. 

24. A 0  "Ryazanangorstroi" 
ul. Revoluytsee 12 
Ryazan, 390000 
09 12-77-5 183 phone (sec) 
0912-77-1 086 phone (direct) 
General Director: Zhabin V.I. 

25. A 0  "Kolomensky DSK" 
ul. Sverdlova 23 
g. Kolomna 
Moscow Oblast 140414 
261-3-20-90 
Manager of the Investment Ctr.: 
Kuzin A.A. 

26. Enctro 
P.O. Box (alya) 96 
g. Kolomna 
Moskovskaya Oblast 140410 
2-22-26, 3-24-99 phone 
2-22-26 fax 
Director of Economics: 
Kononyets S.M. 
Director: Naurnov V.F. 

27. Ad~ninistration of the Tula Oblast 
pl. Lenina, dom 2 
Tula 
2-73561 
Deputy Head of the Administration: 
Biba V.N. 

28. A 0  "Tuiaoblstroi" 
prospekt Lenina 81 
Tuia 300600 
31-33-62, 31 -62-25 phone 
\'ice President: 
Maslovskii B.N. 

39. Administration Mozhaislcii Region of the 
Moscow Oblast 
ul. Moskovskaya, dom 15 
g. Mozhaisk, 143200 
Moskovskaya Oblast 
532-26-15 phone 
8(238)20-935  fa^ 
Chief of the Administration: 
Eryomenko T.N. 

30. Administration of the City of Protvino 
Lenina 5 
g. Protvino 142284 
Moskovskaya Oblast 
74-5733 phone 
Deputy Chief of Architecture 
Gerasimov Y .S. 

3 1. PK 'Tovarisch" 
Lesnoi Bulvar 21 
0. Protvino, 142284 3 

Moskovskaya Oblast 
28-7-13-086, 7-40-962 phone 
Chief Economist: Klimenko E.B. 
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32. Administration of the Pushkino Region of 37. Adnlinistration f the Kaiuga Oblast 
the Moscow Oblast ul. Starii Torg 2, 1 -02 

g. Kaluga 24860f 
7-47-86 phone 

Moskovskii Prospekt, dom 1212 
g. Puskino, 141200 
Moskovskaya Oblast 
584-91-19 
Director of MU "UIKS": Arbatov M.N. 
584-34-24 
First Deputy of the Administration 
Stepchenko Y.M. 

33. A0 "NIKO" 
Moskva Sadovo-TriumfaInaya 14/12 
dom 19, h. 153 
g. Pushkino, mfr. Dzenhinski 
Moskovskaya Oblast 
6-55-75, 8-253-6-58-54 phone 
Chief Engineer: Mamutin Y.V. 

34. Mosagropromstroi 
ul. Lenina 40 
g. Visokovsk, Kemnskii Region 
Moskovskaya Oblast 
539-83-02 phone 
General Director: Taubes V.L. 

35. Administration of Barnaul 
Prospekt Lenina 18 
g. Barnaul 
23-17-20, 26-09-16 phone 
Contact: Zhulitov I.L. 

36. R A D U  Corporation 
Drawer 2900 FSS 
Radford, VA 24143 
USA 
703-731-3767 phone 
703-731-3731 fax 
Chief Engineer: Jeffiey Shumaker 

4-1636 fax 
Head of Construl ion Dept.: 
Ivanov V,V, 

38. A 0  "Kalugastroi" 
ul. Lenina 51 
g. Kaluga 
(084-22)-7-27-20 phone 
(084-22)-7-46-20 phone 
General Director: Zalomov E.K. 

39. Reserve Officers Union of the Altai 
Region 
Yupina 210 
g. Barnaul 656019 
Altaislrii f i a i  
(3852)52-80-46, (3852)52-80-47, (3852)52-80- 
37 phone 
Director: Rechkunov P.Y. 

40. A0 "Pereslavaostroi" 
ul. 50 Let VLKSM 
g. Pereslav-Zaleskii 152140 
Yarolslavskaya Oblast 
2-23-53 phone 
2-02-02 fax 
General Director: 
Veingart V.P. 

41. A0 "Ivanovoagropromstroi" 
ul. Bolbana Chmelnitskogo, dom 59a 
g. Ivanovo 153022 
23-72-71, 23-23-85 phone 
Technical Director: 
Zhabaev V.P. 
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42. International Construction Union 
ul, Pushkinsakaya, dom 5/6 
Stroenie 1 
Mosba 103009 
292-63-98 
Specialist: Vanyuhin V.I. 

43. "Pergamon-Moska" 
Nimentovskii per. 22 
MosAva 
237-67-78 phone 
237-80-38  fa^ 
Contact: Efimenko M.M. 

44. A 0  "Rossevzemstroi" 
ul. Stroitelei 8, kor. 2 
Moskva 117311 
930-51-46, 930-73-89 phone 
938-22-84 fax 
Consultant: Blinnikov V.V. 
930-37-64 phone 
Vice-president: Momot N.E. 

45. A 0  "Argamak" 
Dmitrovskoe Shocce 107 
Moskva 127247 
485-69-66, 485-18-1 1 phone 
485-58-81 fax 
Director: Markov A.M. 

46. A 0  "Interstroi'' 
ul. L. Tolstogo 32 
Moskva I03009 
290-67-63 phone 
235-31-07 fax 
President: Baranov L.V. 
202-3140 phone 
Contact: Lisovsky I.M. 

48. RosAnLat 
Moscow, ul. Chaplygina, 3 
Latvian Embassy 
924-8702 phonelfax 
Contact: Orups \'ladislov 

49. STROMCOT 
109320 Moscow, ul. LubSinskaya 17-3-6 
386-2103 phone 
Commerce Director: Pluzhnikov IS. 

50. A 0  "MosAgropromStroy" 
109180 Moscow, Malaya Yairimanka, 24 
238-0330;338-2502 phone 
338-7387 fax 
Deputy General Director: Dushkov N.G. 

51. Administration of Ryazan 
390000 Ryazan, Radisheva, 28 
(0912) 77-49-75 phone 
Dep.Mayor, Dir.of Constr.Dpt.: 
hdrianov U.I. 
Vice Mayor: Markov V.K. 

52. PSPO "Ryazanstroy" 
Ryazan, proezd Zavrazhnigo, 5 
(0912) 75-78-55 phone 
Chief Engineer: Shapkov L.R. 

47. International Fund for 
Privatization and Investments 
128001 Moscow, ul.Soliyanka, 3, $3 
924-6761 phone; 923-1411 fax 
Director: Koshkarev I.K. 
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1. Ministry of Defense 
Pre-Cast Concrete Products 
Plant # 480 
Tula Oblast, g. Alexin 
Parkovaya Ulitsa, 5 
(087-53) 3-08-87; 3-09-83 phone 
Chief Engineer: Zhukov I. K. 

2. TOO Domostroitel 
Nizhny Novgorod 
Prospekt Lenina, 11 
(8312) 42-32-32 phone 
First Deputy Gen. Director: 
Silenko, A.B. 

3. City Administration of Nizhny biovgorod 
Construction Department 
603000 Nizhny Novgorod 
Kremlin, Pod'ezd #5 
(8312) 39-1554; 39-1561 phone 
Deputy Director: Morozov V. I. 

4. City Administration of Nizhny N O V ~ O ~ O ~  
Construction Department, ZhKH 
603000 Nizhny Novgorod 
Kremlin, Pod'ezd #1 
(8312) 39-1839; 39-0432 phone 
Director ZhKH: Timerev AS. 

5 .  JV "RAMEK INT." 
182100 Pskov Oblast 
Velikie Luki, Oktyabrsky, 67 
(81153) 340-21 phone 
(81153) 5-19-18 fax 
Vice President: Solodovnikov E.Z. 

6. A 0  Stroytrest 
152903 Rybinsk 
U1. Gleba Uspenskogo, 6 
(0855) 52-4013; 52-2924; 
52-4011 phone 
(0855) 52-0635 fax 
Commerce Director: Kopachev PA. 
Contact: Vinogradov A.A. 

7. RosPunLat, International Association 
Moscow, U1. Chaplygina, 3 
(095) 924-8702 phone 
(095) 925-8702) f a  
Head of Coordination Center: 
Orups V.V. 

8. GIPROGOR 
125124 Moscow 
1-ya Ulitsa Yamskogo Polya, #15 
(095) 257-0218 phone 
(095) 25 1-4317 
Department Head: Ananichev K.K. 

9. TEKSER Construction 
Moscow 
Bohhaya Andronevskaya 8-10 
:s>j ass-139s; 955-1396; 955-1397 
Projmi Manager: Cem Kitapci 

1 I. SOVEKS 
Sain,t Petersburg, Prospect Stachek #45 
(812) 252-2632 phone 
Contact: Efimenko I.M. 

12. Ekspertno-Konsultativny Center 
Gosstroya 
Moscow, Fugasovsky Pereulok, 12/1 
(095) 924-1740; 946-8017 phone 
(095) 199-9015 f a  
Director: Abramov V.P. 
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13 Government of Leningrad Oblast 
Saint Petersburg 
Suvorovs1;y Prospe kt #6 7 
(8120 23 1-793 1 
Head of Construction Department at t,he 
Ministry of Construction: 
Sokolov I.F. 

14. Administration of Novgorod 
173001 Novgorod, ul. B. Moscovskaya, #7 
(8 16-00) 3-27-86 
Chairman, Construction Committee: 
Chermashentsev Uy.P. 

15. A 0  DSK 
Novgorod, ul. B. S-Petersburgskaya #74 
2-79-60 phone; 2-79-60 fax 
Chairman: Moor 1.1. 

16. Construction, Marketing and 
Trading 
Moscow 
Bolshaya Pushkinskaya, #39, 102 
(095) 254-8886 
1215 Seventeenth Street, 
Washington, DC 
(095) 254-8886 Moscow, 
202-296-6125 USA 
(095) 254-8886 fax 
202-296-6125 fax 
Contact: Novikova T.Yu. 

17. AOZTTeminal-Komplex 
181410 Pytalovo, Pskov Oblast 
Ul. Kaupusha 1 
2-22-03; 2-13-00 phone 
2-28-00 fax 
Gen. Director: Pesenko Yu. V. 

18. AOZT Selinvcstproekt 
A 0  Engelskiy DSK 
410005 Saratov 
U1. Pugachevskaya, 159 
24-78-68; 24-78073 
General Director: Dyomkin V.M. 

19. Polar-BEK Co. 
Moscow, Komsomolsky Prospekt 42 
(095) 245-9662 phone 
(095) 230-2574 fax 

20. AOZT 'Trest 44" 
Pskov, Krasnoarmeyskaya 26 
2-34-13; 2-34-15 phone 
Head of Technical Center: 
Yatsukhnov, V.U. 

21. Administration of Pskov Oblast 
180001 Pskov, ul. Nekrasova 23 
2-60-96; 2-87-89 phone 
Chairman of Committee: Kuzmin A.N. 

22. A 0  DSK 
Pskov, ul. 128 Strelkovoy Divizii, 6 
2-40-80; 2-20-17 phone 
Executive Director: Kuznetsov S.M. 

23. A 0  PSOKPD 
445037 Toliytti 
Samara Oblast 
34-78-10 phone 
34-78021 fax 
First Deputy Chairman: 
Kirdyanov V.V. 

24. PskovAgroPromStroy 
180780 Pskov, ul. Narodnaya 21 
6-81-50; 6-81-55; 6-80-20 
Manager of Technical Dept.: 
Postnov B.S. 
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25. Administration of Pskov 
Pskov, u1. Nekrasova 22 
(8 1122) 2-43-49 phone 
(81222) 6-54-19 fax 
Deputy Mayor for Construction: 
Srnirnov I.E. 

26. MP UKS 
180000 Pskov, yl. Nekrasova, 9 
3-46-69; 2-40-42 
Chairman: Bezborodko C.A. 

27. TOO "Modul" 
Lukhovitsy, Moscow Oblast 
ul. Ozernaya 4 
1-30-78 phone 
(095) 150 39 09 fax 
General Director: Vorobiev Uy. N. 

28. Contsern "Kommuntekhnika" 
Moscow, Myasnitskaya 13 
921-39-50; 927-22-88 phone 
921-25-85 fax 
President: Gorodov V. I. 
General Director: Shishkariov A.I. 

29. Institut "Urbanistiki" 
196191 Saint Petersburg 
ul. Basseynaya 21 
(812) 295-9720; 295-9826 phone 
(812) 295-9726 fax 
Contact: Perelygin U.A. - 
30. GOSSTROY of Russia 
926-8226 phone 
Chief Specialist: Kazarian Yu. A.. 

31. Corporation "RADVA" USA 
152140 Pereyaslavl-Zalessky 
PO 106, JV Radoslav 
(08535) 20-873; 20-277 (ph j 
20-277 (fm) 
Director of Russian Program: 
Michael: Tappell 
General Director of JV: Andreev V. F. 

32. RADVA Corporation 
301 First St. 
P.O. Box 2900 FSS 
Radford, Virginia 24143 USA 
703- 731-3774 phone; 731-3731 fax 
Luther Dickens 

33. NechernozemAgroPrornStroy 
.I19862 Moscow, ul. L. Tolstogo 511 
247-1768; 245-3755; 245-1 179 phone 
246-6779 fax 
Head of Construction Dep't: 
Topchiyan R.E. 
Head of Economic Dept.: 
Giltburg R.A. 

34. A 0  Grad Petra 
Saint Petersburg 
ul. Monsa Toreza 37/5 
127-3164; 226-1882 phone 
President: Feofanov V.V. 

35. Administration of Kaliningrad 
Oblast 
236000 Kaliningrad 
ul. Donskogo 1 
46-70-55 phone; 46-38-74 fax 
Chairman of Constr. Corn.: 
Buchelnikov S.O. 

36. ZAPADSTROY 
Kaliningrad Oblast 
U1. 9 April, 16 
8-011 -2-452-236 phonelfax 
Contact: Brokar S.N. 
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37. A 0  KaliningradStroy 
236000 Kaliningrad 
U1. Gendelya, 5 
21-65-29; 27-07-37 phone 
General Director: Ilyin A.G. 

38. AOOT Zavod "Concrete Products-2" 
Kaiiningrad, ul. Mukomolnaya, 14 
44-1 7-95 phonelfax 
General Director: Shvyryaev A.M. 

39. AOOT "Korpus" 
189620, Saint Petersburg, Pushkin-2 
U1. Pavlovskoye Shosse, 25-A 
(812) 465-4955 phone 
(812) 465-2994 fax 
General Director: Myidzelets A.M. 

40. Elierbe Becket Construction 
Services 
800 LaSalle Avenue 
Minneapolis, MNN 55402 USA 
612-376-1864 phone; 
612-376-1852 fax USA 
278-4134 phone; 278-21 12 fax Moscow 
VP Int., Project Director: 
Michel D. Newland 

41. JV "Sebezh" 
182250, Sebezh, Pskov Oblast 
U1. 7th November, 2 
(81 148) 96-256; 96-790 
Deputy Director: 
Nazarov, P.A. 



Attendees of the March 17th Conference in Moscow 

1 .TO0 VolgogradGidroStroy 
Volgograd Oblast, g. Volzhsly 
Prospect Lenina, 2 
4-40-00; 4-4 1 -05 
Deputy Chief Engineer: Khlynov \I. I. 

2. A 0  VolgogradTiyzhStroy 
400080 Volgograd 
ul. 40 Let VLKSM, 58 
(8844) 66-63-61; 67-61-69; 
67-66-67 phone 
General Director: Nikolaev N.V. 

3. AAOT NizhneVolzhskStroy 
400085 Volgograd 
Prospekt Lenina, 102 
(8844) 33-96-71; 34-67-52 
Contact: Kuamartsev A.I. 

4. A 0  Perm PSO 
614600 Perm, 
GSP, ul. Kuybisheva, 118 
45-15-70; 49-28-06; 44-43-32 phone 
44-47-67 f i i ~  
Deputy General Director: 
Nogovitsyn V.A. 

5. Administration of Krasnodarsky 
f iay 
Engineering Firm "KubanCapStroy" 
350015 Krasnodar, ul. Krasnaya, 35 
KubanCapStroy, Room 408 
52-43-3% 57005-26; 52-45-75 phone 

6. AOOT "ProectStroy" 
400087 Volgograd 
Donetskaya, 16 
37-56-19; 37-49-74 phone 
Technical Director: Gordeeva N.V. 

8. A 0  Tulasovhozstroy 
Tuia Oblast, g. Shiukino 
2-45-00 phone Shiukinc 
31-57-96; 27-24-10 phone Tula 
Chief Engineer: Annenkov K.P. 

9. AOZT "Atiant" 
353330 Krasnodarsky k a y ,  g. IQymsk 
ul. Brigadnayz, 65 
468-05; 468.10; 463-21 phone 
(886131) 23-29 
Contact: Ivanov G.D. 

10. A0 "Uralsky DSK" 
620219 Ekaterinburg, 
ul. Pervomayskaya, 60 
(83432) 55-63-34 
General Director: Cbernikov G.G. 

11. PromStroyComplex "Dom" 
620219 Ekaterinbug 
ul. Blukhera, 26 
49-16-14 phone 
49-17-40 fax 
President: hornik V.S. 

12. A 0  KarnyshinPromZhilstroy 
403850 Kamyshin, 
Volgograd Oblast, ul. Korolenko, 18 
323-41; 323-37 phone 
320-93 fax 
Chief Engineer: Dudkin A.I. 

13. A 0  "Conversiya-Saratov" 
410005 Saratov 
ul. Pugacheva. 159 
(8452) 98-22-88: 98-21-96 phone 
(8452) 98-224s fax 
President: Maltsev V.E. 

7. ASK0 "Alext1 
40087 Volgograd, ul. Donetskaya, 16 
(8442) 321-744 phone 
(8442) 375-283 phoneffax 
general Director: Donskov A.G. 
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14, TsNIIEP Zhilishe 
127434 Moscow 
Dmitrovskoye Shosse, 9, korpus B 
976-3593 phone 
976-3593 fax 
Deputy Chief Engineer: 
Mostakov G.A. 

15. A 0  BARNAULSTROY 
AItaysky Kray, Barnaul 
ul. Depovskaya, 7 
(3852) 22-68-01 phone 
(3852) 22-38-69 fax 
Head of Constr. Dept: Mirkin V.P. 

16. DPL 
241000 Bryansk 
ul. Kalinina, 111 
(08322) 637-96; 637-15; 
(095) 973-0138 ph. 
(08322) 406-07; (095) 973-0138  fa^ 
Contact: Derzhak V.A.; Malay B.I. 

17. TOO "Okor" 
160007 Vologda 
ul. Komsomolskaya, 55 
48-329; 43-939 phone 
General Director: Shaposhnikov P.N. 
Contact: Belyakov V.A. 

18. A 0  "Stroymaterialy-Tulachermet" 
300017 Tula-17 
(0872) 4S67-17;46-25-44 phone 
(0872) 46-25-60 fax 
contact: Lantsov O.V. 

19. A 0  Tveragrostroi 
170002 Tver 
Prospect Chaykovskogo, 19-A 
3-19-72 phone 
Chief Engineer: Zverev V.A. 

20. A 0  Mossel-Investor 
Moscow, B.Serpukhovskaya, 32 
237-205 1 phone 
236-5314 fax 
Executive Director: Smagin V.P. 

21. Institut "KurortProekt" 
Moscow, Kozhevnicheskaya 10/2 
235-5090 phone 
Chief Architect: Vasilievsky LA. 

22. US PEACE CORPS 
Volgograd 
(8442) 34-44-09 phone 
Bill Schlansker; Terri Kristalsky 

23. A 0  "Kurslrstroy" 
305029 Kursk 
ul. Karla Marksa, 53 
2-60-90; 33-78-68 phone 
Deputy General Director: 
Bushuev V.A. 

24. AOOT " Universalstroy" 
Volgograd-66 
ul. 13th Gvardeyskaya, 1A 
34-43-52; 34-83-21 phone 
34-86-96 fax 
Deputy Chairman: Malchenko A.S. 

25. Association "Stroymontazh" 
606000 Dzerzhinsk, Nizhny Novgorod 
Oblast 
ul. Butlerova, 3 
33-26-62 phone 
55-57-02 fax 
Director: Plishkin A.I. 



26. Administration of Khabarovsky 
f iay 
Construction Department 
680002 Khabarovsk 
ul. Muravieva-Amurskogo, 19 
33-76-13; 33-52-81 phone 
33-87-56 fm 
Contact: Boyko A.G. 

27. Administration of Volzhskiy 
Volgograd Oblast, Volzhskiy 
Prospekt Lenina, 21 
(84459) 5-98-51; 3-78-21 phone 
(84459) 5-31-41 fax 
First Dep. Head of Adm.: 
Kononov G.G. 
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28. SmolenskStroy 
214000 Smolensk 
ul. Dokuchaeva, 7 
3-17-97 phone 
3-60-32 fax 
Chairman: Konovalov A.M. 

29. A 0  VolgogradAgroStroyKonnplex 
Volgograd, ul. Kanunnikova, 6 
44-21-24; 44-17-75 phone 
Deputy General Director: 
Manilthin A.G. 

30. Cherepovets, Mayor's Office, 
A 0  CherepovetsGrazhdanStroy 
1626006 Cherepovets, 
Prospect Stroiteley, 2, City Hall 
Prospekt Pobedy, 14, A 0  CGS 
789-90; 723-80; 515-95 phone; 
7-77-01 fax 
Contacts: Volkov V.A.; 
Kalashnikov G.M. 

31. A 0  "KEMP" 
Cheboksary, ul. Entuziastov, 3011 
(8350) 20-88-34 phone 
Chief Architect: Shoyhet M.S. 

32. A 0  Tatenprornontazh 
420039 Kazan, Gagarina, 87 
(8432) 53-33-03; 53-32-64 phone 
(8433) 57-77-81 fax 
Contact: Semennikov U.B. 

33. ' $10 'Tehnostroyexport" 
113324 Moscow 
Ovchinnikovskaya Naberezhnaya, l8/l 
220-13-9 1; 220- 14-77 phone 
220-14-59; 230-2080 fax 
Project Manager: \~akulovsky E.N. 

34. ODOMIN 
107078 Moscow, 3rd Radiatorskaya, 10 
159-6426 phonelfax 
General Director: Kershteyn S.I. 

36. LenNIPI_eenplan 
191011 S. Petersburg 
ul. Zodchego Rossi, 113 
110-4379 phone 
Chief Project Architect: Maweev I.D. 

37. ROSGRXZHDAN- 
RECONSTRUKCIYA 
Moscow, ul. Skakovaya, 17 
946-17-11 phone 
Director: Bo~omolov I.K. 

38. Administration of Ekaterinburg 
Ekaterinburg. Pr. Lenina, 24 
5 1-73-44 phone 

39. RPC 
Ekaterinburg. ul. Lenina,24 
58-68-21 phoneifax 
Contact: Ermilov S.N. 

40. RADUESKOTORF 
171273 Tver Oblast, pos. Raduenko 
(095) 539-2705 
Director: Nikirin V.P. 
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41. Tver Oblast, Architecture Dept. 
170026 Tver, ul. Gorkogo, 414 
188-91; 102-32 
Deputy Director: Kazanskiy A.V. 

42. TOO "Reutkapstory" 
143952 Moscow Oblast, G. Reutov 
ul. Oktyabrya, 2, apt. 4 
528-1614 phone (Kosiykina 
Gaiina Nik.) 
General Director: Kosiylrin V.A. 

43. SAWLTD 
127434 Moscow 
Dmitrovokoye Shosse, 9-B 
976-1355; 976-8993 phone 
Contact: Okunev U.V. 

44. Ministry of Construction of 
Armenia 
375010 Yerevan, Government House #3 
(8852) 56-0173 phone 
(8852) 52-3300 fax 
Deputy Minister: Karapetiyn Art. 
Hachatur. 

45. TOO "DAN" 
141980 g. Dubna, Moscow Oblast 
Pr. Bogolubova, 30, Apt. 3 6  
Dubna-6. PO 24 
(09621); from Moscow ; 
(221) 334-65 phone 
Chlenov f .A. 

46. TOO SK "Ratnik" 
6-17-13 Smolensk; 
248-6609 Moscow phone 
Contact: Litvinov U.K. 

47. A 0  Rosvostolcstroy 
Moscow, ul. Vernadskogo, 41 
430-8858 phone 
Director: Berezov V.N. 

48, Ad~ninistrntion of Voigograd 
Oblast 
Construction Department 
Voigograd, Pr. Lenina, 9 
38-68-84 phone 
36-47-57 fax 
First Deputy Chairman: Korolev I. P, 

49. RASSVET 
Voigograd-1, ul. kiinina, 3 
43-15-37 phone 
Chairman: Kozlyakov V.P. 

50. A 0  "Vysota" 
172350 Tver Oblast, Rzhev 
ul. Kranostroiteley, 1 
(082-323) 5327:5260;3342 phone 
(082-323) 33-98: 33-96 fax 
Commerce Chief: Golubov V. A. 

51. A 0  "Invis" 
141090 Moscow Oblast, g. Ubileyny 
gorodok-3, dom 28, apt.104 
5 l9-SW phone!fax; 5 19-8438 phone 
Deputy General Director: 
Vidiyev E.Ya. 

53. A 0  "Sodeysniye" 
440046 Penza. 
ul. Leningradskaya 1-A, GDO 
(8412) 66-1563: 63-1779; 
63-4990 phone 
(8412) 63-1790 fax 
Co-Founder: 1,'idiyev E.Ya. 

53. NIVO 
Moscow, ul. hiaroseyka, 3/13, su.2 
206-0816 phone 
206-0856 fax 
Contact: Katnikov L.V. 
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54.  "Delta Heights" USA 
4 Delta Drive, 
Londonderry, NH 03053, USA 
(603) 432-5 100; 437-8888 phone 
(603) 437-0187 fiu; 
Partner: David McFarlane 

55, TOO "ABK Limited" 
410600 Saratov 
ul. Altarskaya, 31 
17-17-11; 51-07-12 phone 
Chairman: Kiyanovsky A.Z. 

56. Plant Concrete Products #480 
301340 Tula Qblast, Aiexin, 
uF. Parkovaya, 5 
(08753) 33-918; 32-219; 38-634 phone 
Contact: Chebriyakov V.I.; 
Strukov O.A. 

57. TOO "Severny Medved" 
Moscow, u.Poklonnaya, 13, #40 
148-05-34 phone 
Deputy Chairman: Mekhonoshin I.L. 

58. Construction Company #4 
103050 Moscow, Stoleshniki Per.,6, #5 
229-9312 phone 
229-0673 fax 
Contact: Bushin V.M. 

59. TOO "SU-9711 
187400, Leaingrad Oblast, 
G. Volkhov, ul. Kalinina, 42 
2-49-55 phone 
Director: Zaytsev V.A. 

60. UKS of Volkhov 
187400 Leningrad Oblast 
Volkhov, ul. Novgorodskaya 1A 
(263) 24-034 phone; 23-747 fax 
Chief Engineer: Yurchenko N.V 

6 1, A 0  TambovAgroPromStroy 
Tambov, U1. Moskovskavu 2 3 4  
21-10-21; 22-46-13 phone; 
Dcputy General Director: 
Biryukov V.P. 

62, A 0  "Agrostroi" 
600033 g. Vladirnir 
ul. diktora hvitana, 37 
(09322) 4-33-29 phone 
Deputy General Director: 
Korovkin V.A. 

63. A 0  "Domostroy" 
600009 g. i'ladimir 
ul. Poliny Osipenko, 59 
(09222) 3-2485 phone; 3-3905 fax 
Director of Construction: 
Kashtanov G.V. 

64. A 0  "Rosvostokstroy" 
Moscow, Prospect Vernadskogo, 41 
430-8790 phone; 434-8722 fax 

65. TsNIPI Monolit 
103062 Moscow, Pokrovka, 38A 
924-8067 phone; 917-4443 fax 
Director: Tsirik Y.I. 

66. PSP "Sotskultuta" 
445057 Sarnarskaya Oblast 
G. Toliyatti, Ul. Stepana Razina, 78 
(8469) 35-74-16 phone; 34-93-90 fax 
Deputy General Director: 
Balakhnin A.P. 

67. A 0  "Probiznes" 
1 19285 Moscow 
2nd Mosfilmovskiy pereulok, 22-A 
(095) 143-2319 phone; 143-3941 fax 
Contact: Klimentov E.A. 



Attendees of the March 17th Conference in Moscow 

68. A 0  " YMN Proektzhilstroy" 
309530 Belgorod Oblast, g. Stay Oskol 
Mikrorayon Gorniyak 15 
24-52-27 phone 
Chisf Engineer: Berengolts L.G. 

09. A0 "Komplex" 
113114 Moscow 
Kozhevnikovsky proezd, 4/5 
235-1750; 235-1655 phone 
235-77-97 fax 
General Director: Orlov A.M. 

70. A 0  "Vodstroy" 
207803 Moscow 
Novaya Basmannaya, 10 
207-8540; 265-9095; 265-9575 phone 
261-1834 fax 
President: Polad-zade P.A. 

71. TOO "Orel-Nedvizhimost" 
302030 g. Orel 
ul. Moskovskaya, 45, GSP PO 141 
(08600) 97-876; 28-593 ph. Orel 
(095) 153-4144 phone Moscow 
Deputy Director: Zevakin S.A. 

72. IST 
Saint Petersburg 
ul Narodnogo Opolcheniya, 
254-3597; 254-5834; 254-3821 phone 
255-6520 fe 
Vice President: Korovitsyn U.M. 

73. A 0  "Dornostroitel Azii" 
670042 Ulan-Ude 
ul. Sakhianova, 1 
(301) 33-381; 70-692; 33-230 phone 
(301) 70-674 fax 
Deputy General Director: 
Irinchikov V.D. 

74. EKTs Gosstroya RF 
Moscow, Furkmovskiy per. 12/1 
924.1 740; 946-8017 phonc 
199-9045 fax 
Director: Abramov V.P. 

75. Ukhtinsky Mekh Zavod 
169400 Komi Republic 
Ulrhta, ul. Zavodskaya, 3 
(82147) 5-31-78 phone 
Director: Kupchin B.N. 

76. INFOKON 
603600 Novgorod, ul. Panina, 3 
(8312) 35-89-72 ph; 35-77-07 phonelfax 
President: Kanygin V.V. 

77. A 0  "Rosutstroy" 
Moscow, pr. Vernadskogo, 37, korpus 2 
938-9440 phone 
Contact: Tymar E.F. 

78. RAIN 
Moscow, Slavipskaya pl., 4 
220-9552; 220-9095 phone 
923-2525 fax 
Department Head: Vdovin N.S. 

79. Spetsstroy #2 
Moscow, Nagorny per., 10 
123-4084 phone 
Contact: Shirshov V.A. 

80. A0 "StroyTechnika" 
456233 Cheliyabinskaya Oblast 
g. Zlatoust, ul. Anikeeva, 2 
(35 136) 20-5 17: 20-055; 
22-581 ph. Zlatoust 
(095) 907-9233 phone Moscow 
(35136) 20-773 fas 
Director of Moscow branch: 
Shishlov V.A. 
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8 1. A 0  " Rosuygstray" 
Moscow, Prospect Vernadskogo, 3'7 
133-2230 phone; 133-2730 fax 
Contact: Uydakov V.G. 

82. TOO "Arial" 
117607 Moscow, ul. Kedrova, 13, 
korp.2 
125-0770 phone; 135-1317 fax 
Executive Director: Guriyanov V.A. 

83. A0 "Grazhdanproekt" 
302028 Orel, Bulvar Pobedy, 6 
9-43-75; 9-43-77 phone 
Chief Engineer: Fursov B.N. 

84. A0 "KEMO" 
428038 Chuvashskaya Republic 
Cheboksary, ul. Entuziastav 3818, #12 
208-834 phone; 214-252 fax 
General Director: Ivanov I.E. 

85. TP "Yaroslavlstroy" 
150054 Yaroslavl, Pr. Lenina, 28 
23-16-72; 23-12-75; 23-1 1-33 phone 
Contact: Klyuev G.P. 

86. AOZT "StroyInternational" 
350072 Krasnodar, ul. Odesskaya, 43 
55-25-51; 55-94-1 1 phone 
55-25-71 fax 
General Qrector: Avanesiyn A.S. 
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IILITARY HOUSING PROGRAM 

iype  'const '$1m2 1 

. . -  . . . . . . . .  .- . . . .  --... ...--. .. 
24- IN Davis Youna 'nia nia . nia .n/a ,n/a nla ,n/a Bad . n/a nia 

.-- ".-"---.--,..-"." I 
'ROPOSAL MASTER LIST 

I 
--- 

I 

, - A  

9 ja Deck stud lntl 1 Leningrad 1st. Pete 
9 i b _/Deck Stud lntl !Leningrad 1 Qeloostrov 

10 1 a i Housetech ; Moscow I 

.... ............... . - - . - .  ...-- --,- . ~. - - .......... - . - .- ..------ 
101 MP OKs Moscow Protvino 70: $24.850 12. 55 V H . E  452 

# at 

1 I I Shelter Group/ 1 Kaliningrad 1 Maiskoye-Octob , 604 
2 i 1 Nizhniy Nvgd 1 Nizhniy Novgorodl Kstova Clty -.I* --- 1 600 
3; I DevrexWSA) wj Moscow .-.-,.-,.. 1 Volokolamsk ........... ..... ..... 507 .-- .., -...--.... .--1--.. --...... L- 
4 ,  '~arnbuk Internal Khabarovsk -+- , 1 493 

- S I  stone Dev. lSut ! Moscow -- I Mozhaisk / 300 
6 1 I JSD Morsportb i Leningrad /Three Villages 1 2000 

1 200 
Serplikov ) 200 
Serplikov I 480 
Davidovo / 108 
Oreklovo -,--- Zuyevo' 200 

----- -- - - , . - , - - - - - - ~ - ---------- .. 
102. _- a Sevzapdgiistroi .-. Leningrad ._._ lvangorad 2401$18,104 9 6 2 ' V  L E ...... 292 

-.-.-- - _ _ _ _ _ . _ -  .- . ... --.--.-.--....- -..-..-..-- -. .. ...................... 
102 - ..-.--. ' b -- ,.-. Sevzapdgilstroi -. Leningrad Rostshino 'Wag 260: $1 8,263 9. 62 V L -. .-.-...... ..---.I --- -_-.----. E 292 . . ... .. --.-------.. ..... -..- - ..... .- - - ......- 
! 02 c ~evzapdgilstroi Lsningtad Vojskovitsky 240 ? ? 52'1 L E $$=$ 

---.,...- . .-,. .............. ..,-,., 

$32,163 1n/a 1 62 [See IL ;N ! 6 1 9 ]  
$24,720 1 21 jnla \V IC/L !N ~1 #### ' 
923,443 1 21 LIZIBsd ,,, !C , -  LN . .,I '4' / 
$23,678 181 63lHold IH" ! E  i 376! 
$28,3461 243 761V _ . - . .  C I 1 9 3 :  I 

$28,400 / 24!n/a ( V  H !N 
925,OOOi 121 113lV L 

. . . . . . . . . . .  
Prezna 
Kolomna 

928 
1262 
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$25,000 
$25,000 
$25,000 
$25,000 
$25,000 
$25.000 

72 
280 

' ~ - ; - - ' - ' - -  
500 

j Pskov Dedevichi i 800 
1 0 1 ~  jDCS -- 7- 

/ Volodga Cherepovets 1 500 
10ld ;Nadel -- -.--. i  eni in grad IVsevoloznsk 1 500 

241 139iHoId 
161 
8 '  

11 
8 

171 591V IH IN 1 4 2 4 1  
$65;630 
$49,128 
$25,000 
$25,000 
$25,000 
$25,000 

10.e ,Nadel : Leningrad j Lomonesov I 5001 $25,000 -- .. -..---.- 

2 4 ' 1 0 z i v  ~LIH i i 5 a  

221 471V ID , 533  
.A--..--..-. ... , 

24 
24 

1 1 Odomin (Delux ' Kaluga 
--.--a --- ----- I Masalsk j 5201 $26,989 / 24j 56iV iL i N 482' 
12 : KORPUSiSS&L Leningrad ---- ---------.---. ,Mykkolovo Villagl 420! $48,130 1 24; 551Bad :C/O :N ! 875 ......... --. 
13 Giprogor , Kaliningrad -.---..-.,. ....--.----- ----,--.-. 

' Svetlogorsk 1 nla I n/a /n/a .n/a i Bad in/a inla !n/a .. . ----.-. --, . 
14 ' Russian Rotec Moscow i Noginsk ! 2000! $28,302 ;n/a jnla ,See ' C  : N #### . ............... . -  A-.--... 

15.  'World Housing . ~imbirs@Jlyanov 'Simbirsk City : 480! $27,650 ; 24in/a :V CIL i N ' #### .-.-*G" t-,; ti. .,----- --- ..... - . , - . - - - .  ,- ...... 
16. --- ..---- Moscow i Odintsovo i 1501 $25,498 i ###: 451Bad IC N 1 567 
17 Azint :Leningrad [Streha . Area j 4801 $23,958 1 24i 51 :Bad :C :N 476' .. ......-. ........ ..----.- . . - - - _ - -  ---__- --.,--.-- .-------. .- .-- 
18 a Intl ExponHom Novgorod :Elkin Village , 2501 $32,284 j 14-n/a ! V  iC iN ' ###Y 
--I_-----... .............. ------ -.-------. . " - . t l  . . -. '.' - . 
18.  b i lntl ExportHom , Novgorod i Elkin Village 1 250i $33,384 i 12inla iV : C i N : ###* 
1 8 i c l Inti ExportHom , Perm ------ - : Charnavi I 250: $37,576 j 11 in/a /See c 2: -..- ##= 
1 8  d lntl ExportHom : Perm - i Zastroyka 1 100/ $37,256 1 10ln/a \See iC - IN ' #### ---- . 
1 a 0 e  ----- :lntl ~ x p o r t ~ o m  ' Perm i Urochische Palni : 2001 $36,556 ] 16 jn/a ;See IC i N I #### ...... ----- 
7 9 ,Life ServicaslC ; Chelyabinsk . . - ^ _ . - _ I _ - -  ---- ! 5001 $24,400 /n/a in/a ;Hold i C . N i #M;Y ...... *---.---------.-. 
201a BBB Systems L Leningrad .. .--. .- . .  ----- - i Primolsky Region1 480i $76,050 24: 98 j Bad IL : N 775 -.---- --"- - - -. . 
20 ' b BBB Systems L ' Leningrad ---.----_I__.-- City of Puskin ! 400! $77,555 : 24. 98.Bad L . N .................... 79: ---. - 
20; c . BBB Systems L : Leningrad -.- ....--.--*-a,--- City of Puskin : 4401 $77,198 24. 981Bad L --------. N ......... 788 ... 
20 d BBB Systems L _ _  .Leningrad ,City of Puskin 224: $81,922: 24, 98iBad .L i N -..--..--- - .___.---.---- . .---.---- ................................ _....... 83E 
2 1 American Over Moscow ..- - .  . Podolsk ............... i 500i $90,000 24 71 :Bad L . . . . . . . .  --..- ............................ ! N 7,i'se 
22 Munchy Buildin --..-...- -.--. 2 500: $42,500 nla- 85:Bad .C N ~ C C  - -"--. - 
23: . Konsar-8reco . Saratov Konstanavovka . 5001 $23,000 12'  58 iV  D N 4: a 

64)V $ I 1 7681 
551Hold ]C/D iN ' 455 

241 501V lC/D ri-m] 
241 55!V ID !N -- 1 4554 
221 47lV iD I$ : 532: 



" 
124 : Promstroi Lioetskava l Grazi : 591 $24.736 11 53iSee L 'N  467' 

102 ig , Sevzapdgilstroi ; Leningrad 
1021dl~lfli I - - 102 : h i Sevzapdgilstroi ; Leningrad 
102 : j , Sevzapdgilstroi : Leningrad 
102 1 k I Sevzapdgilstroi ' Leningrad --- 
102 1 I Remgrazhudanr I Volgograd 
103) IKORPUS l Leningrad Ob 
104 1 IT00 Trust 30 /  eni in grad Ob 
105 I I Municipal Co/V I Volgograd ---.-. 

-- . . -- 
125 j I Mozhaisk Adm; Moscow i Mozhaisk 8in/a ;nla I Bad L . E : 0; 

- 0  

126 I 'SAME AS #I34 I r Bad 
127: Ekom-Kottedzhii Khabarovsk ,n/a n/a n/a n/a Bad nia n/a nla . 

------..--A ..----. 
1 28 :a , ~rGk:stroi Volgograd 'Topolevaya 54; $39,526 181 701V H E a 565 ------ 
128 b ~royektstoi Volgograd -------- Volgograd 120 $25,598 18; 5 7 V  H N 449 -------. 
129 a BarnaulstroiiDa Barnaul Barnaul 312' $26,200 24, 86 V D N 305 --- 
1 29 ' b BarnaulstroiiDa Barnaul ' Barnaul 1961 $22,226 24, 70rV D N 31 8 --. 
130. Romstreisezvia Kostroma I , 194, $12,852 22' 57'V H N 225 - 
131 P & K  a Moscow 360; $27.000 .n/a 701Bad C 386 

Gostilitsy 1 12017 17 17 jV I I €  . #### i 

-. --.. . . .. . . -  _., . . .-. - ..-. . -..__--.-_. --. .- - . . _ _ _ - .  -- --- ,-... - ,---,- --.--.---- ..... .-. .- . 
132 Torbeevo Moscow ----. 
1 33. a Doliiorm , Orenb urg 1 1 0  $27,273 25 55:V H . M 496 
1 33 - b * ~o i i iorm Orenb urg 80 $26,875 9 54 V H M 498 --.- 
133 ' c Coiiform Orenburg 10, $90,000 24. 180,Bad C N 50C ----.--. .. -..--. . .-- -_-.-. ._. _._- .I-C- -----.- _^_-______ --- -----. -- ---.-.-. --- -..,. 
134 a Khbrvsk-Proms , Khabarovsk 1 0 8  $49,242 n/a . 65iBad .C  N 752 
i 34 b Khbrvsk-Proms Khabarovsk -.-.- -..- . . .- . - .. - . . ,..--. ---- 60: $42,225 n/a 65 [Bad C N 65? ---- ..-.---.--.. .-.-. .-. 
135. Aviastroi Khabarovsk Khabarovs'k~it~ $6, $90,000 n/a 2021Bad L N 446 

I 
Krasnoe Selo 1 240 
Kingksep I 1087 
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I 106 ' / Kirovskiy Domot Kirov 

I 
7 j ?  

i ?  

50) $28,980 
5001 $25,932 107 

I I I 
I 

I I 

7 !V i iE I #### 
7 IV I #### 

-, 
-- 

Bobshoe Krizem / 120! ? 17 17 IV : N ! #### 
Michailovko 1 500 $22,825 1 27 j 661V IL ! N --sz' 

jTatstoi 1 Kazan 
24 

n/a 
108 

Mikkolov 
7 
Volgograd City --. 1 "  *." 

76)V ID 1 381 
631Hold /H IN 1 412 

25 
n/a 

24 
24 
24 
24 
24 

420 
84 

480 

$71,429 
$16,257 
$20,734 

Borstrov City 1 328) $29,222 A 0  Constructio 

V !'H IN 1 4 1 6  

62 
56 
5 9 V  
69 
56 

n/a 
59 

n/a I 100iBad iC I N  1 714 
221 591V IL /M 1 2761 

7961 $25,000 
5041 $34,800 

109 
1101a 

Nizhniy Novgorod V JL/H I 1 471 
V IH jN : ' 465 

jH iE  590 
V IH ] E I 
Bad iL 
Bad 1H 1: - 
V IDIL 1 

120) $23,312 j 121 56 1141 Melkrukk 1 Bryansk City 

17 

Bryansk City 

59)V 

Menedzher 
A0  DSK 

1081 $16,385/ 141 59lV IH IN 1 - *.--. 278 

- 
Krimsk 

1 1 5 (a Tverstroy 2 l Tver 

Leningrad Ob 
Novgorod 

4271 $35,902 
1281 $37,907 
80 1 nla 

2621 $16,363 

VyshnyVoloche 
1 1 5 1 b JTverstroy 2 !Tver Vyshny~oloche/ 1171 $15,8801 15) 57JV jH !N 279 
1 1 5 / c ; Tverstroy 2 j Tver IVyshny Voloche I 7 /  $36,184 1 11 / 131 1V IL 
1 1 5 j d j Tverstroy 2 / Tver / Vopolzovo 1 60) $17,0371 10) 5 6 1 ~  j~ 
1 16 1 i KMAPZHS 1 Stariy Oskol / 9481 $23,0061 24i 581V !H  
1 17 : 'Trest #46 i Leningrad i Kirishi 1 801$30,182, 81 601V 'H  , 

1 1 8 .  ~oiskulbyt ' Samarskaya IToliyatti City 1 250! $25,175 1 24; 53!V ;C/L rN ! 475: . - - - - . . .  ..-..--i-- - . - . .  I.I---. . 
1 1 9 : Tomskstroizaka I Tomsk -- jTomsk City j 439i $1 8 , 9 r  24 i 62: Hold : H : N I 306 1 
120 Volgodonskstroi Volgodonsk I 

-----, - I ] 5001 $18,018 7 '  6OiH0ld ,H :N  : 30C 
121 a .PC0 KPD ; Sarnarskaya jTollyatti i 4801 $15,906 9i 53;V .H N .-.-. , 300. ..-- ----- ---.,- 
121 b PC0 KPD . ,  @ Samarskaya ... -.-. lZigulevsk t..- -. -.-.-.--..--.-.-------..-.-.- -- . . 1 3781 $17,568 9 :  57'V H ,N  ' 308. ,. . 0 

1 22 i ~herepovec~raj I Volodga --.-.- ..--,----. icherepovets i 5031 $24,944 171 65-V-' H : N 384 1 ---- - .------. 
123 i I Selskvstroi.Km Tula iArkhanaelskoe 1 501 $29.565 231 84iV D : N 352 : 



----. -. 
1 57' . BryanskstroyIR Bryansk City 4 .  1201 $24,500 ' 11 58iV :H ; N 438 
1 58' 'Tambovstroyin Tambov --.-.. -- -. . -- ..-- ...-.- ---..-. -.----- --.- : 9001n/a :n/a ? :Bad H M . #$#$ ---.- . -.-. --.. -..- 
1 59 : Edsk-Selinvest- ' Saratov -- , Saratov 801 $32,931 i 161 96:V ,CiL 'N 342 
160; Admin. of Mos Moscow , Lubertzi 307' $27,625 .nla 57.V ' H  M 485 ------. ---- 
16 1 Monolithstroy Kursk 176 $21,421 20 5 2 V  .H N 4 i  2 ------ 
162 a Tveragrostroi Tver Molo'kovo 57 $20,388 23 80iV D N 255 
1 62, b . T*~eragrostroi Tver -------- 3ologoye 201 $27,100 21 80iBad H N 3% ------ 
162.c Tveragrostroi Tver --------- ----. -... ... ---- - -- Maxatiha 27 $27,889 131 50 V L -..--- N ---.--- 555 
1 52 'd  Tvoragrostroi Tver ve&egorsk 36; $27,000 131 6 1 V  L N 4SC 

571 $25,000 1 81  58lHold IL IN 431' 1361 ISTEP I Khabarovsk 
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Khor Village 
1 37 1 1 Private Const, 1 Novgorod? 
1381a 1 Ryazangorstroi IRyazan 
1381 b ! Ryazangorstroi IRyazan 
139 I : A0  Strovtrest / Rvbinsk 

Staraya I 100j 925,670 241 671V IL 1 M ----- '1382 

140 
140 

a i Tulasovchozstr iTula 
b ~Tulasovchozstr iTula 

144 

Microregion 5 1 1721 $38,390 221 671V IH . ; N . _ - .  674 
7 

140 1 c Tulasovchozstr : Tula 

16i 6 0 V  2161 $36,466 

140 
i 4 1  
141 

Lenpromstroy !Leningrad Ob JVyborg ( 144 

IH 'M  608 
'L IN 539 Village 18km aw 

IH 

60! $35,693 ! 8i 66'V 

d 
a 
b 

E i 525 
$31,300 
$84,473 
$43,381 

$26,232 
1 455 
1 400 
1 300 

145 / l AOOT Bashinie j UFA 
146; IAO DSK ' Pskov 

Alimkino 
Shevelevka 
Dmitrovsky 
Sosny Poultry Fa 
Sornovsky Regio 
Verchney Petche 
Kal City 

12i 5 0 V  

1471a 1 Pskovstroy 

Tulasovchozstr ;Tula 

142 
142 

241 431V iH IN 1 728 

Pskov 

6Oi $29,2831 171 81;V iD IN i 362 
601 $25,2981 111 8 4 1 ~  ID :N 1 301 

- 
UKC Nizhny 
UKC Nizhny 
Kaliningradstroi 
Kaliningradstroi 
Kaliningradstroi 
Kaliningradstroi ---. - 
A0 Sasovsky D, 

a 
b 

Pskov 1 100) $38,673 

241 65 
24Inla 
24) 83 147 j b 1 Pskovstroy 

Nizhny Novgorod 
Nizhny Novgorod 
Kaliningrad 
Kaliningrad 
Kaliningrad 
Kaliningrad ---. -.-- 
Ryazan 

148: i KurskZhilstroy j Kursk 

Bad I H (N 1 1300 
Bad / C/L IN I #### 
Bad !C IN / 466 Pskov 

50($33,983 
50) $28,105 

1601 $1 8,894 

'Pervomaisky Vill j 265 
Zelenozradsk 1 113 142Ic 

171 76iV ID IN I 4471 

78 
93 

$30,036 
$21,220 

' 231 75 
141 

142 
143 

Kursk City / 1451 $27,8221 24i 6 8 V  

101 57 
151 66 

n/a j 72 n/a 
$20,864 

d 

iH !E ! 409 
149 i i PSO MZhK-Str ITula /Tula City / 50! $27,483 1 151 61 

V /L  IN 493 
V I H ( E  i 286 
Bad i H IN I #### 

Kamenka 1 180) $35,984 / 221 87 

V iH 1 I 451 

121 521See !H IM 1 401 
400 
408 

See fL  1 N 

Sasovo 1 486 

1 50 1 i A0  Tulgorstroy ~Tula I 1 90! $25,00Oi 9 !  57jV rH / M  : 4 439, 
1 5 1 I a ; A0  Domostroit . Moscow ! Kameshkovo 1 601 $22,265 ! 7:  55iHold IL !N i 405j 
1 5 1 ; b ; A0  ~omostroi~%loscow i Kortezeov/Petus ; 70 I $22,252 1 7 ;  54j Hold JL ; N  --4 ; 412! 
1 5 1 ic i A0 Domostroit . Moscow ..- l Sobinka : 900 $21,458 ! 7 '  55iHold 'L --------, 1 N i 3901 
1 5 1 . d , A0  Domostroit : Moscow j Sudogda a 901 $29,425 i 77' .55;Hold !L , N i 535 
1 5 1 1e / A0  Domostroit ,Moscow IJuziev-Podolsk i 501 $21,013 7 '  551Hold iL ; N i 385' 
1 5 1 if i A 0  Domostroit j Moscow iLakinsk 1 801 919,604i 7 '  48IHoldIL 'N  408: 
1 5 1 j g j A0  Domostroit ! Moscow ---- i Vladimir t 94: $26,070. 8j 62jHoldiH .- !N -..-.-... --...--- 1 420; 
1 5 1 ' h XO Domostroit . Moscow --- i Komrnunarsk I 60i $23,348 , 9: 54iH0ld ;L -- .N 4321 .--, 
1 5 1 1 i j A0 Domostroit : Moscow i Kommunarsk i 80i $23,260 gI 54iHold .L N ' 4 3 1 '  
1 5 1 / j  i A0  Domostroit : Moscow - lKommunarsk i 85 1 $23,105 9 ;  56iHoId iL 'N -. 1 , 4 x 1  
1 5 1 'k ! A0  Domostroit Moscow [Kommunarsk 60i $23,211 i 9 .  56iHold .L : N -. 414. 
152! i Altair ; Krasnadar i Sochi 1 961 $47,799. 18i 601V iH I E 797 
1 53 1 l TOO Protasi Protasi Settlement 'n/a I n/a : n/a ;"/a 1 Bad C :N ; ####" -. 
1 54 i Belgorodproyek, Belograd City .--- -- : 322: $16,006 20: 621V H ; N a 258 .- - 
1 55, , AOZT Sodeyst Penza : 466; $27,732 18. 56iV .H . M 495 
1 56 1 ,ZhSC "Erksrro" Moscow :Kolomna Citv ' 80; $36.088 . W n / a  iV . H , M ###$ 

41 4 
397 

52See /L  
See ; C  
V / H 

M 
N 
N $25,000 24; 63 



1851 ,KEMP I - 
1 86 I a A 0  Complex : Tatarstan ; Yelabuga i 372, $25,300 11 61,See H E --- 41 5 - 
1 86 b A0  Complex Smolensk I Viyzrna / 1601 $26,443 24\  551V ,L ' N 48 1 
187'a .AIG Volta, Ltd 250 km SW St.P Dubrova Town 1 451 $25,000 , 4 .  1361 Bad I C I E 183. 
1871b , Const. Comd # Moscow lTwo Diff. Sites 1 437! $24,500 121 471V 'L/H !E 52 1 
187 c UVO Ltd Moscow Volokolamska i 232' $24,747 91 881See C E 28' 
187 d *Const. Comd # Nizhniy Novgorodl 324 $24,000 18, 62 V H E 385 
1871e ,NoiaLtd I Novgorod I I 500) $24,882 19 63iV C/H iE 395 
187'f  Kotedza. Ltd. Pleskava I 2101 $21.000 12 541See L , E 389 , - -  - - . - . - -  

1881 'ENKO ----- Srnoiensk l Gagarin 1 5001 $59,183 24, 64.V C/L/HiN ' 925 ---.-- 
189:a Kamyshinprom Volgograd - 1 252, $24,989 23; 590V H N 3 2 i  
1 89, b , Kamvshinorom Voiaoarad 219: $25.000 23, 61 V H N 41 C 

1 91 a ~ h i y  Novgor Niznniy Novgorod! Bogorodsk ...- .--. - -- --- 27' $24,172 nla 5 5 V  L -- N 431 --.-.-- 
1 91 b 'Nizhimliy Novgor Nizhniy Novgorodl Vixa City ---.- . .- . .. . -- - -. .. .-- 32: $24,410 11 57,V .L  --.------. ,E 42E -.-.- ....- -. . -..,-.-.-. -. ..-.-. - - .  
1 91 c Nizhniy Novgor Nizhniy Novgorodl Vixa City .----- ' 108: $22,220 1 i  5 2 i ~  H E 42- 

,--- ---.---. 
191 d Nithniv Novaor Niznniv Novaorodi\/ixa Cltv 108: $15.126 11 35.V H 432 

Berthetak 
Karshin 
Kesoval Gora 
Starltsa 
Zubtsov 

1 62 1 e 
1 62 / f 
1 62 1 g 
1 62 I h 
1 62 11 , 

1601 633,300 ! 243 801V ID IN I 416 
201 $26,8501 121 71;V 1C N 3 7 8 '  

Page 4 

Tveragrostroi 1 Tver 
Tveragrostroi /Tver 
Tveragrostroi 'Tver 
Tveragrostroi 1 Tver 
Tveragrostroi 1 Tver 

401 $26,100 In/a I 801V ID 

,' - 
N 

. 1 bj2 I j 1 Tveragrostroi ! Tver ---.,---- i"eq 1 Kraendarstroi j Kraanadar 
166, / Promstroi LTD Krasnadar 
1 66 l I Stroi Internatlo I Krasnadar 

1 78 i ! SelskuDomostr ! Saratov 1 Stroikovka 1 2501 $44,088/ 241 1lOiV jC IN : 401 
1 79 ; i Pereslavistroy/ l Yaroslavl  two Villages 1 4961 $29,196 1 301 601V IC/L iN i 487 

I 180: NOT USED ; I I ! . . : Zhilstroi l Orel : Orel I 1 , ! - 
182 A 0  Domostroit Ulan Ude : 1181 $23,211: 9;  127Hold :D/L !N . ..-- --..-- . - - - I .  __d, 182 ----.- .. . 
1 83 I a { A 0  Barnaul i Barnaul City ; 72 :$23 ,548 .n la )  70:V IH i E  -- 33E 
1831 b , A 0  Barnaul i Earnaul City -..-----..--. --- - : 2701 $27,600 1 23i 98,V .D/C ;N 282 

PA--- 

1 83 1 c : A 0  Barnaul ! Barnaul City - - --.--. -. --- - ! i 1701 $14,155 14. 79!V :H rN .-.---. 179 
1 84 : ! Kshi-480 ! Inla ! $11.000,n/a~n/a !Bad ' C  IN : # # # #  

60 $27,016 1 16/n/a / V  jC IN -, w: 
Selitharova 1 27 

1 67) 

]SmCityNarstsevj 367) 536,840 1 24i 791V jC jN ! 466' 

30 

PkhoretskCity 
Yeast 
Timashevsk 
Krasnadar City 
Armivir 
Armivir 

Ekat. City 
Betanichesky 
Volgograd City 
Volgograd City 
lvangorad City 
Bolshoy Sarnove 
KhabarovskCity 
Volzhskiy Village 
Volzhskiy Village, 

827,800 1 171 60iV i . . -  /N -_-,.- : 463: -- , 
$30,5001 191 54jV IL IN , 1 666 
$30,800 i 121 481V IL IN / 642' 

168 
169 
170 
171 
171 ' 

, KrasnadarCity j Krasnadar 
Domostroitel 1 Krasnadar 
Domostroitel 1 Krasnadar 
SAME AS # I71  

920,700j 12inla !V !L M j # # # # '  

' 913 
76 
66 

144 
108 
108 

128 
186 
31 6 
200 

80 
84 

191 
180 
300' 

a 
b 

Uralsky Domos 
~ r z k y  Domos 

, Universalstroy 
. 1 72 1 1 Universalstroy 1 Volgograd 

$29,600) 14 
$28,645 1 6 
$30,969 1 24 
$30,969 ] 24 

I 
I 

$24,603 1 16 
$24,330 1 15, 

1 72 a 

Ekaterininburg - 
Ekaterininburg 
Volgograd 

1 73 ( a 
1 74 1 
1 75 1 

N I 492 

Rosstro f Leningrad 
Lipetskmetallur j Lipetskaya 
Stroitel 1 Khabarovsk 

E 
N 
N 

601V IL 
52iV jH 

522,945 , 9 
1 76 (a  I VlggrdGidrostr i Volgograd 
1 76 i b j VlggrdGidrostr l Volgograd 
1 77 i a i Srnolenskstoi i Smolensk 

649" 
449' 
449' 

581V JH  1E i 396 

H 
H 

L 
H 
H 
H 

69 
69 

$23,960 
$23,850 

V 
V 
See I 

N 438' 

17 ( 661 V 
18 1 69 1 V 

561See 
571 See N 

$25,000 
$1 9,010 
$34,218 
$23,877 

427 ' 
M 1 3 6 3 .  
N 1 404 
N 1 4551 
N 3 6 9 :  
M 1 611, 
E 1 398 

V jL 
See @ 

n/a 
24 

55 
53 

23 
20 

56lBad IH 
601V IH 
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1 91, e 1 Nizhniy Novgor --- Nizhniy Nov orodl Vixa City + - 961 $18,793 
f I Nlzhniy Nover Nizhniy Novgorod Gorodens ...---,----- .--- "- 

98: $30.108 
1 9 1 i g 1 Nizhniy Novpor 1 Nizhniy ~ o v ~ o r o d l  BoQorodsk I 101 $24,263 

#### 11 ln/a IV iL I E  , 

602 111 6OlV !L--* r~ ,---, 
n / a ,  661V IL I E 44 1 'L-- -. 

11; 01,V 1 E -.., 429 1 9 1 1 h - 
1 91 ji 

Nizhniy Novgor ! Nizhniy Novgorod 
Nizhniy Novgor ] Nizhniy Novgorod n/a 

nla 
n/a 

21 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
22 
25 
18 

Vixa City 801 $28,172 
Bogorodsk / 181 $26,136 
Pavlova - I 1001 $23,768 
Gorodcltts i 981 $24,890 

L I E 436, 
,L-- !N 448 

Odincovoraj 
~ 

Komakovo 
Vladimir 
Novomoskovsk 

7 1 492 ---. - - 
so 

601V 

L 
L 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
H 

; Nizhniy Novgorod 
l Nizhniy Novgorod 
I Moscow 

$26,423 
$23,969 

63 
60 
60 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

87 
58 

N I 498 
N 0 1 8  
N #### 
N 1 #### , 
N I #### '  
N 1 #### a 

N i 455 
N 1 4 6 6 :  

1 93 
1 93 
193 

6361 $34,686 
n/a In/a 

6!n/a 

V 
V 
Hold 
Bad 
Bad 
Bad 
Bad 
See 
V 

n/a 
n/a 

Novorossyisk j 1600 

Volokalamsk 
24 

9 
n/a 

- -. - -- . , - - -, -. I 

M 470 
N I ####I 

N 1 6660 
M , ####: 

a 
b 
c 

nla 
n/a 
n/a 

1001 $25,000 

- 
2 2 - 5 i T i - 7 ' T * -  

Bad 'L 
52 

nla 
86 

1 94 j 
1 96 ( Two Villages ( 266' $39,619 

V 
V 

241 55 

- 

~osenezgoatroTT%r -- 
Mosenezgostro j Tver 

--. - 
L 

Bad ]C IN 294, 

H Bad 24 

Mosenezgostro 
Pinckney Assoc 
A 0  Centrgas In 

( Pushkino 

V 
N 11,133' 51 

Tver 
Krasnadar 
Lipetskaya 

3331 $29,416 

N 1,122 
241 51!Bad (C jN 3,039 

n/a fn/a /Bad lC/H / N  #### 
I ----. 

261 591V IH IN 297 

H 

Bad 1 H 24 

N j 1,236 

1 98 1 c l Delta Heights , Rzhev Rzhev City 1 1571 $23,729 
1991 jPrilov !Leningrad Pugarevo 1 501 $25,000 

51 

200 I a / Ellerbe Becket 1 Voigograd (Volgograd City 440 
200 1 b 1 Ellerbe Becket ( Moscow ( Podolsk 1 680 
200 1 c 1 Ellerbe Becket J Rostov ITaganrog City j 576 

967,966 
$67,759 
957,206 

200 Id i Ellerbe Becket i Moscow 1 Monino ; 41215154,976 
201 j Concern Rus 1 Moscow 1 Noginsk I 605 1 n/a 
2 0 2 r  IAO ~urskrudstr; Kursk I Jelesnovgorsk 4564 517,514 1 
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Initial Evaluation Form 

- 



PRELIMINARY PROJECT EVALUATION CHECK LIST No. - 
Proposers Name 
Address 

Telephone Number 
Contact 
Project Location 
City on Original List Yes No 
Nationality of Company AmericanIRussian Russian American 

RussianIX Country AmericanIX Country 
Type of Organization 
Date of Registration 
Date of Construction License 
Previous Housing Experience Yes No In Russia Yes No - - 
Previous Housing TypeIMaterial 

Total Site Area (ha) 
Description of Area 

Description of Site 

Number of Units Proposed 
Type of Construction Cottage DuplexIQuad Lo Rise Hi Rise 
Type of Materials Wood Masonry Concrete Other 
Current Construction Status New Existing Mix 
Cost Sheet Completed Yes No 
Gross Unit Size and Quantity 

r 

Description Gross ArealUnit Quantity Total Gross Area of 
Units (M2) 

- - 

1 -  
- - 

TOTAL 
2. Total Project Cost ($) 

23. Average Unit Cost ($) Average Unit Area (M2) 
24. Total Gross Building Area (M2) 



25. Cost Per Gross Building Area ($/&oss h2) 
26. Duration of Construction (Months) 
27, Construction Schedule Included Yes No 
28. Offsite Infrastructure Status 

1 Description I Available (Circle) I Adequate Capacity (Circle) I Distance (M) 1 

Documentation That Governing Body Will Supply Infrastructure Yes No 
Budget Evidence Yes No 
Cost of Offsite Infrastructure (If Available) 
Documentation that Governing Body Supports Project Yes No 
Development RightdLand Approval Included Yes No 

Water 

Sewer 

Heat 

Hot Water 

Electric 

Telephone 

Gas 

If Yes: By Whom 
When 
For How Long 

Project Approved Yes No 
If Yes: By Whom 

When 
For How Long 

Planning Approval Stage 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

General Plan 
PDP 
Detail Drawings (PZ) 
Approval to Start Construction 

Plans/Specifications Included Yes No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

~nviroxkental Checklist Included Yes No 
Environmental Status (Circle One) 
Could Not Affect Could Affect Will Affect 
Resumes Included Yes No 
Documentation of Financial Strength 
Cash Flow Included Yes No 
List of Subs Yes No 
If contractor intends to finance part of the Yes No 
project with funds other than USAID has 
the source and amount of funds been identified 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 



Exhibit 5 

Final Evaluation Form I 



I- TOTAL I $0 1 I I I 

S U M M A R ~ V A L U A T I O N  CRIT~HIA . 

1- TOTAL $0 I '1 

$0 I 
1 EVALUATION CRITERIA /MAX ISCORE I 

I COMPANY 

I 11 l APPROVALS I 1 3001 0 1 

01 
LOCA71ON 0 1 

I I I I I 
1 FINAL RANKING I 

L 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 

--- 
120 
190 
300 

50 
400 
150 

1510 

CORPORATE STRENGTH 
PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE 
OFF-SITE INFRASTRUCTURE 
SITE & OTHERS 
COMPLETION SCHEDULE -- 
LOCAL GOV. SUPPORT ---- -- -- 
TECHNICAL TOTAL -- - -- PERCENT -- - 

0 
50 

300 
0 
0 
0 

350 
23.1 8% 

COEI; PROPOSAL 
-- PERCENT 

I Ichecked, problems of registration, licensing or nationality I i I exist. 

162.25 
0.00 

TECHNICAL POINTS . ( 700 

I 

I 

I 

PARTIALLY COMPLETED PROJECT PROBLEMS - If the 
SCORE box is checked review Section 12 for problems 
that must be corrected before contract signing. 

300 

COST POINTS 

OTHER PROBLEMS THAT MAY HINDER PROJECT 
LEGAL REQUIREMENTS - SECTION 1 -- If SCORE is 

Page 1 

0 
0.00% 

1 300 



FIN-EV.XLW 1 /I 7/95 

I EVALUATION CRITERIA I 

I I I I 

f 1 I LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 
1 .I 
1.2 

1.3 
1.4 

2 

Company registration 
Company licensing - License for building construction 
- License for engineering 
Company management identified 
Nationality criteria met 
- Prime 
- Su~diers 

I I 1 document 1 1 01 01 

- - r r  - 

LEGAL REQU1RER;ZNTS SCORE 
LAND RESERVATION DOCUMENT - -  - 

2.4 

5 

30 
0 
5 

5 
5 

10 

30 

2.1 
2.2 

2.3 

I  ARCHITECTURAL AND PLANNING APPROVALS I 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 - 

50 

0 

0 

Guarantee to issue rights if si~ccessful 
Temporary Land Allocation -for design and construction 
of the project (Gives the right to enter the land) 

Permanent Land Allocation (the right to start construction 
issued by the Chief Architect) 
PRAVO Vladeeniya - ownership or indefinite use of land 

- 
0 

0 TOTAL LAND RESERVATION DOCUMENT 

50 

1 90 

I 

4 

I I 

Page 2 

0 

4.41 through site visit) I 
TOTAL ENVIRONMENTAL APPROVALS 

5 1 0 
101 0 

-. Enter 1 if yes, or 0 if no 

PAGE TOTAL 

I 

TOTAL ARCHITECTURAL APPROVALS I 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

4.1 I Determination Level - one 
1 Signed by responsible authority (should be verified I I 

1 

4 

10 

15 

30 

40 
100 
200 

5 
I 

3.1 
3.2 

3.3 

3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

3.7 

1 3001 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

General plan or master plan (if necessary) 
Project of Dotailed Design (PDP stage) - If necessary 

Project of Built Environment (Proyekt Zastroiki) - if 
necessary 
APZ (Architekturno-Planirovochnoe Zadanie) issued by 
Chief Architect 
TU (Technicheskie uslovia) Have all thsm been produce, 
and for how long are they valid? 
Has the TEO (Technical-Economical Basis) or Existing 
Proekt been produced and approved? 
Permission to start construction works 



& 

-- EVALUATION CRITERIA - - 
PROPOIAL # 0 --------- 
COMPANY ----.---- 0 
LOCAllON 0 

J 

1 RC8PONBU PTB SCORE 
I 

- 
D 

- 
- 

6.2 

- 
c ~ u n r u n n  I c a I ncnu ~n I 

conrtruction experience in Russia 

1 - Lead firm developer with experience in Russia - Other arrangements 
I 

ESTABLISHED SUBCONTRACTING RELATIONSHIPS 1 
Enter 'I' in appropriate row. Leave other rows in 6.2 blank 
- Use existing subcontractors or own forces for 60% 1 
or more of work 
- Use existing subcontractors for lees than 60% of the 
work 

6.1 

6.3 

MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE 
Enter 'I' in appropriate row. Leave other rows in 6.1 blonk 
- Lead firm also prime or general contractor with actual] 

- 

30 

0 

1 
6 

0 

0 

ESTABLISHED RELATIONSHIPS WITH SUPPLIERS 
Enter '1 ' in appropriate row. Leave other rows in 6.3 blank - Worked with primary suppliers 2 years or more 
- Worked with primary suppliers 1 year - Worked with primary suppliers 1 year or less 

7 , 

I I la bank guarantee to  cover the advance payment? If I I 1 I 

30 
16 
0 

I 
6.2 

/ 1 yes, enter percent proposed. I 1 301 0 
lPROFESSlONAL COMPETENCE SUBTOTAL 1 901 0 

0 
0 
0 

30 
15 
0 

I 

PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE 

than 2 times proposed number 
- Score is number is less than proposed units 

Page 3 

0 
0 
0 

20 

6.1 

If an audited balance sheet or signed tax statement is 
provided enter 'I ' 

0 

Number of proposed units -- all proposed sites 
- Number of units constructed in last two years 
- Score it number 2 times proposed number 
- Score is number equal to proposed number, but less 

10 
0 

0 
0 

10 0 



- EVALUATION CRITERIA 
PROPOSAL W I 01  

LOCATION 
I 

I I /cannot be pledged as collateral 
I I I I I 

COMPANY 

6.4 

I I 1 I 

I 6.51~xperience with foreign companies -- Enter '1' if yes, I I 

0 1  I - 
0 

Financial capacity to complete project 

RESPONSE 

- ~p 

otherwise leave blank 
- If Russian, experience with foreign firms 
- If US, experience with Russian firms 

I I lcapacity to handle this project plus existing workload I 1 I I 

- What are the total assets of the company $$jp:::p2;f.:c::::::r$;r$pj .e,A$$$$$$g&ii$;?4 ,, 

..,... <.,..,.. ........,. < . Q Q ~ , . , , , , Q  , r .4 : : '  - What portion of those assets are 'social assets' which ( 

6.6 

PTB 

5 
5 

Provide a summary of the current projects under 
construction by the prime contractor 
- Total area of projects (m2) 
- Number of projects 
-- Evaluator, enter '1 ' if you think contractor has 

- 

SCORE 

0 
0 

6.7 

I I 
I 6 . 8 1 ~ 0 ~  many months will it take to complete the project? I 

Experience with Russian municipalities 
- One or more completed project in project municipality 

- One or more completed project in oblast 

I Irealistic? (Evaluator, enter '1' if you believe schedule is I I 1 

10  
5 

(score for 12 months or less, 60 pts; 30  pts if schedule 
is < = 18 months) 
- What evidence can be provided that this schedule is 

0 
0 

1 I I 

I I 6 .91~hat  are the roles and responsibilities of each of the ( 

50 

realistic) 

partners listed in the proposal? 
- Who will sign the contract with the General 

50 

I 201 CI 
I 

I 

Page 4 

Management Contractor? 
- Which firm will rece,>,a payments from the General 
Management Contractor 
- Does the firm that will manage the cashfiow have 
relationships with an internationally certified Russian 
bank? rr ' I 1 I 

PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE FROM PREVIOUS PAGE I I 901 o 
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE I 1 1901 50 



I EVALUATION CRITERIA I 
AL Y 0 

Y 0 
IN 0 

RESPONSE PT8 SCORE 

- 

I 
- - -  

3FF-SITE INFRASTRUCTURE 
IF EITHER GAS OR ELECTRICITY ARE USED FOR 
HEATING LEAVE DISTRICT HEATING VALUES 
'BLANK' 
SCORING - IF INFRASTRUCTURE IN PLACE, 60; IF 
150 M, 30; IF 600 M 15; IF 1000 M 7.5 PTS 

I 

7.1 WATER SUPPLY 
Adequate capacity to support project 

- What is the distance in meters from the project? 60 60 
- State the number of months to complete 7 0 0 

- What is the distance in meters from the project? 60 60 
- State the number of months to complete 7 0 0 

, 
Adequate capacity to support project 

- What is the distance in meters from the project? 60 60 
- State the number of months to complete 7 0 0 

I 

7.4 I DISTRICT HEATING 1 
1 Adequate capacity to support project I 
1 -  What is the distance in meters from the project? 60 ( 60 
I- State the number of months to com~lete 7 0 1 0 

7.5 ELECTRICITY 
Adequate capacity to slp;iport project I 

- What is the distance in meters from the project? 60 1 60 
- State the number of months to com~lete ? 0 1 0 

7.6 ROADS 
- What length of access roads must be constructed to 

1 the ~ro iect? 1 I 1 I 

7.6 BUDETARY SUPPORT FOR OFF-SITE 
INFRASTRUCTURE, see Local Gov. Support for ranking 

- Lump sum amount for all the above if costs are not 
broken down by component 

i - OFF-SITE INFRASTRUCTURE I I 3001 300 

Page 5 



-1 8.1~Number of unite 
I I I 

I I 

EVALUATION CRlTERlA 
PROPOOAL IY 
COMPANY 
LOCATION 
r 

I 

I-a 

I 

- 
0 
0 
0 

8,2 

- Additional pts If site more than 126 units 

8.3 

I I I - Innovative design I 1 61 01 

RESPON8E 

Site characteristics 
- Area of the site (in hectares) 
- Is the project located in a developed area? (If yes, 
enter '1 '1 

Unit types - 1, 2, 3, 4, room apartments 
- Total or gross building area (m2) 
- Gross area of apartments (m2) 
- Average gross area of apartment (m21 

8.4 

20 

Innovative design characteristics (enter '1' if any apply) 

I I I 9 I I 9 1 1 OTHER CRITERIA I 

PTO 

0 

5 

- Energy efficient design 
- transfer of new technology to Russia from USA 

I I I I 9.1 1 ~e la t ionsh i~  with US firm 5 1 01 I 

SCORE 

0 

1 9.2 Proposal preparation I 5 0 
TOTALS - OTHERS 

5 
5 

0 
0 

26-50% complete 

1 0  

50 0 
10-25 % complete 40 0 
First floor slab in place 30 0 

0 1 Foundation complete 1 301 
l Piles com~lete 1 201 

COMPLETION SCHEDULE 
100% SHELL Complete and ready for finishing 
81 -99% complete 
51 -80% ~ 0 m ~ k t e  

Page 6 

NO UNITS 
I 100 

1 70 
1 60 

0 
0 
0 



EVALUATION CRITERIA 
PROPOSAL # 

COMPANY 
LOCATION 

I 
I 

1 1 

L 

0 

0 
0 

Quertlone on thir rheet are for oity or oblart officials 
only and rhould be completed by evaluator. 

1 1  .I 

-- 

I 

SUPPORT FROM LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Do you have officers on your Waiting List who are 
recently demobilized from outside Russia? 

RESPONSE 

I 

I 

I 

11.3 

I 1 101 0 
1 -  Guarantee letter with no detailed schedules I 0 1 0 

60 
11.2 

- Infrastructure under construction 
- Evidence of budgetary support for infrastructure 
- Guarantee letter with detailed construction schedules 

PTS 

0 
Will you accept newly retired officers not on your 
waiting lists from outside Russia? 

Written evidence of municipality's support to  provide 
off-site infrastructure (check appropriate box and 
ensure that letters are present). 
- Infrastructure completed and connections identified 

- 

 CORE 

I 

30 
15 

11.4 

Page 7 

0 
0 

I 
TOTAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT SUPPORT 

Other indicatnrs of municipal support (to be completed 
by evaluator) 
- High level official travels to site with evaluation team 
or actively involved in mission 
- Written assurances that missing approvals will be 
provided by a specified date 

150 

20 

0 

0 

- 

0 

0 



EVALUATION CRITERIA 
PROPOSAL# 1 0 1  --~--T-'-I--- 
COMPANY 
LOCATION 

C 
v 

- 
0 
0 

12 

I 1 12.61- If transferred provide a copy of the transfer 1 I I I 

, 
-I 

THIS SHEET IS FOR PARTIALLY COMPLETED PROJECTS 

12.5 

STATUS OF APPROVALS 

Have the rights to construct the project been 
transferred to the subcontractor? 

I (rights be transferred? 
I I I !+I 

RESPONBE 
I 

12.1 

12.2 

12.3 

12.7 

I 

I I I 

Have the development rights been transferred to the 
subcontractor? 
- Has the prior holder of develoment rights agreed to 
transfer them to the subcontractor? 
- Have the appropriate administrative bodies approved 
the transfer of development rights 

I 1 12.4 

document. 
- If no, who presently has the rights and when will the 

12.9 Has any party other than the subcontractor provided I financing for the project, on an equity or debt basis? 

- Does the subcontractor now hold development rights? 

12.8 Who - is the present owner of the project 

12.10 - Has this party agreed to sell its interest in the project? 

12.1 1 

12.1 2 

- Has this party agreed to a definite price for its interest 
in the project? 
- Has this party received full compensation for its 
interest and formally relinquished its rights to the 
~ro iect? 

12.1 3 USAlD will only finance only housing areas. If the 
subcontractor intends to build non-housing areas and/or 
additional housing units, write "yes" in the box. 

I 

1 2.14 

Page 8 

Are any of the apartments already allocated? (If yes, 
enter "ves") 
Have any of the apartments been previously occupied? 
(yes or no) I I 



I COST CERTIFICATION SHEET I 
0 PROPOSAL fi 

COMPANY 
LOCATION 

1 Total coat of project from proposal -. 

a) 

I I 1 VAT taxes included? I I I I 

r . - 

- 
0 
0 

0 

This cost is based on an 
startlng site activities and 
materials and supplies 

b) 

I I I I .- I 

(c) I Based on inflation rate and dollar exchange rates for the 1 I 

NO. OP UNIT8 
DATE: - 

Based on non-payment of VAT tax? (yea or no) 
If this cost includes VAT taxeb, whet Is the total amount of 

1 lentire construction perlod? (yes or no) --- IL 
d) 

e) 

I ,-, - I I I 

Note differences in assumptions used for revised cost 

--- 
Based on a fixed price contract for the entire period of the 
contract? (yes or no) 

Can the subcontractor get a loan to finance purchase of 
materials if the advance is reduced? If so, how much and 
at what rates? 

2 

Note: Cost per housing unit for the proposed project 
represents 30% of the evaluation criteria for the proposals 
and therefore lower cost units realistically priced will be 
ranked higher. 
Revised VAT tax estimate 

-- 

Revision, if any, of the cost 
on the basis of assumptions different from a, b, c, d, and 
e) above. 

3 CALCULATED COST PER UNIT MINUS VAT TAXES (BE 
SURE TO ANSWER QUESTION 8.1) $0 
Base 

I I 

Signed by I I 

Page 9 

L 

300 
250 
200 
100 
50 

If Unit price is $18-23,000 
- $23001 - 25,000 
- 25,000 - 27,000 
- 27,001 - 32,000 
- 32,001 - 35,000 
Total cost points 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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U ~ U I D ~  RATIOS 
- Workinn capital mUo 

Norm 



Exhibit 6 

List of Second Round Visits 



LIST OF SECOND ROUND VISIT8 



LIST OP BICOND ROUND VISITS 

I 

67lTver 
I I 

1 Berzhetsk I I 

... - 
63 
64 
56 
60 
67 
68 
69 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 

P Y L  --a_- 

K r v - -  --- 
Tollyattl -- 
Engele 

7-- 

Saratov 
Qagarln 
Petrovo -- 
Srnalensk 
Ekaterlnburg -- 
Alimkino Village 
Archangelskoye Village 
Dmitrovskoye Village 
Shevelevka Village 
Sosnovy Village 
Tula 

1 -.'--- 

Ryatan -- 
Samara --- 
Saratov 
Saretov 
Srnolensk 
Brnolensk - 
Srnolensk 
Sverdlovsk 
Tula 
Tula 
Tula 
Tula 
Tula 
Tula 

68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 

--- 
1 
--7 

1 
2 - - 
i "... . 
b 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 

Tver 
Tver 
Tver - 
Tver 
Tver 
Ufa 
Ulyanovsk 
Voigograd 
Volgograd 
Volgograd 
Volgograd 
Volgograd 
Vologda 
Yaroslav 
Jaroslavl 
Jaroslavl 

Kesova gora 
Molokovo 
Rz hev 
Staritsa 
Ves'egonsk 
Ufa 

1 
2 

-- 1 
2 
1 
1 

Ulyanovsk 
Frolovo 
Karnyshon 
Mikhailovka 
Volgograd 
Volzhskiy 
C herepovets 
Rubinsk 
Pereslavl-Zalesky 
Rostov 

- 

1 
1 
2 
2 
6 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
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Final Ranking of Proposals I 
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ITINERARY OF PADCO TRIPS IN SUPPORT OF GENERAL 
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT CONTRACTOR 

I I NUMBER 

DATE DESTINATION i OF CITIES 
VISITED 

TOTALS: 1 26 

August 10-12 

August 15-19 

August 22-26 

XmEm 
'ROJECTS 

Orenburg , Rzhev , Nizhni Novgorod , Volzhski , Kolomna , Orekhovo - ~ u e v g ,  7 
Tollyatti 

Kaluga , Tula , Kursk , Vyborg , Sestroretsk , Kirishi , Tikhvin , Ulyanovsk , 12 
Penza , Volgograd , Mikhailovka , Kamyshin 

Stari Oskol , Pushkino , Lubertsi , Kaliningrad , Cherepovets , Yeask, 7 
Krasnodar 





1 I I I 
UQUlDlTY RATIOS Norm 

SUMMARIZED BALANCE SHEET 
PROPOSAL # 
COMPANY 

- Worklng capital ratio 
(Cumnt ~ c u n u n t  liabilitlm) 

-Acid tost d o  

Page 10 

0 
0 

Line on 
Balance 
Sheet 

stocks to total urrts 
Stocks to current ass& 
Debton to cumnt ussets 
Profit to (Total masets leu investments) 

0.00 
0.00 

I 
I 

31 -Dec-93 
Rubles 1 Rubles I Dollam 
'000 I '000 1 000 

(Cumnt assets leu stocks & debtodcumnt liabllitir 
OTHER RATIOS 
Fbmd ass& to total assets 
lnvrrtmanb to total wets 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

I 
31 -Mar-94 

Rubles I Dollars 
'000 I 000 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

2 
1 

0.00 
0.00 

0.5 





GENERAL INFORMATION 

ALL SUBMITTED PROPOSALS 

Only proposals with identified cost, number of units , gross unit area were considered . 





TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION BREAKDOWN BY OBLAST , KRAl . 
ALL SUBMITTED PROPOSALS 









GENERAL INFORMATION 
PROPOSALS REVIEWED IN THE SECOND ROUND 





GENERAL INFORMATION 
TOP - 35 PROPOSALS 

1 7  
14 Tver 

T Y P E  O F  U N I T S  I 

Cottage, D Low-Rise Hlgh-Riae 
I I I If Oblast 

- - - - 1  1 1 2 0  No - - - - 1  1 93 Yes 

I 1  1 504 1 Yes 





GENERAL COST AND COMPLETION STATUS INFORMATION 
TOP - 35 PROPOSALS 

1 1  I 1 AVERAGE UNIT COST NET OF VAT 

# OBLAST, KRAl NUMBER Cottages, 
OF UNITS QCIL 

- 1 %yski Krai 268 - 
2 Eelgorod 1600 - 
3 Bryansk 120 - 
4 Kaliningrad 93 - 
5 Krasnodaf Krai 75 - 
6 K~rmk 1 17 

9INizhni Novgorod 1 4 1 5  1 - 

11 Penza 466 - 
12 Samara 486 - 
13 Tula 90 - 

Low-rises High- 
rises 

Average 
cost per 

unit (net 01 
VAT) , all 

Wpes 

I I COMPLETION STATUS - PROPOSALS i 
Cottage Low-Rise High-rise Total 

AVERAGE AVE.SIZE New Star- New Star- New Star- New Star- 
COST PER ted ted ted ted 
M2 (NET OF 

VAT) 





FIELD TRIPS FOR 500-UNIT VOUCHER PROGRAM 

I I I I 1 1 17/27-28 1 Jaroslavl 1 0 ~ ~ 1  
1 Jaroslavl I 

4 

5 

6 

1 Smolensk I 
7 

Ozerkovsk "&+ 

I 

8/8-10 

I I I I 1 8 1811 4-20 l Leningrad 85 1 

Staraja Russa 
Borovichi 

812-3 

6112-3 

811 1-12 

lvangorod 
Kirovsk 
Slantzi 
Lomonosov 

32 

38 

Novgorod 

P S ~ O V  

Tver 

1 ( Total 1878) 

Smolensk 

Pskov City 
Push. Gory 
Velikie Luki 

I 

102 
Tver 
Lihoslavl 

75 





RESULTS OF 500-UNIT VOUCHER PROGRAM FIELD TRIPS. 

Num. of 
Units 

1086 
460 

32 
38 

102 
75 
85 

1878 

L 

# 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Aver, Cornpletion schedule 
cost Sep.-Oct. [Nov-Dec. 1Jan.-Feb. 

I 

Oblast 
Jaroslavl 
Moscow 
Novgorod 
Pskov 
Tver 
Smolensk 
Leningrad 

Total 

$21,447 
$35,022 
$15,033 
$16,312 
$25,000 
$25,000 
$25,436 
825,413 

872 
126 

25 

1023 

214 
198 
32 
38 

102 
50 
8 5 

71 7 

138 

I 

138 





ADDITIONAL FIELD TRIPS IN SUPPORT OF 20004JNIT VOUCHER 
PROORAM 

l Tarnbov 

I I I I Volzhskv I I 
I llovlia 

3 

1 I I I Dimitrovgrad I I 

I 

4 

8130-31 

8131-911 

5 
Ryazan City I 

Tula 

6 
I 

Kaluga City 

Ulianovsk 

916 

Tarusa 

Kamishin 

9l7 

I 

Voronezh I 

- 

137 

Aleksin 
Bogoroditsk 

Riasan 

Kaluaa 

I I I I 1 8 19/26-27 I Nizhni-Novoorod *I 78 l 

206 

N-Novgorodp 
Bor 

Ulyanovsk 

I I I I 

1 Linda 

70 

* Oblastes visited with Abt representatives. 

Total 
Semenov 

1127 



Exhibit 21 

Results of Additional Trips 
in Support of 2,000 Unit 

Voucher Program 
- 



RESULTS OF ADDTIONAL TRIPS IN SUPPORT OF 2000-UNIT VOUCHER PROGRAM 

Riasan I 70 1 $25.000 1 141 20 1 36 1 

Num. of 

Oblast Units 
Aver 
cost 

$1 9,854 
$24,701 
$25,000 

Volgograd 
Tula 
Ulianovsk 

Kaluga 
Voronezh 
,Tambov 

158 
137 
206 

Nizhni Novgorad I 78 
I 1127 

Completion schedule 
Sep.-Oct. [Nov-Dec. 1~an.-~eb.  

28 
176 
274 

8 
29 
95 

$1 9,289 
$21,102 

$1 7,769 
$1 9,950 
$1 7,042 

60 
108 
11 1 

52 
282 

90 

50 
24 

560  

I 

26 
285 

25 
36 

200 

3 
90 
40 



Exhibit 22 

Newly Constructed Units 
Available for 2,500 Unit 

I 
Voucher Program 

h 



NEWLY CONSTRUCTED UNIT8 AVAILABLE FOR VOUCHER PROGRAM 

Page 1 



NEWLY CONSTRUCTED UNIT8 AVAILABLE FOR VOUCHER PROGRAM 

I 

ORIGINAL PROPOSAL -- 14 DISTRICTS 143 UNrlS INCLUDED: 

Nov. - 

2250 RlO , not visited 
2250 R18 , not visited 
2250 RI$ , not visited 

I I I I I I 
Nirhni Novgorod Oblast . Original 81 final proposal -78 unit8 ( ind . 30 one-room) 

Bor districts 

Num of 

Page 2 

Aver Aver. Unit 

. ".". 
1-r 
24 
34 

TOW: 
without 1 room 

C. 
oar 

$15,664 
$17,800 
823,140 

44 
50 
65 

20 
1 4  
1 4  
AR 

Bor town 

. - 
1 
1 
1 

85 
80 

356 
356 
356 

1 -r 
2-r 
34 
Tntal 

20 
14 
14 
48 

55 
56.38 

I 

356 
356 
356 

31 
48 
61 

$23.940 
$25,436 

811,036 
$17,088 
821,716 

86 
80 

.- 
1 
1 
1 

2250 R18 , not visited 
2250 R18 , not visited 
2250 RIB , not visited 



NEWLY CONSTRUCTED UNITS AVAILABLE FOR VOUCHER PROGRAM 

l ~ y p e  of unit lunltr l ~ n e  lcort lm2 (sep.- Oct. I ~ e c .  I ~ e n - ~ e r  l~emerke 

MO8COW OBLAST (ORIQINAL PROPOSAL J equal to the Rnd an* I I f I I 
I 
4 DISTRICTS 446 UNITS INCLUDED: 4 Cltler: Fyalno, Khlmky, Reutov, Lubertny I 
Fryazlno 1 Room 14 37 $26,0^^' ' I I 

2 Room 18 63 926,O 
97 -0 

Num of 

. -- I I 

without 1 room I I 46 1 I 926,OOOl I 45 1 1 I 
I I I I I I 

Aver 

I I I I I I I I 

Total: I ( 4011 60) 936,0211 1 1371 1261 138 
without 1 room I 1 3971 601 $36,1581 1 1361 1261 135 

Aver. Unit 

I I 
3 Cltler: Khlmky, Reutov, Lubertry 

38 
63 
87 

1 Room 
2 Room 
3 Room 

..-... .-.------ --.-. 
Total: I 
without 1 room I 

I 

Total: 264 914,711 34 180 40 
without 1 room 210 814,990 25 154 3 1 

nlaae. 

C. 
per 

4 
201 
196 

I I I I I I 
SMOLENSK OBLAST (ORIQINAL PROPOSAL J -- 2 DISTRICTS 146 UNITS 

*."". 
Cottage 3 Room 10 837 '̂ 

4 Room 5 839 
5 Room 5 $4469 

$22,373 
$31,811 
$40,616 

460 
442 

FINALLY: 2 DISTRICTS: 
Yertsevo 12&3 room 
Ozerkovo poor 12&3 r poor 

I I I I I I I I I 
Total form cottag I I 20 1 I $38,6691 1 I 201 I 

I I I I I 

Nov. - 

XIV. TULA OBLAST (ORIOINAL PROPOSAL J - 176 UNITS 
FINALLY: 3 DISTRICTS: I I I 

I 

I 

1 
67 
69 

$35,022 

50 

I I I I I I I I I 

Total: I 1 1371 54.81 $14,071 1 1 291 1081 I 
wlthout 1 room I I 11el b1.91 124.1U1 1 I 21 1 3s 1 

63 
63 

196 
181 

825,000 

1 Room 
2 Room 
3 Room 

3 
7'1 
64 

1 I 

1261 1381 
1261 1351 

60 

I 
Total 
Excl. I-room units 

I 

814,319 
922,114 
$28,239 

21 
67 
49 

3005 
2580 

38 
52 
66 

I 

I 8 
18 

I 3 

$23,081 

13 
49 
46 

999 
852 

1583 
1325 

423 
403 





LIST OF ADDTIONAL TRIPS 
IN SUPPORT OF MAIN VOUCHER 

GENERAL CONTRACTOR 

Cites 

I I I 1 Tarnbov I 
1 219116 

I 

l Moscow I I 
I I I 1 Moscow 

w 

lvangorod 
Kirovsk 

4 

I I I 1 Bor I 

5 

I 1 I 1 Linda I 

9120-22 

9/26-27 

I I I l Saratov I 

Tver 

6 

Lomonosov 
I 

Nizhni-Novaorod 
Lihoslavl 

9/26-27 Saratov 
Semenov 


