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ABSTRACT: Housing estate areas usually have around a 70% share of public space. A 
considerable amount of money is spent on the maintenance of these non-building areas. 
When maintenance efforts decrease, technical and visual aspects of the living environ-
ment also decrease. This paper presents a survey conducted in the Modřany housing 
estate in Prague evaluating current non-building areas and proposing three examples 
of model transformations. The costs used in the survey were taken from the Catalogue 
of Interventions in Housing Estates. Benefits presented in the survey are taken from a 
questionnaire determining residents’ preferences. The goal is to find the correct valu-
ation of the money spent on development and management of public areas of housing 
estates and show it can bring great benefits for residents.
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Introduction

Modernist housing estates in the Czech Republic were built from the 1950s to the be-
ginning of the 1990s. The original population of housing estates corresponded to the de-
mographic average composition of the Czech population and this situation has still not 
really changed. However, now some housing estates have a negative reputation and the 
wealthier population is starting to leave. Views on the shortcomings and quality of this 
urban structure and public space differ, but there is agreement that the quality of public 
space should be improved (Maier, 2003). This paper wants to examine the suitability of 
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housing estate transformation for improving the quality of the residential environment, 
and to compare it with the current state. The open space of housing estates is also a pub-
lic space. The open space is a free space between houses (Wittmann, 2015) and occupies 
approximately 70% of this urban structure. Considerable funds from the public budget 
are spent on public space management. (Hudeček, 2018).

The regeneration of housing estates is one of the priority programmes of the Ministry for 
Regional Development of the Czech Republic, providing subsidy programmes in their 
“Housing Regeneration and Panel 2013+” (SFPI, 2020). These subsidy programmes do not 
evaluate the benefits and effectiveness of the investments made in terms of improving the 
quality of the environment. For this reason, I wanted to introduce a procedure that com-
pares the current state with the transformation plan of the urban structure of the housing 
estate, primarily in the organisation of undeveloped public space. My goal is to find the 
housing estate transformation costs and benefits and set the Benefits to Costs Ratio (BCR).

Method

This is a method that is based on Cost Benefit analysis and expresses the final effects of the 
measures by BCR. (Zapletalová, 2019) If we want to compare the current state and the possi-
ble transformation of the undeveloped space of a housing estate, it is necessary to define the 
costs and benefits of the individual elements that make up the space. In order to determine 
the costs of the transformation of the housing estate and to price the built current structure, 
we compiled a Catalogue of Interventions on Housing Estates. (Chudý, Molnárová 2020) 
The catalogue shows the research of foreign approaches and presents “top-down” and “bot-
tom-up” interventions together with the investment costs of individual elements.

After compiling the catalogue, it was necessary to find out whether the mentioned inter-
ventions are in demand among the residents of housing estates in the Czech Republic and 
what their value is. For this, we used a questionnaire survey, in which we showed housing 
estate residents the proposed changes and asked them for their preferences. We were inter-
ested, firstly, whether the residents would welcome the given change and secondly, wheth-
er they would hypothetically be willing to pay for it. The inspiration for this procedure 
was economic valuation methods from the Stated Preference Method category, which are 
based on the creation of a hypothetical market, expressing people’s willingness to pay for 
a certain product and willingness to accept compensation for a given arrangement , inter-
vention, change. These are the Choice Experiment method and the Contingent Valuation 
Method. (Melichar, 2010)

For the questionnaire survey, we chose the Modřany housing estate in Prague that 
was also used for the “Housing Estate, What Next?” (Kohout, 2016) research. This 
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area was also used for a case study proposing  housing estate refurbishment.

Three locations, “blocks”, were selected for which costs and benefits were calculated. The 
BCR was determined for both conditions, current state and transformation. The high-
er BCR means higher benefits for society. Any projects with BCR of less than 1 should 
theoretically not be implemented, as the costs exceed the benefits. However, in the case 
of public projects, this may not be entirely the case, as not all the benefits can always be 
monetised. (Zapletalová, 2019) Therefore, it is possible to compare the benefits of individ-
ual plans.

Figure 1. Block 1 – Comparison of the BCR (Chudý, 2020)

Cost analysis

Basic dimensions were calculated for each of the three blocks. In the case of the current 
state, I have valued modifications leading to the restoration and maintenance of this state, 
which reflects the service life. The proposed modifications were assessed in the same way. 
Prices per 1 m2  were set using the catalogue. Furthermore, the costs of the expected earth-
works were included. Investment costs were budgeted for the condition and execution 
based on the lifetime of the elements for the annual investment costs (year/m2). Mainte-
nance costs were taken from the “Hustota a ekonomika měst”1(Hudeček, 2016) research 
and converted to (year/m2).
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The intervention catalogue contains 17 elements: modification of public space; new devel-
opment; shared gardens; private gardens; reserved open parking; reserved parking with 
shelter; communal garages; private garages; active parterre; building entrance modifica-
tion; individual entrances to apartments; outbuildings on the ground floor; outbuildings 
on the upper floors; balconies and loggias; front gardens; shared inner blocks; technical 
infrastructure networks. 

Within this paper, the individual elements of the catalogue of interventions in housing 
estates are not described in more detail. It is published in more detail elsewhere (Chudý, 
Molnárová, 2020). Elements and prices are used in the described cost calculation. The 
prices were determined in the URS 2020 price system. Figure 2 shows the calculation of 
Total Costs. Costs for the current state were similarly calculated.

Figure 2. Block 1 current state – costs part 1 (Chudý, 2020)
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Figure 3. Block 1 transformation – costs part 1 (Chudý, 2020)

After the first part of Total Costs (TC) calculation, the costs taking into account the life-
time of the elements were calculated. All costs were calculated on an annual basis.

Total maintenance costs per year determine the costs associated with the maintenance 
of all surfaces. Total public maintenance costs per year determine the maintenance costs 
financed from the public budget. Total costs per year determine total investment costs as 
well as costs and maintenance budgeted for one year. Total public costs per year show the 
annual costs paid from the public budget.
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Figure 4. Block 1 current state – costs part 2 (Chudý, 2020)

Benefits and preferences

Based on a questionnaire survey and people’s willingness to participate (Chudý, 2020), the 
benefits of changes were calculated per inhabitant per month. Based on the effect on a cer-
tain circle of people, the total annual benefits (year/m2) were calculated. The circle of peo-
ple was defined according to the number of users. Therefore, both the status and the pro-
posal were valuated under the same conditions and benefits. Some benefits were expressed 
in terms of payment per housing unit, as the hypothetical payment, the expressed benefit, 
is normally related to the apartment. This is, for example, a front yard, front of a house, 
a shared garden, or a parking space. It  was easier to determine the approximate number 
of apartments per entrance than the average occupancy of apartments. Both methods are 
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comparable, but this procedure was chosen for valuation. It is therefore possible that the 
expressed benefits may be even higher, but the same is true of the assessed current state.

Figure 5. Block 1 transformation – costs part 2 (Chudý, 2020)
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Figure 6 Block 1 current state - benefits (Chudý, 2020)

Figure 7. Block 1 transformation - benefits (Chudý, 2020)

Conclusions

BCR shows better results for the new, transformed structure. New housing estate trans-
formation is a better choice compared to the total costs of maintaining the current state.

The presented benefits are not the limit price for which people are hypothetically willing 
to pay. It is a price that people are willing to pay and that is needed for the new changes 
to be made.

It is important to mention that profits from the sale or transfer of land to apartment build-
ings or users of private gardens are not included. In the case of a new development, the 
profits from the sale of land or apartments is not taken into account. Only the quality 
benefits of the new environment are assessed. I also try to find the monetary value of these 
benefits.
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Figure 8. Block 2 – Comparation of the BCR (Chudý, 2020)

Figure 9. Block 3 – Comparation of the BCR (Chudý, 2020)
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Footnotes
[1] “Hustota a ekonomika měst” – translated into English: “Density and Economy of 

the City” 
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