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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. This draft Voluntary Land Swapping Plan is a working draft for discussion purposes.   

2. The project is based on the principle that this will be a demand-led project in the sense 
that redevelopment will only take place if and when the resident land and asset owners 
demand it and the private sector can support it financially. This approach requires that all land 
and asset owners impacted by the development of the project support it and thus agree to 
swap their khashaa for an apartment in the new project. 

3. It is important to recall that for Ger district residents, their khashaa and its associated 
assets are often their only or at least their primary store of capital, in many cases it is also a 
means of production and income generation. With a clear lack of eminent domain and 
consistent legal framework, their approval to either sell or swap their land at what is considered 
to be a fair value, not a market value, is essential. This requires a very delicate approach to 
land valuation from the perspective of the community. An appropriate and well-established 
land valuation mechanism and a clear consultation and participation plan will allow for 
distributing an equitable compensation amongst the landowners provided by the private sector 
while maintaining the financial feasibility of the project itself and provide suitable support and 
rehabilitation program for both land owners and non-land owners, especially those who belong 
to the poor and vulnerable households. 

4. The land valuation to be accurate must reflect two key elements: (i) the maximal price 
that developers are able to pay for the land according to the land development arrangements 
that have been put into place, also known as the residual value of land1 and (ii) a fair and 
livable number of square meters into the new urban development for residents so that they 
are no worse off than before and are able to maximize economic opportunities.  

5. Khashaa plots are too small to be of real value to developers today and must thus be 
aggregated with other plots in order to provide sufficient economies of scale to a developer to 
provide affordable housing. This requires that the land value of the aggregate plots be 
equitably distributed amongst the previous landowners. The distinction between the two forms 
of land valuations is not prevalent in current Ger district redevelopment projects, in part since 
no value is seen in improvements that must all be destroyed to clear land. 

6. It is the aim of the project that ALL residents be given some form of access to property 
either through a land and asset swap agreement, through a rent-to-own scheme or through a 
subsidised rental scheme. It is the aim of the valuation methodology to ascertain how this can 
be achieved with minimal conflict within the community. Furthermore, in terms of land 
arrangements, the use of resettlement is an important matter to be addressed. The current 
principle is to limit recourse to involuntary resettlement and set-up a voluntary program to the 
fullest extent possible; only certain infrastructure development may justify involuntary 
resettlement, but even in those cases, every effort will be made to include them within the 
voluntary resettlement scheme. 

 

  

                                                 
1 The residual value must be considered as a simple parameter / marker of the financial feasibility for the land 

developer 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1. The Ulaanbaatar Green Affordable Housing2 and Resilient Urban Renewal Project (the 
project) aims to bridge current gaps in climate responsive urban development and green 
affordable housing. It will implement a large-scale demonstration initiative that will leverage 
private sector investment to deliver 10,000 green housing units that are energy efficient, 
affordable,3 and designed to maximize the use of renewable energy 4 and redevelop 100 
hectares (ha) of ger areas into eco-districts5 characterized by (i) low-carbon, climate resilient, 
and resource efficient; (ii) mixed-use with ample public space and public facilities; and (ii) 
mixed-income with about 70% of combined social and affordable housing units. It will use a 
financing strategy that blends public and private resources, with targeted subsidy and 
sustainable mechanisms to address the need to accelerate the delivery of green affordable 
housing within the framework of a more climate resilient urban development. It will provide a 
comprehensive, integrated, and affordable urban and housing solution for vulnerable 
communities providing a more livable urban environment for the ger area residents.  
 
2. The project will support institutional reforms and implement regulatory and policy 
framework that will guide the project transformational impacts on regulations, standards, 
mechanisms, and sector capacity for (i) climate responsive urban planning combining climate 
resilience, social cohesion, community participation, and economic opportunities; (ii) 
increased performance, energy efficiency, and renewable energy in buildings, based on 
efficient material and technology supply chains; (iii) improved supply and access to low-carbon 
affordable housing; (iv) sustainable green finance that facilitates the transition to a low-carbon 
and climate resilient housing and urban development through increased private sector 
participation; and (v) eco-efficient urban services. This will be done through a synergy with an 
ongoing Asian Development Bank (ADB)-funded project, 6  activities of other international 
institutions, and government programs. The project will serve as an important and sustainable 
initiative that can be replicated both within Ulaanbaatar and in other Mongolian cities. It will 
directly benefit 100,000 people and indirectly benefit the entire 1.4 million residents of 
Ulaanbaatar City. The project will result to reduction of significant greenhouse gas emission 
and improve resilience to climate change. Carbon emission reduction is estimated to reach 
187,150 tons of CO2 equivalent per year (tCO2e/year), which is equal to a total 7,486,600 
tCO2e/year during the project lifetime (40 years). 
 
3. Sector lending and sector development plan. Sector lending is a form of ADB 
assistance for project-related investments based on considerations relating to a sector. Sector 
lending is particularly appropriate when a large number of subprojects in the sector are to be 
financed. A sector loan is expected to improve sector policies and strengthen institutional 

                                                 
2  Green housing maximizes climate adaptation and mitigation (especially on energy efficiency and renewable 

energy) through resource efficiency and building materials during design and construction as well as operation 
and maintenance to ensure building performance and occupational health. Also, it considers surrounding areas, 
community participation, public monitoring, land use, efficient use of all types of natural environment—trees, 
water, soil, and air—and sustainable development as key parameters. Affordable housing is housing whose 
cost (in rent or mortgage payments) does not exceed 30% of the gross monthly income of a low-income 
household. 

3    Affordable housing is a shelter delivery system that is appropriate for the needs of a range of very low to 
moderate income households and priced (or subsidized) so that the households are also able to meet other 
basic needs. It also includes social housing such as rental housing that is subsidized and targets the lowest 
income households that cannot afford the down payments and subsequent loan amortization payments. Rental 
tenures can be converted into ownership through rent-to-own schemes. 

4 The eco-components will focus on (i) reduction of energy consumption with well-insulated and low consumption 
buildings, (ii) clean energy production from non-stored photovoltaic solar energy, and (iii) building performance 
monitoring system. 

5 Eco-district development is a highly integrated urban planning and development process at the neighborhood 
level, bringing local responses to build up citywide sustainable and green development. 

6 ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche 
Financing Facility for Mongolia for the Ulaanbaatar Urban Services and Ger Areas Development Investment 
Program. Manila. 
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capacity. Sector lending has been deemed well suited for the project because (i) it will deliver 
about 20 eco-district subprojects7 of an estimated average of 5 ha each spread across the 
city’s ger areas; (ii)  each subproject will be selected and appraised based on  eligibility and 
selection criteria and parameters formulated from two core subprojects  of about 10 ha; and 
(iii) it is designed to help the Government and MUB translate its sector development plan 
comprising climate adaptation and resilience strategy, affordable housing strategy, ger 
redevelopment strategy, green urban development strategy, green finance strategy and an air 
pollution reduction program into implementable plans, investments, and a set of coordinated 
policies and actions as well as institutional reforms.8  
 
4. The project’s sector loan modality will foster the development of appropriate policies 
and regulations and catalyze replicable systems and mechanisms in Ulaanbaatar and other 
Mongolian cities to build green, low carbon, and climate resilient urban areas. It will have a 
strong transformative impact on the construction sector in Mongolia, enabling it to provide 
more climate-appropriate and cost efficient solutions. The sector development plan covers 
cross cutting and multisectoral thematic areas that include construction, housing, climate 
change adaptation and mitigation, urban planning and redevelopment of ger areas, and green 
finance. 
 
5. Impact, outcome, outputs. The project impact is in line with the Ulaanbaatar City 
Master Plan, Ulaanbaatar 2020 Master Plan and Development Approaches for 2030, the 
Green Development Strategic Action Plan for Ulaanbaatar 2020, the National Program for 
Reducing Air and Environment Pollution 2017–2025, and the Affordable Housing Strategy of 
Ulaanbaatar. The project outcome will be an increased access to low carbon and resilient eco-
district and green affordable housing in ger areas.  
 
6. The project will have the following outputs9: 
 

(i) Output 1:  Resilient urban infrastructure, public facilities, and social 
housing units built in ger areas (Public sector investment). This includes the 
delivery of (i) green and resilient social housing,10 (ii) climate adaptation and 
mitigation features; and (iii) resilient infrastructure, public space, and public 
facilities. Output 1 (core subproject outputs) will deliver the following items: (i) 
6.1 kilometers (km) (0.7 km) of sewerage network, 5.5 km (0.6 km) of water 
supply pipes, 5.5 km (0.6 km) of district heating pipes, 13.7 km (1.6 km) of 
roads; (ii) 15 ha (1.7 ha) of public space and green areas, 36,000 m2 (4,180 
m2)11 of community’s facilities (such as education, health, and sports facilities), 
1,500 units (168 units) of social housing; 12  (iii) 2,000 m2 (240 m2) of 
greenhouses; (iv) 72,000 m2 (8,300 m2) of photovoltaic (PV) panels; and (v) 
94,500 m2 (11,250 m2) of extra isolation system, utilities metering and building 
performance monitoring systems, and heating regulation system. 

                                                 
7A subproject refers to an area with a minimum of 4 ha which has been identified as potentially eligible for 

redevelopment. An eco-district, on the other hand, is a subproject which has already been assessed as feasible 
for redevelopment and approved for implementation (that is, it has been approved to proceed from detailed 
design to construction and operation). 

8  MUB’s AHS has three strategic thrusts: (i) increase supply of affordable housing units, (ii) create sustainable 
financing mechanisms, and (iii) define an institutional and legal framework. The Government of Mongolia and 
the MUB requested the support of ADB in formulating the Affordable Housing and Urban Renewal Project 
(AHURP) which will help to translate the AHS into implementable plans, investments, and policy as well as 
institutional reforms. 

9 All the values in parenthesis correspond to the core subprojects. 
10 In Mongolia, “social housing” refers to rental housing. 
11 Already financed by the Ulaanbaatar Urban Services and Ger Areas Development Investment Program 
12 Based on average housing unit size of 37 m2. 
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(ii) Output 2:  Low carbon affordable and market housing units and economic 

facilities built in ger areas (Private sector investment). This includes the 
delivery of (i) green and resilient affordable and market rate housing, (ii) 
housing units with climate adaptation and mitigation features, and (iii) 
commercial facilities and workshops. Output 2 (core subprojects outputs) will 
deliver the following items: (i) 5,500 units (584 units)13 of affordable housing, 
3,000 units (327 units)14  of market rate housing, 163,000 m2 (18,800 m2) 
associated garages and 38,200 m2 (4,400 m2) shops; (ii) 166,500 m2 (19,220 
m2) of commercial facilities, workshops, and parking; 22.0 km (2.5 km) of 
pedestrian and bicycling paths; 79,000 m2 (9,130 m2) of greenhouses; 591,000 
m2 (68,200 m2) extra isolation system, utilities metering and building 
performance monitoring systems, and heating regulation system. 

 
(iii) Output 3:  Policy environment and sector capacity strengthened. This will 

support (i) project implementation and management; (ii) eco-district feasibility 
and development, sector reform on climate change adaptation and mitigation, 
and improve supply and access to green social and affordable housing; (iii) 
detailed design and supervision; and (iv) sustainable green finance.  

 

7. The redevelopment process and housing construction supported by the project will be 
in situs (in ger areas) and demand driven, facilitated by 100% voluntary land swap 
processes.15 Extensive community consultation and participation will be integrated into each 
stage of the project design and implementation. Financial and institutional arrangements will 
facilitate the application of a blended finance strategy which will pool international and local, 
as well as public and private resources through an eco-district and affordable housing fund 
(EDAF) to be established and managed by the Asset Management Company (AMC) of the 
Development Bank of Mongolia (DBM) on behalf of the Government. Sustainable and 
inclusive green housing finance mechanisms, such as green micro-mortgages, rent-to-own 
schemes, housing microfinance savings schemes, and targeted capital subsidies will also be 
implemented. Grants to finance the eco-district climate change features will provide credit 
enhancements, viability gap funding, and targeted capital subsidies for green investments to 
private developers will be administered by MUB through a green building facility (GBF). Lastly, 
the project will likewise strengthen the institutional and policy framework for the sustainability 
of green affordable housing and climate resilient urban development in Ulaanbaatar. The 
project will have about 20 subprojects implemented in five phases (See the implementation 
arrangement table). Each phase will identify and prepare a batch of subprojects (representing 
from 11 to 30 ha). The implementation of each phase will last about 4 years.16  

8. The feasibility design of the Ulaanbaatar Green Affordable Housing and Resilient 
Urban Renewal Project (AHURP) in the ger areas of Ulaanbaatar has been prepared two core 
subprojects located in ger areas subcentres of Selbe and Bayankhoshuu which are located 
north and northwest of Ulaanbaatar centre. The housing units of the AHURP will build modern, 
multi-dwelling housing units that will be connect to the utility trunks lines that are being installed 
in these two subcentres by Project I (Tranche I)18 of the Ger Areas Development Investment 

                                                 
13 Based on average housing unit size of 42 m2. 
14 Based on average housing unit size of 63 m2. 
15  Plot owners will exchange their land and assets for housing units.  
16 The phasing approach will allow to adjust the parameter of the project to adapt to socioeconomic changes. 
18 The IEE for Project 1 of GADIP was completed in 2013, with supporting EMP updated in October 2016. 
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Program (GADIP) for hot water heating, potable water supply, domestic wastewater collection, 
solid waste collection & storage, and electricity. For the core subproject of the AHURP the 
Urban Redevelopment units (URUs) will be combined into 5.1ha ecodistrict in Bayankhoshuu 
subcentre, and 6.4ha ecodistrict  in Selbe subcentre which will affect 68 and 91 Khashaas 
respectively. The URUs or eco-district consists of different combinations of multi-family 
townhouses, low 5 story apartment blocks, and commercial space for small business 
development with common greenspace such as parkettes & greenhouses, resident parking, 
and access roads out to existing main thoroughfares. The existing density of households and 
dwellings in the affected khashaas will increase approximately 3.6 time in the 
URUs/ecodistricts.  

9. Subprojects Selection and Eco-districts Preparation and Implementation 
Principles 

a. Subprojects eligibility and selection criteria. The project is based on 
demand-led principles, in-situs redevelopment, and a comprehensive and 
integrated urban development and housing solution. Subproject eligible sites 
should (i) be located in ger areas and their redevelopment into eco-district are 
in line with the city master plan, (ii) cover a minimum of 4 ha where no more 
than 10% of the plot owners are not willing to participate, and (iii) be in a 
reasonable distance of main trunk infrastructure. The feasibility and appraisal 
criteria for a subproject to be eligible for detailed design and construction into 
eco-district stages are (i) identified sites should be within the minimum of 4 ha 
and 100% of the land owners who cover a continuous land area of 3 ha are 
willing to participate, (ii) access  to main trunk infrastructure must be available 
at least on one side of the perimeter of the subproject,20 and (iii) the financial 
feasibility of an eco-district guaranties a reasonable margin for the real estate 
developer. It integrates the eco-district characteristics and design parameter.  

 
b. Demand-led and land swapping mechanism. The land valuation mechanism 

(which includes valuation of land, structure, and business) formulated for each 
subproject will distribute an equitable compensation amongst the landowners. 
The compensation amount calculated will vary from one subproject to another 
depending of the financial feasibility established for each eco-district. It will be 
translated in apartment unit size (no cash compensation) to be built in the eco-
district, and will follow a two steps approach: (i) at feasibility stage, residents 
express their willingness to participate based on the swapping principles 
through a preliminary agreement; and (ii) at detailed design stage, final 
compensation value and swapping are fixed and agreed with the residents. 
Those two steps will be driven by the project PMO, and will follow a consultation 
and participation plan, including a stakeholder analysis and mapping that has 
been prepared under this project.  

 
 The consultation and participation plan comprises three stages of stakeholders’ 

participation: (i) project feasibility, to build a consensus and cooperation with 
affected communities on land swap and resettlement scheme; (ii) detailed 
design, to build a consensus with the project key stakeholders including 
affected communities, municipal and government organizations, private sector 
and relevant associations and non-government organizations on the final eco-
district development plans; and (iii) construction, supervision, operation and 
maintenance (O&M) arrangements to ensure good cooperation with key project 
stakeholders as per the work schedule. 

                                                 
20 If the estimated cost of connection of a subproject to main trunk infrastructure exceeds 10% of the cost of internal 

infrastructure and public facilities, the selection of this specific subproject should be reconsidered. 
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7. A housing option will be proposed to all the residents living on a subproject site, using 
land swap mechanisms for landowners, and rent-to-own scheme, rental scheme21, or priority 
access to affordable ownership supported by mortgage for the renters. For landowner, the 
land valuation, based on the financial feasibility and the land redevelopment arrangements of 
each eco-district, reflects two key elements: (i) the maximum price that developers are able to 
pay for the aggregate value of the land and assets, also known as the residual value of land,22 

and (ii) the maximum apartment size23 to be built in the future eco-district in exchange from 
the land. A minimum apartment size of 35 m2 irrespective of the actual aggregate value of the 
land and assets is guaranteed by the project.24 The translation of land and asset into m2 of 
apartment will vary from one eco-district to another, depending mainly on the land use 
characteristics, the estimated land price in the area, the overall cost of assets, and the 
geographical location of the subproject, all of which will impact the financial feasibility of the 
eco-district. Involuntary resettlement will be considered only when certain infrastructure 
development outside the subprojects perimeter is affecting households. For non-land or 
renter, priority access will be given to social housing based on rent-to-own or rental scheme 
depending of their income. Each scheme will be made affordable whatever the income of the 
applicant. For the renter who want and can afford to purchase a housing unit in the eco-district 
priority access and a mortgage scheme will be made available with different condition 
depending on their income level. 
 
8. Eco-district design parameters. Each eco-district subproject feasibility study and 
detailed design should ensure that 30% of land use is public space (including 15% of open 
space and green areas), and that the ratio of m2 of public amenities/facilities, commercial 
facilities, and entertainment areas per person correspond to average international standard 
(respectively 1.2 m2/persons, 1.5 m2/persons, and 0.5 m2/persons).25 Housing units to be 
constructed in one eco-district should comprise 15% social housing, 55% affordable housing, 
and 30% market rate housing. The average density of an eco-district should be about 300 
p/ha and housing building should comprise townhouses or low-rise building of a maximum of 
five to six floors. Each building should reach an energy efficiency performance guarantying an 
energy consumption of 150 kilowatt hours per square meter per year and should comply with 
Mongolian Norm and Regulation BnDB 23-02-09 “Thermal Performance of Buildings” (as 
amended from time to time and complemented with the Green Building Regulation) and 
housing units should be equipped with indoor air filtration system. Building and facilities should 
have 18% of their footprint covered with solar panels. At least 10% of the eco-district surface 
should be covered with greenhouses (on the ground or on building or facilities rooftop). If other 
renewable energy solution is demonstrated technologically and economically viable at 
feasibility study stage, it can be introduced in the eco-district design.26 The extra cost related 
to energy efficiency and air ventilation system to comply with thermal performance building 
regulation will be subsidized by the Green Building Facility. Solar panel will be financed, 
installed, and operated by the MUB using portions of the GCF loan proceeds. 
  

                                                 
21 The monthly cost of the rent and rent-to-own schemes should not be more than 25% of the monthly income of 

one household. 
22 The residual value must be considered as a simple parameter/marker of the financial feasibility for the land 

developer. 
23  Apartment size will also be translated into ownership of other structure or facility such as greenhouses, 

workshops, or garages. 
24 Mongolian standard BNBD 31-01-10 on “Residential housing design and planning” recommends that when 

designing apartments it should consider that up to 6 persons live in a room with 4m2 space per person. These 
recommendations are to be followed when providing the minimum housing for the plot owners and other 
beneficiaries of the project 

25 If public facilities, commercial facilities or entertainment areas are already existing in the vicinity of the subproject, 
the ratio of m2/p to be built should be modified accordingly. 

26 Such as heat pump or solid waste energy recovery technology. 
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9. Housing units to be constructed in one eco-district should comprise 15% social, 55% 
affordable, and 30% market rate. The social housing units, representing 15% of the project’s 
total housing offer in the eco-districts will be financed and built by MUB and managed by 
NOSK. The rent of the social housing should not exceed 25% of the monthly income of the 
targeted lowest income decile (deciles 1–3). The developers will build and sell the affordable 
and market rate housing units. The financial feasibility should ensure a margin for the 
developer which will be calculated for each phase depending on the socioeconomic and the 
market situation. For the core subprojects, this margin has been estimated at 20%. The cost–
price structure to be adopted should be able to sell 65% of the housing units built by the 
developers as affordable to households belonging to the 4th to the 7th deciles of Ulaanbaatar’ 
income distribution. For the purpose of estimating the affordability of housing units, the 
resulting monthly amortization from an 8% mortgage with a 25% down payment and a term of 
30 years should not exceed 30% of the monthly income of the targeted household 
beneficiaries. Table 3 presents the selling and buying conditions of each housing category to 
be offered by the project. These conditions will be revisited at the start of each project phase 
to reflect the socioeconomic and market changes in Ulaanbaatar, ensuring that the objectives 
and principles of the project are met. The financial feasibility of each subproject will be 
calculated based on the land swapping agreement with 10% contingency provision to absorb 
adjustments that could potentially arise during the detail design and final agreement. 
 

Table 3: Core Subproject Housing Units Selling and Buying Conditions 
Social housing 
Units 

Household monthly income 
target 

>MNT740,000/month 

Average rental rate MNT145,000/35 m2/month 
Rent-to-own bank conditions Down payment of 0%, tenor of 30 years, interest rate of 

5% 
Reserved to Renters living in the subproject areas 

Residents living in the ger areas 
To be a temporary or permanent citizen of the city 
Priority for: people with disabilities, seniors without 

caretakers, and vulnerable people 
Affordable 
housing units     

Household monthly income 
target 

MNT740,000 < monthly income < MNT1,400,000 

Selling price MNT1.1 million/m2 
Purchase/bank conditions: Down payment of at least 25%, mortgage tenor of 30 

years, interest rate of 8% 
Swapping condition Based on land and asset valuation 

Cannot sell apartment before 10 years under conditions 
Reserved to Land owners and renters living in the subproject area 

Residents living in the ger areas 
To be a temporary or permanent citizen of the city 
Priority for: people with disabilities, seniors without 

caretakers, and vulnerable people 
Market rate 
housing units 

Household monthly income 
target 

None 

Selling price ≥MNT2.1 million / sqm 
Purchase/bank conditions Down payment of at least 30%, mortgage tenor of 20 

years, interest rate of at least 10% 
 Reserved to No restriction 

 
10. Infrastructure and architectural detailed design. For each phase, a consulting firm 
will be hired to produce detailed infrastructure and architectural design, bill of quantity, and 
technical specifications for each phase of the eco-districts. Final design will cover all aspects 
of eco-district such as infrastructure, facilities, townhouse and apartment buildings, green 
area, parking, greenhouse, pedestrian and bicycling lane. It will be in line with the feasibility 
study and will be done in close consultation with the communities, urban planning and 
construction agencies, and private sector. This stage will confirm or adjust the financial 
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feasibility developed by the feasibility study for each eco-district under one phase and will 
produce the final land swap agreement with landowners. The consulting firm responsible of 
the detailed design will oversee the construction supervision activities for each phase and will 
be in charge of the building performance assessment. The detailed design will produce the 
procurement documents of infrastructure and facilities including both the financial and 
technical criteria, for real estate developer selection.  
 
11. Contractors and real estate developer selection and eligibility criteria. The 
procurement of goods, civil works, and consulting services financed by the public component 
will be subject to and governed by ADB’s Procurement Guidelines (2015, as amended from 
time to time) and Guidelines on the Use of Consultants by ADB and its Borrowers (2013, as 
amended from time to time). It will be under the responsibility of MUB and will be managed by 
the PMO. For the FIL component, the selection of real estate developers will be based on 
qualification criteria and bid responsiveness using a scoring method for both the technical and 
financial aspects of their proposals. The developer should partner with one of the preselected 
commercial banks. The developer’s eligibility will follow ADB’s qualification criteria.27 Qualified 
developers’ proposal assessment will include the following criteria (i) implementation capacity; 
(ii) adequacy of technical proposal’s detailed design, bill of quantity, and technical 
specification; (iii) technical alternatives compliance;28 (v) financing capacity; and (iv) financing 
and business plans. The financial scoring will also take into consideration (i)  the amount of 
EDAF requested for the project in order to minimize the use of the EDAF, (ii) the capacity of 
the partner commercial banks to supplement the EDAF financing at a rate that would support  
the benchmark lending  rate which will be market based but below the current domestic 
interest rate charged for similar types of investments, and (iii) a financing  plan that would  be 
fully supportive of the financial viability of the eco-district and the financial sustainability of the 
developer, yet not  jeopardizing that of its partner bank. The developer who is most responsive 
to the evaluation criteria and obtain the best combined score from the technical and financial 
evaluations will be selected. Each qualified developer will undertake procurement of good and 
civil works with due attention to economy and efficiency in accordance with established private 
sector or commercial practices acceptable to ADB.  The MUB PMO will be responsible for the 
technical evaluation scoring and the DBM PIU for the financial evaluation scoring.  
 
12. Construction. The construction process will ensure a progressive development 
process based on sub-block development within each eco-district subprojects. The first step 
includes the construction of the main trunk infrastructure and social housing. Social housing 
will be built without resettlement on the space available on site and will be used as transition 
resettlement units. Once the developer has been selected, real estate development will start 
in phases for each sub-block together with the finalization of the infrastructure and the 
construction of the public facilities and public space. Solar panel and building performance 
sensors will be installed in the constructed building and facilities. Construction supervision will 
be performed by the detailed design and supervision consultants and the PMO. The building 
performance will be audited, and the cost of the green features that meet the standards will 
be reimbursed to the developer by the GBF. 
 
13. Development, monitoring, and sustainable operation and maintenance. The 
selling, marketing, and branding of the affordable and market rate housing units will be 
supported by specific technical support provided by the PMO to ensure full occupancy of the 
eco-district units. The O&M provision during the project implementation will be covered by the 

                                                 
27 These will include (i) eligibility criteria (conflict of interest, and ADB/UN eligibility); (ii) no pending litigation and 

arbitration; (iii) financial situation (historical financial performance, average annual construction turnover, and 
financial resources); and (iv) construction experience (contracts of similar size and nature and construction 
experience in key activities). 

28 With the technical specifications and resulting improvements (compliance with the project objective, with the 
subproject land use and development plan, and with the energy efficiency performances), cost benefits (such 
energy efficiency performance and reduction of the implementation schedule), quantifiable nonconformities, and 
omissions.   
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project. The secondary/tertiary infrastructure (roads and networks), the social housing units, 
and the public amenities would be operated by the MUB relevant departments while NOSK 
will operate and maintain the social housing units. For the social housing, it is expected that a 
public sector home-owners association (HOA) will be established at the sub-block level. These 
HOAs will be managed by khoroo (administrative subunit in Mongolia) authorities supported 
by the PMO and NOSK. Second, for the affordable housing and market rate units, a similar 
HOA structure will be set up under the management of private companies selected through a 
specific EoI. The affordability effort limited to 20% to 30% of the households’ income includes 
the O&M charges. A system of property taxes for maintenance of the facilities will be piloted 
(especially for the green houses also solid waste management). The operation, maintenance, 
and monitoring of building energy performance and renewable energy will be established 
under the smart energy efficiency and renewable energy monitoring and control system. This 
will establish an economic model and management contract agreement with private sector to 
take over the combined operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the green feature 
component. 
 

III. SCOPE OF LAND SWAPPING 

A. Census of potential beneficiary households (per different categories) 

10. Under the voluntary land swapping, there are different types of beneficiaries 
categorized as follows:  

 Plot owners  

 Non-plot owners  

11. The core subproject perimeter impacts 91 Khashaas in Selbe East, and 68 in 
Bayankhoshuu West, that is a total of 159 Khashaas. 

12. In total, 229 households have been surveyed in the core subproject perimeter: 130 
households in Selbe East and 99 households in Bayankoshuu. Among them, 78 households 
are plot owners in Selbe East, and 64 in Bayankoshuu West. At the time of the socio-economic 
surveys, some plot owners did not want to participate or were not present. In addition, some 
households own several Khashaas. This is why the number of plot owners surveyed is 
different that the number of Khashaas identified in the core subproject perimeter. 

13. The tables below describe the potential beneficiary households by income decile and 
plot ownership in the core subproject, i.e. in Selbe East and Bayankoshuu West. 

14.  

Table 1. Selbe East beneficiary households by income decile and plot ownership 

Decil
e 

Household monthly income Households 

Number of households by plot 
ownership 

Non Plot 
Owners 

Plot owners 

Mean Maximum Minimum Number % Number % Number % 

           
1  37,692   200,000   -  13 10 6 12 7 9 

2  281,077   350,000   216,000  13 10 7 13 6 8 

3  471,462   534,000   360,000  13 10 10 19 3 4 

4  583,462   630,000   540,000  13 10 3 6 10 13 
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5  737,231   800,000   650,000  13 10 2 4 11 14 

6  881,538   1,000,000   800,000  13 10 8 15 5 6 

7  1,075,308   1,179,000   1,010,000  13 10 3 6 10 13 

8  1,304,154   1,400,000   1,186,000  13 10 4 8 9 12 

9  1,634,308   1,850,000   1,400,000  13 10 6 12 7 9 

10  3,180,000   9,040,000   1,850,000  13 10 3 6 10 13 

            
Total       130 100 52 100 78 100 

 
 

Table 2. Bayankoshuu West beneficiary households by income decile and plot ownership 

Decil
e 

Household monthly income Households 

Number of households by plot 
ownership 

Non Plot Owners Plot owners 

Mean Maximum Minimum Number % Number % Number % 

               

1  22,000   140,000   -   10  10 5 14 5 8 

2  356,200   500,000   240,000   10  10 4 11 6 9 

3  620,700   731,000   512,000   10  10 2 6 8 13 

4  836,100   920,000   750,000   10  10 6 17 4 6 

5  1,017,000   1,100,000   950,000   10  10 4 11 6 9 

6  1,208,900   1,300,000   1,100,000   10  10 4 11 6 9 

7  1,374,200   1,500,000   1,300,000   10  10 4 11 6 9 

8  1,914,300   2,090,000   1,628,000   10  10 2 6 8 13 

9  2,935,800   3,700,000   2,200,000   10  10 3 9 7 11 

10  8,598,889  
 

26,000,000   4,100,000   9  9 1 3 8 13 

                

Total       99 100 35 100 64 100 
 

B. Inventory of Land 

15. In Bayankhoshuu West, the total land surface impacted and valued by the project is 
34,546 sqm. On average, Khashaas’ landsize is 515 sqm, with a peak in block 2 which goes 
up to 549 sqm and a minimum in block 4 with an average of 401 sqm. In Selbe East, the total 
land surface impacted and valued by the project is 41,270 sqm. On average, Khashaas’ 
landsize is 453 sqm, with a peak in block 5 which goes up to 481 sqm, and a minimum in block 
3 with an average of 441 sqm. 

16. The identification of the private land to be valued has been done based on the 
cadastral map, as well as site inspection and drone mapping for control. Only the private land 
has been valued. Total core subproject area is 5.1 ha in Bayankoshuu West and 6.44 ha in 
Selbe East. There is therefore a total of 1.65 ha of public area in Bayankohuu West (32%) and 
2.3 ha in Selbe East (36%), mainly used as roads. 

17. A vast majority of households in both Selbe East (SE) and Bayankhoshuu West (BHW) 
use their khashaa to residential purposes, as it can be seen on tables 3 and 4 below. In BHW, 
there are currently 2 khashaas where the land is rented to a third party, while 3 khashaas 
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reside for free on the land they occupy. In SE, there are currently 4 khashaas where the land 
is rented to a third party, while only one khashaa family resides for free on its land. No 
distinction was made between possessor and owner in this survey.  

 

Table 3. Affected Land – Bayankhoshuu west  
No. Of land 

parcels Block 
No. 

Khahaa 
number 

Land use type 
Land tenure 

type 

Affected 
land area 
Privatized 

1 
1 

9-19 Residential/business ownership 587 
2 9-20 Residential ownership 415 
3 

1 
9-21 Residential ownership 689 

4 9-24 Residential ownership 678 
5 

1 
9-22а Residential ownership 330 

6 9-22б Residential Renter 313 
7 

1 
9-23 Residential ownership 317 

8 9-31а Residential/business ownership 354 
9 

1 
9-32а Residential/business ownership 472 

10 9-32б Residential/business ownership 505.7 
11 

1 
9-49а Residential/business ownership 520 

12 9-49б Residential/business ownership 502 
13 

1 
9-31 

Residential/business & 
livelihood 

ownership 469 

14 9-33A Residential ownership 445 
15 

1 
9-33Б Residential ownership 375 

16 9-34 Residential ownership 603 
17 

1 
9-30a Residential ownership 700 

18 9-30 Residential ownership 300 
19 

1 
9-25 Residential ownership 960 

20 9-26 Residential Possessor 416 
21 

1 
9-29 Residential Possessor 508 

22 6-12 Residential ownership 579 
23 

2 
6-14 Residential ownership 505 

24 6-15 Residential ownership 651 
25 

2 
6-16 Residential ownership 699 

26 6-18 Residential ownership 341 
27 

2 
6-19 Residential ownership 367 

28 6-20 Residential Possessor 560 
29 

2 
6-21 Residential ownership 451 

30 6-22 Residential ownership 602 
31 

2 
7-18a Residential ownership 273 

32 7-19 Residential ownership 494 
33 

2 
7-20 Residential/business ownership 342 

34 7-21 Residential ownership 369 
35 

2 
7-18 Residential ownership 301 

36 8-12а Residential ownership 254 
37 

2 
8-12б Residential ownership 697 

38 8-6аб Residential Possessor 1301 
39 

2 
8-7 Residential ownership 567 

40 8-8 Residential ownership 541 
41 

2 
8-9 Residential ownership 461 

42 8-10 Residential ownership 590 
43 

2 
8-11 Residential/business ownership 776.7 

44 
9-27 Residential 

Reside for 
free, relatives 

384 

45 
2 

9-28 Residential 
Reside for 

free, relatives 
698 

46 10-1 Residential/business Renter 671 
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No. Of land 
parcels Block 

No. 
Khahaa 
number 

Land use type 
Land tenure 

type 

Affected 
land area 
Privatized 

47 
2 

10-2 Residential ownership 700 
48 10-3 Residential/business ownership 674 
49 

3 
5-5 Residential ownership 502 

50 5-6 Residential/business ownership 552.2 
51 

3 
5-11 Residential Possessor 429.56 

52 
5-12 Residential 

Reside for 
free, relatives 

451.34 

53 
3 

5-13 Residential ownership 682.12 
54 5-14 Residential/livelihood Possessor 600.65 
55 

3 
5-15 Residential ownership 630.08 

56 5-16 Residential ownership 591.8 
57 

3 
5-7 Residential/business ownership 507.87 

58 5-9 Residential ownership 510.92 
59 

3 
5-17 Residential ownership 569.4 

60 5-19 Residential Possessor 540.81 
61 

4 
11-1 Residential ownership 492 

62 12-1 Residential/business ownership 299 
63 

4 
12-2 Residential/business ownership 232 

64 12-3a Residential ownership 275 
65 

4 
10-4a Residential/business ownership 297 

66 10-4б Residential Possessor 399 
67 4 10-5 Residential ownership 676 
67 Total 34546.15 

 

Table 4. Affected Land – Selbe East  
No. of 
land 

parcel
s 

Block 
No. 

Khashaa 
number 

Land use type Land tenure type 

Affected land 
area 

Privatized 

1 1 30-287 Residential Owner 446.8 
2 1 30-288 Residential Owner 645.3 
3 1 30-290 Residential Owner 508 
4 1 30-291 Residential Owner 580 
5 1 30-292 Residential Owner 886 
6 1 31-295 Residential Owner 316 
7 1 31-296 Residential Owner 250 
8 1 31-297 Residential Owner 354.9 
9 1 31-298 Residential Renter 334 
10 1 31-299 Residential Owner 409 
11 1 31-300 Residential Owner 558.35 
12 1 31-301 Residential Owner 480 
13 1 32-315 Residential N/A 159.9 
14 1 31-302-Б Residential Owner 279 
15 1 31-308 Residential Owner 535 
16 1 31-309 Residential Owner 494.7 
17 1 31-310-А Residential Owner 572 
18 1 31-310-Б Residential Owner 314.8 
19 1 32-318 Residential / business Owner 495 
20 1 32-319 Residential Owner 439 
21 1 32-319Б Residential User 126 
22 1 31-321-А Residential / business Owner 700 
23 1 31-321-Б Residential Possessor 391 
24 1 32-316 Residential Owner 426 
25 1 32-317 Residential / business Owner 500 
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No. of 
land 

parcel
s 

Block 
No. 

Khashaa 
number 

Land use type Land tenure type 

Affected land 
area 

Privatized 

26 1 32-320 Residential Owner 570 
27 1 32-321 Residential Owner 706 
28 1 31-294 Residential N/A 282 
29 1 32-322 Residential Renter 722 
30 2 32-323 Residential Owner 515 
31 2 32-324 Residential Owner 671 
32 2 32-326 Residential Owner 383 
33 2 32-327 Residential Owner 546 
34 2 32-328 Residential Owner 580 
35 2 32-329 Residential Owner 455 
36 2 32-330 Residential Owner 619 
37 2 32-331-А Residential / business Owner 256 
38 2 32-331Б Residential Renter 233 
39 2 33-365  Residential Possessor 196 
40 2 33-365-Б Residential Owner 354 
41 2 33-366 Residential Owner 658 
42 2 33-367 Residential Owner 615 
43 2 33-368-А Residential Owner 605 
44 2 33-368-Б Residential Owner 344 
45 2 33-369 Residential Owner 485 
46 2 32-332-A Residential Owner 483 
47 2 32-332-Б Residential Possessor 202 
48 

2 32-334 Residential 
Reside without 

payment, relatives 
501 

49 2 32-336 Residential Owner 546 
50 2 32-365-А Residential Possessor 699 
51 2 32-333 Residential Owner 334 
52 2 32-333б Residential Possessor 268 
53 2 32-335-A Residential N/A 50 
54 3 33-349 Residential Owner 361 
55 3 33-350 Residential Owner 394 
56 3 33-351 Residential Owner 446 
57 3 33-352 Residential Owner 327 
58 3 33-353 Residential Owner 666 
59 3 33-354 Residential Owner 396 
60 3 33-355 Residential Owner 467 
61 3 34-386 Residential Owner 476 
62 3 34-387-А Residential Renter 438 
63 3 33-388 Residential Owner 332 
64 3 34-389 Residential Owner 700 
65 3 33-356 Residential Owner 315 
66 3 33-357 Residential Owner 339.7 
67 3 33-390 Residential Owner 726 
68 3 34-391 Residential Owner 700 
69 3 34-391A Residential Owner 185 
70 3 33-358 Residential Owner 450 
71 3 33-359 Residential Owner 489 
72 3 33-360 Residential Owner 368 
73 3 33-361 Residential Owner 583 
74 3 33-362 Residential Owner 397 
75 3 33-363 Residential / business Owner 413 
76 3 33-363A Residential Owner 94 
77 3 33-363-Б Residential Owner 432 
78 3 33-362-a Residential Owner 302 
79 3 33-325 Residential Owner 747 
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No. of 
land 

parcel
s 

Block 
No. 

Khashaa 
number 

Land use type Land tenure type 

Affected land 
area 

Privatized 

80 3 34-387 Residential N/A 360 
81 5 33-370 Residential Owner 415 
82 5 33-370-А Residential Owner 390 
83 5 33-371 Residential / business Owner 237 
84 5 33-372 Residential Possessor 312 
85 5 34-396 Residential / business Possessor 1188 
86 5 34-606A Residential Owner 633 
87 5 34-606-Б Residential Owner 679 
88 5 34-708-Б Residential Owner 613 
89 5 34-709 Residential Owner 155 
90 5 35-709-Б Residential Possessor 465 
91 5 34-709-В Residential Owner 201 
91 Total 41.270,5 

C. Inventory of Structure 

18. Impacted land plots across the project area present various structures’ types, varying 
from residential houses and gers, storage rooms, garages, pit latrines, wells, containers and 
greenhouses, plus the fences encompassing all Khashaas, which also include various types 
of gates. Additionally, some of them have vegetations pieces sometimes used for production 
purposes (berries, etc). For the purpose of this mass valuation system implementation, 89 and 
106 residential houses / business facilities were valued respectively in Bayankhoshuu West 
and Selbe East. 29 and 25 garages were respectively identified and valued in both BHW and 
SBE. Respectively 129 and 192 small structures, including wooden shed and pit/block latrines 
were identified in the asset valuation of BHW and SBE. We point out the fact that movable 
assets that can be easily sold or displaced are not included in the calculations, such as gers, 
containers, etc. From tables 5 and 6 below, we can see that in BHW, while the number of 
residential houses is inferior to SBE, the number of square meter is higher than in SB, meaning 
that the average size of residential houses is bigger in BHW than in SBE. We can therefore 
assume that households in BHW invested more in built up structures than in SBE, which is 
supported by the higher number of gers identified in SBE (54 against 16 in BHW). Likewise, 
there are more garages in BHW than in SBE, reflecting the supposed wealthier state of this 
area compared to SBE. 

Table 5. Affected structures – Bayankhoshuu West 

№ Type of loss Unit quantity # of affected objects 

1 Residential house m2 6272.79 89 
2 Garage m2 1339 29 
3 Gers pc 16 16 
4 Fence m2 6458 67 
5 Iron gates pc 66 66 
6 Structure foundation m3 513.62 118 
7 Wooden sheds pc 67 67 
8 Pit latrines pc 62 62 
9 Vegetations pc 373 373 
10 Waste water ditchs pc 3 3 
11 Iron sheet shed pc 1 1 
12 Well pc 0 0 
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Table 6. Affected structures – Selbe East 
№ Type of loss Unit quantity # of affected objects 

1 Residential house m2 6023.34 106 
2 Garage m2 729 25 
3 Gers pc 54 54 
3 Fence m2 8126 91 
4 Iron gates pc 88 88 
5 Structure foundation m3 540.17 131 
6 Wooden sheds pc 104 104 
7 Pit latrines pc 88 88 
8 Vegetations pc 284 284 
9 Waste water ditch pc 0 0 
10 Iron sheet shed pc 0 0 
11 Wells pc 3 3 

 

D. Inventory of Businesses 

19. In most cases, plot owners run a business directly within the Khashaa, which allow 
them to produce an income on site. Based on the socio-economic survey, a majority of 
businesses are related to car activities (car shop / repair services, tyre shop / repair) which 
represent 8 out of 19 businesses declared in Bayankhoshuu West. This area benefits from its 
direct access to the main road, which offers a direct competitive advantage regarding its 
location as regard to this type of business. Additionally, other businesses are related to 
plumbing services, furniture factory related services, market stores and crafting activities. As 
for Selbe East, only 9 plot owners declared running a business in their Khashaas, of which 
only 2 were dedicated to car related activities, 2 related to garment activities, 1 shop, 1 
vegetables farm and finally one crafting business; the last two business’ plot owners did not 
mention what type of activity their business was about. It can be deduced from tables 7 and 8 
below that khashaas in BHW host a greater number of businesses on site, corroborating he 
idea that BHW is a wealthier area than SBE. 

Table 7. Business Inventory – Bayankhoshuu West 
No. AH ID Land tenure type Business type/Livelihood Activity Comment 

1 9-19 Ownership Car repair service business 
2 9-31а Ownership Plumbing weld business 
3 9-32а Ownership Car supply business 
4 9-32б Ownership Selling car spares business 
5 9-49а Ownership Car repair service, rent business 
6 9-49б Ownership Market business 
7 9-31 Ownership Garage rent, Fruit plantation business/ livelihood 
8 10-1 Renter Construction and market store business 
9 10-3 Ownership Shoe making business 

10 5-6 Ownership transport, craft business 
11 5-14 Possessor Greenhouse livelihood 
12 5-7 Ownership Crafts business 
13 12-1 Ownership Car, tyre repair business 
14 12-2 Ownership Selling tyre business 
15 10-4a Ownership Food factory business 
16 7-20 Ownership Furniture factory business 
17 8-11 Ownership Car repair service business 
18 6-12 Ownership N/A N/A 
19 8-6аб Possessor N/A N/A 
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* There are currenlty 13 khashaas running a farm for vegetable/berries or animal husbandry in 
Bayankhoshuu West. 

 

Table 8. Business Inventory – Selbe East 
No. AH ID Land tenure type Business type/Livelihood Activity Comment 
1 32-318 Ownership Hand garment work business 
2 31-321-А Ownership Car repair service business 
3 32-317 Ownership Crafting, car repair service business 
4 32-331 Renter N/A** business 
5 33-361 Ownership N/A business 
6 32-331-А Ownership Hat garment, Welding business 
7 33-363 Ownership Shop business 
8 33-371 Ownership Crafting business 
9 34-396 Possessor Vegetable farm business/ livelihood 

* There are currenlty 5 khashaas running a farm for vegetable/berries or animal husbandry in Selbe 
East 
** In the SES, HH mentioned they run a business in their Khashaa but did not specify which type of 
business. 
 

IV. LAND AND ASSETS VALUATION 

20. In this paragraph is summarized the land and assets valuation methodology and 
results for the core component. Further information and details about the valuation 
methodology, the impact on the market, the form and the scope of the compensation and the 
valuation process are available in annex 2 Land and Assets Valuation. 

A. Methodology used 

21. The approval of the landowners to clear their land mainly depend on whether the value 
of their land will allow for distributing a fair compensation to them. The outcomes of the focus 
groups (conducted in January 2016 as part of the AHURP’s pre-feasibility study and the June 
2017 community meetings where initial compensation values were discussed) have confirmed 
that the fear of an unfair valuation is one of the community’s main concern, notably due to the 
previous experiences in other areas of UB with developers who have not pushed through on 
projects. 

22. Mongolia suffers from the usual suspects of equitable land valuations challenges in 
frontier economies including a scarcity of reliable data, low liquidity, market distortions, and 
unwillingness to consider the social impacts of valuation methods and a general dismissal of 
the most vulnerable groups. A key component in the success of any redevelopment scheme 
is a fair land, improvements & business valuation methodology which would provide current 
residents with access to formal housing while also providing the private sector with an 
affordable and accurate value for the land they would obtain for redevelopment and thus 
quantify appropriate compensation values. Since the two target groups (community and 
developers) for the redevelopment projects have differing interests and circumstances leading 
to two different basis of land valuations, separate approaches must be taken from the 
perspective of both sides:  

 A ‘Market Value’ of land that will be applicable to private sector developers, which will 
be compensated in the form of built property. This is obtained through a residual valuation on 
the development potential (highest & best use) of the site.  
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 A ‘Fair Value’ of land for current landowners, which will allow for a fair distribution of 
the compensation provided by private sector developers amongst the individual landowners. 
This is based on a base price per square meter of land (cadastral basis), a full replacement 
cost of all immoveable property and assets, a compensation for businesses and a series of 
small extras such as trees, latrines etc.. 

1. Market Value – residual valuation for developer 

23. The approach used to establish the ‘Market Value’ of land for the use of developers is 
a traditional residual valuation based on the permissible highest and best use of the plot 
according to the affordable housing zoning regulations to be developed as part of the AHURP. 
This is a standard approach to land valuation on a market value basis that is used globally. To 
arrive at this value, the Development Feasibility has to be carried out (usually through the use 
of specialized software such as Estate Master).  

24. The first step of the Development Feasibility is to assess the potential Highest & Best 
Use of the land within the height, density, use, pricing, zoning and established market 
restrictions. All predicted project revenues are plotted alongside all predicted expenses 
(including reasonable profit and financing costs but excluding land costs) on a Discounted 
Cash Flow (DCF). The residual value between revenues and the expenses (assuming the 
project to be both profitable and with a positive Net Present Value) is therefore the maximum 
compensation amount that a developer would be willing to pay for the land value.  

25. This residual land value can therefore be used as a maximum achievable benchmark 
of land value, which the Fair Value should not exceed, as developers would refuse to 
compensate beyond that value without sacrificing profit expectations. Once this benchmark 
has been achieved, the next step is to arrive at a method of distributing such compensation 
fairly to all landowners. This is achieved through the use of an adapted Fair Value approach 
as explained below. The primary challenges for residual valuation methods are the followings: 

 Complex assumptions: a residual valuation is by definition an approximate 
estimation of what future cashflows may be within an unpredictable market with unknown 
future demand, costs or macroeconomic situation. A valuer attempting to do a blanket residual 
valuation that is applicable to all developers uniformly cannot claim to a high degree of 
accuracy, in particular within emerging markets such as Mongolia where markets are volatile, 
predictable demand timeframes are short and a growing list of assumptions only reduce the 
applicability of the valuation. Each developer will have their own cost of capital, will assume 
different discount rates, has different profit expectations, has varying ability to market the 
property in pre-sales and will benefit from various degrees of economies of scale.  
 An education in residual valuation: Mongolia remains a frontier market which has 
only started developing a market driven property market over the past 15 years or so. Levels 
of skill and technical capability of many developers still lags behind global counterparts. 
Processes and systems, including financing models and valuations are still relatively both 
unknown and unused. A Development Feasibility is a complex financial simulation model that 
makes a number of key assumptions and which integrates a vast number of variables. As part 
of the AHURP, developers will often see such a model for the first time may not be able to 
debate its merit or apply its conclusions with such limited experience. The “standard” method 
of land purchase in Mongolia is generally directly from the Municipality through a form of 
auction led competitive bidding which may also involve a certain level of corruption and abuse 
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of power. With such methods and within a market which is both obscure and immature, there 
is limited needs for complex valuation systems.  
Despite those caveats, the method is considered to be the most accurate as a comparable sales 
valuation would not be applicable since no lands of this scale are being transacted in the ger 
districts and certainly not at rates that would be sufficient to adequately provide current 
landowners with a livable built property. 

2. Fair Value – adjusted valuation for landowners 

26. The “Fair Value” is used for landlord compensations since Market Value nor Investment 
Value on a comparable sales basis would result in sufficient compensation to acquire a livable 
newly built property and, in the absence of a healthy market with accurate transaction data, 
would not equitable reflect the worth of the khashaa to its owners. Fair Value reflects what the 
landowner needs to receive in compensation as part of a sustainable urban and social 
development program and not the lowest market price that can be obtained. Due to the unique 
conditions that Mongolia’s ger district represent (land tenure, lack of expropriation, low market 
values, private sector led etc...), no globally accepted (i.e. “standard”) approach to land 
valuation can be used, rather adaptation of various methods is proposed.  

27. Before assessing each khashaa of the development area case by case, it is necessary 
to carry out a general assessment of the whole development area using the land comparable 
valuation method29 . Once completed, this assessment provides a comparable per square 
meter value (market comparable for land), which is applied to the total usable square meterage 
of each khashaa located in the development area. Then, the land basis value of each sub-
block is adjusted through parameters linked to location in relation to primary transport corridors 
and public transit hubs. The full replacement cost of each immoveable asset is then appraised 
without depreciation. The businesses are reviewed and a compensation is assigned 
depending on the legal status of that business. Trees and other smaller elements are also 
taken into account. This allows the valuers to arrive at a final “Fair Value” which takes into 
account the interests of all community members and is considered equitable for all. 

28. It must be remembered that the purpose of this method of valuation is to arrive at an 
equitable method of distribution of an aggregate compensation amount provided by the private 
sector. It is not designed to provide an investment value or a market value (exchange values) 
for individual plots of land since the value of the aggregate plot is greater than the sum of its 
individual parts. There are some clear challenges for any such valuation to be undertaken, 
primary amongst which are:  

 Land tenure laws: The current legal framework on land tenure provide excellent 
security of ownership to landowners. 
 Low market prices and low liquidity: due to a lack of infrastructure provision and a 
wide availability of land, market prices tend to be generally low (an average of 11,500 USD / 
khashaa) which does not equate to a livable amount of sqms in built & connected property, in 
particular when the average number of household members is taken into account. The 
expectation of redevelopment projects to come as well as a marked slow-down in the economy 
have led to extremely low market liquidity in ger district land transactions. A lack of public 
domain on transactions in addition to significant paucity in accurate notarial and land 

                                                 
29 This valuation method provides an indication of value by comparing the subject asset with similar assets and 

then adjusting for differences. This is done over a number of comparable properties to arrive at a weighted 
estimated value. 
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occupation data at the MUB level leads to considerable information and power asymmetry 
amongst stakeholders. Those factors severely impact the validity and reliability of comparable 
transaction data.  
 Squatters rights and cadastral mapping: within the ger districts, it is common to 
sub-divide, aggregate, expand, contract or otherwise modify land footprints of khashaa’s 
without going through complex and obscure bureaucratic cadastral registration procedures. 
Such modifications can stem from rental arrangements, relatives coming in from the 
countryside, sales & purchase agreements, informal inheritance or arrangements between 
siblings, encroachments on public land, commercial activities, reduction in household sizes 
through marriage, deaths or migrations etc.. This leads to situations where parts of khashaa’s 
are technically land squatting and not taken into considerations in cadastral mapping. The 
land area for swapping should be the land officially recorded in the cadastral system. Also, in 
some cases it happens that the land area in the cadastral system and land certificate is 
different. In this case the land area in the certificate is the one that prevails. Thus, before the 
final land value is determined, the cadastral system and paper documents need to be double 
checked and the land area determined. 
 Low trust in the private and public sector: an essential element which is often 
overlooked in carrying out ger district valuations are the low levels of ‘willingness-to-transact’ 
of landowners, even if a “fair” value is provided. This stems from perceived corruption, 
ineptness, conflicts of interest and the political motivations of many elected officials amongst 
the ger district communities. Similar distrust is levelled at the private sector, often over-
promised and under-delivered many housing projects within the ger districts. Confusion and 
scepticism amongst ger district communities is also created through public announcements of 
new forms of housing projects in electoral periods and their subsequent (and much quieter) 
abandonment shortly thereafter when they are found to be unsustainable. This distrust of the 
end-result and fear of losing their largest store of wealth through a poorly designed and 
delayed projects, results in the clear reluctance of land owners to participate in the 
redevelopment process, unless considerable guarantees and a premium for risk is provided. 
Same-day transactions (land for property) is seen as a much safer solution to the often 
proposed ‘land transfer today - property transfer on completion (often 2 years hence)’ model. 

B. Land and Assets Valuation 

29. The Intangible Benefits of the Project to Residents - While the number of square 
meters given in compensation may seem relatively low when compared to the number of 
household residents and what is being offered up in exchange, the sum of the square meters 
is only one of the benefits that will vest to the residents. Other more intangible benefits include: 

 A new form of urban living currently limited to the higher income categories of 
Ulaanbaatar. Similar developments (gated communities with low rise construction and ample 
green spaces and amenities) are found in the Zaisan area and in the hills to the south of the 
city but are limited to the highest income deciles only. Such developments are a clear 
departure from previous ger area redevelopment projects which are focused on developing 
“towers in the park” concepts with high rise, high density, single use towers. Those tower 
blocks have proved inefficient at dealing with the issues found in the ger districts and their 
implementation has been poor.  
 The Urban Redevelopment Units comprise ample green spaces, free greenhouses for 
residents, semi-private gardens, full set of infrastructure services and municipal utilities and 
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services which are currently undersupplied in the core components and which will lead to a 
considerable improvement in the quality of life of residents. 
 The flexible mix use approach undertaken as part of the AHURP will lead to 
considerable spread of economic benefits to all tiers of the local population with ample 
provision for affordable workshops, retail spaces. 

30. The analysis of Bayankhoshuu West and Selbe East valuation results allow to draw 
various conclusions regarding the khashaas and the different sub-blocks. In this part, table 
and charts show generic information concerning the status of the residents, the average 
compensation in square meters, the costs breakdowns, the construction costs / sqm for each 
block, the compensation value per block and the compensation distribution among residents. 

1. Bayankhoshuu West  

31. In Bayankhoshuu West, the average size of one Khashaa is 515 square meters while 
the average size for the compensation apartment goes up to 66 sqm. According to the socio-
economic survey, 64 households over 99 were landowners in the whole area. There are on 
average 1.6 households per Khashaa. Below are summarized in charts the main 
characteristics of Bayankhoshuu West. 

 First chart - The Block 1 compensation value goes up to 1,787,782,494 MNT, wich is 
equal to 38 % of the total compensation value for Bayankhoshuu West. 
 Second chart. - The total land value compensation represents 36% of the total 
compensation value. One can point out that the land value has an equal impact as the 
constructions value on the overall price, since the land price per sqm is low in this area of the 
city. Values of the vegetation, fences and other structures (i.e. pit latrine, wooden shed, etc.) 
were not included in the pie chart since being inferior to 1% of the whole. 
 Third chart - There are currently 11 khashaas for which the aggregated value fall under 
the 35 sqm compensation equivalent; there are 4 khashaas for which the aggregated value is 
comprised between 35 and 40 sqm compensation equivalent.  
 The lowest compensation equivalent is 20 square meters, received by khashaa N° 9-
33Б, which comprises 1 household within one ger. 
 The highest compensation equivalent is 398 square meters, received by khashaa N° 
9-32а, which comprises 1 household – we point out here that the high value is impacted by a 
business that is run within the khashaa. 
 As regard to the 11 khashaas below 35 square meter compensation equivalent, there 
are on average 1,4 household per khashaa, 6 khashaas host 1 household, 4 khashaas host 
2 household, and the remaining one did not answer the SES. 

 

Table 9. Total Price per Khashaa (in MNT) based on N° of HHs per Khashaa 
No. of HH per 

Khashaa* 
MNT  < 

30,000,000 
MNT < 

50,000,000 
MNT < 

70,000,000 
MNT < 

90,000,000 
MNT < 

110,000,000 
MNT < 

130,000,000 
MNT < 

440,000,000 

1 2 11 8 2 4 0 3 

2 1 8 8 6 2 1 0 

3 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 

4 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 

5 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

*Owners and HHs Residing without Payment; 4 khashaas did not answered the SES regarding the 
number of HH residing on the parcel 
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Table 10. Total Price compensation (in sq.m. equivalent) based on No. of HHs per Khashaa 
No. of HH per 

Khashaa* 
< 35 sqm < 50 sqm < 65 sqm < 80 sqm < 95 sqm < 115 sqm < 400 sqm 

1 6 10 5 2 2 2 3 

2 4 6 7 6 2 1 0 

3 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 

4 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 

5 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* 4 khashaa did not answered the SES regarding the number of HH residing on the parcel 
 
 
 

Chart 1. BYW / Compensation Value in MNT and % 

	 	

Chart 2. BYW / Cost Breakdown 
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Chart 3. BYW / Compensation Distribution 

 
 

32. The following table summarizes the different total values of each item taken into 
account in the valuation method. At this date, the total compensation value for Bayankhoshuu 
West reaches 1,958,036 USD, which is inferior to the land purchase price the developers will 
have to pay. 

Table 11. BYW / Price Summary 

Land price 
Size of 
khasha
as sqm 

Constructi
ons value 

Garage 
value 

Fence 
value 

Business 
value 

Gate 
value 

Vegetat
ion 

value 

Other 
structur
es value 

Total price 

MNT 
1,675,756,

943 34,546 

MNT 
1,756,448,

849 

MNT 
479,287,

747 

MNT 
115,731,

000 

MNT 
609,460,

000 

MNT 
27,700,

000 

MNT 
3,730,0

00 

MNT 
31,172,

352 

MNT 
4,699,286,

891 

$698,2842
32 

$731,854 $199,703 $48,221 $253,942 $11,542 $1,554 $12,988 
$1,958,03

6 

 

2. Selbe East  

33. In Selbe East, the average size of one khashaa is 480 square meters, while the 
average size for the compensation apartment goes up to 55 sqm. According to the socio-
economic survey, 78 households over 130 were landowners in the whole area. Below are 
summarized in charts the main characteristics 

 First chart - The Block 1 compensation value goes up to 1,913,717,819 MNT, wich is 
equal to 35 % of the total compensation value. 
 Second chart - The total land value compensation represents 61% of the total 
compensation value; which is almost twice the amount of the constructions value. This results 
from high land prices per sqm in this area of the city. 
 Third chart - There are currently 15 khashaas for which the aggregated value falls 
under the 35 sqm compensation equivalent; there are 5 khashaas for which the aggregated 
value is comprised between 35 and 40 sqm compensation equivalent.  
 The lowest compensation equivalent is 8 square meters, received by khashaa N° 33-
363-A, which comprises 1 household within one ger. 
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 The highest compensation equivalent is 111 square meters, received by khashaa N° 
34-396, which comprises 2 household within one house. 
 As regard to the 15 khashaas below 35 square meter compensation equivalent, there 
are on average 1,25 households per khashaas. 9 khashaas comprise 1 household, 3 2 
households, and the 3 remaining did not answer the SES. 

 

Table 12. Total Price per Khashaa (in MNT) based on N° of HHs per Khashaa 

No. of HH 
per 

Khashaa* 

MNT  < 
30,000,000 

MNT < 
50,000,000 

MNT < 
70,000,000 

MNT < 
90,000,000 

MNT < 
110,000,000 

MNT < 
130,000,000 

1 6 9 9 5 4 0 

2 1 8 12 4 3 2 

3 0 0 3 2 3 0 

4 0 0 1 2 0 0 

5 or more 0 0 0 1 0 0 

*Owners and HHs Residing without Payment; 13 khashaa did not answered the SES regarding the 
number of HH residing on the parcel 

	

Table 13. Total Price compensation (in sq.m. equivalent) based on No. of HHs per Khashaa 

No. of HH 
per 

Khashaa* 
< 35 sqm < 50 sqm < 65 sqm < 80 sqm < 95 sqm < 115 sqm 

1 9 8 8 4 2 4 

2 4 6 10 4 2 3 

3 0 0 3 2 1 2 

4 0 0 1 2 0 0 

5 or more 0 0 0 1 0 0 

* 13 khashaa did not answered the SES regarding the number of HH residing on the parcel 

	
 

Chart 4. SBE / Compensation Value in MNT and % 

 

  
 

Chart 5. SBE / Cost Breakdown 
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 Chart 6. SBE / Compensation Distribution 

 

34. The following table summarizes the different total values of each item taken into 
account in the valuation method. At this date, the total compensation value for Selbe East 
reaches 2,275,552 USD, which is inferior to the land purchase price the developers will have 
to pay. 

Table 14. SBE / Price Summary 

Land 
Price 

Size 
of 

khas
haa 
in 

sqm 

Construct
ions 
value 

Garage 
value 

Fence 
value 

Busine
ss 

value 

Gate 
value 

Vegeta
tion 

value 

Other 
structur

es 
value 

Total 
price  

 MNT 
3,284,657

,652 41,27
0 

MNT 
1,728,500

,919 

MNT 
191,382

,386 

MNT 
144,991

,000 

MNT 
29,360,

000 

MNT 
33,800,

000 

MNT 
2,670,0

00 

MNT 
45,963,

173 

MNT 
5,461,325

,130 

$1,368,60
7 

$720,209 $79,743 $60,413 
$12,23

3 
$14,08

3 
$1,113 

$19,15
1 

$2,275,55
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V. PRINCIPLES AND PROCEDURE OF LAND SWAPPING 

35. The plot owners will be issued with a coupon (voucher) which can be redeemed for a 
set number of square meters within the new urban development at the same site (or at least 
with the same developer if he happens to be engaged on multiple sites). The minimum housing 
to be provided to the plot owners and other beneficiaries within the rental or rent-to-own 
programs will be 35m2. Mongolian standard BNBD 31-01-10 on “Residential housing design 
and planning” recommends that when designing apartments it should consider that up to 6 
persons live in a room with 4m2 space per person. These recommendations are to be followed 
when providing the minimum housing for the plot owners and other beneficiaries of the project. 
The voucher will bear a monetary value but will not be tradable, it cannot be used as a pledge 
and an option cannot be taken on it. It will be in the sole name of the primary landlord of the 
khashaa only. At the current stage of this feasibility study, all calculations have been based on 
a basis of 450 USD per square meter as the median cost for affordable housing. This 
assumption will be refined as the implementation phase of the project gets under way and all 
the financial assumptions can be updated to reflect market conditions at the time. Should the 
set number of square meters fall below a 35 m2 residential minimum, it is the aim of the project 
to guarantee that minimum amount of square meterage to all plot owners, irrespective of what 
they can contribute to the project in land or assets.  

36. Maximizing flexibility to swappers - A guiding principle of the AHURP is to provide 
maximal flexibility to the landlords who are swapping their khashaa for a property so that they 
would want to participate in the program since they can receive a property that meets their 
specific needs. To that end a number of potential options will be provided which will impact the 
number of square meters they can receive in advance. They are as follows: 

 “Shell and bone residential” – a concrete structure with no finishes, interior walls, tiles, 
– results in more square meters 
 “Finished and fitted residential” – a structure which includes floors, interior walls, 
wallpapers, doors, finished ceilings, tiled bathroom and kitchen, white goods (toilet, shower, 
washbasins etc..) – results in fewer square meters.  
 Retail – results in fewer square meters due to a higher per square meter price.  
 Office - results in fewer square meters due to a higher per square meter price. 
 Workshops – results in more square meters due to a lower per square meter price. 
 Garages – results in more square meters due to a lower per square meter price. 

37. There is also the potential to create more subtle differentiations in square meters that 
landlords could receive according to the location of the property (ground floor or a higher floor), 
a private access to the garden, balcony spaces, quality of finishes etc.. For those landlords 
who receive a sufficient number of square meters to allow them to do so, they will receive the 
option of combining various type of real estate in compensation. For instance, a landlord who 
would be able to receive 250sqms of shell and bone residential could instead elect to receive 
a 90 sqm finished and fitted apartment, a 100 sqm retail space and a 20 sqm garage. For the 
initial round of valuation consultations, landlords are given a median number of square meters 
but the variations within those square meters has not yet been defined as it is too early to do 
so and can only be done at the implementation phase of the project. 

38. Summary –. This size depends on the land valuation. It takes place two times in the 
four-step implementation process as described below. Before the loan approval, it triggers – 
step 2 - a preliminary agreement of the residents expressing their willingness to participate 
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according to the swapping principles. After the loan approval, - step 3 – the final compensation 
value and swapping are fixed according to a detailed design agreed by the residents. The 
Attachment 2 displays an example of a presentation document explained to the residents 
during the participation meetings. 

Figure 1. A Four Step Implementation Process    

 
 

Figure 2. Main Items of the Compensation Valuation 
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VI. SOCIO-ECONOMIC INFORMATION AND PROFILE OF BENEFICIARY 
HOUSEHOLDS 

A. SES Scope and methodology 

40. The household socio economic survey was implemented as a census which is the 
procedure of systematically acquiring and recording information about the members of a given 
population. The survey questionnaire was prepared by the PPTA team with consultation of 
ADB Social, Gender and Land Resettlement Specialists. It consisted of 11 sections which 
include: generic information, household’ member socio-economic information, household 
income and labor division, living condition, affordability, community and neighborhood, land 
acquisition and resettlement.  Section 11 was added later after the survey started to 
supplement the assets valuation activities in the field. Please refer to Attachment 4 for the 
Survey Questionnaire.   

41. Data collection was done using the Face-to-Face interview method. The survey team 
visited and interviewed all the households in the project areas and filled the questionnaire with 
the household’s responses. After each interview, the person who presented the household 
checked the correctness of inserted data on the questionnaire against the information he/she 
provided and acknowledged it with his or her signature. The survey team consisted of a 
supervisor and trained enumerators. Purpose of the survey, assignments of enumerators and 
guide of the questionnaire were explained during a training prior to the survey and the 
enumerators were provided with a manual. Data collection was conducted from May to June 
2017.  

42. Data entry form was created using CSPro software and data processing and tabulation 
were done using STATA. Descriptive statistical analysis were applied and output tables were 
designed by the project area and block levels. 

43. The overall data quality is considered of good standard. Three different rounds of 
consistency checks were applied: first during the data entry process, then during the 
compilation of the raw data files and finally during the preparation of this report. In all cases it 
was possible to compare these listings against the actual questionnaires filled out by the 
households (and at least during the first round of checks, some households were visited again) 
and the data were amended whenever a mistake was found.  

44. The survey questionnaire has been developed collectively within the PPTA team and 
the survey itself was conducted for a month in May-June 2017. The survey covered 
households of 2 settlement blocks in 8th Khoroo of Songinokhairhan District of Ulaanbaatar 
city (further called as Bayankhoshuu West and East areas), a settlement block each in 14th 
Khoroo of Sukhbaatar District (further called as Selbe East area) and 18th Khoroo of Chingeltei 
District (further called as Selbe West area). Map 1 shows the areas covered. The core 
subproject corresponds to Bayankoshuu West (BW) and Selbe East (SE) areas, and the 
survey results and findings for these two areas are presented below.  
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Map 1. Target areas 

 

B. Beneficiary Households Socio-Demographic Profile 

45. In the core subproject areas, 100% of the households were surveyed, i.e. a total of 
229 households in two blocks, namely Selbe East (Selbe-1) and Bayankhoshuu West 
(Bayankhoshuu-1).  The 229 (130 in SE and 99 in BW) households live on 141 (78 in SE and 
63 in BW) land parcels. Census of all 229 households and the inventory of the land and 
properties of all these AHs and estimation of assets values were carried out under the Socio-
economic survey during the PPTA. 12 households did not participate in the survey, they either 
refused or were not present on the plot after visiting them several times. Table 15 details the 
SES coverage in these two areas. 

Table 15. SES coverage in Selbe East and Bayankoshuu West 
 

Survey Area 
Total 
Plots 

Surveyed 
plots 

Absent 
Not willing 

to 
participate 

Surveyed 
population 

Surveyed 
HHs 

Core 
component 
areas 

Bayankhoshuu 
West (BW) 

77 71 4 2 379 99 

Selbe East 
(SE) 

91 85 5 1 468 130 

Total 168 156 9 3 847 229 

Note: the number of plots surveyed under the SES might marginally differ from the number of plots 
which were valued (Section 2 and 3) because the SES included some plots at the edge of the final 

identified perimeter for the core subproject. 

46. A total number of 847 people was surveyed, including 297 children (under 18 years 
old), 40 disabled, 287 employed and 67 unemployed. Average household size is 3.6 persons 
in Selbe East and 3.8 in Bayankoshuu West. Table 16 details the above per area. 
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Table 16. Population by selected demographic indicators 

  
Population Children Disabled Employed Unemployed 

Household 
Size 

SE 468 166 26 152 43 3.6 

BW 379 131 14 135 24 3.8 

Total 847 297 40 287 67  

47. More number of households with 2 or more children is observed in Selbe than 
Bayankhsohuu, 40% and 36% respectively. 17% of households have disabled person as their 
household member in Selbe, it accounts for 12% in Bayankhoshuu. In terms of number of 
employed members there is no significant difference between two blocks; around 78% of total 
households have 1 or more working people as their household member. Unemployment is a 
bit higher in Selbe, accounts for 27% of households have at least one or more unemployed 
person while it stands at 22% in Bayankhoshuu.  

Table 17. Households by selected demographical indicators 

 

 

48. Table below provides the detailed breakdown of the different categories of APs in the 
core component area: 

# Categories of APs 
Selbe East Bayankhoshuu West 

Quantity % Quantity % 

1 Total affected households  
130 100  99 100 

2 
Total affected household 
members  468 100.0 379 100.0 

Selbe‐1 Bayankhoshuu‐1 Total Selbe‐1 Bayankhoshuu‐1 Total

Number of children

0 46 29 75 35.4 29.3 32.8

1 32 34 66 24.6 34.3 28.8

2 30 17 47 23.1 17.2 20.5

3 16 14 30 12.3 14.1 13.1

4 4 4 8 3.1 4.0 3.5

5 2 1 3 1.5 1.0 1.3

Number of disability person 

0 108 87 195 83.1 87.9 85.2

1 18 10 28 13.8 10.1 12.2

2 4 2 6 3.1 2.0 2.6

Number of employed people

0 29 21 50 22.3 21.2 21.8

1 57 40 97 43.8 40.4 42.4

2 38 27 65 29.2 27.3 28.4

3 5 6 11 3.8 6.1 4.8

4 1 2 3 0.8 2.0 1.3

5 0 3 3 0.0 3.0 1.3

Number of unemployed people

0 95 77 172 73.1 77.8 75.1

1 30 20 50 23.1 20.2 21.8

2 4 2 6 3.1 2.0 2.6

3 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

5 1 0 1 0.8 0.0 0.4

Total 130 99 229 100.0 100.0 100.0

Households Shares, %
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Male 249 53.2 184 48.5 
Female 219 46.8 195 51.5 

3 Mean age 27.76 28.79 

4 

Age category   100.0   100.0 
               0-15 153 32.7 119 31.4 
              16-59 286 61.1 235 62.0 
                60+ 29 6.2 25 6.6 

5 

Ethnicity:   100.0   100.0 
Khalkh 415 88.7 354 93.4 
Kazakh 3 0.6 1 0.3 
Durvud 17 3.6 4 1.1 
Bayad 6 1.3 0 0.0 
Buriad 11 2.4 4 1.1 
Zahchin 7 1.5 1 0.3 
Urianhai 1 0.2 4 1.1 
Other 8 1.7 11 2.9 

6 

No. of people by household 
members: 468 100.0 379 100.0 
1-3 143 30.6 109 28.8 
4 124 26.5 84 22.2 
5-6 143 30.6 152 40.1 
7+ 58 12.4 34 9.0 

7 Disabled person 26 5.6 14 3.7 
8 Poor household* 43 33.1 26 26.3 

8 
Total household member of 
poor household 172 36.8 98 25.9 

9 
Unemployed person (last 
month) 43 9.2 24 6.3 

10 Woman headed household 27 20.8 17 17.2 
11 Elderly headed household 17 13.1 16 16.2 

12 

No. of persons over 6 
years of age, Education 455 100.0 362 100.0 
Non 71 15.6 55 15.2 
Elementary 97 21.3 42 11.6 
Secondary 33 7.3 39 10.8 
Completed secondary 161 35.4 94 26.0 
Vocational 23 5.1 37 10.2 
University 70 15.4 95 26.2 

13 

Vulnerable household, of 
which**: 17 13.1 14 14.1 
Woman headed household 3 17.6 6 42.9 
Vulnerable household 
members 62 13.2 46 12.1 

14 

AHs and entities with land 
right, of which:         
Individuals 280   252   
Women 136 48.6 126 50.0 

*-Households Income per capita is below minimum subsistence level 
*-Poor households 



 

Working Draft. For Discussion (January 2018) 

49. Out of total 847 APs, 219 (46.8% in SE) and 195 (51.5% in BW) are female. 30.6% 
(SE) and 28.8% (BW) of the families have 1-3 members, 26.5% (SE) and 22.2% (BW) has 4 
members, 30.6%(SE) and 40.1% (BW) has 5-6 members, and 12.4 (SE) and 9% (BW) has 7 
or more members. The average age of the APs is 27-29 years. About 61-62% of the APs are 
between 16 to 59 years of age. In terms of ethnicity, in the project area the majority or about 
88.7% (SE) and 93.4% (BW) are Khalkha and the remaining 11.3% (SE) and 6.6% (BW) are 
comprised of Buriad, Durvud, Bayad, Zahchin, Kazakh, Urianhai and Others. There are 26 
(SE) and 14 (BW) disabled APs. Also, there are 43 (SE) and 26 (BW) poor, 27 (SE) and 17 
(BW) women headed, and 17 (SE) and 16 (BW) elderly headed AHs respectively. There are 
17 (SE) and 14 (BW) vulnerable AHs, of which 3 (SE) and 6 (BW) are women headed 
households. All AHs who have land parcels, have official land rights, although in some cases 
the land parcels were extended to the streetside without permission. 25 (SE) and 17 (BW) 
AHs do not have land rights, they live on the land parcel of the 78 (SE) and 63 (BW) land right 
holders, 7 (SE) and 3 (BW) of them are renters and remaining 18 (SE) and 14 (BW) AHs live 
on the land of others, relatives or acquintaces, free of charge. The full list of all 229 AHs, 
including their addresses and land tenure types, is provided in Attachment 3. 

50. Table 18 shows that household distribution by access to land right. Majority of 
households reported that they live in their own plot as owner or possessor or user, it stands at 
60.0% in Selbe and 64.6% in Bayankhoshuu, respectively. From those, 47.7% of households 
in Selbe and 57.6% of households in Bayankhoshuu are reported theirs access right to a plot 
as owner of the plot. Households those are relatives of an owner of a plot and residing without 
payment are around 30% of total households in said two blocks.  

Table 18. Households and land rights to the plots 

 
 

51. Table 19 displays that non-owner households are most likely relatives both in Selbe 
and Bayankoshuu, close relatives (59.6%) in Selbe, and other relatives (60.0%) in 
Bayankhoshuu. 

Selbe‐1 Bayankhoshuu‐1 Total

Number of households:

Owner 62 57 119

Possessor 11 5 16

User 5 2 7

Renter, relatives 1 2 3

Renter, non‐relatives 5 3 8

Residing without payment, relatives 44 30 74

Residing without payment, non‐relatives 2 0 2

Total 130 99 229

Shares, %:

Owner 47.7 57.6 52.0

Possessor 8.5 5.1 7.0

User 3.8 2.0 3.1

Renter, relatives 0.8 2.0 1.3

Renter, non‐relatives 3.8 3.0 3.5

Residing without payment, relatives 33.8 30.3 32.3

Residing without payment, non‐relatives 1.5 0.0 0.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Table 19. Non-owner households by relevance to the owner of a plot 

 
 

52. Figure 3 reports that the average duration that household located in the plot. 
Households in Selbe have been residing in their plot for 16.8 years by average. It stands at 
18.4 years for households in Bayankhoshuu. Owner households display significantly higher 
level than other households, 19 years in Selbe and 20.5 years in Bayankhoshuu. Possessor 
and relatives residing without payment rank second, account for around 16 years in Selbe and 
17.8 years in Bayankhoshuu.  

 

Figure 3. Average duration lived in the plot, years 

 

53. Land size per household by average is displayed in Table 2030. Among households in 
Selbe non-relatives renting household has the highest level of land size, 570 square meter 
and in Bayankhoshuu relatives renting households has the highest level, 775 square meter.  

  

                                                 
30 Total size of land is shown in SES Report.  

Selbe‐1 Bayankhoshuu‐1 Total Selbe‐1 Bayankhoshuu‐1 Total

Son 13 1 14 25.0 2.9 16.1

Daughter 13 4 17 25.0 11.4 19.5

Parents 5 5 10 9.6 14.3 11.5

Parents‐in Law 1 1 2 1.9 2.9 2.3

Other relatives 12 21 33 23.1 60.0 37.9

Not relative 8 3 11 15.4 8.6 12.6

0.0 0.0 0.0

Total 52 35 87 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of Households Percentage, %
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Table 20. Average Size of land plot per household, m2 

 

C. Beneficiary Households’ Income and Expenditure 

54. As per the Household Socio-Economic Survey31 conducted by NSO in the first quarter 
of 2017, average monthly household monetary income in Ulaanbaatar city was MNT 1,075 
thousand. The table below presents the average monetary income per household by main 
income sources and their shares for national, capital city Ulaanbaatar and the project target 
areas. An average monthly household monetary income was MNT 1,008 thousand in Selbe 
while it is MNT 1,795 thousand in Bayankhoshuu. Selbe households display the average 
wages level (801.3 thousand) much lower than Bayankhoshuu area (1,274 thousand).  

Table 21. Monthly average monetary income per household, by source 

Income 
source 

National average* Ulaanbaatar* BW** SE** 

MNT 
Share 

% 
MNT 

Share 
% 

MNT 
Share 

 % 
MNT 

Share 
% 

Wages and 
salaries 

  
504,555  

  
56.3  

  
682,376  

  
63.4  1,273,802 71 801,353 79.5 

Pensions 
and 
allowances 

  
176,984  

  
19.8  

  
199,591  

  
18.5  122,099 6.8 117,312 11.6 

Income from 
agriculture 

  
66,748  

  
7.5  

  
6,732  

  
0.6  25,934 1.4 16,967 1.7 

Income from 
non-
agricultural 
production 
and services 

  
68,683  

  
   7.7  

  
91,065  

  
8.5  

 
317,033 

 
17.7 

 
27,049 

 
2.7 

Other 
income  

  
76,370  

  
8.5  

  
95,037  

  
8.8  56,264 3.1 45,082 4.5 

Total 
income 

  
895,589  

  
100  

  
1,075,992  

  
100  1,795,132 100 1,007,762 100 

* NSO Quarter 1 2017 
** AHURP SES June 2017 

                                                 
31 Nationally represented household survey conducted by NSO. 

Total size: Owned Possessed Used Rented Not authorized

Selbe‐1: 

Owner 506.1 470.8 8.0 0.0 0.0 27.2

Possessor 443.8 380.2 38.9 0.0 0.0 24.7

User 389.6 323.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.2

Renter, relatives 514.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 514.0 0.0

Renter, non‐relatives 570.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 570.6 0.0

Residing without payment, relatives 486.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 486.3 0.0

Residing without payment, non‐relatives 516.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 516.5 0.0

Total 492.3 269.2 7.1 0.0 198.4 17.6

Bayankhoshuu‐1:

Owner 544.3 508.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.4

Possessor 545.9 319.5 203.4 0.0 0.0 23.0

User 436.5 436.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Renter, relatives 775.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 775.0 0.0

Renter, non‐relatives 319.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 319.2 0.0

Residing without payment, relatives 578.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 573.6 5.2

Residing without payment, non‐relatives

Total 550.5 318.0 10.3 0.0 199.2 23.1
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55. Wages and salaries are the main source and account for 63.5% of total monetary 
income in Ulaanbaatar displaying estimates that higher than the national level. SES shows 
the same result as Ulaanbaatar city with 79.5% and 71% of total monetary income from wages 
and salaries in BW and SE area. Pensions and allowances are ranked secondly in SE same 
as in Ulaanbaatar. However, second ranked incomes in BW are from non-agricultural 
production and services which stand at 17.7% of all incomes. It shows that there are 
substantial differences in income compositions of BW and SE areas.   

56. The following table shows percentage of households by income group. Estimates show 
significant difference across income range. These findings did not alter much the distribution 
of poor households, however display that around 20% of total households in Ulaanbaatar live 
with monetary income up to 500,000 MNT per month while it is 28.5% in SE and 20.2% in BW. 
50% of total households have monthly monetary income up to 900,000 MNT in Ulaanbaatar 
while it is 39.4% in BW and 56.2% in SE. This shows that BW area is relatively well-off than 
Ulaanbaatar city average and SE area is slightly lower than that.  

Table 22. Household, by monetary income group in MNT, share of total 
Income group National* (%) Ulaanbaatar* (%) BW** SE** 

from                        to Number % Number % 
0        300,000  13.4 6.9 15 15.2 22 16.9 

       300,001         500,000  17.5 12.2 5 5.1 15 11.5 
       500,001         700,000  17.3 15.4 9 9.1 19 14.6 
       700,001         900,000  13.6 15.6 10 10.1 17 13.1 
       900,001     1,100,000  11.2 12.7 12 12.1 16 12.3 
   1,100,001     1,600,000  15.9 21.0 19 19.2 21 16.2 
   1,600,001     2,100,000  6.1 8.6 10 10.1 12 9.2 
   2,100,001  + 5.0 7.6 19 19.2 8 6.2 
* NSO Quarter 1 2017 

      

** AHURP SES June 2017 
      

57. The average monetary income per capita by main income sources and the shares are 
in the below table. Average monthly monetary income per capita was MNT 300.0 thousand in 
Selbe and MNT 547.0 thousand in Bayankhoshuu.   

Table 23. Monthly average monetary income per capita, by source in MNT 

  Agriculture Business Other Pension Wage Total 
Median of 

 total income 

SE          7,684       11,692  
  

19,615  
  

48,199  
  

213,097  
  

300,208                246,667  

BW          7,367     235,850  
  

14,683  
  

40,327  
  

248,494  
  

546,722  
  

285,000  

All          7,547     108,599  
  

17,483  
  

44,751  
  

228,400  
  

406,779  
  

266,667  

Shares, % 

SE 2.6 3.9 6.5 16.1 71.0 100.0   

BW 1.3 43.1 2.7 7.4 45.5 100.0   

All 1.9 26.7 4.3 11.0 56.1 100.0   
Source: Socioeconomic Survey: Bayankhoshuu and Selbe Subcenters 

58. An inequality indicator - distribution of wealth/consumption by quintile is shown in the 
Table 24. In this study, the households are divided into different groups/quintiles/ in order of 
poorest to richest based on per capita consumption.  According to the result for Ulaanbaatar 
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city, the poorest households own only 7.1% of total wealth while the richest households 
consume 42% of total wealth. Another inequality indicator, the Kuznets ratio stands at 6, 
indicating consumption of the richest’ group almost six times more than that of the poorest 
group.   According to the result for Selbe, the poorest households own 3.5% of total wealth 
while the richest households have 45.7% of total wealth. The Kuznets ratio stands at 13, 
indicating consumption of the richest’ group almost thirteen times more than that of the poorest 
group. For Bayankhoshuu, the poorest households own only 2.2% of total wealth while the 
richest households have 64.2% of total wealth. The Kuznets ratio stands at 30, indicating very 
high inequality, almost thirty times difference. 

Table 24. Monthly average monetary income per capita, by source in MNT 
  National* Ulaanbaatar* BW** SE** 
Poorest  7.5 7.1 2.2 3.5 
II 12.1 11.8 7.3 11.1 
III 16.4 16.2 10.6 16.2 
IV 22.8 22.8 15.7 23.4 
Richest 41.2 42.1 64.2 45.7 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
* NSO January 2017    
** AHURP SES June 2017    

59. As per the SES, the current rate of utility payment of the average households is 
182,465 MNT in SE and 162,107MNT in BW which is 17.91% and 8.9 % of total average HH 
income respectively (See Table 25).  Heating is the main expense and accounts for around 
65% of total consumption, with no significant differences between two areas. Electricity cost 
is also the important component and accounts for 17.9% of total consumption in Selbe, 
households in Bayankhoshuu have a slightly more share, it reaches 21.2%. 

Table 25. Household monthly expenses by utility type 
 Area Electricity Water Heating Gas Waste TV, cable Rent Other Total %  to 

total 
monetary 
income 

SE 32,723.1 6,251.7 119,100.0 826.9 3,173.8 12,212.3 2,923.1 5,253.9 182,464.8 17.9 

BW 34,363.6 5,211.1 103,733.8 878.8 2,886.9 12,911.1 2,121.2 - 162,106.6 8.9 

All 33,432.3 5,801.8 112,457.0 849.4 3,049.8 12,514.4 2,576.4 2,982.5 173,663.6 12.7 

Shares, % 

SE 17.9 3.4 65.3 0.5 1.7 6.7 1.6 2.9 100.0 
 

BW 21.2 3.2 64.0 0.5 1.8 8.0 1.3 0.0 100.0 
 

All 19.3 3.3 64.8 0.5 1.8 7.2 1.5 1.7 100.0 
 

 

D. Housing and Dwelling conditions 

60. Living standard is related to dwelling condition and infrastructure services such as 
access to improved and proper sanitation facilities. Table 26 show the dwelling conditions of 
households in the project area. 

Table 26. Households by dwelling condition 

  
Households Shares, % 

SE BW Total SE BW Total 
Total 130 99 229 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Type of housing: 



 

Working Draft. For Discussion (January 2018) 

Ger 43 18 61 33.1 18.2 26.6 

House 87 81 168 66.9 81.8 73.4 

Households' relevance with housing:  

Owner 105 82 187 80.8 82.8 81.7 

Renter 7 3 10 5.4 3.0 4.4 

Residing for free 14 11 25 10.8 11.1 10.9 

Other 4 3 7 3.1 3.0 3.1 

Material of wall : 

Brick 16 22 38 18.4 27.2 22.6 

Block 7 4 11 8.0 4.9 6.5 

Log 9 5 14 10.3 6.2 8.3 

Bulk 45 36 81 51.7 44.4 48.2 

Other 10 14 24 11.5 17.3 14.3 

Total 87 81 168 100.0 100.0 100.0 

61. Households living in a detached house account for 67% in Selbe, and 82% in 
Bayankhoshuu. Most of households own their accommodation, around 81 % and 83% 
respectively by area. Main material of the house is bulk and followed by brick.   

62. Table 27 reports that sanitation conditions of the households in the project areas. In 
terms of a sewage drain, the most households use a deep hole in a plot (80.0% in Selbe and 
72.7% in Bayankhoshuu). Truck collection seems to be main tool for waste disposal (around 
99% for two blocks) and majority of households use a traditional pit latrine (93%-91%). 

Table 27. Households by sanitation situation 

  
Households Shares, % 

All SE BW All SE BW 

Sewerage: 

Deep hole in a parcel 176 104 72 76.9 80.0 72.7 

Dispersed hole 14 6 8 6.1 4.6 8.1 

Open in a parcel 1 1 0 0.4 0.8 0.0 

Outside of parcel 1 0 1 0.4 0.0 1.0 

Others 37 19 18 16.2 14.6 18.2 

No info 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Waste: 

Truck collection 226 128 98 98.7 98.5 99.0 

Others 3 2 1 1.3 1.5 1.0 

No info 0 0 1 0.0 0.0 1.0 

Toilet: 

Pit latrine 211 121 90 92.1 93.1 90.9 

Dispersed hole 11 7 4 4.8 5.4 4.0 

Others 7 2 5 3.1 1.5 5.1 

No info 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 229 130 99 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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VII. POVERTY AND VULNERABILITY 

A. Poverty analysis in Core Component 

63. In order to evaluate the poverty situation in the project area, a comparison of per capita 
income with MSL32 is made33. For Selbe, a ratio between the income and the MSL indicating 
the income level is 1.6 times higher than the minimum level and it shows the similar result as 
Ulaanbaatar. For Bayankhoshuu, a ratio is 3.0 which implies much higher than that for 
Ulaanbaatar. Using the MSL for poverty threshold, the households in the subcenters may be 
roughly categorized into poor and non-poor, where those households with per capita income 
falling below the threshold are considered poor. 

64. The results (first table below) denote that the poverty incidence in the two subcenters 
is 30.1%, where it accounts for 33.1% in Selbe and 26.3% in Bayankhoshuu. This indicates 
that in terms of magnitude, there could be more poor households in Selbe than in the latter 
which could imply that more resources may be needed in that area to widen the scope of 
interventions.  

Table 28. Poverty rate in Project areas 

  
Number of households Shares, % 

SE BW SE BW 

Non-poor 87 73 66.9 73.7 

Poor* 43 26 33.1 26.3 
          
Total 130 99 100.0 100.0 
Note: MSL= MNT185300 *- Households below MSL  

Source: Socioeconomic Survey: Bayankhoshuu and Selbe Subcenters.  

65. Income differences are observed by poverty status (table below). First, average total 
income of the poor is about one fifth of that of the non-poor in Selbe, one eight in 
Bayankhoshuu. Second, for poor families wage is main income source, pension ranked as 
second. For non-poor in Bayankhoshuu, business income stands 45% of total income, 
followed by wage (44.7%)   

Table 29. Per capita income by poverty status in MNT 

 Agriculture Business Other Pension Wage Total 
Median of 

total income 
Selbe East 
  Non 
poor 

  
10,792  

  
17,088  

  
29,310  

  
61,572  

  
285,062  

  
403,824  

  
350,000  

  Poor 
  

1,395  
  

775  
  

-  
  

20,901  
  

67,495  
  

90,567  
  

100,000  
Shares, % 
  Non 
poor 

  
2.7  

  
4.2  

  
7.3  

  
15.2  

  
70.6  

  
100.0    

  Poor 
  

1.5  
  

0.9  
  

-  
  

23.1  
  

74.5  
  

100.0    
Bayankhoshuu West 
  Non 
poor 

  
8,769  

  
319,852  

  
19,748  

  
44,323  

  
317,964  

  
710,655  

  
337,500  

  Poor 
  

3,433  
  

-  
  

462  
  

29,109  
  

53,443  
  

86,446  
  

83,750  

                                                 
32 Minimum Subsistence Level 
33 The methodology for poverty analysis used by NSO cannot be employed due to limitation of the survey.  
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 Agriculture Business Other Pension Wage Total 
Median of 

total income 
Shares, % 
  Non 
poor 

  
1.2  

  
45.0  

  
2.8  

  
6.2  

  
44.7  

  
100.0    

  Poor 
  

4.0  
  

-  
  

0.5  
  

33.7  
  

61.8  
  

100.0    
Source: Socioeconomic Survey: Bayankhoshuu and Selbe Subcenters, 2017 

66. Table below shows how poverty varies with the size of the household. In Selbe, poverty 
increases monotonically with household size while that was not the clear case in 
Bayankhoshuu. In the latter case, poverty seems to decrease for the family with 4 members 
and increase for the families with size more 5 members. 

Table 30. Poverty and household size 

Household size SE BW 

1-3 25.0 26.1 

4 38.7 23.8 

4-6 37.0 28.6 

7-8 62.5 33.3 

9+ 0.0 0.0 

Total 33.1 26.3 
Source: Socioeconomic Survey: Bayankhoshuu and Selbe Subcenters, 2017 

67. Linkages between poverty and education can be seen in the below table.  Although 
education level does not warranty more income generation, 74.4% in SE and 73% in BW of 
poor households have household head with secondary and less education.   

Table 31. Poverty and household size 

  
Number of households Poverty 

rate, % 
Share among the 

poor, % Total Non-poor Poor 
Selbe East 

Uneducated 1 0 1 100.0 2.3 
Primary 13 10 3 23.1 7.0 
Secondary 9 6 3 33.3 7.0 
Complete secondary 70 45 25 35.7 58.1 

Vocational 10 6 4 40.0 9.3 

Higher 27 20 7 25.9 16.3 

Total 130 87 43 33.1 100.0 

Bayankhoshuu West 

Uneducated 1 0 1 100.0 3.8 

Primary 3 1 2 66.7 7.7 

Secondary 13 8 5 38.5 19.2 

Complete secondary 39 28 11 28.2 42.3 

Vocational 15 13 2 13.3 7.7 

Higher 28 23 5 17.9 19.2 

Total 99 73 26 26.3 100.0 

 



 

Working Draft. For Discussion (January 2018) 

68. Next table shows poverty against the land use right. This indicates that the highest 
poverty rate is among people residing without payment (43.5% in SE and 36.7% in BW). This 
also shows a slightly higher poverty rate among those who have land use rights than those 
who are renters (28.2% againt 16.7% in SE, and 21.9% against 20% in BW). This also shows 
that plot ownership is not a guarantee that a household is not poor.  

Table 32. Poverty and land use right 

  

SE BW 
Number of 
households 

Poverty rate 
Number of 
households 

Poverty rate 

Owner/possessor/user 78 28.2 64 21.9 

Renter, relatives 6 16.7 5 20.0 

Residing without payment 46 43.5 30 36.7 
Total 130 33.1 99 26.3 

Source: Socioeconomic Survey: Bayankhoshuu and Selbe Subcenters, 2017 

69. Both in SE and BW, poverty rate is higher in households living in ger (37.2% and 
44.4%) compared to households living in detached house (31% and 22%). However, most of 
the poor household (62.8% and 69.2%) live in detached house and the rest (37.2% and 30.8%) 
in the gers. This doesn’t imply that living in detached dwellings necessarily means that the 
households living therein are poor. The result is due to high number of household live in 
detached house rather than ger.  

Table 33. Poverty and dwelling type 

  
Total households Poor households Poverty rate Share among the poor 

SE 
Ger 43 16 37.2 37.2 
Detached house 87 27 31.0 62.8 
Total 130 43   100.0 

BW 
Ger 18 8 44.4 30.8 
Detached house 81 18 22.2 69.2 
Total 99 26   100.0 

Source: Socioeconomic Survey: Bayankhoshuu and Selbe Subcenters, 2017 

70. As shown in the next table, land size does not impact particularly on the poverty in the 
Ger areas. Indeed, by right, every citizen can access to a plot from of land between 500 to 
700 sqm, depending when he has arrived and where the plot is. This was the case some years 
ago in SE and BW. Therefore, there is not a significant difference in the size of the land 
between the poor and the non-poor in SE and BW. 

Table 34. Average size of land plot in sqm 

  Selbe Bayankhoshuu All 

Non-Poor 477.4 547.6 509.4 

Poor 522.5 558.8 536.2 

    
Total 492.3 550.5 517.5 
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B. Vulnerability 

71. Vulnerability in general context is defined as the diminished capacity of an individual 
or group to anticipate, cope with, resist and recover from the risk or impact of the project. 
Vulnerability is most often associated with poverty, but it can also arise when people are 
isolated, insecure and defenseless in the face of risk. People differ in their exposure to risk as 
a result of their social group, gender, ethnic or other identity, age and other factors.  

72. In Mongolia, there is no official definition of vulnerability. Therefore for the analysis 
under the SES, following groups have been defined as potential vulnerable groups which 
could be affected by the project implementation:  poor households; households residing on a 
plot of others free of charge; female headed households; household with 1 or more disabled 
member; household with children between 0-15 years and elderly over 60 years; households 
with 1 or more labor aged economically inactive members. 

73. Total of 43 (SE) and 26 (BW) AHs are considered vulnerable households. All of them 
have per capita income lower than minimum subsistence level34. 11 (SE) and 8 (BW) of these 
households are headed by women, 3 (SE) and 6 (BW) are headed by elderly. Also, 9 (SE) and 
5 (BW) households have disabled persons in the household.  

Total number of person who live 
in poor household  

Poor 
households 

Of which: 
Woman 
headed 

Elderly 
headed 

With disabled 
member 

Selbe 

172 43 11 3 9 

Bayankhoshuu 

98 26 8 6 5 

74. Attachment 8 provides the details of the affected vulnerable households in the core 
component area. All the vulnerable households income per capita is below the minimum 
subsistance level and, at the same time some are headed by women and or elderly and, some 
have a disabled member. 22 (SE) and 14 (BW) of them have a right to land.   

75. Household distribution by selected vulnerable categories is in Table 35. Findings 
present that percentage of households with 1 or more disabled member to total households is 
16.9% in Selbe and 12.1% in Bayankhoshuu. Percentage of extended families (family with 
children and elder people) is high in both blocks, it stands at 73.1% in Selbe and 75.8% in 
Bayankhoshuu. Households having 1 or more labor aged family members those not working 
are also found high and it holds up to values of 70.8% and 63.6%, respectively for both blocs. 
34 households in both blocks (20 or 15.4% in Selbe and 14 or 14.1% in Bayankhoshuu) report 
themselves as a not native resident, immigrated in the past 5 years to this area. Finally, poor 
households residing with no payment in a plot display percentages as 16.2% in Selbe and 
12.1% in Bayankhoshuu.  

Table 35. Vulnerabe households distribution by selected categories 

  

Number of households 
Percentage of total 

households, % 

SE BW All SE BW All 

Poor 43 26 69 33.1 26.3 30.1 

Female 27 17 44 20.8 17.2 19.2 

                                                 
34 The minimum subsistence level for 2017 in Ulaanbaatar is MNT183,500. This was set by the Resolution No. 

A/13 of the Head of the National Statistical Office on 6 February 2017. 
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Household with 1 or more disabled 
member 22 12 34 16.9 12.1 14.8 
Household with children between 0-15 
years and elderly over 60 years 95 75 170 73.1 75.8 74.2 

Poor households owns no plot 21 12 33 16.2 12.1 14.4 
Households with 1 or more labor aged 
economically inactive members  92 63 155 70.8 63.6 67.7 
Households immigrated in the past 5 
years 20 11 31 15.4 11.1 13.5 

76. The result of the number of vulnerable households as per relation to the land right 
(table 36) shows that, as the same analysis on poverty, those who are owners and residing 
without payment (mostly relatives) are the most vulnerable. The same conclusion is valid for 
both Selbe and Bayankoshuu. While the entire household might not be vulnerable, some of 
the persons of these households are vulnerable. This is understandable since plot owners will 
be more willing to welcome vulnerable family members, and people residing without payment 
tend to be more vulnerable than others. 

Table 36. Number of vulnerable households as per relation to the land right 

  Total 
Poor 

households 

Female 
headed 

households 

Households with 
disabled member 

Households 
with children 
and elderly 

Selbe      
Owner 62 20 16 11 43 

Possessor 11 2 0 3 7 

User 5 0 1 1 2 

Renter 6 1 0 0 6 
Residing without 
 payment 46 20 10 7 37 

Total 130 43 27 22 95 

      
Bayankhoshuu      
Owner 57 12 8 4 43 

Possessor 5 2 1 1 3 

User 2 0 0 0 1 

Renter 5 1 0 2 4 
Residing without  
payment 30 11 8 5 24 

Total 99 26 17 12 75 

C. Income/Livelihood Support Measures to vulnerable households 

77. To support the affordability of the vulnerable and low-income households, AHURP 
includes two key measures that are included under the budget “Community participation” ($1.6 
million). First, as part of the housing program, greenhouses will be provided for free to the 
residents (their construction costs is integrated in the financing model and feasibility). Second, 
financial support will be provided to the Labor Department of MUB for the purpose of carrying 
activities and programs in the project areas. Third, community contracting package will be 
used to hire resident, with priority to women and vulnerable people, to undertake micro works 
and activities. Fourth, wherever the subprojects are located in sub-centers targeted by 
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GADIP35 project, vulnerable people will benefit from the GADIP community engagement and 
SMEs development plans. 

78. Regarding the greenhouses, training activities to the residents and in priority to 
vulnerable households will be carried out by the project via the MUB labor department or 
directly by the project technical assistance. These training activities will focus on the operation 
and maintenance of greenhouses, and how to grow different kind of vegetables. It will take 
place in one of the greenhouses and each training will concern a maximum of 20 people. 
According to the AHURP design standards, there will be an average of 590 sqm greenhouses 
per hectare and 6 sqm per person. Assuming that 10% of the population of these new districts 
will take part to the production, about 1,000 households will be involved annually in the 
production, consumption or in the trade of 500 tons of vegetables, it means 500 kg per 
household per year. A complementary business will obviously emerge from this component, 
catalyst of a new local economy. 

79. AHURP will also support the vulnerable households to improve their income and 
livelihood by provision of labor and skills development, vocational trainings and retraining for 
employment and finding employment. PMO will discuss the issues of the vulnerable 
households, in cooperation with the officials of respective khoroos, Districts and Labor 
Department of MUB and identify the needs for implementation of income and livelihood 
support activities. Provision of income and livelihood support will be carried out within the 
existing activities, programs and projects implemented by the MUB, namely the Labor 
Department of MUB. The Labor Department currently implements programs such as (i) 
Program for preparation for labor and skills development (Хөдөлмөрт бэлтгэх, хөдөлмөр 
эрхлэлтийн ур чадвар олгох хөтөлбөр), (ii) Program for supporting employment (Ажлын 
байрыг дэмжих хөтөлбөр), (iii) Program for supporting young people’s employment and 
startup businesses (Залуучуудын хөдөлмөр эрхлэлт, гарааны бизнесийг дэмжих 
хөтөлбөр), and (iv) Program for supporting employment of disabled persons (Хөгжлийн 
бэрхшээлтэй иргэний ажлын байрыг дэмжих хөтөлбөр). Apart from these programs there 
are various skills development and employment activities and projects implemented by the 
MUB, district and khoroo administrations. The PMO, khoroo administration and Labor 
Department of MUB will determine the specific needs of each project beneficiary and affected 
households in need and will support them for skills development, trainings and retraining and 
provision of employment. 

80. Moreover, the Labor Department of MUB will provide supports on (i) Provision of 
orientation (career coaching) employment/skills, (ii) Inclusion in the unified registration (of job 
seekers) and information provision, and (iii) Mediation/provision for finding jobs. 

81. Within the Program for labor and skills development, vocational and re-training 
trainings will be organized from 1 to 6 weeks duration for unemployed persons, persons that 
might become unemployed, persons who have difficulties to find employment, children of labor 
age and children who dropped out of school. The following are the available sectors for skills 
development, vocational and re-training trainings: 
 Agriculture, forestry – 5 types of skills 
 Mining and exploitation – 7 types of skills 
 Production industry – 12 types of skills 
 Construction works and technical fields – 17 types of skills 
 Wholesale, retail, service industry and repair works – 14 types of skills. 

                                                 
35 Ulaanbaatar Urban Services and Ger Areas Development Investment Program 
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82. Within the Program for supporting employment the following will be organized: 
 Organize mass/public activities to provide temporary employment 
 Increase the income of job seeking unemployed persons, students, children/pupuls 
(labor age) through provision/mediation of part-time jobs 
 Income support through vegetable farming in groups. 

83. Within the Program for supporting young people’s employment and startup 
businesses, the following will be organized: 
 Provide financial support (to be paid back) 
 Discount for rent of workplace 
 Organize trainings on running a business. 

84. Within the Program for supporting employment of disabled persons, the following will 
be organized: 
 Discount for rent of workplace 
 Organize trainings on running a business 
 Provide financial support for job providers. 

85. The Labor Department of MUB with the support of PMO, khoroo and district officials 
will implement the activities to support the improvement of income and livelihood of the project 
beneficiary vulnerable households. The costs for these activities will be covered by the 
community participation costs under the budget item Capacity Building and Institutional 
Development. 

86. The Community Contracting approach provides  assistance to create an enabling 
environment through facilitation of community planning, technical assistance and timely 
release of funds, which will make possible for communities themselves to manage 
implementation of the micro projects that are part of the development design or that they have 
defined. 

87. Under the Community Contracting, communities define their needs and set the 
spending priorities (within specific budgets) and with the assistance of technical experts 
implement infrastructure or other economic activities that will meet their needs. The process 
recognizes the ingenuity and creativity of the people to cope with problems and their ability to 
improve their lives in the face of ongoing development interventions.  

88. The goal of this approach is to ensure that communities institute a broad based 
inclusive decision making system (which includes women as well as members from vulnerable 
groups) through community meetings and planning. Through this process the communities 
will acquire or strengthen the skills and attitudes necessary to enhance their capacity to define, 
manage, monitor and govern their priority activities. Women and vulnerable group will be 
priority target of community contracting as a mean of livelihood support and social integration. 

89. The project will allocate about $100,0000 for each ecodistrict to contract community to 
carry-out about 10 micro-projects for small infrastructure works developed and implemented 
based on the CAPs of business councils and CDCs. $200,000 has been allocated in the 
procurement plan for the two core subprojects. The project though its community engagement 
capacity building component will provide adequate training and skills strengthening to 
implement the community contracting package. 
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VIII. AFFORDABILITY AND WILLINGNESS TO PARTICIPATE 

90. In order to maximize affordability for the potential residents of the new development, 
households will have access to a range of housing finance options according to their income 
level. While it can be difficult to accurately assess household incomes, it is understood that 
many households in Ulaanbaatar participate in informal economic activities, particularly in the 
ger areas. The team has conducted a series of surveys to determine income levels in the 
project area and has run affordability calculations using both the survey data and city-wide 
census data. The AHURP team has structured the affordability mechanisms to align with 
income deciles at a city-wide scale, in part because this data is more readily verified, and in 
part because the intention is that 65 to 75% of the new units will be rented or purchased by 
households who currently reside outside of the project perimeters, and thus may have income 
more closely correlated with the city-wide assessments. 

91. Households currently residing in the area who own land, assets, business, or a 
combination of both will receive a “Compensation Coupon” based on the value of their 
property, assets, and/or business. Details on the valuation of property within the project 
perimeters can be found in Section IV. Land and Assets Valuation. These Compensation 
Coupons can be “swapped” by the current residents for a proportional number of square 
meters in the newly developed housing to be calculated at the subsidized affordable sale price. 
In the case of the lowest income residents the compensation coupons can be applied as 
deposits within a rent-to-own program. Types of household tenure, financing options, and 
eligibility requirements will be specific to each target category. These options are summarized 
in the table below. 

Table 37. Tenure Types and Financing Options 
Target 
Category 

Tenure Option Purchase Price Financing Options 

Market Purchase Market Rate Market-rate bank mortgage, subsidized-rate 
bank mortgage (AHURP-M), “Compensation 
Coupon”, cash, or a combination of these 

Affordable Purchase 
 

Subsidized Rate Subsidized-rate bank mortgage (AHURP-A), 
“Compensation Coupon”, cash, or a 
combination of these 

Social Rental  
Rent-to-Own36 

Subsidized Rate Monthly rental payment to a social landlord 
(currently assumed to be NOSK) 
Possible Rent-to-Own through NOSK 

 

A. Affordability of proposed housing 

92. The proposed options have been designed to reach as many households as possible, 
with a particular focus on current landowners and non-landowners residents in the project 
area. Though efforts have been made to reduce the cost of construction and cost of financing 
there will still be households in the project area who may not be able to afford to purchase the 
proposed units. These households will have priority access to rental social housing which will 
be owned and managed by the MUB.  Rental rates for the social housing have been modeled 
at the minimum required to cover cost of construction and a minimal management fee. For 
households who are too poor to afford even these minimal rents, the MUB will establish a 

                                                 
36 A rent-to-own option will only be possible if either the developers or municipality are willing to retain ownership 

for an extended (30+ year period) and manage such a program. 
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parallel program of subsidized support in combination with the income and livelihood support 
measures to vulnerable households.   

93. MThe income from informal activities can sometimes make up a substantial part of a 
household’s regular income, though it goes unreported in official census data and can be 
difficult to quantify through project surveys as households are often reluctant or unwilling to 
disclose information about incomes. In addition to the data on household incomes shown 
below, the project team has discovered that many households in the target ger areas indicate 
that they are leveraged beyond their reported income streams (i.e. they spend more in loan 
payments per month than their formally income indicates is possible). While this supports the 
theory that families rely heavily on informal income stream we have chosen to use the most 
current survey data collected by the team for the affordability calculations as it is more 
conservative. 

94. What follows are tables showing the city-wide income deciles that result from an 
analysis of official statistics from the Municipality of Ulaanbaatar and the income deciles for 
ger areas based on data from the most recent AHURP project surveys in Selbe and 
Bayankhoshuu. These tables also include a calculation of households’ maximum monthly 
housing payments according to an affordability scale as established in the original feasibility 
studies and inception report for AHURP (Social – 25% of income, Affordable – 30% of income, 
Market – 35% of income). Based on surveys of current households in recently developed GAIA 
apartments (ex-GADA), it appears that households are often willing to pay significantly more 
than 30% of their reported income towards housing (in some cases as much as 60%).  This 
could either be a further indication of informal income streams, or simply an indication of 
willingness and ability to pay more than 30% of income to live in a fully serviced apartment.  
However, for the purposes of the project calculations we have used the previously accepted, 
and globally recognized, cap of 25%-35% of income to indicate affordability. 

95. From the tables below it is apparent that at least 70% of the ger-area households sit 
within the bottom 7 deciles of the UB income scale. Taking this information into account, along 
with NOSK’s mandate to focus on housing provision for deciles 1-7 of Ulaanbaatar 
households, AHURP has established that the primary target deciles for this project will be 1-7 
using city-wide data. 

Table 38. Household Income Deciles UB City 
Decile Median Monthly 

Income (MNT) 
Target 
Typology 

% Income Payment 
Target (incl. utilities) 

Max. Monthly Pmt. 
incl. utilities (MNT) 

9 2,230,000 Market 35% 780,500 
8 1,700,000 595,000 
7 1,408,000 Affordable 30% 422,400 
6 1,200,000 360,000 
5 1,012,000 303,600 
4 870,000 261,000 
3 740,000 Social 25% 185,000 
2 620,000 155,000 
1 420,000 105,000 

 

Table 39. Household Income Deciles Bayankhoshuu Project Area 
Decile Median Monthly 

Income (MNT) 
Target 
Typology 

% Income Payment 
Target (incl. utilities) 

Max. Monthly Pmt. 
incl. utilities (MNT) 

10 8,598,889 Market 35% 3,009,611 
9 2,935,800 1,027,530 
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8 1,914,300 670,005 
7 1,374,200 Affordable 30% 412,260 
6 1,208,900 362,670 

5 1,017,000 305,100 
4 836,100 250,830 
3 155,175 Social 25% 155,175 
2 89,050 89,050 
1 22,000 5,500 

 

Table 40. Household Income Deciles Selbe Project Area 
Decile Median Monthly 

Income (MNT) 
Target 
Typology 

% Income Payment 
Target (incl. utilities) 

Max. Monthly Pmt. 
incl. utilities (MNT) 

10 3,180,000 Market 35% 1,113,000 
9 1,634,308 572,008 
8 1,304,154 456,454 
7 1,075,308 Affordable 30% 322,592 
6 881,538 264,461 
5 737,231 221,169 
4 583,462 175,039 
3 471,462 Social 25% 117,866 
2 281,077 70,269 
1 37,692 9,423 

 

96. In order to test the affordability of the built units, a model was developed that allows 
for the input of different assumptions on unit size, financing terms, and utilities costs. The 
following pages show indicative outputs of the affordability modelling. The boxes outlined in 
blue highlight the target deciles and affordability for the particular scenario. Green-shaded 
boxes indicate that the unit used in the scenario is affordable to that decile, based on the loan 
terms indicated in the scenario. 
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Table 41. Preliminary Demand-Side and Affordability Calculations – City Level – 35 SQM Social Housing Units 
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Table 42. Preliminary Demand-Side and Affordability Calculations – City Level – 35 SQM Affordable Housing Units 
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Table 43. Preliminary Demand-Side and Affordability Calculations – City Level – 50 SQM Affordable Housing Units 
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Table 44. Risk Analysis of Affordability to Households 
Risks Measures Responsible 
Household is unable to 
qualify for mortgage loan. 

Specialty AHURP mortgage 
products will be designed to 
take into account specific 
needs of the impacted 
communities. 
 
Provision of 
income/livelihood 
improvement support. 

Banks 
 
 
 
 
 
MUB 

Current landowners are 
unable to pay for unit, and 
compensation coupon value 
is below 35 sqm. 

The financial feasibility of 
the project has been 
modelled to ensure that any 
affected landowner is given 
access to a minimum of 35 
sqm. Current landowners 
with a compensation 
coupon value below 35sqm 
will be given a 35sqm 
apartment, and the gap is 
absorbed by the housing 
program and integrated in 
the financial feasibility. 
 
Provision of 
income/livelihood 
improvement support. 

PMO / PIU / Private 
Developers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MUB 

Current property is pledged 
against a pre-existing loan. 

It is expected that banks 
would be willing to transfer 
the loan from the existing 
property to the new unit, as 
the new units will in all 
cases exceed the value of 
the existing property. 

PMO / PIU / Banks 

 

B. Operation and Maintenance 

97. The project budget includes the necessary amount of operations and maintenance 
(O&M) budget for a period equal to the duration of the project it means until 2027, both for the 
public infrastructures and spaces and for the housing units. During the project time span, such 
costs have been calculated with the following ratios:  

 From year 1 to 4 0.75% for buildings and associated eco-district features and 0.5% for 
infrastructure, 
 Year 5 respectively 2% and 1% 
 From year 6 to 9, 1% for each item 

98. These figures lead to an annual charge per square meter of $1.5 for the social housing 
and $3.5 for the affordable and market rate units. 

99. After the project time span, O&M costs will need to be covered by the inhabitants. For 
the housing units, it is estimated at about $0.7 per month per sqm. For the social housing 
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units, it is included in the proposed rental price and will be covered by NOSK / MUB. For the 
affordable and market housing units, it will be covered by the Home Owners Association (and 
ultimately billed to the residents).   

C. Affordability of utilities 

100. The project main concern is that if utility payments after construction of houses would 
be affordable for the lower income groups of the affected households.  In this regard, current 
monthly expenses of households for electricity, water, heating, gas, waste management, TV 
and cable, rental payment and other expenses were surveyed under the SES. 

101. According to the latest project surveys (Table 45), the current average monthly utility 
costs for poor households are about 175,720 MNT during the cold months, most of it (about 
74%) being spent for the heating (to buy coal). One can notice that utilities costs represent a 
large part of the households declared income (about 33%).  

Table 45. Monthly average expenses of poor households by utility type 
  Electricity Water Heating Gas Waste TV, cable Rent Other Total 

SE     24,907     6,109     129,407            -        2,631        11,416       698     3,256     178,424  
BW     25,231     3,592     129,821     1,000       2,596          9,008          -              -       171,248  
All     25,029     5,161     129,563        377       2,618        10,509       435     2,029     175,720  
Shares, %                   
SE 14.0 3.4 72.5 0.0 1.5 6.4 0.4 1.8 100.0 
BW 14.7 2.1 75.8 0.6 1.5 5.3 0.0 0.0 100.0 
All 14.2 2.9 73.7 0.2 1.5 6.0 0.2 1.2 100.0 
Pecentage to total monetary income, %             
SE 6.2 1.5 32.0 0.0 0.7 2.8 0.2 0.8 44.1 
BW 7.0 1.0 36.1 0.3 0.7 2.5 0.0 0.0 47.6 
All 6.5 1.3 33.4 0.1 0.7 2.7 0.1 0.5 45.3 

 

102. The connection to the networks leads to significant savings, at least during the cold 
months which represent about 8 months a year, in a range of MNT60,400 to MNT105,300. 
Taking into account the benefit of the PV solar panel this amount further decreases 
MNT42,300 to MNT67,000. Looked at by percentage, the utilities costs per household in the 
new units will be 17% to 40% less than ger area residents are currently paying. The most 
significant difference comes from: 

• Water / sewer: -17% 
• Heating: -81% 

103. Table 46 shows AHURP project estimates of monthly household expenses for utilities 
after project implementation. It shows that although electricity expenses will be doubled, total 
expenses will still be 40% lower than what poor households pay nowadays. 

Table 46. AHURP Estimated Residential Monthly Households Costs in MNT 

Utility 
Grid Only +PV 

Low High Low High 

Water/Sewer 6150 7688 6150 7688 

Electricity 21575 43519 14476 36671 

Hot Water 7214 9017 7214 9017 

Space Heating 5422 15073 5422 15073 

Gas(cooking) 10000 --- 10000 --- 

Condominium Fee       
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Utility 
Grid Only +PV 

Low High Low High 

Internet/TV 10000 30000 10000 30000 
Total 60362 105297 53263 98449 
Notes: 1. All rates based on UB "Apartment" Tariffs effective 10 November 2016 
2. Non-Renewable Heating and Hot Water are based on subsidized tariffs 
3. Non-Renewable Electrical differences are based on apartment size and if dual rate metering is used 
4. PV includes no utility by-back (battery storage assumed) 
5. Water/Sewer costs do not include the water used for making hot water 
6. PV does not include equipment replacement cost 
7. There are many more variations than are presented on this table 

 

D. Willingness to participate 

104. The PPTA team has conducted several consultations with the core subproject 
beneficiaries: door-to-door surveys, focus group discussions, and public meetings. Here are 
presented the results in relation with their willingness to participate in the project. As it is 
explained in several sections of this document, the project relies on the swapping agreement 
of the beneficiaries. Two types of impacted households can be identified: households who are 
plot owners, and households who are not plot owners. Regarding households who are plot 
owners, the project can happen on their land only if they agree with the proposed swapping 
deal. Regarding the households who are not plot owners, a series of options are proposed to 
them (rental / rent to own / purchase at social / affordable price, use of compensation coupon 
if they currently have some assets) as it is further explained in other section of this document. 

105. First of all, awareness of the project among households living in the core subproject 
area is relatively high, according to the survey, totally 79.5% of total households (182 
respondents) in the project areas indicated that they know well about the project (Figure 4). 
Household awareness in Selbe is a bit lower than in Bayankshouu only in terms of percentage 
estimation, 77.7% of households (101 respondents) and 81.8% of households (81 
respondents) respectively. Table 39 shows the result of a multi-choice question about the 
project information source. Public meetings display the highest levels of information source, 
followed by booklets and project staff’ visits in the project areas. 

Figure 4. Household awareness of the project  
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Table 47. Households' knowledge about the project by information source 

 
  

106. A first round of consultations about the interest in the project was made before the 
preliminary compensation valuation was presented to the Khashaas owners. According to 
Table 48, these consultations show that around 83%-86% of owner households have 
expressed their interest in the project. In Selbe, most of them selected the apartment option. 
In Bayankhoshuu almost half of households those wanted to participate in the project has not 
been decided which option would be their solution. 

Table 48. Willingness of owner households to participate in the project and selected options 

  

Number households Shares, % 

SE BW All SE BW All 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

Willingness to participate:                                 

Yes 65 38 5 54 48 5 119 107 10 83.3   85.7   84.4    

No 6 1  1 1  7 6  7.7   1.6   5.0    

Not yet decided 7 4 3 8 7  15 14 3 9.0   12.7   10.6    

Total 78 43 8 63 56 5 141 127 13 100   100.0   100    
                     

Project' option:                    

Town house 20 6  16 15  36 33  30.8   29.6   30.3    

Apartment 36 24 2 11 11 2 47 45 4 55.4   20.4   39.5    

Renting apartment 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0.0   1.9   0.8    

Not yet decided 9 8 2 26 21 3 35 28 5 13.8   48.1   29.4    

Total 65 38 5 54 48 5 119 107 10 100   100.0   100    

Note: 1-Owner/ possessor/ user households 

 2-Relatives living without payment 

 3-Non-relatives living without payment and Renter households 
 

107. Results of renters and other non-plot owners’ households is reported in the table below, 
where one can notice that some of them have not indicated their preferred option.  

 

 

Number of 

households

Percentage Number of 

households

Percentage Number of 

households

Percentage

Public meeting 126 69.2 73 72.3 53 65.4

Notice board 12 6.6 8 7.9 4 4.9

Booklets 68 37.4 41 40.6 27 33.3

Visit the household 65 35.7 38 37.6 27 33.3

Neighbors 34 18.7 28 27.7 6 7.4

Relatives 33 18.1 25 24.8 8 9.9

Others 19 10.4 17 16.8 2 2.5

Total 182 101 81

All Selbe‐1 Bayankhoshuu‐1
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Table 49. Willingness of non-plot owner households to participate in the project and options 

 

108. In order to evaluate household’ willingness to participate in the project, the PPTA team 
has evaluated their satisfaction with the proposed new apartment and urban environment they 
would get with the project. Table 50 shows that in Bayankhoshuu area households are satisfied 
with the location, comfortability, safety and the size of the proposed apartment; most 
households (72%-90% of households) rated these situations as ‘good’. For Selbe, one can 
notice that fewer households are satisfied: around 70% of households rated location and 
safety as ‘good’ while 63% of households said housing is comfortable, and only 47% of 
households expressed that the apartment size is sufficient.    

Table 50. Subjective assessment of housing 

  Sufficient area Location Safety Comfortable 

  HH No % HH No % HH No % HH No % 

SE 

Good 61 46.9 94 72.3 93 71.5 82 63.1 

Average 50 38.5 21 16.2 24 18.5 34 26.2 

Bad 17 13.1 9 6.9 7 5.4 8 6.2 

No info 2 1.5 6 4.6 6 4.6 6 4.6 

Total 130 100 130 100 130 100 130 100 

BW 

Good 71 71.7 89 89.9 81 81.8 83 83.8 

Average 23 23.2 8 8.1 17 17.2 15 15.2 

Bad 5 5.1 2 2.0 1 1.0 1 1.0 

No info 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 99 100 99 100 99 100 99 100 

Selbe‐1 Bayankhoshuu‐1 All

Willingness to participate:

Yes 39 29 68

No 1 1 2

Not yet decided 4 0 4

Total 44 30 74

Project' option:

Town house 7 5 12

Apartment 23 13 36

Renting apartment 0 1 1

Not yet decided 9 10 19

Total 39 29 68

Willingness to participate:

Yes 5 5 10

Not yet decided 3 0 3

Total 8 5 13

Project' option:

Apartment 2 2 4

Renting apartment 1 0 1

Not yet decided 2 3 5

Total 5 5 10

Non‐relatives living without payment and Renter households

Relatives living without payment
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109. In addition, the PPTA team has assessed the households’ willingness to borrow money 
either to increase their apartment size if they are to get a compensation coupon for their land 
and/or assets or to buy an apartment (Table 51). Willingness to borrow money for plot owners 
is relatively higher in Bayankoshuu, at 76% than in Selbe, at 57%. Among non-plot owners, 
there is a high percentage of them who are willing to take a loan to live in the proposed 
developments. The average amount that household can afford to pay monthly is 344,000 MNT 
in Selbe and it reaches a bit higher level in Bayankhsohuu (562,000 MNT).  

Table 51. Participant's willingness to borrow money 
  Number of households Shares, % 

SE BW Total SE BW Total 
Owner/possessor/user households 

   

Yes 37 41 78 56.9 75.9 65.5 

No 28 13 41 43.1 24.1 34.5 

Total 65 54 119 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Relatives living without payment 
   

Yes 29 21 50 74.4 72.4 73.5 

No 10 8 18 25.6 27.6 26.5 

Total 39 29 68 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Non-relatives living without payment and Renter households 
   

Yes 5 5 10 100.0 100.0 100.0 

No 
      

Total 5 5 10 100.0 100.0 100.0        

Average 
affordable 
monthly 
installment, 
Tugrug 

     344,137.9                   561,944.4     464,769.2        

 
 

110. The households expectation of the project potential impacts on housing condition, 
basic service/sanitation, water, heating/, family relations/cohesion, sanitation condition, health 
access, market and service access, community/neighborhood ties, environmental comfort, 
environmental pollution and population density were asked during the SES. Responses of 
owner households are presented in Figure 5 and it shows that the most of households have 
high expectation about project positive impacts except the case of households in Selbe about 
population density.     
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Figure 5. Owner households expectations about the project potential impacts 

 
 

111. At the end of the PPTA period, after the land valuation model was established and 
results presented to the Khashaa’s owners, a last round of consultations were held from 29 
June to 12 October 2017 to get a feedback on the compensation valuation and a preliminary 
agreement from the Khashaa’s owners to participate in the project. As described in Section 3, 
there are 68 Khashaas in Bayankoshuu West (BYW) and 91 in Selbe East (SBE) impacted by 
the core subproject. Table 52 and Figure 6 detail the result for BYW and Table 53 and Figure 
7 detail the result for SBE. In BYW, about 83.8% of the plot owners agree to participate in this 
project, 4.4% hesitate, 4.4% don’t agree so far, and 7.4% were not consulted. In SBE, about 
72.5% of the plot owners agree to participate in this project, 11% hesitate, 8.8% don’t agree 
so far, and 7.7% were not consulted. It has to be highlighted that these preliminary agreement 
results are mainly based on the valuation presented and therefore the size of the apartment 
they would get in the swapping process. Some households, while they are fully supportive of 
the project, would like to have a bigger apartment or estimate that the value of their Khashaa 
is too low.  

Table 52. Preliminary land swapping agreement result in Bayankohuu West 

  Number 
Percentage of 

total plots 
number 

Total Plots 68   

Plots have not consulted yet 
3 Absent 

7.4% 
2 Affected under GADIP 

Plots consulted 63 92.6% 

Plots agreed with valuation methodology and signed 57 83.8% 

  Plots agreed and signed under condition 20 29.4% 

  Plots agreed and signed 37 54.4% 

Hesitating 3 4.4% 

Don’t want to participate so far 3 4.4% 
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Figure 6. Preliminary land swapping agreement result in Bayankohuu West 

 
 
 

Table 53. Preliminary land swapping agreement result in Selbe East 

  Number 
Percentage of total 

plots number 

Total Plots 91   

Plots have not consulted yet 
2 Absent 

7.7% 
5 Affected under GADIP 

Plots consulted 84 92.3% 

Plots agreed with valuation methodology and signed 66 72.5% 

  Plots agreed and signed under condition 30 33.0% 

  Plots agreed and signed 36 39.6% 

Hesitating 10 11.0% 

Don’t want to participate so far 8 8.8% 

 
  

Legend: 
 
       Agreed with methodology 
and      signed 
 

  Agreed with methodology 
and signed     with condition of 
correction of mismatches in the 
valuation report 
 
         Hesitating 
  
         Don’t want to participate 
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Figure 7. Preliminary land swapping agreement result in Selbe East 

 

 

112. The team has performed an iterative valuation process to ensure that items that are 
valued in the valuation model were taken into account and that all requests from the 
households were addressed, by including missing relevant items in the valuation or by 
explaining the household what the valuation model was integrating and not integrating. The 
key concern raised by the households for their participation is about the valuation process and 
model. Their concerns have been integrated in the final valuation model and proposed 
implementation process. 

113. Additional focus group discussions have been held with the non-plot owners at the end 
of the PPTA (14 to 17 November) in the core subproject area, in order to explain them the 
AHURP options for non-plot owners living in the impacted area including the rental / rent-to-
own options and price, and get their feedback. A total of 47 non-plot owners participated to 
the FGDs in SBE and 25 in BYW.  

114. Table 54 details the income of the non-plot owners consulted in BYW and SBE. The 
average monthly household income is 670,650 MNT in SBE and 754,000 MNT in BYW. Their 
average household size is 3.7 persons both in SBE and BYW. 

  

Legend: 
 
       Agreed with  
methodology and      
signed 
 

  Agreed with 
methodology and signed     
with condition of 
correction of mismatches 
in the valuation report 
 
         Hesitating 
  
         Don’t want to 
participate 



 

Working Draft. For Discussion (January 2018) 

Table 54. Income of non-plot owners consulted in BYW and SBE by Decile 
 Bayankhoshuu Selbe 
Decile Household monthly income Number of

households 
Household monthly income Number of 

households  Mean Maximum Minimum Mean Maximum Minimum 
1  22,000   140,000   -    0  37,692   200,000   -    2 
2  356,200   500,000   240,000  6  281,077   350,000   216,000  7 
3  620,700   731,000   512,000  5  471,462   534,000   360,000  8 
4  836,100   920,000   750,000  5  583,462   630,000   540,000  10 
5  1,017,000   1,100,000   950,000  5  737,231   800,000   650,000  3 
6  1,208,900   1,300,000   1,100,000  2  881,538   1,000,000   800,000  3 
7  1,374,200   1,500,000   1,300,000  0  1,075,308   1,179,000   1,010,000  3 
8  1,914,300   2,090,000   1,628,000  0  1,304,154   1,400,000   1,186,000  2 
9  2,935,800   3,700,000   2,200,000  0  1,634,308   1,850,000   1,400,000  3 
10  8,598,889   26,000,000  4,100,000  0  3,180,000   9,040,000   1,850,000  0 

Total    23    41 

115. When presented the options offered by AHURP: prices for rental and rent-to-own of 
social housing units and purchase of affordable units, the willingness to participate was very 
high both in SBE: 89%, and in BYW: 92%. Reasons for not willing to participate is affordability. 
In average they say to be able to afford a monthly rent about 202,000 MNT in SBE and 217,000 
MNT in BYW, which is higher than the proposed rental price for a 35 sqm apartment under the 
AHURP, and they are willing to pay more to have additional sqm. All non-plot owners who 
have responded the question said they could afford the proposed rental price under AHURP 
in SBE and 2 said they could not in BYW. 

E. Impact of the Project on Households 

116. Changes in HH lifestyle due to moving to apartments - Beside the physical and 
intangible benefits of the project to residents mentioned above there are also expected 
changes in family lifestyle which follows: 

117. According to the SES analysis average residents’ living duration in the plot areas was 
16.1 years in both sites which means it will take a certain time for the households to adapt the 
new apartment lifestyle. However, the figure below comes from the SES analysis and shows 
that households have positive expectations of the project impacts on their lifestyle. The 
residents answered the project will affect positively all given aspects showed below. Most 
positive changes are about the improvement of basic services, sanitation condition, health 
access, environmental comport and pollution in Selbe. In Bayankhoshuu people answered 
positively impacts on basic service, family cohesion, and sanitation condition, access to 
health, market and service facilities, community ties, environmental comforts and 
environmental pollution.  
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Figure 8. Project impact expectations of the residents on their lifestyle  

 
 

118. Comfort level of HHs for swapping their khashaas with apartments, especially 
when several HHs live on the same plot. In average, the large size of the khashaas in the 
ger areas give to the residents some open space they use for small businesses, extension of 
families or houses and improvement of housing condition. However, living condition remain 
poor and environmental pollution is getting worse each year. The SES analysis has identified 
that 93.1% of plots in Selbe and 90.9% of Bayankhoshuu have pit latrines on their khashaa. 
Grey water is basically spilled in some deep hole also within the khashaa in 80% of the cases 
in Selbe and 72.7% in Bayankhoshuu. Most of the households use bad quality stoves and 
coal for heating.  

119. In terms of expenses for utilities, as it is detailed in Section VIII.C., the project will 
reduce the monthly cost for utilities that is today heavily impacted by expenses to buy coal 
during the winter, while it greatly improves access to basic urban services such as water 
supply, sewerage and heating, that are non-existent at the moment.  

120. In terms of businesses there are 10 households in Selbe and 20 in Bayankhoshuu that 
run a business in the core project area. Major businesses are related to tire services, 
carpentry, shops, handicrafts and farming/animal husbandry (Table 55). The project design 
include shops, workshops, warehouses and the local residents will have priority access to 
these facilities that will be part of the swapping agreement. The AHURP core subproject will 
provide 2,100 sqm of space for small and medium enterprises (SME), 4,450 sqm of 
greenhouses for households in Bayankhoshuu and 1,470 sqm of SME, 3,500 sqm of 
greenhouses in Selbe. 

Table 55. Business types and number of businesses in the core project areas 

Business type 

Number of households run a 
business 

Number of households run the 
business in project areas 

Selbe Bayankhoshuu All Selbe 
Bayankhosh

uu 
All 

Farming/Animal husbandry 13 19 32 2 1 3 

Non-agricultural business 6 13 19 6 13 19 

Both 2 6 8 2 6 8 



 

Working Draft. For Discussion (January 2018) 

Total 21 38 59 10 20 30 

 

121. Households that lives with relatives (nuclear – families with children and 
extended families): key concerns of HH. During the SES interviews, focus group 
discussions as well as meetings it has been noticed that when several households are living 
in the same khashaa, even if they are relatives or nuclear families, they would prefer to live 
separately from each other in the future and even today they are living separately in the 
khashaa. It is observed when a household has elderly, disabled relatives or family members 
wish to live separately but closely, ideally next door. For instance, when children are getting 
married and found their own family, they divide the khashaa into two so that each household 
has its own area, and remain close to each other.  

122. Awareness about financial implication of participating in the project (borrowing 
money, paying utility fees, operation and maintenance cost, potential changes in the livelihood 
strategies to participate in the project). SES session 7 and 8 covered questions of awareness 
about financial implication of participating in the project. Households were also asked 
questions for: if you need, are you willing to borrow money for participating in the project and 
what would be an affordable monthly installment. The results of the answers are summarized 
in the table below. 

Table 56. Participants willingness to borrow money 

 
 

123. In Bayankhoshuu, percentage of owner households who are willing to borrow money 
is around 76% (41 respondents), and it stands at 57% (37 respondents) in Selbe. The average 
amount that household can afford to pay monthly is 344.0 thousand MNT in Selbe and a bit 
higher in Bayankhoshuu with 562.0 thousand MNT. 

124. During the valuation consultation and non-plot owners focus group discussions the 
proposed apartment financial aspects including selling price of housing units, proposed 
mortgage options and rental price, operation costs were introduced. In summary residents are 
well informed about costs, expenses and payments for housing units proposed by the project.  

Selbe‐1 Bayankhoshuu‐1 Total Selbe‐1 Bayankhoshuu‐1 Total

Yes 37 41 78 56.9 75.9 65.5

No 28 13 41 43.1 24.1 34.5

Total 65 54 119 100.0 100.0 100.0

Yes 29 21 50 74.4 72.4 73.5

No 10 8 18 25.6 27.6 26.5

Total 39 29 68 100.0 100.0 100.0

Yes 5 5 10 100.0 100.0 100.0

No

Total 5 5 10 100.0 100.0 100.0

Average affordable monthly 

installment, Tugrug 344,137.9     561,944.4                 464,769.2  

Non‐relatives living without payment and Renter households

Owner/possessor/user households

Relatives living without payment

Number of households Shares, %
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125. Potential impacts on family members’ relations. As observed during FGD, public 
consultations and home visit potential employment opportunities is important for family 
members’ relations. Therefore, after the implementation of AHURP, residents will be provided 
workplace and new source of income, which will positively impact family ties and relations. 
Also, location of workplace that is close to their homes will allow saving time for travel and 
spending more time with their family in a liveable environment.  

126. Impact on neighborhood and community’ ties. According to the SES analysis more 
than half of households reported (figure below) that they know well about an immediate 
neighbor, it stands at 52.3% in Selbe and 67.7% in Bayankhoshuu.    

Figure 9. Percentage of households by neighborhood’aquainted 

  
 

127. Social connections/ties are important for surveyed people (tables below). Households 
were asked if they agree or not with each of the statements about community cohesion. 
According to the result households in project areas have beliefs that neighbors are willing to 
help each other and share the same values.  

 

Table 57. Households preferences 

 

Number of households Shares, % Number of households Shares, %

people around here are willing to help their neighbors
Yes, sure 85 65.4 81 81.8

Not sure 9 6.9 5 5.1

Not sure 2 1.5 2 2.0

Don’t know 34 26.2 11 11.1

people in this neighborhood generally do not get along with each other
Yes, sure 12 9.2 27 27.3

Not sure 8 6.2 6 6.1

Not sure 65 50.0 58 58.6

Don’t know 45 34.6 8 8.1

people in this neighborhood share the same values
Yes, sure 75 57.7 77 77.8

Not sure 6 4.6 10 10.1

Not sure 8 6.2 3 3.0

Don’t know 41 31.5 9 9.1

people in this neighborhood cannot be trusted
Yes, sure 32 24.6 41 41.4

Not sure 8 6.2 5 5.1

Not sure 54 41.5 39 39.4

Don’t know 36 27.7 14 14.1

Total 130 100.0 99 100.0

Selbe‐1 Bayankhoshuu‐1
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128. To ensure the community and neighborhood tie there are several initiatives planned in 
the AHURP including community gardens and other public facilities. For instance, according 
to the AHURP design standards, it results an average of 590 sqm greenhouses per hectare 
and 6 sqm per people. Assuming that 10% of the population of these new districts will take 
part to the production, about 1,000 households will be involved annually in the production, 
consumption or in the trade of 500 tons of vegetables, it means 500k g per household per 
year. A complementary business will obviously emerge from this component, catalyst of a new 
local economy. 

F. Access to Affordable Housing Mechanism 

129. All impacted residents will have priority access to units within the new development. 
Each household’s eligibility for particular units will be determined based on income and, where 
applicable, compensation coupon value. 

Table 58. Access to Housing Based on Current Household Tenure 
Tenure Status Owner Possessor User Renter Residing w/out 

Payment 
Affordability Mechanism      
Compensation Coupon Y Y Y N N 
Income-qualified AHURP 
mortgage 

Y Y Y Y Y 

Income-qualified access to rental 
social housing 

Y Y Y Y Y 

Income qualified eligibility for 
rent-to-own social housing 

Y Y Y Y Y 

1. Compensation Coupons 

130. To increase access to the units for current property owners “Compensation Coupons” 
will be issued to khashaa owners, and residents with assets, for the value of their property 
and assets, based on the valuation methodology described in Section IV. Land and Assets 
Valuation. “Compensation Coupons” represent an agreement between the MUB and the 
primary registered property owner regarding the value of the property being contributed to the 
project by the homeowner, and thus also the value of the property being offered in swap by 
the developer.  

131. Once the units are built, “Compensation Coupons” can be used in four different ways 
to access a new unit, depending on the income profile and loan eligibility of the coupon holder.  
• Exchanged in entirety for the purchase of a completed unit of equal or lesser value, as 
determined by sale price of the unit. 
• Applied as a down payment towards the purchase of a completed unit of greater value, 
as determined by sale price of the unit. 
• Applied as a deposit within a rent-to-own agreement for a unit designated as “Social 
Housing”. 
• Applied as advance rent for a unit designated as “Social Housing”. 
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Table 59. Use of Compensation Coupon for Increased Affordability 

 

2. Market Rate Housing 

I. Description of Market Rate Housing  

132. Thirty percent (30%) of the new units will be designated as “Market Housing”. These 
units will be sold at a price per sqm that is consistent with the housing market within UB. As 
of the time of this feasibility study the sale price for Market Housing is assumed to be $850 
per sqm, in USD. These units will be a mix of typologies and sizes, ranging from approximately 
60sqm – 75sqm or more. Current average “Market Housing” prices for newly developed 
project within UB stand at 2.3 million MNT, while being slightly inferior for newly real estate 
development around the ger areas with an average per square meter price of 1.9 millions 
MNT. Although this latest price is inferior to the proposed price of market units of the AHURP, 
these developments are of lower quality and lack of amenities compared to newly built facilities 
from the AHURP. 

II. Options for Access 

Full-value Purchase 

133. Households who have the financial means to do so may purchase the Market Housing 
units for cash and retain the title for the unit outright at time of purchase. Households who 
have received a Compensation Coupon may apply the value of this coupon to the purchase 
price and pay for the remaining balance with cash to obtain the title free and clear at time of 
purchase. 

Purchase with AHURP-M Mortgage 

134. Households who wish to purchase a Market Housing unit, but do not have the cash or 
cash-plus-coupon resources to do so may apply for the AHURP-M mortgage through the 
program’s partner commercial bank(s). This mortgage will be created by the banks with more 
favorable terms than the current market provides in order to facilitate access to housing within 
this project. The bank will acquire the funds for these mortgages through EDAF at a favorable 
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rate. The specific design and terms of this mortgage product will be further elaborated during 
the implementation phase. Based on the affordability model the highest interest rate within a 
reasonable tenor (up to 30 years) that the upper deciles can support are between 7%-8%. The 
amount of subsidized financing required to support the AHURP-M mortgages has been 
calculated with an interest rate of 10%. 

135. By way of its new design complying with the green re-development of UB city, including 
energy efficient low-rise buildings and climate mitigation and adaptation components, the 
project provides market housing units, to be marketed and sold by the private developer.  

Eligibility Criteria for Access 

136. There will be no eligibility restrictions for access to the Market Housing or the AHURP-
M mortgage. As long as a household has the financial means to support the monthly payment 
on the mortgage, or to purchase the unit outright, they will be allowed to do so. Households 
residing within the project perimeters will be granted priority access to these units. Once all 
interested and eligible households within the project area have contracted to purchase a 
particular unit, the remaining units will be available on the open market. 

3. Affordable Housing 

I. Description of Affordable Rate Housing  

137. Fifty five percent (55%) of the new units will be designated as “Affordable Housing”. 
These units will be sold at a price per sqm that is below market for UB, but feasible relative to 
the overall development costs. As of the time of this feasibility study the sale price for 
Affordable Housing is assumed to be $450 per sqm, in USD. These units will be a mix of 
typologies and sizes, ranging from approximately 35sqm – 54sqm. The Affordable Housing 
units are to be targeted at deciles 4 through 7. 

II. Options for Access 

Full-value Purchase 

138. Households who have the financial means to do so may purchase the Affordable 
Housing units for cash and retain the title for the unit outright at time of purchase. Households 
who have received a Compensation Coupon may apply the value of this coupon to the 
purchase price and pay for the remaining balance with cash to obtain the title free and clear 
at time of purchase. 

Purchase with AHURP-A Mortgage 

139. Households who income qualify and wish to purchase an Affordable Housing unit, but 
do not have the cash or cash-plus-coupon resources to do so may apply for an AHURP-A 
mortgage through the program’s partner commercial bank(s). In order to make these units 
affordable to the target population a new loan product (AHURP-A Mortgage) will need to be 
developed which uses a combination of subsidized interest rates and longer loan tenors.  The 
table below shows a range of terms that would make units of different sizes affordable to 
deciles 4 through 7.  All of these proposed terms assume a 20% down payment. Further details 
of the affordability calculations and scenarios can be found in Section III.  

140. The bank will acquire the funds for these mortgages through EDAF at a favorable rate. 
The specific design and terms of this mortgage product will be further elaborated during the 
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implementation phase. The rates and tenors shown below represent the highest interest rate 
within a reasonable tenor that the upper deciles in each area can support. 

Table 60. Potential Financing Terms for Affordable Housing 
Size of Unit – Location Loan Tenor (years) Interest Rate (%) 

36 sqm - City 25 7.5% 
54 sqm - City 30 7% 
36 sqm - Byankhoshuu 20 8% 
50 sqm – Byankhoshuu 30 9% 
36 sqm – Selbe 25 9.5% 
50 sqm – Selbe 30 7.5% 

 

Eligibility Criteria for Access 

141. Access to the Affordable Housing and the AHURP-A mortgage will be restricted to 
households with a monthly income below 1.4million MNT, equivalent to the 7th decile at a UB 
city level. As long as an income-qualified household has the financial means to support the 
monthly payment on the mortgage, or to purchase the unit outright, they will be allowed to do 
so. Households residing within the project perimeters will be granted priority access to these 
units. Once all interested and eligible households within the project area have contracted to 
purchase a particular unit, the remaining units will be available on the open market to income-
qualified buyers. 

4. Social Housing 

I. Description of Social Rate Housing  

142. In order to provide for the lowest income households a social rental program will need 
to be established. The 15% of units designated as “Social Housing” will be developed, owned, 
and managed by a single landlord, MUB / NOSK. By establishing a social landlord for the long-
term ownership and management of these units it is possible to further reduce the monthly 
payments for households as such a landlord would only need to recover the costs of their own 
financing plus a nominal management fee, and could arrange for a longer period over which 
to pay back their financing costs, thus lowering the monthly payment required of tenants.  As 
of the time of this feasibility study the cost of construction on these units is assumed to be 
$320/sqm. These units will be a mix of typologies, all of which are approximately 35sqm in 
size. 

143. With these terms in consideration we were able to establish rental conditions that 
would make a 35 sqm unit affordable to decile 3 at the city-wide income scale with the 
equivalent of financing equal to a 5% interest rate over 25 years. At this stage, FGDs with non-
plot owners on the proposed rental price for the social housing units have shown a high 
interest and satisfaction rate (see above). However, in order to reach the lowest income 
households in the project areas, even with these minimal financing terms, the units would 
need to be reduced well below 35sqm in size, a condition that has been determined to be an 
unacceptable size for construction. Further negotiations will need to be held with the city on 
how to address the needs of deciles 1 and 2 through additional subsidies. In any case, a 
condition for the project is that the rental price of the social housing units will be adapted to 
the income of the impacted very poor households, and that MUB will bridge the gap. 
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II. Options for Access 

Rental 

144. Households who income-qualify for the Social Housing can enter into a lease-contract 
with the MUB for their units. Households that hold Compensation Coupons may exchange 
them for a number of months rent equivalent to the value of the coupon. The specifics of the 
lease arrangements will be determined in collaboration with the MUB during implementation 
of the project. 

Rent-to-own 

145. Households who income-qualify for the Social Housing, and wish to eventually own 
their unit, will be able to enter into a rent-to-own contract with the MUB. In such a case the 
household will provide an initial deposit on the unit, and pay a monthly rent, a portion of which 
will be credited toward the eventual purchase of the unit. The specifics of the rent-to-own 
program will be developed in collaboration with the MUB during the implementation phase, 
based on international standards and examples for rent-to-own programs. 

Eligibility for Access 

146. Access to the Social Housing units will be restricted to households with a monthly 
income below 740,000 MNT, equivalent to the 3rd decile at a UB city level. As long as an 
income-qualified household has the financial means to support the monthly rental payments 
they will be allowed access to a unit based on perpetual rental, or rent-to-own as they choose. 
Households residing within the project perimeters will be granted priority access to these units. 
Once all interested and eligible households within the project area have signed a rental or 
rent-to-own contract for a particular unit, the remaining units will be available on the open 
market to income-qualified tenants. 

 

IX. ELIGIBILITY AND ENTITLEMENTS  

147. Although resettlement is voluntary nature, this VLSP still follows the ADB SPS policies 
and principles, i.e., avoid, if not minimize impacts; and improve the standard of living of the 
beneficiaries especially the poor and other vulnerable groups. Meaningful consultation is also 
central to this Project as it enables the Project to incorporate all relevant views of the 
communities and other stakeholders into the decision-making process, mitigation measures, 
development benefits, and opportunities.   

148. The developments within the AHURP will fall under the urban redevelopment activities. 
The Legal and Regulatory Framework of Mongolia on urban redevelopment includes the 
following: 

 Law of Mongolia on Urban Redevelopment – defines the legal framework for the 
redevelopment of the built-up and public areas, demolishing and rebuilding of deteriorated 
buildings, ger area land readjustment and ger area redevelopment; 

 Law of Mongolia on Urban Development – Defines legal framework for human 
settlement, regional development, urban areas and settlements development and the 
relationships between the state, private sector and individuals, and their duties and 
responsibilities concerning the urban development: 
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 Regulations on (i) ger area land readjustment and (ii) compensation for urban 
redevelopment activities under the Law of Mongolia on Urban Redevelopment were drafted 
by the MCUD and sent to the Cabinet and MUB for comments on 15 Dec 2017 and 1 Dec 
2017, respectively. Once these regulations will be approved by the Cabinet, AHURP will be 
need to consider them in its implementation. 

149. Cut-off Date of Eligibility. The land and asset valuations and preliminary agreement 
with land owners during the project preparation stage are considered informal and were used 
for financial calculations and preliminary discussions with residents. In line with ADB SPS, it 
has been agreed that the cut-off date for identification of all categories of beneficiaries: (i) land 
tenure holders (owners, possessors, users) and (ii) non-land owners (residing without 
payments and renters) and their entitlements is the date of public announcement of the project 
implementation. The public announcement of the project implementation shall be organized 
through public meetings for the beneficiary households and at the meeting the cut-off date 
shall be announced. 

150. Those considered ineligible are those households who settle down in the project area, 
or build houses on their plots, or make improvements (other than necessary to conduct normal 
way of living such as repair of leaking rooftops, broken windows, heating facilities etc.) to their 
structures or on their plots, or subdivide their plots, etc. after the cut-off date.  

151. Eligible Households. Under the voluntary land swapping mechanism, the 
entitlements and support needed per households, both land owners and non-land owners, 
vary based on parameters such as size of the land area, size and quality of structures on the 
land plot..  For example, the plot owner will automatically be eligible to swap their land for an 
apartment unit based on the land valuation scheme (see Section Chapter V and figure 2); and 
they can have easy access to loans if they have a stable source of income or other sources 
of collateral. However, there may be cases that the plot owner is willing to participate but they 
belong to the vulnerable group, therefore, provision of special assistance and have to be 
determined and formalized by NOSK and PMO.  

152. For non-land owners such as relatives or non-relatives residing for free in the same 
house or in a detached house (or renters) or on the land plot in a ger may not have access to 
loans or even the proposed rental scheme because they are poor or due to their vulnerability. 
As described in the earlier sections, a number of relatives/non-relatives residing for free might 
belong to poor households.   

153. Since the overall objective of the project is to improve the standard of living of 
households, a number of options and rehabilitation support are described below.  

 Loss of Structures. This applies to non-land owners (residing for free or renters) who 
constructed their own house and has prior “cut-off date arrangements” with land owner that 
the house built is owned by the non-land owner. The structure will not be included in the land 
valuation scheme.  Compensation for structures will be at replacement cost which is 
equivalent to the market value of materials and cost of labor without deduction for depreciation 
and salvageable materials. All salvageable materials will be kept by the structure owners.  

 Impacts During Transition for both Plot and Non-Plot Owners The contractors will 
ensure that no disturbance will occur during construction of housing units. During the feasibility 
study, it was determined that the housing units will be built on existing vacant spaces of the 
project ger areas. Thus while the housing units are being built, no households need to relocate 



 

Working Draft. For Discussion (January 2018) 

to other places. However, in the event that households have to be relocated temporarily, the 
contractor will offer the following arrangements during the transition period regardless of land 
tenure status (this means for the land tenure holders – land owners, possessors, users, and 
non-plot owners such as renters and those residents who live on the plot and/or in the houses 
of free of charge), i.e. for the period starting from relocation until moving in to the new housing: 

a) Temporary housing within or adjacent to the project site based on agreement with the 
landowners in these sites. The contractor will pay the land/house owners market rate rental 
fee.  

b) Temporary housing in one of the MUB’s rental and/or temporary housing units. The 
costs of the temporary housing will be paid by the contractor directly to the MUB. 

c) Provision of rental allowances by the contractors equivalent to market rate rental fees 
for similar properties. 

d) Provision of costs for relocation. 

Arrangements for Renters of businesses 

a) Temporary facilities to run their businesses within or adjacent to the project site based 
on agreement with the landowners in these sites. The contractor will pay the land/facilities 
owners market rate rental fee. 

b) Temporary facilities to run their businesses in a site in UB agreed by the affected 
businesses and the contractor. The costs of the temporary business facilities will be paid by 
the contractor to the affected entity. 

c)  Provision of rental allowances by the contractors equivalent to market rate rental fees 
for similar business facilities as agreed by the businesses and contractors. 

d) Provision of costs for relocation. 

 Loss of Livelihood for Non-Plot Owners. 

The income and livelihood support measures described in the part C: of Chapter VII: Poverty 
and Vulnerability 

154. Vulnerable Households. Vulnerable households (plot owners and non-plot owners) 
are defined as those who are poor households (income below minimum subsistence level) 
and either or combined the following: (i) female-headed households (i.e., households run or 
managed by women); (ii) household with 1 or more disabled member; and (iii) elderly headed 
household. The indicators of vulnerability have to be clearly defined and the vulnerable 
households will have to be identified during project implementation.  

155. The type of special assistance for vulnerable households, whether they are plot or non-
plot owners, renters or relatives or non-relatives of the plot owners, are as follows: 

 Provision of labor and skills development, vocational trainings and retraining for 
employment and finding employment (See details in part C of Chapter VII: Poverty and 
Vulnerability) 

 During transition, they will be given priority in shifting to temporary accommodation 
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 Facilitation of vulnerable families to manage monetary compensation and assistance 
received  

 Cash grant at minimum subsistence level for the period when the member(s) of the 
household receives skills development, vocational training or retraining and provided job from 
MUB to support their livelihood and pay for rental or rent-to-own payments.  

X. PARTICIPATION, CONSULTATION AND INFORMATION DISCLOSURE 

156. In ADB, participation encompasses four main approaches: information generation and 
sharing, consultation, collaboration and partnership. These cover a range of relationships in 
which different parties’ level of initiative and activity vary. A participation plan involves 
systematically deciding which stakeholders to engage, how and when throughout the project 
cycle.37 Participation plans build on stakeholder analyses which guide the choice of groups to 
engage.  

157. A Consultation and Participation Plan (CPP) including a Stakeholder Analysis and 
Mapping has been prepared under this project. The CPP considers the following phases of 
stakeholders’ participation throughout 3 stages of project implementation which are project 
commencement, design and implementation stages:  

 Phase 1 for building a consensus and cooperation with affected communities on land 
swap and resettlement scheme  
 Phase 2 for building a consensus and cooperation with the project key stakeholders 
preferably communities, municipal and government organizations on the final block 
development plans, and detailed designs of proposed houses and infrastructure 
 Phase 3 to cooperate with key project stakeholders for the implementation of block 
development plans as per the work schedule 

158. Below are detailed the results of the first phase in the core component of the project 

A. Consultation and Participation Process and Outcomes as per the CPAP phases 

1. CPAP Phase 1 

a. Objectives and Scope of CPP Phase 1 

159. The Phase 1 aims at building the communities’ consensus and cooperation on land 
valuation method and initial results for land swap, LAR implementation approaches, plans and 
implementation for AHURP. The target stakeholders will be affected plot owners, other 
residents, local business establishments and khoroo officials from the selected areas. 

160. At this phase following activities are done: 
 Land and assets valuation  
 Individual and group consultation and negotiation with plot owners and other residents 
on the assets valuation and potential rate of tradeoff between land and apartment  
 Issuance of certificate or coupons to affected plot owners and other households for 
land and property swap to apartment  
 Work and agree with the affected communities on the implementation work schedule 
for housing development 

                                                 
37 Strengthening Participation for Development Results, An ADB Guide to Participation, 2012  
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161. Expected outputs are: 
 Land and Assets’ Valuation Report 
 Guidelines for Individual/Group consultation and negotiation with the plot and assets 
owners 
 Report of Individual consultations and negotiations with plot owners and other 
residents on the assets valuation 
 Certificate or coupon of the reached agreement between plot owners/ residents and 
PMO/ MUB  

162. Key issues and documents / information discussed and shared are: 
 Information package including PPT, brochures and posters for public dissemination is 
required to be developed by the consultants in charge but shared with the PMO, other 
consultancy services and ADB for their agreement and contribution. 
 Land and assets valuation methodology shall be developed by the consultants in 
charge but shared with the PMO and consultancy teams and ADB for their agreement and 
contribution. 
 Method of negotiation and documentation on land swap shall be developed and agreed 
within the PMO and consultancy teams and ADB. 

163. The phase 1 is implemented for 2 months after the project area identification 
commencement date.  

b. Expected Challenges/Risks and Mitigation Strategies 

Expected Challenges/Risks Mitigation Strategies 
Khoroo and Kheseg leaders 
don’t cooperate 

Have meetings with respective districts, Khoroo and Kheseg 
leaders as required and explain the project purpose and 
concept and reach in cooperation agreement 

Survey takes longer than 
planned due to the absence of 
the plot owners 

-Mobilize human resources as required 
- Communicate with plot owners getting help of administrative 
organizations 

Plot owners and resident don’t 
cooperate and spread of 
negative rumors  

-Improve information dissemination on the project in selected 
areas  
--Visit particular plots which have issues and explain the project 
to reach an agreement and cooperation with the plot owners 

Residents don’t agree with the 
results of assets valuation 

-Visit particular plots which were not present during the 
consultations and explain the project and get the feedback of 
the plot owners 
-Continue individual HH’s negotiating until reaching an 
agreement  

There are plots and assets put 
as loan collaterals in the 
commercial banks 

Based on the cases uncovered during the socio-economic 
survey and census incorporate measures for losses that 
affected persons may incur due to early termination of their 
obligations to third parties, etc. 

 

c. Consultation and Participation Action Plan under Phase 1 

 
Activity (what 
shall be done) 

Actions (how specific 
actions) 

Who 
(Responsible 

parties) 

When 
(Timing  

or 
Periodicity) 

Required resources 
/ information 

Land and 
assets valuation  

PMO to recruit Assets 
Valuation team and 
agree on the 
methodology and tasks 
Assets valuation team to: 
 Conduct assets 
survey on site 

 PMO 
 Assets 
Valuation Team 
 

1 month  Cadastral 
and Topographic 
Maps of the target 
areas 
 Reports of 
preliminary land and 
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 Compilation and 
analysis of survey data 
 Prepare Reports 
of Assets Valuation 
 Document the 
process and share with 
ADB team for review and 
endorsement 
 

assets valuation 
during the PPTA 

Individual 
consultation and 
negotiation with 
plot owners and 
other residents 
on the assets 
valuation and 
potential rate of 
tradeoff 
between land 
and apartment  

PMO to prepare :  
o Final valuation 
document per plot and 
assets owner 
o Proposal of 
exchange rate per m2 
between apartment types 
and land 
o Conduct 
individual or group 
negotiation and agree 
with the affected plot and 
assets owners on the 
value of land assets and 
m2 of one of the 
proposed types of 
apartments 
o Document the 
process and share with 
ADB team for review and 
endorsement 

 PMO 
 Land 
and Assets 
Valuation Team 
 Consult
ancy service for 
Community 
Engagement 

1 month  Respective 
Maps 
 Valuation 
Amount 
 Development 
Project Plans 
 Notary 

Issuance of 
certificate or 
coupons to 
affected plot 
owners and 
other 
households for 
land and 
property swap 
to apartment  
 

 PMO to prepare: 
o Guidelines for 
issuance and use of 
Certificate or Coupons 
o Certificate or 
Coupons  Template 
 PMO to issue 
and hand over to plot and 
assets owners the 
Certificate or Coupons 
for documentation of 
exchange of land and 
apartment 
 Document the 
process and share with 
ADB team for review and 
endorsement 

 PMO 
 Land 
and Assets 
Valuation team 
 Consult
ancy service for 
Community 
Engagement 
Legal Expert 

1 month  Valuation 
Amount 
 Development 
Project Plans 
 Notary 
 Legal Advisor 

Work and agree 
with the affected 
communities on 
the 
implementation 
work schedule 
for housing 
development 
 

 Prepare a draft 
construction work 
schedule  
 Conduct 
community consultations 
with affected plot owners, 
and agree on the 
construction work 
schedule 
 

 PMO 
 Consult
ancy Service for 
Detailed Design 
Development 
 Consult
ancy service for 
Community 
Engagement  

1 month   
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d. Outcomes in Bayankoshuu  

164. The team in charge of Bayankhoshuu Sub-center strived to disseminate information 
on AHURP from 24 March to 25 April 2017 to all households within the selected block. During 
this period they conducted in total 17 meetings with participation of 300 residents from about 
250 khashaas. AHURP consultative meetings were convened in total seventeen rounds, each 
time am one specific hour. Hence, the residents were able to get information regularly at 
specific hour. In case if a resident could not fully understand, then he or she brought family 
members. Moreover, information on ADB’s ongoing project was provided in parallel during the 
consultative meetings. 

165. For each meeting the attendance was recorded and indicated on the map day by day. 
Every meeting were held at one specific time; hence, it was easily memorized by the residents 
and made it convenient for them to choose a day more affordable for them. Upon every 
meeting it was defined which khashaa and which household did not attend the meeting; and 
which khashaa has attended how many times. Then it was identified which khashaas need to 
be involved in the next rounds of meetings and joined the efforts with the residents. Those 
households who were not able to come personally were visited for information dissemination 
and announcement.  

166. The residents understood that the neighbors and communities shall jointly participate 
in the project.  

167. The residents, who became informed and obtained thorough understanding about the 
project called for others, voluntarily helped in disseminating the information to their neighbors 
and neighborhood, and were influencing to each other.  

168. Minutes of meeting was recorded for each meeting and all the questions raised by the 
residents and answers provided have been recorded. Indications were done using the map, 
which is readable and easy to understand for everyone.  

Figure 10. Outcomes in Bayankoshuu 
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e. Outcomes in Selbe  

169. Within the framework of the AHURP’s Feasibility Study CPP Phase 1 the consultative 
meetings have been conducted in four phases starting from 23 March 2017 for the purpose of 
extending project related information to and building consensus among the land owners and 
residents of the selected blocks. The residents were invited through the Kheseg Coordinators. 
Compare to other meetings the residents participated more actively. In Chingeltei and 
Sukhbaatar Districts respectively four and five sub-blocks were defined. The meetings have 
been conducted block by block. In total thirteen meetings were held. There were several cases 
to hold individual meetings with residents who were not able to or did not attend the meetings 
at their homes, offices, some times in the street by making appointment. 

170. The households understood that they must jointly participate in the project. The 
residents, who became informed and obtained thorough understanding about the project 
called for others, voluntarily helped in disseminating the information to their neighbors and 
neighborhood, and were influencing to each other.  

171. The majority of the households within the selected block signed the consensus sheet.  

Figure 11. Outcomes in Bayankoshuu 
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2. CPAP Phase 2 

a. Objectives and Scope of CPP Phase 2 

172. The Phase 2 aims at building a consensus and cooperation with project stakeholders 
including communities and MUB organizations on the primary block development plans at the 
target areas, and detailed designs of proposed houses and infrastructure.  

173. The target stakeholders will be the plot owners, residents and business establishments 
of the blocks as per the predefined subdivisions of the blocks in the selected areas and MUB 
organizations who are involved in approval processing of the respective designs and plans. 

174. At this phase following activities will be done: 
 A Block Development Council established during the PPTA shall be reactivated with 
its leader and deputy leader and each plot owners shall be organized into the Block 
Development Council or Organization as per the area relevance 
 A Technical Working Group needs to be established under MUB with leadership of 
City Mayor and membership of all municipal and government organizations who are involved 
in approval processing of the respective designs and plans. 
 3 rounds of block consultations to be organized with facilitation of the respective 
consultants for consensus building and integration of communities’ special needs including 
women, elderly, disabled and children for a) a particular block development layout plan, b) 
detailed designs of respective houses, and c) detailed designs of roads, infrastructure and 
public spaces 
 Series of meetings of the Technical Support Working Group for finalization of the 
designs and plans to be conducted as required 

175. Expected outputs: 

 Block Development Councils are reactivated and functioning 
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 At least 80% of plot owners of a block consulted for the development of a) a particular 
block development layout plan, b) detailed designs of respective houses, and c) detailed 
designs of roads, infrastructure and public spaces 
 Final layout of development plans and detailed designs integrated needs of women, 
elderly, disabled and children and agreed with at least 80% of the block plot owners  
 Respective municipal and government organizations consulted from the start of the 
design development and supported the approval process 

176. Key issues and documents/ information to be discussed and shared: 
 Information or message package for block HHs consultations to be developed by the 
consultants in charge and shared with the team and ADB for their agreement and contribution 
 Final plans and designs required to be developed in line with the AHURP concept and 
design by the consultants in charge and integrated with the communities needs identified 
during the community consultations 
 Final designs and plans required to be shared as earlier as possible with the respective 
municipal and government organizations for their cooperation and support in design approval 
process 
 Minutes of consultations to be documented and shared with ADB and stakeholders 

177. Timeframe: this phase is expected to be implemented for 12 months.  

 

b. Expected Challenges/Risks and Mitigation Strategies 

Expected Challenges/Risks Mitigation Strategies 
Khoroo and Kheseg leaders don’t 
cooperate 

Have meetings with respective districts, Khoroo and Kheseg 
leaders as required and explain the project purpose and 
concept and reach in cooperation agreement 

Community Consultation takes 
longer than planned 

-Improve information dissemination on the project in 
selected areas  
-Visit particular plots which were not present during the 
consultations and explain the project and get the feedback 
of the plot owners 

Consultations for consensus 
building with Project Stakeholders 
take longer than planned 

Through membership of the Technical Support Working 
Group, engage the project stakeholders in the design 
development process as earlier as possible and keep them 
updated regularly on the progresses and changes 
-Have weekly meetings with particular stakeholders as 
needed 

Elections can cause a delay  Have meetings with respective districts, Khoroo and Kheseg 
leaders  and residents as required and explain the project 
purpose and concept and reach in cooperation agreement 

 

1. Consultation Participation Action Plan under Phase 2 

Activity 
(what shall 
be done) 

Actions (how; 
specific actions) 

Who (Responsible 
parties) 

When 
(Timing  
or 
Periodicity) 

Required 
resources/information 

A Block 
Development 
Council shall 
be 
established 
with its 
leader and 
deputy 

 Start 
community 
mobilization and 
organization with 
residents of each of 
sub blocks through 
different scales of 

 PMO 
 Consultancy 
Service for 
Community 
Engagement 
 

  PPT with 
general information 
about the community 
mobilization and 
organization, purpose 
of CBO  
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leader and 
each plot 
owners  shall 
be organized 
into the Block 
Development 
Council or 
Organization 
as per the 
area 
relevance 

meetings as 
required 
 Facilitate 
sub block residents 
to establish a 
primary group and 
elect a leader and a 
secretary through 
series of meetings 
as required 
 Community 
Mobilization team 
to facilitate block 
residents to 
establish a Block 
Development 
Council (BDC) and 
elect a leader and 
deputy leader 
 Document 
the process and 
share with PPTA 
and ADB team for 
information and 
review  

 Project 
Introduction Package 
 Khoroo officials 
and kheseg leaders to 
help with the process 
 Venue for 
consultations 
 LCD  
 Projector 
 Laptop 
 Communication 
cost 
 Transport to the 
project sites 
 Stationeries 
including paper and 
flipcharts required for 
the consultations and 
meetings 
Refreshments during 
the consultations as 
required 
 

Block 
consultations 
on the 
particular 
block 
development 
plans to be 
organized 
with 
facilitation of 
the 
respective 
consultants 

 PMO to 
develop and agree 
on the preliminary 
block development 
plans in line with 
the project concept 
and overall plans 
for the target areas  
 Community 
Mobilization team 
to organize, 
organize block 
community 
consultations with 
facilitation of BDC 
for the block 
development plan. 
The preliminary 
plans to be used as 
an alternative 
development plan 
 Document 
the process and 
share with PPTA 
and ADB team for 
information and 
review 

PMO: 
 Community 
Mobilization team 
 

   Information 
package with project 
concept, overall layout 
of the redevelopment 
plans 
 Existing 
settlement maps 
 City Master 
Plan 
 Ongoing 
development 
programmes mapping 
 Block 
Subdivision Maps 
 Khoroo officials 
and kheseg leaders to 
help with the process 
 Venue for 
consultations 
 LCD  
 Projector 
 Laptop 
 Communication 
cost 
 Transport to the 
project sites 
 Stationeries 
including paper and 
flipcharts required for 
the consultations and 
meetings 
 Refreshments 
during the consultations 
as required 
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Facilitate and 
guide the 
block 
residents in 
consensus 
building on 
the final 
designs of 
the 
development 

 Continue 
facilitating the sub 
block consultations 
until the 
communities come 
up with final option 
of the sub block 
layout plan 
 Finalize 
with help of BDC 
the final layout plan 
of a sub block 
agreed among the 
80% of households  
 Document 
the community 
consultations, 
feedback and 
constraints and 
agreed final layout 
plans and share 
within the PMO and 
ADB for their 
review reflection 
into the final 
designs of the area 
redevelopment 

PMO: 
 Community 
Mobilization Team  

  Information 
package with project 
concept, overall layout 
of the redevelopment 
plans 
 Existing 
settlement maps 
 City Master 
Plan 
 Ongoing 
development 
programmes mapping 
 Block 
Subdivision Maps 
 Preliminary 
block development 
plans 
 Khoroo officials 
and kheseg leaders to 
help with the process 
 Venue for 
consultations 
 LCD  
 Projector 
 Laptop 
 Communication 
cost 
 Transport to the 
project sites 
 Stationeries 
including paper and 
flipcharts required for 
the consultations and 
meetings 
 Refreshments 
during the consultations 
as required  

 

c. Outputs in Selbe 

178. Total 12 community consultations and over 30 individual interviews have been 
conducted under the PPTA from end of June 2017 to end of October 2017 in Selbe East (SE) 
and Bayankhoshuu West (BW) areas and attended by 92.3% and 92.6% of total plot owners 
of SE and BW respectively. 84.5% (SE) and 90.5% (BW) of consulted plots have confirmed 
their acceptance of the valuation methodology and results with their signatures. Communities’ 
responses to the proposed land and assets valuation methodology were positive and they 
have been requesting during the consultations to start the project as soon as possible so they 
would be able to improve their housing and living conditions right away.  
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Figure 12. Outcomes in Bayankoshuu 

 
 

d. Outputs in Bayankhoshuu 

179. 50,7% (SE) and 35% (BW) of plot owners who accepted the valuation methodology 
are fully satisfied with the preliminary valuation results distributed to them. The rest of them 
have requested minor modifications in the valuation reports which need to be addressed 
during the detailed design phase of the project implementation.  

180. 9.5% (SE) and 4.7% (BW) of consulted plots responded that they don’t want to 
participate in the project. Team has interviewed those who don’t want to participate in the 
project to explore the reason. Dominant were responded that they want to sell the land for 
cash and move out.  
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Figure 13. Outcomes in Bayankoshuu 

 
 

3. CPAP Phase 3 

a. Objectives and Scope of CPP Phase 3 

181. The Phase 3 aims at ensuring the project stakeholders’ cooperation for the 
implementation of project per the project milestones and work schedule. The target 
stakeholders will be the beneficiary communities and CBOs, respective municipal and 
government organizations, private developers and financial institutions.  

182. At this phase following activities will be done: 

 Continue with community mobilization and organization and capacity building activities 
for beneficiary communities 
 Continue with consultation and engagement with target beneficiaries and other 
stakeholder groups as per the milestones of the project implementation 
 

183. Expected Outputs 
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 Block Development Councils are functioning 
 Respective municipal and government organizations are informed regularly on the 
redevelopment approach tested under the project and supportive 
 Intuitional Framework for the selected urban redevelopment and affordable housing 
mechanisms formulated 
 Service providers are trained and improved institutionally and technically communities 
Capacity Building of the stakeholders including 
 Policy forums organized at ministerial and municipal levels and introduced the tested 
ger area redevelopment approach  
 Key issues and documents/ information to be discussed and shared  
 IEC materials on HIV/AIDS and other communicable diseases, labor standards and 
safety measures and road safety for stakeholders consultations to be developed by the 
consultants in charge and shared with ADB for their agreement and contribution 
 Good practices and lessons learned from the project implementation to be 
documented and shared with stakeholders for their future application 
 Progress reports on project implementation  
 Action plan for pilot implementation of Home Owners Association 
 Assessment report on status of environmental and social mitigation measures, 
grievance redress mechanisms, labor standards 

184. Timeframe: this phase is expected to be implemented for 24 months.  

b. Expected Challenges/Risks and Mitigation Strategies 

Expected Challenges/Risks Mitigation Strategies 
Khoroo and Kheseg leaders don’t cooperate Have meetings with respective districts, Khoroo 

and Kheseg leaders as required and reach in 
cooperation agreement 

Community Consultation takes longer than 
planned 

-Improve information dissemination on the project 
in selected areas  
-Visit particular plots which were not present during 
the consultations and explain the project and get 
the feedback of the plot owners 

Consultations for consensus building with 
Project Stakeholders take longer than 
planned 

- Through membership of the Technical Support 
Working Group, engage the project stakeholders 
and keep them updated regularly on the 
progresses and changes 
-Have weekly meetings with particular stakeholders 
as needed 

Construction takes longer than planned -Have weekly meeting with contractor, find out the 
problems and  support them to expedite the 
process 

Plot and assets owners are not happy with 
the quality of construction process and the 
houses being built by the contractors 

-Have weekly meeting with contractor, find out the 
problems and  support them to improve the work 
-Have participatory monitoring during the 
construction and report back to the beneficaries 

c. Consultation and Participation Action Plan under Phase 3 

Activity 
(what shall 
be done) 

Actions (how; 
specific actions) 

Who (Responsible 
parties) 

When 
(Timing  

or 
Periodicity) 

Required 
resources/information 

Continue 
with 
community 

 Continue 
with community 
mobilization and 

 PMO 
 Consultancy 
Service for 

Until the 
end of the 
project 

 PPT with 
general information 
about the community 
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mobilization 
and 
organization 
and capacity 
building 
activities  

organization with 
residents of each 
of sub blocks 
through different 
scales of meetings 
as required 
 Facilitate 
BDC to establish a 
Home Owners 
Association 
through series of 
meetings as 
required 
 Document 
the process and 
share with PPTA 
and ADB team for 
information and 
review  

Community 
Engagement 
 

mobilization and 
organization, purpose 
of CBO  
 Project 
Introduction Package 
 Khoroo officials 
and kheseg leaders to 
help with the process 
 Venue for 
consultations 
 LCD  
 Projector 
 Laptop 
 Communication 
cost 
 Transport to the 
project sites 
 Stationeries 
including paper and 
flipcharts required for 
the consultations and 
meetings 
 Refreshments 
during the consultations 
as required 
 

Continue 
with 
consultation 
and 
engagement 
with target 
beneficiaries 
and other 
stakeholder 
groups 

Conduct series of 
consultations with 
beneficiary 
communities and 
city organizations 
on following: 
 Progress 
of implementation 
 Civil works 
schedule  
 Project 
impacts and 
mitigating 
measures 
 Pilot 
implementation of 
Home Owners’ 
Association 
 Monitoring 
of environmental 
and social 
mitigation 
measures 
 Grievance 
redress system 
 IEC on 
sanitation, 
 hygiene, 
water 
conservation, non-
pollutive heating 
facilities  
 IEC on 
HIV/AIDS and 

 PMO 
 Developers 
 Consultancy 
Services in charge 
of  monitoring of 
environmental and 
social mitigation 
measures 
  
 Consultancy 
Service for 
Community 
Engagement 
 Other 
Consultancy 
Services as per the 
relevance 

 PPT with 
specific information 
about the subject of the 
consultation 
 Venue for 
consultations 
 LCD  
 Projector 
 Laptop 
 Communication 
cost 
 Transportation 
cost 
 Stationeries 
including paper and 
flipcharts required for 
the consultations and 
meetings 
 Refreshments 
during the consultations 
as required 
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other 
communicable 
diseases, labor 
standards and 
safety measures 
and road safety 

 
 

B. Potential Issues and Proposed Solutions 

185. There remains a number of issues that must be clarified during the final valuation is 
carried out for the AHURP. Below are some of the primary points for which answers are still 
required.   

186. Multiple owners on a single certificate - For the purposes of obtaining loans, 
employment, mortgages or other financial services, it is relatively common to have multiple 
owners listed on the ownership certificates for both land and property. As part of the project 
design, owners cannot be compensated individually but rather as a group in relation to the 
total value of the khashaa, its assets and any linked businesses. It will up to the different 
owners to come to an agreement as to what arrangements they wish to pursue for the new 
apartment and inform the implementation team of that choice.  

187. Minimal size of apartment – For the core subproject, the housing program and the 
financial feasibility have been developed so that all khashaa landlords would receive a 
minimum of 35 sqms irrespective of the actual aggregate value of their khashaa and assets. 
The delta between what the landlords can contribute and the cost of providing 35 sqms of 
livable space is integrated in the financial feasibility of the project. In order to prevent landlords 
administratively splitting off the land into multiple parcels in order so that each plot may receive 
a 35 sqm apartment, the cadastral records of 2017 will be used when final valuations are 
carried out in 2019. This was explained in the community meetings held by the team at the 
end of June 2017. However, transfer of the whole land parcels will be allowed. 

188. Different land / asset / business owners - For a number of khashaas (17 in 
Bayankhoshuu, 11 in Selbe East) the owners of the land are different to the owners of the 
assets or even the operators of the business. While in a majority of cases the various owners 
are related, this never-the-less leads to a considerable conundrum since compensation levels 
are calculated at an aggregate khashaa level. The sum of its parts is equal a number of square 
meters, that would be proportionally divided for each element individually. If the various owners 
cannot come to an agreement amongst themselves, the landowner would receive in any case 
the minimum 35 sqm apartment or number of sqm equivalent to his coupon, and the others 
will be given the opportunity to use the compensation amount as a deposit towards the 
mortgage of an apartment of a size they can afford.  

189. Financial feasibility of the project? - A clear risk of such on-mass valuation exercises 
for large scale land redevelopment is that it will inevitably attract speculators and individuals 
who will try to take advantage of flaws in the system. The very public (and often political) 
nature of the projects which have been under planning for a number of years and therefore 
include regular community workshops and consultations, surveying, presentation etc... have 
already led to high expectations within the community and thus market distortions which 
impact the comparable market data as well as the willingness of the community to swap their 



 

Working Draft. For Discussion (January 2018) 

khashaa for built property (or the amount thereof). It can be argued that speculation, both 
internal and external have already taken place and are priced in the comparable values.  

190. Establish a transaction freeze or using past mapping exercises would be i) legally 
complex ii) politically unpopular iii) social unfair since it is uncertain when the AHURP will be 
implemented iv) be detrimental to businesses within the freeze zone who cannot just remain 
static while the competition is free to continue expanding and v) be complex to implement 
since constructions and transactions are continually ongoing. This can happen only after the 
project is approved and when the project starts. 

191. In order to maximize the compensation value to landlords, very little margin has been 
left to developers to negotiate and allow for unforeseen expenses. While this is of course 
beneficial to all parties if the project goes as planned, there are fears that now that landlords 
have been explained the system in detail and that they have a two-year period prior to final 
valuations, they may be able to “game” the system in order to obtain higher valuations at the 
time of the implementation process. During the community meetings and in the explanations 
provided along with the individual valuation report, it has been made clear that the project is 
operating at its maximal compensation values and any attempts to artificially boost 
compensation values may result in the financial feasibility of the project on that particular sub-
block no longer being viable, thus forcing the private sector developers to explore moving the 
project to a different area of the ger districts altogether. This would be highly detrimental to the 
community who would lose the significant financial benefits linked to the development of this 
project. 

192. Valuations exclude debts and liabilities - All current valuations do not take into 
account any debt or liabilities that may be held by the landlord and for which the property is 
pledged either to a bank or a non-banking financial institution. This is indicated on an individual 
khashaa basis on the socio-economic surveys but does not impact the valuation itself. It is 
expected that the banks or NBFI’s that hold the pledge will agree to swap the collateral of the 
land for that of the property.  

193. Larger property = higher taxes and costs - While the focus of the AHURP team is 
very much focused on maximizing the compensation amount that landowners can get, some 
consideration must be given to the potential tax and cost (operation & maintenance, 
Homeowner’s Association + utilities) burden this may place on residents that may today be 
asset rich but cash poor. There are as of July 2017 very few taxes applicable on real estate 
and none which are currently enforced but discussions on raising real estate taxes continue 
to surface at the Mongolian Parliament and it expected that by 2020 a range of real estate 
taxes will be introduced. 

 

XI. GRIEVANCE REDRESS MECHANISM 

194. A grievance redress mechanism for AHURP is described in the Annex 13 of the MOU 
for involuntary resettlement framework. 

195. Regarding voluntary land swapping, any complaint from plot owners and non-owners 
must be addressed by the PMO during the consultation and negotiation processes related to 
land valuation and land swapping agreement. In any case, plot owners cannot be forced to 
swap their land, and so all grievances will be redressed by the PMO before signing the land 
swapping agreement. 
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196. The grievance redress mechanism to be set-up for AHURP’s voluntary land swapping 
will be based on the GRM established for USGDIP as it shows a more harmonized approach 
in terms of how the project’s grievance redress mechanism can integrate or use the existing 
practice of MUB’s on grievance handling. 

197. The MUB will establish a Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) for AHURP to support 
the project affected persons on problems arising from land valuation, land swapping and 
associated impacts, and provide means by which the various conflicting stakeholders may be 
consulted and negotiated agreement reached, paying particular attention to the issues of 
vulnerable groups. Project affected persons will be informed and consulted about the detailed 
process of the GRM during the public and individual consultations, interviews and through the 
disseminations of pamphlets on the AHURP and other relevant information.  

198. A sample Grievance Action Form (GAF) will be used as reference and guide in the 
preparation of a more detailed form during implementation to cover the various aspects of land 
swapping mechanism and used in the grievance redress process to log and follow up any 
grievance.  The sample form is presented in Annex 1. The GAF, a copy of which will be 
provided to project affected person, will at minimum contain the following:  

 Basic information about affected entities (name, address, contact number)  
 Date of last disclosure meeting 
 Category of grievance filed (legal, technical/engineering, social, financial)  
 Detailed description of grievance  
 Type of action taken (resolved at the RPIC level or referred to higher 
authorities) 
  

199. As a grievance is addressed, the type of action taken will also be recorded on the GAF, 
in order to document how the grievance was resolved. 

200. The Project Management Office will be the initial recipient of the grievance. It will 
establish a complaint registry system, and will maintain records of all grievances and status 
of resolution. The PMO will make every effort to solve the issues at the early stage with the 
help of the relevant offices/members of the Executing Agency, MUB. 

201. The PMO will harmonize its GRM with MUB’s grievance redress procedures. In parallel 
to the AHURP GRM, the affected persons can lodge their grievances by visiting MUB’s office 
or submitting the grievance by means such as SMS, smart UB application, phone and website. 
Within this system, the grievance recipient of MUB will convey it to PMO through a web portal 
where PMO will be registered and has access to its designated window where the grievances 
are posted. 

202. The GRM process is presented below. The project affected persons shall be actively 
involved in all stages of the grievance redress procedures. 

 Step 1: An aggrieved person shall submit grievances to the relevant specialist of the 
PMO, who will log a complaint in the GAF. Then he/she will contact relevant officials of the 
PMO. The grievance will be presented, addressed and resolved within 1 week within the PMO. 
The PMO specialist will record its deliberations and inform the concerned parties within the 
same week of its findings and recommendations and present these to the PMO management 
and officials for action.  
 Step 2: If the grievance is not resolved within 2 weeks from its lodging, the grievance 
will be submitted to the related districts/divisions/offices of the MUB and its resolution is 
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recommended to the relevant districts/divisions/offices of MUB for approval and action within 
1 more week.  
 Step 3: If still unresolved within another week, the PMO will seek to resolve the issue 
and make recommendations to the Vice Mayor of MUB in charge of the AHURP. The Vice 
Mayor shall initiate action within another week.  
 Step 4: If the preceding stakeholders cannot resolve the grievance, it is referred to the 
courts. Mongolian legislation and the ADB SPS will guide all decisions. 
 

Table 61. Grievance Redress Mechanism  
Steps Actors /Actions Timing 

 
1 

AP lodges grievance with PMO, where the PMO assigns the grievance 
redress to the relevant specialist 

 
1 week 

PMO specialist in charge addresses grievance, informs project affected 
person and proposes resolution with the support of relevant specialist of 
PMOPMO initiates action for resolution 1 week 

If grievance is not resolved 

 
2 

PMO submits grievance to relevant district/division/office of the MUB  
1 week Relevant district/division/office of MUB addresses grievance, informs project 

affected person through PMO and proposes resolution to relevant 
district/division/office of MUB 
Relevant district/division/office of MUB initiates action for resolution with the 
support of PMO 

1 week 

If grievance is not resolved 

 

3 

PMO submits grievance to Vice Mayor in charge of AHURP 1 week 

Vice Mayor addresses grievance and informs project affected person and 
proposes resolution 
Vice Mayor of MUB initiates action for resolution 1 week 

If grievance is not resolved 

4 Grievance is referred to courts Open 

 

203. Importantly, project affected persons will enjoy the right to use the Governmental 
grievance redress procedures in accordance with the Law on Handling Grievances of Citizens 
Addressed to Government Authority and Government Officials, which governs grievance and 
complaints of citizens regarding the decisions and conduct of government authority or officials, 
and access the judicial system, i.e. go to the courts, at any time, if they feel their grievance or 
concern is not being adequately addressed through the project GRM. 

204. With specific regard to land disputes, in accordance with the Land Law (Article 60, 
“Settlement of Land Related Disputes”), these will be settled by the relevant Khoroo Governor. 
Where this is unsuccessful, the dispute shall be settled by a higher level authority, or in court. 
Alternatively, residents may also go directly to the District Land Officer. 

205. If an aggrieved person is still not satisfied and believes they have been harmed due to 
non-compliance with ADB policy and they have made good faith efforts to solve their problems 
by working with the ADB Project Team, they may submit a complaint to ADB’s Office of Special 
Project Facility or Office of Compliance Review in accordance with ADB’s Accountability 
Mechanism. The information on how to make a complaint can be found at internet site 
www.adb.org/site/accountability-mechanism/main. 
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XII. INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS AND IMPLEMENTATION 

A. Project governance 

1.   Project steering committee 

206. A project steering committee, comprising the Vice Minister of Finance (chair) and 
government officials from Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Environment and Tourism, 
Municipality of Ulaanbaatar, Ministry of Construction and Urban Development and 
Development Bank of Mongolia, will be established to oversee the project implementation, 
and provide strategic and policy guidance. It will, among others: 

 Provide the Project Executing Agency and Project Implementation Units with 
the policy guidance to facilitate, complete, and achieve the project objectives 
specified in underlying agreements in a timely manner 

 Provide coordination and cohesiveness within the sector and between 
subsectors to ensure effectiveness and efficiency of project activities; 

 Review and approve the pipeline of subprojects to be prepared,  financed,  and 
implemented;  

 Review and approve project mid-term implementation plan, detailed annual 
implementation plan, as well as procurement and financial plans based on the 
latter; 

 Review and evaluate on a semi-annual basis the implementation of plans and 
related monitoring and evaluation reports, review and evaluate an annual 
project progress assessment report during the meeting to be held in the first 
quarter of the following year, and provide recommendations on remedial 
actions to Project Executing Agency, PMO and PIUs, if required, and oversee 
implementation of such recommendations; and 

 If implementation of recommendations is considered as not satisfactory, advise 
the Project Executing Agency to impose disciplinary measures on responsible 
staff. 

 
2. Executing entity/Implementing Entity 

207. The Municipality of Ulaanbaatar (MUB) is the Executing Entity or Executing Agency 
(EA) and the Implementing Entity or Implementing Agency (IA) where the Project Management 
Office (PMO) is located. The MUB will be responsible for identifying, prioritizing, formulating, 
appraising, approving, and implementing subprojects in accordance with technical, financial, 
and economic appraisal criteria, including social and environmental criteria, agreed with the 
ADB. It will be tasked with:   

 Overall responsibility for program oversight and administration 

 Setting up multimodal coordination committee and follow up the action plan  

 Overseeing implementation of project sector reform  

 Submitting progress reports to the steering committee for decision making 
purposes 

 Preparing the redevelopment sites components/Urban Redevelopment Unit 

 Accountability and responsibility for the proper use of funds in the ADB loans 
and GCF grants advance accounts 

 Endorsing withdrawal applications 
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 Ensuring compliance with project covenants 

 Holding quarterly meetings with the program management office 

 Monitoring cooperation among related official development assistance (ODA)-
funded projects 

 
3. The PMO and PIU for public investment 

208. The MUB PMO will be established under the Governor of the Ulaanbaatar Capital City. 
The MUB PMO will be responsible for the overall implementation of the project, including the 
private sector components managed by the DBM PIU. The DBM PIU will directly report to the 
MUB PMO regarding  project implementation. The MUB PMO will:  

 Perform day-to-day management work during the project preparation, 
implementation and supervision periods 

 Coordinate with all involved parties and government agencies for the project 
implementation 

 Communicate and coordinate with ADB for project management and 
implementation 

 Report project implementation progress and compliance monitoring to ADB 

 Engage project management consulting services 

 Engage external resettlement, environmental and social monitors 

 On behalf of the implementation agencies and their PIUs, review and submit 
bidding documents, bid evaluation reports, and other necessary 
documentations to ADB for necessary approval 

 Submit withdrawal applications to the Ministry of Finance 

 Submit required annual audit reports and financial statements of project account 
to ADB 

 Responsible for the sub components Identification and selection 

 Responsible for community engagement, land valuation and land swapping 
process 

 Responsible for the detail architectural and infrastructure design 

 Responsible for safeguard and due diligence compliance to ADB safeguards 

 Carry-out the procurement for infrastructure, social housing, public space 

 Undertake the construction supervision 

 Undertake the performance audit of the buildings 

 Manage the Green Building Fund 

 
4. NOSK 

209. The NOSK will be the main counterpart MUB organization to support and cooperate 
with the PMO, PIU and private sector on social housing and operation and maintenance. 
NOSK will be responsible for the social housing and management and operation of the 
homeowners association (HA). The NOSK will: 
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 Device appropriate mechanisms to integrate the social and affordable housing 
units in the AHURP development in cooperation with the private sector 

 Device long term rental programs for social and affordable housing, including 
for the most vulnerable households 

 Device rent-to-own program for social and affordable housing, and if necessary, 
including for the most vulnerable households 

 Maintain and operate the social and affordable housing units 

 Operation and management of the HA of the entire housing units developed 
within AHURP 

 Prepare medium term strategy and action plan (5-8 years) to transfer the 
operation and management of the HA the homeowners and private sector. 

5. Khoroo Administration 

210. Khoroo administration, including the kheseg leaders, is the focal point for the 
communication and engagement of the landowners and other beneficiary households in the 
project area. Khoroos will support the MUB PMO, NOSK and project implementation 
consultants to collect the primary and secondary data on the project area and households and 
engage the potential project households in the AHURP. Khoroo administration will:  

 Provide primary and secondary socio-economic data on the project area and its 
residents 

 Support to identify, communicate with and engage with the project area 
residents 

 Provide office space for the HA 

 Support NOSK to operate and manage HA 

 Support PMO and project implementation consultants to maintain continuous 
and meaningful communication and consultation with the project area residents. 

 
6. The Development Bank of Mongolia and PIU for Private Investments and Green 
Banking  

211. A Project Implementation Unit (PIU) will be located at the Development Bank of 
Mongolia under its Asset Management Company to manage the EDAF (Eco-district 
Development and Green Affordable Housing Fund). More specifically it will: 

 Develop, and secure approval from the Project Steering Committee for, the 
guidelines, criteria, and procedures to be followed by participating commercial 
banks in accessing, and using loan proceeds from, the EDAF  

 Conduct briefings for commercial banks, developers and the targeted 
household beneficiaries on the project and EDAF’s policies and procedures 

 In coordination with the MUB PMO, conduct preliminary due diligence of real 
estate developers for the project 

 Undertake due diligence of commercial banks borrowing from the EDAF, and 
recommend approval by MOF/PSC of their proposed EDAF loans 
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 Manage EDAF’s on-lending activities to qualified commercial banks in 
accordance with the project approved guidelines, criteria and procedures 

 Manage the Advance Account for the GCF Concessional Lending 

 Monitor the utilization of EDAF loans for developer and mortgage financing and 
prepare the necessary periodic progress reports for submission to MUB and 
the MOF  

 Prepare financial management reports on the EDAF and other reports required 
by MOF and the project  

 Facilitate the preparation and timely submission of EDAF audit reports 

 Under the project, prepare and implement a strategic plan for sector capacity 
development and institutional strengthening in green banking for climate 
resilient housing  

 

Chart 7. Project Implementation Arrangements 

 

7. Overall scheme regarding land swapping 

212. The MUB PMO is responsible for identifying suitable areas for the AHURP, beyond the 
core subproject. The MUB PMO is in charge of the consultations with the residents, including 
preliminary design, preliminary land and assets valuation and preliminary swapping 
agreements. 

213. When a suitable site is identified within which a minimum of 80% of the residents have 
signed a preliminary swapping agreement, the MUB PMO (and in particular the PMO 
consultants hired for this purpose) prepares the detailed design and final swapping 
agreements in consultation with local residents. The 20% of the residents who did not sign a 
preliminary swapping agreement, cannot be forced to participate as there is no eminent 
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domain law in Mongolia. The MUB PMO will make its best efforts to include the remaining 
20% of the residents in the project through consultations and negotiations. In case that there 
will still be some landowners who do not agree to participate, the detailed design would need 
to be adjusted considering the land area of the residents who did not agree to participate. The 
main criteria for the selection of the sites will be the high percentage agreement of the 
landowners for swapping. In case, that involuntary resettlement (IR) cannot be avoided due 
to the connection of the AHURP site to main trunk infrastructure or overall technical design 
requirements, IR might be triggered and the resultant land acquisition and resettlement will be 
implemented following the Resettlement Framework prepared for the Project to safeguard the 
rights and interests of the potentially affected households. 

214. Based on the detailed design and final swapping agreements, the MUB PMO will select 
a private developer that will build, market and sell affordable and market housing units, the 
shops and offices linked to the residential buildings, the open spaces like pedestrian / cycling 
lanes, the associated eco-district features. The MUB PMO will hire contractor(s) to build the 
public components of the project (roads, networks, public facilities, public parks etc) including 
the social housing units (and associated shops and offices) that will then be handover to NOSK 
for operation and management.  

215. During project construction, landowners will receive a coupon that will legally replace 
their land title until they get a proper property title once construction is finished. During this 
period, land property will be temporarily transferred to MUB and private developers will receive 
the right to build on the land. At the end of the process, the MUB will deliver property titles for 
each new housing unit. 

B. Private developers’ selection procedure and criteria 

216. Taking into consideration the improvement of the economic background since mid of 
2016 and, consequently, the importance to support the national design and building capacities, 
GoM and ADB agreed to update on 4th April 2017 the procurement methods and thresholds 
opening the national competition bidding to a wider number of local companies. Henceforth 
the threshold for ICB goods rises to $2 million and for ICB works to $5 million.  

217. Except as the Asian Development Bank (ADB) may otherwise agree, the following 
process thresholds and the following prior or post review shall apply to the various 
procurement of goods and works and consultant recruitment. 

Procurement of Goods and Works 

Method Threshold Comments 
International Competitive Bidding for 
Goods 

US$ 2,000,000 and Above Prior review 

National Competitive Bidding for 
Goods 

Between US$ 100,001 and US$ 
1,999,999 

Prior review 

Shopping for Goods Up to US$ 100,000 Prior review 
International Competitive Bidding for 
Works 

US$ 5,000,000 and Above Prior review 

National Competitive Bidding for 
Works 

Between US$ 100,001 and US$ 
4,999,999 

Prior / Post review 

Shopping for Works Up to US$ 100,000 Prior review 
Consulting Services 
Quality- and Cost-Based Selection for Consulting Firm 90:10 Prior review 
Quality-Based Selection for Consulting Firm 90:10 Prior review 
Individual Consultants Selection for Individual 
Consultant 

 
Less than $100,000 
Prior / Post review 
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218. Private developers’ selection will follow the framework related to procurement of goods 
and works. They will be first shortlisted according to their references and technical and 
financial capacities to implement such developments, and their technical and financial 
proposal will be evaluated. The technical proposal will have to comply to the detailed design 
prepared by the MUB PMO. The private developer will commit to respect the swapping 
agreements between the land owners and the MUB negotiated by the MUB PMO. 

C. Property Ownership and Management 

219. At least initially, the MUB/NOSK will own the social housing units and will be 
responsible for the long-term management of these units. This may involve managing a long-
term rental program, and/or creating and running a rent-to-own program for those households 
who wish to participate in such a scheme.  The MUB/NOSK, along with the PMO, will need to 
coordinate with the private sector developers to ensure that the social housing units are 
incorporated into the development in an appropriate way, so that the long-term management 
of the units is within the capacity of the MUB/NOSK and the goal of an integrated mixed-
income community can still be achieved. 

220. The public sector, i.e. MUB, is naturally responsible for the operation and maintenance 
of all infrastructure – roads and networks – and of the public amenities. For certain, all items 
or some of them might be sub-contracted to private companies. It remains a municipal option 
depending on the capacity building and the budget lines dedicated to these tasks. 

221. Regarding the housing units, it is expected that a public-sector Homeowners 
Association will be established for each sub-block responsible for the collection of fees and 
the operation and maintenance management of the buildings. This HA would be owned and 
managed by the NOSK supported by the PMO and khoroo administration during the duration 
of the project. It would be based at the local Khoroo administrative offices. It is inconceivable 
at this stage of affordability to consider a private-sector managed HA, it would be cost 
prohibitive for several residents, essentially those living in social and affordable housing units 
and it would significantly reduce the affordability of the project as a whole. The transfer to the 
private sector will be an objective on the medium term. 

222. This structure and management of HA makes easier the separation of building and 
land ownership, which might be: apartments owned by households, land-use rights held by 
HA, land owned by MUB. Some mechanisms will be set up accordingly in order to place 
restrictions on rental/sale and to maintain affordability over time. 

 

XIII. BUDGET AND FINANCING 

223. Land acquisition and resettlement costs related to all voluntary resettlement are taken 
in charge by the private developers by providing apartment to land owners according to the 
swapping agreements. They are integrated into the financial feasibility model. 

224. When there is involuntary resettlement (related to public infrastructures for instance) 
outside the Project’s perimeter (i.e., outside the Project’s redevelopment area where basic 
infrastructures such as widening or construction of roads or installation of or connection to 
water pipelines may be necessary), the associated land acquisition and resettlement costs will 
be taken in charge by the MUB according to the Involuntary Resettlement Framework 
prepared for the Project. No such case has been identified at this stage in the core subproject. 
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XIV. IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

225. The project is expected to commence in 2018 and will be divided into 5 phases. The 
core subproject (Phase 1) is expected to be completed in 2024.  

 

XV. MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

226. The PMO will conduct internal monitoring of Voluntary Land Swapping implementation 
and submit monthly reports to the MUB. The PMO will also include the results of internal 
monitoring in its quarterly reports to the ADB. These reports will also focus on the progress of 
implementation. The Project mid-term review will include a separate section on the progress 
of Voluntary Land Swapping implementation. Internal monitoring reports will also be included 
in the completion audit that will be conducted upon completion of the Voluntary Land 
Swapping.  The PMO will prepare this completion report for submission to the ADB. 

227. The objectives of internal monitoring is to ensure: (i) proper and timely execution of the 
responsibilities of key stakeholders; (ii) participation of project beneficiaries and affected 
people in internal monitoring; (iii) protection of the rights of project beneficiaries and affected 
entities under Mongolian laws, the ADB Safeguard Requirements, and the agreement 
between the parties; (iv) adequate and prompt provision of compensation and/or land 
swapping arrangements; and (v) timely grievance redress. 

228. In addition, the Audit Department of the MUB will independently audit and monitor the 
agencies involved in the Voluntary Land Swapping process, based on Law of Mongolia on 
State Audit. The PMO will periodically review audits, and report any irregularities to the ADB, 
to allow for the early identification and resolution of problems encountered. 

229. The following are some of the internal monitoring key indicators: 

 Number of project beneficiaries and affected persons 
 Information sessions and other consultation activities conducted with project 

beneficiaries and affected persons 
 Status of voluntary land swapping agreements, implementation of swapping 

arrangements 
 Status of livelihood support activities and impact of these activities on project 

beneficiaries and affected persons 
 Provision of swapped housing units 
 Provision of housing units and/or other support to the poor and vulnerable 

households 
 Status and monitoring of financing instruments (self financing, banks, etc) 

accessed by beneficiaries, especially the poor and vulnerable households 
 Number of and length of time taken to redress grievances. 

 

230. External monitoring and evaluation will be conducted to verify and carry out its own 
montoring and ex-post evaluation of Voluntary Land Swapping in the Project as a whole to: (i) 
assess the effectiveness, impact and sustainability of land swapping arrangements; (ii) 
determine whether legislative, safeguards and contractual compliance has been met; and (iii) 
learn strategic lessons for future policy formulation and planning for voluntary land swapping. 
For this project the MUB and PMO will be responsible for engaging an external monitor (EM), 
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which will investigate and assess Voluntary Land Swapping implementation and regularly 
report to the project Steering Committee and ADB. 

231. External monitoring will be carried out semi-annually during the implementation of 
Voluntary Land Swapping and its results will be reported to the PMO/MUB and ADB in semi-
annual reports at the end of each input. The specialists of the PMO will review and discuss 
the external monitoring design with the EM. The external monitoring process will include the 
following: (i) review and verification of the internal monitoring reports of the PMO; (ii) 
identification and selection of impact indicators; (iii) impact assessment through quantitative 
and qualitative surveys; (iv) consultation with stakeholders; (v) assessment of compliance with 
related laws, contractual agreements, and safeguards requirements; (vi) recommendation of 
voluntary land swapping process modification and adaptation measures; (vi) lessons learned 
for future voluntary land swapping policy formulation and planning. All data collection and 
analysis will be disaggregated by gender. 

232. The following are some of the external monitoring key indicators: 

 Economic status of project beneficiary and affected households, including 
employment, income and household assets. 
 Status of vulnerable households, in terms of food security, household 
demographics, livelihoods and health. 
 Impact of voluntary land swapping on women, children, elderly, the poor and other 
vulnerable groups. 
 Degree of support for and post voluntary land swapping status of project 
beneficiary and affected vulnerable households. 
 Perceptions of project beneficiaries and affected entities regarding the 
implementation of the voluntary land swapping process. 
 Participation and involvement of project beneficiaries and affected entities in 
Voluntary Land Swapping implementation. 
 Effectiveness and fairness of valuation, land swapping options/compensation, and 
housing provision measures. 
 Implementation and effectiveness of income/livelihood support measures. 
 Effectiveness and fairness of GRMs. 
 Level of satisfaction among project beneficiaries and affected entities in the post-
land swapping period. 
 Adequacy of voluntary land swapping funds and results of financial audits. 

 

233. The EM will carry out post-implementation evaluation on the basis of the socio-
economic baseline surveys 1 and 2 years after the completion of voluntary land swapping 
activities, to ascertain whether the project was able to implement the objectives and provisions 
of the Voluntary Land Swapping arrangements. If the objectives have not been achieved, the 
EM will recommend remedial measures. The EM for Voluntary Land Swapping will be 
implemented by the same monitoring entity that will carry out monitoring and evaluation of 
Involuntary Resettlement (IR) activities, in case that there will be any IR within AHURP. 




