
 



 Right of „personal use” instead of the 
contract of lease 

 Terminological difference or different 
institution? 

 The right of personal use could be 
inherited, transferred to relatives or 
exchanged with other personal users. 
The scope of this tenure was so broad 
that soon it became described as 
“quasi-ownership”. 



 The situation in Poland and Czechoslovakia looked 
quite similar, particularly in larger cities where rental 
housing was owned either by the state or state-run 
enterprises. In both countries the role of housing 
cooperatives was gradually growing in significance, 
especially since the turn of the sixties and seventies of 
the previous century. 

  Private landlords were generally tolerated, but their 
economic situation was becoming increasingly 
difficult as their tenements were aging. 

 Seemingly major legislative differences and the 
overarching system of administrative allocation. 



 Immediately after 1990, the volume of new 
housing construction plummeted. In Czech 
Republic, before 1990, between 50 and 60 
thousand dwellings were started each year. 
In 1991, this number declined to 10,899, and 
in 1993 (in both Czech Republic and 
Slovakia) to 7,574. However, since 1993 
there has been a steady growth (with 
10,964 dwellings in 1994 and 33,255 in 1998). 
This, however, was due to an increase in the 
construction of family houses and 
ownership flats. 



 In Slovakia, there was no deregulation of rents in 
communal and restituted dwellings. Once the 
political impediments were removed, such rents were 
raised by 70 per cent as of 1 January 2000. 

 In Czech Republic the evolution of regulated rents 
proceeded quite conversely. The first steps to 
deregulate rents can already be traced back to 
1992, and since that year the maximum levels of 
regulated rents were gradually adjusted. However, 
since 1999, when regulated rents were still several 
times lower than their market counterparts, this 
legislative cap stopped rising in real terms. The 
process of stepwise deregulation was restarted only 
in 2007.  



 In the Czech Republic, restitution covered 6–7 
per cent of the entire stock. It was the original 
owner or his or her heirs that could apply for 
the return of the property. However, in practice 
it soon turned out that there were two sides of 
the coin.  

 Because of the need to protect the rights 
previously acquired by tenants, their position 
remained unaltered despite the change of the 
landlord. Until 2007, rents in such premises were 
strictly controlled (with ‘free market’ rates 
permitted only in new and vacated dwellings) 



 Same legislation, less stock to restitute – 

the proces mostly involved Bratislava 

and other major cities. 

 Currently, rents in restituted flats are set 

by the Minister of Finance of the Slovak 

Republic. In practice, they still fail to 

cover the basic costs of maintenance 

and management of the buildings. 



 The Czech protective regime amended 

for the first time in 2006.  

 Tenants needed to adapt to the new 

market reality, which could be 

compared to the Polish 10-year transition 

period discussed above.  

 Greater distrust between the sitting 

tenants and their newly reinstated 

landlords 



 The Act No. 107/2006 finally permitted the 
process of gradual appreciation of rents.  

 Landlords became entitled to unilaterally 
increase the rent, without the tenant’s 
consent, as of 1 January 2007.  

 Subsequent increases could be introduced 
once a year, however, within statutorily 
prescribed limits.  

 The legislator aimed to reach the target 
annual rent level at 5% of the market value 
of the property by 2010 



 Rent control as such was abolished in two 
phases: in 2011 and 2013. On the whole, these 
changes affected more than 700 000 dwellings 
– out of which approximately 400 000 are in the 
hands of municipalities and 300 000 privately 
owned.  

 The first phase started on 1 January 2011, as of 
which date free market rents were allowed in 
most of the territory of Czech Republic.  

 The second phase, opened on 1 January 2013, 
related to county towns (except Ostrava and 
Usti and Labem) and towns in Middle Czech 
County. 



 Since 2000, the gradual appreciation of 
rents in the regulated stock was subject 
to periodically adjusted maximum levels 
set by the Ministry of Finance.  

 The gradual increases of the cap proved 
insufficient to cover the costs of 
maintenance and management of the 
regulated housing stock, although in 
2015 alone, a raise by as much as 20% 
was allowed 



 In 2011, the Slovak lawmaker introduced 

two legislative acts: the Act on Termination 

of Certain Leases Related to Flats and 

Amending the Prices Act (No. 260/2011 

Coll.) and the Act on Provision of Subsidies 

for the Purchase of Replacement Rental 

Housing (No. 261/2011 Coll.).  

 Possibility to terminate leases by restituted 

landlords (and renegotiate the terms). 



 The only exception was afforded to tenants without 
any housing alternative. Their contracts cannot be 
terminated until proper replacement housing has 
been provided by local authorities.  

 Meanwhile, the landlords may increase the rent on 
yearly basis, however, only within the prescribed 
limits.  

 If the municipalities fail to provide substitute dwellings 
to the ones in need, they will have to pay 
compensation to the landlords – in the amount equal 
to the difference between the persisting regulated 
rent and market levels in comparable stock – until the 
replacement dwelling is finally provided. 



 Deregulation came to late. The Court did find 
that the Government pursued a legitimate, 
social policy aim concerning housing, however 
there were visible shortcomings as regards rent 
deregulation. Landlords could not cover 
maintenance costs or receive a fair profit.  

 The social and financial burden of the 
transformation period was in fact placed on 
only one social group. 

 The Ministry of Transport estimates that as many 
as 923 apartments (706 in Bratislava) and 2,300 
tenants may be affected by the ECtHR ruling. 

 

 



 Although the housing situation is unique in each 
country, it becomes apparent that most EU Member 
States face the same challenges, which include 
problems of renewing the housing stock, providing 
social housing, helping disadvantaged groups to 
enter the housing market, preventing social 
segregation in housing.  

 Absence of long-term housing policies and the 
tendency to burden only one social group with the 
costs of the transformations are apparent in the three 
countries.  

 ECtHR’s disciplining role proved evident in the Polish 
and Slovak context. 


