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GREEN PAPER
TEN-T: A Policy Review
TOWARDS A BETTER INTEGRATED TRANS-EUROPEAN TRANSPORTATION
NETWORK IN THE SERVICE OF THE COMMON TRANSPORTATION POLICY

Generally:

We believe that the Green Paper TEN-T: A Policy Review is a step forward. The Paper
addresses problems entailed by the development of a transport infrastructure within the
Community and suggests solutions. We appreciate that the major objectives of the policy are
defined as follows: building an infrastructure for the smooth operation of the internal
market, strengthening economic, social and territorial cohesion, and creating conditions
conducive to the free movement of people within the Member States. These objectives belong
among the keystones of the policy, giving EU its proper sense. Citizens of the new Member
States, who went through a long experience of living in totalitarian regimes (the Czech Republic
not excluded), perceive the objectives as the principle values of the Community, values felt in
particular in South Bohemia, a region bordering Bavaria and Austria.

We consider the effort directed at developing a common multi-modal network fitted with
smart logistics systems used to move both goods and people to be a positive. The Green Paper
specifies the benefits without ambiguity; moreover, logistics employed in passenger traffic can
give mass public transportation a competitive edge over individual transportation.

As the items of importance come 1) the requirement that the TEN-T networks be planned for
the entire period of the project implementation, 2) the emphasis repeatedly placed on the pro-
active role that the Commission play in the coordination of TEN-T as a truly European
network, and (3) the support given to the institute of European coordinators; we believe,
however, that the support should not be restricted to merely managing the seemingly
"complicated projects”. The Green Paper accepts that planning at the European level is a
process difficult to accomplish - a fact obvious mainly in view of the diverse national
interests. On more occasions than one, the Paper stresses the necessity of consistent capacity
standards, a requirement we consider of immense importance particularly for the cross-border
transportation networks. Unification of the capacities, or unification of the network parameters, is
suitably characterized in the Paper as an "added European value", an opinion long awaited.

Unfortunately, the introductory section fails to appreciate the fact that the new Member States of
EU lag significantly behind in the development of transportation infrastructure, primarily
because of their low starting level attributable to the historical split of Europe. A long way
will have to be traveled before the current objectives of the TEN-T Project are accomplished
and the transportation infrastructures of the old and new Member States attain the same level.

Also worth attention is the statement that a specific citizen in a specific country may not
readily understand the results of policy adopted to develop the transportation
infrastructure. With the understanding that the way the citizens perceive the policy is a
matter of great importance for their trust in the Community as an institution, we have to
ask: "How should the policy objectives (i.e. improving the current situation and creating a
uniform European network) be met to make the citizens of the different regions and countries
capable of properly perceiving and understanding the policy results?" Here we see a great and
challenging opportunity for a genuinely active, open and well targeted media campaign. The
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citizens have to be explained that a full-scope Trans-European network is what they need,
whatever their roles may be - they will appreciate it as businessmen and merchants, but also as
carriers or just tourists. In addition, they should be made aware of the benefits their regions will
obtain when connected not only to the nearest centers within their own states or countries but
also to the cross-border areas of free trade and the unrestricted movement of people.

Concerning the fight against climate change, particularly against air pollution by other densely
populated countries of the World, the ambitions of Europe run high and the transportation
industry can contribute significantly to attaining the related objectives. Similar attention as that
paid to the environmental aspects should be given to the geopolitical aspects, i.e. to the impact
the development of transportation infrastructure may have on cohesion and functional
interlinks among countries and regions.

Having impartially assessed the "hitherto accomplishments”, we can only state that up to now
the Cohesion Fund has mostly failed to remove the differences between the different states
and countries. On the contrary - for example the previously mentioned funneling of the
Community money into major projects of high-speed railroads has helped exclusively the old
Member States. The reason may be that it is much more complicated to run the tracks through
a host of smaller countries with a multitude of central Governments on the East / South-East
of EU than to build them across the vast stretches of land in France, Germany, Spain, or between
these large countries.

Forecasts of freight transportation applicable to the period of 2005 to 2020 should be reviewed in
consideration of the global economic crisis.

To satisfy the European objectives while planning transportation on the European and national
levels, these tools will be needed first and foremostly:

- gradual unification of planning and preparatory mechanisms employed by the
different states (funding, territorial planning, documentation for Planning Permissions,
EIA);

- development of European legislation as needed to prepare and build the TEN-T
networks.

We are unable to accept the formulation stating that the Community "may" support projects of
common interest in the TEN-T network. We believe the Community ""has to" support the
projects - otherwise it would fail to play one of its major roles. If the role is not performed by
the Community bodies, then the TEN-T networks can only rely on a set of international and
bilateral contracts (as analogous with UN - ECE or ESCAP). Such a situation, however, would be
contradictory to the very principle of the Community.

In view of problems encountered in its preparation and implementation, we do not see the Galileo
Project as a conspicuous success of the TEN-T policy, but perceive it rather as an issue whose
unfolding should be critically appraised and objectively described.
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Question 1
Should the Commission's assessment of TEN-T development to date cover
any other factors?

Included in the assessment should be an analysis of the transportation infrastructure
development in the different countries after they accessed EU, i.e. the progress that the old
and new Member States achieved within a comparable period of time. The progress thus attained
should not only be assessed for the effectivity of money spent and organizational tools employed,
but also in terms of coordination of the European transportation policy with the EU
cohesion policy.

Moreover, the assessment should attend to all modes of transportation, including the unspecified
types of combined and multi-modal transportation (i.e. not only the relation between the sea and
land types of transportation).

In addition, the assessment should cover the benefits of European coordination, i.e. the major
merits and demerits of activities pursued by 6 European coordinators of the TEN-T Priority
Projects; the assessment should strive to suggest the main principles of general methodology that
the coordinators should apply in implementing all the Priority Projects.

Results of the European network assessment testify to the insufficiency of pressure that the
Community exerts on comprehensiveness of the European network and its quality. Due
application of legal regulations on, for example, railroad interoperability and the safety of road
tunnels is a step in the proper direction, but the period ahead should see more ambitious
objectives for the legal and technical bases of the construction of European network as a
comprehensive system of routes; the "European added value™ clearly defined by this
approach should then be used as a condition for funding the Priority Projects by the
Community. This added value should be obvious not only in all EU Member States but also in
the neighboring Non-Member countries.

Question 2
What further arguments are there for or against maintaining the comprehensive network, and how
could the respective disadvantages of each approach be overcome?

We see the TEN-T network as a project of a truly Trans-European functional and
comprehensive transportation infrastructure, not as a list of projects funded by money
returned to the Member States after they first contributed it to the common budget. In addition,
we cannot accept a concept of the network as a map of often separated and technically or
capacity-wise diversified national networks or routes. Yes, the TEN-T network will "serve the
Trans-European transportation™, but its geopolitical dimension, i.e. its importance for regional or
international cohesion, is not to be underrated.

That is why we support maintaining the comprehensive network.

In case the Community approach is based not on the Priority Projects, but on the network; the
network's principle parameters will have to be newly defined, and the suggested solution will
have to heavily rely on a thorough developmental analysis of the ""European’ transportation,
mainly as regards its nodes and bottlenecks. The definition, of course, would have to take into
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account the cohesion of regions, access to the neighboring EU countries and different starting
conditions of the individual countries, mainly their economic strengths and the initial situation in
their transportation infrastructures.

Full interoperability of a network as defined above should also cover (apart from the items
already mentioned) the intelligent transportation networks - telematic systems used in road
transportation, together with the relevant legislation measures (cabotage, unification of toll
systems).

We consider the introduction of larger and heavier road vehicles to be a risky step, not so
much for the newly built or reconstructed motorways, but first and foremost for the "end"
sections of the routes, i.e. sections exiting manufacturing plants and entering consumer
premises; there the local community or regional governments, prompted by resistance from the
locals, will certainly be inclined to apply restrictions in terms of vehicle weight. The
transportation routes will not only interlink Logistics Centers to sufficiently sized roads -
moreover, such roads are often insufficient in the ""old™ countries and completely missing in
the ""new" ones.

Question 3

Would this kind of priority network approach be better than the approach of the current priority
projects? If not, why not and what are the particular strengths of the latter?

If so, what (further) benefits could it bring, and how should it be developed?

The main danger posed by this approach rests in the possibility of the incorrect formulation of
objective indicators used to define the network. The approach would undoubtedly increase the
scope of priority projects above what exists now. The increase would also entail higher
funding requirements and eventually would water down the resources. Even so, the network
approach better serves its purpose since it develops the transportation infrastructure of the EU
Member States in a more uniform manner, which also holds true for the links with neighboring
countries (outside EU) already engaged in the accession negotiations.

Put otherwise - more priority routes (‘'projects’ formerly) covering the EU territory in a
more uniform manner, but less supported by the Community, will inevitably require
stronger support from the national states.

To approve new projects, we think it a good idea to also define and assess, apart from mere
economic effects, the "European added value"; in other words - the CBA analyses currently
under way should be broadened and their methodologies newly specified. The ""European
added value' should become one of the key criteria of the priority network! The use of the
criterion would often encourage the new concentration of resources, as many of the envisaged
projects would instead turn into national projects aimed at upgrading their own infrastructure than
being true European projects of an international character. In this, actually, we see the flexibility
of allocation of the projects of common interest treated in the next Question. A Priority Project is
not a line drawn across several countries, but a purposeful and comprehensive route extended to
areas of a commodity character!
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Question 4

Would this kind of flexible approach to identifying projects of common interest be appropriate
for a policy that, traditionally, largely rests on individual infrastructure investment decisions of
Member States?

What further advantages and disadvantages could it have, and how could it best be reflected in
planning at the Community level?

The flexible approach to identifying the projects of common interest through political decisions
aggravates the risk of lobbying, an activity affecting the decision-making processes applied by
the different countries even today. Lobbying pressures originate not only in the regions but often
come from, for example, construction companies. Another problem encountered in attempts at
taking into account the entrepreneurial aspects of the transportation infrastructure development
rests in their planning made difficult by frequent changes (e.g. moving products requiring great
transportation capacities).

We think it important to stress the significance of the European Agreements on international
motorways and railroad arteries, formerly regulated by EU ECE, which defined the
backbone network of West-East routes (numbers 10 to 90) and North-South routes (numbers 15
to 95) - even after decades of existence, these routes retain the role of the principle transportation
axes, often also followed by TEN-T. Taken all in all, each road map depicts exactly these
routes, while the actual layout of the TEN-T network is known to only a few well-informed
experts or officials in the affected countries.

The conceptual "pillar”, in our opinion, is worth better explanation (conceptual features, criteria)
as it should fulfill the task, jointly with the geographical pillar, of a key element of the network.
Perceived from this viewpoint the harmonization of European, national and regional interests will
be very difficult.

Question 5
How can the different aspects outlined above be best taken into account within the overall
concept of future TEN-T development? What further aspects should be taken into consideration?

The procedure outlined (in the document) can only be implemented if the countries politically
agree on a common approach to the transportation infrastructure designed as a unified Trans-
European system. In this respect we do not think it proper to consider separate networks for
freight and passenger traffic, except for VRT and the suburban railroad lines. In principle, the
network should remain uniform and should accommodate the specific characteristics of freight /
passenger traffic at different track sections (e.g. the capacity of infrastructure available to
suburban transportation near large conurbations).

With reference to this we want to accentuate the need of the corridor approach to evaluating
the transportation infrastructure projects. The assessment of effectivity of the cross-border
sections often yields less favorable results than would be arrived at through the effectivity
assessment of the entire corridor.
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For the different aspects described we recommend:

Airports - we support regional airports of the TEN-T network (the network can be made larger
by adding airports available in the new Member States, potentially meeting the common criteria).

Waterways - for freight transportation we want to see the sea traffic supported by the
development of inland waterways, after the possibility is thoroughly discussed with the
environment protection authorities - waterborne freight conveyance generates much less CO, and
therefore emerges as the indisputable winner.

Logistics - we prefer building public Logistics Centers as nodes connected by routes of railroad
and heavy road transportation - these we see as a sine qua non of meeting the goals of
"commodality”. Without the nodes, goods cannot be swapped between different modes of
transportation!

Question 6

How can the Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), as a part of the TEN-T, enhance the
functioning of the transportation system?

How can investment in Galileo and EGNOS be translated into efficiency gains and optimum
balancing of transportation demand?

How can ITS contribute to the development of a multi-modal TEN-T?

How can existing opportunities within the framework of TEN-T funding be strengthened in order
to best support the implementation of the ERTMS European deployment plan during the next
period of the financial perspectives?

The Intelligent Transportation Systems offer higher quality in controlling the traffic; contribute to
the proper routing of transportation channels used to move freight and passengers; reduce the
number of vehicles traveling only partially loaded; save the costs of storage (the "just-in-time"
conveyance is more effective); boost the safety of transportation; and mitigate the environmental
impacts.

Investments to the systems of Galileo and EGNOS have to be directly linked to the Intelligent
Transportation System and have to make full use of satellite technologies. Still, when it comes to
the optimal balancing of the demand, these systems are not crucial (which is true also of the
EGNOS and Galileo systems now being built) - the cost of transportation will be decisive,
particularly the price charged for using transportation routes. In this respect it is quite obvious
that the level to which the conditions of the road and railroad transportation have been
harmonized is inadequate.

The multi-modal TEN-T networks need the Intelligent Transportation Systems to provide
the indispensable technical background. When linking the networks of different countries, the
systematic approach and use of uniform standards and applications come as a matter of utmost
importance. Otherwise the countries would remain separated by information and communication
barriers. Moreover, emphasis should be put on the development of Logistics Centers and the
acquisition of mobile means used for multi-modal transportation (railroad carriages, replaceable
vehicle superstructures, containers, reloading mechanisms, and equipment used in ports).
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To implement the ERTMS system in the railroad service, it is desirable to increase the level of
co-financing of the cross-border sections from European resources.

Question 7

Do shifting borderlines between infrastructure and vehicles or between infrastructure provision
and the way it is used call for the concept of an (infrastructure) project of common interest to be
widened?

If so, how should this concept be defined?

The newly built infrastructure networks should always be equipped with state-of-the-art
technology immediately upon completion, including the telematics elements and safety systems.
The technology equipment should be installed not only to the networks but also to the means of
transportation. The networks should be left with sufficient territorial and technical reserves for
future technology upgrades (e.g. gas stations + freight transportation support facilities, but also
the tourist routes).

As a source of potential problems we see the hydrogen technologies mentioned; this term is too
specific - we believe that a more general expression of "new forms of energy” would be more
appropriate.

Question 8

Would this kind of core network be "feasible™ at the Community level, and what would be its
advantages and disadvantages?

What methods should be applied for its conception?

The core network would certainly be feasible on the Community level, provided it would have
clear-cut criteria defined. We are convinced that the core network should be the "priority
network”. Here we can expect difficulties in reaching political agreement possibly caused by
different preferences of different countries - countries are inclined to build their
infrastructures from / to their largest towns and between them, i.e. as suits them best, if such
structures can be gathered into a single line, not minding discrepancies at the border. Cross-
border cohesion is immensely underrated, particularly where the "iron curtain™ used to be.

In case the responsibility for the implementation of the TEN-T vision is shifted to the Member
States, the EU will be stripped of a significant part of its raison d'étre.

Question 9

How can the financial needs of TEN-T as a whole - in the short, medium and long term - be
established?

What form of financing — public or private, Community or national — best suits which aspects of
TEN-T development?

We strongly support the idea of specifying the financial needs of the TEN-T network with an eye
on three timeframes - short-term (the EU planning period, from the present till 2013; medium-
term (2020) and long-term (2030 through 2050).



Position of the Region of South Bohemia to the EC Green Paper - TEN-T: A Policy Review - Draft

The individual aspects of the TEN-T network development would benefit most from public
funding in_combination with EU resources - national money planned with a degree of
binding responsibility at the Community level and the state level - the reason being the long
period of preparation of the transportation projects. This approach, however, does not exclude the
possibility of using private funding provided, particularly within a range of models of
cooperation between the private and the public sectors (PPPs). If the projects of infrastructure
construction are to be expedited, they will have to be co-financed by banks (mainly EBRD and
EIB) under favorable interest rates.

Question 10

What assistance can be given to Member States to help them fund and deliver projects under their
responsibility?

Should private sector involvement in infrastructure delivery be further encouraged?

If so, how?

The Community should invariably favor funding the cross-border sections of the TEN-T
network; in a host of countries these sections are marginalized, and their construction falls
behind by many years. We see participation by the private sector (PPPs) as appropriate,
especially in cases when the return-of-investment period is as long as 30 years. Although
applying this approach to the construction of railroads as well is still problematic, the situation
could be changed by the growing cost of road transportation attributable, among other factors,
to charging road tolls with reliance on intelligent systems able to bill the users fairly and to
collect the fees effectively. The private resources, in the first place, should be applied to fund
auxiliary items of the infrastructure and provide services that the newly built networks will need.

An important part of assistance provided by the Community (beneficial not only to the
individual countries but also to the Community) should be the appointment of European
coordinators (for the priority projects) and/or the development of systems used to coordinate the
Trans-European routes (for the priority networks) - this approach is expected to keep the
"European added value" under control and, consequently, the effectivity of spending the
Community's finances.

Question 11

What are the strengths and weaknesses of existing Community financial instruments, and are new
ones needed (including "innovative" instruments)?

How could the combined use of funds from various Community resources be streamlined to
support TEN-T implementation?

A major weakness of the current financial instruments can be seen in the insufficiency of
amounts dedicated to the transportation infrastructure as compared, for example, with
funds allocated to the Community's agricultural policy. The TEN-T policy will primarily
need strengthened priority within the common budget and a greater responsibility of the
Commission for the policy planning. We see a suitable tool in support given to the projects as
early as the stage of design preparation and land purchase; the sums invested should be large
enough to motivate and, at the same time, to enable the "European added value™ to be
checked, if properly generated, from the very inception.
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Also simplified should be the procedure employed to combine the EU financial resources with
the public and private funds (PPPs) in partnerships established to build the transportation
infrastructure.

The fundamental principle applied in financing by Community resources should rest in
simplifying and expediting the procedures of assessments and approvals while keeping the
funds thus spent under strict control.

Question 12
How could existing non-financial instruments be improved and what new ones might be
introduced?

We propose that the coordination used to prepare and implement the infrastructure projects
at the European level be enhanced (as also detailed above), particularly where the interest is
not strong enough and/or where the approaches by the different Member States are not consistent,
i.e. first and foremost at the cross-border sections and at bottlenecks outside large urban
agglomerations, whose problems are typically intensively tackled by the national Governments,
giving them priority that the Governments see as natural. Still, solutions adopted with only the
national interest in mind may not be suitable for the Trans-European routes as a whole, i.e.
they do not have to offer the "European added value" sought by the Community. In this respect
the European coordinators should become the "advocates”, keeping an eye on exactly this
"European added value" of the Trans-European corridors. The coordinators can help the
national Governments perceive the TEN-T routes as comprehensive corridors, not only as
"strings of isolated national sections™ (for specific results see PP #17).

If optional concepts of the network are adopted, the system of coordination will have to be
adequately adjusted, but in principle we _consider this approach to coordination to be a key
principle of solution to the Trans-European transportation infrastructure!

The European Commission should be much more engaged in the coordination activities
pursued when implementing plans of the TEN-T transportation networks, and it should put
more pressure on countries failing to satisfy the common objectives.

Options of further development of TEN-T:

Question 13
Which of these options is the most suitable, and for what reason?

We believe the suggested Option 3 is best, i.e. the "comprehensive network™ plus the "core
network", but on condition that the networks are upgraded and objectified to match the
unfolding needs of transportation and EU enlargement. The already accepted priority projects
(TEN-T priority axes and projects 2005) should be completed and included in the core network.
The network approach appears to be generally more suitable for the future than the selection of
"priority projects”, while it does not exclude the compilation of time schedules and support to
some selected project at the Community level, including the European coordination provided to
chosen international projects.
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We generally appreciate that the core network is approached in view of the two "pillars”,
geographical and conceptual, but we believe that more emphasis than hitherto shown should be
placed on the transportation network as a tool capable of bringing the regions closer together and
fueling their economic prosperity.

Inclusion of the "uncertain” factors to the process of planning the core network is not, in our
opinion, a problem of vital importance. In any case the networks will have to be adjusted in view
of the updated forecasts and real-life development of the transportation needs (in a way
analogous to the previous HLG activities, but transformed into a continuous process). The need
of continuous upgrades will have to be balanced against the need of stability, in consideration of
the long times required to prepare the projects of transportation infrastructure and to take care of
their funding.

Ing. Ivan Studlar, Mgr. Petr Sebek, Ing. Luka$ Main
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ZELENA KNIHA
TEN-T: prezkum politiky
SMEREM K LEPE INTEGROVANE TRANSEVROPSKE DOPRAVNI SITI VE
SLUZBACH SPOLECNE DOPRAVNI POLITIKY

Vseobecné:

Zelena kniha TEN-T: pfezkum politiky je dle naseho nazoru krokem vpred. Pojmenovava
problémy provazejici rozvoj dopravni infrastruktury v ramci Spolecenstvi a naznacuje moznosti
jejich feSeni. Ocenujeme, ze hlavni cil politiky je definovan jako zajiSténi infrastruktury pro
hladké fungovani vnitiniho trhu, posileni hospodaiské, socidlni a Uzemni soudrZnosti,
vytvareni podminek pro volny pohyb osob v ramci uzemi Clenskych statt. Tyto cile patii mezi
zakladni stavebni kameny napliiujici smysl EU. Pro ob¢any novych ¢lenskych zemi, zijici po
dlouhou dobu v totalitnich rezimech, mezi které patii CR, piedstavuji tyto cile hlavni hodnoty
Spolecenstvi, které v JihoCeském kraji, jako regionu na pomezi Bavorska a Rakouska, jsou
vnimany zvlast’ silné.

Pozitivné hodnotime usili smérujici k vytvoreni jednotné multimodalni sité, vybavené
inteligentnimi logistickymi systémy, pro piepravu zbozi 1 osob. Pfinosy jsou jednoznacéné
v Zelené knize definovany, v dopravé osob navic miize logistika osobni prepravy posilit
konkurenceschopnost hromadné vetejné dopravy ve vztahu k dopravé individualni.

Vyznamny je pozadavek na planovani siti TEN-T po celé¢ obdobi realizace projektu, vicekrat
uvadény diraz na proaktivni ulohu komise v koordinaci TEN-T jako skutecné evropskeé sité a
podpora institutu evropskych koordinatoru, ktera by vsak dle naSeho nazoru neméla byt
zuzovana jen na fizeni zdanlive , komplikovanych projekti*. Zelend kniha uznava, ze planovani
na evropské urovni je slozité, to se projevuje zejména ve vztahu Kk riiznorodym narodnim
zajmim. Zdiraznuje vicekrat konzistentni normy kapacity, coz povazujeme za mimofadné
dilezité, zejména u preshrani¢nich c¢asti projekti dopravnich siti, pfi¢emz homogenizaci téchto
kapacit, resp. parametrii kone¢né€ spravné pojmenovava jako , pfidanou evropskou hodnotu“.

V tvodu neni bohuzel zhodnocen fakt, Ze nové ¢lenské zemé EU vyrazné zaostavaji v rozvoji
dopravni infrastruktury, zejména zdlvodu vstupni nizké vychozi urovné v dusledku
predchoziho rozdéleni Evropy. Dlouhd cesta zbyvd nejen k naplnéni dosavadnich
projektovych zaméri TEN-T, ale i k vyrovnani drovné dopravni infrastruktury mezi
starymi a novymi ¢lenskymi zemémi.

Je nutné se téz zabyvat konstatovanim, Ze pro jednotlivého ob¢ana v jednotlivé zemi nemusi
byt vysledky politiky pfi rozvoji dopravni infrastruktury vzdy ziejmé. Chépeme pln¢, Ze
vnimani ob¢ani je velmi dileZité pro samotné uchovani duvéry v instituci Spolecenstvi, a
tak si soucasné klademe otazku: ,, Jak dosahnout cilii politiky, tj. vytvoreni nového, lepsiho stavu
a homogenni evropské site, aby pritom vysledky byly vnimany a chapany i obcany jednotlivych
regioniit a statu?“ V tomto spatiujeme velkou vyzvu pro skutecné aktivni, otevienou a
konkrétné zamérenou medidlni kampan. Obcanim musime umét vysvétlit, Ze globalni
skutecné trans-evropska sit’ je v jejich zajmu, i kdyz v riznych polohach — nékdy jako
podnikatele, jako obchodnika, jindy jako dopravce ¢i tieba jako turisty. A také jaky prinos
pFrinasi vSem regionim skute¢nost, ze nebudou napojeny pouze na nejblizsi centra svych zemi
Ci statl, ale do preshrani¢niho prostoru volného obchodu a pohybu osob.
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Ambice Evropy na vidéi roli ve svété ve vztahu k boji proti zménam klimatu jsou vysoké,
zv1asté s ohledem na rozsah zneciStovani ovzdusi jinymi lidnatymi zemémi svéta. K napliiovani
jejich cili mize odvétvi dopravy vyznamné piispét. Podobné, jako je rozveden ekologicky
rozmér, m¢l by byt rozveden i rozmér geopoliticky, tj. uCinky rozvoje dopravni infrastruktury
na soudrznost a funkéni provazanost zemi a regiond.

Pti objektivnim hodnoceni ,,dosazenych uspéchi musime konstatovat, Ze snizit rozdily mezi
staty a regiony prostiednictvim fondu soudrZnosti se zatim priliS§ nedari. Naopak, napf.
zminované soustfedéni prostiedkit Spolecenstvi na hlavni projekty vysokorychlostnich Zeleznic
se tyka bezvyhradné starych ¢lenskych zemi. Mozna praveé proto, Ze je podstatné sloZitéjsi reSit

tyto projekty napii¢ mnoha menSimi zemémi s mnoha centralnimi vlidami na vychodé a
jihovychodé EU, neZ v rozlehlych tzemich Francie, Némecka ¢i Spanélska ¢i mezi nimi.

Prognéza ptepravy zbozi mezi lety 2005-2020 by méla byt podrobena piezkumu v souvislosti
s celosvétovou hospodarskou recesi.

Dosazeni evropskych cilii pfi kombinaci evropské a vnitrostatni trovné planovani vyzaduje
zejména tyto nastroje :

- sbliZzovani planovacich a pripravnych mechanismu jednotlivych stati (financovani,
uzemni planovani, dokumentace pro stavebni povoleni, EIA)

- vyvoj evropské legislativy pro ptipravu a realizace vystavby siti TEN-T

Nemuzeme se ztotoznit s formulaci, ze ,,SpoleCenstvi ,,miize* podporovat projekty spole¢ného
zajmu na siti TEN-T. Podle naseho nézoru je ,,musi* podporovat, jinak neplni jednu ze svych
zakladnich roli. Mimo organy Spolecenstvi miize tuto roli pfi budovani TEN-T sité zajistit
pouze soubor mezinarodnich ¢i bilateralnich smluv (analogicky jako v OSN — ECE ¢i ESCAP).
Ovsem to by popiralo samotny princip Spolecenstvi.

Projekt Galileo vzhledem k problémtim pii jeho ptipraveé a realizaci nepovazujeme za vyraznéjsi
uspéch politiky TEN-T, spiSe by mél byt kriticky zhodnocen a objektivné pojmenovan jeho
Vyvoj.
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Otazka 1
Mélo by hodnoceni dosavadniho vyvoje TEN-T ze strany Komise zahrnovat néjaké dalsi
faktory?

Hodnoceni by mé¢lo zahrnovat rozbor vyvoje dopravni infrastruktury v jednotlivych zemich
po jejich vstupu do EU, tj. pokrok za srovnatelné obdobi ve starych a novych ¢lenskych zemich.
Dosazeny stav by mél byt posuzovan nejen z pohledu efektivity vynakladanych financnich i
organizacnich  prostfedkii, ale rovnéz z pohledu koordinace evropské dopravni politiky
s kohezni politikou EU.

Hodnoceni by rovnéz meélo postihnout vSechny dopravni moédy, vcetné neuvedenych druhti
kombinované a multimodalni dopravy (tj. nejen vztah ndmoini a pozemni dopravy).

Hodnoceni by rovnéz mélo zahrnovat prinosy evropské koordinace, tj. zakladni pfinosy, resp.
nedostatky Cinnosti 6 evropskych koordinatorti prioritnich projekti TEN-T s cilem navrhnout
zékladni zasady pro obecnou metodiku jejich Cinnosti u vSech prioritnich projektt.

Hodnoceni evropské sité¢ vypovida o nedostate¢ném tlaku Spolecenstvi na jeji homogenitu a
kvalitu. Naplnovani pravnich predpist napt. u zelezni¢ni interoperability a bezpecnosti silnicnich
tunelt je sice krokem vpied spravnym smérem, ale v dalSim obdobi by mély byt stanoveny vyssi
cile pro pravni i technicky zaklad samotné vystavby evropské sité jako homogennich tras, a
takto jasn¢ vymezenou ,evropskou pridanou hodnotou* podmirnovat financovani prioritnich
projektii ze strany Spolecenstvi. Tato pfidand hodnota by méla byt viditelnd nejen ve vSech
statech EU, ale i v sousedicich neclenskych zemich

Otazka 2
Jaké existuji dalSi argumenty pro nebo proti zachovani globalni sité a jak by bylo mozné
prekonat nevyhody jednotlivych pristupi?

Sit TEN-T vnimame jako projekt skutecné trans-evropské funkéni homogenni sité dopravni
infrastruktury, nikoli jako seznam projektii, na néz jsou ¢lenskym statim poskytovany financni
prostiedky, které pred tim odvedly do spolecného rozpoctu. Také odmitame pojeti sité jako
mapy Casto oddélenych a kapacitné ¢i technicky nehomogennich narodnich siti ¢i tras.
Vedle ,,sluzby transevropské dopravé® nesmi byt podceiiovan ani geopoliticky rozmér sité TEN-
T, resp. jeji rozmér pro kohezi regiont ¢i zemi.

Z uvedenych divodi podporujeme zachovani globalni sité.

Bude-li ptistup Spolecenstvi zaloZen nikoli jen na prioritnich projektech, ale na siti, bude nutné
nove definovat jeji zakladni parametry a navrh opfit o dikladné analyzy rozvoje ,,evropské*
dopravy, zejména z hlediska uzlovych bodu a ,,izkych hrdel®“. V definici by bylo ov§em nutné
zohlednit kohezi regionii, pristup do sousednich zemi EU, rozdilné vychozi podminky
v jednotlivych zemich, zejména vychozi stav dopravni infrastruktury a jejich ekonomickou
vykonnost.
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PInéd interoperabilita takto definované sit€¢ by meéla zahrnovat kromé uvedenych navrhi téz
inteligentni dopravni sité — telematické systémy v silnicni dopravé a rovnéz legislativni
opatteni (kabotaz, sjednoceni mytnych systémi),

A4

Zavedeni rozmérnéjSich a tézSich silni¢nich vozidel povaZzujeme za problematické nikoli pii
provozu na nove¢ budovanych ¢i rekonstruovanych silni¢nich tazich, ale hlavn¢ p¥i ,,koncové*
dopravé z vyroby a ke spotiebiteli, kde dojde jist¢ k restriktivnim opatienim ze strany
samosprav obci €i regionil ve smyslu omezeni tonaze vozidel v souladu s odporem obyvatel sidel.
Tyto prepravy se nebudou odbyvat pouze z/do logistickych center napojenych na kapacitni
komunikace, které ostatn¢ casto chybi ve ,starych®, a zvlasté pak ¢asto zcela chybi v
»novych ¢lenskych zemich.

Otazka 3

Byl by takovy pristup zaloZeny na prioritni siti lepSi neZ soucasny pristup zaloZeny na
prioritnich projektech? Pokud ne, pro¢ a jaké jsou konkrétni silné stranky pristupu
zaloZeného na prioritnich projektech?

Pokud ano, jaké (dalsi) pfinosy by mohl prinést a jak by se mél rozvijet?

Hlavni nebezpeci tohoto pfistupu spociva ve spravném nastaveni objektivizovanych ukazatelu
pro definici této sité. Jednoznacné¢ je nutno pocitat svyznamné vétSim rozsah oproti
soucasnym prioritnim projektim a tedy s vy$§imi finan¢nimi naroky, resp. s rozmélnénim
zdroji. Presto je sitovy pristup vhodnéjsi, protoze zajiSt'uje rovnomérnéjsi rozvoj dopravni
infrastruktury v ¢lenskych zemich EU vcetné napojeni na sousedni staty za hranice EU, které
casto vedou se Spolecenstvim piistupova jednani.

Jinak feéeno — vice prioritnich tras (drive projektu), rovnomérnéji pokrvvajicich izemi EU,
ale s méné koncentrovanou podporou Spolecenstvi, tedy logicky s nezbvtné vyssi podporou
narodnich statu.

Kromé pouhych ekonomickych efekti povazujeme za zadouci definovat a posuzovat pii
schvalovani novych projektli ,.evropskou pridanou hodnotu®, tj. rozsitit provadéné CBA
analyzy, nové stanovit jejich metodiku. ,Evropskd pridand hodnota“ by se v prioritni siti
méla stat jednim z hlavnich kritérii ! Pouziti tohoto kritéria by Casto vedlo opét ke koncentraci
zdrojti, protoze mnohé predkladané projekty by se ukazaly byt spiSe jako néarodni projekty
upgrade vlastni infrastruktury, nez skute¢né spolecné mezinarodni evropské projekty. V tom
ostatné spatfujeme tu pruznost urcéeni projekt spoleéného zajmu, o které je dalsi otdzka. Prioritni
projekt ,,ned€la* ¢ara v mapé pies n€kolik zemi, ale smysluplné a homogenné vystavéna trasa
napojena do uzemi s komodalitnim charakterem !

Otazka 4

Byl by takovy pruzny pristup k urceni projektu spole¢ného zajmu vhodny pro ucely
politiky, ktera v oblasti investic do infrastruktury tradi¢né z velké casti spociva na
jednotlivych rozhodnutich ¢lenskych stati?

Jaké dalsi vyhody a nevyhody by mohl mit a jak by bylo mozZné jej nejlépe zohlednit v
planovani na drovni Spolecenstvi?



Koncept stanoviska JihoCeského kraje k otdzkam — Zelena kniha — TEN-T: pfezkum politiky ~ Verze 2 17/04/2009

U pruzného pfistupu k ur€eni projekt spoleéného zajmu na zakladé politickych rozhodnuti se
zvySuje nebezpeci lobbyingu, ktery ovliviluje rozhodnuti jednotlivych  stati v oblasti
infrastruktury jiz v soucasnosti. Ten neni jen vysledkem tlaku politikl z jednotlivych region,
ale napf. téz stavebnich spolecnosti. DalSim problémem pii zohlednéni podnikatelsky
zaméienych opatfieni pii rozvoji dopravni infrastruktury je skutecnost, ze se obtizn¢ planuji
z diivodu jejich zmén (napf.pfesun vyrob s velkym dopravnim momentem).

Jako dilezit¢ zde povazujeme zdiraznit vyznam Evropskych dohod o silnicich
s mezinarodnim provozem ¢i Zelezni¢nich magistralach tehdy pod patronaci UN ECE, které
v minulém stoleti vymezily pateini sit’ zdpadovychodnich tras (¢isla 10-90) a severojiznich tras
(Cisla 15-95), které se i po desetiletich ukazuji jako nosné dopravni osy které ¢asto kopiruje i
TEN-T. Nakonec kazda automapa obsahuje pravé tyto trasy a skutecnou podobu TEN-T sit¢
zna jen par zasvécenych odbornikt ¢i ufednikl v té které zemi.

Povazujeme za potiebné 1épe vysvétlit principy koncepéniho pilife (koncepéni rysy, kritéria)
ktery ma byt vedle geografického pilife urCujicim prvkem zakladni sit€. Sladéni evropskych,
narodnich i regionédlnich z4jmi bude v tomto smyslu velmi slozité.

Otazka 5

Jak lze jednotlivé vySe nastinéné aspekty nejlépe zohlednit v ramci celkové koncepce
budouciho rozvoje TEN-T?

Jaké dalsi aspekty by se mély zohlednit?

Zakladni podminkou naznaceného postupu je politickd dohoda stat na spoleéném pristupu
k dopravni infrastrukture jako trans-evropskému celku. V této souvislosti nepovazujeme za
vhodné uvazovat o oddélenych sitich pro niakladni a osobni prepravu s vyjimkou VRT a
priméstskych linek Zelezni¢nich linek. Sit by méla zGstat v zédsad€ jednotnd a zohlednovat
specifika pro nakladni resp.osobni dopravu v jednotlivych tsecich (napt. kapacita dopravni
infrastruktury pro ptiméstskou dopravu u velkych aglomeraci).

V této souvislosti bychom chtéli upozornit na potiebu  koridorového pristupu
k vyhodnocovani projektu dopravni infrastruktury®. Posuzovani efektivnosti pieshrani¢nich
usekl totiz vychazi ¢asto méné piizniveé, nez v souvislosti s efekty funkce celého koridiru.

K jednotlivym popsanym aspektuim doporucéujeme:

LetiSté — podpora regionalnich letist’ sit¢ TEN — T (doplnéni sité o letist¢ v novych Clenskych
zemich, jejichz potencial odpovida spole¢nym kritériim)

Vodni cesty — vedle namoini plavby téz podpora rozvoje vnitrostatnich vodnich cest pro
pfepravu zbozi, a to po jasném projednani se sektorem Zzivotniho prostfedi ve vztahu k plnéni
limiti CO,, kde vodni doprava jasné vitézi.

Logistika — podpora vystavby verejnych logistickych center, mezi kterd se musi sousttedit
zelezni¢ni, ale 1 t&Zka silni¢ni doprava a kterd jsou jasné¢ danou nezbytnou podminkou naplnéni
comodality. Bez uzlii nemiiZe probihat sména zboZi mezi mody dopravy!
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Otazka 6

Jak mohou inteligentni dopravni systémy jako soucast TEN-T posilit fungovani dopravni
soustavy?

we

Jak se mohou investice do systému Galileo a EGNOS projevit ve zvySeni ucinnosti a
optimalizaci vyvaZeni poptavky po dopravé?

Jak mohou inteligentni dopravni systémy prispét k rozvoji multimodalni TEN-T?

Jak mohou stavajici prilezitosti v ramci financovani TEN-T byt posileny, aby nejlépe
podporovaly realizaci planu evropského rozvoje systému ERTMS v nasledujicim obdobi
finan¢niho vyhledu?

Inteligentni dopravni systémy pfinaseji vyssi kvalitu pfi fizeni dopravniho provozu, pfispivaji
k nasmérovani dopravnich tokli v pfepravé zbozi i osob, omezeni prazdnych be&hi vozidel
v piepravé zbozi, usporam ve skladovani (vyssi efekty preprav ,just in time®), zvySeni
bezpecnosti dopravy, omezeni vlivli na zivotni prostredi.

Investice do systémi Galileo a EGNOS musi byt bezprostfedné provazany s inteligentnimi
dopravnimi systémy a zajiStovat plné vyuziti satelitnich technologii pro jejich potieby. Pro
optimalizaci vyvazeni poptavky ovSem nejsou tyto systémy v¢. budovanych (EGNOS,
Galileo) rozhodujici — hlavni roli bude hrat cena za dopravu, zejména cena za pouziti dopravni
cesty. Zde je patrny nedostatecny pokrok ve vztahu k harmonizaci podminek mezi silni¢ni a
zelezni¢ni dopravou.

Pro multimodalni TEN-T sité jsou inteligentni dopravni systémy nezbytnym technickym
zazemim.Mimotadn¢ dilezity je systémovy pristup, uplatiovani jednotnych standardi a aplikaci
pii jejich propojeni mezi staty. Jinak dochdzi k informacnim a komunika¢nim bariérdm mezi
staty. Je nutné rovnéz klast diraz na rozvoj logistickych center a na podporu potizeni mobilnich
prostiedki  pro multimodélni piepravy (zelezni¢ni vozy, vymeénné nastavby, kontejnery,
mechanizace pro prekladku, vybaveni ptistavil).

Pti realizaci systému ERTMS na Zeleznici je zadouci, aby bylo nastaveno vyssi kofinancovani
pieshrani¢nich usekl z evropskych zdroja.

Otazka 7

VyZaduji posouvajici se hranice mezi infrastrukturou a vozidly nebo poskytovanim
infrastruktury a zpisobem jejiho vyuZiti rozsieni koncepce projektu spole¢ného zajmu (v
oblasti infrastruktury)?

Pokud ano, jak by tato koncepce méla byt definovana?

Nové budované infrastrukturni sit¢ by mély byt zasadné vybaveny jiz pti dokonceni Spickovou
technologii vcetné prvka dopravni telematiky a bezpe¢nostnich systémi. Soub€zné s vybavenim
siti je nutné odpovidajici technikou vybavovat i dopravni prostiedky. Sité by mély byt budovany
s potfebnou tizemni a technickou rezervou pro budouci technologie (napft. ¢erpaci stanice vcetné
zazemi pro nakladni dopravu, ale i turistické cesty).

Za problematické povazujeme v popisu uvadéni vodikovych technologii, jde o ucelovou
formulaci, vhodnéjsi vyraz je obecné ,,nové formy energie*.
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Otazka 8

Byla by takova zakladni sit’ proveditelna na tirovni Spolecenstvi a jaké by byly jeji vyhody
a nevyhody?

Jaké metody by se mély pouZit pro jeji koncepci?

Zakladni sit’ na Grovni Spolecenstvi by byla urcité proveditelnd, pokud bude vytvoiena na
zakladé jasnych kritérii. Touto zakladni siti by dle naseho ndzoru méla byt ,,prioritni sit*. Zde
lze predpokladat obtiznou politickou dohodu z hlediska preferenci jednotlivych zemi - staty
buduji infrastrukturu zejména od/do svych hlavnich ¢i nejvyznamnéjSich mést a mezi nimi
— nejlépe pro né, kdyz se takové stavby podaii skreslit v jednu linku, byt na hranicich
nehomogennich tras). Pieshrani¢ni koheze se neskonale podcenovana, zvlasté pak na hranicich
byvalé Zelezné opony.

Pokud by ovSem méla odpovédnost za naplnéni vize TEN-T piejit na Clenské staty, pak by se EU
zbavila jedné vyznamné ¢asti opodstatnéni své existence.

Otazka 9

Jak mohou byt stanoveny finan¢ni potieby TEN-T jako celku, a to v kratkodobém,
strednédobém a dlouhodobém horizontu?

Jaka forma financovani (vefejné ¢i soukromé, ze zdroju Spolecenstvi ¢i Clenskych stati)
nejlépe vyhovuje jednotlivym aspektim rozvoje TEN-T?

Zasadné podporujeme stanoveni finan¢nich potfeb sit¢ TEN-T ve tfech horizontech a to
kratkodobém (planovaci obdobi EU, nyni do r. 2013), stfednédobém (2020) a dlouhodobém
(2030-2050).

Jednotlivym aspektim rozvoje sit¢ TEN-T by nejlépe vyhovovalo verejné financovani
v kombinaci_zdroji EU — narodni prostfedky s urcitou planovaci zavaznosti na urovni
Spolecenstvi i stati — sohledem na mnohaletou pfipravu dopravnich staveb. To ovSem
nevylucuje pro jednotlivé stavby pouziti privatnich prostfedkil, zejména v riznych modelech
spoluprace vefejného a soukromého sektoru (PPP). Moznost urychleni vystavby dopravni
infrastruktury piedpoklada rovnéz kofinancovani z bankovnich zdroji (zejména EBRD, EIB) za
vyhodnych trokovych podminek.

Otazka 10

Jakou pomoc Ize poskytnout €lenskym statiim v oblasti financovani a realizace projekti,
které spadaji do jejich odpovédnosti?

Meéla by se dale podporit icast soukromého sektoru na realizaci infrastruktury?

Pokud ano, jak?

Spolecenstvi by zasadné mélo zvyhodiiovat financovani pieshrani¢nich useki sité TEN-T,
které v fadé zemi ziistavaji na okraji zajmu a jsou budovany s mnohaletym zpozdénim. Ugast
soukromého sektoru (PPP) povazujeme za vhodnou zejména u investic s navratnosti do 30 let,
problematické je stale vyuziti u staveb zeleznic, coz ovSsem muze zmeénit vyvoj nakladi na
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silniéni dopravu vcetné zpoplatiiovani silni¢nich siti s vyuzitim inteligentnich systémut pfi
uréeni skutecné vySe plateb a jejich vybéru. Zejména soukromé zdroje by mély slouzit pro
vystavbu doplitkové infrastruktury a sluzeb u budovanych siti.

Dtlezitou pomoci Spolecenstvi jak pro jednotlivé zemé, tak pro zajem SpoleCenstvi by mélo
byt urceni evropskych koordinatorti (u prioritnich projekti), resp. vytvareni systému
vzajemné koordinace transevropskych tras (u prioritni sit€), coz by mélo zajistit kontrolu
vytvofeni ,,evropské piidané hodnoty* a tim kontrolu efektivity vynaklddanych prostredkii
Spole€enstvi.

Otazka 11

Jaké jsou silné a slabé stranky stavajicich finan¢nich nastroju Spolecenstvi a jaké nové
nastroje jsou zapotiebi (vCetné ,,inovativnich* nastroji)?

Jak lze zjednodusit kombinované vyuziti financi z riznych zdroji Spole€enstvi na podporu
realizace TEN-T?

Hlavni slabou strankou stavajicich financnich nastrojii je nedostateéna vyse prostiedki do
dopravni infrastruktury, napt. ve vztahu k prostfedkiim, investovanym do zemédélské
politiky Spolecenstvi. TEN-T politika potiebuje zejména vétsi prioritu v ramci spole¢ného
rozpoctu, vysSi zodpovédnost Komise za jeji napliiovani. Za vhodny ndstroj bychom
povazovali podporu projektu jiz ve fazi projektové pripravy a vykupu pozemku v takové
vysi, ktera by méla motivacni charakter a ktera by zaroven jiz v pocatku davala moznosti ke
kontrole vytvareni ,,evropské piidané hodnoty.

Zjednodusit lze rovnéz postup pii kombinaci vyuziti prostfedka EU p¥i realizaci dopravni
infrastruktury formou partnerstvi veiejného a soukromého sektoru (PPP).

Zakladnim principem financovani z prostfedki SpoleCenstvi by mélo byt zjednoduSeni
pristupu a urychleni posuzovacich a schvalovacich procedur pii zachovani disledné
kontroly vynalozenych prostredki.

Otazka 12
Jak by bylo mozné zlepsit stavajici nefinanc¢ni nastroje a jaké nové nastroje by mohly byt
zavedeny?

Navrhujeme  rozSifeni koordinace pripravy a realizace infrastrukturnich projekti
z evropské urovné (viz téz popsano v piedchozich otazkach) zejména tam, kde je nedostatecny
zajem, resp. nedusledny pfistup jednotlivych c¢lenskych statd, tj. hlavné na pieshrani¢nich
usecich a v mistech tizkych hrdel leZicich za hranicemi velkych aglomeracnich ceki, v nichz
vétSinou problémy fesi narodni vlady intenzivné a z jejich pohledu logicky prioritné. OvSem
FeSeni problémi vidénych pouze znarodniho pohledu nemusi byt soucasné FeSenim
problémi transevropskych tras jako celku, tj. nemusi byt tou Spolecenstvim hledanou
»evropskou pfidanou hodnotou®. Evrop$ti koordinatori by se vtomto smyslu méli stat
sadvokaty* pravé této podrobnéji popsané ,.evropské pridané hodnoty“ transevropskych
koridori. Evropsti koordinatoifi mohou pomoci narodnim vladam vnimat TEN — T trasy jako
ucelené koridory, nikoli jako ,,fetézce izolovanych narodnich usekt“. (viz konkrétni vysledky na
PP ¢. 17).
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S pfijetim riznych variant pojeti sit¢ by systém koordinace musel byt prisluSné upraven,
v zasadé ale tento pristup koordinace povazujeme za zcela KliCovy princip rFeSeni
transevropské dopravni infrastruktury !

EK by se méla daleko vice angaZovat v koordina¢ni ¢innosti p¥i realizaci plani dopravnich
siti TEN-T, méla by vice pusobit na jednotlivé staty v pripadé neplnéni spole¢nych cili.

MoZné alternativy dalSiho rozvoje TEN-T:

Otazka 13
Ktera z téchto alternativ je nejvhodnéjsi a pro¢ ?

Za nejvhodnéjsi povazujeme navrZenou variantu ¢. 3 - ,, globalni sit’ “ a ,, zakladni sit’
avSak za predpokladu, ze sit¢ budou aktualizovany a objektivizovany ve vztahu Kk vyvoji
dopravnich potieb a rozSifeni EU. Pfijat¢ prioritni projekty (TEN-T priiority axes and
projects 2005) by mély byt dokonceny a zafazeny do zakladni sité. Sitovy pristup je do
budoucna obecné vhodnéjsi, nez vybér ,,prioritnich projekti* a souc¢asné nevylucuje stanoveni
casovych harmonogramil a podporu vybranych projekti na Grovni SpoleCenstvi vcetné zajisténi
evropské koordinace vybranych mezinarodnich projektt.

Ptistup k zékladni siti na zakladé dvou pilifti — geografického a koncepcniho — obecné vitame
s tim, ze by m¢l byt kladen vyssi diraz nez dosud na dopravni sité¢ jako prostfedek sblizovani
regiont, které napomaha jejich ekonomické prosperité.

Zahrnuti nejistych faktor do planovani zakladni sit¢ nepovaZujeme za podstatny problém,
v kazdém pftipad¢ je nutné pocitat s korekci siti podle aktualizace progndz i skutecného vyvoje
dopravnich potteb (analogicky s pfedchozi ¢innosti HLG, ktera by se ovSem méla zménit na
kontinualni proces). Je nutné najit vhodnou rovnovdhu mezi pribéznou aktualizaci a soucasné
stabilitou s ohledem na dlouhodobost ptipravy staveb dopravni infrastruktury i na dlouhodobost
financovani.
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