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Q1

Mélo by hodnoceni dosavadniho vyvoje TEN-T ze strany Komise zahrnovat néjaké
dalSi faktory?

Hodnoceni vyvoje transevropské dopravni sité je vystizné. Je treba zduraznit, ze dosud
nebyla vénovana dostatecna podpora projektum do sousednich regionii EU, a to véetné
téch casti, které se nachdzeji na vizemi EU. Do hodnoceni by bylo vhodné zahrnout i
ostatni druhy kombinované a multimodalni dopravy nez pouze vztah namorni doprava —
pozemni doprava.

Pomoc Spolecenstvi prispiva hospodarsky slabsim regioniim, coz je princip, ktery je
nutné zachovat i do budoucna, nebot jednotny trh vyzaduje bezproblémové dopravni
spojeni po celém kontinentu, a to i v regionech, jejichz ekonomicka viroven neumozinuje
dostatecné kvalitni infrastrukturu zajistit. S ohledem na potiebu vyhodnocovat
efektivnost vyuZziti prostredkii a prinosii politiky by mélo byt vyhodnocovano i dosazeni
koordinace s ostatnimi politikami, predevsim s kohezni politikou.

Pro planovani globalni sité nebyla pouZita jednotna metodika pro staré a nové staty
v casti Zeleznicni infrastruktury. Proto v novych statech s vyjimkou Bulharska (vstup az
vroce 2007) a Slovinska nejsou soucdasti sit¢ TEN-T vysokorychlostni traté. I to musi
byt v politice TEN-T zohlednéno. Moderni dopravni systémy (napt. vysokorychlostni
traté) by mély byt zaleZitosti celé Evropy, kde existuje dostatecnd potencialni poptavka.

Je treba vzit vuvahu odlisné , viastnosti“ jednotlivych druhii dopravy v pripadé
chybéjicich linek a uzkych hrdel. V pripadé Zeleznicni a vnitrozemské vodni dopravy se
existence techto nedokonalosti site projevi presunem preprav na silnicni dopravu, takze
na nekvalitnim Zeleznicnim tahu se nemusi projevit negativni tendence (kongesce). Ta
se miize projevit naopak v dopravé silnicni, nebot’ na ni dojde k presunu preprav. U
silnicni dopravy se nedokonalost sité projevi kongescemi a nizsi bezpecnosti provozu a
vetsimi dopady na Zivotni prostredi. To je treba pri vytvareni prepravnich prognoz a
planovani siti mit na pameéti.

Pri plneéni cili by nemélo jit v prvni Fadé o ,, viditelnost zasluh té které urovné (ES,
Clenské staty, regiony), ale o dosazZeni spolecnych cilu. Evropskd uroven nemiize

Vevr

projektu. Stanoveni spolecnych cilu je ale duleZitym evropskym ukolem. Nové pridana
hodnota musi byt viditelna ve vSech cdstech Evropy.



Q2 Jaké existuji dalSi argumenty pro nebo proti zachovani globalni sité a jak by bylo

Q3

mozZné pi‘ekonat nevyhody jednotlivych pristupa?

vvvvv

Jje pristup bezpochyby spravny a definici prioritni sité je nutné provest. Je ale nutné si
uvedomit, Ze i ostatni urovné dopravnich siti jsou nepostradatelné, a teprve vzdajemné
doplnovani funkci jednotlivych urovni siti miize prinést pozadovany synergicky efekt. Je
proto nutné zajistit realizaci prioritni sité, ale zaroven je nutné mit stanoven
harmonogram a jasné priority i pro sité zajistujici napojeni vSech evropskych regioni
(tj. globalni sité) a zajistit i vzajemné propojeni regionti pomoci vnitrostdtnich siti, a
propojeni jednotlivych mést a obci pomoci siti regionalnich. I na tyto urovné musi byt
zajistéeny prostredky v odpovidajici mire (véetné urcité podpory Spolecenstvi alespon
ekonomicky nejchudsim regionum). Bude diilezité a obtizné stanovit pomery, kterymi
budou prostredky rezervovany pro tyto jednotlivé urovne siti. 1 k tomu musi vzniknout
prislusna metodika.

Cile stanovené pro globalni sit jsou duleZité i nadale, ale evropska uroven ji miZe jen
koordinovat a podporovat, a to odstupiiované podle specifik clenskych zemi a regioni,
na kterych lezi hlavni odpovédnost. I to je diilezity ukol Spolecenstvi. DiileZitost ma tato
uroven i z hlediska plnéni horizontalnich cilii (plnéni cilu dopravni politiky), a dale
jako podnét k tomu, aby clenské staty s dostatecnym diirazem braly v uivahu ve svych
narodnich pldnech nadnarodni cile. Zajistit koordinacni funkce je dulezité nejen
z prostoroveho hlediska, ale i z hlediska casového.

Dalsim diuvodem pro zachovani globdlni sité je to, Ze nejvice zanedbané sité této a
nizsich urovni se nachdazeji v regionech a statech s nizsi ekonomickou vykonnosti. Samy
o sobé tento handicap tézko prekonaji, pokud v ramci Politiky soudrznosti nedostanou
vypomoc.

Nebude proto mozné zcela opustit globalni sit, ale bude nutné navrhnout, jak pro ni
stanovit cile a priority (véetné clenéni na cile kratkodobé, strednédobé a dlouhodobé) a
odpoveédnosti za jejich plnéni, a rovnéz navrhnout, jak zajistit financovani. To souvisi i
s paralelnim diskusnim procesem, ktery se tykda Evropské politiky soudrznosti. Urover
globalni sité je proto treba zachovat, byt hlavni usili Spolecenstvi bude smérovano na
prioritni sité a prioritni projekty.

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) prinosy by
mohl pFinést a jak by se mél rozvijet?

Sitoveé pojeti je v kazdém pripade vyhodnéjsi, nebot je stejné duleZité krome samotné
infrastruktury vytvaret podminky pro poskytovani kvalitnich sluzeb, coz prindsi nutnost
aplikovat dalsi opatreni, a to i na jiz vvbudované infrastrukture. Je dale nutné zajistit,
aby geograficky i koncepcni pristup byl uplatnén na ucelené siti, kterd bude propojovat
dnes izolované prioritni projekty.

Prioritni sité jsou trvalou entitou a musi byt definovdany s ohledem na skutecné i
potencialni budouci prepravni potreby bez ohledu na skutecny stav infrastruktury.
Teprve na takto identifikované siti je treba vytipovat hlavni opatreni ke zlepsSeni stavu,
tj. definovat prioritni projekty. Horizontalni cile (cile na podporu dopravni politiky
k zajisténi podminek pro poskytovani sluzeb) ale musi byt plnény na celé prioritni siti.



Q4

Pomoc Spolecenstvi by méla byt zamérena zejména na tyto prioritni projekty
definované na prioritni siti a nastroje k dosazeni cilii by mély byt ve stredu pozornosti
Spolecenstvi. Politika by tak méla urcité spolecné rysy s procesem TINA, kde byla
rovnez sit’ definovana jako zakladni a doplitkova. Na globalni siti (analogicky k piivodni
dopliikoveé siti TINA) by postup realizace méla obdobnou strukturu s vyssi odpovédnosti
Clenskych statii se zachovanim diverzifikované podpory z evropské urovné. Na prioritni
siti (analogicky paterni sit’ TINA) musi nést spoluodpovédnost clenské staty spolecné s
Evropskym spolecenstvim a musi byt stanovena na zdklade celoevropské metodiky.
Evropska uroven by méla zajistit, aby byly plnény stanovené cile, a to formou financni
pomoci a koordinace projektii (zejména preshranicnich usekii projektii), ale rovnez i
aplikaci koncepcniho pilire.

Stranou zajmu nesmi zustat i ostatni mista propojeni siti, tj. vSech druhu terminadlu
multimodalni osobni i nakladni dopravy. 1 kdyz je problematika nékterych druhii
terminalu multimodalni dopravy zarazena v ramci jinych iniciativ, které Politika TEN-T
musi zahrnovat (napr. Zeleznicni nakladni koridory nebo zelené koridory), je treba na
multimodalitu pohlizet jednotné, tj. vSechny aspekty posuzovat spolecné a netristit je
v ramci ruznych podoblasti.

Pokud jde o uvahy zavadet tezsi nakladni silnicni vozidla, je nutné pocitat s tim, Ze by
to melo velky dopad na opotiebeni infrastruktury a vyssi naroky z hlediska
konstrukcniho, coz by se promitlo do zvysenych investicnich i provoznich ndklad.
Prioritou by meélo byt tyto objemnéjsi zasilky prepravovat Zeleznicni nebo vodni
dopravou, jinak to bude krok proti deklarovanému posilovani multimodalniho pristupu.
Tato Feseni maji uplatnéni ve specifickych pripadech, a to zejména v rozlehlych
okrajovych regionech s malou hustotou osidleni.

Byl by takovy pruZny pristup k urceni projekti spolecného 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 mozné jej nejlépe zohlednit v plinovani na
urovni Spolecenstvi?

Na politiku TEN-T je treba nahlizet jako na soucdst evropské dopravni politiky.
Koncepcni pristup k planovani siti by mel byt soucasti planovani siti, které by mélo
vychazet z obou pristupii soucasné, aby bylo mozné zajistit rozvoj siti vietné
horizontdlnich cilu (cilii k plnéni dopravni politiky a zajisténi podminek pro
poskytovani kvalitnich sluzeb na dopravni infrastrukture). Je ale nutné podotknout, Ze
vysveétleni koncepcniho pilire je v dokumentu ponékud mlhavé a bylo by vhodné ho
upresnit.

Na zdklade obou pilifi by méla vzniknout metodika pro definovani prioritni sité
(obdobnou odvozenou metodiku si vyzada i planovani sité globalni). Prioritni sit by
méla tedy byt hlavni evropska sit, kterd je jiz castecné vybudovina, pricemz na
vybudovanych usecich se bude sledovat zavadeéni téchto dalSich opatieni. Bude ale
nutné Celit urcitému nebezpeci prilisné Sive politiky a s tim spojené rozptylovani
prostiredkii na parcialni aktivity. To bude nutné citlivé vyvazit.

Bude velmi dulezité sladit evropské, narodni i regionadlni potreby do funkcniho celku a

na tomto zdkladé odvodit vyvazené odpovédnosti jednotlivych urovni dle principu
subsidiarity. Aplikace koncepcniho pilive je tedy diilezita, ale bude to obtizny proces.



Q5 Jak lze jednotlivé vySe nastinéné aspekty nejlépe zohlednit v ramci celkové
koncepce budouciho rozvoje TEN-T? Jaké dalsi aspekty by se mély zohlednit?

Vsechna uvedena hlediska jsou podstatna. Vitbec prvnim krokem planovani site musi
byt hledani smeérii s nejvetsimi prepravnimi pozadavky, a to bez ohledu na druh
dopravy. Déleni podle druhu dopravy by mélo byt predmétem az naslednych kroku.

Planovani musi zahrnout specifika osobni a ndkladni dopravy. Na silnicni siti se tato
specifika projevi jen v urcitych specifickych pripadech, na Zeleznicni siti je treba tato
specifika zohlednit ve vsech pripadech, kde jsou silné prepravni proudy. Neni ale
vhodny pristup oddéleného planovani zZeleznicni sité pro osobni a nakladni dopravu. Sit
by méla zustat jednotna, avsak s vyznacenim usekii, kde je nezbytné zajistit dostatecnou
kapacitu a kvalitu pro nakladni, a kde pro osobni dopravu. Je na druhou stranu treba
naopak rozlisovat vice urovni, nebot specifické jsou i vysokorychlostni traté, a rovnéz
traté pro meéstskou a priméstskou dopravu. Byt se zda, Ze méstska a priméstska doprava
neni predmetem evropske politiky, tato doprava vyuziva vyznamnou cdast infrastrukturni
kapacity i na mnoha usecich prioritni i globalni sité a vytvari uzka hrdla.

Terminaly multimodalni dopravy je rovnez vhodné doplnit o verejna logisticka centra,
v ramci kterych je mozné optimalizovat vyuzivani zejména velkokapacitnich dopravnich
prostredkii, a zaroven poskytovat konecnym zakaznikiim dalsi logistické sluzby. Verejna
logisticka centra rovnéz usnadni pristup k ekonomictejsi dopravé a k logistickym
sluzbam pro malé a stiedni podnikatelské subjekty.

K ochrané klimatu a Zivotniho prostredi je jednou z podminek uplatnéni principu
komodality v ndkladni doprave. Kromé multimodalnich preprav vyuzivajicich pribrezni
namorni dopravu je nutné vyuzivat potencial vnitrozemské vodni a zejména Zeleznicni
dopravy. Lze identifikovat nasledujici podminky pro vétsi vyuzivani Zeleznicni dopravy:

a) Prvni zdkladni podminkou je kvalitni Zeleznicni infrastruktura srovnatelna
s kvalitou infrastruktury silnicni, kterd umozni bezbariérovy provoz ndkladnich
viaku srovnatelnou rychlosti s prepravou silnicnimi vozidly. Je proto nutné u
hlavnich evropskych tahii definovat ndkladni magistraly, a to tak, aby kazdé dve
sousedici clenské zemé byly propojeny alespon jednim takovym tahem.

b) Druhou podminkou je zajisténi harmonizovanych podminek v podnikani v obou
druzich dopravy, at jiz z hlediska pristupu na trh, zdanéni a internalizace externich
nakladii.

c¢) Treti podminkou je technicky rozvoj Zzelezmic, zavadeni telematickych aplikaci
k zajisténi sledovani zasilek z ditvodii technologickych i bezpecnostnich, zajisteni
mezinarodni technické interoperability.

d) Ctvrtou podminkou je dokonceni transformace Zeleznic, zajisténi intramodalniho
konkurencniho prostredi, podnikani napric kontinentem, odbourdni technologickych
bariér na hranicich mezi clenskymi staty.

e) Patou podminkou je uzsi provazanost zeleznice s logistickymi procesy a s verejnou
logistikou, ¢imz by meélo dojit ke koncentraci prepravnich proudii a k castecnému
snizeni nevyhody kapacitnich druhii dopravy, kterou je Spatna dosaZitelnost
konecného cile (prepravy door to door).

Dulezité je alokovat VLC nebo stanovovat dalsi mista pro vyuziti multimodalni
prepravy bezpodminecné do lokalit, kde je v soucasné i budouci dobé opodstatnéné
a garantované jejich vyuziti - blizkost diilezitych dopravnich koridoru, existence
zajimavé komoditni a destinacni struktury zahranicniho obchodu, vyrobni /



spotrebni potencial (velké priumyslové zony / hustota a ekonomicka sila obyvatelstva
nebo jiné perspektivni misto).

f) Sestou podminkou jsou nizkondkladové technologie prekladky v kombinované
doprave, které umozni snadny prechod zdsilek mezi jednotlivymi druhy dopravy.
Stim souvisi i vyvoj jednotné evropské prepravni jednotky spojujici vyhody
kontejnerti a vymeénnych nastaveb.

Zakladni podminkou pro vétsi vyuzivani vodni dopravy je kvalitni infrastruktura,
predevsim odstranéni uzkych mist na vodni cestdach k zvysSeni plavebnich parametrii a
spolehlivosti vodni cesty a k jejimu prodlouzeni do vnmitrozemi. Sekundarnimi
podminkami jsou zejména rozvoj pristavii pro vyuziti multimodalni prepravy a rozvoj
telematického ricniho informacniho systéemu a technologii prepravy zboZi a prekladek
v kombinované doprave.

Povazujeme za vhodné, aby relevantni dokumenty EU duraznéji zminovaly v ramci
problematiky stretu verejného zajmu pri realizaci rozvoje sité vodnich cest (ktery je
obecné plne podporovan) se zajmy ochrany prirody, ,,zelenou dimenzi“ vodni dopravy.
Posileni ,,zelené dimenze“ vodnich cest bychom spatrovali v explicitnim konstatovani,
Ze rozvoj sité vnitrozemské vodni dopravy na transevropskych dopravnich sitich je
zajmem Spolecenstvi i z hlediska environmentalni perspektivy. Soucasné povazujeme za
vhodné, aby vramci posileni , zelené dimenze* vodni dopravy, a to nejen
prostrednictvim zelenych ndkladnich koridoru, byly provedeny i upravy prislusné
sekundarni legislativy ES.

S ohledem na skutecnost, zZe labsko-vitavska vodni cesta zprostiedkovava napojent
Ceské republiky na sit evropskych vodnich cest a predevsim na namorni pristavy a Ze
nedostatecnost labské cesty v kritickém 40 km useku pred statni hranici se SRN je
nesouméritelnd s konkurencnimi druhy dopravnich siti, bude Ceskd republika
pozadovat zarazeni projektu na zlepSeni plavebnich podminek v tomto kritickém useku
mezi prioritni projekty na siti TEN-T.

Duilezitym aspektem pro nastaveni podminek v jednotlivych druzich dopravy je
postupné zavadeni plné internalizace externich ndkladii a plnéni principu ,,uzivatel a
znecistovatel plati*.

Q6+7 Jak mohou inteligentni dopravni systémy jako sou¢ast TEN-T posilit fungovani
dopravni soustavy? 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 systétmu ERTMS v nasledujicim
obdobi finan¢niho vyhledu?

Vyzaduji posouvajici se hranice mezi infrastrukturou a vozidly nebo poskytovanim
infrastruktury a zpisobem jejiho vyuZiti rozsifeni koncepce projektu spoleéného
zajmu (v oblasti infrastruktury)? Pokud ano, jak by tato koncepce méla byt
definovana?

Dopravni  infrastruktura musi umoznit nejen plynulé spojeni s evropskymi
primyslovymi, obchodnimi a sidelnimi centry, ale na této infrastrukture musi byt
uzivateliim dopravy poskytovany odpovidajici sluzby. Inteligentni dopravni systémy
(ITS) jsou soucasti dopravni infrastruktury, zlepsuji rizeni dopravniho provozu a



umoznuji poskytovani kvalitnich infrastrukturnich sluzeb. Hlavnim prinosem aplikaci
ITS je zvySeni bezpecnosti dopravniho provozu, ato varovanim pred nebezpecnou
situaci nebo zabranéni jejimu vzniku. V pripadeé nehody mohou mit aplikace ITS prinos
pro zdchranny systéem poskytnutim vcasné informace identifikujici misto uddalosti
telefonnimu centru tisnového volani (PSAP) a predanim co nejpresnéejsich instrukci pro
posadku zachranného vozidla. ITS umozZiuji optimalizovat a organizacné zajistit
multimodalni prepravni systemy v osobni i ndkladni doprave, optimalizovat kapacitu
infrastruktury a zvysit plynulost provozu, kromé bezpecnosti provozu také zvysit
bezpecnost prepravovanych zasilek a prepravovanych osob. ITS jako moderni Fidici
systemy zajistuji lepsi vyuziti energie plynulou jizdou jako je napriklad automatické
vedeni viaku nebo systém Ricnich informacnich sluzeb pro Fizeni vnitrozemské plavby
s ohledem na stav plavebni cesty a systéemy pro minimalizaci cekacich dob na
zdymadlech.

Nejednotny rozvoj ITS zpiisobuje znacnou roztristénost jednotlivych systéemi a aplikaci.
Aby bylo mozné systémy a aplikace propojovat a tak ziskavat nové sluzby pro realizaci
bezpecné, ucinné a ekologické dopravy, je nutné neustale vytvaret odpovidajici
technické a technologické standardy. Nejednotny rozvoj zpisobuje znacnou
roztristenost jednotlivych systémii a aplikaci ITS.

Proto, aby byla zajisténa kompatibilita a spoluprace jednotlivych systemii ITS, a tim i
dopravnich systémii, nesmi byt vytvoreny zZadné informacni, komunikacni a systémové
bariéry mezi ¢lenskymi staty, ani ve vnitini strukture jednotlivych clenskych statu. Méla
by byt vyuzivana jednotna, oteviena architektura s jasnymi standardy tak, aby na ni
mohly byt postaveny soucasné, ale i budoucit systémy. Tim budou z technického hlediska
existovat spolecné vychozi predpoklady pro rychly rozvoj trhu inteligentnich
dopravnich systémii jako celku. Pri zavadeni systéemu ITS alespon na urovni
standardizovaného rozhrani budou moci byt rozsirovany systémy ITS bez dodatecnych
financnich narokit na prekonani technickych bariér.

Pri zavadeni novych technologii do vozidel nebo prislusnych zarizeni a systémii se v§ak
postupné zjistilo, Ze aby byly plné vyuzity vyhody systéemii ITS, musi byt vybavena
odpovidajicimi zarizenimi nejen vozidla, ale i dopravni infrastruktura, ktera z velké
miry patri verejnému sektoru. Existuji tak aplikace, pro néz je pripravenost verejného
sektoru je vyuzivat nebo sdilet — at' mezi verejnymi institucemi navzdajem nebo se
soukromym subjektem — nezbytnd. Pri spolupusobeni aplikaci je tak zajistena
konecnému uzivateli komplexni sluzba. Jinak hrozi, Ze z duvodu nepripravené
infrastruktury verejného sektoru nebude mozné poskytovat sluzby viibec nebo jen
omezene.

Proto bude muset v nezbytné mire investovat do systéemii ITS také verejny sektor.
Verejny sektor by mél financné podporovat takové aplikace ITS, které povedou ke
zlepSeni Fizeni dopravniho provozu a sniZeni dopravni nehodovosti, ke zvySovani
bezpecnosti a plynulosti dopravy a k ucinnéjsi kontrole dodrzovani pravidel silnicniho
provozu. Dale by mél verejny sektor podporovat rozvoj technologii pro vcéasnou
zdachranu lidského Zivota a sniZovani dusledkii zdvaznych zranéni zpusobenych
dopravnimi nehodami, rozvoj technologii prispivajici ke zkvalitnéni a zatraktivnéni
verejné hromadné osobni dopravy a v neposledni rade které snizuji negativni vlivy na
Zivotni prostiedi.

Z urovné EU by se mély identifikovat a pripravit navrhy projektu, kde by z pohledu

verejného sektoru moderni technologie prinesly evropskou pridanou hodnotu jako napr.
u zvySeni bezpecnosti dopravniho provozu. Tyto projekty ITS by v souvislosti se
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zajistenim sluzeb na trans-evropské dopravni siti mohly byt podporeny financnim
nastrojem Evropské unie. Pokud by podpora rozvoje ITS z urovné EU byla realizovana
prostrednictvim prispévku TEN-T, pak vyse prispévku 10 % v poméru k vysi celkovych
realizacnich nakladii aplikaci ITS se jevi - na rozdil rozsahlych od stavebnich projektii -
Jjako nedostatecna.

V mnohych aplikacich ITS jsou systéemy druzicové navigace klicovou komponentou,
ktere integruji nejmodernéjsi technologie k urceni informace o poloze objektu do
systemut ITS. Proto je treba vzit v uvahu vazby systemii ITS na aplikace budoucich
globalnich systéemu druzicové navigace jako napr. Galileo, u kterych je treba docilit
vysokych systéemovych parametrii (dostupnost, spolehlivost, bezpecnost, atd.). Hlavnim
prinosem systémii druZicové navigace neni pouze urceni presné polohy dopravniho
prostredku, ale poskytovani dostatecné kvalitnich a hlavné garantovanych sluzeb pro
aplikace podporujici Fizeni a organizaci celého dopravniho procesu u celého retézce
ITS systemu (napr. urceni polohy a prenos polohové informace do ridictho centra).

Technologie globalnich navigacnich druZicovych systémit skryva velky potencial pro
dalsi rozsifovani, ale pouZiti této technologie je omezeno tim, ze se v soucasné dobé
jedna o informativni system. Uzivatel se musi na zakladé informace o poloze nebo o
navrhu smeru jizdy nakonec sam rozhodnout o dalsim kroku, za ktery je odpovédny —
odpovédnost nent na provozovateli sluzeb, ktery vyuziva informace na zdklade dnesnich
systémii GNSS.

Dalsi generace celosvétovych systéemu druzicové navigace - nejen evropsky Galileo, ale
i modernizovany americky GPS III. - budou garantovat presnost a spolehlivost.

V souvislosti se zavadénim modernich technologii do dopravy, zejména ITS
a druzicovych systéemii, se stale vice zacinaji vyuzivat integrované inteligentni vozidlové
bezpecnostni systemy. Tyto systémy pomahaji Fidici pri Fizeni vozidla a informuji ho
o moznych koliznich a nebezpecnych dopravnich situacich. V této souvislosti nabyva na
vyznamu infrastruktura. Nejedna se vsak o dopravni infrastrukturu jako takovou, ale
o infrastrukturu telekomunikacni, kterd je diileZitd pro prenos dat a pro spolupraci mezi
zarizenimi umistenymi ve vozidle a zarizenimi na silnicni nebo poulicni siti. Z tohoto
pohledu by méla byt definovana také tzv. inteligentni infrastruktura.

Systéemy ITS umoziuji ziskavat presnd data o dopravnim procesu. Vhodnym
zpracovanim mohou tato data poskytnout verejnému sektoru dostatek podkladii pro
zpracovani strategickych dokumentii a pro diilezita rozhodnuti verejného sektoru.

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?

Oba pilire by mely byt od pocatku sledovany, prioritni sit’ by mela byt touto ,,zakladni *
siti. Propojeni obou pilitu by umoznilo dosahnout cilii evropské dopravni politiky.

Pokud maji byt vSechny nové vyzvy zahrnuty do politiky TEN-T, bude nezbytné jit
cestou soubezného uplatneni geografického a koncepcniho pilire. Tento postup je tedy
vhodny, ale bude zaroven obtizny. Bude nutné zajistit plneni evropskych i narodnich
cilti a vychazet z principu subsidiarity. Bude nutné stanovit metodiky pro oba pilite a
najit vyvazeny pristup k odpovédnosti jednotlivych urovni (evropska, ndrodni az
lokalni, jakoz i ulohu soukromého sektoru). To vSe musi vzit v uvahu casové hledisko

(cile kratkodobé, strednédobé a dlouhodobé).



Takovy pristup realizovatelny je, ale jeho priprava bude narocna a vyzada si urcity
potrebny cas, avsak vysledek bude kvalitnéjsi, nebot’ dosavadni praxe zalozena zejména
na pozadavcich jednotlivych statii vede k nejednotnému stanoveni siti v jednotlivych
statech (napr. diametralni rozdil hustoty siti mezi regiony jednotlivych statit s obdobnou
hustotou obyvatelstva — napr. severovychodniho Polska a Litvy).

Q9+10 Jak mohou byt stanoveny financéni potifeby TEN-T jako celku, a to
v kratkodobém, stirednédobém a dlouhodobém horizontu? Jaka forma financovani
(verejné ¢i soukromé, ze zdroju Spolecenstvi ¢i ¢lenskych stati) nejlépe vyhovuje
jednotlivym aspektiim rozvoje TEN-T?

Jakou pomoc lze poskytnout ¢lenskym statim v oblasti financovani a realizace
projekti, které spadaji do jejich odpovédnosti? Méla by se dale podporit tcast
soukromého sektoru na realizaci infrastruktury? Pokud ano, jak?

Diilezita je na jedné strane identifikace projektit na definované siti (prioritni ¢i zakladni
a globalni) véetne vyhodnoceni jejich proveditelnosti a odhadu financni ndarocnosti a
multikriterialni zhodnoceni jejich prinosu a potrebnosti, a to v kratkodobém planu
(realizacni plan), strednédobém planu (pripravny plan — plan pro zahdjeni pripravy
projektit) a v dlouhodobém planu (vyhledové zameéry a podklady pro tizemni ochranu).
Na strané druhé je treba znat kratkodoby, strednédoby a dlouhodoby odhad dostupnosti
financnich prostiedkii ze vSech dostupnych a predpokladanych zdroju.

Takovy celoevropsky plan je mozZné sestavit z podkladii clenskych statii. Koordinace
evropského planu s plany jednotlivych clenskych statii bude velmi ndrocnd, avsak
stanovené cile jinak nebudou splnitelné.

Vzhledem k financni ndrocnosti je nutné zmobilizovat vsechny dostupné zdroje
financovani v ramci financovani vicezdrojového. Problematiku nedostatecnych
financnich prostredkii tak Ize Fesit ndasledujicim pristupem:

o Vicezdrojovym financovanim s vyuzitim vsech moznych dostupnych zdroji,

o Kombinace financovani z ruznych zdrojui dosud funguje ve smyslu
spolufinancovani studii z TEN-T a nasledné spolufinancovani investicni akce z
Operacnich programii (Fond soudrznosti). Pokud by méla byt umoznéna sirsi
kombinace, znamenalo by to nutné zruseni ¢i modifikaci principu
monofondovosti, v jehoz ramci nesmi dojit k cerpani ze dvou nebo vice fondii na
Jjeden projekt.

o Zefektiviiovanim vystavby hledanim rezerv,

o Koordinaci evropského planu s plany jednotlivych Cclenskych statu, a to
v rozlozeni do kratkodobych, strednédobych a dlouhodobych cilii,

e Pro kazdé obdobi vytvorit ,,balicky* pro jednotlivé urovné siti (zdkladni sit,
globalni sit, ostatni sité narodni a regiondlni urovné). Plany rozvoje musi mit
nejen casovy rozmer, ale rovnéz rozmer dle urovné siti,

e Definice zakladni sité musi vzniknout na podklade jednotné evropské metodiky
snahu o co nejveétsi rozsah site, vybér ale musi byt proveden na zakladé kvalitni
metodiky a ne politickym rozhodnutim). V pripadé globalni sité se musi
postupovat obdobné, musi byt zachovana zasada napojeni vsech regionut na sité
TEN-T.
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Primou i neprimou pomoc je treba prednostné smeérovat hospodarsky slabsim
regiontim, které vlastnimi prostredky nebudou schopny stanovené cile dostatecné plnit.

PPP je duleZitym zpiisobem financovani, ktery je nutné rozvijet a vzajemné si predavat
ziskavané zkuSenosti. Je nutné vytvorit podminky tak, aby vytvarely stimul pro
kombinaci financovani PPP s evropskym spolufinancovanim. Je zapotrebi u kazdého
projektu individudlné posuzovat jeho typickou vhodnost pro jeho zajisteni formou PPP
a nasledné rozhodovat o jejim vyuZiti.

Jaké jsou silné a slabé stranky stavajicich finan¢nich nastroji Spolecenstvi a jaké
nové nastroje jsou zapotiebi (véetné ,,inovativnich® nastroji)? Jak lze zjednodusit
kombinované vyuziti financi z riznych zdroji Spole€enstvi na podporu realizace
TEN-T?

Silnou strankou je vyssi podpora hospodarsky slabsim regioniim, nebot’ v téchto
regionech je zaroven nejvetsi dluh na infrastrukture. Bez kvalitni infrastruktury v celé
EU véetné navaznosti na sousedni regiony, nebude radné fungovat trh a bude s tim
spojena nizsi konkurenceschopnost celé EU.

Je zrejmé, ze i do rozpoctového obdobi 2014 — 2020 vstoupi staty stiedni a vychodni
Evropy (CS SVE) s dopravni infrastrukturou vyrazné zanedbanéjsi nez staty EU 15;
pritom pokud by nékteré z téchto CS SVE prestaly byt zpiisobilé pro cerpani zdrojii
z Fondu soudrznosti (ktery umozinoval zpravidla vice nez 50% spolufinancovani praci),
a byly by odkazany na vyrazné nizsi podporu dle stavajicich pravidel TEN-T
(spolufinancovani investicnich nakladu vétsinou jen dol0-20%, 30% preshranicni
projekty, do 50% jen studie a ERTMS), snizily by se jejich moznosti k dobudovani
globalni sité a vyrazné by se snizila jejich motivace k dokoncovani prioritni sit¢ TEN-T
na svéem uzemi. V disledku snizeni zdrojii z rozpoctu EU pro dokonceni prioritnich
projektii EU na tvizemi nékterych CS SVE by doslo ke zpomaleni vystavby v téchto
statech, a tim k fixovani rozdilu v kvalité dopravni infrastruktury a dostupnosti mezi EU
15a CS SVE.

Prekonani tohoto rozdilu bude obtizné, protoze

e zdroje rozpoctu EU jsou limitované i na dokonceni TEN-T; uprava obecného
narizeni k TEN-T ¢. 680/2007, ¢l. 6 ve smyslu navysSeni miry podpory pro
spolufinancovani praci ve vsech CS EU by rozdil od EU 15 nezmensovalo a
navic by bylo ziejmée neprijatelné financné narocné na rozpocet EU;

e navyseni miry spolufinancovani jen pro dokonceni prioritnich projektit TEN-T
na tizemi CS SVE (jako ndhrada za zdroje fondu soudrinosti v rozpoctovém
obdobi 2007-2013) by bylo vhodnou motivaci v téchto CS, nebot by pri
vyhodném spolufinancovani z EU plnily nejen cil EU, ale soucasné si zlepsovaly
dopravni infrastrukturu na svém uzemi, otdzkou je vSak poptavka po tomto
Feseni v CS, které by toto piekondvani rozdilu dotovaly.

Jak bylo receno vyse, je nutné vytvorit stimul pro kombinaci financovani PPP s
evropskym spolufinancovanim. Pravidla a kritéria pro poskytovani prostiedkii z
rozpoctu EU (pripadné téz z EIB) by méla byt nastavena tak, aby tyto prostredky mély
efektivni potencial k mobilizaci soukromého kapitilu pro financovani dopravni
infrastruktury prostrednictvim partnerstvi verejného a soukromého sektoru. Pravidla je
nutné nastavit tak, aby bylo docileno pdakového ucinku prostredkii EU a verejnych
prostiedkii CS smérem k soukromému kapitalu. Jednou z moznosti, kterda by mohla
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skutecné podporit pakovy ucinek prostiedku EU a podnitit mobilizaci soukromého
kapitalu, by mohla byt bonifikace projektii PPP pri stanoveni miry podpory z
prostiedki EU. Soucasné je vsak nutno pristupovat ke kombinaci verejnych a
soukromych prostredkii pouze v pripadech, ve kterych vyhody tohoto modelu prevazi
transakci, zvysenymi naroky na kapacity verejného sektoru a zasahy do harmonogramii
vystavby prislusnych projektu ¢i tahu.

Fungujici zpuisob podpory PPP projektii (zejména ze strany EIB - garancni ndstroj pro
TEN-T, JASPERS) by mel byt doplnén nastavenim pravidel a kritérii pro realizaci
projekti pri financovani z prostredki EU. Pri nastavovani pravidel by meél byt
zohlednén Zivotni cyklus PPP projektu z hlediska nastaveni harmonogramu a z hlediska
nastaveni financnich toku. Podminky pro udélovani grantii ¢i poskytovani piijcek z
prostiredkit EU by mély byt sestaveny tak, aby prostiedky EU mohly realné figurovat ve
financnim nastaveni PPP projektu a aby umoznily zvySeni atraktivity vhodnych projektii
pro soukromé investory.

Evropsky fond by meél mit tri casti, a to podle cilu Politiky soudrznosti, kterd se
projednava paralelné, oba procesy musi byt sladeny.

Prima podpora ze strany Spolecenstvi by mela mit tri urovné a skladala by se:

— <z fondu, jehoz prostredky budou pridélovany projektum dle kvality zpracovani a
celkového celoevropského prinosu z evropské urovné pro projekty vsech clenskych
statu (vybér projektu na evropské urovni podle jednotné metodiky). Tyto prostiredky
by mély byt poskytovany jen na prioritni projekty prioritni ¢i zdakladni site TEN-T.
Stanoveni metodiky vybéru je dulezZité proto, protoze dostupné prostredky budou
vzdy omezené, a je treba prednostné realizovat projekty s nejvétsi pridanou
hodnotou a projekty nejlépe pripravené. Zakladem by mohl byt posileny soucasny
Fond TEN-T,

— <z fondu, jehoz prostredky se budou pridélovat jednotlivym clenskym statim na
zaklade zhodnoceni jejich specifik (zejména hospodarska sila v HDP/obyvatele),
pricemz projekty by byly vybirany na urovni clenské zemé s ohledem na politiku
soudrznosti. Tyto prostiedky by mély byt poskytovany jen na projekty globalni site
TEN-T a na projekty prioritni ¢i zakladni sit¢ TEN-T. Timto fondem miize byt dnesni
Fond soudrznosti.

— <z fondu, jehoz prostredky by byly rozdéleny podle obdobnych zasad (1j. dle politiky
soudrznosti, zejména dle hospodarské sily regionii) regionum (urovné NUTS II) a
projekty by byly vybirany na této urovni. Tyto prostiedky by mély byt poskytovany
na projekty narodnich a regiondlnich siti zajistujicich navaznost na sité TEN-T, na
projekty prioritni ¢i zdakladni sité¢ TEN-T i na projekty globalni sité TEN-T.

Neprima podpora by méla byt zajisténa vyhodnymi pujckami EIB dle obdobné
struktury.
Je nezbytné zhodnotit ekonomické moznosti jednotlivych statii cile plnit. To je treba

odlisit od toho, jak ktery stat je uvedené cile ochoten plnit, resp. do jaké miry evropskou
dimenzi do svych planii promita.

Jak by bylo mozZné zlepSit stavajici nefinan¢ni nastroje a jaké nové nastroje by
mohly byt zavedeny?
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Je treba posilit koordinacni funkce evropské urovné pokud jde o prioritni a zdkladni sit.
Je rovnez nutné, aby evropska uroven rovnéz plnila v urcité mive i koordinacni funkce
v pripadé globalni site. Z naSich dosavadnich zkuSenosti vyplyvd, zZe pokud neni
realizace preshranicnich projektu sledovina a koordinovana z urovné Spolecenstvi,
maji ¢lenské staty o to mensi zdajem tyto projekty realizovat.

Co se tyce podpory realizace projektii, byla by ze strany Spolecenstvi na misté podpora
projektu zamérenych na diilezité useky ¢i uzly sité, jejichz realizace je spojena
s vwznamnymi komplikacemi (volba trasy, zpochybnovani rozhodnuti clenského statu,
environmentalné citliva témata). Tato podpora by byla vitana nejen na urovni
metodické, ale i na urovni komunikacni az , politické ", predevsim v ohledu jasného
deklarovani priority a vyznamu daného projektu z hlediska Spolecenstvi, tak aby nebyla
realizace zbytecné komplikovana ze strany dalsich DG ¢i v ramci ¢lenského statu.

,,Otevirena metoda kombinace* je dle uvedeného popisu spise jen podpiirnych
prostredkem pro vzdjemnou komunikaci aktérii. Koordinace na urovmni evropskych
koordinatorit by mohla byt pro jednotlivé koridory ci casti sité posilena s pomoci
kolektivnich koordinacnich subjektii (tymii, panelii apod.), v nichz by zahrnutim
zastupcu relevantnich DG a organii dotcenych statit mohlo byt dosazeno lepsi shody na
spolecném postupu z hlediska jednotlivych politik EU a clenskych statui. Zaroven by tak
mohly byt ve véci projektit TEN-T lépe sladény postoje a komunikace navenek.

Radu problémii bude dale nutné vyresit v pripadé hodnoceni projektit pomoci jednotné
evropské metodiky (zejména u preshranicnich projektii), nebot’ rada problémii v této
oblasti pretrvava, a to ve vztahu hodnoceni ostatnich projektii na ndrodni urovni.
Problematika hodnoceni projektu vyzaduje velkou pozornost jak na evropské, tak na
narodni urovni, nebot’ hraje rozhodujici uilohu pri zjistovani pridané hodnoty projekti
z celoevropského, narodniho i regionalniho pohledu a je duleZitym aspektem pro
efektivni vynakladani prostredkii.

Proto je treba posoudit vhodnost dosavadniho systému hodnoceni projektic TEN-T,
které nezajistuje ani moznost porovndni vyznamu projektii mezi sebou navzdjem
z hlediska jejich pridané hodnoty pro sit TEN-T (hodnoceni projektovych Zadosti
pripravuji dle ramcové nastavenych kriterii experti z CS EU, kteri uspéli ve vybérovych
Fizenich vykonné agentury TEN-T, ta zpracovava navrh doporuceni pro DG TREN,
které predklada navrh k doporuceni Financnimu vyboru TEN-T, ktery — bez znalosti
podrobného hodnoceni doporucenych navrhit a tedy bez moznosti jejich porovnani
navzajem — dale doporucuje navrh EK ke schvaleni projektii a EP ke schvaleni vyse
alokovanych prostredkii).

Pro mozné vyuziti iniciativy JASPERS i v dalsim obdobi povazujeme za nezbytnou
podminku, aby byl jednoznacné prokazan prinos této iniciativy v procesu schvalovani
projektit EK a definovana uloha této iniciativy a relevance jejich vystupu pri
rozhodovani EK o predlozenych projektech.

Pro hodnoceni poradi dulezZitosti z hlediska celoevropské pridané hodnoty jednotlivych
projektii, zohlednéni specifik (hospoddiské sily CS...) a dostupnosti kratkodobych,
strednédobych a dlouhodobych zdroju by mel EK pomoci odborny utvar, obdoba
soucasné iniciativy JASPERS (avSak zamérené nejen na pomoc CS, ale i jako nezavisly
a kompetentni poradce EK), ktery by tyto ekonomické aspekty jednotlivych projekti
hodnotil a porovnaval navzajem. Tento odborny utvar EK by hodnotil projekty dle
Jjasnych a zavaznych pravidel a kriterii EK/TEN-T a poskytoval zavéry svého hodnoceni
pripadné ustavenym kolektivnim koordinacnim subjektiim (zdstupciim DG a CS).
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Q13 Ktera z téchto alternativ je nejvhodnéjsi a pro¢?

Nejvhodnéjsi alternativa je ,, 3, a to z ditvodii uvedenych v celém predchozim textu. Jde
zejména o nutnost zajistit rozvoj vSech urovni siti (pocinaje prioritni ¢i zakladni pres
globalni, ndrodni az po regionalni sité), nebot bez vyvazeného rozvoje vsech urovni siti
by se snizovala pridand hodnota zakladni site samotné. Urcitou cast prostredkii je
proto treba rezervovat i na nizsi urovné siti. Evropska uroven se sice musi prednostné
zamérit na prioritni a zdkladni sité, avSak musi podporit i rozvoj nizsich urovni siti, a to
diferencované podle ekonomickych moznosti clenskych statu a regionii. Na globalni siti
je rovnéz nutné zajistit radu cilu dopravni politiky pri vytvareni podminek pro
poskytovani kvalitnich sluzeb vietné zajisteni interoperability.

Prioritni projekty je vhodné definovat na urcité siti, tj. mela by byt definovana prioritni
definovat zakladni sit, a na zaklade jejiho vyhodnoceni definovat prioritni projekty,
které vyzaduji urychlené reseni. Od toho by se méla odvijet metodika vybéru. Neni ani
tak podstatna souvisla kapacita useku, jako spise vyhledova saturace kapacity. Jinak
projekty nebudou ekonomicky rentabilni.

Obdobné planovaci postupy je potieba definovat na vsech urovnich — od prioritni a
zakladni site pres globalni sit TEN-T az po sité ndarodni a regionalni, a to vietné
definice odpovédnosti jednotlivych subjektut a jejich vzajemné spoluodpovédnosti, nebot
vSechny urovné hraji diileZitou roli a je diileZité dle moznosti ES, clenskych stati,
regionut i soukromého sektoru zajistit priméreny rozvoj odpovidajici mozZnostem
ekonomiky.

Az 90 % vykonii prepravy se déje ve vnitrostatni doprave, a proto clenské zemé kladou
duraz na vnitrostdtni projekty. Dodat projektiim evropsky rozmeér je velmi dulezite.
Nicméné nesmi dojit k opacnému extrému, tj. pri planovani evropskych siti opomijet
vuitrostatni aspekty. Jak v narodnim, tak evropském planovani, je treba oba rozméry
zahrnout a oba pristupy se musi vzdajemne doplnovat. Globadlni sit je z hlediska
vyvdzenosti obou pristupu diileZitym spojovacim clankem, a je diilezitou platformou pro
zajisténi horizontalnich cilii politiky TEN-T.

Hlavni odpovédnost pri realizaci vzdy bude lezet na clenskych statech (i v pripade
prioritni a zakladni sité) a evropska uroven pouze miize plnéni cilii podporit. Proto je
dulezité, aby mezinarodni rozmér v planovani siti clenské staty do svych planu
dostatecné zahrnuly a Evropskd komise by méla rovnéz podporit koordinaci mezi
sousednimi staty. Jde rovnéz o to, Ze mira podpory jednotlivvm zemim a regionum
nemiize byt stejna a je treba zohlednit specifika (zejména hospodarskou silu), nebot’ tyto
aspekty ovliviiuji schopnost clenskych statii a regionii cile plnit. Dale odstuprniovani
miry podpory clenskym statiim a regionum by mélo byt provedeno na zaklade politiky
soudrznosti (lépe plynule odstupnované nez skokové na zakladé pevné stanovené
hranice vybraného kritéria). Je rovnéz treba vzit v uvahu celoevropskou pridanou
hodnotu jednotlivych projektu.

DulezZitym ukolem je rovnéz stanoveni metodologie pro definovani siti véetné uplatnéni
koncepcniho pilire, coz je velkou vyhodou alternativy ¢. ,, 3 ve srovnani se soucasnym
stavem. Metodologie by méla byt pro transevropské sité stanovena jednotné (zejména
pro zakladni sit). Jeji aplikace ale musi byt provedena na zdkladé vyvazené spoluprdace
Spolecenstvi, clenskych statii a regionii. Tady je diileZitda uzka spoluprdce s politikami a
procesy uzemniho planovani. Plan siti TEN-T musi byt podkladem pro uzemné
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planovaci proces, ktery je naopak zdrojem informaci o limitech uzemi, ¢imz plni ulohu
zpétné vazby.

Prvnim krokem stanoveni siti by méla byt identifikace prepravnich potieb bez ohledu na
druh dopravy, a to stanovenim sité prioritnich a zakladnich os (a v dalsim kroku i os
globalni sité). To musi vychazet z prepravnich prognoz, a to na zakladé jiz existujicich
tahii s doplnénim o pripadné chybéjici osy (tj. zajisténi propojeni diilezitych metropoli a
aglomeraci, napojeni namornich pristavii a hlavnich letist na pozemni dopravu).

Vdalsim kroku je nezbytné stanovit na zakladé definovanych multimodalnich os sité
Jjednotlivych druhu dopravy — silnicni sit, Zeleznicni sit, sit’ vnitrozemskych vodnich
cest, letist, namornich pristavii a sit multimoddlnich terminadlu propojujici siteé
jednotlivych druhu dopravy. Pritom je treba zohlednit poZadavky osobni a ndkladni
dopravy a pozadavky dalsich iniciativ (napr. zelené koridory). Zejména na Zeleznicni
Siti je nutné vyznacit tahy, kde musi byt vytvareny podminky pro silné proudy dalkové
nakladni dopravy, musi byt vyznaceny casti site, které budou zatizeny priméstskou a
regionalni osobni dopravou, ktera vytvari uzka mista na siti a sva specifika maji
vysokorychlostni useky. Nosnym cilem v tomto je optimalni vyuziti vyhod vSech druhii
dopravy vytvarenim vhodnych podminek. K tomu je nezbytné uplatneni cilii
koncepcniho pilife. Zvlastni pozornost na vsech téchto sitich pak musi byt veénovana
uzkym mistium (bottlenecks) a jejich reSenim, tzn. nejen vystavbou novych kapacit, ale
rovnéz uplatnénim novych technologii v oblasti inteligentnich dopravnich systémii.
(Zjednodusené: analyza skutecnych a latentnich prepravnich proudi (definice
multimodalnich os) = modal split (definice zdkladni sité dle jednotlivych druhu
dopravy) = vybér prioritnich projekti)

V pripadé namorni dopravy je nezbytné vyuzit potencialu jihoevropskych namornich
pristavii, které je vhodné vyuzit predevsim v obchodu s Asii. K tomu je nutné prizpiisobit
i pozemni sité v severojiznim smeéru. Avsak diilezity je i smer vychodo-zapadni, a to
zejména z duvodu rozsirujici se spoluprace mezi starymi a novymi clenskymi zemeémi,
pricemz dopravni infrastruktura v tomto sméru neni stdle jesté na dostatecné urovni, a
to zejména podél byvalé zelezné opony. Diilezitym ukolem je i propojeni hlavnich letist
s Zeleznicnimi tahy, coZz miuZe napomoci snizit kongesce ve vzdusném prostoru
vytvorenim alternativni nabidky preprav na stiedni vzdalenosti Zeleznicni dopravou.

Plati, Ze zvlastni pozornost pri stanovovani kazdého cile musi byt vénovana principu
subsidiarity a formé pristupu k reseni probléemu (bottom — up versus top — down
pFistup).

Metodologie vzniku site musi vychdzet z odhadu na jedné strané dostupnosti zdrojii
v kratkodobem, strednedobém a dlouhodobém horizontu, a na druhée strané
z vyhodnoceni poradi dilezZitosti projektut z hlediska pridané hodnoty na evropské, ale i
narodnich a regiondlnich urovnich (multikriterialni analyza, analyza ndkladu a vynosu,
hodnoceni viivu na zivotni prostredi a soustavu NATURA 2000), a to na vsech urovnich
sSitt, a to v kratkodobem, strednédobem a dlouhodobém horizontu — to umozni

vvvvvv

koordinace se sektorem vuzemniho planovani.
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Transport Policy

Q1 Q1 Should the Commission's assessment of TEN-T development to date cover any
other factors?

The assessment of the trans-European Transport Network is realistic. It is necessary to
stress that, up to this time, no adequate support has been given to projects aimed at
neighbouring EU regions, namely including those parts which are located on the EU
territory. It would be appropriate to include also other combined and multimodal
transport modes instead of the relation maritime transport — ground transport only.

The Community assistance contributes to economically weaker regions, which
represents a principle to be maintained also in the future because single market
requires an unperturbed transport connection across the whole continent — that is to
say also in regions the economic level of which prevents the provision of an adequate
high quality infrastructure. Since it is necessary to evaluate the efficiency of the use of
policy instruments, the evaluation process should also include the achievement of the
coordination with other policies, the cohesion policy in particular.

As regards the part of the railway infrastructure, the planning of the global network did
not make use of the unified methodology for old and new Member States. For this
reasons, in new Member States excepting Bulgaria (entry as far as 2007) and Slovenia,
the high-speed lines are not part of the TEN-T. Even this has to be taken into account.
Up-to-date transport systems (high-speed lines for instance) should be of concern for
the whole Europe where there is enough of potential transport demand.

Different “properties” of individual transport modes have to be also considered — in
the case of missing lines and bottlenecks. In the case of railway and inland waterway
transport, the apparent imperfection of the network will manifest itself by shifting the
transports to road transport so that negative trends (congestion) need not show on a
low-quality railway infrastructure. On the contrary, these trends will make themselves
felt in the road transport for here the shift of transports will take place. As regards the
road transport, the network imperfectness will manifest itself through congestion and
reduced traffic safety as well as through greater environment impacts. This has to be
taken into account in creating traffic forecasts and in network planning.

In implementing the objectives the achievement of common goals should be stressed
before anything else and not the ‘visibility of credits attributed to any level (EC,
Member States, regions”). Without the involvement of Member States the European
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Q3

level cannot ensure the implementation of objectives, not even as far as the most
important priority projects are concerned. The establishment of common objectives is
an important European task - there is no doubt about it. Newly added value must be
visible in all parts of Europe.

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

At the European level it is important to concentrate the effort on projects of highest
importance. This approach is to be considered as correct, no doubt, and the definition
of the priority network needs to be carried out. It is necessary, however, to consider
that also other transport network levels have to play their important role and the
required synergy effect can only be achieved through functions of individual network
levels complementing each other. It is therefore necessary to secure the implementation
of the priority network and, at the same time, to establish a time schedule and clear
priorities also for networks providing the connection to all European regions (the so
called comprehensive network). What is also important is the provision of mutual
interconnection of regions through national networks and the interconnection of
individual cities and communities by means of regional networks. Also such levels have
to be supported by adequate funds (including certain Community support for the most
economically poor regions, at least). It will be important as well as difficult to establish
proportions of funds reserved for individual network levels. Appropriate methodology
should be generated also for such purpose.

Goals established for comprehensive network are important also from now on but the
European level can only coordinate and support such network, that is to say through
gradation according to specificities of Member States and regions which are assuming
the main responsibility. Even this is an important role of Community. This level is
important also from the point of view of implementing horizontal objectives
(implementation of transport policy objectives) and, further, as an incentive to Member
States to adequately consider supranational objectives within their national plans. Co-
ordination of the functions is important not only from the geographical point of view
but also in terms of timing.

Another reason for maintaining the comprehensive network is the fact that most
neglected networks at the level referred to and at lower levels can be found in regions
and Member States showing lower economic efficiency. Such handicap cannot be
overcome by these regions or Member States itself unless they receive help within the
Cohesion Policy assistance.

For this reason, it will not be possible to completely abandon the comprehensive
network but it will be necessary to suggest for this network both objectives, priorities
(broken down by short-term, medium-term and long-term objectives) and responsibility
for their implementation as well as the way how to ensure the financing of these
objectives. This is associated with a parallel discussion process related to European
cohesion policy. For that reason, the comprehensive network level needs to be
maintained even if the main Community efforts will be aimed at priority networks and
priority projects.

Would this kind of priority network approach be better than the current priority
projects approach? 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?
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The network approach is more appropriate in any case because, apart from the
infrastructure itself, the same importance is to be laid on the creation of conditions for
the provision of high quality services, which brings about the need to apply additional
measure, namely on the already built infrastructure. Furthermore, it is essential to
ensure the application of the geographical and conceptual approach on the
comprehensive network to interconnect the priority projects isolated at present.

Priority networks represent a permanent entity and they have to be defined with respect
to real as well as potential future transport demand — irrespective of the actual
infrastructure condition. Only the network identified in this way can serve as a base
line for the establishment of main actions (i.e. to define priority projects) to improve the
infrastructure condition. On the other hand, the horizontal objectives (objectives to
support the transport policy ensuring the conditions for the provision of services) have
to be implemented on the whole priority network.

Community assistance should be aimed, primarily, at priority projects identified on
priority network, and instruments to achieve the objectives should be in the centre of
Community attention. In this way, the policy would show certain common features with
the TINA process where the network was defined as core and complementary. On the
comprehensive network the implementation process would have similar structure (by
analogy with the original complementary TINA network) with higher responsibility of
Member States, the diversified support from European level being maintained. On
priority network (TINA core network by analogy) the responsibility must be shared by
Member States together with European Community and it must be established following
all-European methodology. European level should ensure the implementation of
established objectives, namely through financial assistance and project coordination
(primarily the cross-border sections of projects) but also through the application of the
conceptual pillar.

Also other points of network interconnection should not be left aside, i.e. all types of
multimodal passenger and freight terminals. Even if the issue of certain types
multimodal terminals is classified with other initiatives, which the TEN-T policy has to
include, the multimodality has to be considered from a unified point of view, i.e. all the
aspects have to be assessed collectively and not fragmentally - splitting them into
various sub-areas.

Considering the question of introducing heavier road goods vehicles, it is to be taken
account of the resulting large impact of such vehicles on the infrastructure wear and
higher demands in terms of the infrastructure construction, which would reflect in
increased investments as well as operations costs. Carrying such capacious
consignments by rail or waterway transport should be the priority otherwise the above
considerations would be contra-productive to the declared support for multimodal
approach. Preferring heavier goods vehicles have its justification in specific cases,
notably in vast peripheral regional with small residential density.

Would this kind of flexible approach to identifying projects of common interest be
appropriate for a policy that, traditionally, largely rests on Member States’
individual infrastructure investment decisions? What further advantages and
disadvantages could it have, and how could it best be reflected in planning at
Community level?

The TEN-T policy is to be viewed as part of European transport policy. Conceptual
approach to network planning could be part of network planning which should follow
from both the approaches simultaneously in order to ensure the development of
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networks and horizontal objectives (objectives for transport policy implementation and
ensuring conditions for the provision of high quality transport infrastructure services).
It is however necessary to mention that the document refers to rather misty explanation
of the conceptual pillar — this deserves more precise definition.

A methodology for the definition of priority network should be created and based on the
both pillars (similar inferred methodology will require also comprehensive network
planning). Accordingly, the priority network should be represented by main European
network already partly built, whereas the introduction of other measures of this kind
will be pursued. On the other hand, a certain danger of excessively broad scope of
policy will have to be faced as well as the dispersal of funds designed for partial
activities associated with it. Sensitive balancing of this phenomenon will be a
prerequisite.

Synchronization of European, national and regional needs into a functional whole will
be of great importance and on this background balanced responsibilities of individual
levels according to subsidiarity principle will have to be inferred. That is why the
application of the conceptual pillar will be important — however, a rather difficult
process is to be expected.

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?

All the aspects referred to above are of substantial nature. Looking for directions with
greatest transport demands must be the first step in network planning, irrespective of
the transport mode. The modal split should be the object of follow-up steps.

The planning process has to include passenger and freight transport specific features.
Such features will make themselves visible on the road network only and in certain
specific cases also on the railway. Such features will have to be considered in all cases
where there are strong traffic flows. However, separate railway network planning
approach is not suitable for passenger and freight transport. The network should
remain uniform, however, with clearly marked sections requiring adequate capacity
and quality for freight transport on the one hand, and for passenger transport on the
other. Conversely, more levels have to be distinguished because high-speed lines and
also urban and suburban transport lines are showing specific features as well. Even if
the urban and suburban transport is not an object of European policy the
transportation concerned is using a substantial part of infrastructure capacity and
generates bottlenecks on many priority sections as well as on comprehensive network.

Multimodal transport terminals also need complementing by public logistics centres
within which the use of particularly large-capacity transport means may be optimized.
At the same time, an opportunity of providing end customers with additional logistics
services will also arise. Public logistics centres will also facilitate the approach to
more economical transport and to logistic services for small and medium enterprises.

The application of the co-modality principle in freight transport is one of the conditions
for climate protection. Apart from multimodal transports using coastal maritime
transport it is necessary to use the potential of inland waterway transport and, in
particular, the railway transport. The following conditions for greater use of railway
transport may be identified:

a) The first condition is a high quality railway infrastructure comparable with road
infrastructure quality and which provides for a barrierless operation of goods



trains, their speed being comparable with that of the road vehicles. It is therefore
inevitable to define freight arteries of main European routes so that every two
neighbouring Member States are connected with one of such route at least.

b) The second condition is the provision of harmonized conditions for business
activities in both transport modes, either from the market approach aspect, the
taxing or internalization of external costs.

c¢) The third condition is the technological development of railways, deployment of
telematics applications for tracing the consignments with respect to technology,
safety and international technological interoperability.

d) The fourth condition is the completion of railway transformation, provision of
intramodal competitive environment, business activities across the continent,
pulling down the barriers on borders between Member States.

e) The fifth condition consists in closer interconnection of the railway with logistics
process and public logistics, thereby enabling the concentration of traffic flows and
partial mitigation of the disadvantage of high capacity transport modes — difficult
adherence to the principle of door to door transportation.

1t is important to allocate VLC or to establish additional opportunities for the use of
multimodal transports in localities where there is a guarantee of their utilization
both today and in the future. Among such localities we may point out the vicinity of
important transport corridors, existence of co-modality and destination foreign
exchange structure, production potential or consumer demand (large industrial
zones, density and economic power of population or other perspective locations).

f)  The sixth condition is low-cost technology of transhipment in combined transport
enabling easy movement of consignments between individual transport modes. This
is associated with the development of a single unit combining advantages of
containers and swap bodies.

Better use of waterway transport is primarily conditioned by high quality
infrastructure, removal of bottlenecks on waterways sp that the navigation parameters
and reliability of waterways and their extension into the inland may increase. As
secondary conditions we may mention the development of ports for the use of
multimodal transports and the development of telematics river information systems,
technology of goods transport and of transhipments in combined transport.

The Czech Republic considers as appropriate to more emphasize, within the framework
of clash between inland waterways development (which is supported) and nature
preservation, a “green dimension” of inland waterway transport in the relevant EU
documents. Strengthening of inland waterway ‘“green dimension” could be expressed,
according to our opinion, by an explicit statement that the development of inland
waterway transport on the TEN-T is of a Community interest also from the point of
view of environmental perspective. At the same time the Czech Republic considers
important to amend in this sense relevant secondary Community legislation.

With regard to the fact that Elbe — Vitava waterway connects the Czech Republic with
the European inland waterway network and seaports network and with respect to the
fact that this waterway in the critical cross-border section (40 km length) before the
German border is insufficient and so incomparable with the situation on the German
territory, the Czech Republic will call for including the project of improving navigable
conditions in this section into the list of core network and priority projects TEN-T.



Another aspect of establishing conditions for individual transport modes is a step by
step introduction of full internalization of external costs and implementation of the “the
user and polluter pays” principle.

Q6+7 How can ITS, as a part of the TEN-T, enhance the functioning of the transport
system? How can investment in Galileo and EGNOS be translated into efficiency
gains and optimum balancing of transport 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?

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 transport infrastructure has to facilitate not only a seamless connection with
European industrial, business and residential centres but the transport users have to be
provided with corresponding services on such infrastructure. Intelligent transport
systems (ITS) make part of transport infrastructure, improve traffic control and enable
the provision of high quality infrastructure services. Main contribution of ITS
applications is the increase in traffic safety, namely through warning against
dangerous situations and preventing their emergence. In case of an accident, the ITS
application may assist the rescue system by providing to the Public Service Answering
Point (PSAP) timely information identifying the accident locality and submitting to the
rescue vehicle crew exact instructions as possible. ITS facilitate the optimization and
organization of multimodal transport systems in passenger and freight transport,
optimization of the infrastructure capacity and traffic fluency increase and, apart from
the traffic safety, the safety increase of consignments and of passengers carried. ITS as
up-to-date systems ensure better use of energy primarily through smooth driving
like, for instance, automated train management or inland waterway transport
management with respect to the condition of the waterway, and systems minimizing the
waiting times at locks.

Lacking uniformity of ITS development entails substantial fragmentation of individual
systems and ITS applications. In order to integrate appropriate systems and
applications and thus to acquire new services for the realization of safe, efficient and
ecological transport it is necessary to permanently create corresponding technical and
technological standards. Telecommunications technologies underwent similar process
of development.

For that reason, in order of ensuring compatibility and cooperation of individual ITS
systems and accordingly also transport systems, no information, communication or
systems barriers between Member States or in internal structure of individual Member
States must be created. A uniform open architecture with clear standards should be
created so that present and also future systems may be constructed on such
architecture. This will ensure, in terms of technology, common starting prerequisites
for a fast market development of ITS as a whole. The ITS development, at the level of
standardized interface at least, would ensure the ITS deployment without additional
financial claims concerning the need to overcome technological barriers.

However, the introduction of new technologies into vehicles and into relevant
equipment or systems has gradually shown that not only the vehicles but the transport



infrastructure owned primarily by the public sector have to be equipped with
corresponding equipment so that the advantages of ITS systems can be fully used.
Applications exist for which the preparedness of the public sector to make use of them
or to share them (either between public institutions or with a private entity) is
inevitable. The cooperation of applications ensures complex services to the end user.
Otherwise there is a danger that due to the unprepared public sector infrastructure it
would not be possible to provide the required services at all or in a limited way only.

Consequently, also the public sector will have to invest to a necessary measure into
ITS. Public sector should financially support such ITS applications which will lead to
the traffic control improvement, traffic accident reduction, traffic safety increase and
more efficient control over the adherence to road traffic rules. Furthermore, the public
sector should support the development of technologies for timely rescue of life,
reduction of consequences of serious traffic accident injuries, development of
technologies contributing to the betterment of the quality and attraction of public
passenger transport and, last but not least, technologies contributing to the reduction of
negative environmental impacts.

At the EU level, project proposals should be identified and prepared which could bring,
from the point of view of the up-to-date technologies of the public sector, European
added value — in the area of traffic safety increase, for instance. In association with the
provision of services on trans-European transport network, such ITS projects could be
supported by EU financial instruments. Provided the ITS development is supported
from EU level through contributions to TEN-T, the contribution in the amount of 10%
in relation to total implementation costs of ITS applications seems inadequate —
contrary to extensive building projects.

The satellite navigation systems play a key role in many ITS applications where most
up-to-date positioning technologies are integrated with ITS systems. Therefore,
attention is to given to potential interrelation between ITS systems and applications of
future global satellite navigation systems like Galileo, where high systems parameters
(availability, reliability, safety, etc.) have to be achieved. Main contribution of satellite
navigation systems rests not only on a precise determination of the position of a
transport vehicle but on the provision of adequate, high quality and first of all
guaranteed services for applications supporting the management and organization of
the whole transport process within the whole chain of ITS systems (for example,
determination of the position and transmission of the positioning information to the
control centre).

The technology of global navigation satellite systems includes a great potential for
further deployment of these systems, however, the application of this technology is
limited to the fact that it involves, nowadays, an information system. Following the
positioning information or the suggested driving direction the user alone has to decide
on the next step over which he assumes accountability - the responsibility does not rest
with the operator of services who is making use of information based on current GNSS
systems.

The next generation of world-wide satellite navigation systems — which concerns not
only the Galileo system but also the streamlined American GPS Il — will guarantee the
accuracy and reliability.

In connection with the introduction of modern technologies, mainly ITS and satellite
systems, into the transport sector, integrated intelligent in-vehicle safety systems are
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still more frequently used. Such systems help the driver in vehicle driving and inform
him about likely collisions and dangerous traffic situations. In this connection the
infrastructure starts to be important. However, it is not the question of the transport
infrastructure itself but of telecommunications infrastructure important for data
transmission and cooperation between equipment located in the vehicle and equipment
on the road or street network. Also the so called intelligent infrastructure should be
defined from this point of view.

ITS systems enable the acquiring of exact data on the transport process. Through
appropriate elaboration such data may provide the public sector with enough
background for the creation of strategic documents needed for important public sector
decisions.

Would this kind of core network be "'feasible’™ at Community level, and what
would be its advantages and disadvantages? What methods should be applied for
its conception?

Both pillars should be followed from the beginning, and the priority network should be
represented by this ‘“core network”. The interconnection of the two pillars would
enable the achievement of European transport policy objectives.

Provided all the new challenges are included in the TEN-T policy, it will be necessary
to choose the way of parallel application of the geographic and conceptual pillar.
Accordingly, this approach is suitable but difficult at the same time. The
implementation of European and national objectives will have to be ensured and the
subsidiarity principle observed. A methodology will have to be created for the both
pillars and a balanced approach towards the responsibility of individual levels
(European, national up to local as ell as the private sector role) will be established. All
this has to consider the time dimension (short-term, medium-term and long-term
objectives).

Such approach is feasible but its preparation will be demanding and will require
certain necessary time. However, the result will be better in terms of quality as the
hitherto used practice based primarily on the requirements of particular states leads to
a non-uniform establishment of networks in individual states (for example, the network
densities entirely differing in regions of individual states having similar population
density — North-East Poland and Lithuania).

Q9+10 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 what aspects of TEN-T development?

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?

What is important, on the one hand, is the identification of projects on a defined
network (priority or core or comprehensive), including the evaluation of their
feasibility and estimation of their financial demand, multicriterial evaluation of their
contribution and usefulness, namely in terms of a short-term plan (implementation
plan), medium-term plan (indicative plan — plan for the project preparation) and long-
term plan (perspective plan and support materials for land protection). On the other
hand, it is necessary to know a short-term, medium-term and long-term estimate of the
availability of funds from all available and anticipated resources.
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Such all-European plan may be set up using background materials of Member States.
The coordination of the European plan with plans of individual Member States will be,
however, very demanding - the established objectives would not be achieved otherwise.

Due to financial demands it is necessary to mobilize all the financial resources
available within multi-resource financing. The issue of inadequate funds could be dealt
with by the following approach:

o  Multi-resource financing with the use of all available resources.

e Combination of financing from various resources used so far in the context of
co-financing of studies from TEN-T and subsequent co-financing of investment
actions from Operation Programs (Cohesion Fund). If a broader combination is
enabled this would mean inevitable cancellation or modification of mono-fund
principle within which it is not allowed to draw money from two or more funds
per a single project.

o  Making the construction more efficient through identified new resources.

o Coordination of the European plan with plans of individual Member States,
namely broken down to short-term, medium-term and long-term objectives.

o To create “packages” for each period and for individual network levels (core
network, other national and regional networks). Development plans will have to
have not only a time dimension but also a dimension according to network level.

e Definition of the core network must be created on the basis of a single European
methodology so that it is possible to select network characteristics really most
important. (The states and regions will struggle for the most extensive scope of
the network but the selection must be performed following high quality
methodology and not a political decision.) In case of a comprehensive network,
the procedure should be analogous but the principle of linking all regions to
TEN-T networks must be observed.

Direct or indirect assistance is to be particularly aimed at economically weaker regions
which cannot sufficiently implement the established objectives through own means.

PPP is an important financing factor that deserves developing and mutual handing
over of acquired experiences. Conditions have to be created in order to generate
stimuli for the combination of PPP financing with European co-financing. Each project
should be individually assessed in terms of its characteristic fitness for its
implementation through PPP procedure and subsequent decision over its use.

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?

Higher support for economically weaker regions is a strong aspect as these regions
show at the same time the largest debt in terms of the infrastructure. Without high
quality infrastructure within whole EU, including links with neighbouring regions, the
market cannot function properly and this would entail lower competitiveness in the
whole EU.

It is clear that the Central and East European (CEE) countries will enter the budget
period of 2014 — 2020 with transport infrastructure markedly more obsolete as it is in
countries of EU 15. At the same time, if certain CEE countries cease to be eligible for



drawing resources from the Cohesion Fund (which used to provide, as a rule, more
than 50% of funds for projects) and will be dependent on substantially lower support
according to existing TEN-T rules (co financing of investment costs usually only up to
10 — 20%, 30% for cross-border projects, up to 50% for studies and ERTMS), such
countries would have less opportunities to complete comprehensive network and also
their motivation to complete TEN-T priority networks on their territory would be
substantially reduced. In consequence of reduced resources from EU budget for the
completion of priority EU projects on the territory of certain CEE a slow down of the
construction activities in these countries could take place and accordingly it could lead
to the fixation of the difference between EU 15 and CEE as regards quality of transport
infrastructure and its availability.

The overcoming of this difference will be difficult for the reason that:

o The EU budget resources are limited also with respect to the completion of TEN-T.
The adjustment of General Regulation No 680/2007, article 6, concerning TEN-T in
the meaning of increasing the rate of support for co- financing of projects in all
CEE countries -- this would not make the difference against EU 15 smaller and,
furthermore, such adjustment would be clearly unacceptable for the EU budget
with respect to financial demands.

o The increase of the extent of co-financing only for the completion of TEN-T priority
projects on the territory of CEE countries (as a substitution of Cohesion Fund
resources under the2007 — 2013 budget period) would represent an appropriate
motivation in these Member States because under an appropriate EU co-financing
they would be implementing not only EU objectives but at the same time they could
improve the transport infrastructure on their territory. A question remains whether
the Member States would welcome such arrangement which would represent the
provision of subsidies to CEA countries for overcoming of differences involved.

As already referred to above, it is necessary to create a stimuli for combining the PPP
financing with European co financing. Rules and criteria for the provision of funds
from EU budget (or also from EIB) should be established so that such funds represent
efficient potential for the mobilization of private capital for transport infrastructure
financing through PPP. The rules have to be adjusted in order to achieve a leverage
effect on EU funds and public funds of CEE countries towards private capital. One of
such leverage effects and mobilization of private capital could be the bonification of
PPP projects, while establishing the rate of support from EU funds. At the same time,
the combination of private and public funds should be chosen only in cases when the
advantages of such model prevail over the risks associated with complications caused
by more complex structure of relevant transactions, increased demands for public
sector capacities and interventions into the construction schedule of relevant projects
or routes.

A working approach to the support of PPP projects (especially form the part of EIB — a
guarantee instrument for TEN-T, JASPERS) should be complemented by adjusting the
rules and criteria for project implementation with respect to financing from EU funds.
In setting out the rules the PPP life cycle should be considered from the point of view of
adjusting the time schedule and establishing financial flows. Conditions for awarding
grants or giving loans from EU funds should be established so that EU funds would
represent real figures in the financial arrangement of PPP project. This would increase
the attraction of suitable projects for private investors.
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Q12

European fund could have three parts, namely according to objectives of the Cohesion
Policy which is being negotiated in parallel — both process have to be harmonized.

Direct support from the Community could have three levels and it would consist of:

e a fund the means of which will be allocated to projects according to quality of
elaboration and overall all-European contribution to projects of all Member States
(project selection at European level according to uniform methodology). Such funds
could be provided only for priority project, priority or core TEN-T networks. The
establishment of selection methodology is important because the available funds
will always be limited, and projects showing greatest added value and correctly
prepared projects will have to be implemented preferentially. The strengthened
current TEN-T fund could serve as a basis,

o a fund the means of which will be allocated to individual Member States according
to the evaluation of the specific characteristics (particularly economic power as
GDP/capita), the projects to be selected at the level of a Member State with respect
to Cohesion Policy. Such funds should be allocated only to projects of TEN-T
comprehensive network and projects of priority or core TEN-T network. Such fund
could be represented by current Cohesion Fund,

e a fund the means of which could be allocated to regions according to similar rules
(i.e. according to Cohesion Fund, particularly according to economic power of
regions), and projects could be selected at the NUTS III level. The means involved
could be provided for national and regional network projects ensuring connection
to TEN-T networks, for projects of priority or core TEN-T networks and also for
projects of TEN-T comprehensive network.

Indirect support could be ensured by advantageous EIB loans according to similar
Structure.

It is necessary to evaluate economic potentials of individual states to implement the
established objectives. This has to be differentiated from the way how the particular
state is willing to implement given objectives or to what extent is the European
dimension reflected in its plans.

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

Coordination functions at European level have to be strengthened, provided a priority
or core network is involved. It is also necessary that the European level implements to a
certain extent also coordination functions in the case of the comprehensive network.
From our experiences it follows that if the implementation of cross-border projects is
not monitored and coordinated from Community level, certain Member States are
showing less interest in implementing such projects.

As regards the support for project implementation, the Community support for projects
should be focused on important network sections or junctions, the implementation of
which is connected with substantial complications (selection of route, casting doubt on
decision of a Member State, environmentally sensitive issues). Such support would be
welcome not only at a methodological level but also at the level of communications up
to “policy” level, primarily with respect to the priority and importance of the given
project as clearly declared from the Community’s point of view. The purpose of such
declaration is, among others, to prevent project implementation complications brought
about by other DG or within the Member State involved.
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According to the description above the ,,open method of combination” is rather a
supporting means for mutual communications between actors. Coordination at the level
of European coordinators might be strengthened for individual corridors or network
parts though the assistance of collective coordination subjects (teams, panels, etc.),
Such entities could include representatives of relevant DG and bodies of Member States
concerned so that a better conformity concerning common approach is achieved — from
the point of view of individual EU policies and Member States. At the same time,
different approach to TEN-T projects would be better harmonized as well as outward
communication.

A number of issues will have to be dealt with in the case of project assessment by means
of uniform European methodology (particularly concerning cross-border projects) as a
number of issues in this field still lasts, namely in relation to the evaluation of other
projects at national level. Problems connected with project evaluation require
substantial attention both at European and national level because these problems play
a decisive role, from all-European, national and regional point of view, in identifying
added value of projects. The project evaluation process is an important aspect of

efficient financing.

It is therefore necessary to assess the suitability of the hitherto used TEN-T project
evaluation system which cannot ensure not even the possibility of comparing the
relative importance of each project in terms of its added value for TEN-T network. (The
assessment of project applications according to framework criteria is carried out by
experts from EU Member States as selected through a tender organised by TEN-T
executive agency. The agency elaborates draft recommendation for DG TREN which
submits the draft to TEN-T Financial Committee and — without knowing detailed
assessment of recommended proposals and without possibility of their mutual
comparison — this Committee further recommends the proposal to European
Commission for project approval and to European Parliament to approve the amount
of allocated funds.)

In order of making use of JASPERS initiative also in the next period we consider as an
inevitable condition an unambiguous demonstration of the contribution of this initiative
in the course of the project evaluation process carried out by European Commission.
Moreover, as further condition for the use of this initiative it is necessary define the
role of this initiative and relevance of its outputs — this definition should be elaborated
in the course of the decision making of European Commission concerning the
submitted projects.

A professional unit (analogous to current JASPERS initiative, focused not only on the
assistance to Member States but acting as an independent and competent advisor to
European Commission) should assist the European Commission in the assessment of
the ranking of individual projects in terms of their contribution to all-European added
value as well as in terms of the availability of short-term, medium-term and long-term
resources. The unit would assess economic aspects of individual projects, elaborate
their mutual comparison, evaluate the projects according to clear and binding
Commission/TEN-T rules and criteria and provide conclusions of its evaluation to
established, if appropriate, collective coordination subjects (representatives of DG and
of Member States).

Q13 Which of these options is the most suitable, and for what reason?

The most suitable alternative is indicated under (3), namely out of reasons referred to
in the whole preceding text. What is particularly involved is the need to ensure the
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development of all network levels (starting with priority or core networks up to
comprehensive, national and regional networks) for without a balanced development of
all network levels the added value of the core network itself would go down.
Therefore, certain part of funds has to be reserved also for lower network levels.
European level will have to focus primarily on priority and core networks, no doubt
about it, but on a differentiated basis according to economic potentials of Member
States and regions. A number of transport policy objectives must be ensured also on
comprehensive network in the course of creating conditions for the provision of high
quality services including interoperability.

Priority projects should be defined with a relation to a certain network, i.e. a priority
and core network should be defined as well as the most important projects (priority
projects) having a relation to this network. Accordingly, it is appropriate to define the
core network and following its evaluation to define priority projects requiring
accelerated solution. From this process a methodology for project selection should be
inferred. A coherent capacity of the section concerned plays no substantive role as
compared with the prospective saturation of the capacity. Otherwise the projects
would not be economically profitable.

Analogous planning procedures need to be defined at all levels — from priority and core
network up to TEN-T comprehensive network and national and regional networks,
namely including the definition of the responsibility of individual subjects as well as
their joint responsibility. All levels are playing an important role and it is important,
according to potentials of EC, Member States, regions as well as the private sector, to
provide for adequate development corresponding to economic resources.

Up to 90% of transport performance is to be attributed to national transport sector and
this is the reason of the emphasis laid by Member States on national projects. To give
the projects European dimension is very important. Nevertheless, no opposite extreme
has to be involved, i.e. failure to consider national aspects in planning European
networks. Both dimensions have to be reflected both national and European planning,
and both approaches have to complement each other. From the point of view of
balancing the both approaches, the comprehensive network represents an important
connecting link and it is an important platform for establishing horizontal TEN-T policy
objectives.

Main responsibility for the implementation will always rest with Member States (even
when priority and core network is involved) and the European level can only play a
supporting role in the implementation of objectives. International dimension in network
planning has to be adequately incorporated by Member States into their plans and the
Commission should also support the coordination between neighbouring states.
However, the rate of support for individual countries and regions cannot be the same,
and it is necessary to take account of specific characteristics (economic power, in
particular) since such aspects have an impact on the ability of Member States and
regions to implement the established objectives. Furthermore, the gradation of the
extent of the support for Member States and regions should be performed on the basis
of cohesion policy (it provides more fluent gradation compared with gradation based
on firmly established limits of selected criteria). All-European added value of
individual projects should also be considered.

The establishment of a methodology for defining the networks is also an important task
(it’s a big advantage of option (3)). The methodology for trans-European networks
should be established on a uniform basis (especially for the core network). However, its
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application should be performed following balanced cooperation of the Community,
Member States and regions. Here a close cooperation with land-use planning policies
and processes is important. The plan of TEN-T networks has to serve as background
material for the land-use planning process which is, on the contrary, a source of
information about area limits, thereby fulfilling the feedback role.

The identification of transport demands, irrespective of the transport mode, should be
the first step in defining the networks, namely by establishing networks of priority and
core axes (and axes of comprehensive network in the next step). This has to follow from
transport forecasts based on already existing routes and complemented by missing axes
(if any) — i.e. establishing the interconnection between important megalopolis and
agglomerations, linking maritime ports and main airports to surface transport.

In the next step it is necessary to establish, following defined multimodal axes of
networks of individual transport modes, road network, railway network, networks of
inland waterways, airports and maritime ports, and network of multimodal terminals
connecting the networks of individual transport modes. At the same time, it is necessary
to consider passenger and freight transport demands as well as requirements of other
initiatives (for example green corridors). Particularly on railway networks such routes
have to be identified which have to satisfy conditions for strong, long-distance freight
traffic flows. Also parts of networks have to be identified which will be burdened by
suburban and regional passenger transport and where bottlenecks are created; high-
speed sections also show particulate specific features. Optimum use of the advantages
of all transport modes through the creation of appropriate conditions represents in the
above process a core objective. This needs to apply objectives of the conceptual pillar.
On all such network special attention is to be devoted to bottlenecks and their removal,
i.e. not only by building new capacities but also by applying new technologies in the
field of intelligent transport systems. (In simplified way: analysis of real and latent
traffic flows (definition of multimodal axes — modal split (definition of core network
according to individual transport modes) — selection of priority projects).

In the case of maritime transport it is necessary to use potentials of South-European
maritime ports which may be appropriately used in the trade with Asia, in particular.
This requires adjustment of surface networks in the North-South direction. Of
importance is, however, the East-West direction, namely for the reason of extending
cooperation between old and new Member States, with the transport infrastructure in
this direction still showing and inadequate level — namely along the former iron
curtain. The interconnection between main airports and railway routes is also an
important task, which may help reduce congestion in the air-space by generating
alternative offers of railway transport to medium distances.

In establishing each objective special attention should be given to subsidiarity principle
and the form of approach to dealing with problems (bottom — up versus top-down
approach).

Methodology for the generation of the network is based on the estimated availability of
resources within short-term, medium-term and long-term horizon on the one hand, and
on the assessment of the rank of the project importance in terms of added value at
European, national and regional levels (multicriterial analysis, cost-benefit analysis,
environmental impact analysis and the impact on NATURA 2000) on the second hand.
All this has to consider short-term, medium-term and long-term horizon. Coordination
with the land-use planning sector is also of importance. The conceptual pillar should be
an integral part of the plan.
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,Remarks of the Mlnstry of the Envnronment Czech Republlc

on the Green Paper

TEN-T: A policy review TOWARDS A BETTER INTEGRATED TRANSEUROPEAN
TRANSPORT NETWORK AT THE SERVICE OF THE COMMON TRANSPORT
POLICY

As the remarks below has been written on the Ministry of the Environment, they do
not directly bother the financial aspects, but the planning procedure and the responsible bodies
during the planning. However at the end, the planning process may have enormous financial
impacts, especially what about the costs of the respective infrastructure building. It also has
impacts on the overall economical and social efficiency of the planning process.

And as the remarks below are written on the Czech Ministry of the Environment, they
talk about problems found in the Czech Republic in all modes of transport, with special care
to:

e the competences of planning bodies,
e the way of planning the transport network both in central and border districts,

o the way of takmg into account the protection of the environment; both nature and
human, ‘

e the technical standards and terminology,

e the questions 4 and 5 of the Green Paper..

National background

Before listing the specific problems, it is important to know the hlstorlcal background
of infrastructure planning in the Czech Republic. ‘

Almost all of the motmway routes (especially those not crossing the state borders)
have been outlined in the 1970-80’s, based on the governmental plan from 1963. The route
options have been assessed quite seriously on that time level of knowledge, i. e. (briefly)
special interest has been focused on protecting the agricultural land, the industry needs, and
then to water and nature protection. Of course no idea about the bird or habitat directives
(Natura 2000) nor involving the public into the planning process (Arhus Convention). The air
pollution has been found very problematic from industry and power plants, but not from the
traffic. Due to low traffic intensities, noise has been serious problem only on few places.
Railways have been used primarily for freight transport ‘of heavy industry’s materials, and
only then for passenger transport, which has not been focused on the travel time. So no new
railway routes have been planned except for certain local cases caused by coal mining. Only at
late 1980’s, the first studies on high-speed railway network have occured, based on idea that
these will be used mostly for international traffic and almost not for the inland one.

After the political changes in 1989, the cross-border motorway sections have been
quickly proposed in the governmental plan from 1993, with special focus to build cross-border
motorways to Germany and Austria. The priorities of protection have changed from the
agricultural land towards the nature protection. Still no idea about Natura 2000. Still the air
protection focused not on traffic, but on power plants, whilst major part of the polluting heavy
industry got bankrupt. During the 1990’s, the cross-border motorways have been planned in
detail. Although quite progressive EIA law has been valid since 1992, SEA has not been done




a) wasting public finances, e. g. by routing unnecessary links, or links with too many

- capacity, or by routing links in such territories, that they are more expensive than it

is necessary, if they are projected several kilometers elsewhere,

b) routing a TEN-T link between two bordering member states exactly straight, which
is perfect for the two bordering states, but makes unreasonable long detour or/and
bottlenecks on a frequented long-distance connection of other, non-bordering
member states, although few kilometers detour of the borderlng states’ link may
shorten the long-distance link by tens of kilometers,

c) (suprisingly) establishing new bottlenecks in the TEN-T network,
d) breaking EU directives, decxslons and regulatlons on environment protectlon etc.

Finally, the TEN-T network is more like set of national wishlists, with not prior care
about the European needs. The Community has not clear right to say to the member state
about its works on certain part of the TEN-T network: “The way you are doing that is wrong
for the Community goals. Please, stop it, and do it in the way that the Community needs.” It
is most probably the Commission whom should be given the competence to interrupt
wrong practice of a member state and to command the good practice instead. Now, the
member state can be shorten financially by not getting the EU funds for the respective
part, of TEN-T network, but nobody may prevent the member state from bulldlng the
wrong project with its national funds.

For better understanding, some case studies of wrong practice in the Czech Republic

are attached below.
2. Uneconomic technical norms on transport infrastructure

Although the European authorities try to unify technical standards in many fields, there
are still various differences between the national technical norms that lead to complicated
solutions and wasting money. It is connected wit the previous topic. Some examples:

‘The AGN and the Czech legislation and norm on motorway and road design (CSN 73 6301). The
AGN knows 3 kinds of roads: “motorways”, “express roads” and “(ordinary) roads”. The Czech system also
consists of “(ordinary) roads”, “expressways” and “motorways”, but the Czech “expressways” are not equal to
the AGN “expl ess roads”, but to the “motorways” in AGN L. e. Czech system knows “motorways”, “motorways-

expressways” and “(ordinary) roads”. It has some historical reasons. An equivalent to the AGN “express roads”

(a 2-lane road with multilevel crossings) is missing in the Czech system. That results in practical problem in the
Czech Republic, that the “E roads” listed in the AGN are preferably planned as “motorway”, even if the traffic
density is much lower than the normal capacity of 2-lane road. It leads in problems in planning the route and in
wasting money.

Allowed traffic density on a 2-lane road. In the norm CSN 73 6301, it is given at level of only ~ 12-

14,000 vehicles per day, while the norms of other countries say 17-20,000 vehicles per day. Again, it leads in
problems in planning the route and in and wasting money, because motroway is planned instead of ordinary road
or express road.

The maximum speed on railways with curves of small radius. The newest norm CSN 73 6101 on
projecting railways says, that if a radius of a curve is small (e. g. 200 m), then the rise of the outer track cannot be
. the maximum 150 mm, but may be much less, i. e. the speed must be lower then if the raise is the maximum one.
In the previous norm, this was not included. Finally, this leads to absurd situations, that by reconstructing of a
railway with curves of 170 m radius, the speed should be reduced from 50 km/h down to 45 km/h because of the
raise of the outer track.

‘Many technical parameters of road railways that are disharmonic in the European and national
norms. Some examples from railways: The maximum raise of outer track is 150 mm in the Czech norm, but the
euro-norm allows 180 mm. The minimal radius at a newly-built platform is 600 m, but euro-norm allows 500 m.
And many more like these.




Case studies of wrong practice in infrastructure planning in the
Czech Republic

A) Case Road link Vienna — Brno

Wasting money onto an unnecessary link, enlarging the frequented link between
Vienna and Poland).

In 1990’s, the authorities planned the missing motorway between Vienna and the Czech Republic as
a direct link R52/A5 to regional capital Brno (400,000 inhabitants), not taking into account the frequented link
Italy — Vienna — Poland. This outline makes the AT-PL connection longer by ca 50 kms. The R52 has been
planned along 1/52 2-lane express road, newly built in the 1990°s, with traffic intensity of 10,000 vehicles per day
in 2005. The parallel motorway D2 is used by 17-20,000 vehicles per day, i. e. it has 65 % free capacity.

Municipalities, NGOs and nature protection authorities oppose the direct link R52 from both
environmental and economic reasons, and they have lobbied towards the motorway goes more Eastwards to
Bteclav, which is already big railway hub, to explore the existing parallel motorway D2 towards Brno and to use
the planned motorway R53 which will be the shortest link AT-PL (minus ca 50 kms). Land-owner lobbyists have
appeared along the both optional routes. '

In 2008, it resulted into governmental decision to build both these options, although obviously only the
newly added R55 is necessary. The original R52 remained in the plan, although became unnecessary. If this bi-
- optional plan will be really finished, est. € 0.6 billion will be wasted, 4 instead of 1 Natura 2000 sites will be
(acceptably, but) involved, and the incomes from tourism in the sensitive area of UNESCO Biosphere Reserve
and wine region Pdlava shall decrease due to damage by the motorway to the countryside. The ombudsman
realized that he does not like that practice. :

Because of the opposition, Czech road authorities decided to not co-finance the R52 from the EU funds.
There is no authority that may stop wasting national funds on unnecessary parallel motorway RS2, and to
order to the Czech Republic and Austria to build the R55 option, which is suitable for both countries as
well as for the overall EU needs. '




(8} Case Prague Ring Motorway, Northwest Section

Making new bottleneck on TEN-T motorway.
Getting heavy transit traffic into a populated part of Prague.

: Plénované okruhy v Praze -

VARIANTY J 2 3.
CELROYA MTUACE
et s

In the Czech Republic, there are several similar cases, where the city authorities try to solve its urban traffic
problem with a national road (that may be part of TEN-T). Such cases appear because the respective road sections are
expensive, and the municipalities do not want to pay for it. This one is just a case of such practice, but the most known
one.

North of Prague, the Vltava river made a deep valley. In Prague, there is the most Northern bridge as far as in the
downtown, before the deep valley. The next bridge is as far as in nearest town of Kralupy, about 25 km far, behind the
deep valley. Both of them are crowded with traffic. But North of the Prague most Northern bridge, there are two large
urban districts, including two university campuses. Direct connection between them is missing, people need to travel
1 hour instead of 10-15 minutes if the connection does exist.

In the EIA, two principal options of the Prague Ring Motorway (a-part of TEN-T network) were passed. The
“Ss”, further from Prague, was prefered from environmental viewpoints, and the “J” was told acceptable as extreme
solution in case the “Ss” is not technically possible (there is Nuclear Research Institite close to its route). Option “Ss”
costs € 0.9 million including extra municipal bridge and roads in Northern Prague, option™“J” costs € 1.5 million because
of expensive tunnels necessary to save the affected city quarter and of much more expensive land with some speculators
as well. Whatever, it is obvious from a similar case at Southern Prague Mid-Ring Road, that the Vitava bridge at the
“J” option will became a serious bottleneck, crowded by a mixture of transit and city traffic.

In spite of all expert opinions and strong public opposition, the City of Prague very wished to solve its problem of
missing bridge without paying for that, i. e. to make the state to pay for the “J™* option. So the “Ss” option has not been
technically proved, and the “J” option is under preparation. Local citizens took the case to the court that realized
(besides other results) that the article 9.1 of Decision 1692/96/EC is violated by the “J” option, because it is not a bypass
of the main urban centre on the route identified by the network”, but it is going through a part of the city. 1. €. only the
court has the authority to say this is a violation of a law.

The building should not be financed with the EU funds. There is no authority that may stop wasting national
funds to make new bottleneck on TEN-T network nor violating the Decision 1692/96/EC.




