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Prague, 12 November 2007

Subject: The Operational Programme Transport (OPT)for the Czech Republic — Prague Ring
Road — North-Western Segment

Dear Commissioner,

having studied thoroughly the latest draft verssdthe OPT, dated 2007-10-11, which was sent to the
European Commission recently, | am deeply coramkabut the fact that the Ministry of Transport of
the Czech Republic (MoT) did not follow the reqesit the Commission’s negotiation team which
met with the MoT in Prague on 20 September 2007.

| am taking the liberty of writing to you to stres&ts, which have key significance for the above
stated issue and to request your kind assistarfoeling to resolve the still outstanding issuéateel
to the TEN-T Prague Ring, i.e. a key road struciuthe centre of Europe.

As recorded in the Minutes of the negotiations leetwthe MoT and the Commission held in Prague
on 20 September 2007, the Commission represergaimessed an explicit request which reads in
translation as follows:

,EC requires that the commitment of the Czech Repttbdocument and evaluate
alternative variants of alignments for the R1, RS2 EUROPOINT Brno projects ,already
in the timeframe of investments preparations, buded in the text of the Chapter
»Application of the Partnership Principle*”

Unfortunately the MoT ignored this EC request and sich commitment for R1 and
EUROPOINT Brno was NOT included in the OPT versionsent to Brussels. The commitment for
R52 was included, but it is vague.

As Mayor of one of the quarters of Prague, | anptieeoncerned about this strange attitude of the
MoT which by no means can be explained just byraéb omission or some sort of overlooking.

At the same time, based on the past unpleasardr@sxperience, | have all reasons to be concerned
that the MoT and its Motorway DirectorafeD) and State Fund for Transport InfrastructureX($F
may not only ignore the above quoted EC request batvmay try to circumvent this request of the

EC even in the future.

As the above quoted EC request is very reasonialleuld be a pity to loose the opportunity to
clarify which of the existing variants for R1, R&&d EUROPINT are the more suitable ones both for
the EU and for the Czech Republic. Only an earimgarison of variants can help to resolve the



existing problems. A bad example is visible for Brao EUROPOINT where political issues seems to
be prevailing. Unfortunately there is existing ende that this inappropriate approach is the aase f
NW segment of the Prague Ring Road too.

| am particularly afraid that while the OPT negtitinsidentified clearly that the R1 project is a
problematic one and that comparison of variantd [saramount importance, the ongoing ill fated
processes were not stopped, and for example. hideuse decision process is being pushed forward
with the obvious goal to make the land use decifimai for the “J” variant (throu-pass of Prague)
before proper comparison of the variants is inddpatly evaluated.

For thepresent moment there are still two variants ortabé& — the southern . J* variant (through-
pass of Prague) and the northern ,Ss* variant @ssmf Prague).

The ,Ss* variant was recommended in the EIA proessthe more suitable one whereas the ,,J*
variant was evaluated as an extreme solution amigitionally acceptable in case the “Ss” variant
was not feasible.

| am taking the liberty and as attachment to thiiel | am sending you a copy of an important teife
the Ministry of Environment dated 5 November 200fiis letter takes into account an independent
comparative study by Mott MacDonald (in fact consiosied by the MoT and now ignored by the
MoT).

This letter of the Ministry of Environment confirmst only the feasibility of the alternative “Ss”
alignment (a true bypass of Prague), but alsoicosfa clear superiority of the .Ss* variant ovét ,,
variant in all relevant aspectsfinance, environment, operational safety, coamae with EU
regulations etc.. (The ,J“ variant also does noetmdor example, the relevant TEN-T Decision No.
1692/96/EC and the 54/20040/EC TEN-T Directive rdup safety in TEN-T tunnels.)

With this letter of the Ministry of Environment favour of the “Ss” variant, the ,J“ variant has
turned to be a rejected variant from the pointiefwof the environmental impact assessment
statement. In working translation the letter statdts conclusions:

.. the evidence given by the feasibility study ftbre ,Ss*, which covered the area of the
Nuclear Research Institutd&kez, de facto excludes implementation of the ,J‘riamt based
on the existing EIA Statement.”

Dear Commissioner,

| found it essential to draw your attention to thets given above and hope that your services will
consider them appropriately in the context withategions on the OPT

| sincerely hope, that the EC request recodedarivtimutes of the Prague meeting regarding R1, R52
and EUROPINT will be explicitly and fully included the OPT text before its signing by EC and by
the Czech Republic so that no misuse of EU funddavibe possible in the future.

Sincerely yours T s

Petr Hejl
Mayor of the Municipal District Prague - Suohdol ///{////

Attachment: Letter of the Ministry of Envwonmemfrom 5 November 2007



MINISTERSTVO ZIVOTNIHO PROSTREDI
Mgr. AleS Kutak
nameéstek ministra —*editel sekce ochrany klimatu a ovzdusi

V Praze dne 5. listopadu 2007.

C.j.: 56529/ENV/07
2691/800/ENV/07
Vasec. j.: 0970/07 — Jpe/MSt

Véazeny pane jednateli,

dne 3. srpna 2007 mi byl daen Vas dopis, kterym MZP Zadate o vyiEa ke
konceptu studiePosouzeni variant Ja Ss severozapadniho segn®@KP, objednanou
u Vasi firmy Ministerstvem dopravy, a to z&elem zmny stanoviska posouzeni vlivu
zaneru na Zzivotni prosedi (EIA), vydaného ktomuto z&nmu Ministerstvem Zzivotniho
prostedi dne 30. dubna 2002 p&dj.: NM700/1327/2020/OPVZP/02 e. oiddem mého
dopisu se omlouvam za delSi dobu, kterou trvaltizeyni odpowdi a kterd je zfisobena
nutnym postupnym projednanim s jinymi sekcemi MBRotoZe je mi zndmo, Ze objednatel

od Vas jiz studii pevzal jako dokotenou, zasilame shodné vygadi i jemu.

Po internim projednani studie Vamékgi nasledujici svodné stanovisko zéigtusné
sekce MZP — sekce ochranyirpdy a krajiny, sekce technické ochrany Zivotnfimostedi

a sekce ochrany ovzdusi a klimatu:

Ve Vasi studii no¥ navrzena trasa Ss nezasahuje do Uzemi Naroidodipi rezervace
(NPR) \etrusSicka rokle ani do jejiho ochranného pasmiaoBini trasa Ssipkratovala udoli
Vitavy Sikmo a zasahovala do NPR a jejiho ochraangdisma a byla hodnocena v procesu
EIA. Na zaklad predloZzené studidPosouzeni variant Ja Ss severozdpadniho segmentu
SOKP nelze no¥ navrzenou trasu detaiposoudit, avSak z podstaty eliminacdigbrodu
pavodni trasy pes Uzemi a ochranné pasmo NPR je zjevné, Ze ugrarssa ma mensi vlivy
na NPR \étruSicka rokle nez trasaipodni. ZlepSeni trasy ve vztahu k chfdym Gzemim
prirody proto nema vliv na zé&kecné stanovisko EIA, protozZe k vari&rbs je souhlasnériP
dalSim povolovani varianty Ss je vSak nutno doprataletailni posouzeni jejiho vlivu na



NPR \&truSicka rokle, na zaklgdkterého budou ve stavebni dokumentaci navrzenavéak
moznou miru. Tim nejsou d@ny podminky stanoviska EIA k varigngs, které se NPR

VétruSickd rokle tykaji.

Z hlediska procesu posuzovani wigantru na zivotni prosedi (EIA) Vam sdlujeme,
Ze za danych mistnich podminek a podrobnosti zpéaéalokumentace EIA tohoto zém,
které jsou specifické pro danyipad a nelze je zobecnit, navrzena&mmsnérového vedeni
varianty Ss negdstavuje natolik vyznamny rozdil oproti jiZ posenému vedeni trasy Ss, Ze
by jeji nové posouzeni byfipeslo zasadni zému podminek vydaného souhlasného
stanoviska. Upravena trasa Ss dle stitisouzeni variant J a Ss severozapadniho segmentu
SOKP je upgesrénim pivodni trasy Ss po ukdéani procesu EIA v naslednych stupnich
projektové pipravy zandru a naptovani pozadavkvyplyvajicich ze souhlasného stanoviska
EIA a plati pro ni souhlasné stanovisko podle §z&konag. 244/1992 Sb., o posuzovani
vlivu na Zivotni progsedi, ve zgni zdkona¢. 132/2000 Sb., ze dne 30. dubna 2083,:
NM700/1327/2020/0OPVZP/02 e. o. Vydané stanoviskplgné a je podkladem, bez kterého
spravni organ nefize vydat povolujici rozhodnuti, pbpopateni podle zvlaStnichipdpigi
(blize viz 8 11 odst. 1,&a druha zékona). V tomtaipadt nAm neni znam zZadny legitimni

divod ani zdkonny postup, ktery by vedl kesoéi zruSeni tohoto stanoviska.

Toto stanovisko uvadjNa zaklads zaweru posudku je mozné konstatovat, Ze z hlediska
vlivu na Zivotni progedi Ize akceptovat realizaci variant ozeaych v dokumentaci jako Ss
a J, ostatni varianty byly vylgany. Z hlediska vlivu na Zivotni présti dopordujeme
realizaci varianty Ss, kterou povazujeme v dloulbédo horizontu za vhodjsi. Varianta J je
krajnim /eSenim, jehoZ realizaci lzefjpustit v pripade, Ze projednani konceptu Uzemniho

planu velkého uzemniho celku Prazského regionwéiytooznost realizace varianty Ss.”

Toto zréni stanoviska odkazuje na poZadavek Statnfladuipro jadernou bezfeost
predlozit ve fazi zpracovani konceptu Uzemniho plaelkého Uzemniho celku PraZzského
regionu ptikazy podle zakona. 18/1997 Sb., o mirovém vyuZivani jaderné energie
a ionizujiciho z#eni (atomového zakona), Zze vystavba a provoz dapr&emunikace
nepiznivé neovlivni jadernou bezpeost, radiani ochranu, fyzickou ochranu a havarijni
piipravenost Ustavu jaderného vyzkunieZ?, a. s. Ten je uveden jako podmirka30
stanoviska EIA ze dne 30. dubna 2082.: NM700/1327/2020/0PVZP/02 e. 0. spolu
s pozadavkem 1ipd zahajenim Uzemnihotizeni vypracovat studii k identifikaci

bezpeénostnich rizik, vyplyvajicich z blizkého ochrannépasma arealu UJWReZ, a. s.,



a zohlednit tuto studii ve vysledném uniidta staveb&technickémreSeni. Takové pkazy
ani studie Uprav trasy varianty Ss vSak ve fazaepvani konceptu tzemniho planu velkého
tuzemniho celku Prazského regionu nebyly proveddlgpyla tak dodrZzena ani podminka
¢. 30 stanoviska EIA a tim ani nedoSlo k potvrzeni kvyloweni moznosti realizace

varianty Ss.

Po vydani stanoviska EIA prvnim a zargvgedingm znadmym dokumentem, ktery
naphuje prvky potvrzeni nebo vyl@eni moznosti realizace varianty Ss a zaiiopedminku
¢. 30 stanoviska EIA, je ipdloZzena studiePosouzeni variant Ja Ss severozapadniho
segmentu SOKPTato studie doklada fkaz podle zakona&. 18/1997 Sb., Ze vystavba
a provoz dopravni komunikace rggmivé neovlivni jadernou bezpeost, radiani ochranu,
fyzickou ochranu a havarijniipravenost Ustavu jaderného vyzkuie?, a. s. Tento plkaz
je zpracovan autorizovanymi osobami, je doloZenbo j&kladné projednani s Ustavem

jaderného vyzkumitez, a. s., a se Statnirradem pro jadernou bezp®st.

Moznost realizace varianty Ss nebyla touto stugibwena, nybrz potvrzena. Trasa
liniové stavby zaroue byla upravena tak, Ze m&meZz trasa {vodni ovliviuje NPR
VétruSickd rokle a zaroween v takovém rozsahu, Ze pro upravenou trastéza v platnosti
vydané stanovisko EIA. K VaSemu dopisu Vam protéligdme, Ze zruSeni ani zma
stanoviska EIA vydaného Ministerstvem Zivotnihogtiedi nejsou opodstatné a zarove Ze
piedlozeny pikaz pfchodnosti varianty Ss kolem Ustavu jaderného vyzkiReZ, a. s.,
vécné vylucuje pripustnost realizace varianty J z hlediska popispodgtienych variant ve

stanovisku EIA.
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Vazeny pan
Ing. Jiti Petrak
Mott MacDonald, spol. sr. o.

Narodni 15
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