DOPRAVNI POLITIKA




European transport policy

“What is needed, therefore, is a veritable cultural revolution to
make rail transport, once again, competitive enough to remain
one of the leading players in the transport system in the enlarged
Europe.”

,1he growth in road and air traffic must therefore be brought
under control, and rail and other environmentally friendly modes
given the means to become competitive alternatives.”

“Objectives by 2020: for rail to increase its market share of
passenger traffic from 6 to 10 % and of goods traffic from 8 to 15
0/0”

(EC White Book on Transport Policy)
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Bringing back market shares

Increasing market
shares = attracting new
customers

Why have railways lost
their customers?

Is there any chance of
trend reversion?

Are there any new
market segments?

7.12.2008
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Hlavni vneéjsi faktor — silici konkurence

silnicni dopravy

Graf: Zivotni cyklus Zelezniéni dopravy
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Possible solutions

Combating inefficiency and inflexibility of
European railways operators — infroduction
and promotion of competition.

European-wide market — removing
obstacles to the internal market

Public subsidy — optimum use of
infrastructure, modernization of services
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Rozd¢leni x privatizace

(zdroj grafu: Ibanez 2004)
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One BEuropean market.....

EC(2001):

DiPietroantonio-Pelkmans 2004, p. 4):

EU railway market shortcomings

Weak reliability and punctuality of
shipments

Limited flexibility in trans-shipments

Fragmented cross-border services with
delays at the frontiers (lack of
interoperability)

Absence of cross border cabotage

Lack of service integrators for optimised
logistical chains

Traffic priorities allocated to passengers
(unclear slot allocation management)

Lack of one-stop-shop in path allocation,
cargo tracing and handling

Non transparent cost structure on
international corridors
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Public policy....

Table: Revenue/costs ratio:

UK (98) 0,57

GER (98) |0,43

SWE (98) | 0,41

FRA(98) |0,62

CZ (04) 0,37

7.12.2008




2. KONKURENCE NA
ZELEZNICI




Ktera konkurence?

1) Intermodalni konkurence
(zeleznice x silnice)

2) Intramodalni konkurence
(CD x Viamont)

7.12.2008
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1) Intermodalni (Zeleznice x silnice)

Tvorba HDP v odvétvi dopravy (v b. c.)

Zelezniéni (OKEC
601)

silniéni (OKEC 602)

mil.K¢E

vodni (OKEC 61)

letecka (OKEC 62)
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Handicapovana zeleznicer

,Naopak v nakladni doprave, vystavené ostré konkurenci silnicni dopravy a
soukromych zelezni¢nich podniku, se nam plan splnit nepodarilo.
Prepravili jsme vice nez 80 milionu tun zboZzi, tj. priblizné o 5 miliont
tun méne nez v roce predchozim. Tento trend je nicmene z casti
pochopitelny a oduvodnitelny radou objektivnich skutecnosti. Hlavni
pric¢inu tohoto vyvoje je zapotrebi hledat predevsim v nerovnych
podminkach a v deformovaném prostredi trhu, kde nase silnicni
konkurence nemusi hradit tak vysoke naklady za pouziti dopravni
cesty. Prestoze jsme schopni nabidnout prepravni sluzby tzv. just-in-
time, srovnatelnou rychlost a dalsi servis jako nase zeleznicni i silnicni
konkurence Je velmi obtizné konkurovat v situaci, kdy se v jejich
nakladech témér neobjevuji polozky souvisejici s vyuzivanim dopravni
cesty a s Uhradou externich nakladd. V zajmu rovnych pravidel na
dopravnim trhu, ale take v zajmu ochrany zivotniho prostredi a
ekonomickych zajmu danovych poplatniku, povazuji za nutné co
nejrychleji zavest adekvatni zpoplatneni verejne pristupnych
komunikaci pro vsechny dopravce a jejich rovné zatizeni naklady na
udrzbu a provoz infrastruktury a uhradu externich nakladu dopravy.”

(Ing. Jan Bazala, Generalni Feditel CD, Vyro¢&ni zprava CD 2004)
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Ale...

Hlavnimi prijmy SFDI je silniCni dan a podil vynosu spotfebni
dané na benzin, naftu a dalnicni znamky.

Silnicni dopravni cesta ma daleko vyssi vykony a je volné
vyuzivana pro individualni automobilovou dopravu, coz je na
zeleznici nerealizovatelné

Teze, Zze CD plati naklady za pouzwanl dopravni cesty je fikci.
Cely mechanismus funguje tak Ze SZDC fakturuje CD 5,8 miliard
za pouziti dopravni cesty a CD fakturuje SZDC 11,4 miliard za
zajisteni provozuschopnosti dopravni cesty. Jedna se o ucetni
operaci, kdy rozdil je dorovnavan z dotace na provoz.

Dotace do osobni dopravy provozované na drahach v obdobi
2000 — 2004 byly 2 - 3krat vyssi nez u dotace do autobusovée
dopravy.

Je opravdu zelezniCni doprava ekologicka?
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Investice a udrzba.....

Investice do dopravni infrastruktury v CR (v mil,

Celk. vydaje na opravy a udrzbu dopravni

infrastruktury (v b.c.) (v mil. K¢)
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Dotace na osobni dopravu.......

Vyvoj dotaci do osobni dopravy
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Otazka ¢. 1

ProcC stat dotuje zelezniCni dopravu, kdyz stejne
dopravni sluzby by byla schopna silnicni
doprava zajistit vyrazne levneji?

7.12.2008
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2) Konkurence na zeleznict
....ale opet ktera konkurence?
a) Vertikalni (Jedna sit, vice prepravcu)

b) Horizontalni (Vice siti, jeden nebo vice
prepravcu)

7.12.2008
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Ekonomicka teorie

Pusobeni konkurence na trhu za ucelem
zvySeni vykonnosti ma nékolik predpokladu:
Konkurence probiha na trhu
Subjekty musi mit stejne postaveni
Neexistence bariér vstupu do odvetvi
Podnikani za ucelem zisku
Firmy nesou plné naklady podnikani
Neexistence prirozeneho monopolu

7.12.2008
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Podil dopravcua na vlakovych vykonech
na tratich smluvné provozovanych CD.
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Alternativy

Sloudit opét CD a SZDC a rozdélit je na nékolik
mensich regionalnich spolecnosti, které si
budou vzajemne konkurovat.

Ponechat CD a SZDC jako statni podniky a

zafixovat objem statnich dotaci do zeleznicCni
dopravy
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Otazka ¢. 2

....Konkurence nevznika, ztraty ani dotace
neklesaji, sluzby se nelepsi.....

K cemu bylo dobre rozdeleni
CD a SZDC?

7.12.2008
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DOTACE DO ZD

A. Pfimé dotace (=pfimé platby CD, SZDC)
1) dotace na investice
2) dotace na provoz
3) dotace na uhradu ztrat OD
B. Nepfimé dotace (=uhrada Zelezni¢nich zavazku statem)

7.12.2008
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1. INVESTICNI DOTACE

M

2004 | 2003 | 2002 | 2001 | 2000
CD 1.150| 1.053| 10.784| 5.822| 6.195
SZDC 10.581| 9.630
CELKE | 11.731| 10.683| 10.784| 5.822| 6.195

7.12.2008
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2. DOTACE NA PROVOZ

2004 | 2003 | 2002 | 2001 | 2000

Dotace na opravy a

udrzbu 5400| 5400

Ostatni provozni

dotace 984 | 1420| 3213 3071 825
Celkem provozni

dotace 6384 | 6820| 3213 3071 825

Celkové provozni dotace v letech 2000 — 2002 predstavuji u€elové dotace do nakladni dopravy. Dotace na
opravy a udrzbu tvofily sou€ast dotaci do OD.

Ostatni provozni v letech 2003 — 2004 tvofi tcelové neinvestiéni dotace do SZDC a ugelové dotace do nakladni
dopravy v rezii CD.
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3. DOTACE NA UHRADU ZTRAT
OSOBNI DOPRAVY CD

2004 | 2003 | 2002 | 2001 | 2000

71478 | 71.243 | 9.683 | 9.273 | 7.541




GRAF PRIME DOTACE

mil. K¢
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B. NEPRIME DOTACE

| pres vysoke prime dotace neni cash-flow
SZDC a CD vyrovnané a na zaplaceni viech
zavazku trzby a primé dotace nedostacuiji.
Proto dochazi k rustu jejich zavazku, které
stat garantuje a posleze je nucen je uhradit
ze statni pokladny.

7.12.2008
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Neprima dotace

2004 2000 - 2004
Uhrada avéra CD statem z. 77/2002 Sb. 4 468 9716
Uhrada dle statni zaruky za Groky z Guveér( 1 369 5351
Uhrada dle statni zaruky za jistiny z Gvérd 3 085 7 721
Neprimé dotace celkem 8 923 22 789

7.12.2008
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7.12.2008

STATNI DOTACE

2004
ZELEZNICE-pfimé dotace 25.293
ZELEZNICE-nepfima dotace 8.923
ZELEZNICE-celkem 34.216
POLITIKA ZAMESTNANOSTI 15.133
VYSOKE SKOLY 22.243
ARMADA 42.535
ZEMEDELSTVI 30.332
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Rust pasiv SZDC a CD

SZDC 2004 SZDC 2003 CD 2004 CD 2003
PASIVA 105.492 97.696 47.301 45.290
CELKEM
VLASTNIi JMENI 38.335 36.222 37.576 38.316
Cl1Zi ZDROJE 65.701 60.477 9.604 6.831

7.12.2008
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7ZAVAZKY 7D

31.12.2003: 65.289
31.12.2004: 74.463

Skladba 31.12.2004:

Dluhopisy SZDC (Uhrada kratkodobych zavazka CD)........ ........ 7.000

UVEPY SZDC (1. KOTIOI). ..o, 12.332
UVEPY SZDC (2. KOTIOT). ..o, 12.200
Ostatni zavazky a UVEIY SZDC ... ..., 6.052
ZAvazky SZDC VOGS StAU. ..o 27.459
ZAVazKy CD VOGH STATU. . .... e 254
UVBIY CD ..o 801
OStatni ZAVAZKY CD ... ..o 8365

7.12.2008

31




7.12.2008

Pijmy a vydaje ZD

PFijmy ZDzo004 68.525 Vydaje ZD2oos 68.525
Trzby nakladni 17.679 Osobni naklady 23.706
Trzby osobni 5.301 Provozni naklady 14.377
Trzby ostatni 2.155 Investi¢ni naklady 17.495
Investi¢ni dotace 11.731 Splatky uvéra a urokl 10.941
Dotace ztrat OD 7.178 Ostatni 2.456
Provozni dotace 6.384

Rust cizich zdroju 9.174

Uhrada Gvér( a Urokd 8.923

statem
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Skladba p

fijmu /D

Pl“'ijmy ZD 2004 68.525 68.525 100% Pﬁjmy ZD 2004
Trzby nakladni 17.679

Trzby osobni 5.301

Trzby ostatni 2.155 25.135 36,7% | TRZBY

Investi¢ni dotace 11.731

Dotace ztrat OD 7.178

Provozni dotace 6.384 25.293 36,9% | PRIMA DOTACE
Rst cizich zdrojt 9.174 13,4% | STATNi ZARUKA
Splatky Uvért a Urokd 8.923 13,0% NEPRIMA DOTACE

7.12.2008
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Dotace a cizi zdroje

Zavazky ZD ogisténé o zavazky v(ii statu
31.12.2003: 65.289 — 19.966 = 45.323
31.12.2004: 74.463 — 27.714 = 46.749

Z toho vyplyva, Ze ani pfima dotace 25.293 plus nepfima dotace 8.923, dohromady
34.216 neumoziuje udrzovat vyrovnané hospodareni ZD v{i&i nestatnim
subjektiim (=stagnuje objem cizich zdroju vucéi nestatnim subjektum). Aby
alespon nedochazelo k nardstu zadluzeni ZD v(&i nestatnim subjektim, musely
by byt pfimé a neprimé dotace v roce 2004 vysSsSi o takrka 1,5 mid. KC. Jeste
vétsi dotace by umoznila snizeni dluhud, nizsi dotace by je zvySovala.
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‘ Dékujeme za pozornost

7.12.2008
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3. Vyvoj konkurence a regulace
na britskych zeleznicich

7.12.2008
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Struktura

Vznik a vystavba (1825-1860)
Zlaty vék (1860-1913)
Problemy a otresy (1913-1947)
Statni vlastnictvi (1947-1994)
Privatizace (1994-2008)

7.12.2008
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Parametry

Vertikalni integrace x separace
Konkurence x monopol

Soukrome x verejne vlastnictvi

Slaba x silna regulace (hlavne cenova)
Komercni zisk x verejné dotace

7.12.2008
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Hlavni vneéjsi faktor — silici konkurence

silnicni dopravy

Graf: Zivotni cyklus Zelezniéni dopravy
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1. Vznik a vystavba

Liberalni pristup hospodarske politiky
Nekoordinovana a neplanovana vystavba
Zivelna konkurence na vznikajicich tratich

Vznik dynamického sektoru soukromych
Zeleznic

Lokalni monopoly na dilCich tratich

7.12.2008
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2. Zlaty vek

Tabulka ¢. 1: Zelezni¢ni doprava v Velké Britanii 1870 - 1912

Délka Osobni | Nakladni | Splaceny Hrubeé Provozni Z1sk Vynosnost | % podil

sité (mul. (nul. kapital vynosy | naklady (mil. kapitalu | paklada

(mile) 0sob) tun) (mil. £) | (il £) | (mil £) £) (%) k trzbam

1870 13565 3222 1665 5027 429 206 22.3 4,44 48.1
1880 15563 [ 396,6 | 231.7| 694.6 62,8 32,11 30,7 4.41 51.1
1890 17281 796,3| 298.8| &60.2 76,8 4141 354 4,12 33,

1900 18.680 | 11146 4198 11362 1010 62,5 38.5 3,40 61,9

1912 20038 | 1265.2 | 513,61 12896 1240 784 45,6 3,54 63,2

Zdroy: Railways Returns 1n Aldcroft (1968)

7.12.2008
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3. Problémy a otresy

Tabulka ¢. 2: Mezivalecne vykony zelezni¢ni dopravy:

Tunomile Osobomile Trzby Naklady Zisky

(miliony) (miliony) (mil. £) (mil. £) (ml. £)
1920 19.173 19.214 2389 232.0 7.0
1925 18.33 18.927 1997 165.0 34,6
1930 17.784 18.263 1777 143.3 344
1935 16.402 19.217 157.7 127.4 30.3
1938 16.673 20.009 164,7 137.7 27.1

Zdroj: Railways Returns in Aldcroft (1968)

7.12.2008
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4. Statni vlastnictvi

Tabulka ¢. 3: Hospodaiske vysledky British Railways (mil. £)

1948 1952 1956 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970
Trzby 346.3 | 4163 481.0| 478.6| 4651 | 474,1| 4704 | 463, 7| 5715
Ztrata -8.1 +36| -57.7| -1129| -156,1 | -123.3| -135,5| -1474 9.5

Zdroj: Annual Reports and Accounts of the British Transport Commission in Aldcroft (1968)

Tabulka ¢. 4: Vykonnost zeleznic 1975-1994

Platby za Podil PVS na | Zisk Hrubé Osobomile | Tunomile
vefejnou sluzbu | piijmech osob. | (mil £) investice | (000muil) (000
(PVS: b.c.;mil. £) | dopravy (%) (mil. £) tonmiles)
1975 3241 43 3.5 232 18.8 13,0
1980 33, 40 -59.8 459 18.8 10.9
1984/85 942.1 44 -301.3 462 18.5 33
1989/90 586.8 24 269.8 892 20.9 10,38
1993/94 10354 32 -108.4 1165 18.9 8,58

Zdroj: Gourvish (2002)

Poznamka: 1980..stavka ocelari, 1984/85 whelna stavka
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5. Privatizace

Tabulka ¢. 5: Rust vykonu britske zelezni¢ni dopravy 1995-2005

Osobni (bn. pkm) Nakladni (1000 bn. tkm)

1995 2000 2005 1995 2000 2005

30.3 38,4 428 133 18.1 22.1

Zdroj: UIC Statistical Yearbook 2006
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Javer

Meénici se intenzita konkurence Zelezni€nich dopravcu a intenzita
regulace ze strany statu.

Vysoky podil zapusténych nakladu v infrastrukture zpusobuje, ze
vystavba paralelnich zelezniCnich linek mezi jednotlivymi centry
ekonomické aktivity neni pfiliS efektivni.

Vznika tedy situace, kdy zeleznicni trat’ a jeji provozovani mezi
dvéma centry ekonomické aktivity muze vykazovat znaky
prirozeného monopolu.

OvSem pouze za situace, kdy tato pozice neni pod intenzivnim
konkurencnim tlakem jineho typu dopravy, coz je zasadni rozdil
mezi zelezniCni konkurencni pozici stoleti devatenactéeho a
dvacateého.

7.12.2008
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4. COMPETITION LIMITS IN
THE RAILWAY INDUSTRY




Railway economics

Costly infrastructure: 71 km of new railway track in Europe is
costing between €6 million and €10 million and the total costs
of infrastructure, including maintenance and renewals is about
€30 billion annually. Infrastructure costs represent a
substantial part of the total costs of the industry. The share
has been guessed like 50% (Di Pietrantonio-Pelkmans 2004).

Unprofitability: The share of revenues to costs is 0,57 (UK
1998); 0,43 (Germany 1998); 0,41 (Sweden 1998); 0,62
(France 1998). (Nash 2002)
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The Idea of Unbundling

The typical European railway enterprise in 80's was a big monolithic
structure with low responses to customer needs and generating
huge losses covered by public subsidies.

This unsatisfactory situation led to widespread calls for a reform.

The policy response has been unbundling. The policy was firstly
tested in Sweden and the UK. The same recipe was later applied to
other European railways.

The idea behind the unbundling is to introduce competition in
railway business and to promote efficiency in the industry.

Directives of 440/1991, 18/1995 and 14-16/2001 of the European
Commission.
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Advantages

1. Efficiency improvement

Holvald (2003) estimated the growth of productivity in five European
countries and he concluded that the reforms do have a positive effect on
productivity.

Friebel (2006) estimates the increases of productivity in 11 European
countries in the period of 1980-2003 and results are about 0,5 percent
increase of productivity per year after the start of reforms.

As a consequence of market reforms the number of employees decreased
in Sweden (1987-1993) from 29.000 to 14.000 and in Germany (1993-1996)
from 350.000 to 250.000 (Quinet-Vickerman 2004).

2. Weakening the relationship between railways and
the state.
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Disadvantages

1. Increase in transaction costs

The vertical separation leads to market coordination of activities that used to be
performed in one firm. There are strong links in the field of operational and safety
management in the railway business. Separation is introducing substantial
transaction costs to coordination of such activities.

2. Infrastructure and investment misallocation

The vertical unbundling strategy targets primarily operational costs of railways
undertakings through competition pressures. But a very important aspect of railways
economics is costs of infrastructure. The unintentional consequence of railway reform
was that infrastructure manager in many countries emerged as a public company with
few incentives to profit behaviour.
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Disadvantages 11

3. Regulation failure risks

The vertical unbundling process requires establishing the regulator who
supervise the allocation of slots on fair principle. Regulators may
find very hard to stay objective and to minimize arbitrariness in their
decision making.

4. Different countries

The vertical unbundling strategy Is prescribed universally to all
European countries. But European countries are very different in the
scale of the market. Some national market may be too small to be

able to support competitive operators (Friebel et al 2006).
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Policy options

The policy of horizontal separation of railways into a few

vertically integrated railway companies. They can be divided alongside
regional borders and as such to compete with each other on the fringe of
the market or indirectly. This solution has been applied in Latin America and

Japan.

Privatisation: Inthe UK, US and many countries of Latin America

railway companies were licensed or privatised. Such policy seems to be
closer to the goal of efficient, competitive and self-supporting railways.
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Conclusions

An evaluation of vertical unbundling strateqgy is not straightforward.
On the positive side there are clear indications that introduction
of reforms has improved efficiency. But it is evident that power of
competition has significant limits in the railway industry due to
numerous specifics of this unique industry. Whether the
unbundling policy has more advantages than disadvantages is
subject to debate but there are strong indications that there are
also other possible ways of combating inefficiencies in the
railway sector.

Outside Europe the monopolistic structure of the industry has been
reduced by horizontal separation and inefficiency of public
ownership has been targeted by privatization. European model
that is lacking both demonopolization and privatization is left only
with the possibility of open access to the existing network.
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5. EUROPEAN RAILWAY
RESTRUCTURING:
BRITAIN, GERMANY,

FRANCE




Introduction

The paper tries to compare the outcome of
railways restructuring in Europe on the
example of three different approaches that
are represented by Britain, Germany and
France.

The comparison of different approaches to
the task of vertical unbundling in Europe
enables to analyze the advantages and
disadvantages of different restructuring
models.

7.12.2008
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Vertical Unbundling x Privatization

Source: Gomez-1banez (2004)
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Figure 1: Overview of Reform Options
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Three models

1. Britain

The British strategy has been unique because it was not only limited to
vertical unbundling but also included large scale division and privatization of
the industry.

The output and profit indicators have been improved.

The safety on the track has decreased and the infrastructure has started to
be underfinanced.

2. Germany

The vertical separation is not complete but there exists accounting
separation.

There are attempts to introduce competition and German specific is regional
competition in passenger transport

On the long distance services there is still dominant position of Deutsche
Bahn.

3. France

7.12.2008

There is a separation of infrastructure and services but the degree of
competition is zero.

The French authorities don'’t believe in benefits of competition on the French
railway track.
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Degree of competition and separation in Europe

EC (2006a)
Degree of competition
None Open access | Plus at least some
Degree Of freight competitive  tendering
Sep aratlon . competition for passenger
Vertically Greece; Belgium | GERMANY
integrated .
(with separate | Jreland Austria
accounting
Separate public | PR ANCE Sweden,
infrastructure Finland Netherlands,
T Spain Denmark
b
Italy, Portugal
quarate UK
private sector
infrastructure
managcer
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Railway pertormance 1995-2005

Source: UIC Statistical Yearbook 2006

Passenger Freight
(bn. pkm) (1000 bn. tkm)
1995 | 2000 | 2005 | 1995 | 2000 | 2005
UK 30,3 38,4 42,8 13,3 18,1 22,1
Germany 71,0 75,4 74,9 69,5 77,5 89,7
France 55,6 69,9 76,5 48,1 55,3 40,7
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The change of rail performance

Period ALP ACP APKM | APKM/SN
Country
Britain 1996-01 |+ 95,1% +19,6% | +21,8% | +98,9%
Germany | 1994-99 |+ 80,7% +19,0% | +18,3% | +98,5%
France 1994-99 |+ 15,9% +11,8% | +13,3% | +20,7%

LP = Labour Productivity
CP = Capital Productivity
PKM = Passenger Kilometre
SN = Staff Number

7.12.2008

Source: Holvad — Preston - Huang (2003)
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Conclusion

The three analyzed European countries represent three different
approaches to the problem of implementation of European
directives for railway restructuring.

Britain is the most dedicated reformer that after vertical
unbundling continued vigorously with the policy of fragmentation
and privatization of the industry. Germany refused vertical
disintegration but enabled the emergence of the competition on
the fringe of the market. France used to have the most reserved
attitude to the policy of increased competition on the railway
market and even if she formally divided infrastructure and
services, the actual competition is almost non existent.

The econometric results confirm the hypothesis, that more
radical reform lead to higher improvements in efficiency.
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KORIDORY

zaplacené budouci | celkové
[. koridor 40.650 109 40.760
II. koridor 33.990 4.946 38.936
Celkem 74.640 5.055 79.696
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1. PORIZENI MAJETKU SZDC

Vydaje na modernizaci a rozvoj zelezni€ni dopravni cesty
dosahly v roce 2004 vyse

12 054 mil. K¢. Rozhodujicimi zdroji financovani téchto
vydaju byly finanéni prostredky ze Statniho fondu dopravni
infrastruktury ve vysi 9 763 mil. K€ a prostredky z

garantovanych uaveéru, fondl Evropské unie a statniho
rozpoctu v celkove vysi 2 291 mil. K¢.
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Vyvoj dotaci a trzeb osobni dopravy

7.12.2008

mil. KE

Vyvoj dotaci a trzeb do osobni dopravy provozované

CD

Ceskymi drahami

N o Trzby z osobni

8 000 T dopravy
6 000 - ~
o & & ¢ o —s— Dotace do osobni

4 000 - * o ¢
2 000 - * doprawy celkem
0
e o) A\ ) N So)
) &) ) ) Q Q
N N S
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CELKOVA PRIMA DOTACE

2004 2000-2004
CD 8.553 73.508
SZDC 16.740 32.938
CELKEM 25.293 106.446
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‘ Vyvoj ptimych dotaci do drah

Dotace CD a SZDC

/_

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

e Dotace CD a SZDC

7.12.2008

70




Dotace do OD a pfepravni vykon

mil. oskm

Dotace v s.c. do os. dopravy CD a jejich
prepravni vykon

4 000 |
2 000 |
0 N
%] A N
X & KR O
NN MO PN
rok

7 000
6 000
5 000

4000 ¥

3 000 g
2 000

1 000

0

—m— Prepravni
vykon
osobni
dopravy
CD

—eo— Inflaéné
ocCisténé
dotace do
CD na
osobni
doprawvu
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‘ Vyvoj dotaci a HDP ve s.c.

1 800,0
1750,0
1700,0
1 650,0
1 600,0
1 550,0

mmm Dotace CD a SZDC v
s.cC.

—o—HDP vs.c.
(s.c.:1995)

1 500,0
1 450,0
1 400,0
1 350,0

A
O D S o S of

O O N 4 O X
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DLOUHODOBE ZAVAZKY

SZDC zaroven pievzala k 1. 1. 2003 dlouhodobé
zavazky z titulu vycerpanych bankovnich avér
byvalé statni organizace Ceské drahy, ve vysi 45 952
(z toho 34 920 mil. K¢ za bankami a 11 032 mil. K¢

za statem a dalsimi subjekty). Za tyto zavazky

v soucasné dobeé, v souladu s ustanovenimi zakona
€. 77/2002 Sb., ruci stat. V ramci toho Ministerstvo
financi provadi pribézné uhradu jistin nebo urokii

z téchto uveru dle prislusnych avérovych smluv.
Touto Uhradou dochazi k transformaci zavazka SZDC
vugéi prislusnym komerénim bankam na zavazky vugi
statu.
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DI.UHOPISY SZDC

SZDC prevzala k 1. 1. 2003 kratkodobé zavazky byvalé statni
organizace Ceské drahy ve vysi 10 734 mil. K¢.

Do soucasnosti byla vétsina téechto zavazku uhrazena.
Hlavnim finan¢énim zdrojem uhrad byl, v souladu

s usnesenim vlady CR ¢&. 908 ze dne 10. zafi 2003,
vynos z emise dluhopisu se statni garanci vydanych
SZDC v nominalni hodnoté 7 mid. K¢.

Dluhopisy jsou emitovany na dobu splatnosti

sedm let, tj. do roku 2011, s pevnou urokovou sazbou
4,6 % p.a. a s rocni vyplatou uroku. Prvni vyplata
uroku byla realizovana v bireznu 2005.
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Splaceni uvéra statem 2004

Uhrazeni uvérl statem za SZDC s.o.
4.455

Uhrazeni zavazk(l SZDC statem dle zakona

77/2002 Sb. 4.468

za 2003 — 2004 : 17.320
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Dlouhodobé zavazky 2004

Celkové dlouhodobé zavazky (vedle vySe zminéné
emise dluhopist) k 31. 12. 2004 €ini 54 203 mil. K¢
(z toho 27 807 mil. K¢ za bankami a 26 396 mil. K¢
za statem a dalsimi subjekty). Splatnost zavazku je
stanovena postupné, v soucasné dobé a do roku
2020. Stavajici model hospodareni a financovani
SZDC neumoziiuje Ghradu téchto zavazku ze zdroju
SZDC. Proto v roce 2004 pokraéovala jednani mezi
Ministerstvem dopravy a Ministerstvem financi

o zpusobu reseni téchto dluhu.
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DISKUSE

Zeleznice x silnice
Zpoplatneni dopravni cesty
Vznik SZDC

Moznosti snizeni dotace

1
2
3
4

N e N N’
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Zpoplatnéni dopravni cesty

Naopak v nakladni doprave, vystavene ostre konkurenci silnicni dopravy a soukromych
zelezniCnich podniku, se nam plan splinit nepodafilo. Prepravili jsme vice nez 80 milionu
tun zboZzi, tj. pfiblizné o 5 miliont tun méné nez v roce pfedchozim. Tento trend je nicméné
z Casti pochopitelny a oduvodnitelny fadou objektivnich skute¢nosti. Hlavni pfi¢inu tohoto
vyvoje je zapotiebi hledat pfedevsim v nerovnych podminkach a v deformovaném
prostredi trhu, kde nase silnicni konkurence nemusi hradit tak vysoké naklady za pouziti
dopravni cesty. Prestoze jsme schopni nabidnout pfepravni sluzby tzv. just-in-time,
srovnatelnou rychlost a dalSi servis jako nase Zeleznicni i silniéni konkurence, je velmi
obtizné konkurovat v situaci, kdy se v jejich nakladech témér neobjevuji polozky souvisejici
s vyuzivanim dopravni cesty a s Uhradou externich nakladd. V zajmu rovnych pravidel na
dopravnim trhu, ale také v zajmu ochrany zivotniho prostfedi a ekonomickych zajmu
danovych poplatnikt, povazuji za nutné co nejrychleji zavést adekvatni zpoplatneni verejné
pristupnych komunikaci pro vSechny dopravce a jejich rovné zatizeni naklady na udrzbu a
provoz infrastruktury a uhradu externich nakladt dopravy.

(Ing. Jan Bazala, Generalni feditel CD, Vyro&ni zprava CD 2004)
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/ELEZNICE x SILNICE

Substituty nebo komplementy?
Potrebujeme zeleznice?

A k cemu?
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ALE...

Hlavnimi pfijmy SFDI je silniCni dan a podil vynosu spotfebni dané na
benzin, naftu a dalni¢ni znamky.

Silnicni dopravni cesta ma daleko vyssi vykony a je volne vyuzivana
pro individualni automobilovou dopravu, coz je na zeleznici
nerealizovatelné

Teze, Ze CD plati naklady za pouzivani doprayni cesty je fikci. Cely
mechanismus funguje tak ze SZDC fakturuje CD 5,8 miliard za pouziti
dopravni cesty a CD fakturuje SZDC 11,4 miliard za zajisténi
provozuschopnosti dopravni cesty. Jedna se o Ucetni operaci, kdy
rozdil je dorovnavan z dotace na provoz.

Dotace do osobni dopravy provozované na drahach v obdobi 2000 —
2004 byly 2 - 3krat vyssi nez u dotace do autobusové dopravy.

Je opravdu zelezniCni doprava ekologicka?
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Vznik SZDC

Oficialni zamér: oddélenim provozovatelu dopravy a spravce
dopravni cesty dosahnout konkurence, efektivity a
konkurenceschopnosti zeleznice

Vysledek (skryty zameér?) = nepruhledné toky statnich dotaci, rust
zadluzeni obou subjektu, trvajici monopol CD
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MOZNOSTI SNIZENI DOTACE

1. ZvySeni trzeb ZD
Lepsi marketing
Novi dopravci

2. Snizeni nakladu ZD
Snizeni po¢tu zaméstnancu
Uzavirani regionalnich trati
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2004 2004 2000 -2004 | 2000 -2004

(%) (%)
Nakladni doprava 17.904 101.556
Osobni doprava 5.410 25.884
Dotace na OD 7.178 40.918
Investicni dotace 11.731 45.215
Dotace na provoz 5.400 10.800
CELKEM
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