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Abstract. In this article, the authors analyse the development policy of the major road network in
the Polish-Czech border areas in 1958-2024. The methodology of content analysis covering histori-
cal bilateral and European planning documents and GIS spatial analysis of access to border areas
via roads crossing the border. The analyses have shown: (1) dominance of political and expert plan-
ning, without the use of scientific network models; (2) decentralisation of planning and resignation
from common documents; (3) prioritising east-west connections and disregarding the north-south
European ones; and (4) the greatest increase in border permeability only after the elimination of
permanent border controls within the EU Schengen Area since 2007, but mainly due to the opening
of historical roads.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The analysis of border areas development and the impact of the national border on
human mobility and economy, including infrastructure, is one of the most classic
topics in socioeconomic geography (Minghi, 1963; Prescott, 1965). One of the
important issues is the permeability and accessibility of the border and peripheral
regions (Hisakawa et al., 2013; Kolejka et al., 2015; Condeco-Melhorado and
Christidis, 2018). These characteristics are significantly important for the devel-
opment of trade and border tourism in these areas (Wigckowski, 2010; Michniak
et al., 2014). In most countries, the border is a clear barrier that protects coun-
tries from an uncontrolled movement of goods and people, and all traffic passing
through the designated and tightly controlled border crossings.

In spatial and economic planning in Poland and former Czechoslovakia, during
the communist (socialist) period after World War I, border regions were approached
as a political and military buffer zone, vulnerable to military aggression in the event
of war, and requiring special protection (Ciok, 1990; Banski, 2010; Rychlik, 2016).
That trend was much stronger on the border between Czechoslovakia, Western Ger-
many and Austria, where the ‘Iron Curtain’ was erected (Jilek et al., 2006; Maskova
and Ripka, 2016). As a result, the number of cross-border road and rail links was
deliberately reduced, even eliminating those that existed in earlier historical periods.
Restrictions on free movement and settlement in border areas negatively affected
the development of transport infrastructure and caused the degradation of the exist-
ing one before 1945, especially on the Polish side (Ciok, 1991; Bi¢ik and étépének,
1994; Kotodziejczyk, 2014; Jedruch et al., 2020). These restrictions increased the
peripheral character of border areas and their disparities resulting in a negative im-
pact on their development (Ciok, 1990; Vaishar et al., 2013; Kolejka et al., 2015;
Bohm and Opiota, 2019; Paszto et al., 2019; Kotodziejczyk, 2020). The widespread
censorship of publications and the ‘secret’ status of many planning documents meant
that practically until the end of the 1980s, a small number of scientific analyses of
the Polish-Czechoslovakian borderland and border cooperation development were
carried out (Matecki, 1971; Ciok, 1988). The isolation of the Eastern Bloc countries
caused that the analyses of European transport networks until the late 1990s often
overlooked Central and Eastern Europe (Gutiérrez and Urban, 1996).

The policy related to borderlands changed only after the collapse of the com-
munist bloc, political transformation of Poland and Czechoslovakia in 1989-1991,
and the peaceful division of Czechoslovakia into Czechia and Slovakia in 1993.
Reducing restrictions on border traffic and opening local road crossings have had
a positive impact on local transborder cooperation and tourism development, al-
though it has not fully eliminated the problem of borderland peripherality (Dotz-
btasz, 2017; Furmankiewicz et al., 2020; Piepiora et al., 2021; Sikorski et al.,
2023; Furmankiewicz and Trnkova, 2024). The accession of Poland and Czechia
to the European Union (EU) in 2004 and to the Schengen area in the end of 2007
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was of particular importance, when permanent border controls were abandoned
(Janczak, 2014; Directorate-General for Migration and Home Affairs, 2015).

The democratisation of Central and Eastern Europe countries and the process-
es of European integration have made it more common in the 21st century to
analyse transportation problems on a European-wide scale (Christodoulou and
Christidis, 2019; Goldmann and Wessel, 2020; Pérez-Acebo ef al., 2021), as well
as in Central and Eastern Europe (Fleischer, 2003; Koziarski, 2020; Komornicki
and Goliszek, 2023). Several authors have also carried out basic analyses of the
transport network development in the Polish-Czech borderland (Kolejka et al.,
2015; Kotodziejczyk, 2020), although historical planning documents and their
actual implementation in investment practice have frequently not been thoroughly
analysed or evaluated.

In this article, the authors analyse the historical development of road net-
work planning in the Polish-Czech borderland and the Polish-Czech (former
Polish-Czechoslovakian) cooperation in this area covering 1958-2024. Howev-
er, the focus is on the investments in 1991-2024, when the development of the
cross-border road network was at its greatest dynamics after many years of stag-
nation. The following main research questions (RQ) about the borderland under
analysis were considered:

(RQ1) What main stages of cooperation in planning road networks in this area

can be identified?

(RQ2) How do the studied area road network plans fit into the European road
network policy?

(RQ3) Were the plans based on methodical analyses of road network efficien-
cy or were they primarily influenced by the central government policy
or local and regional lobbying efforts?

(RQ4) To what extent were the agreed plans for the development of cross-bor-
der connections implemented and how did it affect the permeability of
the border for cars?

In Section 2 of the article, the research methods of and the territorial scope of
the study are described. Section 3 presents how the current Polish-Czech border-
land was considered in pan-European and national documents with a focus on the
road network, mainly addressing RQ2 and, to a lesser extent, RQ1 and RQ3. In
Section 4, the authors conduct a qualitative analysis of common public strategic
and planning documents taking into account the development of the road network
in the studied area (the study related primarily to RQ1, less to RQ2 and 3). Next,
based on cartographic materials, the changes in the road network layout (national
and international) are presented and the permeability of the border in terms of
car traffic (paved roads of all categories open to car traffic) in 1991-2024 (GIS
analysis focusing on RQ4). The conducted analysis may be useful for researchers
and public authorities involved in spatial analysis and planning in border regions,
particularly in countries at the initial stages of economic integration.
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2. MATERIALS AND METHODS

The detailed analysis presented in this article covers the current Polish-Czech
border and adjacent border areas, defined as EU NUTS-3 statistical units accord-
ing to the classification effective as of 1 January 2018, including the areas located
at least 30 km from the border (Fig. 1). This is due to the fact that Poland had
a 30-kilometer border zone with various types of restrictions related to the protec-
tion of the state border which were later relaxed or completely eliminated.
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Fig. 1. The studied area of the Polish-Czech borderlands and population density in the analysed EU
NUTS-3 statistical regions (2023)

Source: prepared by J. Lipsa, based on data in Table 1.

The current length of the Polish-Czech border is approximately 796 km. It
was a fragment of the Polish-Czechoslovakian border (1945—-1992, and only short
fragment 1920-1992) and the Polish-Czech border from 1993. The western and
central part of the border includes the Sudetes mountain region (Krkonossko-jesen-
icka subprovincie/ Sudety/ Sudeten), while the eastern part includes the densely
populated areas of Silesia and a small fragment of the Carpathian massif (Kolejka
et al., 2015; Furmankiewicz et al., 2020). The analysed area covers 46.9 thousand
square kilometres, of which 23.8 thousand sq. km in Poland and 23.1 thousand
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sq. km in Czechia (Table 1). The area has a population of 7 million (31.12.2023),
including 3.7 million in Poland and 3.3 million in the Czechia. The population
decreased by 4% between 2004 and 2023.

Table 1. Area and population of EU NUTS-3 regions in the studied area

Area Population . .
NUTS-3 region name Elér(;)szat [sq. km] (Cl;-1991; ];’(1)[)11;12;28: g;pll;l;t(;;;
in 2023 PL-1995)" o o
Liberecky kraj CZ 051 3,163 425,120 427,722 449,177
Kralovéhradecky kraj CZ 052 4,758 552,809 547,563 555,267
Pardubicky kraj CZ 053 4,519 508,718 505,486 528,761
Olomoucky kraj CZ 071 5,160 647,391 636,313 631,802
Moravskoslezsky kraj CZ 080 5,535 1,278,726 1,260,277 1,189,674
Jeleniogorski PL 515 5,569 616,602 586,147 530,718
Walbrzyski PL 517 4,181 741,624 691,079 605,614
Nyski PL 523 4,092 406,531 395,031 350,225
Opolski PL 524 5,319 686,641 656,500 586,500
Rybnicki PL 227 1,353 667,699 641,861 601,229
Tyski PL 22C 944 385,606 382,173 392,267
Bielski PL 225 2,352 640,557 646,166 655,213
Total in Czechia 23,144 3,412,764 3,377,361 3,354,681
Total in Poland 23,810 4,145,260 3,998,957 3,721,766
Total in studied area 46,954 ~7,558,024 7,376,318 7,076,447

* The NUTS classification used in the EU was formally introduced in Czechia (CZ) on 1 January
2000 and in Poland (PL) on 26 November 2005 and not all data were available back then.

Source: own work based on: Poland, Bank Danych Lokalnych GUS [Local Data Bank Statistics
Poland] (https://bdl.stat.gov.pl); Czechia, Cesky statisticky ufad: Statistickd rocenka Ceské republiky
2004, Statistickd rocenka Ceské republiky 2023; Statisticky lexikon obci 2024.

In Sections 3 and 4, the authors analyse historical planning documents as well
as cartographic materials collected through searches in public libraries and offices
in Poland and Czechia, and in the Internet databases, the most important of which
are listed in Appendices 1 and 2. In Section 4 the focus is on bilateral documents
created in cooperation between Polish administration units and partners from
Czechoslovakia (until 1992) and Czechia' (from 1993) at the national or regional
level. The analysis covers only ancillary data on cooperation at the sub-region-

' In 1993-2015 only the name Czech Republic was formally used, and in 2016 the shortened name
Czechia was also officially introduced.
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al level of the Euroregions and European Groupings of Territorial Cooperation
(EGTC). The Euroregions and EGTC do not have the authority to plan the road
network and can only conduct lobbying activities (Furmankiewicz, 2007; Skorup-
ska, 2018; Lewkowicz, 2019). These sections use a classic qualitative, descriptive
content analysis (Neuendorf, 2002; Denzin and Lincoln, 2018), commonly prac-
tised in the planning policy and cartographic material historical analysis (Fleis-
cher, 2003; Banski, 2010; Bohm and Srnida, 2019). The information on plans for
the development of automobile cross-border roads connecting the areas on both
sides of the border, as well as information on planned and historically opened au-
tomobile border crossings was searched for in the documents. The Polish-Czech-
oslovakian agreement on the final demarcation of the border after World War 11
was signed only in 1958 (its subsequent corrections were minor); therefore, the
presented analysis of borderland planning policy begins from that period.

In Section 5, an ArcGIS analysis of the border areas accessibility through bor-
der crossings? (Kwon and Graham, 2021) was performed. The input layers used
were point layers representing border crossings in 1991 and places accessible for
car crossing in 2024, as well as a linear layer with a network of roads accessible
to cars, specific to each year. The lists of border crossings accessible to public car
traffic from the documents listed in Appendices 2 and 3 were used. Other types of
border crossings that restricted car crossings for Polish and Czech citizens were
deliberately omitted (including, e.g., tourist hiking, cycling, and skiing border
crossings, as well as local border traffic crossings restricted to residents of bor-
der municipalities with individual passes).

The historical development of cross-border road networks from 1991 to 2024
was identified using cartographic material: traditional road maps, topographic
maps, orthophoto maps, the OpenStreetMap database, and Google Street View.
The data on the road network was used not considering local restrictions on ve-
hicle tonnage (data not available in historical cartographic materials). In Poland
a formal differentiation between ‘motorway’ (autostrada) and ‘expressway’ (dro-
ga ekspresowa) was introduced in 1993, which differ in technical parameters and
maximum allowed speeds. In Czechia, the different categories of ‘motorway’
(ddlnice) and ‘road for motor vehicles’ (silnice pro motorova vozidla) have been
present since 2016.

The weakness of our border permeability analyses is the focus on publicly
accessible border crossings for vehicles (small border traffic crossings and cross-
ings on tourist routes were excluded from the analysis) and the failure to consider
various restrictions in place at these crossings (e.g., limited opening hours of the
crossing or the restrictions for citizens of other countries). However, such simpli-
fications are necessary to ensure the feasibility of the research.

2 “‘Network Analysis Plug-in’, ‘Service Area’ feature, ‘Towards Facilities’ direction, ‘Cutoffs’: 10,
25, and 50 km.
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3. ROAD NETWORK IN THE POLISH-CZECH BORDERLAND
IN NATIONAL AND EUROPEAN DOCUMENTS

The first planned modern long-distance road transport link in the studied area was
the German A88 motorway (Breslau—Wien), the concept of which was included
in the Munich Agreement of 1938, however, it was not constructed until the end
of World War II in 1945 (Janda and Lidl, 2008; Dostal et al., 2023).

After the war followed changes in the national borders of Czechoslovakia and,
to a greater extent, Poland, imposed by the major powers of the anti-Hitler coalition
at the Yalta conference. As a result, part of the former Czechoslovak-German border
became the Czechoslovak-Polish border in 1945 (Eberhardt, 2017). Only a small
portion of the former Polish-Czechoslovak border near Cieszyn was preserved in
the studied area. Undemocratic one-party communist systems under the control
of the Soviet Union were imposed in both countries. The movement of people across
the border was limited and strictly controlled (Komornicki, 1990; Rychlik, 2016).

After World War 11, the first general plans for the construction of motorways
appeared in both countries, focussing on internal connections between the main
cities (Prasil, 2007; Kalinowski, 2021). The first concept of a unified system of
international roads in Europe, which included Poland and Czechoslovakia, was
prepared as early as 1950 as part of a declaration by the United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe — UNECE (United Nations, 1951). During that period,
three roads of international importance were agreed in the analysed area: E12
(Paris — Praha — Hradec Kralové — Stone — Ktodzko — Wroctaw — Warszawa — Len-
ingrad (currently Sankt Petersburg) and Moscow), E14 (Trieste — Praha — Mlada
Boleslav — Jelenia Gora — Szczecin), and E16 (Bratislava — Zilina — Cesky Té&sin
— Cieszyn — Katowice — Gdansk). These roads included major international pass-
port-border crossings along historical routes.

Plans for motorways, which were similar in terms of the routes Wroctaw
— Walbrzych (PL) — (probably Lubawka) — Hradec Kralové (CZ) — Praha and Ka-
towice — Rybnik (PL) — Ostrava (CZ), were prepared in 1963, both in Poland and
Czechoslovakia (Fig. 2). In Czechoslovakia it included the D11 (E12) motorway
link Praha — Hradec Kralové — border of Poland (via Lubawka, alternatively via
Néchod), and the D47 (E7) motorway from the Brno region via Ostrava to the bor-
der of Poland while the E14 through Harrachov (CZ) — Jakuszyce (PL) and E16
through the Cesky T&sin (CZ) — Cieszyn (PL) border crossings were decided to be
preserved as the first class roads (Prasil, 2007). Similarly, in Poland, the project of
‘express roads’ was approved, including the Wroctaw — Watbrzych — Praha (CZ)
and Katowice — Rybnik — Wien (Austria) roads (Rustecki,1965; Kalinowski, 2021).

These plans were retained in the Polish motorway construction plan in 1972
(Kalinski, 2021, p. 412), and in Czechoslovakian plans from 1971 (Prasil, 2007,
p. 22). The road plans intended to connect the largest cities were drawn very sche-
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matically, often with straight lines or arcs. However, neither of the trans-border
motorways were prioritised and they were not built before 1992.

o
Zielona Géra

5

Poland Czechoslovakia {1 state borders (1963)
Expressway ===== Motorway °o City

----- (variant I) ——— National road in European system

----- (variant I1) =sms=s ygriant

National road

Fig. 2. Plans for the construction of motorways in Czechoslovakia and Poland in 1963.The original
national maps were schematic and lack scale

Source: prepared by 1. Dostal, based on Prasil (2007, p. 13) and Rustecki (1965, p. 94).

In 1975, the European Declaration of the UNECE was replaced by the Euro-
pean Agreement on Main International Traffic Arteries (United Nations, 2007,
2008). The layout of international roads crossing the Polish-Czech border has
not changed significantly (Fig. 3). Only different road markings have been in-
troduced and extended beyond the area of our analysis (E14 to E65, E12 to E67,
E16to E75). The 1985 Polish plan for the construction of motorways and express-
ways took into account earlier plans (expressway from Legnica and Wroctaw
to Praha; motorway Katowice — Wien) and additionally included the Katowice
and Bielsko-Biala — Cieszyn expressway in the direction of Ostrava (Kalinski,
2021, p. 420).
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Fig. 3. Excerpt of the plan of international roads agreed in 1975 against the background of the
contemporary borders of Poland and Czechia (the original map is schematic without preserving
cartographic details)

Source: © United Nations (2007), https://digitallibrary.un.org, downloaded on 22.08.2024.

The economic crisis of the 1980s contributed to the dissolution of the Soviet
Union, the collapse of the political socialist bloc in Europe, and the introduction
of democratic systems in most eastern European countries. After 1990, the re-
strictions in border areas were gradually lifted. These changes contributed to an
increase in local and international cross-border traffic through road border cross-
ings in the studied area (Komornicki, 1999). The interest of local authorities in the
development of trans-border road communication in the area under analysis has
also increased (Furmankiewicz, 2007; Kolejka et al., 2015; Kurowska-Pysz and
Szczepanska-Woszczyna, 2017). In 1989, on the initiative of the European Com-
mission, the PHARE (Poland and Hungary Assistance in Restructuring Econ-
omies) programme was established, which envisaged financial assistance from
the European Communities to Central and Eastern European countries, including
road infrastructure (Zdulski, 2002).

An important planning activity for long-distance transport links in Europe
(including the former Eastern Bloc countries) was the proposal of the so-called
Pan-European Corridors (PEC) at the European Conference of Ministers of Trans-
port®. The 1991 Prague (Praha) conference defined the original concept of corri-
dors and determined the necessary level of transportation infrastructure. Poland
adopted a national motorways construction plan in 1993.

At the following two conferences: in Crete (1994) and Helsinki (1997), ten cor-
ridors were finally defined (Stancu et al., 2014). It was recommended that they be

3 Tt is an intergovernmental organisation established by a Protocol signed in Brussels in 1953.
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given investment priority due to their role in connecting the internal European mar-
ket and building ties with neighbouring countries (TINA Office, 2002; Miltiadou
et al.,2017; Czech, 2021). An offshoot of the planned corridor No. 6 crossed the Pol-
ish-Czech border in its eastern part (Gdansk — Katowice — Ostrava — Brno). However,
the main corridors No. 3 and 4 ran parallel to the borderland (Fig. 4). Compared to the
1975 findings, this concept can be considered a regression, as it excluded two interna-
tional roads: E65 and E67, which were not considered relevant at all.

Road planning was influenced by administrative reforms in both countries.
In Poland, self-governing regions (wojewodztwa) and districts (powiaty) had
been established since 1999. Consequently, a deconcentration of responsibility
for planning, investment and maintenance of roads took effect. One year later,
self-governing regions (kraje) were also introduced in Czechia.

The simultaneous accession of Poland and Czechia into the EU in 2004 was
of great importance for the development of local road network in the borderland
(which involved the elimination of customs controls at border crossings), fol-
lowed by the accession of both countries to the Schengen area in 2007 (lifting
permanent passport controls and permitting free border movement). This enabled
the opening of local roads to pedestrian and automobile traffic and enabled access
to the EU aid funds for infrastructure development (Dotzbtasz and Raczyk, 2015;
Kulczyk-Dynowska, 2018; Kachniarz et al., 2019; Przybyta et al., 2020).

After the EU enlargement in 20042006, work began on the EU Trans-Euro-
pean Transport Network (TEN-T) to include the new Member States. At that
time, several local and regional authorities in Sweden, Slovakia, Hungary,
Croatia, Poland, and Czechia formulated an independent and grassroots con-
cept of the Central European Transport Corridor (CETC) (Chwesiuk, 2006;
Zathey, 2009, 2010). It was to run between the Skane region in Sweden through
Swinoujécie (PL) in the Baltic Sea and Rijeka (Croatia) in the Adriatic Sea,
through Legnica (PL) and Hradec Kralové (CZ) (Fig. 4) (CESCI, 2010).

Between 2004 and 2009, a joint secretariat was established for the initiative,
and lobbying activities were conducted in the EU. On 28 June 2010, the Szczecin
Declaration on CETC development was announced. The entire CETC was even-
tually not included in the ‘core EU network’. However, the Legnica (PL) — Par-
dubice (CZ) connection through Lubawka (PL) was listed in the UNECE plans
(UNECE, 2012) and in the EU Regulation No. 1315/2013 as a ‘core network route
to be upgraded’ (Fig. 5) (The European Parliament and The Council of the Euro-
pean Union, 2013a, pp. 31, 51). However, it was not listed as the most important
for the EU in Regulation 1316/2013 on the establishment of the Connecting Eu-
rope Facility (The European Parliament and the Council of the European Union,
2013b). The omission of the Pardubice — Brno connection in this document does
not facilitate the dispersion of north-south European traffic, which would continue
to be concentrated through the Moravian Gate and Upper Silesia (Ostrava — Ka-
towice connections) or through eastern Germany.
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— CETC
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Fig. 4. The schematic plan of Pan-European Transport Corridors agreed in Helsinki in 1997 in the vicinity
of Poland and Czechia, and the course of the CETC Corridor, unsuccessful lobbying in 2004-2010

Source: prepared by J. Lipsa, based on: Fleischer (2003), Talberg and Belof (2010),
and Stancu et al. (2014).

Fig. 5. Excerpt from a map covering the main roads on the Polish-Czech borderlands in the EU
document No. 1315/2013: Guidelines for the development of the trans-European transport network

Source: The European Parliament and the Council of the European Union (2013a, p. 51).

The spatial planning system introduced in Czechia in 2006 established a new
hierarchy of planning documents. At the top is the Spatial Development Policy
(PUR — Politika iizemniho rozvoje), which defines the requirements for spatial
planning processes and also outlines the most important development axes and
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infrastructure corridors. The main planning document at the regional level is the
Principles of Spatial Development (ZUR — Zdsady iizemniho rozvoje) for indi-
vidual NUTS-3 regions. These specify the details of the corridors defined at the
national level and also add provincial road plans.

The first edition of PUR in 2008 confirmed the connection D11 between Hradec
Kralové (CZ) and Legnica (PL) in the form of an expressway, while the D1 corridor
through Ostrava was considered operational (individual sections were completed
from 2007 to 2009) despite the fact that the cross-border section between Bohumin
(CZ) and Gorzyczki (PL) was not opened to traffic before 2012. A new element in
spatial planning is the ‘corridor of a capacity road’ (not necessarily a motorway or
expressway) S1 between Mohelnice and the Polish border via Sumperk and Jesenik.
It was intended to ensure a quality connection of the Jesenik area to the rest of the
country and to promote tourism in this marginalised region. The PUR has been up-
dated seven times since 2008 with another actualisation in progress. Following the
update of the European TEN-T corridors, the corridor of the motorway D48 Bélotin
(D1) — Frydek-Mistek — Cesky Té&sin (— Krakow) was added in 2015. However, the
aforementioned corridor S1 was removed from the concept in the same update after
stabilising the corridor in the regional ZUR and with the task of defining it in more
detail for the lower stages of spatial planning. This document for the Olomoucky
kraj specifies the S1 corridor along the existing national road 1/44 including the tun-
nel under the Cervenohorské sedlo pass and with an expected border crossing in the
area of Mikulovice (CZ) and Gluchotazy (PL) (Ptacek et al., 2015).

In 2019, an amendment to the regulation on the network of motorways and
expressways in Poland was published, which provides for the extension of the
S5 expressway on the Wroctaw — Sobdtka — Swidnica — Bolkéw (S3) section in
the studied area, and the extension of the S8 expressway on the Wroctaw — Ko-
bierzyce — Lagiewniki — Ktodzko section. The possible continuation of S8 to the
border near Boboszéw was included in the national road network development
plan in 2022. However, in Czech planning documents, this expressway has no
continuity. Only the ZUR of Pardubicky kraj proposed a corridor for the modern
two-lane relocation of the 1/43 road with bypasses and even that does not have
a high priority in development plans.

4. POLISH-CZECH COOPERATION IN PLANNING THE ROAD
NETWORK IN THE BORDERLAND

In the postwar period, the Polish-Czechoslovak border areas suffered from re-
strictions on movement, residence, and investment typical of the communist sys-
tem. The border areas were guarded by the Border Protection Army (Ciok, 1991;
Kotodziejczyk, 2014).
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The legitimacy of cooperation in the field of spatial planning in the Pol-
ish-Czech borderlands, including the road network, was first highlighted in
1959-1962 based on the mutual border treaty signed in 1958, when meetings
of working teams were held involving representatives of both countries. At that
time, it was agreed to build a motorway Ostrava (CZ) — Katowice (PL), and to re-
serve land for future construction of the border divided city Cieszyn/Cesky Tésin
bypass (Matecki, 1971). In 1955, 1959, and 1961 Poland and Czechoslovakia
signed agreements on cross-border tourist traffic, small border traffic and ‘tourist
convention’ in the Karkonosze/Krkonose Mountains, but these initiatives had no
impact on the development of the main road network or on the opening of public-
ly accessible motor road border crossings. Consultations ceased after the armed
intervention of Warsaw Pact troops (including Polish forces) in Czechoslovakia
in 1968, which occurred during the efforts to implement democratic reforms. It
was not until the late 1970s that wider Polish-Czechoslovakian cooperation began
again, with the formation of the ‘Temporary Commission for the Development
of a Long-Term Concept for the Development of Border Regions’. However, the
cooperation was again interrupted after the imposition of martial law in Poland in
1981-1983 following social protests against the communist authorities.

The cooperation was resumed in the mid-1980s. The first joint document en-
titled Study of Spatial Development of Border Areas of the Poland—Czechoslo-
vakia was approved by both sides in 1985 (Lysak et al., 1985). The study was
dominated by environmental issues, while socioeconomic development problems
occupied relatively little space. At the time, the construction of two roads in the
north-south direction was maintained: Ostrava (CZ) — Katowice (PL) and Hradec
Kralové (CZ) — Legnica (PL). The opening of 10 new local road border crossings
was planned to facilitate movement for local residents (finally opened in subse-
quent years, however, only for constrained local movement for local inhabitants
with individual passes). The document was not made available to the public, was
not publicly consulted, and had a ‘confidential’ status — ‘exclusively for official
use by state institutions.” The borderland development maps prepared there on
a scale of 1:200,000 were schematic, of poor cartographic quality, often distorted
and poorly agreed on — for example, on the borderland development map pre-
pared, the planned Ostrava — Katowice motorway reached the border in different
places on the Czech and Polish sides (Fig. 6). This document was consistent with
the national plan adopted in Poland in 1985 (Kalinowski, 2021, p. 420).

The democratic transition in Poland and Czechoslovakia in 1989—1991 caused
politicians to focus on domestic issues and temporarily reduce cooperation. How-
ever, new contacts began as early as 1991, continued after the peaceful division
of Czechoslovakia into Czechia and Slovakia (as of 1 January 1993), and in 1993
a joint Coordination Study of the Development of the Polish-Czech Borderland
was prepared (Borsa et al., 1993). In that document, the low parameters of the
transit roads and the poor development of international importance links were
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identified as the main communication problems (the border area lacked motor-
ways and expressways that crossed that border at the time). The need for Ostra-
va (CZ) — Katowice (PL) and Hradec Kralové (CZ) — Lubawka (PL) — Legnica
motorways was confirmed at the time, pointing out the lack of any international
agreement in this regard. Attention was also drawn to the need to open new lo-
cal border crossings. The cartographic appendices were prepared on a 1:500 000
map base. The planned border and cross-border infrastructure was drawn by hand
(Fig. 7), but the quality of the study is higher than that of the 1985 document. In
a democratic system, the document became publicly available, although it was
distributed in a limited number of paper copies. In 1996, it was decided to update
the Coordination Study (...), which was completed and published in 1997. This
study took into account, i.a., changes in the number of border crossings.

By the time the update was prepared, the EU pre-accession funds under the
PHARE CBC Programme had already begun to be used, which could also be
spent on the development of cross-border road infrastructure (Zdulski, 2002). One
of the initial programming materials, which referred to the earlier and updated Co-
ordination Study (...), was the Development Strategy for the Polish-Czech Border-
land, which was then used for the development of the Joint Programming Docu-
ment for cross-border cooperation. Both documents, published in 2000, identified
cross-border development priorities in the economic, environmental, and social
spheres in border areas (Belof, 2006; Borsa, 2015). The strategy includes a short
statement on the need to support the development of the Wroctaw — Ktodzko (PL)
— Brno (CZ) connection (Borsa, 2000).

Fig. 6. Excerpt of a map from the document Study of Spatial Development of the Poland-Czechoslo-
vakian Border Areas: a joint document from 1985

Source: Polish-Czechoslovakian common official document signed 30.10.1985 in Pokrzywna;
see: Lysak et al. (1985).
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Fig. 7. Excerpt from a map from the document Coordination Study of the Development of the Polish-Czech
Borderland from 1993

Source: Polish-Czech common official document signed 30.11.1993 in Walbrzych;
see: Borsa et al. (1993).

In 2002-2006, a document was prepared entitled A Study of Spatial Devel-
opment in the Polish-Czech Borderland. The Synthesis of National Documents,
based on other national Polish and Czech material (Belof, 2006; Polanski,
2006)*. Tt was noted that the two main European transport corridors (III, lead-
ing from Germany through Poland to Ukraine) and IV (leading from Germany
through Czechia to Slovakia) have a roughly parallel layout on both sides of the
Polish-Czech borderland, thus relatively easily accessible in terms of transport,
despite being located on the sidelines of the main transport corridors. According
to the document, this facilitates the development of the ‘Sudetes—Carpathian
tourist belt’. Only corridor VI (which leads from Austria through Czechia to Po-
land) crosses the border in the heavily industrialised and densely populated areas
of Moravia and Silesia in the eastern part of the studied area (Fig. 8). The study
also highlights the efforts of regional and local governments to build the Cen-
tral European Transport Corridor (CETC) to connect Scandinavia through the
Szczecin/Swinoujécie ports complex (PL) and the western part of Poland with
Czechia and southern Europe (along the route of the Hradec Kralové — Legnica
expressway, planned since the 1960s).

4 The two editions of the 2006 document differed in title and chief editor, among other things. The
second version is entitled Spatial Development Study of the Polish-Czech Border Region. Synthesis
of National Documents (Polanski, 2006).
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The 2006 document adopted an additional division of roads (relative to the
one used in 1993 and 1997) into the ‘internally’ (inside the common Polish-Czech
border area) and ‘externally’ (transit) significant routes. The following key inter-
national routes were mentioned: E40, E65, E67, E75, as well as the national road
No. 45 (PL) and the D1 (ex D47) motorway (CZ). Undoubtedly, these are the
routes that form the most important road connections, providing communication
both within the studied area and with neighbouring regions and the rest of Europe.
Most of these major arteries were modernised or at least maintained in good tech-
nical condition between 2006 and 2024.
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Fig. 8. Polish-Czech border regions against the backdrop of European transport corridors according
to the document Spatial Development Study of the Polish-Czech Border Region. Synthesis of National
Documents from 2006 (excerpt from the map)

Source: courtesy of Institute of Territorial Development, Wroctaw, Poland;
see: Polanski, 2000, p. 44.

After 2006, there was no coordinated planning document for the compre-
hensive development of road infrastructure throughout the Polish-Czech bor-
derland. The INTERREG cross-border programmes assumed a minor role in
coordinating the development of transport infrastructure at the local and region-
al levels, implemented since Poland and the Czechia joined the EU in 2004.
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Successive editions of the programme allowed the development of road infra-
structure and the modernisation of existing road sections, but apart from the
extremely general formulation of the priority tasks that would receive funding,
they did not include rational plans for the development of the road network and
cross-border connections (Table 2).

Table 2. EU INTERREG programmes and the enshrined priorities relating to the development
of road network in the Polish-Czech borderland

No Name of INTERREG Priorities in documents that relate directly
) programme to the borderland

1. | Community Initiative Priority 1: Further development and modernisation of
INTERREG IIIA Czech the infrastructure to increase the competitiveness of the
Republic — Poland 2004— border area.

2006 Measure 1.1: Supporting the development of
infrastructure of cross-border importance.

2. | INTERREG Cross-border Priority axis 1: Strengthening communication
Cooperation Programme accessibility, environmental protection, risk prevention.
Czech Republic — Republic | Areas of support: Strengthening communication
of Poland 20072013 accessibility; Improving the state of communication

infrastructure and the state of transportation services in
the Polish-Czech border area.

3. | INTERREG V-A Czech Priority axis 2: Development of natural and cultural
Republic — Poland potential to support employment. The document includes
2014-2020 infrastructure measures for the accessibility and use of

cultural and natural heritage across borders. The projects
could support road links that improve cross-border
accessibility and increase the attractiveness of cultural
and natural resources, leading to increased visitation and
thus improving the cross-border labour market.

4. | Czechia — Poland Priority 3: Transport
INTERREG Programme Measure: Develop and improve sustainable, climate
2021-2027 resilient, intelligent, and intermodal mobility at the

national, regional, and local levels, including improved
access to TEN-T and cross-border mobility.

Source: own work based on INTERREG programme documents.

INTERREG funds enabled significant investments in local roads and also in
provincial roads that were in the area of support. However, these projects were
usually the result of the individual capacity to prepare investment projects and
the lobbying activities of local and regional governments (Dotzblasz and Raczyk,
2024). In the analysed area, on the Polish side, INTERREG projects focused on
the development of the area along the Pan-European Transport Corridor 3 (Berlin/
Dresden — Wroctaw — Krakow — Lviv — Kyiv) (Sieradzka-Stasiak, 2012). Only the
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project ‘EDCIII Via Regia’ implemented under the INTERREG III B CADSES
Community Initiative (2005-2008), which involved 16 partners from Germany,
Poland, Czechia, Slovakia and Ukraine, also included a study for the possible
Wroctaw — Ktodzko — Migdzylesie — Boboszow expressway in Poland. On the
Czech side, a similar study was created covering the area from the Migdzylesie
Pass to Brno. However, due to the focus on the development of Corridor 3, the
next edition of this programme — “Via Regia Plus’ (2008-2011) — did not include
Czech partners. In 2014, with the support of the EU, the European Groupings of
Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) ‘Central European Transport Corridor’ was es-
tablished with its headquarters in Szczecin (Poland), but no Czech partner joined
this organisation, even though the corridor was to run through that country (the
partners came from Sweden, Poland, Hungary, and Croatia).

During the 2014-2020 EU programming period, to obtain the EU funds, regions
and central institutions were required to have transport infrastructure development
plans. However, there was no demand to use scientific models for the develop-
ment of the network. For example, in 2014, the ‘Strategy for Integrated Coopera-
tion of the Czech-Polish Borderland 2014-2020" was created (ARLEG and CIRI,
2014), covering border areas in Lower Silesia and four adjacent Czech regions. It
was a very simplified document that did not adopt any measurable goals. In terms
of the road network, strategic objective 2.1 was ‘Sufficient transport accessibility
and cross-border mobility” without any spatial analysis or recommendations. The
problems of transport and road development were also raised in the documents by
the Euroregions and EGTC (territorial forms of trans-border cooperation of region-
al and local governments), but apart from lobbying activities toward authorities at
various levels, they have no competence to plan road infrastructure.

Beyond that, no new coordinated Polish-Czech plans for borderland devel-
opment were prepared. Central institutions (Ministries, the General Directorate
for National Roads and Motorways, and the Road and Motorway Administration
in Czechia) signed only individual agreements on the expansion of international
roads of national importance (e.g., the continuation of the Polish S3 route as part
of the Czech D11 motorway was confirmed).

5. ANALYSIS OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF TRANS-BORDER ROADS

In 1962-1991, the border permeability was low. There were only between 7 and
10 road border crossings accessible by cars open on the studied border (Fig. 9);
however, only four of them were open to all passengers, whereas the others were
typically open only to citizens of the seven socialist countries specified in the reg-
ulation (Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, USSR, Romania, Bulgaria, Hun-
gary). In 1991, these border crossings were opened to citizens from all countries.
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Within the framework of the funds provided by several PHARE programmes,
since 1994 a number of road investments important to cross-border automobile
traffic have been subsidised in Poland, e.g., the construction of bypasses for towns
(e.g., Lubrza, Prudnik, Kamienna Goéra) or the modernisation of international
roads (e.g. slow lane Lewin Ktodzki — Duszniki Zdr6j). In 1991, a new border
crossing was opened between Cesky Té&$in and Cieszyn on the city ring road to
relieve two one-way border crossings through the city centre.

90
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70 OBorder crossing points for
60 passenger traffic only
50
40 B Freight and passenger
30 road crossings (since
20 2008 all roads accessible
10 by cars)
0

1962 1968 1975 1991 1996 2007 2008 2024

Fig. 9. Number of border crossing points accessible to vehicles (before 1991, some border crossings

restricted the movement of persons to citizens of the selected socialist countries only). The so-called

local border traffic crossings available based on individual passes or only to residents of specific

border municipalities were excluded. The selected dates refer to the publication of information on
border crossings or significant changes in their permeability

Source: own work.

Since 1996, 20 road border crossings have been accessible to cars on the ana-
lysed border®, approximately half of which had some restrictions on freight traf-
fic. Therefore, the permeability of the border has doubled as compared to 1991.
Additionally, about 37 local border traffic crossings and 24 crossings on tourist
routes excluded from car traffic were opened. Poland and Czechia joined the EU
in 2004. As a result, customs controls at the border crossing were eliminated. Only
passport control was left. There were 11 new passport border crossing opened for
cars in 1997-2007, reaching 31 crossing points (Appendix 3), when Poland and
Czechia joined the so-called Schengen zone of the EU on 21 December 2007.
As a result, permanent passport controls were abolished, freedom of crossing the
state border was implemented and crossing the border with a motor vehicle was
allowed on all roads crossing the border where no special restrictions on vehicle
traffic had been imposed. The border permeability increased significantly, allow-
ing free local and tourist traffic through local roads (Fig. 10).

5 Additionally Mitoszow (PL) — Srbska (CZ) border crossing was open only for motorbikes up to 50 cc.
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Source: prepared by K. Buryto.
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After the border was opened, a motorway connection (as part of the TEN-T
corridor) was built on the E75 route (Al motorway) Ostrava (CZ) — Katowice
(PL), with the border crossing Bohumin (CZ) — Gorzyczki (PL). It was opened to
car traffic in 2012 and freight traffic from 2014. However, in general, after 2008
the border permeability did not improve significantly due to limited cross-border
investments. Between 2015 and 2024, the construction of the S3 motorway was
completed in Poland (route Legnica — Lubawka, plans for which appeared in Pol-
ish-Czechoslovak agreements as early as the 1960s). However, on the Czech side,
its completion was planned later (Fig. 11).
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Fig. 11. Development of the Polish-Czech border road network before 2004 and in 2004-2024
(only the main international and national roads in the studied area were shown)

Source: prepared by 1. Dostal, based on data from: General Directorate for Roads and Motorways,
Poland; Roads and Motorways Directorate, Czechia; and OpenStreetMap.

6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The presented analyses enables one to distinguish the following historical periods
of development of the road network and cooperation in coordinating its expansion
(answer to RQ1):
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— Period 1945-1957: After the postwar period of chaos, the borders were
gradually closed and protected by the Border Protection Army (existing until 1991
in Poland). Territorial Polish-Czechoslovakian disputes further hampered cooper-
ation in spatial planning.

— Period 1958-1978: Under pressure from the Soviet Union, Poland and
Czechoslovakia signed an agreement on the final demarcation of the border in
1958. As a result, in 1961, part of the Sudetes were included in the so-called
convention on tourist traffic. However, only 7 to 10 public motor crossings were
functioning. Many other local cross-border roads were gradually destroyed or
blocked. In 1963, in both countries relatively coherent plans were created for the
construction of two main cross-border motorways. However, the coordination of
borderland spatial planning was very poor.

— Period 1979-1992: In 1979, the Intergovernmental Commission for the De-
velopment of Border Regions was formally established, and this time the devel-
opment of cooperation between central planning institutions was initiated, which
contributed to the first joint Polish-Czechoslovakian coordination document in
1985. However, apart from the preparation of a common document (although
confidential), no significant infrastructure investments in cross-border roads were
implemented and the border permeability for cars was not practically increased,
except partial relaxation of movement restrictions for locals within the ‘small
border regime’, especially after democratic transformation in both countries in
1989-1991. The number of standard motor vehicle border crossings remained
largely unchanged until 1996.

— Period 1993-2007: After the peaceful division of Czechoslovakia into
Czechia and Slovakia in 1993, Polish-Czech cooperation was developed in the
field of spatial planning in border areas, resulting in the adoption of several com-
mon documents on borderland development (1993, 1996, 2000, and in 2006). The
planning of cross-border connections continued to be coordinated at the central
level. However, lobbying efforts by local governments of border municipalities,
Euroregions, and regional self-government (since 1999 in Poland and since 2000
in Czechia) for the expansion of local cross-border transport links have become of
great importance. In 2004, Poland and the Czechia joined the EU, which, however,
initially did not significantly increase the border permeability for passenger traf-
fic. During this period, a significant number of local border roads were repaired,
subsidised by the PHARE pre-accession funds, and EU INTERREG funds.

— Period 2007 (December)-2024: After Poland and Czechia joined the EU
Schengen area, the borders were fully opened (abolishing permanent passport
controls) on 21 December 2007, significantly increasing the border permeability
(from 31 motor, passport border crossings to about 80 open transborder roads).
Central cooperation in planning border areas (in addition to coordinating major
international roads) disappeared, with the planning dominated by regional author-
ities focused on their own areas. With the support of the EU funds, the cross-bor-
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der connection within Corridor 6 Ostrava (CZ) — Katowice (PL) was completed
in 2012-2014, as well as the Bielsko-Biata (PL) — Cieszyn/Cesky T&sin — Frydek-
Mistek (CZ) expressway (S1 — originally as S52 — in Poland, D48 — formerly
expressway R48 — in Czechia), and expansion and upgrade of many other local
roads was carried out. However, no higher-category roads were completed in the
Sudetes (the Polish S8 ends at the border and has no continuation in Czechia
in 2024). The idea of CETC corridor in Czechia was not supported either (no
planned motorway Moravska Tiebova — Brno until 2030).

Planning processes also show a shift away from the coordination of border
cooperation by central authorities and an increased role for regional authorities
in planning the development of border areas, but this has reduced Polish-Czech
coordination in planning cross-border roads in the long term and can negatively
affect the overall efficiency of transport network in border areas.

In communist (socialist) times, cooperation in road network planning was
poor and plans to build higher-category cross-border roads were not implement-
ed at all in practice. The Polish-Czech borderland was a peripheral area for many
years. The communist system of distributing goods and commodities and restric-
tions on the movement of citizens in the so-called ‘Eastern Bloc’ countries had
a significant impact on the formation of national transport networks in this area
of Europe, which mainly served the territories inside the country (Komornicki,
1999; Banski, 2010).

Only after the democratic changes at the beginning of the 1990s were the re-
strictions on crossing the borders significantly reduced, and border permeability
significantly increased for the first time in 1996. The development of cross-bor-
der road infrastructure was initially limited mainly to opening connections on the
existing local (historic) roads. The development of motorways and expressways
was mainly parallel to the periphery of the studied area (predominantly in the
west-east directions) and near large agglomerations. The north-south transit routes
along this section of the border were considered secondary (with the exception of
the Ostrava — Katowice route as the European Transport Corridor VI), especially
in Czechia, which finally did not support the idea of Central European Transport
Corridor. The significant investment increase in new higher category roads was
observed only after both countries joined the EU Schengen area (2007), when bor-
der permeability increased considerably. However, so far north-south connections
in the area seem to be more important for Polish, than for Czech development
policy (answer to RQ2 and RQ4).

The research conducted by Magry$ (2019) in Poland showed that those who
crossed the border were most often the residents of localities up to 50 km from
the border (66.2% of foreigners and 68.4% of Poles), and 48.2% of foreigners and
56.7% of Poles crossing the border lived in the strip up to 30 km from the border,
so local and tourist rather than transit traffic dominated. This may indicate that the
concentration of the road infrastructure development policy on the extension and
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upgrading of local roads had a partial justification. In turn, it is a consequence of
poor accessibility of the Sudetes mountains range (due to their nature as a moun-
tain barrier), with long-distance passenger movements concentrated in high qual-
ity transport corridors outside this area.

Until 2006, all the joint documents did not include methodological analyses
of trans-border car traffic that would support the planned development of the
road network. In the authors’ opinion, the presented analysis of historical plan-
ning documents indicates that the period under review lacked a rational analysis
of the transportation network, based on scientific methods, following which the
most effective transportation investments could be determined. The measures im-
plemented were mainly the result of simple central expert planning and political
agreements. The opening of local trans-border roads in the 1990s was a result
of lobbying activities of local and regional authorities (answer to RQ3). Other
authors also noted that the development of road network in the borderlands is
mainly the result of physical-geographical conditions (rivers and mountains as
barriers) and historical-political variables (national legal conditions and the state
border as a barrier), rather than the result of rational and methodical planning for
its development (Marada, 2003; Hetdak and Bykowa, 2017; Jedli¢ka et al., 2019).
In Poland, in 1996, 2005, and 2015, basic road traffic intensity models were pre-
pared based on traffic studies at selected points (including border crossings), but
they focused on main roads inside the country, without special treatment of border
areas (Suchorzewski et al., 2020).

It is worth noting that nowadays, due to the high volume of traffic in Eu-
rope, higher category roads are no longer considered only explicitly as a posi-
tive economic locational factor in the development of the regions through which
they pass (Zathey, 2009; Komornicki and Wi$niewski, 2017). Nowadays, much
attention is paid to the environmental nuisances of routes with high automo-
bile traffic and requirements to reduce their negative impact on biodiversity
(Jaarsma, 1997; Papp et al., 2022). The Hradec Kralové (CZ) — Legnica (PL)
— Szczecin route would also be of positive significance in alleviating the burden
on the meridional routes running from southern European countries to the Baltic
coast via Berlin in Germany and through the Upper Silesian Industrial District
(Katowice) in Poland.

It would be beneficial to prepare preliminary planning documents in the fu-
ture using a methodical analysis of the area accessibility (Wolny et al., 2019;
Suchorzewski et al., 2020) and network models taking into account vehicle traffic
data, including simulations of the predicted changes in flows depending on mod-
ifications to this network, such as using the scenario method (Kazak et al., 2018;
Kramarz et al., 2020; Suchorzewski et al., 2020). Calls for the use of network
transport traffic models in road development planning have also been made by
authors in other countries (Jaarsma, 1997) and by EU rules. This would help in
more rational planning of the road network.
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APPENDIX 1

Main documents analysed in the article.

Document title

| Cartographical materials in the documents

1) Common Polish-Czech documents

Studium zagospodarowania przestrzennego
obszarow przygranicznych PRL-CSRS:
dokument wspdlny / Studie izemniho rozvoje
pohraniénich oblasti CSSR-PLR: spole&né
znéni (1985)

Attached schematic maps 1:200,000 and one
overview map 1:1,000,000 covering only the
border areas (Lysak et al., 1985).

Studium koordynacyjne rozwoju pogranicza
polsko-czeskiego / Koordina¢ni studie rozvoje
Cesko-polského pohranici (1993)

Attached handwritten markings on a 1:500,000
map background (Borsa ef al., 1993)

Studium koordynacyjne rozwoju pogranicza
polsko-czeskiego: polska wersja aktualizacji
(1997)

No map in the analysed paper copy (Borsa
etal., 1997)

Strategia rozwoju pogranicza Polsko-
Czeskiego / Strategie rozvoje ¢esko-polského
pohranici (2000)

Published as a supplement to Biuletyn
Pogranicza Polsko-Czeskiego, 16 (3) from
2000 (Borsa, 2000)

* Polish-Czech Border Region Development
Study: Synthesis of National Documents
(Belof, 2006)

» Spatial Development Study of the Polish-
Czech Border Region. Synthesis of National
Documents (Polanski, 2006)

The two editions from the same year (Belof,
2006; Polanski, 20006) differ slightly. Maps
attached in the text.

Strategia zintegrowanej wspotpracy czesko-
polskiego pogranicza 2014—2020

No maps (ARLEG, 2014)

2) Pan-European documents

Declaration on the construction of main
international traffic arteries. Geneva,
16 September 1950

No map found.
(United Nations, 1951)

The European Agreement on Main
International Traffic Arteries (AGR) done at
Geneva on 15 November 1975

Map cit. per: United Nations (2007)

European Agreement on Main International
Traffic Arteries (AGR). Consolidated Version
2008

Made available by United Nations (2008)

3) Czechoslovakian and Czech national documents

Koncepce rozvoje dalni¢ni sité¢ a mistnich
komunikaci SRSD, 1963

Only very schematic map of Czechoslovakia;
Cit. per: Prasil (2007, p. 13)
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Document title

Cartographical materials in the documents

Politika izemniho rozvoje Ceské Republiky
(2008)

Schematic maps without a given scale or
kilometre division, made available by Ministry
of Regional Development, Czechia (2008)

Politika izemniho rozvoje Ceské Republiky
(Uplné znéni zévazné od 1.03.2024)

Schematic maps without a given scale or
kilometre division, made available by Ministry
of Regional Development, Czechia (2024)

4) Polish national documents

Uchwata Rady Motoryzacyjnej przy Radzie
Ministréw z dnia 24 czerwca 1963 .

Schematic map without a given scale or
kilometre division; Cit. per: Rustecki (1965,
p. 94)

Decyzja nr 28/72 Prezydium Rzadu z 15 marca
1972 r. w sprawie prac przygotowawczych do
budowy autostrad

Schematic map without a given scale or
kilometre division; Cit. per: Kalinski (2021,
p. 412)

Postanowienie nr 55/85 Prezydium Rzadu

z 14 czerwca 1985 r. w sprawie kierunkowego
uktadu autostrad i droég ekspresowych oraz
prac przygotowawczych do ich realizacji

Schematic map without a given scale or
kilometre division; Cit. per: Kalinski (2021,
p. 420)

Rozporzadzenie Rady Ministréw z dnia
28 wrzesnia 1993 r. w sprawie ustalenia
kierunkowego uktadu autostrad i drog
ekspresowych

Dziennik Ustaw 1993 No. 92 item 424

Studium uktadu drég szybkiego ruchu

w Polsce. Uktad kierunkowy horyzont 2025
rok wraz z analiza podzialu funkcjonalnego
calej sieci drogowej Polski. Zadanie 10,
etap VI. Raport koncowy.

Politechnika Wroctawska, Instytut Drog

i Mostow, Warszawa, 2008. Typescript made
available by General Directorate for Roads and
Motorways.

Rozporzadzenie Rady Ministrow

z dnia 24 wrzesnia 2019 r. zmieniajgce
rozporzadzenie w sprawie sieci autostrad
i drog ekspresowych

Dziennik Ustaw 2019 item 1819

Rzadowy Program Budowy Drog Krajowych
do 2030 1. (z perspektywa do 2033 r.)

— Zatacznik do uchwaty nr 253/2022 Rady
Ministréw z dnia 13 grudnia 2022 r.

Retrieved from: https://www.gov.pl/web/
infrastruktura/rzadowy-program-budowy-
drog-krajowych-do-2030-r-z-perspektywa-do-
2033-r [accessed on: 07.01.2025]



https://www.gov.pl/web/infrastruktura/rzadowy-program-budowy-drog-krajowych-do-2030-r-z-perspektywa-do-2033-r
https://www.gov.pl/web/infrastruktura/rzadowy-program-budowy-drog-krajowych-do-2030-r-z-perspektywa-do-2033-r
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APPENDIX 2

List of source data on passport border crossings available for passenger car
traffic on the current Polish-Czech border:

— Zarzadzenie Ministra Spraw Wewngtrznych z dnia 3 stycznia 1962 roku
w sprawie ogloszenia przej$¢ granicznych ladowych przeznaczonych dla ruchu
granicznego, rodzajow ruchu granicznego przez te przejscia oraz przez przejscia
graniczne morskie i lotnicze, jak rowniez w sprawie czasu otwarcia przej$¢ gra-
nicznych (Monitor Polski No. 8/1962, Item 26);

— Zarzadzenie Ministra Spraw Wewngtrznych z dnia 27 lipca 1968 r. w spra-
wie przejs¢ granicznych przeznaczonych dla ruchu granicznego (Monitor Polski
No. 8/1968, Item 237);

— Zarzadzenie Ministra Spraw Wewnetrznych z dnia 6 sierpnia 1975 r. w spra-
wie przejs¢ granicznych przeznaczonych dla ruchu granicznego (Monitor Polski
No. 26/1975, Item 161);

— Zarzadzenie Ministra Spraw Wewngtrznych z dnia 11 czerwca 1991 r.
w sprawie ogloszenia przejs¢ granicznych, rodzaju ruchu dozwolonego przez te
przejscia oraz czasu ich otwarcia (Monitor Polski No. 20/1991, Item 143);

— Umowa sporzadzona w Warszawie dnia 22 listopada 1996 r. miedzy Rza-
dem Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej a Rzadem Republiki Czeskiej o przejsciach gra-
nicznych, przejsciach na szlakach turystycznych przecinajgcych granicg panstwo-
wa oraz zasadach przekraczania granicy poza przej$ciami granicznymi (Monitor
Polski No. 37/2003, Item 520). Initial version from 1996, and last version effec-
tive from 26 September 2007 (Monitor Polski, No. 43/2007, Item 383).
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APPENDIX 3

Publicly accessible motor vehicle border crossings between Poland and the
Czechia opened to traffic without constant control at the end of 2007 (local border
traffic crossings and crossings on tourist routes are omitted).

Road Road Type: - Ot.he.r
Permissible restrictions
class/ class/ P)- . .
. vehicle introduced
No. | Border crossing road road passenger, .
weight after the
number | number (F) - up to opening
¢z PL freight of the border
Porajow — Hradek DP
1 nad Nisou 1/35 364D P/F 3.5 tons
o | Bogatynia /03511 | DW352 | P/F 3.5 tons
— Kunratice
Zawidow
3 . /13 DW 355 P/F 3.5 tons
— Habartice
Mitoszow DP passenger
. Srbska 12918 2467D P cars
Czerniawa Zdroj
5 | = Nové Mésto 11/291 DW 361 P/F 3.5 tons
pod Smrkem
6 Jakuszyce V10 DK 3 P/F no excl. dangerous
— Harrachov restrictions | goods
7 | Preetecz Okraj 1/252 | DW 368 P 3.5 tons
— Pomezni Boudy
GVMupto9t.
8 Lubarwka /16 DK 5 P/F 6 tons excl. dangerous
— Kralovec
goods
. GVMupto 6 t.
9 Golitisk , 11/302 DK 35 P/F 6 tons excl. dangerous
— Starostin
goods
1o | Tumaczow 1/302 | DW 385 P 6 tons
— Otovice
1 | Kudowa Stone 133 DK 8 P/F o
— Néchod restrictions
Mostowice 3.5 tons and
12 Orlické Zahoti 3113 | DW 371 P/E buses
GVMupto9t.
Boboszow no excl. dangerous
B3 Dolni Lipka 143 DK 33 P/E restrictions | goods, vehicle
height limit
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Appendix 3 (cont.)

Road Road Type: - Ot-he.r
Permissible restrictions
class/ class/ P) - . .
. vehicle introduced
No. | Border crossing road road passenger, .
weight after the
number | number F) - up to opening
cz PL freight of the border
Nowa Morawa DP
14 _ Staré Mésto 11/446 3230D P/F 3.5 tons
Paczkow
15| Bily Potok 1/60 DW 382 P/F 12 tons
16 | Kalkéw — Vidnava | 111/457 7 bp P/F 3.5 ton
© 16350 > tons
17 G1uc.hola2)./ 1/44 DK 40 P 3.5 tons no restrictions
— Mikulovice
Konradow no
18 Zlaté Hory 1445 Dwall PIE restrictions
Trzebina no
191 Bartultovice 37 DK 41 P/E restrictions
Pomorzowiczki local
20 _ Osoblaha /417 road P/F 3.5 tons
Pietrowice vehicles up to
21 | Kinov 1/45 DK 38 P/F 3.5 tons 35t
2y | Pictraszyn 146 | DWO9l6 | P 20 tons
— Sudice
23 | Owsiszcze — Pist’ 11/466 DW 936 P/F 20 tons
24 | Nowe Chatupki 167 DK 78 P/F no.
— Bohumin restrictions
Chatupki DpP -
25 — Bohumin local road 35325 P/F 20 tons no restrictions
Gotkowice DP
26 | - Zavada 111/468 11 50398 P/F 3.5 tons
Marklowice Gorne DP
27 | — Dolni 111/475 3 P/F 3.5 tons
. 26458
Marklovice
Cieszyn no
3 Chotébuz (E 75) /a8 5352 P/E restrictions
Cieszyn (most
Wolno$ci, most
Przyjazni) local no
2. Cesky T&sin 111/048 24 road P restrictions
(most Svobody,
most Druzby)
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— Bukovec

Road Road Type: - Ot.he.r
Permissible restrictions
class/ class/ P)- . .
. vehicle introduced
No. | Border crossing road road passenger, .
weight after the
number | number F) - up to opening
CZ PL freight of the border
Leszna Gorna DP
30  Horni Littna 11/476 26108 P/F 7.5 tons
31 | Jasnowice I1/011 49 | DW 943 P/F 3.5 tons

Source: own work, based on Umowa sporzqdzona w Warszawie dnia 22 listopada 1996 r.
miedzy Rzgdem Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej a Rzqdem Republiki Czeskiej o przejsciach granicznych,
przejsciach na szlakach turystycznych przecinajgcych granice panstwowq oraz zasadach
przekraczania granicy poza przejsciami granicznymi (Monitor Polski, No. 37/2003, Item 520)
version effective from 26 September 2007 (Monitor Polski, No. 43/2007, Item 383); and data
provided by the General Directorate for National Roads and Motorways (2023).
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