JUSTICE
5 AND
ENVIRONMENT

European Network
of Environmental Law Organizations

J&E Workplan 2007: SEA infrastructure
CASE STUDY
December 2007
Introducing remark: Please focus in particular on questions 14 to 17.
1. Title of planning case:
Operational Programme Transport for the Czech Rep2007 — 2013 (OPT)
2. Matter of case:

The Operational Programme Transport for the CzegpuBlic 2007 — 2013 is a document that
defines the framework for drawing money from EumpeStructural Funds for purposes of
transport infrastructure development in given ptyoaixes between 2007 and 2013.

The Ministry of the Environment has granted a pesiSEA statement for the OPT despite

some very serious discrepancies in the documeexisand the absence of evaluation of the
projects’ usefulness and comparison of differerierahtives (these issues have not been
addressed in any other concept document on trangfi@structure development either).

3. Country:

Czech Republic

4. Location:

The OPT will finance transport infrastructure paigethroughout the Czech Republic.

5. Geographic dimension: (local, regional, national, B, international - (especially, is the
plan (shall it be) part of Trans-European TranspRetwork?)

The OPT has both a national and an internatiomakdsion. Some projects/development plans
will form part of the Trans-European Transport Nextkv (priority axes OPT 1, 2).

6. Initiator of SEA/competent authority:

Ministry of environment

7. Participants involved:

Ministry of Transport

The Road and Motorway Directorate of the Czech Rep(RSD CR)
European Commission

8. Other interested parties and/or stakeholders:

NGO’s, municipalities, administrative bodies, whibsnitted their comments on SEA
documents

9. Background facts:
9.1. Account of factgshort summary of the planning case)

The Operational Programme Transport for the CzeepuBlic 2007 — 2013 is a
document that defines the framework for drawing eyifrom European Structural
Funds for purposes of transport infrastructure hgraent in given priority axes
(including construction and modernisation of theNFE network and related networks,
the highway network and class | roads not includedTEN-T, construction and
modernisation of regional railway networks) betw@8®7 and 2013. It is the biggest
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operational programme for the Czech Republic is griogramming period in terms of
the size of funds (EUR 5.774 bin). At the same tinteis a highly controversial
programme — four different versions have been megao far, the programme has yet
to be approved by the European Commission and faamdoublic criticism for some of
its controversial parts (most vocal critics haveerbenunicipalities affected by the
proposed projects and non-governmental organisstion
9.2. Description of the project and its main enviramental impacts
9.2.1. General description of the project
(kind of the plan, its main goal, basic proportipled-use requirements, etc.)

As already mentioned earlier, the OPT defines taeméwork for drawing money for
purposes of transport infrastructure developmemivéen 2007 and 2013. It involves
projects with total cost over EUR 50 min. The doeut’s appendices list 95 proposed
projects divided into 7 priority axes:

1. Upgrading the TEN-T Railway Network

2. Construction and Upgrading of the Motorway amé@&® TEN-T Network

3. Upgrading Railway Networks outside of the TENN&twork

4. Upgrading of Class | Roads outside of TEN-T

5. Upgrading and Development of the Prague Undargtoand Systems for the
Management of Road Transport in the City of Prague

6. Support of Multimodal Freight Transport and Depenent of Inland Waterway
Transport

7. OP Transport Technical Assistance
9.2.2. Description of the affected area
- general characteristics (scope, character of ladensity and kind of settlement...)

- most important environmental characteristics,.eygality of air, water resources, protected
areas, fauna, flora, important cultural sites..if ;possible, map of the area or sketch map of the
project)

- overall evaluation of quality of environment hetaffected area before realization of the project,
extent of its “environmental burden”

Not applicable since the OPT covers the whole ttegriof the Czech Republic nad
affects the territories of the neighbouring staesvell.

9.2.3. Description of the main impacts of the project

according to the kind of the plan - mainly climateange, emissions, noise, nuisances, conflicts
with special protection areas, changing characgci of the landscape... )

The OPT as well as the SEA procedure were presamgegiery confusing way.

On one hand, it was declared by the Ministry ofnBort that the OPT has a “strategic
and general character” and the list of projectthenOPT Annex 1 was presented as an
indicative one, which allegedly “makes it impossiltio identify specific negative
impacts on environment in specific localities.” SERcumentation was therefore
presented as a general description of traffic stftecture (in the sense of “social
phenomena”) impacts on human health and environndr@re was no description of
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impacts of individual projects, which are listedtive indicative list and expected to be
potentially financed from the EC budget.

On the other hand the Annex 3 of OPT with the migplanned highways was presented
without variants and without an indication whichgaments are decided in land-land
use plan and supported by positive SEA and Elfestants and which are not.
The OPT was developed for the entire territory s Czech Republic and as such is
likely to influence the entire country. However s projects included in the lists are
rather controversial, lack transport and economgtifjcation and may have potential
serious negative consequences for the environriregeneral, it is safe to say (and has
been repeatedly mentioned by the public) that tR& @ives preference to road transport
that has the worse impact on the environment.

- possiblecumulative effects with other projects

The OPT itself includes many transport projectd 8teould be evaluated together for

their cumulative effects.

On the country-wide conceptual level, we may mentmssible cumulative effects

arising when combined with other conceptual prgjestich as the Spatial Development

Policy, General Plan for the Traffic Infrastructirethe Czech Republic (GEPARDI),

Transport Policy of the Czech Republic 2005-2013pefational Programme

Environment 2007-2013, State energy Policy, etc.

9.3. Important interrelated aspects - transboundaryimpacts of the plan, relation to
national and EU infrastructure (transport) development plans, EU funds etc.

- TEN-T?

Yes
- National transport programme

Yes
- EIB-funded?

Some of the projects are supposed to be EIB-funded

10. Applicable articles of SEA Directive, relationshipto EIA Directive, habitats and bird-
Directives

SEA Directive, in particular Art. 3.3, 5, 6, 7,9,

EIA Directive

It has been decided and confirmed during talks wite European Commission that projects

financed from the OPT will go through due EIA incacdance with national regulations and the

EIA Directive.

The environmental assessment procedures EIA (Wbgibally follows after the SEA procedures)

for some questionable projects included in the CGIPg, however, already in progress or even

finished (some of them, however, are awaiting SmereCourt decision), but in the respective

processes no variants were taken into account ervHriants were incorrectly treated (e.g.

expressways R43, R55, R52, and for Europoint - Barflavay station).
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Habitat Directive — art. 6.4

Bird Directive — art. 4.4

11. Applicable national laws:

Act No. 100/2001 Coll. on evaluation of environnmenmpacts

Regulates projects’ environmental impact assess(igA) and as of May 1, 2005, applies also to
concept assessment including land use planning YSEA

Act No. 114/1992 Coll. o ochrérprirody a krajiny

Regulates conditions for protection of areas, badctuaries, other protected territories, endadgere
plant and animal species biotopes and sites ofgeamimportance (NATURA 2000).

Act No. 258/2000 Coll. o ochrarverejného zdravi
Defines regulations on protection from noise.
12.Legal framework of SEA-proceeding:

- Position in legal system

- Administrative proceeding?

- particular planning proceeding?

- legal form of decision

- legal form of plan

- possibility to appeal against SEA decision arahpl

Strategies, policies and land use documentatioricabe (before its adoption) evaluated from the
perspective of impacts on the environment by a oteticcording to Act No. 100/2001 Coll., on
evaluation of environmental impacts. The SEA proceds a specific administrative procedure but
the final decision — SEA statement — does not laaegal form of decision.

SEA statement is indispensable document for furthdecisions regarding concept

approval/rejection. The relevant authority’s demisimust reflect requirements and conditions
defined in the SEA statement or, if this does napgden, explain its reasons for not doing so.
According to current interpretation as confirmed bgurt orders, the SEA statement is a
preliminary and non-binding document to be usedh@rr procedures and is not subject to court
review.

13. SEA/planning procedural history/timeline:
- information on formal proceeding (initiation oE&, PP, decision etc)

- information on other relevant planning (politicdécision for the plan, start of internal planning,
scheduled construction start)

- information on time between SEA and formal adwptf the plan

- information on scheduled timeframe between adaptf plan and (EIA)-permit proceeding and
scheduled construction start

On March 8, 2006, the Czech Ministry of Environmpablished a document outlining the idea that
an Operational Programme Transport will be prepa&&tA procedure for this programme started
thereby. The above mentioned outline document wifew pages served a basis for the scoping
process and was made available for public to conmen

The scoping process was concluded by a statensr@ddy the Ministry of Environment on April
11, 2006. In its point 13 this statement requested possible impact of the OPT outside of the
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borders of the Czech Republic should be identifiéowever, the Ministry of Environment did not
give a chance to the neighbouring countries arngetis to enter into consultations with the Czech
Republic.

The public hearing on SEA document was called foro®er 30, 2006 and it was announced that
comments would be accepted until Friday Novembef006.

As a conclusion of the SEA process, the positivé SEatement on the OPT was issued by the
Ministry of Environment as dated on 13 November&0@. Monday.

On 15 November 2006 the Ministry of Environment l@led this final statement. At the same
date, on November 15, 2006, the OPT was approveth®dyCzech Government (Decision No.
1302/2006).

14.Relationship to EIA

Please explain the relationship of EIA and SEAmlegal system and planning/project practice in
particular with problems indicated in J&E Workpl@006 on ElA/infrastructure

The SEA process is regulated by a special part cf Mo. 100/2001 Coll., on evaluation of
environmental impacts. The basic relationship betwthe two procedures follows the logic of Art.
3 par. 2 of the SEA Directive. Concepts that defhme framework for future approval of proposals
listed in Appendix no. 1 to the EIA Act (i.e. Appioes | and Il of the EIA Directive) are subject to
SEA.

There are similar evaluation criteria, some idetgrocedural points and the relevant authority
must issue a non-binding opinion before the conéepapproved. SEA for land use plans is
included in procedures necessary to approve thHass.p

Unfortunately, SEA and EIA process are not suffidie tied. On the one hand, SEA and EIA
procedures in some cases repeatedly evaluate simifg@cts while, on the other hand, an EIA
statement was granted without a prior evaluatiothefgiven concept (usually land use planning)
and without a SEA procedure, which meant that @dtitves were not considered in either of the
processes.

Moreover, in case of large traffic infrastuctureojpcts it is a common practice that the EIA
processes are not in accordance with valid SEAtiposi It is necessary that the feasible variahts o
corridors (alignments) were evaluated in the SEAcess and then the EIA process will only
evaluate the options of routes within the corridor.

In this concrete case of the SEA on the OPT the jl#cedures (which schould logically follow
after the SEA procedure) for some questionableeptsjincluded in the OPT are, however, already
in progress or even “finished” (some of them areaiing High Court decision), but in the
respective processes no variants were taken irdouat or the variants were incorrectly treated
(e.g. for expressways R43, R55, R52, and for Eumbpdrno railway station). The result was that
alternatives were not considered in the OPT SEAngrother process.

The OPT should have been based on “General Plathéoiraffic Infrastructure in the Czech
Republic” (GEPARDI), which should have been apphwefore the work on the OPT started.
GEPARDI was initiated to cover all highways, exgresads and the so called first class roads in
the Czech Republic. Preparation of GEPARDI (as wsllthe SEA process on GEPARDI) had
started well before the preparation of the OPT Hid, GEPARDI has not been finished until now.
SEA procedure on GEPARDI actually started in 2008 #the SEA scoping process was concluded
by the Ministry of Environment explicitly demanditigat variants should be evaluated in the SEA
procedure.
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15. Description of “significant effects” in environmental report (Article 5/1, Annex | (f)

- How does the environmental report deal with “sfgrant effects” as compared to other parts of
the report (Does elaboration of “significant effsthave a high priority in environmental report)?

- Does the report and to what extent analyze tlseeis mentioned in Annex 1 f (biodiversity,
climate, air, solil, interrelationships..)?

- Does and to what extent the environmental repover with regard to significant effects
- cumulative, secondary and synergetic effects?
- short-term, long-term, permanent and temporafgat$?
- positive and negative effects related to envirenth

The SEA assessment for OPT does not include (at afl sufficient scope) obligatory information
concerning the significant environmental effectsngblementing OPT.

The situation in the specific regions which sha&libfluenced by new priority transport projects is
not described in the SEA documentation. The enwiemtal characteristics of the areas, where the
limits of tolerable burden (noise, air pollutionjeaalready exceeded and where the conditions
would even worsen by implementation of the OPT.(Brgha-Suchdol, Brno-Bystrc, Troubslog

not taken into account.

The likely significant effects of implementation OPT on the environment and human health are
described only in a very generalized way, with@kirig into account the indirect and cumulative

effects of more priority projects on individual (ae all the currently overburdened) areas. The
situation is similar concerning the protective meas.

As mentioned above, the OPT was presented as angmtiof a “strategic and general character”,
which allegedly “makes it impossible to identify egific negative impacts on environment.”
Simultaneously it includes concrete corridors oé thlanned infrastructure projects presented
without variants. Also the SEA documentation is defr in this regard as it creates an impression
that particular corridors/alignments are in faatt gl the SEA evaluation (though no real evaluation
of any specific alignments is documented).

We must note here that — in our experience — oncleided in a strategic document (such as the
OPT), a proposal is then presented by authoriseslr@ady approved and its being listed in such a
document (that has went through the SEA processitésn used as an argument against any other
real evaluation such as the EIA (and as a reasamejést any other possible alternative — see
below).

The part of the SEA evaluaiton that focuses onraept’s significant effects on the environment
then merely states that priorities and areas opatproposed in the OPT are not, by their nature,
specific measures or activities. Different envir@mtal aspects were presented as “reference goals”
of environment protection and the OPT SEA describedpotential impact of the OPT priorities on
these reference goals. As a result, the descripfipotential impacts is very vague and loose.

To sum up, we have to say that in the environmeaefabrt the elaboration of “significant effects”
in the sense of the SEA Directive did not havengsio

16. Assessment of “reasonable alternatives” (Article 8/, Annex | (h)

- what kind of alternatives are covered, for exanglifferent locations, different means of
transport (like railways, motorways, water-ways)

- Are respective alternatives analysed in a “reasole” and serious way?
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- Does and to what extent the report cover theiBaamt effects of alternatives?

As already mentioned earlier, the OPT is preseated framework for financing specific projects.
However, the document’s text and appendices ssgiesfic corridors of each transport project and
the Commission has repeatedly received the pubtibjections and complaints in this respect.
Relevant state authorities have rejected the abjectas ungrounded, arguing that it is merely an
indicative list and that the projects and theiemdatives will duly evaluated in the future (under
SEA or EIA). Critics are thus referred to futureakation despite the fact that some of the projects
listed in the OPT have already went through impesessment (or are currently going through it)
but too often without any thought given to posséilernatives.

As for different means of transport, the OPT asdrdrious priority axes include different means of
transport (railway, road and water). The OPT failsnention different combinations of these types
of transport and, in its current version, givedgnence to road transport.

17.Early and effective public participation (Article 6 and 7)
- How was the public informed on SEA?

- At what stage in planning procedure does PP tdkee?

- At what stage in SEA procedure does PP take Place

- Did the SEA provide for early and effective PRagilanning stage when all options are open (in
theory and effectively)?

- Has the SEA provided for sufficient time framd armrangements to guarantee fair and effective
PP?

- Is the information provided for consultation sti#int to assess the plan?
- In case of transboundary SEA
- When and how was the public of the other counfgrmed on SEA?
- What information was provided for consultations?
- Were SEA documents translated?

The Czech Ministry of Environment published a doeatmoutlining the idea that the OPT will be
prepared on March 8, 2006. This document with agages served a basis for the scoping process
and was made available for public to comment onotier informaion was made available.

The scoping process was concluded by a statenmrddy the Ministry of Environment on April
11, 2006. In its point 13 this statement requesied possible impact of the OPT outside of the
borders of the Czech Republic should be identifiéowever, the Ministry of Environment did not
give a chance to the neighbouring countries aridetis to enter into consultations with the Czech
Republic. (Contrary to this, Slovakia contactedaomdfly the Czech Republic on the issue of the
Slovak OPT.)

Some draft versions of the OPT were published gy Nhnistry of Transport, but not on their
official webpage where according to the law offigg@announced documents have to be posted. The
first incomplete version on the thematic webpadeth® Ministry of Transport detected was only
put on the ministerial website in April 14, 200&.iafter the comments from public for the scoping
process were long received by the Ministry of Eowment.

The public hearing on SEA document was called foro®er 30, 2006 and it was announced that
comments would be accepted until Friday Novembef006.
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As a conclusion of the SEA process, the positivé SEatement on the OPT was issued by the
Ministry of Environment as dated on 13 November@0@@. Monday. Thus there was in fact not a
single working day between the deadline for commemd the date of issuing of the final SEA
Statement.

On 15 November 2006, the Ministry of Environmenblmshed this final statement. At the same
date, on November 15, 2006, the OPT was approvethédyCzech Government. The document
containing the answers to the objections of thdiputas published only on December 2006 on the
web of the Ministry of Transport without showing evts the author of these answers.

To sum up, the public was not given an effectivparfunity to express their opinion on the draft of
the OPT and the accompanying environmental repeforé the adoption of the OPT. The
comments on the draft (made within the SEA scopnacess) were either not answered to or
dismissed ascomments on the OPT and not comments relevantA S&mments and objections
submitted by public were ignored during the prepanaof the OPT and before its adoption; the
objections submitted during the last stage of tBA $rocess were not answered before the day
when Government approved the OPT and due to thetdlvte (see above) even could not be taken
into account.

The fact that realization of OPT is likely to hasignificant effects on the environment in another
member states (all neighbouring states to the CReglublic) is evident as it contains the projects
of traffic infrastructure connected to infrastrugtwf neighbouring states. It was proclaimed alyead
in the scoping process, but ignored at the lateyest of the SEA procedure. Contrary to art. 7 ef th
SEA Directive, no official announcement about pragian of OPT and related SEA procedure was
made.

18. Consideration of SEA in planning decision (Article, Article 9)
18.1. Information and form of decision
- In what form is the plan adopted?
- How was the public informed on the adoption eeglilts of SEA?
OPT was approved by the Czech Government in a fegal of decision (Decision No. 1302/2006).

The OPT is now subject to approval by the Europ@ammission. More specifically, the Czech

Republic’'s OPT will be discussed by DG Regio. Tasthlay, several meetings between

representatives of the European Commission an€deeh Republic took place and the European
Commission has voiced many objections (often basedomments and complaints from Czech
NGO’s and representatives of towns affected by somthe projects) and the OPT had to be
rewritten several times (which leads us to wondeetiwver SEAs granted to previous, different
versions may be considered valid for the new, niedlifext).

Once the OPT is approved during the programmingpg@geeach of its projects must be approved by
the OPT Steering Body and the European Commission.

For details on how the public is to be informed®&A acceptance and results, see above.
18.2. Integration and consideration of SEA in decision

- Did (and to what extent) the published statensemhmarizing SEA (Article 9/1/b) explain how
environmental considerations have been integrated into the plan, in particuiaw

- the environmental report with regard to “sigodnt effects” and
- the opinions of the public wetaken into account in accordance with Article 8?
- Was SEA taken into account effectively?
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The text of the OPT includes a very brief chaptethe application of the partnership principle and
a wide support of and application of the principlas announced; however, the reality is very
different (see above).

The text of the OPT also includes a chapter desgrithe main results of the SEA and concludes
that transport always has negative impact on tve@mment and that it is necessary to search for
solutions that might mitigate such impact.

We may conclude that the evaluation of environnientpact as well as the public’s comments and
objects were included in a very general and imgeemanner.

18.3. Reasoning for alternative chosen

- Did the decision statement clearly state the oeasfor choosing the plan adopted, by the light of
other reasonable alternatives dealt with?

- Is the reasoning understandable and clear withare to environmental impacts?

No alternative versions of the OPT were develogedncluded transport plans that are to be

financed from the OPT in the programming period. &li@rnative versions to these plans were
presented (in the text or in the “indicative” listan appendix) and the reader was merely referred
to future assessment.

18.4. Arrangement of Monitoring

- Did the decision statement name the decided messtoncerning monitoring of significant
environmental effects in order to identify earlsigg unforeseen adverse effects in accordance with
Article 10?

Hodnoceni SEA obsahuje kratkou kapitolu o stanowveanitorovacich ukazatelvlivi OPT na
Zivotni prostedi. Obsahuje @p pouze obecné stanoveni povinnosti sledovat viajizace OPT na
Zivotni prostedi, jez m& byt navazano na environmentalni hodriopmjetki realizovanych v
ramci OPT (pipominame, Ze naéhkteré projekty zéazené do OPT jiz proces hodnoceni wiha
Zivotni prostedi prokghl nebo probiha — viz vyse).

18.5. Was there any other particular problem with regard to decision making?

The submission of the OP Transport to the Czeche@®worent was obviously anomalous. The draft
of the Government decision on several Operation@ig@mmes prepared for adoption on
November 15, 2006, as submitted by the respongiieistry, i.e. Ministry for Regional
Development, did not include the OPT as an OP tappoved. Once the SEA statement dated
November 13, 2006 was issued (but posted on théesiirof Environment web pages only on the
same day as was the Government meeting, i.e. amlyl November 2006), the text of the
Government Decision No. 1302/2006 suddenly inclutiedOPT as an approved OP. This indicates
that the SEA conclusions, and possibly also the @Bdlf, was not submitted to the other
Ministries in time (may be not at all) followingelestablished Government rules, which anticipate
that in regular situations any documents for deaishall be submitted to all Ministries at least on
week ahead of the Government meeting. This can rtlegnMinistries had no chance to review
what happened with their objections as the evaloatif the objections was a part of the OPT
submission for the government decision.

19.Remedies taken:
Is there a legal possibility to appeal against Ste&ision?

The ELS and seven other NGO'’s have filed a comptaithe European Commission for violation
of Community law, precisely violation of the SEArBctive in the OPT SEA.
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NGO’s and representatives of towns that may bectfte by OPT projects have repeatedly
submitted their comments on the OPT negotiationtkgdCommission.

According to current interpretation as confirmeddmourt orders, the SEA is not subject to court
review .

20. Judicial procedural history/timeline (if relevant):
There was no judicial procedure in this case.
21.0Outcome of the actions:

The infringement unit of DG Environment informed insits letter of 23 October 2007 about its
decision not to register our OPT SEA complaint a®m@plaint. However, comments presented in
our complaint as well as other objections receiftesin NGO’s and municipalities regarding
different versions of the OPT were considered m dhthorisation procedure of theOPT and have
led the Commission to define some of its requireisias to additions and modifications to the OPT
whose incorporation is a condition for OPT approWwgvertheless, the latest OPT version that
resulted from talks between the EC and Czech reptasves is still unacceptable for us.

22.Current status of planning case:

A web site created by the Ministry of Transport fOPT presentation has recently posted yet
another, fourth and reportedly final version of @BT of October 11, 2007. The OPT is expected
to be soon approved by the European Commissioreafly as in July 2007, invitation was issued
to submit the first projects for OPT funding.

23.Follow-up actions planned and their timeline

It is not possible, according to the Czech legisigtto chalenge the OPT at court. If the contdnt o
the final OPT approved by the European Commisssonoit satisfactory, there is a possibility to
submit a request for internal review according ta A0 of the Aarhus regulation No. 1367/2006.

24.Conclusions:

The development in this case can serve as a gaod@e of the poor implementation of the SEA
Directive so typical in the Czech Republic in getheand even more so in relation to land use
planning and approval of transport constructiongmts. The most serious flaws include

- insufficient evaluation of all effects of the jot, especially indirect impacts and synergies

- failure to consider real alternative to the pobje

- failure to consider the public’'s comments anceobpns

- failure to respect conditions for internationahkiation

- absence of a concept in transport infrastrudmapementation schedule — the priority of different
projects was not assessed based on their infrasteuémportance, economic efficiency and
environmental impacts (multi-criteria analysis) apdojects are included in major concept
documents (such as the OPT) based on the prognetizeir preparation rather than on legal
readiness.

The case also illustrates the importance of stggkmn the logical approval sequence of concepts
necessary for implementation of project with sesi@nvironmental impact an actual approval of
these projects, or the related SEA and EIA prosedsdailure to keep the logic inevitably leads to

a failure choose the project version with leastatigg environmental impact, especially when it

comes to NATURA 2000 sites.
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And finally, the case is a nice example of the ¢gpiarrogance and legal inaptitude of most state
authorities and agencies involved. It stands asamiwg that nothing but constant resistance by
affected public on all levels may (but not necaggabring at least some hope of success
(incorporating NGOs’ and towns’ comments in then@assion’s requirements during OPT
negotiations).

25.Lawyer and organization:

Barbara Homolova, Environmental Law Service

26. Contact information:

Ekologicky pravni servis / Environmental Law Seevic
Dvorakova 13, 602 00 Brno, Czech Republic

Tel: +420 775 154 085, +420 545 575 229

Fax: +420 542 213 373

barbara.homolova@eps.cz

WWw.eps.cz
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