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Working group of the Director General of the National Heritage Institute 
for the renovation of the Vyšehrad Railway Bridge 
15. - 16. 4. 2026 

Documentation attachment: Additions, notes and comments of the members of the 
working group to the meeting minutes 

(the additions and notes of individual members are color-coded for clarity) 

 

Opinions of the members of the working group on the preservation and renovation of 
the bridge 

Prof. Ryjáček requested that his opinion be recorded in the minutes of the meeting:  

“In general, it can be said that the issues dealing with historical steel bridges of this type—
including their deterioration, repair options, and preservation limits—have long been 
well-understood by experts. We have the above-mentioned findings at our disposal and 
know how to work with them. In my opinion, given the expected and likely extent of the 
replacement of members, the bridge’s authenticity will be almost destroyed. Necessary 
dismantling, massive replacements of components, technological interventions, and 
structural modifications will result not merely in a historical monument, but largely in a 
modern replica of it. Generally, only the shape of the original bridge will remain, not its 
essence. In my view, even though these works are generally feasible, their impact on 
funding and related costs of the refurbishment are extraordinary and are in my view 
inefficient and enormously expensive. The cost-benefit ratio is unbalanced and difficult 
to justify. While I accept former Minister Kupka’s decision, my personal opinion is that the 
rational solution is the option of relocating the bridge in a way that preserves its authentic 
structure as a footbridge for pedestrians and cyclists in different place. This can truly 
preserve its historical value while also meeting the area’s current transportation, 
capacity, urbanistic and technical requirements. My suggestions and proposals in this 
document should therefore be understood in this context, as the path toward the bridge’s 
reconstruction has already been decided by the former Minister of Transportation, even 
though I do not personally agree with it.” (comments on the conclusions of the working 
group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 2026)  

Baumann: “I am astonished about the feedback of Pavel Ryiacek and I do not agree, 
especially with the following words. (citation omitted, Prof. Ryjáček's statement is given 
above – note from the chairman of the working group).  On the Tuesday morning session, 
we all agreed with the points of National Heritage Institute. Now, if we write things like this 
in the final document, this makes no sense in my eyes. We should give gobal answers but 
we should not going to much into the details. The amount of new steel is not the prior 
question. We can see the damage much better, if the whole construction is sand blasted. 
In my experience I have different examples where the damage was much less after sand 
blasting.” (comments on the proposed addition by Prof. Ryjáček, email dated 27. 4. 2026) 

Espion: “…The issue is not so much about preserving the bridge as a ‘museum piece’ by 
converting it into a footbridge and cycle path outside the town: as Michael Kloos’s HIA 
analysis clearly showed, it is the preservation of the bridge in its current location that 
constitutes its heritage value and its contribution to the OUV, not the engineering 
structure itself.  
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Therefore, replacing the current bridge with a modern one should only be considered as 
a very last resort, once its condition has been fully assessed and its load-bearing capacity 
estimated should it be renovated. It therefore seems to me, for my part, inappropriate to 
give a definitive opinion on the need to replace the bridge at this stage: I remain of the view 
that it should be renovated…” (email dated 27. 4. 2026, reply to Prof. Ryjáček) 

Taras: “… My personal opinion is that the percentage of steel or of rivets or of elements to 
be replaced should not be seen as a too-important measure: the relevant question is 
whether the refurbishment is economically and environmentally justified, weighed 
against the — already confirmed — cultural heritage significance of the structure.” (email 
dated 7. 5. 2026) 

Efler (for ČNK ICOMOS): “In my opinion, the minutes circulated from the meeting 
accurately reflect the essential points discussed during the working group session. As the 
time allocated for the discussion was limited, and as I indicated during the meeting, I 
would like to add several comments below that could not be addressed due to time 
constraints. In the meantime, I have also had the opportunity to review additional 
documentation concerning the Vyšehrad Railway Bridge, which I propose to include 
among the reference materials (the proposal is included at the end of this document – 
note from the chairman of the working group), together with my comments thereon. I 
would also like to respond to the materials submitted by Professor Ryjáček. 
I further believe that the task of the working group, in accordance with applicable 
legislation, the international obligations of the Czech Republic, and the decisions of the 
Ministries of Transport and Culture, is to define conditions for the sensitive restoration of 
the bridge (while taking into account legitimate transport and safety requirements), rather 
than to revive dead-end alternatives (such as relocating the bridge to Modřany), which 
were also rejected in materials prepared on behalf of the Railway Administration 
(UNESCO/ICOMOS mission report, HIA). As regards the assessment of the authenticity of 
the structure, there already exists a qualified state authority competent in this matter — 
the National Heritage Institute.” (comments on the conclusions of the working group and 
the proposed amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 
 
To the individual points of the working group's conclusions: 

A. Repair of the bridge with respect to its current condition 

A.1. Bridge repairability and service life outlook 

Ryjáček: “The service life—up to the discussed 100 years—depends on a number of 
factors and is influenced by the extent of component replacement, their anti-corrosion 
treatment… for a 100-year lifespan, it is necessary to apply higher safety factors, which in 
turn leads to larger replacement or strengthening of elements.” (comments on the 
conclusions of the working group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 2026) 

 

A 2.  Relocation of the bridge during repair 

To the issue of a relocation of the bridge during repair 

Efler: “In Professor Ryjáček’s presentation, we were shown a proposal to relocate the 
bridge approximately 6 km downstream along the Vltava River, to Modřany, for the 
purpose of repair works, while replacing it with a temporary bridge structure from the state 
material reserves. According to the proposal, during transportation on special pontoons, 
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the bridge structure would need to be submerged beneath the river surface at locations 
where existing bridges obstruct the route (namely the newly constructed Dvorecký Bridge 
and subsequently the Barrandov Bridge). 
The proposal for relocating the bridge to the repair site is based on a project by TOP CON 
SERVIS s.r.o., which originally proposed permanently relocating the bridge to the same 
location as a pedestrian and cycling footbridge. Since the two aforementioned bridges 
obstruct the route and do not provide sufficient clearance for the Vyšehrad Bridge steel 
structure, TOP CON proposes a relatively complex solution involving the submersion of 
the transported bridge sections beneath the river surface. https://topcon.cz/presun-
zeleznicniho-mostu-pod-vysehradem-do-modran/ 
However, there are suitable locations in the immediate vicinity of the bridge where the 
steel spans could be repaired, and where no bridges or other obstacles obstruct the 
transport route. The supporting documentation prepared for the EIA process for the new 
bridge (SUDOP Praha a.s., authorized expert Ing. Kateřina Hladká, Ph.D., March 2024) 
identifies Smíchov Port as the proposed assembly site for the new bridge structure. This 
location lies approximately 900 metres from the Vyšehrad Bridge, and there are no 
obstacles along the route. https://mapy.com/cs/letecka?mereni-
vzdalenosti&rm=9g.9xxXqq8fh03IP&x=14.4126840&y=50.0630814&z=16 
If, according to the EIA assessment and SUDOP proposal, Smíchov Port is considered 
suitable for the fabrication and assembly of entirely new bridge structures (see page 111 
of the assessment and the site plan on page 69), it should certainly also be suitable for 
the repair of the existing structures.” (comments on the conclusions of the working group 
and the proposed amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 
 
Ryjáček: “It is important to realize that storing and renovating the 3x72-meter-long 
sections—which must be dismantled, with their main beams laid horizontally to allow for 
the repair of the diagonals —and gradually carrying out repairs, while also ensuring 
access for equipment and providing necessary facilities, requires a much larger area and, 
above all, much more time. You need an area that can be leased for at least 3 years—and 
the private Smíchov port certainly does not fit this description, as it is also used for other 
activities. Furthermore, it serves as a safety harbour during high water on the Vltava River, 
and everything docked on the Vltava is then transported there. Furthermore, there are 
permanent residences here (houseboats), which would be disturbed not only by noise 
but likely also by airborne contaminants during the steel blasting. This usually involves 
aggressive fallout of fine blasting material. Generally, on large construction sites where 
blasting occurs, fine dust from the blasting spreads over a distance of 200-300 m. 
Furthermore, this is carcinogenic dust that would affect people living in this harbour. 
From a health perspective, this option is not viable – covering the site of blasting will 
significantly reduce the fallout but will not eliminate it.  
Therefore, another location was sought where long-term work could be carried out. 
Modřany is the only option where the land lease has already been discussed with the 
Vltava River Authority.” (response to comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to an email 
dated 11. 5. 2026) 
Also, based on the noise regulation, the works on-site are almost impossible (comments 
on the conclusions of the working group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 2026) 
 
Efler: “If the Smíchov dock was deemed suitable, within the EIA assessment and the 
project prepared by SUDOP, for the fabrication of the new bridge structure (three steel 

https://topcon.cz/presun-zeleznicniho-mostu-pod-vysehradem-do-modran/
https://topcon.cz/presun-zeleznicniho-mostu-pod-vysehradem-do-modran/
https://mapy.com/cs/letecka?mereni-vzdalenosti&rm=9g.9xxXqq8fh03IP&x=14.4126840&y=50.0630814&z=16
https://mapy.com/cs/letecka?mereni-vzdalenosti&rm=9g.9xxXqq8fh03IP&x=14.4126840&y=50.0630814&z=16
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spans) — including welding, grinding, and application of anti-corrosion protection — it 
should also be suitable for the refurbishment of the existing steel structure. The 
construction period of the new bridge is indicated as approximately two years, while the 
refurbishment of the existing bridge spans is likewise estimated at around two years 
(COWI/Walt Galmarini study). With regard to the potential leakage of contaminants from 
the protective enclosure surrounding the bridge under repair, I would like to raise a 
question to our colleague Mr. Baumann: what is the experience, for example, from the 
bridge repair in Appenzell? Did this pose any issues, and at what distance from residential 
buildings was the work carried out? 
There is also an additional option to consider — an area for the repair of the steel 
structure: the riverside embankment directly adjacent to the bridge (on the Smíchov side, 
north of the bridge), where a hotel is planned for future development. From a handling 
and logistics perspective, this would be an optimal solution.” 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: „I would like to clarify one thing—the bridge described in the report is not 
manufactured at the port; instead, a bridge fabrication facility is used for production, and 
the so-called assembly components are transported from there to the port. These 
components are fully finished and are joined together solely using assembly joints.  In 
terms of labor intensity, the amount of blasting, and noise, this is a completely different 
situation compared to dismantling three spans of the old bridge and using noisy riveting 
and blasting the entire bridge.    
The embankment adjacent to the bridge on the Smíchov side, where a hotel is planned 
for the future, is also mentioned as an alternative site. This consideration overlooks the 
fundamental fact that this is private land intended for the owner’s own development 
project, and negotiations regarding possible uses have not led to an agreement. In 
contrast to this location, the land in Velká Chuchle has already been preliminarily 
discussed with Povodí Vltavy and represents an option for which the basic property rights 
and operational feasibility have been verified.“ 
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 
 
Efler: “I agree with Professor Espion that relocating the bridge to Modřany could create a 
negative public perception, namely the impression that the bridge is effectively being 
taken “to a graveyard” and may never return to its original location. (Prof. Espion's 
formulation was heard in the discussion on April 16th – note from the chairman of the 
working group.) I consider the proposed relocation involving submersion beneath the 
river surface to be a relatively risky operation, and, in the case of an already repaired 
structure, highly dangerous due to the possibility of damage, unnecessary stress caused 
by water pressure, and related risks.” (comments on the conclusions of the working 
group and the proposed amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 
5. 2026) 
 
Ryjáček: “I recommend https://litomericky.denik.cz/zpravy_region/fotogalerie-labe-
preklene-novy-most-prvni-oblouk-je-na-pilirich-20151002.html  - and the photo below: if 
a new bridge can be assembled this way and the bridge in Lovosice can be moved, then 
surely the bridge below Vyšehrad can be moved as well. It is technically challenging, but 
feasible, and the design is ready, with structural analysis including the pontoons. Also, I 
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can’t find any technical reason why, if a recreational diver can dive to a depth of 40 
meters, steel wouldn’t withstand a depth of 2 meters?”  
(response to comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to an email dated 11. 5. 2026) 

 
 
Efler: “According to the available information, this involved the relocation of a bridge 
span without submerging it below the river level or passing beneath other bridges. This 
corresponds to the same approach proposed in the COWI/Walt Galmarini study—
namely, relocation to the repair site at the Smíchov dock.” 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31. 5. 2026) 
 
Ryjáček: „Yes, this is a demonstration of how pontoons are used. If the point of the 
comment is that the bridge was not sunk here, then I do not have such an example. 
However, the claim of extraordinary risk was not supported by any technical justification; 
it is pure speculation compared to a solution that has been statically verified. During 
transport, the structure will be subjected to loads significantly lower than those it has 
endured over its more than 100-year history.“ 
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 
 
Efler: “The cost of transporting the bridge 6 km to Modřany using special submersible 
pontoons capable of passing beneath existing bridges would undoubtedly be 
substantially higher than relocation over less than one kilometre to Smíchov Port along 
an unobstructed route. Heritage conservation authorities should also consider the 
efficient use of financial resources wherever possible, especially where the alternative 
solution is at the same time safer and more beneficial for the heritage structure itself.  
Relocating the bridge to the repair site and simultaneously installing a temporary bridge 
structure constitutes a major intervention into the existing bridge, which is a protected 
cultural monument. The above-mentioned facts demonstrate the significant risks 
associated with such an operation, as well as legitimate concerns that, once relocated, 
the bridge could remain abandoned “on a riverbank somewhere” for years. For this 
reason, I consider it essential that the relocation of the steel structure, the installation of 
the temporary bridge, and the repair works themselves be designed and permitted as one 
integrated project — with one designer and one general contractor responsible for the 
entire process.” (comments on the conclusions of the working group and the proposed 
amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 
 
Ryjáček: “I strongly disagree. Regarding the reasons for the Smíchov port, please refer to 
the above. The requirement not to submerge the structure in water makes no sense at all. 
I understand the need for unity of all design, but it is certainly impossible to ensure that 
today—the design for the temporary structure has been ordered and the works are 
running, as has the design for relocating the utility lines, and these must be completed in 
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advance. The architectural competition for the three-track bridge and the resulting study 
cannot be commissioned at this time, as there is no winner of the competition. The above-
mentioned requirement would mean stopping all work and preparations, delaying 
construction by at least five years, and probably closing the bridge in three years.” 
(response to comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to an email dated 11. 5. 2026) 

Efler: “The requirement that the bridge relocation project be included as part of the 
refurbishment project is entirely logical and does not entail any delay in project 
preparation. According to information from the Railway Administration (SŽ), the bridge 
refurbishment cannot commence before 2028, once the utility networks currently routed 
across the bridge (gas, etc.) have been relocated. A two-year period is fully sufficient for 
the preparation and permitting of the bridge refurbishment project. In parallel, an 
architectural competition for the remaining components can proceed independently of 
the bridge refurbishment. 
The information that a temporary structure project has already been commissioned is 
surprising. Has this intention been consulted with the National Heritage Institute (NPÚ)? 
Under the applicable Heritage Act, “a structure that is a cultural monument may only be 
relocated with the prior consent of the regional authority, following an opinion issued by 
the professional organization of state heritage care.” The Railway Administration should 
therefore act with due diligence and consult such an intention in advance with the NPÚ, 
in order to avoid a situation where, after incurring significant costs in project preparation, 
it is found to be inconsistent with heritage protection requirements, rendering the 
investment ineffective.” 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31.5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: “The request is logically sound in theory, but it does not reflect the current status 
of the preparations. The utility line relocations, the temporary solution project, and other 
related steps are already proceeding independently. Insisting on a merging of all projects 
would effectively halt the preparations and cause significant delays.“  
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 

Efler: “The presentation of the temporary bridge structure is based on the project 
prepared by TOP CON SERVIS s.r.o., pages 60–66: 
(https://www.sudop.cz/files/CmsBlocks/marek-0b5dv75dbd.pdf). The costs of the 
single-track temporary bridge system ZM 16 for all three spans are estimated therein at 
CZK 500 million. 

In the Feasibility Study “Restoration of the Vyšehrad Railway Bridge and Resolution of the 
Related Area”, pages 113–116 propose the use of a single double-track temporary bridge 
structure, which is costed on page 264 of the study at CZK 134 million. The study further 
proposes that, following completion of the bridge restoration, the temporary structure 
could subsequently be reused as a pedestrian and cycling footbridge in Modřany (one 
span of the Vyšehrad Bridge corresponding to the width of the Vltava River at that 
location). 

Therefore, I propose amending and supplementing the conclusion as follows: With regard 
to the economic efficiency of the restoration works, it is advisable to use, for the duration 
of the reconstruction, such a temporary bridge structure as proves to be the most cost-
effective and operationally efficient solution. From the perspective of heritage 
conservation, it is not decisive whether a temporary structure for a single bridge span is 
used and the individual spans are removed and reinstated sequentially, or whether three 

https://www.sudop.cz/files/CmsBlocks/marek-0b5dv75dbd.pdf
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temporary structures are used and all spans are removed and reinstated simultaneously 
following repair works.” (comments on the conclusions of the working group and the 
proposed amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: “The claimed difference in price is due to a completely different scope of the 
project. The original estimate was based strictly on replacing the bridge with the ŽM16 
temporary structure at the current height. The current proposal, based on requirements 
from both SŽ and the Prague Public Transport Company, has repositioned the temporary 
structure to a higher level in order to resolve the clearance problems at Výtoň. 
Furthermore, raising the level by 1.15 m allows for the design of a technical structure for 
the Prague Main Station–Prague Vyšehrad line, which is to be built behind the last arches 
at Výtoň. Consequently, the temporary structure extends across the entire Výtoň–Vltava 
and Smíchov sections up to the bridge over Svornosti Street. This scope of construction 
is approximately three times larger than the bridge over the Vltava itself. This is why the 
price has increased. It is a series of contexts and connections. Replacing individual spans 
would also require rebuilding the traction line a total of three times along the entire 
route.” (response to comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to an email dated 11. 5. 
2026) 

Efler: “This is new information; however, it suggests that the costs associated with the 
temporary bridge structure are being treated in a biased manner—allocated exclusively 
to the refurbishment option and unfairly used as an argument for its economic 
disadvantage. 
The intention to raise the bridge elevation by 1.15 m is also new and surprising 
information. However, it clearly does not stem from the requirements of the Public 
Transport Company, which only calls for an increase in clearance height at Výtoň—a 
requirement that can be met without altering the bridge’s elevation. For further details, 
see the responses to questions addressed to the Railway Administration (SŽ) by the 
Foundation for the Preservation of the Vyšehrad Railway Bridge, dated 5 September 2025, 
pp. 12–15. Moreover, this elevation increase has not been assessed by the UNESCO 
mission or within the HIA and, according to available information, has not been consulted 
with the heritage authorities.” 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: “The decision to raise the track level on the temporary bridge by 1.15 m is not an 
end in itself but stems from objective requirements to ensure operations and the future 
development of transportation infrastructure in the area. Once the temporary bridge is 
installed, it must meet not only current requirements but also those of subsequent 
planned construction projects, particularly the sections between Prague Main Station 
and Prague Vyšehrad and the Prague-Smíchov station. The requirement to raise the track 
grade and achieve the corresponding clearance parameters under the bridge is entirely 
logical. It stems from the need to ensure safe and smooth operation of rail, tram, and road 
transport while respecting current technical standards and infrastructure requirements 
for the 21st century.  
In response to the comments, I would like to point out that the Foundation’s proposed 
raising of the main girders from September 5, 2025, overlooks the existence of 
crossbeams, which cannot simply be lifted and, moreover, would result in a conflict with 
the VMP2.5 clearance profile. At the same time, I do not consider the red rectangle shown 
in this response to be a relevant bridge design proposal; see the image below—the 
placement of the sleepers in the concrete channel makes no sense at all.” 



   

 
Working group of the Director General of the National Heritage Institute for the renovation of the Vyšehrad Railway Bridge    
15. – 16. 4. 2026     Appendix 

 

8 

 

 

 

Fig. 1 - Scheme for modifying the bridge span over the tram track according to the 
Foundation for preserving the Vyšehrad bridge. 
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 

Efler: „The reconnection of the overhead traction line will certainly not constitute a major 
cost item or obstacle to this proposal. What is crucial is the overall efficiency of the 
solution, as well as ensuring that heritage authorities support an approach that is cost-
effective while meeting the requirements for the protection of the cultural monument. 
The presentation “Connection of Track Sections Prague–Vyšehrad – Prague–Smíchov: 
New Railway Bridges beneath Vyšehrad and at Smíchov” (Conference ŽELEZNICE 2026, 
Ing. Libor Marek – TOP CON SERVIS s.r.o.) states on page 66 that the Prague Main Station 
– Prague Vyšehrad line is expected to be reconstructed around 2029, with an estimated 
construction period of 20 months. While the presentation does not explicitly state that a 
full closure of the line will be required during this period, it gives that impression. If this 
were the case, and a complete closure for approximately 20 months were envisaged, it 
would be possible to remove all bridge spans during this period without substituting them 
with a temporary bridge structure, carry out their refurbishment, and reinstall them in 
their original position. This would result in significant cost savings and reduced technical 
complexity (the COWI/WG study estimates the refurbishment duration at approximately 
two years, which broadly corresponds to the track reconstruction period). 
https://www.sudop.cz/files/CmsBlocks/marek-0b5dv75dbd.pdf 
Therefore, I propose amending and supplementing the conclusion as follows: It is 
recommended to request information from the Railway Administration (SŽ) as to whether 
a full closure is envisaged for the reconstruction of the Prague Main Station – Prague 
Vyšehrad line and, if so, its expected duration and the planned commencement date.“ 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated May 31, 2026) 

Ryjáček: „This assumption is based on a presumption that is not technically supported. 
The fact that there could be a long-term closure on the adjacent section does not 
automatically mean that all the spans of the historic bridge can simply be removed, 
repaired within twenty months, and returned to their original location. 
The key question is what condition the individual bridge spans will be in after they are 
dismantled, sandblasted, and all structural details are exposed. To assume today that all 
work can be safely and reliably completed within approximately twenty months and that 
the bridge can subsequently be returned to service is therefore more of a wishful thinking 
than a technically sound conclusion; it is based on an optimistic scenario that does not 
take into account the uncertainties associated with the actual condition of the structure 
or the extraordinary complexity of the proposed repair. It is precisely these uncertainties 

https://www.sudop.cz/files/CmsBlocks/marek-0b5dv75dbd.pdf
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that represent one of the main reasons why SŽ must work with significantly more 
conservative assumptions when preparing for the construction.“ 
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 

 

To the issue of surface treatment:  

The term “galvanization” was replaced by Prof. Ryjáček in the report with “metallization”, 
on the grounds that hot-dip galvanizing may not always be applicable, depending on the 
results of the chemical composition tests. (comments on the conclusions of the working 
group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 2026) 

 

To the issue of disassembly:  

Prof. Ryjáček noted the time-consuming nature of this process. (comments on the 
conclusions of the working group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 2026) 

 

A.3. Assessment of individual elements 

Assessing the extent of replacement of original elements:  

Prof. Ryjáček asked Prof. Espion, director Baumann and Prof. Taras, to estimate the 
percentage of the steel, that should be replaced, or a range as an estimation and “…find 
an example of the comparable and similarly damaged bridge, repaired in the world on the 
track with similar load and number of trains.”  Prof. Ryjáček estimates the percentage of 
steel parts on the bridge that would need to be changed at: upper chord - 20%, lower 
chord - 18%, diagonals - 14%, verticals - 12%, cross beams - 9%, stringers and deck 
bracing - 12%, walkways, floor and railing - 8%, bearings, top chord bracing, etc. - 6%. 
(email dated 26. 4. 2026) 

Baumann: “In my eyes, the question is not so far, what the exact amount of replacing steel 
might be. I estimate, that the amount will be something between 30 - 40 %. 
We can determine the real damages of the construction only after sandblasting of the 
whole construction. I have often seen bridges like Vyšehrad Bridge before and after 
sandblasting the difference of the dimension of the damage is normally quite big. 
As we agreed all in the morning session, a new calculation, especially in context with the 
bearing capacity is needed and of course, elements with no correct capacity must be 
replaced or strengthened. 
I have no experience of similar double laned structures of normal track railway bridges - 
but also this point is not essential. 
I have seen similar or even bigger damage on Sitterbrücke at Appenzell. 
Vyšehrad Bridge is a strong construction. The weight per meter comprises 8.25 t/m and 
this is much. It also shows, that the bridge should be refurbishable.” (email dated 27. 4. 
2026, response to prof. Ryjáček) 
 
Espion: “Dear Pavel, (addressed to Prof. Ryjáček – note from the chairman of the working 
group) 
admittedly, your long-standing involvement in the examination of this bridge and all the 
documents that have been produced over the years gives you a thoroughly authoritative 
perspective. But I do not believe that this should take precedence, particularly as other 
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foreign experts (Eugen Brühwiler, Ian Firth) have expressed differing opinions. The current 
members of the commission have not been given a mandate to comment on the 
quantities of steel to be replaced and would, in any case, be unable to do so given the 
constraints on time and resources imposed on them. 

Personally, therefore, I will not do so. 

I am personally satisfied with the decision to temporarily dismantle the bridge and 
transport the spans upstream to the riverbank, as this will genuinely allow for a thorough 
examination of all parts after sandblasting, as Karl rightly points out… (the omitted part is 
quoted above, in the section Conclusions of the members of the working group)…  

As for examples of the renovation of corroded riveted steel railway bridges, I imagine there 
are plenty, but publications describing such renovations may not be numerous. 
Personally, since late 2021 I have been involved in a case in Belgium presenting certain 
similarities, concerning a bridge on a main line (one of the network’s major lines): a bridge 
that had cracks and serious corrosion problems due to a lack of maintenance, and which 
the Belgian rail infrastructure manager (Infrabel) wished to demolish and replace. 
However, thanks to the work and recommendations of a committee of experts, as 
described in the attached article (see appendix 3 – note from the chairman of the working 
group), Infrabel has abandoned its plan to replace the bridge, and it is currently 
undergoing renovation. I will try to gather some information for our report on how the 
renovation is progressing and on the experiences in Belgium.” (email dated 27. 4. 2026, 
reply to Prof. Ryjáček) 

Taras: “Regarding a statement regarding the percentage of steel to be replaced, I am 
afraid that a serious determination of such a number would require a proper engineering 
contract on my side – we all agree that guesswork is not part of our profession’s modus 
operandi. What I can restate is that it is remarkable that various renowned engineering 
firms, national and international, have so far reached such widely diverging conclusions 
regarding the extent of needed repairs and steel replacement. One apparent reason is the 
different counting of elements to be replaced: while one approach considers all elements 
to need repair when one element of this same type, or even a joint in such an element, is 
seen as “insufficient”, another approach looks at individual components. My personal 
opinion is that the percentage of steel or of rivets or of elements to be replaced should 
not be seen as a too-important measure: the relevant question is whether the 
refurbishment is economically and environmentally justified, weighed against the — 
already confirmed — cultural heritage significance of the structure.” (email dated 7. 5. 
2026) 

Efler: “With regard to the request of Professor Ryjáček for estimates of the extent of steel 
replacement, I believe that an advisory body should formulate professionally 
substantiated conclusions, whereas in this case the discussion could easily degenerate 
into speculative and readily contestable estimates. Instead, I propose referring to 
practical examples of recent bridge restoration projects in the Czech Republic and 
abroad, indicating the extent of steel replacement required in those cases. In this respect, 
I would respectfully request examples both from the foreign experts (from abroad) and 
from Professor Ryjáček (from the Czech Republic). Equally valuable would be information 
concerning project costs, repair durations, and preparation periods.” (comments on the 
conclusions of the working group and the proposed amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, 
attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 
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Ryjáček: „Regarding prices, current offering prices are around 25 Euro/kg for riveted 
structures, and replacing a single rivet costs approximately 20 Euro/piece. A good 
summary of the condition of the SŽ network can be found here, for example: 
https://www.spravazeleznic.cz/documents/50004227/165142662/Anal%C3%BDza+n%
C3%BDtovan%C3%BDch+OK.pdf/21e948df-7b2c-48d3-b5f7-e5492a292121   
I also recommend, for example, the bridge in Kadaň: 

 
The first on-site repair tender was announced with a price of 99 million CZK, and due to 
the price being exceeded, the tender was cancelled. The second tender, with a price of 
126 million CZK, was also cancelled. The outlook is unclear. However, the scope of work 
on this bridge was many times smaller—in the order of percentages—yet the financial 
requirements are apparent.” (response to comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to an 
email dated 11. 5. 2026) 
 
Efler: “I would also like to request an estimate of the cost of replacing a rivet with a high-
strength bolt, and subsequently ask our Swiss colleagues to provide comparable cost 
data from other European countries. In the summary of the condition of the SŽ network, I 
was particularly struck by the map on page 31, where I was surprised by how few lines in 
the Czech Republic meet the required D4 load classification. Are there any examples of 
costs from already refurbished bridges in the Czech Republic? For instance, what were 
the outcomes in the case of the recently rehabilitated bridge at km 29.319 on the Dobříš 
– Vrané nad Vltavou line? 
https://topcon.cz/oprava-mostu-v-km-29319-trati-dobris-vrane-nad-vltavou/ “ 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31. 5. 2026) 
 
Ryjáček: “Comparing this repair is misleading; the scope of work is entirely different, and 
the structure is much less damaged. However, I don’t have more detailed information on 
unit prices on this bridge.“ 
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 
 
A. 4. Riveting technology 
K otázce zohlednění horizontálních tahů v době výstavby mostu: 
Espion: The opinion that horizontal forces were not taken into account in the calculations 
at the time of the bridge's construction is challenged by the statement of Professor Van 
Bogaert (point 12). (comments on the conclusions of the working group, attachment to an 
email dated 4. 5. 2026) 
 

https://www.spravazeleznic.cz/documents/50004227/165142662/Anal%C3%BDza+n%C3%BDtovan%C3%BDch+OK.pdf/21e948df-7b2c-48d3-b5f7-e5492a292121
https://www.spravazeleznic.cz/documents/50004227/165142662/Anal%C3%BDza+n%C3%BDtovan%C3%BDch+OK.pdf/21e948df-7b2c-48d3-b5f7-e5492a292121
https://topcon.cz/oprava-mostu-v-km-29319-trati-dobris-vrane-nad-vltavou/
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Excerpt from the cited document “Vyšehrad Railway Bridge, Answers by Prof. Philippe Van 
Bogaert (UGent) to Bernard Espion’s questions”: 
Prof. Espion’s question: “12. Finally, one last point: it seems that in 1900, braking forces 
were not taken into account in the design calculations, and if I understand the experts 
correctly, the fatigue stresses that must be considered today would result in significant 
(fatigue?) stresses in the crossbeams because the deck design does not meet modern 
requirements. Have you ever encountered this kind of problem?” 
Prof. Van Bogaert’s answer: “It’s surprising that the horizontal effect of braking wasn’t 
taken into account. In 1900, steam locomotives were running everywhere. The horizontal 
forces are significantly greater than those from electric locomotives and railcars. I’m 
consulting an ‘engineer’s handbook’ left to me by my grandfather, dating from 1887, which 
consistently refers to German railway requirements. It doesn’t include specific figures, 
but the book tells me that traction forces were calculated. If that force was known, braking 
forces must have been factored in as well.” 
 

A.5. Bridge deck 

To the issue of replacing the crossbeams:  

Ryjáček: “The replacement must be based on modifications to the bridge deck, 
adjustments to the bridge’s clearance profile and a new track fastening system, as well 
as an assessment of their load-bearing capacity. In the case of replacing stringers and 
crossbeams and installing a new track support system, it is more useful to construct the 
bridge deck using modern technologies.” (comments on the conclusions of the working 
group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 2026) 

Espion: “… My Belgian colleague Prof. Philippe Van Bogaert concurs with the necessity 
of changing the stringers (see point 10), but also proposes a different kind of track support 
that is less noisy and less aggressive regarding the fatigue of the stringers (point 11). 
Principally, with this system, there is no need to replace the crossbeams (and maybe 
even not the stringers).” (comments on the conclusions of the working group, attachment 
to an email dated 4. 5. 2026) 

Excerpt from the cited document “Vyšehrad Railway Bridge, Answers by Prof. Philippe 
Van Bogaert (UGent) to Bernard Espion’s questions”: 
Prof. Espion’s question: “10. The issue of the gauge: it seems to me that in Mechelen, this 
issue was also raised. In Prague, the Czech Railways would like a modification of the 
gauge (“ZG-C profile”—see attached documents), which would, in effect, entail a major 
modification of the deck with replacement of the crossbeams. While it is agreed that it 
would be desirable to replace the longitudinal bridge components (stringers) that directly 
support the rails, given the presence of fatigue cracks in certain areas, the question of 
whether the crossbeams need to be replaced remains open. Lengthening the 
crossbeams seems to me to be a significant modification of the architecture—and thus 
of the heritage value—of this listed bridge. What truly justifies this change in gauge? Given 
that this is a long straight section, with speed effectively limited for various reasons (load-
bearing capacity, curves at both ends, urban environment, noise), is there really a need 
to increase the distance between the tracks? Could this be related to military 
requirements? Lengthening the spacers and widening the main girders would also have 
rather unfortunate and costly consequences at the river piers and abutments. 
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Prof. Van Bogaert’s answer: “The GC gauge (see below) is generally applied in Europe. 
The most important details are: the track gauge (distance between inner rails), which 
must be at least 2.10 m and preferably 2.25 m (speeds of 140 km/h to 160 km/h on 
conventional lines). For high-speed lines, the track gauge is a minimum of 3 m; the 
minimum distance between the outer rails and any fixed object is 1.40 m. When this 
object is continuous and does not allow personnel to take shelter during train passages, 
a minimum of 2.50 m is required. This distance is 3 m for high-speed lines (HSL). Finally, 
the clearance height between the rail upper flange and any overhead obstacle is 4.80 m 
for standard lines. However, this dimension has currently been increased to 5.10 m due 
to new catenary technologies. For high-speed lines, the minimum is 5.20 m. 

 

It should be noted that the total width of 4.4 m, as considered by CD, is only 10 cm wider 
than the GC gauge. As for the clearance between rails, nothing is specified. Furthermore, 
the 6 m clearance height could only apply to speeds exceeding 300 km/h. Adding up the 
horizontal dimensions, CD indicates that a horizontal gauge of 8.136 m is available. Since 
the truss diagonals do not form a continuous wall, the clear width should be at least 1.40 
+ 1.50 + 2.25 + 1.50 + 1.40 = 8.05 m. This indicates that the existing situation is 
acceptable. I agree that the stringers will need to be replaced. This is necessary, since 
the rails cannot be placed in the original alignment unless a type of rail fastening system 
as described in 11 is adopted.” 
Prof. Espion’s question: “11. Currently, the tracks are laid directly on the sleepers, 
without ballast, and the sleepers on the stringers. Is it possible to propose a better track-
laying method—one that is less fatigue-prone stressful, less noisy, and ideally even 
lighter?” 
Prof. Van Bogaert’s answer: “Certainly. This is exactly what is being built in Mechelen. It 
involves ‘frames’ that are attached directly to the crossbeams, thus avoiding the need to 
replace the sleepers. This system generates less noise and vibration. It has been installed 
on the other two bridges in the railways network in Belgium. Since the frames are partially 
self-supporting, fatigue damage is significantly reduced. The illustration below may be 
misleading: the two inner rails are designed to prevent a derailed vehicle from falling.” 
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A.6. Material fatigue calculations and residual service life 

Ryjáček: “I don’t understand why the experts didn’t have access to the bridge load 
capacity calculation, which was available, for example, to the colloquium participants 
and on https://novymostvyton.cz/vizualizace. I think Sudop’s calculation is advanced, 
and before any action is taken, foreign experts should familiarize with it.” (comments on 
the conclusions of the working group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 2026) 

 

To the issue of differences in calculations: 

Ryjáček: Proposed changes to the text: “The differences in estimates lie in the methods 
used. In the calculation of material fatigue, the considered probabilities models and 
choice of detail category, various methods of creating a computational numerical model 
of the bridge and the stiffness and strength of joints and beams can lead to different 
results (up to tens or hundreds of years) in contrast to static calculations, where the 
conclusions should be identical (or similar).” 
(comments on the conclusions of the working group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 
2026) 
Note by the chairman of the working group: The text of the conclusions used the parallel 
formulation sent by Prof. Espion. 

 

To the conclusion that fatigue calculations should not be the main aspect when 
assessing the condition of a bridge: 

Ryjáček: “I disagree; that’s not how it should be stated, and that’s not how it was 
presented in the discussion. (The topic was discussed on the second day of the meeting 
on April 16, which Prof. Ryjáček did not attend. – note by the chairman of the working 
group) Currently, the diagonals and the bridge deck are subject to fatigue stress and 
already have cracks. I only noted, that if diagonals and verticals would not be corroded, 
they would probably do not have problems with fatigue.” (comments on the conclusions 
of the working group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 2026) 

https://novymostvyton.cz/vizualizace


   

 
Working group of the Director General of the National Heritage Institute for the renovation of the Vyšehrad Railway Bridge    
15. – 16. 4. 2026     Appendix 

 

15 

Efler: “The projected future traffic volume, including precise information regarding 
trainsets and traction vehicles, is set out in the EIA documentation (SUDOP Praha a.s., 
authorized expert Ing. Kateřina Hladká, Ph.D., March 2024), page 7, ‚Tab.č.1 Výhledový 
rozsah dopravy na úseku Praha-Smíchov sev. zhl. – výh. Praha-Vyšehrad k roku 2035+ 
(ruční průměrná denní intenzita)´.” 

Therefore, I propose supplementing the conclusion as follows: It is recommended that 
the fatigue assessment, structural analysis, and clearance profile assessment be based 
on the data contained in the EIA documentation, provided that the Railway Administration 
(Správa železnic) confirms the validity of these data.” (comments on the conclusions of 
the working group and the proposed amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an 
email dated 8. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: “I disagree. The assessment must correspond to the time when it is carried out 
and the current state of the traffic projection. The EIA can be taken into account, and may 
even be used, but it cannot be defined in this way for the future. There is an link to the 
requirement for the traffic class (D4) and load capacity, and the impacts on the fatigue 
assessment with regard to the volume of cargo transported, not to the tables in EIA. The 
sentence does not make sense.” (response to comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment 
to an email dated 11. 5. 2026) 

Efler: „The EIA assessment is a binding document prepared by SUDOP for the permitting 
of the new bridge project and, by law, must contain accurate projections of future 
operation that may not be exceeded. Any deviation from these projections would 
constitute a breach of the law..“ 

(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31. 5. 2026) 

 
Ryjáček: “The EIA is neither project documentation nor a design standard for structural 
calculations. The requirement for mechanical resistance and stability is a legal 
requirement and refers to ČSN EN 1993-1-9, which is the fundamental binding reference 
document. The EIA only contributes to this requirement by providing an estimate of the 
number of million tons of cargo transported.“ 

(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 

 

To the necessity of new calculations: 

Efler: “I do not consider myself sufficiently competent in specialised technical 
terminology; therefore, I leave comments concerning descriptions of corrosion 
protection systems and similar technical matters to the foreign experts and to the 
subsequent professional review of the translation. However, the proposed substantive 
changes to the wording (for example the omission of the requirement to carry out new 
independent fatigue calculations and structural assessments) do not correspond to the 
conclusions of the working group discussion, and I therefore request that the original 
wording of the text be retained.” (comments on the conclusions of the working group and 
the proposed amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 
 
Ryjáček: “I strongly disagree. Yes, the need for a new assessment was discussed, but 
there was no consensus on its necessity. However, this need was based on the fact that 
the working group members did not have access to any previous load-bearing capacity or 
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fatigue assessments, even though they are publicly available. I presented the main 
results—I consider the current models to be of very high quality and advanced. 
Demanding a new assessment when we were not even allowed to review the existing 
assessments is completely illogical—moreover, the assessments are publicly available 
on E-ZAK, which I am sending below—including the assessment from the University of 
Žilina and the assessment from the Klokner Institute at CTU. 
(https://www.uschovna.cz/en/zasilka/VF6YXV5NW6KELF8S-6FW/) Requests for new 
assessments would take at least a year and cost millions. If this request were to be the 
result of the group’s work, then there should be a thorough discussion of these 
calculations, and any requests should be based on specific comments regarding them.” 
(response to comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to an email dated 11. 5. 2026) 
 
Efler: “The discussion on this topic was concluded on the second day of the working group 
meeting, which Prof. Ryjáček did not attend, and the minutes accurately reflect this. 
Nevertheless, I agree that it would be appropriate for the authors of the available fatigue 
analyses and structural assessments (SUDOP, COWI/Walt Galmarini) to have the 
opportunity to present and substantiate their methodologies and conclusions to the 
working group. Yes, the discussion (regarding conversions – note from the working group 
chair) could take place following the presentations by the authors of the available 
analyses. I would also like to ask Prof. Taras for his opinion on the time requirements 
for preparing a new assessment. 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31. 5. 2026) 

 

To the issue of fatigue calculations: 

Ryjáček: Disagreement with the statement that "fatigue calculation should not be the 
main aspect in assessing the condition of a bridge". (comments on the conclusions of the 
working group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 2026) 

 

A.7. Corrosion protection 

Baumann: “This is only needed to define the colour of the last layer of the new corrosion 
protection system – as I understood.” (comments on the conclusions of the working 
group, email attachment dated 23. 4. 2026) Retaining a reference sample is a requirement 
of heritage preservation for local preservation of a sample of older paint layers – note from 
the chairman of the working group. 

 

B. Clearance profiles: 

To the need to switch to new clearance profiles: 

Espion: Regarding the preservation of the crossbeams and the widening, see Responses 
No. 10 and 11 by Professor Philipp Van Bogaert. (cited above). (comments on the 
conclusions of the working group, attachment to an email dated 4. 5. 2026) 

Baumann: “I suppose, that it is not necessary to widen the bridge deck, both for security 
aspects of the personal and the clearance profile itself. For existing structures, it is not 

https://www.uschovna.cz/en/zasilka/VF6YXV5NW6KELF8S-6FW/
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necessary to respect the clearance profile of new structures.” (comments on the 
conclusions of the working group, attachment to an email dated 23. 4. 2026) 

Efler: “A number of railway lines in Prague, including some that have undergone 
reconstruction in recent years (for example the Negrelli Viaduct), do not comply with the 
Z-GC clearance profile. The connecting Vinohrady Tunnels likewise do not conform to this 
standard. Czech technical standards permit exemptions/relaxations for existing 
structures, which are commonly applied during reconstruction works. Standard railway 
operations subsequently continue on such reconstructed lines. The specifications issued 
by the Railway Administration (Správa železnic) in the EIA documentation for the new 
bridge do not indicate any specific requirements concerning the transport of oversized 
loads. 

The projected future traffic volume, including precise information regarding trainsets and 
traction vehicles, is set out in the EIA documentation (SUDOP Praha a.s., Oprávněná 
osoba Ing. Kateřina Hladká, Ph.D. březen 2024) – strana 7, 
https://portal.cenia.cz/eiasea/detail/EIA_OV1278?lang=cs 

Therefore, I propose supplementing the conclusion as follows: It is recommended to 
request information from the Railway Administration as to whether the transport 
requirements for this section have changed since the preparation of the EIA 
documentation for the Reconstruction of the Railway Bridges beneath Vyšehrad, and, if 
so, in what manner.” (comments on the conclusions of the working group and the 
proposed amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: “I believe that the infrastructure owner, who is responsible for operational safety 
for the next 100 years, has the right to have a voice in the clearance profile, especially if 
the structure is moved to the shore and the entire main girder has to be dismantled, folded 
down, etc. Adjusting the profile is then a logical next step. In addition, the entrance portal 
will also need to be modified.” (response to comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to 
an email dated 11. 5. 2026) 
 
Efler: “In a case such as this—where a balance is being sought between the requirements 
of safe railway operation and the protection and preservation of cultural values—it is 
important to “lay the cards on the table” and openly discuss all relevant aspects. This 
includes examining whether the requirement for a maximum clearance profile (Z-GC) is 
based on actual operational needs, or whether it merely reflects an effort to meet the 
parameters of a new bridge “on paper,” even though such standards are not required.” 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31. 5. 2026) 
 
Ryjáček: “I would like to repeat that the word “maximalist” is meaningless—the Z-GC has 
already been reduced to the VMP2.5 clearance profile. Claims that everything should be 
the same as with a new bridge are untrue. The infrastructure owner bears responsibility 
for the line’s operational viability for the next hundred years. If the Railway Administration 
requires compliance with a specific profile, its requirements must be considered a 
legitimate input into the design. It cannot be automatically assumed that future needs will 
be the same as they are today.“ 
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 

 

 

https://portal.cenia.cz/eiasea/detail/EIA_OV1278?lang=cs
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To extension/replacement crossbeams related to the change to new profiles:  

Ryjáček: “…their load-bearing capacity is insufficient for Class D4 and for fatigue 
analysis, and that the new track layout interferes with crossbeams to such an extent that 
retaining them is practically impossible.” The extension is so complicated that it's 
pointless. (comments on the conclusions of the working group, attachment to an email 
dated 26. 4. 2026) 

 

Regarding the modification of the pier bearing seat:  

Ryjáček: “...while piers should be significantly strengthened.” (comments on the 
conclusions of the working group, attachment to an email dated 26. 4. 2026) 

 

C. Solution for the third track 

To the issue of a new bridge:  

Efler: „The construction of a third track on the southern side of the existing bridge, in the 
form of a minimalist and visually lightweight structure, received a favourable assessment 
from the UNESCO/ICOMOS mission. Consequently, alternative solutions are, in practical 
terms, not realistically feasible.” (comments on the conclusions of the working group and 
the proposed amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: „I strongly disagree. The UNESCO/ICOMOS opinion was based on a study by the 
Vyšehrad Endowment Fund, whose proposed technical design for a three-track bridge 
contains fundamental errors and shortcomings—not just minor ones, but conceptual 
ones as well. There is a conflict between the main girders and the track layout, and a 
collision with the Botič Stream—it has only nice and appealing visualizations—but 
decisions about transportation in this area cannot be made based on images, especially 
ones that have been selectively edited (see the translated presentation I gave at the 
Olšanka conference). And I repeat once again that there was only a limited discussion 
regarding the bridge for the third track, without any supporting documentation for the 
committee members.  

The bridge on the south side has many negative technical impacts that were probably not 
presented at the meeting, such as: 

- The unsuitable location of the Výtoň stop, set back from the transit hub and not in 
line with Prague Institute of Planning and Development requirements; a platform 
in a curve that is completely unsafe, especially for people with reduced mobility, 

- A completely unsuitable island platform between the middle and south tracks, 
where 80% of traffic will run on the north and middle tracks; this location will 
necessitate train crossings and a significant reduction in line capacity, 

- The bridge conflicts with the Botič Stream; there are issues with private property 
near the former Vyšehrad station; the track layout is unsuitable from a 
transportation perspective; and it is impossible to install track expansion joints. 

Therefore, the commission cannot even draw any conclusions regarding the bridge’s 
location. Of course, ICOMOC and the National Heritage Institute may express their views 
on the preferred location, but it should be clear that this is their opinion and not that of 
the commission members. In my view, however, this is a request for something that is 
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structurally—and above all, from a traffic engineering perspective—extremely unsuitable 
and nearly unrealistic.  

In conclusion, I would like to quote from a letter from the Prague Institute of Planning and 
Development dated December 9, 2024, which evaluated the bridge’s location on the 
south side based on the foundation’s study—I mention this because it is not only me or 
the Railway Administration that has objections: 

‘The submitted study does not provide a solution that would demonstrate compliance 
with the above-mentioned conditions. There is a complete absence of a solution for the 
stop at Výtoň, which is essentially impossible if the third track is located south of the 
existing bridge. The routing of the third track in this location alone raises a whole series of 
questions to which the study does not provide relevant answers. The relevance of the 
entire document is further undermined by a number of unsubstantiated claims and 
misleading visualizations. For this reason, we are concerned about a significant risk that, 
if the proposed study is selected, we would reach a point where the bridge would be 
reconstructed, but it would subsequently be determined that the construction of the third 
track and the location of the new stop are not technically feasible‘.” (response to 
comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to an email dated 11. 5. 2026) 

Efler: “These are fairly strong claims directed at the authors of the study commissioned 
by the Foundation for the Preservation of the Vyšehrad Railway Bridge. Based on the 
available materials, the study was prepared by members of the Czech Chamber of 
Authorized Engineers and Technicians (ČKAIT), the Czech Chamber of Architects (ČKA), 
and reputable international bridge engineering firms (COWI, WaltGalmarini), from whom 
a professional standard of work would be expected. It would therefore be appropriate for 
the authors to be informed of the above-mentioned criticisms and to provide the advisory 
body with an explanation/response, preferably in the form of an in-person presentation.”  
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: „The proposal by the Vyšehrad Bridge Preservation Foundation cannot be 
considered an equivalent alternative to the solutions developed so far. My presentation—
which serves as the basis for this group’s position—contains clear and specific 
comments on it, and no one has refuted them to date. I stand by this opinion. 
Personally, I consider the study presented by the Foundation to be more of a marketing 
tool than a realistic depiction of the resulting technical solution. Combined with the fact 
that the authors of the proposal have not yet satisfactorily addressed a number of 
fundamental technical questions raised by the infrastructure owner, legitimate doubts 
arise regarding the technical feasibility and overall credibility of the proposed solution.“ 
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 

 

To the issue of the new railway stop and the overall design of the bridge approaches: 

Efler: “The advisory body did not have sufficient documentation or adequate time to 
examine this issue in greater detail. The bridge restoration itself may be addressed 
separately, prior to the announcement of an architectural competition for the third-track 
bridge, the new railway stop, and the redesign of the bridge forecourts and approaches. 
Nevertheless, it may be recommended that the advisory body address this issue in the 
future as well, so that the heritage protection authorities may establish qualified 
parameters and limits for the planned architectural competition. Likewise, it will be 
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necessary to prepare an HIA in several variants and to discuss the matter with 
ICOMOS/UNESCO.” (comments on the conclusions of the working group and the 
proposed amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: “I strongly disagree. This is a complex hub where everything is connected to 
everything else, and it represents a major urban intervention in the entire Výtoň area, 
affecting the overall use of the area in terms of both transportation and pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic. A new public space is being created here, which will provide living 
conditions for future generations.  In addition to the bridge itself, we must also address 
the connecting arches and steel structures on the right bank, the bridge’s elevation after 
reconstruction, and adjustments to the GPK. Yes, in very general terms, it is probably 
possible to repair the bridge as-is and not worry about other connections. Preserve the 
current state and, after spending several billion, announce a competition where it turns 
out that what was built will prevent a good solution for the third track and the Výtoň stop, 
then dismantle and rebuild something and spend another hundreds of millions from 
public funds. But that is a meaningless approach—that is, solving the problem without 
any concept or vision of the result. Transport planning should not work this way, and it is 
sad that this is even being considered.  

I consider the preparation of alternative HIAs to be absurd—both in terms of time and 
cost (as far as I know, the cost of the HIA was approximately 8 million CZK) but also in 
terms of logic—are we supposed to prepare alternatives that might come out of an 
architectural competition ‘in advance‘? Or hold a competition after submission of 
proposals, then prepare an HIA for the proposals, with the competitors waiting a year for 
the evaluation, and then the winner of the competition is not decided by the jury, but by a 
single HIA analyst? What logic does such a competition have then?” (response to 
comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to an email dated 11. 5. 2026) 

Efler: “I am of the opinion that the refurbishment of the bridge itself can be addressed 
separately. There is no need to alter its position or elevation; any development on the 
riverbanks should instead be designed to respond to it. The requirements for the 
contractor preparing the bridge refurbishment design documentation will be entirely 
different from those for participants in an architectural competition. In the case of the 
competition, it is essential to avoid the shortcomings that led to the failure of the previous 
competitive dialogue. This means identifying a convergence of the requirements of all 
stakeholders in the area and subsequently incorporating them into the competition brief. 
The requirement to prepare an HIA is clearly established and must be respected. A 
legitimate discussion can, of course, be held regarding when it should be commissioned 
(i.e. at which stage of project preparation) and what exactly it should assess (which 
variants). We are operating in an area highly sensitive to any interventions, and it is 
therefore necessary to seek solutions that minimise impacts on the Outstanding 
Universal Value (OUV) of Prague.” 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated May 31, 2026) 

Ryjáček: „This contradicts the fundamental principles of transportation planning. The 
bridge, the Výtoň station, the third track, the connecting lines, and the public space form 
a single functional unit. Decisions regarding one part without knowledge of the final 
layout could significantly limit future options. 
Neither UNESCO nor ICOMOS assessed the transportation solution in the detail required 
for the design of railway infrastructure. They primarily assessed the impacts on heritage 
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values and the city’s panorama. No conclusion regarding the technical validity of the 
transportation solution can be drawn from this.“ 
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 
 

To the issue of the Railway Administration’s requirement to preserve the existing 
bridge piers: 

Efler: “This requirement effectively excludes any major interventions into the existing 
steel bridge structure, for structural reasons. Structural considerations were the reason 
why the winning proposal in the competitive dialogue for the new bridge failed to comply 
with the binding requirement to preserve the existing piers. The proposed new bridge 
proved excessively heavy, and therefore demolition of the existing piers and their 
replacement with a new structure of partially modified form was proposed instead. A 
similar risk could also arise from any requirement to widen the existing steel bridge 
structure. 

In conclusion, I propose that the advisory body (particularly its technical expert section) 
express its opinion regarding which bridge restoration solutions may prove economically 
efficient, minimise disruptions to railway operations, and ensure that the bridge 
restoration is carried out as quickly as possible, so that full railway operation may be 
restored without undue delay. Although heritage conservation primarily pursues different 
objectives, these considerations are also important, particularly in view of the fact that 
such arguments are frequently invoked in opposition to the restoration of the bridge.” 
(comments on the conclusions of the working group and the proposed amendments by 
Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: “The condition reads exactly as follows: ‘Utilization of the existing stone 
substructure, including the preservation of the historically protected stone bridges on the 
Výtoň side‘. This means that the arches on the right bank are to be preserved, and the 
substructure is to be utilized—which does not exclude its renovation, reinforcement, or 
modifications to the pier cap. I would like to point out that reinforcing the piers and 
modifying the abutments is necessary in any case—whether the bridge is widened or not. 
I believe that the previous paragraph is unrelated to the SŽ condition. 

The only solution for repairing the bridge that I consider cost-effective and appropriate 
from the perspective of area development is to build a new bridge and relocate the 
existing structure to another location to serve as a pedestrian footbridge. Any other option 
will be cost-ineffective and will by no means be cheaper. I understand, however, that I 
may be the only one on the committee who feels this way. 

However, if we proceed based on the former minister’s decision, which defined the future 
direction of the work, then what I consider the least bad solution (we can call it the most 
effective within this subgroup) is moving the bridge to a storage yard in Modřany, installing 
a temporary structure, a complete overhaul with the replacement percentages I 
mentioned and other modifications to the bridge deck for a modern track system, the 
expansion of footbridges for pedestrians and cyclists, and the restoration of the bridge to 
its original position concurrently with the construction of the three-track bridge on the 
north side and the Výtoň stop where it belongs, that is, by the Vltava River. That is 
essentially what I tried to describe in my comments on the minutes.”  

(response to comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to an email dated 11. 5. 2026) 
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Efler: “If the existing steel structure is to be supported by the stone piers, they will of 
course need to be repaired (particularly in the sections below the water level, where local 
scour has occurred). However, it will not be necessary to demolish them entirely and 
replace them with new structures, as was proposed—contrary to the binding competition 
conditions—by the winning design of the new bridge (2T/TOP CON). Therefore, if the 
Railway Administration’s requirement for their preservation is to be met, it will not be 
possible to impose any significant additional loads on them.” 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31. 5. 2026) 
 
Ryjáček: „It should be emphasized that the question regarding the future of the stone 
pillars does not lie in whether or not they will be affected. Given their age and known 
defects, it is clear that they will require extensive restoration. Any modifications to the 
pillars need not result in a loss of their historical value. If it becomes necessary to rebuild 
or structurally reinforce certain parts, their external appearance can be preserved by 
using the same stone cladding or one that is equivalent in material and appearance. The 
result could be a structure that respects the bridge’s historical character while also 
meeting the safety and operational requirements of modern railway infrastructure. The 
idea that more than 100-year-old piers can reliably serve for another 100 years without 
major structural interventions is not realistic.“ 
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 

Efler: “The study commissioned by the Foundation states that reconstruction with the 
addition of a third track would be approximately CZK 1 billion cheaper than constructing 
a new three-track bridge and significantly faster. By contrast, TOP CON (apparently in 
coordination with SUDOP) indicates that the reconstruction would be approximately CZK 
1.5 billion more expensive and would take several years longer than a new-build solution. 
These are markedly divergent figures, and it is difficult to form a well-founded opinion 
without both parties presenting and substantiating their positions in person.” 
(response to Prof. Ryjáček’s comments, attachment to the email dated 31. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: “The NF study cites completely unreasonable construction costs, which I again 
refuted in my presentation. It should also be noted that an independent assessment by 
JASPERS concluded that the option of renovating the existing bridge below Vyšehrad is 
significantly less economically advantageous than building a new three-track bridge. It 
estimates the investment costs of the reconstruction at EUR 71–81 million, while those 
for a new bridge are estimated at EUR 44–50 million. At the same time, the operating and 
maintenance costs of the reconstructed bridge are more than three times higher. 
(JASPERS—Joint Assistance to Support Projects in European Regions—is a consulting 
initiative of the European Commission, the European Investment Bank (EIB), and the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development.)“ 
(response to architect Efler’s comments, attachment to the email dated 4. 6. 2026) 

 

Recommendation 

Efler: “I propose supplementing the conclusion as follows: The contractor responsible 
for the bridge restoration design documentation, including the documentation for 
dismantling the bridge, replacing it with a temporary bridge structure, relocating it to the 
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repair site, and reinstating it at its original location, should possess demonstrable 
experience in the restoration of comparable historic structures and heritage-protected 
assets.” (comments on the conclusions of the working group and the proposed 
amendments by Prof. Ryjáček, attachment to an email dated 8. 5. 2026) 

Ryjáček: “However, this is a standard requirement in the tender specifications for the 
renovation of historic bridges.” (response to comments by Ing. arch. Efler, attachment to 
an email dated 11. 5. 2026) 

 

Supplementary Reference Materials – Proposal 

Current materials prepared by the Railway Administration (Správa železnic) and its design 
partners describing the technical condition of the bridge, as well as further planned 
measures and intentions of the Railway Administration:  
Ing. Jiří Krouský, projektový manažer staveb – Správa železnic, Železniční mosty 
pod Vyšehradem, poznatky z přípravy, 22.01.2026, konference Železniční mosty a tunely 
2026, dostupné z: https://www.sudop.cz/files/CmsBlocks/05-zmt-2026-rekonstrukce-
mostu-pod-vysehradem-sz-krousky-330wc3klc0.pdf 
Pavel Ryjáček a kol. Aktuální kroky pro stabilizaci mostu, 22.01.2026, konference 
Železniční mosty a tunely 2026, dostupné z:  
https://www.sudop.cz/files/CmsBlocks/06-ryjacek-nadace-vysehrad-zhd3aw3ilm.pdf 
Martin Vlasák, SUDOP PRAHA a.s., Aktualizace přepočtu ocelové konstrukce mostu 
2025, 22.01.2026, konference Železniční mosty a tunely 2026, dostupné z: 
 https://www.sudop.cz/files/CmsBlocks/6-vlasak-zmt-2026-rekonstrukce-mostu-pod-
vysehradem-2026-01-22-full-v01-6j3eq05rqr.pdf 
Iveta Torkoniaková – 2T engineering, TOP CON SERVIS, s.r.o., NOVÉ ŽELEZNIČNÍ MOSTY 
POD VYŠEHRADEM A NA SMÍCHOVĚ, 22.01.2026, konference Železniční mosty a tunely 
2026, dostupné z: https://www.sudop.cz/files/CmsBlocks/16-torkoniakova-
m0syzo3ixe.pdf 
ING. Libor Marek – TOP CON SERVIS s. r. o., Propojení traťových úseků Praha-Vyšehrad – 
Praha-Smíchov, Nové železniční mosty pod Vyšehradem a na Smíchově, 5.3. 2026 
Konference ŽELEZNICE 2026 (29. ročník), dostupné z: 
https://www.sudop.cz/files/CmsBlocks/marek-0b5dv75dbd.pdf 
Aktuální materiály Nadačního fondu Vyšehradský most – studie COWI/WaltGalmarini 
2024 (obsahující výpočty únavy materiálu a statické posouzení), návrh na umístění 
zastávky na Výtoni a vypořádání dotazů Správy železnic, dostupné z: 
 https://vysehradskymost.cz/studie-2 
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