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Summary

On behalf of Latvijas Republikas Valsts kontrole an audit on the transport infrastructure
development plans of the municipality of Riga was carried out by Smalheer Support en Advies.

In the audit the Riga plans were compared with the SUMP guidelines of the EU as well as with
infrastructure plans of similar cities.

The following verdict has been given:

- The municipality has not examined and evaluated all of the existing problems that influence
transport infrastructure development, because a thorough analysis has not been done;

- The problems that are examined are not characteristic of the objective situation in
Riga, because they are not based on a thorough analysis and do not include traffic
safety;

- The municipality has largely not defined correct priorities for solving the examined
problems, because they are not sufficient or do not reflect the real abilities of Riga;

- The municipality has not determined problem-oriented tasks in the field of transport
infrastructure, because there is a lack of information about existing problems and traffic
safety is not included in the tasks;

- The municipality has largely not established measurable goal indicators for the tasks, except
RAP2020 mid-term goal and select indicators in RIAS2030 strategy.

The main conclusions are:

- Traffic unsafety is poorly investigated and plays a too little role in the plans;

- A knowingly exclusive investment in the safety of bikers is necessary for reaching the goals
of safety as well as of sustainable mobility;

- Monitoring systems for accessibility, for safety, as well as for bike usage are missing;

- Atransparent evaluation (ex ante) for the big infrastructure issues is missing.

More conclusions are mentioned at paragraph 5.1.

Considering the comparison of the Riga activities and reports with the Vilnius activities and reports
as well as with the advised SUMP guidelines of the EU, the following recommendations are stated:

1. Update the prognosis model and set up monitoring systems for accessibility (congestion), for
traffic unsafety, as well as for bike usage/

2. Add a program for reducing the traffic unsafety. Focus in that additional program on black
spots and on vulnerable modalities, especially on bicycles. Take into account the remarks in
the paragraphs 2.3, 3.3, and 4.3 on this topic. Reason for this are the combination of the
goals of increasing use of bikes and of less severe accidents. A rise of severe accidents is
being expected when bike use rises. Therefore, a strong program of safe bike provisions
should be added to the plans in order to fulfil both goals.

3. Infuture planning processes use the SUMP guidelines #, with the working order (planning
cycle) and the checklists included in these guidelines.

4. Instead of an added program for reducing traffic unsafety (see above: 1) a soon review of
the plans (especially of reports RIAS2030 and TRANS-TmP) could be done with the
application of the complete SUMP guidelines (see final advice below).

Considering the comparison above and the advised SUMP guidelines of the EU the following opinion
is stated:
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Riga should realize more projects for safer bike and pedestrian facilities. A more general
approach of traffic safety will be of big importance.
Questioning the boundaries of the area with free passage heights (around the harbor) was
not (explicitly) executed. This meaningful questioning should explicitly be made.
Riga did not take the opportunity to explicitly update the road network from the 2006
transportation plan with respect to evaluation of the goals. This is a missed opportunity.
It is advised to the municipality of Riga to organize an exclusive fund for bike safety
measures. The amount of money can be changed depending on the outcome of monitoring
the safety situation of the Riga traffic.
Prioritizing the different parts of the plan by using an MCA analysis is advised, especially for
the following big issues:
o The tracing of the western highway;
o The network for the main car infrastructure around the area of Ziepniekkalns (A7
and A8) (missed are the reasons as well as the weighing of the important criteria for
costs and benefits/effects);

o The tracing of the circular roads around the
city center: distance from city center, as well
as shape.

An updates prognosis model for future transport volumes (trucks, cars, bikes, pedestrians,
PT-passengers) is necessary for making plans and for adjusting these plans, and are
therefore advised.

Monitoring systems for accessibility, safety, and bike usage are necessary for making plans
and for adjusting these plans, and therefore they are advised.

Using auditors for checking geometrical designs could have added value.

The radius of the circular roads in the road network of Riga are pretty small for a city of this
size.

Concerning time planning for the short term the following advice is stated.

Considering:

The programs of around 2005 were for the most parts just gradually realized;

The recent plans are not based on a recently updated prognosis model;

Monitoring systems on goals like safety, accessibility and bike usage are not active, and are
not used for developing the plans;
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- The effect of increasing bike use affect safety negatively, while stimulating bike usage must
be continued;

- The actual plans do not effectively support the goals and solve the problems of the city of
Riga;

, therefore the following order of activities for a short term approach of effectively solving problems
of Riga city transport infrastructure is advised:

- Start working on updating the prognosis model;
- Set up the three missing monitoring systems;
- For the short term realization of projects:
o Prioritize already existing bike and pedestrian (safety) projects as well as car safety
projects;
o Stop the realization of projects that do not fit in all visions and scenarios;
o Prioritize projects with consensus;
- Make transparent evaluations (MCA?) on the big infrastructure issues;
- Then update strategy and transportation plan, based on the prognosis model as well as the
outcome of the monitoring systems and the outcome of the evaluations on the big issues.
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Kopsavilkums

Latvijas Republikas Valsts kontroles pasitijuma Smalheer Support en Advies ir veicis Rigas
pasvaldibas transporta infrastruktdras attistibas planu auditu.

Saja audita Rigas plani salidzinati ar Eiropas Savienibas ligtspéjigas pilsétas mobilitates planu (SUMP)
vadlinijam, ka ari ar salidzinamu pilsétu transporta infrastruktdras planiem.

Rezultata atzits, ka:

- Pasvaldiba nav apzinajusi un izvértéjusi visas pastavosas problémas, kas ietekmé transporta
infrastruktlras attistibu, jo nav veikta pilnvértiga situacijas analize;

- Apzinatas problémas neraksturo objektivo situaciju Rigas pilséta, jo nav balstitas pilnvértiga
situacijas izvértésana un neieklauj satiksmes drosibu;

- Apzinato problému risinasanai pasvaldiba liela méra nav pareizi noteikusi prioritates, jo tas
nav pietiekamas vai neatbilst pilsétas realajam iespéjam;

- Pasvaldiba nav noteikusi uz problémam balstitus risinamos uzdevumus transporta
infrastruktlras joma, jo trukst informacijas par eso$ajam problémam un satiksmes drosiba
nav ieklauta uzdevumos;

- Pasvaldiba risinajumiem uzdevumiem lielakoties nav noteikusi izméramus sasniedzamos
rezultativos raditajus, iznemot RAP2020 vidéja termina mérkiem un atseviskus raditajus
RIAS2030.

Galvenie secinajumi:

- Satiksmes bistamiba ir tikusi vaji izpétita un spélé parak mazu lomu planos;

- NepiecieSams ipass ieguldijums ritenbraucéju drosibas uzlabosanai, lai sasniegtu satiksmes
drosibas un ilgtspéjibas mérkus;

- Trakst monitoringa sistému pieejamibai, drosibai un ritenbrauksanai;

- Trakst caurspidiga izvértéjuma (ex ante) lielos infrastruktdras jautajumos.

Pilns secinajumu izklasts atrodams sadala 5.1., latviski — pielikuma.

Nemot véra Rigas darbibu un planosanas dokumentu salidzinajumu ar Vilnas aktivitatém un
planosanas dokumentiem, ka art ar Eiropas Savienibas ieteiktajam SUMP vadlinijam, sekojosas
rekomendacijas ir izvirzitas:

1. Atjaunot prognozu modeli un izveidot monitoringa sistému pieejamibai (sastrégumiem),
satiksmes drosibai un velo lietojumam;

2. Radrit Tpasu programmu satiksmes drosibas uzlabosanai. Koncentréties uz melnajiem
punktiem un mazaizsargatajiem celu satiksmes dalibniekiem. Nemt véra piezimes par So
tému sadalas 2.3., 3.3. un 4.3. Ta iemesls ir velo skaita palielinasanas un satiksmes drosibas
uzlabo$anas mérku apvienosana: pieaugot divritenu skaitam, gaidams smagu negadijumu
skaita pieaugums, tade| spéciga programma drosas ritenbraucéju infrastruktiras
nodrosinasanai batu pievienojama planiem, lai sasniegtu abus mérkus;

3. Nakotné plano3anas procesiem bitu jaizmanto SUMP vadlinijas®, tostarp darba secibai un
ieklautajam kontrolsarakstam;

4. Ta vieta, lai raditu papildu programmu satiksmes drosibas uzlaboS$anai, var veikt drizu eso$o
planu (it 1pasi RIAS2030 un TRANS TmP) reviziju, Soreiz sekojot SUMP vadlinijam (skatit
zemak esosSos ieteikumus).
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Nemot véra augstakminéto salidzinajumu un Eiropas Savienibas ieteiktas SUMP vadlinijas, sekojosais
viedoklis ir izteikts:

Rigai nepiecieSams realizét vairak projektus drosakai ritenbrauksanas un gajéju
infrastruktirai. Visparéja pieeja satiksmes drosibai butu loti svariga.

Nav (skaidri) veikta jautajuma par brivu kugosanas iespéju robezam (ap ostu) attieciba uz
kugu augstumu pétisana. Sadai jégpilnai diskusijai batu bijis jabat veiktai.

Riga nav izmantojusi iespéju skaidri korigéet ielu tiklu no 2006. gada transporta plana,
izvértéjot ta atbilstiou mérkiem. Si ir zaudéta iespéja.

Rigas pasvaldibai ir ieteicams veidot Tpasu fondu ritenbraucéju droSibas pasakumu veiksanai.
Naudas daudzums var tikt mainits, balstoties uz Rigas satiksmes drosibas situacijas
monitoringa rezultatiem.

Ir ieteicama dazadu plana dalu prioritates noteikSana, izmantojot multikritériju (MCA)
analizi, it 1pasi Siem svarigajiem jautajumiem:

o Rietumu magistrales novietojums;
o Magistralo ielu tikls ap Ziepniekkalnu (A7 un A8) (triikst iemeslu un svarigu kritériju
svérsanas ieguvumiem/zaudéjumiem);

o Loka celu novietojums ap pilsétas centru:
attalums no pilsétas centra un forma;

pasazieriem), jo tas ir nepiecieSams, lai raditu un korigétu transporta attistibas planus.

Ir ieteicams radit monitoringa sistému pieejamibai, drosibai un velo izmantosanai, jo ta ir
nepiecieSama, lai radttu un korigétu transporta attistibas planus.

Auditoru izmantoSana ce|u geometrijas dizaina parbaudei varétu radit pievienoto vértibu;
Rigas loka celu radiuss magistralo ielu tikla ir visai mazs Sada izméra pilsétai.

Attieciba uz laika planosanu un darbibam Tstermina, sadi ieteikumi ir izteikti:

Nemot vera, ka:

Ap 2005. gadu raditie plani, lielakoties, tikusi tikai dal€ji realizéti;

Jaunie plani nav balstiti aktuala satiksmes plismu modelr;

Nepastav monitoringa sistémas tadiem mérkiem ka drosiba, pieejamiba un velo
izmantoS$ana, un tas nav izmantotas planojuma radisana;

Pieaugosa velo izmantoSana negativi ietekmé drosibu, tacu velo izmantosanas stimulésana ir
jaturpina;
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- EsoSie plani nav efektivi mérku sasniegSanai un problému risinasana Rig3,

Tade| tiek ieteikts veikt sekojosas aktivitates ka istermina pieeju efektivai problému risinasanai Rigas
transporta infrastruktdras joma:

- Sakt darbu pie prognozes modela atjauninasanas;
- lzveidot tris trikstosas monitoringa sistémas;
- Istermina projektu realizacija:
o Noteikt prioritati esoSajiem ritenbraucéju un gajéju (drosibas) projektiem, ka art
autobrauksanas drosibas projektiem;
o Apturét tadu projektu realizaciju, kas neiederétos visas transporta attistibas vizijas
un scenarijos;
o Noteikt prioritati projektiem, kuros valda vienpratiba;
- lIzmantot caurspidigu izvértéjumu (MCA?) bltiskos infrastruktiras jautajumos;
- Tad atjaunot stratégiju un transporta planu, balstoties prognozes modeli, monitoringa
sistéma un batisko jautajumu izvértéjuma rezultatos.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Occasion
The municipality of Riga has drawn up plans for tailoring the infrastructure to future needs and
wishes.

The Latvijas Republikas Valsts kontrole, after this mentioned as: The Client, has the duty to screen
governmental plans and investments for being effective.

The municipality of Riga has drawn up lately three reports on their policy, namely:

- Riga Sustainable Development Strategy until 2030 ¥
- Riga Development Programme 2014-2020 2
- Transporta attistibas tematiskais planojums ¥

The client wants the parts on transportation in these two documents to be audited on effectiveness
of the plans and investments.

The client wants these plans with their effectiveness to be compared to a similar, city in the Baltics.

Furthermore, such governmental plans should be developed according to the EU guidelines for
Sustainable Urban Mobility Plans (SUMP) %

1.2 Goal

The goal of this audit report is to deliver an analysis to the client of the transportation parts of the
Riga Development Strategy and the Riga Development Program on effectiveness of the plans and
investments, and explain the analysis to the client, ultimately on September 17", 2018.

1.3 Research approach

In this chapter the research (sub-)questions, the audit criteria, as well as the research methods are
presented.

1.3.1 research questions
The research questions are formulated by the client.
The research questions are:

Q1l: Is the planning of construction, reconstruction and maintenance of Riga urban transport
infrastructure (including parking) effective and are the measures that are included in the
municipal development planning documents based on a detailed and objective assessment
of the current situation in the field of transport infrastructure?

Q2: Are the measures included in the Riga city municipal development planning documents
focused on solving Riga city transport infrastructure problems?

The research questions can be gathered into four phases conform the SUMP guidelines ¥

Phase 1: Preparing well; [Q1]
Phase 2: Rational and transparent goal setting; [Q1]
Phase 3: Elaborating the plan; [Q2]
Phase 4: Implementing the plan. [not in this report]
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The research questions are evolved in the Chapters 2, 3 and 4. The phases 1 and 2 cover Q1, where
phase 3 covers Q2. Phase 4 covers the organizational part of a SUMP, and is not included in this
present analysis.

1.3.2 Research methods

The research methods are based on the methods for gathering proof for the audit. Proof can be
obtained by a favorable outcome of analysis and of the opinion of an expert. Analyses are done in
accordance with the SUMP guidelines . The experts’ opinion is made up by Mr. M. Smalheer ¥,
lecturer on Breda University of Applied Sciences who has extensive experiences in the subjects of
this audit. That opinion is based on the analyses as well as on the comparison with the plans of the
city of Vilnius.

The audited Riga reports are:

- Rigas llgtspejigas attistibas Strategija lidz 2030 gadam 2014 (RIAS2030)

- Rigas attistibas programma 2014-2020 gadam 2014 (RAP2020)

- Rigas pilsétas velosatiksmes attistibas koncepcija 2015-2030.gadam 2015 (Velokoncepcija)
- Transporta attistibas tematiskais planojums 2017 (TRANS-TmP)

Furthermore, information is used from:

- Transporta infrastruktiras esos$as situacijas raksturojums 2005 (TIESR2005)
- Perspektiva transporta shéma 2005 (PTS)
- Rigas teritorijas planojums 2006-2018.gadam 2005 (RTP2006)

https://Ivceli.lv/informacija-un-dati/#satiksmes-intensitate

http://pilsetacilvekiem.lv/Iv/asinaina-riga-otra-dala/

http://pilsetacilvekiem.lv/Iv/bistamakas-gajeju-parejas-riga/

1.3.3 Research model

Criteria from client (~_

-
~ Evolved criteria
SUMP guidedine: —

Riga reports - analyses - Condusions
-
¥ o
Vilnius reports Experts opinions |‘

r

L
Recommendations

il

|

This research model is executed for the phases 1, 2, and 3 of the SUMP guidelines %, and are
discussed in chapters 2, 3, and 4. The Recommendations are mentioned at the end, in chapter 5.

10


https://lvceli.lv/informacija-un-dati/#satiksmes-intensitate
http://pilsetacilvekiem.lv/lv/asinaina-riga-otra-dala/
http://pilsetacilvekiem.lv/lv/bistamakas-gajeju-parejas-riga/

Audit of Riga’s plans for transport infrastructure

Rigas transporta infrastruktiras planu revizija

The three audited phases are mentioned in the scheme below from the SUMP guidelines .

Added to this scheme are the research questions Q1 and Q2, as well as the chapters where the
research questions and the phases have been addressed.

Milestone:
1 ment
Final it (33) Committo overalsustanable mobilty prindiples | Phage 1 :
@ Assass impact of regionalinational framework
111 Update current plan regularly Starting Point: @ Conduct salf-assassment Ql
Review achievements - "We want to ~
M2 | nderstand success and failure impnweincte @ Review availability of resourcas
o uasy Chapter 2
Identify new challenges of lifa for our @ Define basic timeline
M3 for next SUMP generation citizenst” B Daterming)
B miD : ! @ Identify key actors and stakeholders
101 Manage plan implementation lassons a Look beyond your own
Sump @ boundariesanygi:esporuihiitiei
102 Inform and engage the citizens - @ Stwmmylmmmoﬁ
103 Check progress towards g m: Define an integrated planning appr
achieving the abjectives | PrOPe) AN ooy Plan stakeholder and citizen
communication ImpLem?nting Prepalrllng " cope of olvement
Milestone: the plan we Agree on workplan and
SUMP management aangements
document Prepare an analysis of
adopted y . Sustainable problems and epportunities
Im\ Check the quality " Sustainable Urban 5""'“'!“ @ Develop scenarios
2 of the plan Urban Mobility Mobili mnswdgp
3 Plan obility seenarias i
(92 Adopt the plan M Milestone:
— Plannlng Analysis of problems
-a:s' Create ownership B &opportunities concuded
¥ ofthe plan abo Rational and
Elaborating trans t
[ s.Buld paren B
__ [menitoringand | the plan goal setting 4.Develop | (g7) Deveupa common vision of
o Amange fcr_mnnltunng - acommaon ity Yo
=% and evaluation theplan vision 42 Actively inform the public
o -
;/’@ 5.5at
- I on
= priorties and
(2.1 Assign responsibilities and resources Nms:bllm P . 5.1) Identify the priorities for mobility P h 2
, i effective targets ase Z:
72 Prepare an action and budget plan budoﬂs/ B noaet 52) Develop SMART targets
measures Ql
Phase 3: 6.1 Identify the most effective measures
Miestong) 6.2 Leam from others® experience Chapter 3
Qz Measures 63 Consider best value for monay
Identified
6.4 Usesynargies and create integrated packages of measures.
Rupprecht Consult, 2013 Cha pter 4

Image 1: Planning cycle for a sustainable urban

1.4 Reader’s guide

Chapter 2 describes the analyses and experts’ opinions for Phase 1.

Chapter 3 describes the same for Phase 2.

Chapter 4 describes the same for Phase 3.

mobility plan (source: SUMP guidelines #)

[discussing Q1]
[discussing Q1]
[discussing Q2]

Finally, in chapter 5 the conclusions and the recommendations are presented. [discussing Q1 + Q2]

11
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2 Preparing well

In this chapter phase 1 in the SUMP guidelines ¥ is dealt with. In order to obtain good plans, the start
must be good. That’s why in this chapter the preparation activities and results of these activities are
audited.

2.1 Evolving criteria

For auditing the preparation phase the client formulated the following research question (Q1):

“Are the solutions that are included in municipal planning documents based on comprehensive and
objective evaluation of the current situation in the field of transport infrastructure?”

The client also defined three sub questions. These sub questions are:

SQ1.1: Has (or has not) the municipality examined and evaluated all of the existing problems
that influence transport infrastructure development?

SQ1.2: Are the problems that are examined characteristic (or not characteristic) for the
objective situation in Riga?

SQ1.3: Has (or has not) the municipality defined correct priorities for solving the examined
problems?

In phase 1 of the SUMP guidelines # only the first and second sub questions (SQ1.1 and SQ1.2) is at
stake. The other sub question (SQ1.3) is dealt with in Chapter 3.

In the SUMP guidelines * for phase 1 (Preparing well) the following topics are mentioned together
with the activities to be audited:

Step 1: Determine your potential for a successful SUMP

Activity 1.1: Commit to overall sustainable mobility principles
Activity 1.2: Assess impact of regional/national framework
Activity 1.3: Conduct self-assessment

Activity 1.4: Review availability of resources (deals with organizational aspects; this is part of sub
question 3, so is no part of this audit report; see par. 1.3.1)

Activity 1.5: Define basic timeline
Activity 1.6: Identify key actors and stakeholders

Step 2: Define the development process and scope of plan

Activity 2.1: Look beyond your own boundaries and responsibilities

Activity 2.2: Strive for policy coordination and an integrated planning approach
Activity 2.3: Plan stakeholder and citizen involvement

Activity 2.4: Agree on work plan and management arrangements

Step 3: Analyze the mobility situation and develop scenario

Activity 3.1: Prepare an analysis of problems and opportunities
Activity 3.2.: Develop scenarios

In the analyses below these 3 steps with their 12 activities are discussed in order to check SQ1.1 and
sQl.2.

12
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2.2 Analyses of the executed activities and of the reports for a good preparation

Step 1: Determining the potential for a successful plans

The evaluation on executed plans was done only superficially, which was reported as ‘gradually
realized’. That is also the case with black spots (traffic unsafety).

The development of transportation infrastructure must be based on three mobility pillars, principles,
namely:

1 Accessibility
2 Safety
3 Livability

The commitment to these principals is expressed in all the documents (e.g. in the image concerning
Rigas long term development goals, and in the long term goals IM1, IM2, IM3 and IM4), including the
goals for Safety. Safety feeling in general is expressed indeed, but the development of a clear vision
on Traffic Safety is poor or completely missing in the analyzed documents:

- RIAS2030 IM3 has no mention of safety in the text, nor in monitoring;

- RIAS2030 transport infrastructure chapter has no mention of safety;

- TRANS TMP has no mention of safety — only regarding the implementation of cycle tracks
and speed reduction in residential areas.

The regional and national frameworks are assessed in all the documents, from mission to program.
In practice Riga has to deal with a lot of different interests of the different adjacent municipalities
within the Riga agglomeration.

The conduct on self-assessment or self-reflection by means of e.g. a SWOT analysis is well visualized
in chapter 5 of the Strategy report. For that part the same remark can be made as before, on the
principle of Safety, concerning Traffic Safety.

The timeline in which research is done and in which plans are developed is explained in the
Introduction of report RIAS2030 (the Introduction on the Strategy) and report RAP2020. The
coherence between the different research reports and the plans as shown report RAP2020 are
ordered in a way in which the SUMP guidelines # can be executed. Nevertheless, the strategy is not
based on proper analyses (see also later on).

These guidelines advise to make the implementation plans for a period of 3 to 10 years, which
should be updated/reviewed every 2 years (at least once every 5 years). RAP2020 is made for a
period of 7 years. It is not clear when it will be updated.

The description of the procedure for monitoring the strategy as described in chapter 11 of RIAS2030
shows a good way of reviewing plans.

Key actors and stakeholders have used the opportunity to reflect their vision and plans at the end of
2017 and the beginning of 2017. The municipality claims that the plans are developed in cooperation
with the stakeholders.
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Step 2: Defining the development process and scope of plans

The way in which the cooperation takes place and the attitude of the people involved determines
whether there is room for looking beyond your own boundaries and responsibilities. The best way to
determine that after the process took place is waiting for the comment on the plans during the
public participation. Legal procedures are not subject of this audit. But when (legal) procedures are
changed the suggestions mentioned in the SUMP guidelines # could be of help.

An integrated planning approach is guaranteed in the timeline for developing the plans. The policy
coordination was executed by the Municipality organization. Yet it is possible that during the
elaboration of plans changes take place in previously determined spatial plans.

For example, the ‘Rigas brivostas teritorija’ starts at the Vansu Tilts. The consequence of that is the
choice for tunnels or movable bridges for the two Daugava crossings north of the Vansu Tilts. But if
‘Rigas brivostas teritorija’ starts 1 — 3 km more north a (cheaper) fixed bridge is also possible. Such a
matter must be discussed in an integrated way. Not only shipping and mobility is involved, but also
finance, livability in city center, spatial planning, economy (areas for industry or else), appearance of
Riga (tall ships in the very center of the town).

As already concluded key actors and stakeholders have had the opportunity to reflect their vision
and plans. Looking at the variety of reflectants, reflections and reactions on that, it can be concluded
that the possibility of reflection took place in openness and well planned.

Looking at the planning process as well as the sequence op reports and the numerous reflectants,
reflections and reactions it can be assumed that the planning process is open and secured enough.

Step 3: Analyze the mobility situation and develop scenarios

The preparation of the analysis of problems was only partly done. The already mentioned traffic
accidents as well as a proper analysis of the modal split are missed. Also a plan how to close that
information gap is missing.

The prognosis model for the Riga area was not updated and was not used for the development of
the reports RIAS2030, RAP2020 and TRANS-TmP.

2.3 Conclusions on a good preparation (SQ1.1 and SQ1.2)

The research question Q1 is: “Are the solutions that are included in municipal planning documents
based on comprehensive and objective evaluation of the current situation in the field of transport
infrastructure?”

The in this chapter analysed sub questions are:

SQ1.1: Has (or has not) the municipality examined and evaluated all of the existing problems that
influence transport infrastructure development?

SQ1.2: Are the problems that are examined characteristic (or not characteristic) for the objective
situation in Riga?

The answers to these questions are as follows.
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The methods followed are good except for some big items, namely:

1. Proper analyses for a good preparation (evaluation of realized plans, analysis on traffic
unsafety, modal split analyses) were not done in advance.

2. Traffic (un)safety data is poorly investigated and played a too little role in the preparation
phase for the development of the plans, although measurable goals were set in report
RIAS2030. Therefore, a good analysis of the current traffic (un)safety situation is not
possible. Also no plan is drawn up for closing this information gap in the (near) future.

3. Notclear is what scenarios are developed in order to solve certain problems. For the bigger
picture these missing scenarios are:

a. The previously mentioned example of the ‘Rigas brivostas teritorija’;

b. The road network TEN-T; where the city of Kaunas (oriented in a similar place in the
network, made a new network for TEN-T outside city borders, Riga chooses to keep
the transportation network from the 2006 city development plan (Report TRANS-
TmP, page 8-9); that includes through traffic driving on busy city roads within city
borders. Furthermore, the evaluation of the goals from the 2006 Transportation plan
(Report TRANS-TmP, table 3) do not justify the sticking to the network of the 2006
city development plan.

2.4 Experts opinions on the preparation phase

Comparing the preparation phase for the municipalities of Riga and Vilnius gives the following
conclusions.

- The document planning of Riga and Vilnius has many similarities.
- The SUMP guidelines are more (explicitly) the way Vilnius develops het Mobility plans.
- Vilnius invests more money in making bike facilities safe.

Where the two cities (Riga and Vilnius) are not comparable about is (see also the pieces of text in
italic writing):

- The big harbor with its free passage heights and the consequences of it;

- The place in the TEN-T road network (Vilnius is located at a ‘dead end’, where Riga (as well
as Kaunas) is located at a junction;

- Railway (Vilnius has freight bypass);

- Public Transport (Vilnius does not have trams);

- Urban Fabric (Vilnius is more spread with large greenspaces between districts).

Considering the comparison above and the advised SUMP guidelines of the EU the following opinion
is stated:

- Rigas plans in RTP2006 were too ambitious and lacked measurable goals;

- Riga neglected the evaluations and analyses for a good preparation. Evaluating the effects of
the realized plans of RTP2006 as well as analyses of traffic unsafety and modal split are
essential.

- Riga could invest more in projects for safer bike and pedestrian facilities. A more general
approach of traffic safety can be of great importance;
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TRANS-TmP made only minor changes in comparison to RTP2006 instead of making
transparent evaluations (ex ante) on big issues;

Questioning the boundaries of the area with free passage heights (around the harbor) was
not (explicitly) executed;

A transparent evaluation (ex ante) is valuable for big issues like:

- The boundaries of ‘Rigas brivostas teritorija’;
- The tracing of the TEN-T road network.

16



Audit of Riga’s plans for transport infrastructure Rigas transporta infrastruktiras planu revizija

3 Rational and transparent goal setting

In this chapter phase 2 in the SUMP guidelines ¥ is dealt with. In order to obtain good plans, the
goals to be achieved must be good: developed rationally and in a transparent way. That’s why in this
chapter the goal setting activities and results of these activities are audited.

3.1 Evolving criteria for rational and transparent goal setting

For auditing the goal setting phase the client formulated the following research question (Q1):

“Are the solutions that are included in municipal planning documents based on comprehensive and
objective evaluation of the current situation in the field of transport infrastructure?”

The client also defined three sub questions. These sub questions are:

SQ1.1: Has (or has not) the municipality examined and evaluated all of the existing problems that
influence transport infrastructure development?

SQ1.2: Are the problems that are examined characteristic (or not characteristic) for the objective
situation in Riga?

SQ1.3: Has (or has not) the municipality defined correct priorities for solving the examined
problems?

In phase 2 of the SUMP guidelines ¥ the third sub question (SQ1.3) is at stake. The first and second
sub questions (SQ1.1 and SQ1.2) are dealt with in Chapter 2.

In the SUMP guidelines # for phase 2 (Rational and transparent goal setting) the following topics are
mentioned together with the activities to be audited:

Step 4: Develop a common vision and engage citizen

Activity 4.1: Develop a common vision of mobility and beyond
Activity 4.2: Actively inform the public

Step 5: Set priorities and measurable target

Activity 5.1: Identify the priorities for mobility
Activity 5.2: Develop SMART targets

Step 6: Develop effective packages of measures

Activity 6.1: Identify the most effective measures

Activity 6.2: Learn from others’ experience

Activity 6.3: Consider best value for money

Activity 6.4: Use synergies and create integrated packages of measures

In the analyses below these 3 steps with their 8 activities are discussed in order to check SQ1.3.

3.2 Analyses of the executed activities and of the reports for a good goal setting

Step 4: Develop a common vision and engage citizen
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The development is done well, although the attractiveness of the vision/strategy could be improved,
especially concerning safety: in RIAS2030 safety is not at all discussed and in TRANS-TmP only
slightly.

Public is informed in a proper way.

A vision on national level to start with and used as input for further, regional and local development
plans, is implemented into the strategy.

Strategy RIAS2030 as well as TRANS-TmP are based on an old mobility model. Little quantitative and
qualitative mobility data are analyzed.

The TRANS-TmP is connected to the strategy (RIAS2030).

The developed scenarios in RIAS2030 are not followed up with a vision and a choice for one
scenario. The before mentioned example of the ‘Rigas brivostas teritorija’ can be mentioned here
again. But also variants for a changed main infrastructure in the area around Ziepniekkalns (A7 and

A8) as well as variants for the tracing of western highway as access to the port area are not
developed (just the chosen changes are presented).

Step 5: Set priorities and measurable target

The mobility principles (priority for pedestrians, bikers and public transport) are made clear in the
Strategy (strategic point nr 121 in report “Transporta attistibas tematikais planoljums”).

Measurable goals concerning the number of (severe) road accidents are mentioned in RAP2020.
Difficult to understand is the goal of 5% decrease of the number of accidents with injuries, where
the goals for the number of fatal accidents as well as the total number of accidents are both 20%
decrease. Long term goals are missed.

Measurable goals for the usage of bikes are missed in RIAS2030 as well as in TRANS-TmP.
In TRANS-TmP the long term goals should also be mentioned.
Like the vision the way the goals are communicated with stakeholders is sufficient.

TRANS-TmP: The plans for cars, bikes and pedestrians are not prioritized, although these plans are
for a medium term and long period of time.

TRANS-TmMP mentions traffic safety only slightly: only resulting in cycle tracks and speed reduction
areas and noting for other safety aspects and car safety.

Step 6: Develop effective packages of measures

The long term development goal of giving priority to bikers has consequences for the safety (traffic
safety). More biking results in more severe accidents per kilometer of travelling. Since Riga (and
Latvia, and the EU) has the policy of a higher safety at the same time, it means that Riga needs to
build extra biking facilities for safety. In Denmark and The Netherlands a lot of experience and
knowledge is available (e.g. from SWOV). In RAP2020 this phenomena is missing.

When biking appears to be dangerous, people will decide not to take the bike; it will then be difficult
to reach the mobility goals.

A special/dedicated program for the safety of bikers is not part of the plans of Riga.

A method for determining the priority or effectiveness for different parts of the plan (e.g. Multi-
Criteria-Analysis) is not executed.

The accessibility of planned P+R facilities are insufficient in a few cases.
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The area of reduced speed limit of 30 km/h is small for a city as big as Riga.
The package of measures in report Velokonceptija is good except for the next four remarks:

1. Profile nr 6 (page 31) must only be used in locations where no other solution is possible
(because of its unsafety impact);

2. The situation where bicycles, as well as pedestrians, cross two lanes for motorized vehicles
in the same direction, must be signalized with traffic lights.

3. Bike facilities are missing or skipped in existing plans.

4. The coherence of the cycle network itself as well as of the connection to the public transport
is not always good, especially for communities on a distance of 5 km or more from the city
center (e.g. in Vecmilgravis).

3.3 Conclusions on a good goal setting (SQ1.3)

The research question Q1 is: “Are the solutions that are included in municipal planning documents
based on comprehensive and objective evaluation of the current situation in the field of transport
infrastructure?”

The in this chapter analysed sub question is:

SQ1.3: Has (or has not) the municipality defined correct priorities for solving the examined
problems?

The answers to these questions are as follows.

A knowingly exclusive extra building program for the safety of bikers is necessary for reaching the
goals of safety as well as of sustainable mobility is missing. This means that the safety goals as well
as the sustainable mobility goals are at stake.

Bike facilities are missing or are skipped in existing plans (e.g. on Salu Tilts).
Locations of a few planned P+R facilities are not good accessible.

The area of reduced speed limit of 30 km/h is small for a city as big as Riga.
Specific knowledge for safety for bikers is available.

A method for determining the best variant or the highest priority is not used

The plans for cars, bikes and pedestrians are not prioritized (phased), although these plans are for a
medium term and long period of time.

A vision on national level to start with and used as input for further, regional and local development
plans, is missed in report TRANS-TmP. If that vision would have been made and taken into
consideration, probably the outcome would have been a larger width of the circular roads of Riga’s
main road network. In that perspective a comparison with the Helsinki road network could be made:
skipping the link of circular roads between the city center and the sea could then also be taken into
consideration to skip it.

Measurable goals concerning the number of (severe) road accidents are mentioned in RAP2020.
Difficult to understand is the goal of 5% decrease of the number of accidents with injuries, where
the goals for the number of fatal accidents as well as the total number of accidents are both 20%
decrease. Long term goals are missed.
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3.4 Experts opinions on the goal setting phase

It is advised to the municipality of Riga to organize an exclusive fund for bike safety measures. The
amount of money can be changed depending on the outcome of monitoring the safety situation of
the Riga traffic.

Prioritizing the different parts/projects (for cars, bikes and pedestrians) of the plan by using an MCA
analysis is advised. Then, in combination with a proper monitoring system, it is also possible to
reprioritize the different plans during the (long) execution of the plans.

The focus in the existing plans should be more on expanding bike facilities, and on making bike
facilities safer.

A transparent evaluation (ex ante) is missed, but is definitely valuable for the big issues like:

- The tracing of the western highway;

- The network for the main car infrastructure around the area of Ziepniekkalns (A7 and A8)
(missed are the reasons as well as the weighing of the important criteria for costs and
benefits/effects);

- The tracing of the circular roads around the city
center: distance from city center, as well as shape.

The vision on the national road network should play a bigger role in the plans of Report TRANS-TmP.
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4 Elaborating the plans

In this chapter phase 3 in the SUMP guidelines ¥ is dealt with. In order to obtain good plans, the
elaboration of the plans must be good: developed rationally and in a transparent way. That’s why in
this chapter the elaboration activities for the plans and results of these activities are audited.

4.1 Evolving criteria for the elaboration of the plans

For auditing the goal setting phase the client formulated the following research question (Q2):

“Are the measures included in the Riga city municipal development planning documents focused on
solving Riga city transport infrastructure problems?”

The client defined two sub questions. These sub questions are:

SQ2.1: Has the municipality determined problem-oriented tasks in the field of transport
infrastructure?

S$Q2.2: Has the municipality established measurable goal indicators for the task?

In the SUMP guidelines * for phase 3 (Elaborating the plan) the following topics are mentioned
together with the activities to be audited:

Step 7: Agree on clear responsibilities and allocate funding

Activity 7.1: Assign responsibilities and resources
Activity 7.2: Prepare an action and budget plan
This is an organizational step, and therefore no part of this audit.

Step 8: Build monitoring and assessment into the plan

Activity 8.1: Arrange for monitoring and evaluation

Step 9: Adopt Sustainable Urban Mobility Plan

Activity 9.1: Check the quality of the plan
Activity 9.2: Adopt the plan

Activity 9.3: Create ownership of the plan (this is an organizational activity, and therefore no part of
this audit)

The activities of step 9 are organizational activities and therefore no part of this audit. In fact, the
check on solving the problems for Riga city transport infrastructure is also audited in step 6 of the
SUMP guidelines. This step 6 is discussed in paragraph 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4.

In the analyses below the remaining step 8 with just 1 activity are discussed in order to check SQ2.1
and SQ2.2.

4.2 Analyses of the executed activities and of the reports for a good elaboration of the
plans

The monitoring is organized in accordance with international standards (report RAP2020-page 107).
But the monitoring of the traffic accidents is not organized accurately.
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The Monitoring systems that are mentioned in the plans are only monitoring the execution of the
plans.

Monitoring systems for monitoring the locations and seriousness of congestion (accessibility), for
the number, seriousness and locations of traffic accidents (safety), as well as for bike usage, are
missing.

Auditing is done for the plans all together and not for every project separately. There is no provision
for auditing geometric designs.

4.3 Conclusions on a good elaboration of the plans (SQ2.1 and SQ2.2)

The research question Q2 is: “Are the measures included in the Riga city municipal development
planning documents focused on solving Riga city transport infrastructure problems?”

The in this chapter analysed sub questions are:

SQ2.1: Has the municipality determined problem-oriented tasks in the field of transport
infrastructure?

SQ2.2: Has the municipality established measurable goal indicators for the task?

The answers to these questions are as follows.

The three missing monitoring systems (for accessibility, for safety, and for bike usage) are necessary
for adjusting the plans in the near future. Therefore, these monitoring systems should be active in
order to be able to adjust the plans.

Audits on roadway designs are not part of the plans. Organizing audits by external specialists is a
proper way of checking the quality. Using auditors for every geometric design could have an added
value, especially when safety is at stake.

4.4 Experts opinions on the elaboration phase

Besides an accurate prognosis model, monitoring systems for effects of executed projects (for
accessibility, safety, and bike usage) are necessary for making plans and adjusting these plans, and
are therefore advised.

Using auditors for checking geometrical designs will have added value.
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5 Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1 Conclusions

Comparing the activities and reports of the municipality of Riga with the SUMP guidelines of the EU
gives the following conclusions.

Qil: Is the planning of construction, reconstruction and maintenance of Riga urban transport
infrastructure (including parking) effective and are the measures that are included in the
municipal development planning documents based on a detailed and objective assessment
of the current situation in the field of transport infrastructure?

Answers:
The methods followed are good except for some big items, namely:

1. Proper analyses for a good preparation (evaluation of realized plans, analysis on traffic
unsafety, modal split analyses) were not done in advance.

2. Traffic (un)safety data is poorly investigated and played a too little role in the preparation
phase for the development of the plans, although measurable goals were set in report
RIAS2030. Therefore, a good analysis of the current traffic (un)safety situation is not
possible. Also no plan is drawn up for closing this information gap in the (near) future.

3. Not clear is what scenarios are developed in order to solve certain problems. For the bigger
picture these missing scenarios are:

a. The previously mentioned example of the ‘Rigas brivostas teritorija’;

b. The road network TEN-T; where the city of Kaunas (oriented in a similar place in the
network, made a new network for TEN-T outside city borders, Riga chooses to keep
the transportation network from the 2006 city development plan (Report TRANS-
TmP, page 8-9); that includes through traffic driving on busy city roads within city
borders. Furthermore, the evaluation of the goals from the 2006 Transportation plan
(Report TRANS-TmP, table 3) do not justify the sticking to the network of the 2006
city development plan.

A knowingly exclusive extra building program for the safety of bikers is necessary for reaching the
goals of safety as well as of sustainable mobility is missing. This means that the safety goals as well
as the sustainable mobility goals are at stake.

Bike facilities are missing or are skipped in existing plans (e.g. on Salu Tilts).

Locations of a few planned P+R facilities are not good accessible.

The area of reduced speed limit of 30 km/h is small for a city as big as Riga.

Specific knowledge for safety for bikers is available.

A method for determining the best variant or the highest priority (e.g. MCA) is not used.

The plans for cars, bikes and pedestrians are not prioritized (phased), although these plans are for a
medium term and long period of time.

A vision on national level to start with and used as input for further, regional and local development
plans, is missed in report TRANS-TmP. If that vision would have been made and taken into
consideration, probably the outcome would have been a larger width of the circular roads of Rigas
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main road network. In that perspective a comparison with the Helsinki road network could be made:
skipping the link of circular roads between the city center and the sea could then also be taken into
consideration to skip it.

The following verdict has been given:

- The municipality has not examined and evaluated all of the existing problems that influence
transport infrastructure development, because a thorough analysis has not been done;

- The problems that are examined are not characteristic of the objective situation in
Riga, because they are not based on a thorough analysis and do not include traffic
safety;

- The municipality has largely not defined correct priorities for solving the examined
problems, because they are not sufficient or do not reflect the real abilities of Riga;

Q2: Are the measures included in the Riga city municipal development planning documents
focused on solving Riga city transport infrastructure problems?

Answers:

Long term goals are missed. RIAS2030 contains only some measurable long term goals. Measurable
goals for safety and the usage of bikes are missed in RIAS2030 as well as in TRANS-TmP. In TRANS-
TmP the long term goals should also be mentioned.

RAP2020 contains measurable mid-term goals. Measurable goals concerning the number of (severe)
road accidents are mentioned. Difficult to understand is the goal of 5% decrease of the number of
accidents with injuries, where the goals for the number of fatal accidents as well as the total number
of accidents are both 20% decrease.

The three missing monitoring systems (for accessibility, for safety, and for bike usage) are necessary
for adjusting the plans in the near future. Therefore, these monitoring systems should be active in
order to be able to adjust the plans.

Audits on roadway designs are not part of the plans. Organizing audits by external specialists is a
proper way of checking the quality. Using auditors for every geometric design could have an added
value, especially when safety is at stake.

The following verdict has been given:

- The municipality has not determined problem-oriented tasks in the field of transport
infrastructure, because there is a lack of information about existing problems and traffic
safety is not included in the tasks;

- The municipality has largely not established measurable goal indicators for the tasks, except
RAP2020 mid-term goal and select indicators in RIAS2030 strategy.

5.2 Recommendations

Considering the comparison of the Riga activities and reports with the Vilnius activities and reports
as well as with the advised SUMP guidelines of the EU, the following recommendations are stated:
1 Update the prognosis model and set up monitoring systems for accessibility (congestion), for
traffic unsafety, as well as for bike usage/
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Add a program for reducing the traffic unsafety. Focus in that additional program on black
spots and on vulnerable modalities, especially on bicycles. Take into account the remarks in
the paragraphs 2.3, 3.3, and 4.3 on this topic. Reason for this are the combination of the
goals of increasing use of bikes and of less severe accidents. A rise of severe accidents is
being expected when bike use rises. Therefore, a strong program of safe bike provisions
should be added to the plans in order to fulfil both goals.

In future planning processes use the SUMP guidelines %, with the working order (planning
cycle) and the checklists included in these guidelines.

Instead of an added program for reducing traffic safety (see above: 1) a soon review of the
plans (especially of reports RIAS2030 and TRANS-TmP) could be done with the application of
the complete SUMP guidelines (see final advice below).

Considering the comparison above and the advised SUMP guidelines of the EU the following opinion
is stated:

Riga should realize more projects for safer bike and pedestrian facilities. A more general
approach of traffic safety will be of big importance.
Questioning the boundaries of the area with free passage heights (around the harbor) was
not (explicitly) executed. This meaningful questioning should explicitly be made.
Riga did not take the opportunity to explicitly update the road network from the 2006
transportation plan with respect to evaluation of the goals. This is a missed opportunity.
It is advised to the municipality of Riga to organize an exclusive fund for bike safety
measures. The amount of money can be changed depending on the outcome of monitoring
the safety situation of the Riga traffic.
Prioritizing the different parts of the plan by using an MCA analysis is advised, especially for
the following big issues:
o The tracing of the western highway;
o The network for the main car infrastructure around the area of Ziepniekkalns (A7
and A8) (missed are the reasons as well as the weighing of the important criteria for
costs and benefits/effects);

o The tracing of the circular roads around the
city center: distance from city center, as well
as shape.

An updates prognosis model for future transport volumes (trucks, cars, bikes, pedestrians,
PT-passengers) is necessary for making plans and for adjusting these plans, and are
therefore advised.

Monitoring systems for accessibility, safety, and bike usage are necessary for making plans
and for adjusting these plans, and therefore they are advised.
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- Using auditors for checking geometrical designs could have added value.
- The radius of the circular roads in the road network of Riga are pretty small for a city of this
size.

Concerning time planning for the short term the following advice is stated.
Considering:

- The programs of around 2005 were for the most parts just gradually realized;

- The recent plans are not based on a recently updated prognosis model;

- Monitoring systems on goals like safety, accessibility and bike usage are not active, and are
not used for developing the plans;

- The effect of increasing bike use affect safety negatively, while stimulating bike usage must
be continued;

- The actual plans do not effectively support the goals and solve the problems of the city of
Riga;

, therefore the following order of activities for a short term approach of effectively solving problems
of Riga city transport infrastructure is advised:

- Start working on updating the prognosis model;
- Set up the three missing monitoring systems;
- For the short term realization of projects:
o Prioritize already existing bike and pedestrian (safety) projects as well as car safety
projects;
o Stop the realization of projects that do not fit in all visions and scenarios;
o Prioritize projects with consensus;
- Make transparent evaluations (MCA?) on the big infrastructure issues;
- Then update strategy and transportation plan, based on the prognosis model as well as the
outcome of the monitoring systems and the outcome of the evaluations on the big issues.
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Appendix 1

Rien Smalheer

Smalheer Support en Advies
Chamber of Commerce number 71934111
VAT number NL081988357B02 (provisional)

Phone: +31 6 3810 4160
Email: riensmalheer@hotmail.com
Address: Hooijdonkseweg 2,

4823 7D Breda
The Netherlands
OBIJECTIVE

To contribute to a transport infrastructure that is acceptably accurate, safe and livable, with acceptable
costs of money and space. To be achieved by teaching and executing assignments in the working field.

EDUCATION

1975-1979 HTS-civiele techniek (BSc Civil Engineering)
1979 -1983 PBNA-road engineering
1983 -1987 PBNA-traffic management

1979 —now various courses on sewering, safety analysis, project management, road design software,
etc.

WORK EXPERIENCE

1979 -1980 Military Officer, in the Corps of Military Engineers

1980-1983 Advisor of sewage plans, at Rijkswaterstaat-RIZA (Specialist organization for waste water)
1983 -1986 Road designer, at Rijkswaterstaat-Zuiderzeewerken (Dutch national road administration)
1986-1993 Coordinator Traffic, at Rijkswaterstaat-Flevoland (Dutch national road administration)
1991 -1993 Deputy secretary, at ROVF (regional platform for road safety)

1993 -1998 Project manager of road projects, at Provincie Noord-Brabant (regional government)
1998 —now Lecturer, at Breda University of Applied Sciences

2018 —now owner, of company Smalheer Support an Advies

QUALIFICATIONS

Designing and reporting: making policy reports, designing road networks and intersections, and
designing sewage networks

Educating: making series of courses over 4 educational years, for project management as well as road-
/network design

Leading (leadership): executing project management in infrastructure projects; leading military groups
on a mission; coaching students
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Appendix 2

Clients audit listed

Nr. = Veicamas darbibas / jautajumi, par

p.k. Aktivitate kuriem eksperts sniedz viedokli

1. Sn%egt .eksperta Veikt Rigas pils&tas pasvaldibas attistibas
atzinumu  vai Rigas | planofanas dokumentu  saturisko un
pilsétas transporta | kyalitates izvErtdjumu un sniegt eksperta
infrastruktiiras,  taja | yiedokli-
skaita autostavvietu, : . g Sialy o
izbiives, 1) vai pasvaldiba ir (vai nav) apzinajusi
rekonstrukcijas i un  izvErtjusi  visas pastavosas
uzturédanas planofana Problémas, kas ietekmé transporta
2 efektiva e infrastruktiiras attistibu;
pasvaldibas attistibas | 2) vai apzinatas problémas raksturo
planosanas (vai neraksturo) objektivo situdciju
dokumentos ieklautie Rigas pilséta.
rsindgjumi  ir balstiti| . S Y e
B e 3) \alv apzmato. problf:mu risinasanai

- o pasvaldiba 1r (vai nav) pareizi
objektivu esosas SO o
sitoRciRe Szl Wy noteikusi prioritates.
transporta
infrastruktiiras joma.

% Sniegt eksperta | Veikt Rigas pilsétas pasvaldibas attistibas
atzinumu vai Rigas | planoganas dokumentu izvértsjumu un
pilsétas  padvaldibas | spiegt eksperta viedokli:
ggzﬁztosplais;fx?: 1) vai pasvaldiba ir noteil»cu;i uz
risingjumi ir varsti uz problémam balstitu§ nsmix_nos
Rigas pilsetas l_xzdc_vumus transporta infrastruktiras
transporta b e
infrastruktoras 2) vai pasvaldiba risinamajiem
problému novérianu. uzdevumiem ir noteikusi izméramus

sasniedzamos rezultativos raditajus.
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Appendix 3

Secinajumi

Salidzinot Rigas pilsétas aktivitates un planoSanas dokumentus ar Eiropas Savienibas ieteiktajam

SUMP vadlinijam, rodas $adi secinajumi:

Qi: Vai Rigas pilsétas transporta infrastruktiiras, taja skaita autostavvietu, izbuves,
rekonstrukcijas un uzturésanas planosana ir efektiva un pasvaldibas attistibas planosSanas

dokumentos ieklautie risinajumi ir balstiti uz vispusigu un objektivu esosas situacijas
izvértéjumu transporta infrastruktdras joma?

Atbildes:
Izmantotas metodes ir labas, iznemot atseviskas, svarigas lietas. Konkrétak:

1. Priekslaikus nav veikta pilnvértiga situacijas analize (realizéto planu izvértéjums, satiksmes
drosibas analize, modala dalijuma analize) labai sagatavosanas stadijai;

2. Satiksmes (ne)drosibas dati ir vaji pétiti un spélé parak mazu lomu planu sagatavosanas
stadija, lai artilgtermina mérki transportam ieklauti jau RIAS2030 (pirms veiktas analizes).
Tadél nav bijusi izdeviba veikt labu esosas satiksmes drosibas situacijas analzi. Nepastav ari
plani, ka aizpildit So informacijas caurumu (tuva) nakotnég;

3. Nav skaidrs, kadi scenariji ir pétiti dazadu problému risinasana. Liela méroga trikst sekojoso
scenariju:

a. lepriekSminéta situacija ar Rigas Brivostas teritoriju un ziemelu tiltiem;

b. TEN-T celu tikls. Kur Kauna (novietota lidziga vieta tikla) radijusi TEN-T celu tiklu
arpus pilsétas robezam, Riga izvélas turpinat izmantot transporta tiklu no 2006. gada
attistibas plana (TRANS TmP, 8.-9. Ipp.), kas ieklauj tranzitsatiksmes virziSanu pa
pilsétas ielam ar intensivu satiksmi pasas pilsétas robezas. Turklat 2006. gada
transporta plana mérku (TRANS TmP, 3. tabula) izvértéjums nepamato s plana
turpmaku izmantosanu.

Trikst Tpasas, atsevisSkas papildu bivniecibas programmas ritenbraucéju drosibas uzlabosanai, kas ir
nepiecieSama, lai nodrosinatu drosibas un ilgtspéjibas mérku sasniegsanu. Tas nozimég, ka patlaban
tiek apdraudéta drosibas un ilgtspéjibas mérku sasniegsana.

EsosSajos planos trikst velo risinajumu vai art tiek netiek nemti véra. Pieméram, uz Salu tilta netiek
veidoti veloceli, lai arT Sobrid tiek veikta pilna 31 tilta rekonstrukcija un tas jau RTP2006 atziméts velo
infrastruktlras attistibas 12 gadu (2006—2018) plana.

Atseviskas planoto stavparku atrasanas vietas nav labi pieejamas.
Planota samazinata braukSanas atruma zona ir parak maza Rigas izmériem.
Ir pieejamas konkrétas zinasanas velo drosibai (Velokoncepcija).

Netiek izmantotas Tpasas metodes (pieméram, multikritériju analize) labaka varianta vai augstakas
prioritates noteikSanai.

Iznemot kravas transporta marsrutus, vérienigajos infrastruktiras attistibas planos nav noteikta to
ievieSanas prioritate, lai ar1 Sie plani ir paredzéti ilgam laika posmam.

TRANS TmP nav ieklauta nacionala méroga vizija ka sakumpunkts talakiem, regionala un vietéja
meéroga planiem. Ja $ada vizija tiktu radita un nemta vért3, iespéjams, ka rezultata tiktu radits lielaks
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magistralo loka ielu radiuss. Saja perspektiva var ari veikt salidzinajumu ar Helsinkiem: iespéjams, ka
varétu apsvert iespéju likvidet planotas magistrales starp pilsétas centru un jaru.

Secinajumu rezultata atzits, ka:

- Pasvaldiba nav apzinajusi un izvértéjusi visas pastavos$as problémas, kas ietekmé transporta
infrastruktlras attistibu, jo nav veikta pilnvértiga situacijas analize;

- Apzinatas problémas neraksturo objektivo situaciju Rigas pilséta, jo nav balstitas pilnvértiga
situacijas izvértésana un neieklauj satiksmes drosibu;

- Apzinato problému risinasanai pasvaldiba liela méra nav pareizi noteikusi prioritates, jo tas
nav pietiekamas vai neatbilst pilsétas realajam iespéjam;

Q2: Vai Rigas pilsétas pasvaldibas attistibas planoSanas dokumentos ieklautie risinajumi ir vérsti
uz Rigas pilsétas transporta infrastruktdras problému novérsanu?

Atbildes:

Trikst ilgtermina mérku. RIAS2030 satur tikai atseviskus izméramus ilgtermina sasniedzamos
rezultativos raditajus. Gan RIAS2030, gan TRANS TmP trikst izméramu mérku drosibai un velo
lietoSanai. Un TRANS TmP ari vajadzétu minét ilgtermina meérkus.

RAP2020 satur izméramus vidéja termina mérkus. Tiek minéti art izmérami mérki attieciba uz
(nopietnu) celu satiksmes negadijumu skaitu. Tacu grati saprast mérki par 5% samazinat negadijumu
skaitu ar ievainojumiem, ja gan kopé&jam negadijumu skaitam, gan navéjosu negadijumu skaitam
mérkis ir 20%.

Tris trikstosas monitoringa sistémas (pieejamibai, drosibai un velo lietojumam) ir nepiecieSamas
planu korigésanai tuva nakotné. Tadéel Sadam sistémam butu jabat aktivam, lai batu iespéjams
korigét planus.

Plani neieklauj celu dizaina reviziju. Korekts kvalitates parbaudes veids bitu veikt reviziju ar
neatkarigiem specialistiem. Revidentu lietoSana katram geometriskajam dizainam varétu nest
papildu pievienoto vértibu, it Tpasi, ja tas skar satiksmes drosibu.

Secinajumu rezultata atzits, ka:

- Pasvaldiba nav noteikusi uz problémam balstitus risinamos uzdevumus transporta
infrastruktlras joma, jo trikst informacijas par eso$ajam problémam un satiksmes drosiba
nav ieklauta uzdevumos;

- Pasvaldiba risinajumiem uzdevumiem lielakoties nav noteikusi izméramus sasniedzamos
rezultativos raditajus, iznemot RAP2020 vidéja termina mérkiem un atseviskus raditajus
RIAS2030.
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Appendix 4

leteikumi

Nemot véra Rigas darbibu un planosanas dokumentu salidzinajumu ar Vilnas aktivitatém un
plano$anas dokumentiem, ka ari ar Eiropas Savienibas ieteiktajam SUMP vadlinijam, sekojosas
rekomendacijas ir izvirzitas:

1.

Atjaunot prognozu modeli un izveidot monitoringa sistému pieejamibai (sastrégumiem),
satiksmes droSibai un velo lietojumam;

Radit Tpasu programmu satiksmes drosibas uzlabosanai. Koncentréties uz melnajiem
punktiem un mazaizsargatajiem celu satiksmes dalibniekiem. Nemt véra piezimes par $o
tému sadalas 2.3., 3.3. un 4.3. Ta iemesls ir velo skaita palielinasanas un satiksmes drosibas
uzlabo$anas mérku apvienosana: pieaugot divritenu skaitam, gaidams smagu negadijumu
skaita pieaugums, tadél spéciga programma drosas ritenbraucéju infrastruktiras
nodrosinasanai bitu pievienojama planiem, lai sasniegtu abus mérkus;

Nakotné planoanas procesiem bitu jaizmanto SUMP vadlinijas®, tostarp darba secibai un
ieklautajam kontrolsarakstam;

Ta vieta, lai raditu papildu programmu satiksmes drosibas uzlabosanai, var veikt drizu esosSo
planu (it 1pasi RIAS2030 un TRANS TmP) reviziju, Soreiz sekojot SUMP vadlinijam (skatit
zemak esosSos ieteikumus).

Nemot véra augstakminéto salidzinajumu un Eiropas Savienibas ieteiktas SUMP vadlinijas, sekojosais

viedoklis ir izteikts:

Rigai nepiecieSams realizét vairak projektus drosakai ritenbraukSanas un gajéju
infrastruktlrai. Visparéja pieeja satiksmes drosibai bitu |oti svariga.

Nav (skaidri) veikta jautajuma par brivu kugosanas iespéju robezam (ap ostu) attieciba uz
kugu augstumu pétisana. Sadai jégpilnai diskusijai bitu bijis jabt veiktai.

Riga nav izmantojusi iespéju skaidri korigét ielu tiklu no 2006. gada transporta plana,
izvértéjot ta atbilstibu mérkiem. ST ir zaudéta iespéja.

Rigas pasvaldibai ir ieteicams veidot Tpasu fondu ritenbraucéju drosibas pasakumu veiksanai.
Naudas daudzums var tikt mainits, balstoties uz Rigas satiksmes drosibas situacijas

monitoringa rezultatiem.
Ir ieteicama dazadu plana dalu prioritates noteikSana, izmantojot multikritériju (MCA)
analizi, it 1pasi Siem svarigajiem jautajumiem:
o Rietumu magistrales novietojums;
o Magistralo ielu tikls ap Ziepniekkalnu (A7 un A8) (trikst iemeslu un svarigu kritériju
svérsanas ieguvumiem/zaudéjumiem);
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o Loka celu novietojums ap pilsétas centru:
attalums no pilsétas centra un forma;

pasazieriem), jo tas ir nepiecieSams, lai raditu un korigétu transporta attistibas planus.

Ir ieteicams radit monitoringa sistému pieejamibai, drosibai un velo izmantosanai, jo ta ir
nepiecieSama, lai raditu un korigétu transporta attistibas planus.

Auditoru izmantoSana ce|u geometrijas dizaina parbaudei varétu radit pievienoto vértibu;
Rigas loka celu radiuss magistralo ielu tikla ir visai mazs Sada izmeéra pilsétai.

Attieciba uz laika planoSanu un darbibam istermina, sadi ieteikumi ir izteikti:

Nemot vér3, ka:

Ap 2005. gadu raditie plani, lielakoties, tikusi tikai dal€ji realizéti;

Jaunie plani nav balstiti aktuala satiksmes plismu modelr;

Nepastav monitoringa sistémas tadiem mérkiem ka drosiba, pieejamiba un velo
izmantos$ana, un tas nav izmantotas planojuma radisana;

Pieaugosa velo izmantoSana negativi ietekmé droSibu, tacu velo izmantoSanas stimulésana ir
jaturpina;

Esosie plani nav efektivi mérku sasniegSanai un problému risinasana Rig3,

Tade| tiek ieteikts veikt sekojosas aktivitates ka istermina pieeju efektivai problému risinasanai Rigas
transporta infrastruktdras joma:

Sakt darbu pie prognozes modela atjauninasanas;
Izveidot tris trikstosas monitoringa sistémas;
Istermina projektu realizacija:
o Noteikt prioritati esoSajiem ritenbraucéju un gajéju (drosibas) projektiem, ka art
autobraukSanas drosibas projektiem;
o Apturét tadu projektu realizaciju, kas neiederétos visas transporta attistibas vizijas
un scenarijos;
o Noteikt prioritati projektiem, kuros valda vienpratiba;
Izmantot caurspidigu izvértéjumu (MCA?) batiskos infrastruktiras jautajumos;
Tad atjaunot stratégiju un transporta planu, balstoties prognozes modeli, monitoringa
sistéma un batisko jautajumu izvértéjuma rezultatos.
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