
3. If the response to the first question is in the affirmative, do the requirements of the establishment of a single national 
regulatory body for the railway sector, pursuant to Article 55(1) of Directive 2012/34; of the functions of a regulatory 
body pursuant to Article 56(2), (6), (11), and (12) thereof; and of cooperation of regulatory bodies pursuant to 
Article 57(2) thereof, admit the possibility that the decisions of a regulatory body on the merits of the case can be 
substituted by judgments of individual courts of general jurisdiction, which are not bound by the regulatory body’s 
findings of fact?

(1) OJ 2012 L 343, p. 32.
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