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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition 1549/2010 by Stefania Ligerou (Greek), bearing one signature, on the 
development of a new gold mine at Olimpiada on the Chalkidiki peninsula in 
Northern Greece

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner protests against the planned development of a new gold mine at Olimpiada on 
the Chalkidiki peninsula in Northern Greece. The petitioner maintains that no assessment has 
been made of the project’s impact on the environment and that, as a result, there will be 
widespread devastation and pollution of an area of natural beauty. The petitioner further 
points out that this will involve a huge volume of toxic waste, which will have serious health 
consequences for the local population. Citing Greece’s failure to implement EU legislation on 
waste and environmental impact assessments, which has also been confirmed by the European 
Court of Justice, she asks Parliament to intervene.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 23 March 2011. Information requested from Commission under Rule 
202(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 10 June 2011.

The Petition

The petitioner protests against the planned development of a new gold mine at Olimpiada on 
the Chalkidiki peninsula in Northern Greece. What was actually registered by the Parliament 
as a petition is a letter from the petitioner addressed to the Greek Ministry for the 
Environment, urging it not to approve this development and copied to the Presidents of the 
Greek Parliament and of the EP. The summary of the petitioner's allegations as initially 
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transmitted by the Parliament does not correspond to the information contained in the file. In 
particular, the reference to a Court ruling concerning "Greece’s failure to implement EU 
legislation on waste and environmental impact assessments" is incorrect; the ruling1

mentioned by the petitioner is related to the failure of Greece to ensure that existing 
installations operate in accordance with the requirements of Directive 2008/1/EC of the 
European Parliament and of the Council of 15 January 2008 concerning integrated pollution 
prevention and control (IPPC)2. The Secretariat of the Petitions Committee requested 
clarification from the petitioner, who replied by e-mail of 27 April 2011. 

Taking into account the latest information, the allegations of the petitioner can be summarised 
as follows:

- The proposed gold mine project has not been made subject to an assessment as regards 
its effects on the environment and, as a result, there will be widespread devastation 
and pollution of an area of natural beauty;

- The permitting procedure which is ongoing is illegal, because there is no consultation 
with the public and the local society.

The Commission's observations

The allegations of the petitioner are related to Directive 85/337/EEC3, as amended by 
Directives 97/11/EC4, 2003/35/EC5 and 2009/31/EC6, on the assessment of the effects of 
certain public and private projects on the environment. The directive is also known as the 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Directive. Under the EIA Directive, projects likely 
to have significant effects on the environment by virtue, inter alia, of their nature, size or 
location, must be made subject to an assessment of their environmental effects prior to 
development consent. The EIA Directive distinguishes between a project requiring a 
mandatory EIA (so-called Annex I projects) and those where Member State authorities must 
determine, in a procedure called “screening”, if projects are likely to have significant effects, 
taking into account criteria in Annex III of the directive (so-called Annex II projects); if they 
are, an EIA is necessary. Open-cast mining where the surface of the site exceeds 25 hectares 
is listed in Annex I.19 of the directive; projects below this threshold and underground mining
projects are listed in Annex II.2.a and b of the directive.

According to the information sent by the petitioner, the new mining project is subject to an 
EIA procedure and the procedure is ongoing. The stage of public consultation has been 
concluded. The environmental authorities (e.g. Environmental Inspectorate) and other 
stakeholders (Technical Chamber of Central Macedonia – TEE) have submitted their 
comments. The competent authorities have to decide whether development consent will be 
granted. This can probably explain why the petition has been addressed to the Greek Minister 
for the Environment and was sent to Parliament for information.

                                               
1 Judgement of 2 December 2010, Case C-534/09. 
2 OJ L 24, 29.1.2008, p. 8.
3 OJ L 175, 5.7.1985, p.40.
4 OJ L 73, 14.3.1997, p.5.
5 OJ L 156, 25.6.2003, p.17.
6 OJ L 140, 5.6.2009, p.14
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Given that an EIA is taking place, including a public consultation, the allegations of the 
petitioner are refuted. 

The Commission would like to make the following additional comments:
i. The EIA Directive does not prohibit the authorisation of a project, even if it has 

negative effects on the environment. The EIA Directive does not establish obligatory 
environmental standards; however, the environmental impact study and the final 
decision should propose measures to prevent, reduce and, where possible, offset any 
significant adverse effects on the environment;

ii. As regards the public consultation, the opinions and comments expressed should be 
taken into consideration in the development consent procedure, but they are not 
binding; 

iii. The EIA Directive does not include requirements on monitoring and quality control. 
Given that the directive lays down essentially procedural requirements, the verification 
of the substance of the environmental impact study and of the appropriate character of 
any environmental conditions imposed fall within the responsibility of the competent 
national authorities;

iv. The competent authority must make available to the public the main reasons and 
considerations on which its decision (to grant or refuse development consent) is based.

Conclusion

Given that an EIA procedure is ongoing, the Commission cannot intervene further. The 
competent Greek authorities have to take a final decision to grant or refuse development 
consent. This can probably explain why the petition has been addressed to the Greek Minister 
for the Environment.

If the petitioner has any further evidence to indicate that Community legislation is being 
breached, the Commission will be happy to give further consideration to the petition. The 
Commission would like to stress that any further allegations should be detailed and elaborated 
enough and should be supported by appropriate material (for instance, copies of 
correspondence with the national administration, recourse to national courts or other 
procedures, copies of the relevant chapters of the environmental impact study). In the absence 
of tangible and specific evidence on manifest errors of assessment, the Commission services 
will not be in a position to investigate the petition in a meaningful manner.


