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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition 0976/2008 by Sofia Papalexiou (Greek), with 1 signature, on non-
compliance by the Greek authorities with EU environmental legislation regarding 
the installation of purification plant along river basins and coastal areas in 
northern Greece

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner expresses concern at infringement by the Greek authorities of numerous EU 
environmental provisions in connection with purification plant along the Axios, Aliakmonas, 
Loudias and Gallikos river basins of northern Greece and along the Thermaïkos Gulf 
coastline. The petitioner points out that this makes it impossible to implement effectively 
Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the European 
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and Commission Regulation (EC) 
No 1974/2006 laying detailed rules for the application of Council Regulation (EC) 
No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 
Development (EAFRD). The petitioner, who represents around 5 000 Greek rice producers, is 
therefore seeking action by the European Parliament and the Commission to ensure 
compliance by the Greek authorities with the relevant EU legislation.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 1 December 2008. Information requested from Commission under 
Rule 192(4).

3. Commission reply, received on 20 March 2009.

‘The petitioner, who represents a number of rice producers, condemns the infringement of 
Community legislation resulting from pollution of the Aliakmonas, Axios, Loudias, and 
Gallikos rivers and of the Gulf of Thermaïkos. She also objects to the inclusion of certain 
areas in the Natura 2000 network.
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Commission remarks

The petitioner has already approached the Commission in connection with the above matters. 
The Commission has the following comments to make about the directives which the 
petitioner maintains are being infringed:

Nature conservation directives

Regarding the site designations (specifically with reference to Special Protection Area 
GR1220010 and sites of’ Community importance GR1210002, 122002, and 1250004), the 
Commission considers the delimitation to be consistent with the criteria laid down in, 
respectively, Directive 79/409/EEC on the conservation of wild birds1 and Directive 
92/43/EEC2 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora, and based on 
the best scientific information available. The petitioner is therefore wrong to say that the sites 
have been delimited incorrectly.

On a further point related to protection of the special protection areas, following ‘horizontal’ 
infringement proceedings, that is to say, relating to the fact that there were no fully 
comprehensive legal arrangements to protect Greece’s designated special protection areas, the 
Court of Justice took the view that Greece had failed to fulfil its obligations under Article 4(1) 
and (2) of Directive 79/409/EEC and the first sentence of Article 4(4) of that directive, as 
amended by Article 6(2) of Directive 92/43/EEC (judgment of 11 December 2008 in Case C-
293/07).

Water Framework Directive (Directive 2000/60/EC3)

The Commission keeps a close watch on the enforcement of this directive at every stage of its 
implementation. When Greece fails to comply, the Commission institutes infringement 
proceedings. As regards the provisions mentioned by the petitioner,

- after infringement proceedings had been brought and the Court had ruled against it 
(judgment of 31 January 2008 in Case C-264/07), Greece met its obligations under Article 5;

- regarding Article 6, the Greek authorities have compiled a register of protected areas;

- regarding Article 8, infringement proceedings have started;

- regarding Articles 11 and 13, the obligations to draw up management plans and implement 
the programmes will lapse at the end of 2009 and 2012 respectively.

                                               
1 OJ L 103, 5.4.1979, p. 1.
2 OJ L 296, 22.7.1992, p. 7.
3 OJ L 327, 22.12.2000, p. 1.
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Directive 2006/11/EC on pollution caused by certain dangerous substances discharged into 
the aquatic environment of the Community1

The reference to the Court ruling in Case C-384/97 is out of date: no further action concerning 
the infringement was taken after 2004, once the necessary legislative framework had been 
adopted.

Directive 91/271/EEC concerning urban waste-water treatment2

Under Articles 3(1) and 4(1) of the directive, all agglomerations with a population equivalent 
(p.e.) exceeding 15 000 had, by 31 December 2000 at the latest, to be provided with collecting 
systems for urban waste water, which also had to be processed by secondary treatment. If 
agglomerations had a p.e. between 2 000 and 15 000, the deadline for compliance was 
31 December 2005.

Where there are several agglomerations, the Commission cannot bring infringement 
proceedings for each one individually. As a matter of priority, it institutes proceedings with a 
view to enforcing Community legislation across the board.

As regards agglomerations with a p.e. exceeding 15 000, the Court has ruled against Greece 
(judgment of 25 October 2007 in Case C-440/06). In December 2008 the Commission 
instituted proceedings under Article 228 of the EC Treaty.

Regarding agglomerations with a p.e. between 2 000 and 15 000, the Commission is 
examining the available information in order to ascertain whether they conform to the 
requirements of the directive.

As far as industrial waste water is concerned, the petition does not relate to the specific 
industrial plant listed in Annex III with a p.e. of 4 000 or more.

Directive 2008/1/EC concerning integrated pollution prevention and control3

The petition does not relate to the industrial plant covered by Annex I. It is therefore 
impossible to establish whether any infringement has occurred.

Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on 
the environment4

The petition refers to a study which apparently has not been assessed. The subject of the 
directive, however, is not studies, but plans and programmes. That being the case, no 
infringement can be proved.

                                               
1 OJ L 64, 4.3.2006, p. 52.
2 OJ L 135, 30.5.1991, p. 40.
3 OJ L 24, 29.1.2008, p. 8.
4 OJ L 197, 21.7.2001, p. 30.
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Directive 2004/35/EC on environmental liability with regard to the prevention and remedying 
of environmental damage1

The incidents mentioned in the petition took place before 30 April 2007, in other words 
before the date by which Member States were required to comply with the directive. 
Furthermore, the petition refers to environmental damage in general, without specifying its 
scale or seriousness. Any damage has to be clear cut and quantifiable, and there needs to be a 
causal connection between damage and those identified as the polluters.

Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/20052 and Commission Regulation (EC) No 1974/20063

Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the European 
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development establishes general rules for programming and
defines the objectives to which rural development policy is to contribute as well as the 
priorities and measures for rural development.

Taking into account the Community and national priorities, Member States lay down rural 
development programmes and submit a proposal for each programme to the Commission.  
The Commission assesses the proposed programmes on the basis of their consistency with the 
Community strategic guidelines, the national strategy plan and Council Regulation (EC) 
No 1698/2005.

In accordance with the principle of subsidiarity, Member States are responsible for 
implementing the rural development programmes following approval by the Commission. The
progress, efficiency, and effectiveness of rural development programmes are measured by 
means of indicators relating to the baseline situation as well as to their financial execution, 
outputs, results and impact. The common monitoring and evaluation framework is drawn up 
in cooperation with the Commission.

In keeping with the above, Greece drew up the national strategy plan for rural development 
and the rural development plan and submitted them to the Commission. The programme was 
approved by decision C(2007)6015 of 29 November 2007.

The management and control functions of the programme are the responsibility of a 
competent national body, which also ensures that those systems operate effectively 
throughout the programme period, respecting the relevant national and Community legal 
framework.

The performance of the programme is recorded in the annual progress report, which is drawn 
up by the Member State and submitted to the Commission. The annual implementation results 
are examined and discussed between the Commission and the Member State, and action may 
be taken if deemed necessary in order to fulfil the objectives set in the rural development 
programme and ensure the sustainable development of rural areas.

                                               
1 OJ L 143, 30.4.2004, p. 56.
2 OJ L 277, 20.9.2005, p. 1.
3 OJ L 368, 15.12.2006, p. 15.
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Conclusion

What can be inferred from the foregoing is either that no infringement has been found to exist 
(Directives 79/409/EEC, 92/43/EEC, 2006/11/EC, 2008/1/EC, 2001/42/EC, and 2004/35/EC
and Regulations (EC) Nos 1698/2005 and 1974/2006) or that the Commission has taken the 
necessary steps, not least by instituting horizontal infringement proceedings (Directives 
2000/60/EC and 91/271/EEC). These conclusions have also been passed on to the petitioner 
by letter of 17 March 2008 and 23 April 2008 in the course of the correspondence that the 
Commission has been keeping up with her. The petitioner has not replied to those letters.

The Commission believes that what is involved in this case – given that Community 
environmental legislation has not been infringed – is a matter falling under national law that
should be dealt with by the Greek authorities.’


