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Subject: Legal ambiguity in relation to a bi-communal project in Cyprus funded by the Commission

Mr Costakis Conteatis is the owner of a property located at 1, Zaimis Street, Neapolis, in the occupied 
part of Nicosia. This property was used by the Turkish Cypriot Municipality of Nicosia. On account of 
the illegal occupancy of his property, Mr Conteatis lodged an action against Turkey with the ECHR on 
27 January 2003, which is still pending.

The municipality has transferred the property for use by a Turkish Cypriot non-profit organisation 
called the European Mediterranean Arts Association (EMAA). The Commission is awarding a grant to 
the EMAA as part of a package of financial aid to the Turkish Cypriot Community for a bi-communal 
activity in cooperation with the Republic of Cyprus Chamber of Fine Arts (EKATE). The goal of the 
project was explained in a letter sent to Mr Conteatis by Ms Michaela Di Bucci, Head of Unit of the 
Commission’s Task Force for the Turkish Cypriot Community. Ms Di Bucci added that the 
Commission has never financed any renovation or alteration works on the building, which have most 
probably been self-financed by the EMAA itself.

Mr Conteatis acknowledges that the project serves a good purpose. However, he is of the view that 
the fact the building is being used without his consent is violating his rights as its rightful owner, and 
that the situation is prejudicial to the action he has lodged with the ECHR. According to the law of the 
Republic of Cyprus, people entering his property in connection with the project, including Commission 
officials, are trespassing, and he reserves his rights to take legal action to this effect.

I would point out that Recital 9 of Council Regulation 389/20061, which concerns the implementation 
of the latter, stipulates that ‘the rights of natural and legal persons, including the rights to possessions 
and property, should be respected’. Mr Conteatis is prepared to give his consent, provided that the 
occupants acknowledge that he is the property’s owner and reach agreement with him on a 
reasonable rent.

Does the Commission realise that funding a project which involves activities taking place on the 
property of an individual without his or her consent, even if this does not include alterations, 
renovations or running expenses, does indeed amount to condoning an unlawful act on behalf of the 
occupants and grantees, and conflicts with Recital 9 of Council Regulation 389/2006?
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