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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition No 0752/2020 by V.P.Z. (Bulgarian), on behalf of the association K. 
K. Borovets 1992 and citizens, bearing 225 signatures, on the project of an 
MEG building on the site of the houses built by the local people and existing 
old forest 

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner, on behalf of the citizens of 30 houses in Samokov municipality, a well-known 
resort 80 km from Sofia, denounces that planned construction of a new complex (MEG 
building and two-storey underground parking structure for over six hundred cars) would 
trigger demolition of 30 years-old houses and affect the community. The project already 
approved by the municipality, would shake livelihood of hundreds of families, not only 
directly but also indirectly (family restaurants, shops, skiers, etc.). The petitioner states that 
the wooden character of the resort would not be preserved, the centuries-old trees lodged and 
family business torn down. He also points out to the fact that this area is a catchment area 
with a high groundwater level. The petitioner deplores this kind of projects that instead of 
helping develop tourism in the area and protect the environment, fosters spectacular plans that 
benefit only big players without taking account of the forest and the local population.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 7 December 2020. Information requested from Commission under 
Rule 227(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 18 January 2021

The petitioner shares their concerns that some investment intentions in the Borovetz resort in 
Bulgaria threaten existing small/family business activities, as such investments allegedly 
envisage demolition of almost 30 year old temporary buildings (cabins), serving as commercial 
premises (restaurants, ski shops, etc.) as well as felling of old trees. They claim that, if 
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implemented, the investment intentions “will have irreparable environmental and social 
consequences for the area”. The petitioner also complains that in 2007 the municipal authorities 
assigned them the task to elaborate a detailed spatial plan of the area, which the latter did at 
their own expense but the authorities never proceeded with the document. According to the 
petitioner, the investment intentions envisage building over a “worryingly high” percentage of 
land; felling of an age-old pine grove in a water catchment area with a high groundwater level; 
and construction of a two-level underground car park with a capacity for over 600 cars, bringing 
with it the risk of excessive air pollution.

The Commission’s observations

The Commission notes that the decisions of the national authorities to lend and/or discontinue 
lending public property to local small/family businesses is not regulated at EU level. Therefore, 
the Commission cannot intervene in such matters.  

The decisions of the national authorities related to land-use purposes and spatial developments 
are also not covered by EU legislation and the Commission is not entitled to act in these cases 
either.

As regards the authorisation of plans or projects as described in the petition (i.e. demolition of 
the temporary buildings/cabins rented by the petitioners, tree fellings and construction 
activities), it should comply with Directive 2001/42/EC1 on the assessment of the effects of 
certain plans and programmes on the environment (known as the Strategic Environmental 
Assessment Directive) or Directive 2011/92/EU2 on the assessment of the effects of certain 
public and private projects on the environment, as amended by Directive 2014/52/EU3 (known 
as the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive). According to the available information, 
the location of the investment intentions does not fall within the Natura 2000 network. 
However, as it seems to be adjacent to Natura 2000 sites, possible impacts should be assessed 
during the environmental assessment procedure, which, according to Bulgarian legislation, is a 
mandatory legal requirement for any investment proposal of the type and scale described in the 
petition.

The petitioner does not refer to any failures concerning the above-mentioned environmental 
assessments and/or procedures. Furthermore, according to the publicly available information, 
the project has won an architectural competition in 2018 and the Commission services were not 
able to find information for any action taken towards its implementation or other information 
justifying the need for further investigation of the situation.

Conclusion

The available information does not provide any indication of a possible breach of EU law. 
Moreover, the project is not administratively mature. Therefore, the Commission has no basis 

1 Directive 2001/42/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 June 2001 on the assessment of the 
effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment, OJ L 197, 21.7.2001, p. 30–37.
2 Directive 2011/92/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 December 2011 on the assessment 
of the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment Text with EEA relevance, OJ L 26, 
28.1.2012, p. 1–21.
3 Directive 2014/52/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 April 2014 amending Directive 
2011/92/EU on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment Text with 
EEA relevance, OJ L 124, 25.4.2014, p. 1–18.



CM\1222680EN.docx 3/3 PE663.340v01-00

EN

to intervene in the petitioners’ efforts to stop the developments allegedly envisaged by the 
local authorities or in keeping their rental contracts for the restaurants, ski shops or other retail 
premises. The petition would be dealt with in an appropriate manner by the national 
authorities.


