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CZECH REPUBLIC

D8 motorway	 Total cost of the 2 sections: €507m + €634m 
The motorway connecting Prague with Dresden includes two highly controversial sections. A section 
financed by the EIB is currently being built through České Středohoří, a mountain range of volcanic 
origin. It is destroying what the traveller Alexander von Humboldt called “the third most beautiful 
view in the world”, although it was possible to either choose a different route or to route the mo-
torway through a tunnel. Another section financed by both the EU and the EIB has recently been 
built through an environmentally valuable site in the Eastern Ore Mountains, which was intentionally 
kept outside the Natura 2000 system. The motorway received EIB and EU financing despite several 
breaches of the law, as confirmed by the Czech Ombudsman in 2005, and a non-transparent tender 
for a bridge, as stated by the Czech anti-monopoly office in the same year. 

Dam on the River Elbe 	 Total cost: €142m
The construction of a dam on the River Elbe near the town of Děčín would irreparably damage the 
river’s last free flowing section in Czech territory and the unique natural area of the Elbe Canyon, 
planned as a Natura 2000 site. The dam would lead to a loss of rich river ecosystems that are home 
to beaver, otter and fish species such as barbillon and dace. The stated aim of the project is to inten-
sify navigation on the Elbe. This makes very little sense as the navigability is also limited on further 
stretches of the river in Germany, where no similar navigation plans have been approved due to both 
economic and environmental reasons.

R35 expressway 	 Total cost of the 2 sections: €203m + €86m
The 250km long expressway planned from Liberec to Olomouc involves two serious clashes with 
nature in Eastern Bohemia. The section Turnov-Úlibice would cut through the “Czech Paradise”, a 
unique protected landscape that holds the status of UNESCO Geopark. Despite a petition against 
the proposed route signed by 11,000 people, an alternative southern route has not been seriously 
considered. Another section of the R35 Opatovice-Zámrsk would affect the bird area Komárov (Na-
tura 2000), an important habitat for the northern harrier and the short-eared owl. The borders of 
the bird area were intentionally shrunk because of the planned road, although the conflict could be 
easily avoided by another routing. 

R1 – Prague ring-road	 Total cost north-west section: €848m
There are two possible routes for the north-west part of the ring-road around the Czech capital. 
The officially promoted southern variant would cut through residential areas and several protected 
natural and recreational sites on the outskirts of Prague. Bringing heavy transit traffic inside the city 
and mixing it with urban traffic would lead to more frequent traffic jams. The southern variant is 
further complicated by several tunnels and bridges leading to exorbitant costs and safety hazards. 
In contrast, the northern alternative leads outside the inhabited urban area and would also be at 
least €165m cheaper, according to a study ordered by the Ministry of Transport. However, the same 
ministry is still pursuing the plans to build the southern variant with EU money. 

R52 expressway 	 Total cost: €357m
The 20km long expressway planned to connect Brno and Vienna via the town of Mikulov would ad-
versely affect three Natura 2000 sites and several unique south Moravian landscapes (including 
Pálava UNESCO Biospheric Reserve and Lednice-Valtice cultural complex – UNESCO World Heritage 
site). An alternative solution is possible: using the existing parallel-running D2 motorway and building 
a link to the Austrian border near the town of Břeclav. This alternative would cost a fraction of the 
official Mikulov variant and would also shorten the transit route from Poland to Austria. Although the 
superiority of the Břeclav alignment has been confirmed by a series of expert studies, the Czech and 
Austrian authorities are still proceeding with the expensive and damaging Mikulov variant. 

R55 expressway 	 Total cost section Uherské Hradiště – Hodonín: €195m
The expressway between the towns of Olomouc and Břeclav would cut through the Natura 2000 
area Bzenecká Doubrava-Strážnické Pomoraví, endangering protected bird species, especially the 
nightjar and the woodlark. The route was approved without any consideration of an alternative route 
that would avoid the site, thus violating EU law. According to an expert study, an available alternative 
route can be built at a comparable cost.  

Railway junction reconstruction in Brno 	 Total cost: €650-940m 
The main railway station in Brno is planned to be moved almost one km away from its attractive site 
in the city centre. Such relocation would complicate the lives of tens of thousands of everyday com-
muters to and from Brno who would have to spend more time travelling to work or school. Modernisa-
tion of the station in its current location would be far more appropriate and popular, as the results 
of a local referendum in 2004 showed. A comparative analysis ordered by the city council confirmed 
in August 2007 the prevailing positives of the “central” location. However, the authorities remain 
intent on pursuing the originally planned relocation with the help of EU money.

Incinerators in Opatovice and Ostrava	 Total cost: €68m + €150m
A municipal waste incinerator with a capacity of almost 100,000 tonnes per year is planned in the 
town of Opatovice, while a waste pyrolysis facility with a capacity of almost 200,000 tonnes is to 
be built in the Ostrava region. By burning waste, both projects will result in the wastage of many 
valuable materials that could otherwise be reused or recycled. In contrast, waste prevention and 
recycling measures would offer a far cheaper solution and create many more jobs. Both projects face 
opposition from local people and are contrary to the official Czech Waste Management Plan which 
has pledged support for recycling and alternative waste treatment technologies. The plan forbids the 
use of public funds for incinerators, yet there is still strong lobby pressure to build these two plants 
with the help of EU money.

POLAND

Nine municipal waste incinerators	 Total cost: €1,054m
Poland plans to use EU funds to construct nine municipal waste incinerators in its major cities. The incin-
erators will cost over €1bn and will consume 59% of all the Cohesion Fund money for waste manage-
ment in Poland for the 2007-2013 period. Such distribution of funds contradicts the EU waste hierarchy, 
according to which priority must be given to reduction, reuse and recycling of waste. These are more 
cost-effective and environment-friendly solutions, also creating much more employment, frequently for 
people from socially excluded groups. Many of the planned incinerators are oversized and will compete for 
resources, especially for paper and plastic, with recycling facilities. Construction of the incinerators will 
thus block any major separate collection and recycling schemes in the cities and the areas around them 
for the next 20 years. At the moment, less than 3% of municipal waste is recycled, one of the lowest 
levels in Europe, and Poland will most likely not meet EU recycling requirements for packaging waste.

S3 expressway	 Total cost: €1,792m 
The 340km long expressway through western Poland will directly threaten twelve existing and 
planned Natura 2000 sites with populations of rare bird species, including white-tailed eagle, black 
stork and lesser-spotted eagle. The expressway will also cut corridors of European importance for 
the east-west migration of large mammals. Possible alternative routes have never been seriously 
considered while mitigation and compensation measures such as animal passages or improvement of 
habitats have not been properly prepared and consulted with the public. 

A1 motorway	 Total cost of the 3 sections: €1,751m
The motorway sections between Gdańsk and Stryków in the north of Poland cut through six exist-
ing and planned Natura 2000 sites, including the Lower Vistula Valley and three major east-west 
corridors of European importance for the migration of animals. The proposed number and technical 
parameters of animal passages are not sufficient to enable continued migration of mammals. Pos-
sible alternative routings for the key sections have been neglected as has the required assessment of 
impacts on Natura 2000 sites. One of the sections has already been constructed with EIB financing 
and the two other ones are planned for EU funding.   

Via Baltica expressway	 Total cost: €504m
The S8 expressway is planned as the Polish part of the Via Baltica corridor from Warsaw to Helsinki. 
The most critical section between Białystok and the Lithuanian border will cause irreversible dam-
age to at least three Natura 2000 sites which are home to rare and endangered species including 
spotted eagle, corncrake, wolf, elk and lynx. One of the sites is the pristine Rospuda Valley in the 
Augustów Forest, a unique ecosystem thought to be the last of its kind in Europe. In 2007, the 
European Commission took Poland to the European Court of Justice for breaching EU environmental 
law during the planning of the road. Several better alternative corridors for the whole road have been 
identified, including a 30km shorter route via the town of Lomża. In spite of that, the original, most 
harmful route is already being constructed and is planned to be financed by the EU. 

S19 expressway 	 Total cost: €2,022m
The 570km long expressway is proposed as a transit route through eastern Poland, a region of excep-
tionally valuable natural areas such as Knyszynska Forest and the Western Carpathian mountains. 
The planned route would affect as many as 18 existing and planned Natura 2000 sites and cross 
important migratory corridors for species such as wolf, lynx and bear. Overall environmental impacts 
and possible alternatives have not been assessed. Moreover, the economic viability of the express-
way is highly questionable because of low levels of traffic in this part of Poland. 

HUNGARY

M0 - Budapest ring-road 	 Total cost east section:  €348m 
The eastern section of the Budapest ring road, financed by both the EU and the EIB, will cause excessive 
noise and air pollution levels in surrounding urban areas and a drop in real estate prices. Citizens living 
along the route are not being compensated properly and have objected to a number of legal breaches 
during the project’s preparation. Overpasses are being constructed without space for pedestrians and 
bicycles, which means that people can get to the other side only by car. Moreover, the need for this sec-
tion is questionable as another nearby planned motorway, the M31, is going to fulfil the same function.

ECE shopping centre in Győr	 Total cost: €100m 
In 2005 the EIB loaned €210m to the German company ECE for the building of five shopping centres 
(“Arcades”) across central Europe, including one in the Hungarian city of Győr. The Győr project was built 
near a residential area with already higher than permissible noise and air pollution due to mass traffic 
– this has now been further amplified by the shopping centre. A study ordered by the city found that 
Győr was already oversaturated with shopping centres with resulting negative impacts for the local 
economy and thus no need for any new ones. As a European market leader with 94 shopping centres 
worldwide, ECE should not be receiving financial assistance from a public bank such as the EIB at all. 

M4 Metro in Budapest	 Total cost:  €2,050m 
Drowning in increasing volumes of car traffic, the Hungarian capital clearly needs major improve-
ments in its public transport. However, this project to add a fourth line to the Budapest subway 
system is anything but a good solution. Based on an outdated plan from the 1970s, the project does 
not reflect the public transport needs of present-day Budapest and it is also economically irrational. A 
study ordered by the city found several other better low-cost alternatives. Yet the construction was 
started in 2007 without secured funding, while the estimated cost continuously increases. The EIB 
has already approved a loan for the project, which could also consume the majority of EU funds for 
public transport in Hungary, thus preventing the implementation of more necessary projects. 

Navigation on the Hungarian section of the River Danube	 Total cost: €75m 
The project, which aims to secure a 2.5 metre draught for ships on the entire Hungarian stretch of 
the Danube, could damage many of Hungary’s last great river landscapes, wetland areas and flood-
plain forests, all protected as Natura 2000 sites. Outdated engineering solutions to transform the 
river-basin by deepening, regulating, damming and cutting river-arms destroy valuable biodiversity. 
They also endanger the river’s other functions, ranging from drinking water and flood management 
to fishing, tourism and recreation. Instead, new solutions such as the development of port services, 
more precise water level forecasting, the technological improvement of ships, and more favourable 
regulation for shipping should be advanced.

Kis-Balaton water protection system	 Total cost:  €7,5m 
The project aims to improve the water quality of Lake Balaton by increasing the water level of the 
nearby Kis-Balaton (Small Balaton) by one metre. Kis-Balaton is one of the last sizeable wetland 
areas of Central Europe, and is protected as a Natura 2000 site. The water quality of Balaton is an 
important issue, but it cannot be improved by destroying the habitats of rare species such as north-
ern vole, dogfish and pond loach. The results of such water cleaning methods have not been proven. 
Civic associations have been requesting a fundamental modification of the project.

Incinerators in Várpalota and Hajdúböszörmény 	 Total cost:  €142m + €100m
A municipal waste incinerator with a capacity of 100,000 tonnes per year, planned in the town 
of Várpalota, near Lake Balaton, is facing opposition from the local government and citizens. The 
plant would dramatically increase air pollution in an area where tumour and respiratory diseases are 
already significantly above the national average. A similar incinerator with a capacity of 150,000 
tonnes per year, planned in the town of Hajdúböszörmény, is also facing strong local opposition. EU 
funds should instead be invested in improving waste prevention and recycling systems, which are 
better for the environment and create more jobs.

ESTONIA

Saaremaa bridge	 Total cost: €300m
The Estonian government is considering building a 7km bridge linking Saa-
remaa Island with the mainland, possibly using EU funds. €300m is ex-
cessive for achieving improved accessibility to an island with only 40,000 
inhabitants and the money could be used in more sensible ways to serve 
the island’s development. Improving the existing ferry service would cost 
just a fraction of a huge bridge. The bridge would significantly increase the 
volume of mass tourism, putting excessive pressure on the island’s very 
vulnerable ecosystems. It would also conflict with an important Natura 
2000 bird area.

LATVIA

Riga Freeport development 	 Total cost: €123m
The planned development of the Riga Freeport and its access infrastructure 
would threaten the nesting population of more than 2000 Black-headed 
gulls, a protected bird species, on Krievu Island in Latvia’s capital. Residents 
of neighbouring blocks of flats are concerned too about the prospect of 	
a coal reloading terminal emitting coal dust just outside their windows. The 
environmental impacts of the port development have never been assessed 
as a whole, in violation of EU law. In January 2008, the Latvian constitu-
tional court recognised a complaint by a local citizen group and ordered 
the freezing of the development until the land-use plan is prepared in ac-
cordance with the law.

SLOVAKIA

D1 motorway through Považská Bystrica	      Total cost section Sverepec-Vrtižer: €352m
A motorway on a flyover bridge above residential houses is to be built through the town of Považská 
Bystrica, causing excessive noise and air pollution. Alternative solutions recommended by experts 
– such as a route around the town with a tunnel – have been ignored. The affected communities have 
not been properly consulted or compensated. The EIB has nevertheless approved a loan for the proj-
ect, while the European Commission has initially rejected it and is demanding further clarifications.

Hazardous waste incinerator in Banská Bystrica region	 Total cost: €25m
The Petrochema Dubová company is using its political connections with the authorities in the Banská 
Bystrica region to push for the construction of a new waste incinerator with EU subsidies. The need 
for the incinerator has not been properly assessed and non-incineration alternatives have not been 
considered. Several local municipalities have already rejected the project, mainly because of environ-
mental concerns. However, the regional authorities continue to look for other sites, currently in the 
town of Žarnovica.

Žilina waste landfill	 Total cost: €4m
The municipal waste dump in the city of Žilina is located less than 300m from a residential neigh-
bourhood. Local citizens have been raising the alarm for a long time against the leakage of contami-
nated water, its poor treatment, dust and smell. The city is now planning to use EU funds to enlarge 
the existing dump towards the inhabited area without dealing with the existing ground water con-
tamination. Žilina also does not have a proper recycling system to decrease the amount of waste 	
– a problem ignored by the Ministry of Environment when it issued a permit for the project.

ROMANIA

Navigation on the Danube: Bulgarian-Romanian section	 Total cost: €138m (BG) + unknown (RO) 
In order to intensify navigation on the Danube, the EU is seeking to remove ‘bottlenecks’ on the river 
and ensure a minimum depth of 2.5m at all times of the year. Deepening of the river, regulation of 
water flows, cutting off side-arms and reinforcement of riverbanks would have a permanent negative 
impact on the rich biodiversity along the Danube. The ‘bottlenecks’ destined for elimination are the 
river’s last free-flowing sections and most precious stretches. This project on the joint Romanian-
Bulgarian section would seriously affect valuable ecosystems on islands and natural river banks, des-
ignated as protected areas under the Natura 2000 network in both countries.

Navigation on the Danube: Călăraşi–Brăila section 	 Total cost: €38m 
The planned river engineering works for this 200km long section of the Danube will negatively affect 
ecologically valuable islands, side-arms and natural river banks, some of which are being designated 
as Natura 2000 sites. Ironically, eight of these islands hosting unique ecosystems and threatened 
species such as the Dalmatian pelican and Pygmy cormorant are currently protected under an EU-
financed conservation programme. Furthermore, if the river works are realised, one of the most im-
portant migration routes for sturgeons and other fish species will be lost. The economic benefits of 
the project are also highly questionable.

SLOVENIA

Šoštanj lignite power plant	 Total cost: €783m
In 2007 the EIB granted a loan for a new 600 MW lignite-fired power plant block in Šoštanj. The 
project will replace several old, less efficient blocks, which is positive. But it will also expand the ca-
pacity, resulting in an overall increase in CO2 emissions. Lignite is one of the least efficient and most 
polluting energy sources. Fuelling the power plant will also require the extraction of the last available 
lignite reserves in the nearby mine at an uncompetitive price. Most importantly, public resources from 
a bank like the EIB should not be invested into dirty fossil fuel energy. 

CROATIA

Zagreb municipal waste incinerator  	 Total cost: €161m
The EIB is planning to finance a huge incinerator with a capacity of 385,000 tonnes per year in Croatia’s capital, 
although the city has made almost no effort to reduce or recycle its waste. The city has allocated only €4.5m for 
recycling versus €161m for incineration. The project is also the subject of a lawsuit as it has not been consulted with 
the public as required by law. The incinerator is to be located only one km away from residential houses and right next 
to fields where most of the vegetables for the inhabitants of Zagreb are grown. Besides the risk of pollution, the plant 
is also considered to be oversized compared to the amounts of residual waste available.

Waste management centre in Istria 	 Total cost: €45m
The planned Istrian regional waste management centre would process waste into fuel to be burnt afterwards. In 
order to ensure high fuel production rates, the local recycling targets are set pitifully low and the capacity is 50% 
greater than is needed, according to the Croatian Waste Management Plan. The large centre is to be built only one km 
away from homes and tourist facilities in the seacoast municipality of Medulin, but the local inhabitants have not been 
properly informed or consulted about the project.

MACEDONIA

Demir Kapija - Smokvica motorway	 Total cost: €155m
The motorway, a part of the trans-European corridor linking Belgrade and 
Thessaloniki, is planned to be built through the Demir Kapija gorge, protect-
ed since 1960 as a “Monument of Nature”. The gorge is one of the rich-
est ornithological reserves in Europe due to the presence of rare vultures 
such as the Griffon vulture, the Egyptian vulture and other rare species. 
The most significant impact will be caused by work on constructing tunnels 
which require detonations. Vultures, extremely sensitive to noise, cannot 
reproduce in such conditions, leading to a decrease in their population. 

LITHUANIA

Vilnius communal waste incinerator	 Total cost: unknown
The Lithuanian company “Rubicon group” is developing a huge waste in-
cinerator project in Vilnius and is seeking EU funds for this purpose. The in-
cinerator, with a capacity of 250,000 tonnes per year, would unnecessarily 
double the capacity of a new EU-financed landfill opened only recently near 
the Lithuanian capital. The project would also inhibit the development of 
recycling, as waste would have to be channelled to the incinerator in the 
decades to come. Concerns about the incinerator plan have sparked pro-
tests in the surrounding neighbourhoods. More than 5,000 people have 
signed a petition against its construction.

Flood protection measures at the Middle Vistula	 Total cost: €200m
The project aims to accelerate the flood water flow on the Vistula river through a complex of river 
regulations, flood embankment constructions, riverbank enhancements and so on. There are serious 
doubts about the effectiveness of the proposed outdated flood protection measures as they tend to 
have a contrary effect in the lower sections of rivers. The project may also negatively affect a large 
area of river ecosystems, including five Natura 2000 sites. In fact, the overall impacts and possible 
alternative solutions have never been assessed. The project is also financially questionable. Its esti-
mated costs were recently increased from €66m to €200m.

Kąty-Myscowa reservoir	 Total cost: €170m 
The construction of the 43m high dam on the Wisłoka river would result in the permanent disappear-
ance under water of 102 farms and two Natura 2000 sites, including the Magurski National Park. 
Eleven types of protected habitats and rare species including wolf, lynx and bear have been found in 
the area that would be affected. The majority of the inhabitants in the Kąty and Myscowa villages 
are protesting against the project due to compulsory resettlement. Improved land management and 
water retention are economically and environmentally better solutions than dam-building to ensure 
protection against floods and supply of water – but such options have not been assessed. 

Nieszawa dam / Włocławek dam	 Total cost: €515m 
The construction of the large Nieszawa reservoir in the lower course of the Wisła river, one of the last 
free-flowing rivers in lowland Europe, is being promoted as a solution for increasing the safety of the 
existing Włocławek dam further downstream. The project would cause irreversible damage to the 
unique ecosystem and pristine character of a roughly 50km long section of the river and affect three 
protected Natura 2000 sites. Experts maintain that decommissioning of the existing dam, while at 
the same time keeping its structure as a bridge and gradually transforming the existing reservoir into 
a free-flowing river, is the best solution. Building a new dam to solve the problems of the old dam 
would, on the other hand, be the most expensive option.

BULGARIA

Sofia airport extension 	 Total cost: €200m
The airport is situated between residential districts of the Bulgarian capital, and thousands of people are 
thus affected by aircraft noise. Located at a site with unsuitable climate conditions, the airport suffers 
from major safety problems due to fog and flights often have to be cancelled. In spite of this, the EIB and 
the EU have provided funds to extend the airport in its current location. A feasible alternative for relocat-
ing the airport was not considered. Concerns about the high level of underground water potentially af-
fecting the terminal building‘s foundations were disregarded during public consultations, but the problem 
has arisen during the construction resulting in cost increases and completion delays.

Ljulin motorway	  Total cost: €149m 
The 20km long motorway between Sofia and Pernik will negatively affect the Bankja Spa Resort, re-
nowned for having some of the best conditions in Europe for the treatment of cardio-vascular diseases 
and visited by 200,000 people a year. The project will not fulfil its stated aim of reducing traffic jams 
and air pollution on the outskirts of Sofia as the traffic on the existing old road will continue to grow 
anyway, according to the government’s own projection. Feasible alternative routes existed but the 
government failed to assess them and disregarded public consultations. In spite of this, the EU agreed 
in 2002 to finance the motorway, which is now under construction – at an exorbitant cost of more 
than €7.5m per kilometre.

Struma motorway through Kresna gorge              	                    Total cost: €600m+
The unique 17km long Kresna Gorge Valley is threatened by the Struma motorway, part of the trans-Eu-
ropean corridor between Sofia and Athens. If constructed directly through the gorge, the motorway will 
irreversibly damage the gorge’s stunning ecosystem, home to an extraordinarily high number of protected 
species such as otter, tortoise, leopard snake and 17 bat species. The motorway will also cause excessive 
noise and air pollution in the town of Kresna and put an end to rafting and kayaking in the gorge. There are 
feasible alternative routes outside the gorge which are now supported by the European Commission and 
some Bulgarian authorities, offering some hope for saving the gorge after many years of disputes.     

Sofia waste management project                                                              	 Total cost: €131m
Bulgaria‘s capital is facing a severe waste management crisis as well as possible EU fines caused by the 
irresponsibility of the city leadership. After the only landfill was closed in 2005 due to local opposition, 
thousands of tonnes of household waste were shredded and stored in plastic bales in the open air, leak-
ing and smelling. In spite of this, the city continues to neglect the development of separate collection, 
recycling and waste prevention. Instead it plans to obtain large amounts of EU funds for the construction 
of an incinerator, a landfill and a mechanical-biological plant which will produce pellets for burning – an 
expensive and polluting approach for which Sofia’s citizens will be forced to pay in the decades to come.  

National hazardous waste centre                  	                                  Total cost: €56m 
A complex of two hazardous waste incinerators, landfill and other facilities for treating hazardous 
waste has already been halted twice by the European Commission due to serious environmental and 
economic concerns. The incinerators were supposed to be built in an already heavily polluted locality 
near Stara Zagora and faced strong opposition in neighbouring villages. EU funding for the centre could 
also create incentives for the import of hazardous waste from other EU countries. No alternatives have 
been considered and the Bulgarian authorities are still keen on realising the project in another location, 
again with EU financial support.

Belene nuclear power plant                                              	              Total cost: €4,000m 
Two nuclear reactors are planned to be built in a region with high seismic risk, where a large earth-
quake in 1977 killed 120 people. The Bulgarian Academy of Sciences and independent experts have 
warned against the acute safety and environmental risks posed by the project. The exclusive state 
support for Belene precludes the development of energy alternatives in Bulgaria. There is also no long-
term solution for dealing with dangerous radioactive waste. With western commercial banks refusing 
to directly finance the project, the government is thought to be about to request €600m from the 
EIB and the Euratom agency. If approved, Belene will become the first nuclear plant with an untested 
Russian reactor to receive EIB and Euratom loans.

EU and EIB Funding in Central and Eastern Europe: Cohesion or Collision?
T h i s  m a p  d i s p l a y s  f i f t y  e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  d a m a g i n g  p r o j e c t s  p l a n n e d  o r  a l r e a d y  u n d e r w a y  i n  C e n t r a l  a n d  E a s t e r n  E u r o p e  a t  a  t o t a l  c o s t  t o  E U  t a x p a y e r s  o f  € 1 0  b i l l i o n . 
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About the map 

The downside of the EU’s billions  
The European Union is injecting billions of euros into the development of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe 
via the structural and cohesion funds as well as the European Investment Bank. The financial aid aimed at reuniting 
Europe and healing its Cold War divisions is necessary and laudable. Yet there is an unfortunate downside: as this map 
starkly illustrates, much of the development driven by EU money is reckless, destructive and ineffective. The potential 
of EU finance to deliver benefits is being unnecessarily undermined. 

50 projects at a cost to EU funds of €10bn
This map displays 50 environmentally harmful and often also economically dubious projects being financed – or planned to 
be financed – by the EU funds and the EIB. The map covers the 10 new EU member states of Central and Eastern Europe 
and the two candidate countries, Croatia and Macedonia. The total estimated cost of the 50 projects is at least €22.0bn. 
Of this, €10.1bn stands to be paid via the EU funds, not counting the additional billions of euros in the form of loans from 
the EIB. All of this money could be used much more effectively, if only alternative solutions were considered properly. 

Our aim: sound use of EU money
With this map, CEE Bankwatch Network and Friends of the Earth Eu-
rope are aiming to ensure that EU money does not cause damage but 
instead brings real benefits to the citizens of the CEE countries and 
promotes sustainable development. The big majority of the projects 
on the map have not received funding yet, which means that most of 
the environmental harm and money wastage can still be prevented. 
The governments and the EU must call a halt to such projects and 
properly examine alternative solutions. 

Sources of information
The map is the result of an extensive investigation carried out by 
the national member organisations of CEE Bankwatch Network and 
Friends of the Earth Europe in cooperation with other non-governmen-
tal organisations. The information provided about individual projects is 
based on official documents such as operational programmes and en-
vironmental impact reports, communication with local citizen groups 
as well as independent expert studies. The map shows only a selec-
tion of the most significant and currently known projects. The number 
of projects displayed in each country reflects not only the quantity of 
problematic projects but also the capacity of non-governmental or-
ganisations to identify and research them. That is why, for example, 
there are only a small number of projects displayed in Romania.

Types of projects 

The map comprises three categories of projects:
 		  6 approved projects, for which EU/EIB money has already been authorised and that, in some cases, are 

already under construction or completed
		  •	 total cost: €2.7bn; cost to EU funds: €0.5bn
 		  35 planned projects, that are listed in the national plans for EU funding in the 2007-2013 period or are 

planned to be financed by the EIB
		  •	 total cost: €14.5bn; cost to EU funds: €9.0bn
 		  9 potential projects, that are not officially listed in the EU funding plans or in the EIB pipeline, but are 

being seriously considered for EU or EIB financial support
		  •	 total cost: €4.8bn; cost to EU funds: €0.6bn

The most common types of projects on the map
		  14 motorways and expressways, ineptly routed through residential areas or valuable natural sites 
		  •	 total cost of the problematic sections: €10.5bn; cost to EU funds: €6.4bn
		  18 waste incinerators, promoted at the expense of more economical and green alternatives, such as 

waste prevention, recycling and composting
		  •	 total cost: €2.0bn; cost to EU funds: €1.2bn
 		  8 inland navigation and other water management projects, involving the artificial regulation of rivers 

or lakes with damaging impacts on natural ecosystems and other functions of these water bodies
		  •	 total cost: €1.3bn; cost to EU funds: €0.5bn

What is controversial about the projects?
•	 All the projects on the map are environmentally damaging – they will cause significant harm to the natural or 

human environment or undermine environment-friendly alternatives.
•	 The projects are also often economically dubious – their costs are higher than their benefits or they crowd out 

more cost-effective alternatives.
•	 Many of the projects are legally deficient as they breach national or EU legislation (e.g. with regard to environmen-

tal assessments or Natura 2000) and some of them are already the subject of legal complaints and court cases. 
•	 A lot of the projects face public opposition, usually led by people living in their vicinity who would be most 

directly affected but often also including broader concerned public. 

Changes since the 2006 version of the map 
Two years ago, CEE Bankwatch Network and Friends of the Earth 
Europe published the first version of this map (www.bankwatch.
org/billions/2006). What is new in this updated edition?
•	 The EU’s funding plans for the period 2007-2013 have 

been finalised and approved, providing more clarity on the 
planned projects. 

•	 The new map also includes projects financed by the EIB. De-
spite their different set-ups, both the EU funds and the EIB are 
public financial mechanisms and often co-finance the same 
projects, hence there is no reason to separate them.

•	 As a result of the above changes, there are a greater num-
ber of projects on the current map: 50, up from the previ-
ous 22.

•	 Some of the previously planned controversial projects 
displayed on the 2006 map have been withdrawn and 
are fortunately no longer being seriously considered for EU 
financing in the 2007-2013 period (e.g. the Danube-Oder-
Elbe and Danube-Tisza canal projects). 

Solutions 
A systemic problem requires systematic solutions
This map shows that controversial projects are unfortunately not 
limited to a few isolated exceptions. If nothing changes, EU money 
will bring not only many benefits by the end of the 2007-2013 pe-
riod but also substantial environmental devastation throughout the 
region and a significant share of the funds will be spent ineffectively. 
This would be a lost opportunity. Moreover, as all EU projects must 
be visibly marked with an EU logo, people are likely to hold the EU 
responsible for unpopular projects.  

An unnecessary price for development: alternatives are available!
The controversial projects on this map are not the results of an “in-
evitable trade-off” between economic development and environ-
mental wealth. Alternative solutions exist – be it simply a different route for a motorway or a conceptually different 
solution, such as separating and recycling waste instead of incinerating it. The potential devastation outlined in the 
map can be avoided. What’s more, many projects that harm the environment are economically irrational, while the 
greener alternatives are often more economic. 

Prevention: alternatives require a level playing field
The way to prevent the problems highlighted by the map is simple: the different project alternatives or solutions 
must be impartially assessed, compared and consulted with the public in order to select the best options from eco-
nomic, environmental and functional points of view. This should also be the basic condition underlying the EU’s and 
the EIB’s approval of money for the projects. Regrettably, time and time again this does not happen.

Why are alternatives still ignored?
EU legislation formally requires authorities to make a cost-benefit analysis and environmental impact assessment, 
including consideration of alternatives and a public consultation for every major project. So how is it that prob-
lems persist? Typically, the authorities pre-select a particular project variant and then push it through at any price. 
The results are poor quality environmental assessments, disregarding of alternatives, and merely pro-forma public 
consultations. The underlying reasons range from a “builder mindset” and disdain for environmental values, to the 
undue influence of various companies or politicians with vested interests, all the way to outright corruption.

Responsibility of the European Commission and the EIB
The Commission and the EIB are ultimately responsible for the use of EU public resources. Every time they approve 
a deficient project, national authorities and project promoters draw a lesson that even badly prepared projects can 

count on EU funding. The Commission and the EIB should not give 
a green light until alternative solutions are properly assessed. The 
new EU agency JASPERS, tasked with assisting new member states 
to prepare major projects for EU and EIB funding, should be used to 
ensure a fair and participative project preparation process from an 
early stage. 

Ensuring smooth absorption of EU funds
Inadequate environmental assessments and the ignoring of alterna-
tives by the authorities can lead to court challenges, project delays 
and higher costs, as seen for example in the cases of the D8 mo-
torway in the Czech Republic and the Via Baltica in Poland. Careful 
and rigorous development planning, as opposed to reckless project 
preparation, is necessary to ensure that CEE countries can in fact 
spend the full sums of EU funding available.

B i l l i o n s  f o r  s u s t a i n a b l e  d e v e l o p m e n t ?
O p p o r t u n i t i e s  a n d  t h r e a t s  o f  E U  a n d  E I B  f u n d i n g  i n  C e n t r a l  a n d  E a s t e r n  E u r o p e

EU funds and the EIB  
Structural and cohesion funds 
With €347bn allocated for the 2007-2013 period, the structural 
and cohesion funds represent more than a third of the EU‘s budget. 
Just over half of the total – €177bn – has been earmarked for the 
ten CEE new member states. These countries have been receiving 
EU funds since 2000, but the annual volume has more than doubled 
since 2007. Their governments will have to add further billions of eu-
ros from their own budgets, as the EU only pays up to 85% of each 
funding programme. The funds can be used for all kinds of projects: 
transport infrastructure, sewage treatment plants, new technolo-
gies for enterprises, research, education, etc. The candidate countries 
such as Croatia and Macedonia receive much less – but still significant 
– pre-accession funding from the EU.

European Investment Bank
The EIB is the EU’s public bank, which lends money on favourable terms 
to projects that should support EU policy objectives. The EIB provides 
loans to EU member countries and often also co-finances projects in 
tandem with the structural and cohesion funds. With a total annual 
portfolio of almost €53bn in 2006, the EIB is responsible for almost 
double the amount of investments made by the World Bank and has 
recently been increasing its operations outside the EU.

Misuse of EU funds
According to the EU Court of Auditors, at least 12% of the struc-
tural and cohesion funds, or around €4bn, was spent erroneously 
in 2006. Irregularities in accounting, however, are only part of the 
problem and it is far from certain that the remaining billions were 
spent correctly. Our research in Poland revealed that projects apply-
ing for EU funding are often arbitrarily selected by regional politicians 
and officials who, without justification, override project evaluations done by independent experts. In Hungary, a lo-
cal politician was caught on camera in 2007 explaining to an entrepreneur how applicants for EU funds are expected 
to secretly return part of that money to the ministry if they wish to get the subsidy. In Lithuania, there is talk about 
a widespread “10% rule“ for EU fund applicants. If EU funds are to be spent effectively, there needs to be a major 
improvement in not only accounting controls but also in project prioritisation and overall transparency standards. 
In this way EU funds could actually help reduce overall corruption in the CEE countries by spreading good practice 
throughout their public administrations.

Transport (continued) 
The need for proper transport strategies and environmental assessments
Reasonable development of transport infrastructure must be based on:
•	 adequate strategies and assessments of needs to ensure that the most necessary projects are realised; and
•	 high quality environmental assessments, so that people and the environment do not suffer due to the projects.

Deficiencies are too common
Most of the clashes outlined in this map would not happen if both transport strategies and environmental assess-
ments were carried out correctly. Unfortunately, this is often not the case. In the Czech Republic, for example, 
transport projects are being built according to outdated plans drawn up more than 30 years ago, even though the 
government’s own analysis suggests that many of these projects are no longer a priority – a fact repeatedly criti-
cised by the country‘s Supreme Audit Office. Environmental assessments (SEA procedure for plans and strategies 
and EIA procedure for individual projects) are often treated only as rubber-stamping exercises rather than important 
processes for selecting the best possible route and mitigating any negative impacts.

Building infrastructure responsibly
The CEE countries now have an opportunity to modernise their transport infrastructure in an environmentally sensi-
tive and cost-effective way. This chance will be lost if they do not get the transport strategies and environmental 
assessments right. EU and EIB funding should be given only to those projects where these processes have been 
carried out properly.

Inland navigation does not require transforming rivers into canals
Inland navigation has an important role to play but should not justify 
the deepening, straightening and damming of free-flowing rivers:
•	 The transport function of rivers has to be balanced against all 

their other benefits and services including the support of valu-
able ecosystems, flood protection, recreation, fishing, and provi-
sion of drinking water, which are all threatened by the transfor-
mation of rivers into shipping canals. 

•	 In fact, it is possible to improve navigation on rivers without cost-
ly and destructive engineering works - through the technological 
improvement of ships and more precise water level forecasting. 
Instead of investing lots of EU money into adapting rivers to 
deeper and deeper ships, ships should be adapted to rivers. 

•	 Finally, inland navigation will not help reduce the number of 
trucks on motorways. Water transport usually does not compete 
with road transport for the same type of freight, while it does 
compete more directly with rail transport.  

Climate change and energy 
A history not to be repeated
The record of EU funds on climate change has up to now been an 
unequivocal failure. The four countries which have so far received 
the most EU structural funding (Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain) 
have also witnessed by far the greatest increases in greenhouse gas 
emissions in the EU. While the blame cannot be wholly pinned on EU 
funding, EU money has undoubtedly contributed to the trend. Ensur-
ing that this scenario is not repeated is in the interests of the CEE 
countries and is essential for meeting the European objectives for 
limiting climate change.

EU money must support the shift to an energy- 
and resource-efficient economy
World fuel and energy prices have soared recently and are set to re-
main high. The CEE countries cannot afford to repeat the development 
mistakes of Western Europe. EU money in the new member states has to be directed towards energy efficiency, re-
source use reduction and recycling, eco-friendly technologies and sustainable mobility. Such development will reduce 
dependence on imports of raw materials and will accelerate technological innovation and job creation.

Energy: boosting efficiency 
It takes on average 50% more energy to produce one unit of gross 
domestic product in the CEE countries than it does in the EU-15. 
Thus the potential for energy efficiency improvements in the region 
is huge. EU funds and EIB loans should be used as an incentive to 
help secure massive energy savings, especially for public buildings, 
households and the high-rise blocks of flats familiar to most CEE 
towns, which are notoriously wasteful of heat and in urgent need 
of refurbishment. At the same time, any EU investments in buildings 
and industry should be conditional on very high energy efficiency 
standards. 

Energy: investing in a renewable future
EU money can also be used to help unlock the large but unused re-
newable energy potential of the CEE countries. Not only are biomass, wind and solar energy clean, but they also cre-
ate more jobs than coal and nuclear power, and spread them across many more communities and regions. The costs 
of renewable energy are predicted to continue falling in 
the future, while the costs of fossil fuels and uranium are 
set to increase. Those countries that first embraced re-
newable energy are now the main exporters of the tech-
nology and are profiting from the global renewable energy 
boom (e.g. Denmark in the wind power sector). Invest-
ment in renewable energy based on long-term strategies 
and appropriate environmental and economic criteria is 
clearly an investment in the future.

Climate-friendly development 
Disappointingly, only 2.5% of all EU funding for the 2007-
2013 period has been allocated for energy efficiency and 
renewable energy in the CEE countries. This must be 
changed so that the opportunity for EU funds to promote 
a climate-friendly type of development is not missed. 

Waste
EU funds are an opportunity to improve recycling services…
The average CEE household still produces much less waste than one 
in Western Europe. At the same time, most CEE countries recycle 
only 10% or less of their municipal waste, compared with more than 
50% in Germany or the Netherlands. The priority for CEE countries 
in the upcoming years should be to prevent increases in waste vol-
umes, while rapidly increasing recycling. With a focused effort and 
investment of EU funds, the new member states could develop into 
recycling societies within a decade. 

…but incineration companies are eyeing the money
EU waste policy explicitly promotes prevention and recycling of waste 
over incineration and landfilling. However, there are pressures to in-
stead divert much of the EU money into promoting waste incineration, 
which would perpetuate an unsustainable and uneconomic approach 
to waste for many years to come. In Poland, for example, there is a 
plan to spend EU funds on nine large municipal waste incinerators at 
a cost of over €1bn in the 2007-2013 period – this would consume 
most of Poland’s Cohesion Fund money for waste management. The 
EU should prevent such misguided investment.

Incinerators – a waste of public money
Incinerators, even if they produce energy by burning waste, are not 
a good investment of public money because they:
•	 squander precious materials that could be reused or recycled, thus 

necessitating imports of increasingly expensive new raw materi-
als from around the world at a huge cost to national economies

•	 produce high CO2 emissions, thus contradicting efforts to limit 
climate change 

•	 harm surrounding communities with toxic pollution and generate 
toxic ash 

•	 will face public protests, leading to difficulties with getting con-
struction permits, thus jeopardising the full absorption of EU 
funds

•	 block development of waste prevention and recycling because 
incinerators require a constant input of large amounts of mixed 
waste for decades in order to be profitable.

Recycling – better for the economy
•	 Every tonne of waste that is reused or recycled avoids the 

extraction, processing and importation of new resources. 
•	 Recycling saves several times more energy than incinera-

tors are able to produce by burning waste.   
•	 Recycling has lower investment and operation costs: a 

euro spent on recycling services will handle more waste 
than a euro spent on incineration.

•	 Recycling creates many more jobs. The European Com-
mission’s waste strategy states that: ”recycling 10,000 
tonnes of waste needs up to 250 jobs compared with 20 
to 40 jobs needed if the waste is incinerated and about 
10 for landfill”. 

Transport 
Road bias in EU and EIB funding
The CEE countries undoubtedly need investment into rehabilitation 
and modernisation of their transport infrastructure. The question 
is, however, what kind of infrastructure should be prioritised. The 
balance chosen will have long-term implications for CEE countries’ 
greenhouse gas emissions and dependence on oil imports. The EU’s 
official sustainable development strategy demands reducing the 
growth of transport, shifting it from road to rail and modernising 
public transport. Yet the CEE countries are planning to spend twice 
as much EU funds for roads than for railways in the 2007-2013 
period, while funding for public urban transport is set to be marginal. 
The EIB’s investments have been even more biased in favour of 
roads in recent years. 

Advantages of railways and public transport:
•	 Railways and public transport consume less energy and emit 

on average three times less CO2 per passenger-kilometre than 
cars. 

•	 In the case of freight transport, trains cause five times less CO2 
emissions per tonne-kilometre than trucks.

•	 Buses and trams use 20 times less scarce urban space per pas-
senger than private cars. 

•	 The number of people seriously injured and killed per driven pas-
senger-kilometre is 10-20 times lower for collective transport 
than for cars.

The one way subsidy street
Disproportionate spending on new motorways has been a constant 
in transport financing in the CEE region over the last 15 years. As 
motorway fees cover only a minimal part of their costs, public funds 
spent on them are in fact subsidising increasing volumes of car and 
truck traffic. At the same time, public transport and railways have 
suffered from chronic under-investment, leading to higher fares and 
a lack of funds for the improvement of services. The result has been 
a loss of their competitiveness vis-à-vis car and truck transport. It is 
no surprise that CO2 emissions from the CEE transport sector have 
surged by 35 percent over the last ten years.

More wealth does not need to mean more cars
Despite all this, the share of freight transported by rail and of pas-
sengers transported by public transport is still considerably higher in 
the new member states than in the old ones. The CEE countries still 
have a chance to make the right transport choices where Western 
Europe got it wrong in the past: car dependency, noise and air pol-
lution, urban sprawl and chronic congestion can all be avoided with 
the help of smart investment of EU funding. Increased wealth does 
not need to be correlated with increased car dependency. Proof of 
this can be found in the German city of Freiburg where 60% of all 
trips are made using public transport, cycling or walking – thanks 
to careful urban development planning, high-quality service and ap-
propriate pricing.

Public action during a European Investment Bank 
forum in Slovenia in 2007. The EIB urgently needs 
to shift the balance of its energy and transport in-
vestments to stop financing climate change. 

COHESION 
OR COLLISION?

EU and EIB funding for controversial projects in Central and Eastern Europe

INSIDE: 50 environmentally damaging and/or economically ineffective projects
•	 Financed by: EU structural and cohesion funds, European Investment Bank
•	 Cost to EU funds:  €10 billion
•	 A range of alternative solutions included 

EU funding support for the countries of Central and Eastern Europe is necessary and laudable. But if this 
money drives reckless forms of development, its potential to bring benefits is being wasted. 

Some of the projects on the map have already received funding but most are still at the planning stage. 
Inappropriate use of EU public resources can still be prevented. National governments and the EU must 
call a halt to such projects and examine alternative solutions first!

Interactive online version: www.bankwatch.org/billions

February 2008

NEW UPDATED EDITION

EU funds at their best: the biggest solar power plant in CEE coun-
tries so far, with a capacity of 693 kW, in Bušanovice, Czech Re-
public. One third of the costs – approximately €1m – came from 
the EU’s structural funds.

Overcrowded by individual car traffic: Brussels today, 
Central and Eastern Europe tomorrow? Public transport 
uses 20 times less urban space and emits three times 
less CO2 emissions per passenger than private cars.

Bike demonstration in Warsaw, Poland. EU funds 
should be used to develop the potential for bicycle 
mobility in the CEE cities in order to help stem the 
increasing volume of cars. 

The development of waste separation and recycling – still at 
an infant stage in most CEE countries – should be the top 
priority of EU funding, not incineration.

A waste incinerator in Liberec in the Czech Republic. 
If EU money is diverted into the promotion of burning 
waste in incinerators, it will perpetuate an uneco-
nomic approach to waste for many years to come. 

“Stop cancer. We do not want the dioxins” – people in 
Krakow in Poland fly black flags in protest against the 
huge waste incinerator to be built with EU funds in 
their city. Such unpopular projects will struggle to get 
construction permits, thus jeopardising the full absorp-
tion of EU funds. EU money should instead be invested in 
improving recycling services.

Public hearing on a hazardous waste centre project 
that faced strong local opposition in Stara Zagora, 
Bulgaria. The European Commission halted the project 
due to serious economic and environmental concerns. 
Yet it is now planned again without any consideration 
of alternatives. 	

Biodiversity and nature protection
An invaluable gift
The new member states brought an invaluable gift to the EU: large areas of wild or well-preserved nature, and many 
pristine habitats that are the last of their kind in Europe as well as various animal and plant species that are already 
extinct in the EU-15. This wealth needs to be treated as a common asset and responsibility. EU funds can and should 
be used to support stewardship of this natural heritage. It would be a sad paradox if instead they were used to 
destroy it. Such a loss would be entirely unnecessary.

Natura 2000: what is it?
Natura 2000 is a European network of protected areas selected through scientific assessments as the most impor-
tant sites for the preservation of rare animal and plant species. The network has been built over the last 25 years 
and now covers approximately one-fifth of the EU’s territory. The aim of Natura 2000 is to protect and manage 
vulnerable species and habitats in Europe, irrespective of national or political boundaries. It is also a part of the EU’s 
commitment to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010. 

Not an obstacle to development
Natura 2000 is however not a system of strict nature re-
serves where all human activities and new developments are 
excluded. On the contrary, the sites are intended to be man-
aged in partnership and dialogue with landowners, users and 
other interest groups. Development projects can be autho-
rised based on certain conditions and steps in order to avoid, 
minimise or compensate for any negative impacts. However, 
projects with serious negative impacts on Natura 2000 
sites can be approved only in the absence of alternatives.

Conflicts can be avoided
There are dozens of potential clashes between the Natura 
2000 network and the planned infrastructure. Fortunately, 
most of the conflicts can be prevented through better plan-
ning and proper environmental assessments. The question is 
whether there is the political will to do so. This map displays 
a number of infrastructure projects that seriously clash with 
Natura 2000 sites only because the possible alternatives 
have not been examined as they should be.  

Kresna gorge may show the way
The case of Kresna gorge in Bulgaria is one of the most serious clashes between a planned motorway and nature. For 
many years, the project developers and authorities failed to seriously consider alternative routes outside the gorge. 
Recently, however, thanks among others to interventions by the European Commission, there have been signs of a 
change in the approach. Alternative routes are now being studied and there is a chance to save this unique area. If 
Kresna gorge is saved, this may show the way for other conflicting projects.

Cover photo: “YES for development, NO for devastation” – banner at one of the many demonstrations which took place all over Poland in 
2007 against the government’s plan to build the Via Baltica motorway through the precious Rospuda valley. 	
Author: Beata Ziemowska, www.foto.rozbrat.org

Friends of the Earth Europe and CEE Bankwatch Network gratefully acknowledge financial support from the European Commis-
sion‘s DG Environment. Sole responsibility for content lies with the authors of the report. The European Commission cannot be held 
responsible for any further use that may be made of the information contained therein.

Danube in Hungary. The plans to transform the Danube 
into a shipping canal could destroy many of Europe’s 
last great river landscapes and wetlands, including the 
many benefits they provide, from flood protection and 
drinking water to fish and recreation. Ships should be 
adapted to the river, not the river to the ships.

White storks in the Rospuda Valley, a unique ecosys-
tem thought to be the last of its kind in Europe. The 
plan to build the Via Baltica motorway right through 
the valley, despite the availability of a less damaging 
and cheaper alternative route, is the most controver-
sial infrastructure project of recent times in Poland. 
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Contacts
The following contacts can provide more information about specific projects. Apart from Romania and Slovenia, 
these are member organisations of CEE Bankwatch Network and/or Friends of the Earth Europe:

Bulgaria: Za Zemiata! (For the Earth!)
Anelia Stefanova (transport projects): anelias@bankwatch.org
Ivaylo Hlebarov (other projects): hlebarov@bankwatch.org

Croatia: Green Action
Marijan Galović: marijan@zelena-akcija.hr

Czech Republic: Hnutí DUHA 
Pavel Přibyl: pavel.pribyl@hnutiduha.cz 

Estonia: Estonian Green Movement
Peep Mardiste: pepe@ut.ee

Hungary: National Society of Conservationists
Ákos Éger : akos@mtvsz.hu

Latvia: Latvian Green Movement
Alda Ozola: alda@lanet.lv

Lithuania: Atgaja
Linas Vainius: linas@atgaja.lt

Macedonia: Eco-sense
Ana Colovic: ana@bankwatch.org

Poland: Institute of Environmental Economics & Polish Green Network
Anna Dworakowska (IEE: waste projects): anad@bankwatch.org
Robert Cyglicki (PGN: other projects): robertc@bankwatch.org
 
Romania: WWF Danube Carpathian Programme
Orieta Hulea: ohulea@wwfdcp.ro

Slovakia: Friends of the Earth - Center for Environmental Public Advocacy
Roman Havlíček, havlicek@changenet.sk

Slovenia: Focus Association for Sustainable Development
Lidija Živčič: lidija@focus.si

Brussels: Friends of the Earth Europe & CEE Bankwatch Network
billions@bankwatch.org

Although an alternative solution was available, the 
EIB-financed D8 motorway in the Czech Republic is 
currently being built through the protected area of 
the České Středohoří mountains.	
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There is a chance to save the Kresna gorge in Bulgaria, a stun-
ning biodiversity hotspot threatened by a planned trans-Euro-
pean motorway. Thanks also to interventions by the European 
Commission, alternative routes outside the gorge are now, 
finally, being seriously considered. 	
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