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Municipalities
in the Liberec
Region are at
risk  of  losing
drinking
water  for

approximately 30,000 inhabitants. They are endangered by the existing activities and
expansion of the Polish lignite mine, Turów. The large lignite mine negatively affects
the quality of life of the inhabitants of the Czech borderland, mainly due to noise from
traffic, the amount of airborne dust, emissions from the adjacent Turów lignite power
plant, cracking and depreciation of real estate value due to the instability of the rock
subsoil, and reduction of the level of groundwater and the resulting drying of wells.
Many municipalities in the region are not connected to the central water supply, and
the residents are therefore dependent only on their own wells or jointly used wells. The
Turów mine has a mining concession valid only until April 2020 but its operator has
now applied for an extension of the licence until 2044. At the same time, the mine is
to  be  expanded  to  up  to  150-200  metres  from  the  state  border  with  the  Czech
Republic, while the nearest Czech village, Uhelná, is located only 1,000 metres from
the Czech-Polish border. In the event the mining is extended until 2044, there is a
serious  risk  of  losing  drinking  water  for  up  to  30,000  inhabitants  of  the  Czech
borderland. The ongoing authorisation process of the project violates European law,
namely the SEA Directive, the EIA Directive, the Water Framework Directive and the
Paris Climate Change Agreement.

The authors of the petition are the Liberec Region, the municipalities of Bílý Kostel,
Černousy,  Dětřichov,  Frýdlant,  Heřmanice,  Hrádek  nad  Nisou,  Chotyně,  Chrastava,
Kunratice and Višňová, which are located in the immediate vicinity of the Turów Mine,
and Greenpeace Czech Republic (hereinafter the “petitioners”). Since water in the
wells and the surrounding countryside is rapidly disappearing in the Liberec Region
and many people are already without drinking water in their wells, the petitioners are
rightly afraid that if the planned expansion and deepening of the mine is permitted,
about  30,000  inhabitants  from  the  affected  municipalities  will  lose  water.  The
petitioners therefore turn to the Committee on Petitions of the European Parliament to
ask the Committee on Petitions to investigate the following at the level of the
European Union. In particular, the petitioners request that the Committee on Petitions,
in  accordance  with  Rule  216  et  seq.  of  the  Rules  of  Procedure  of  the  European
Parliament:

• Ask  the  European  Commission  to  preliminarily  investigate  the  petition,  and
provide information on the petition’s relationship to the relevant EU legislation,



• Undertake a fact-finding mission to the territories of the Czech Republic, Poland
and Germany which have been damaged by the activities of the brown coal
mine  and  the  Turów  power  plant,  and  on  its  basis  adopt  recommendations
aimed at minimising the impact of the Turów complex on human health and the
environment,

• Having regard to the significant cross-border element of the Turów Mine, which
primarily  consists  in  negatively  affecting  the  water  conditions  of  the
neighbouring Czech Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany, but also in
the negative impact of the complex’s activities on the global climate,  openly
discuss the issue of brown coal mining and combustion at a plenary session
of the European Parliament,

• Take further appropriate measures to minimise the impact of the Turów Mine
and Power Plant on human health and the environment, particularly in relation
to ground drinking water.



1. More information about the project

The operator of the Turów power complex1 is the Polish state-owned company
PGE (Polska Grupa Energetyczna). The Turów Mine is located in the southwestern
part  of the Lower Silesian Voivodeship in the Polish municipality of Bogatynia
near  the  state  border  with  the  Czech  Republic  and  the  Federal  Republic  of
Germany. An average of 12 million tonnes of brown coal is mined there every
year.2 In addition to the brown coal mine, the complex also includes the Turów
Power Plant with a heat output of up to 2,000 MW3, which burns coal from the
Turów deposit. The operation of the Turów Power Plant is therefore inextricably
linked to the extraction of brown coal in the adjacent mine.

The harmfulness  of  brown coal  mining and combustion in  the vicinity  of  the
Turów complex has long been manifested in the Czech Republic. This area, which
extends to the Czech and German borderland, is nicknamed the Black Triangle
due to the high level of environmental pollution.4 However, the most affected
and,  in  the  future,  the  most  endangered  constituent  of  the  environment  are
water resources, especially in quantitative terms.

As mentioned above, PGE is seeking to extend the mining of the brown coal
deposit  in the mine until  at  least  2044.  A cross-border environmental  impact
assessment  (hereinafter  “TEIA”)  is  currently  underway.  According  to  the  TEIA
documentation,  the  bottom of  the  mining  pit  should  be  deepened  up  to  30
metres below the level of the Baltic Sea and the mining area should be extended
to the borders of the Czech Republic (see the map below):

1The Turów power complex includes the Turów Brown Coal Mine and the adjacent Turów 
Power Plant.
2Kontynuacja eksploatacji złoża węgla brunatnego Turów - raport o oddziaływaniu na 
środowisko, p. 8.
3PGE: Continuation of brown coal mining at Turów - Environmental Impact Report. 
Bogatynia, July 2019, p. 7 of the Czech translation (in footnotes hereinafter the “EIA 
Report”).
4https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Black_Triangle_(region).



To mitigate the future negative impacts of the project on water bodies in the
Czech Republic, PGE proposed the construction of the so-called anti-filter shield,
an underground hydraulic barrier in the inter-carbon aquifer, which should ideally
serve  as  a  suitable  minimisation  measure to  mitigate  the aforesaid  negative
impacts of the project on the regional  water conditions.  However, the more
specific design and practical implementation of the anti-filter shield still
raises more questions than answers, and therefore the petitioners are
not convinced of its actual effectiveness (see below for more details).
Therefore, the Czech Republic will have to proceed, as a precautionary
measure,  to  implement  its  own remedial  measures,  which consist  in
building alternative infrastructure for the supply of drinking water to
the municipalities at risk. It is not possible to wait until the reasonably well-
founded doubts of  the petitioners  about the insufficiency of  the minimisation
measure are confirmed and the inhabitants of the Frýdlant area find themselves
without  access  to  drinking  water.  The  costs  of  building  the  alternative
infrastructure for drinking water supply will amount to at least CZK 1.3 billion. If
the extraction of the Turów deposit did not continue, the petitioners
would  not  have  to  deal  with  the  issue  of  an  alternative  source  of
drinking water at all.

2. Detailed information on the negative impact of  the
project on the environment

2.1. Influence on water conditions



Brown coal deposits can be found in low-quality coal seams in sedimentary rocks.
In brown coal opencast mines, there is thus usually contact with large amounts
of groundwater during mining. The necessity of continuously draining this type of
mines during their operation causes a regional outflow of groundwater to the
mine, which may lead to the formation of a regional depression cone.
With the expansion of the Turów Mine, the regional drainage will  be
strong  enough  to  potentially  affect  not  only  the  population  and
ecosystems  living  in  the  Lower  Silesian  Voivodeship  but  also  the
neighbouring Czech Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany.

The greatest worry for the petitioners is the negative impact of  the
expansion of mining on the drainage of drinking water in the village of
Uhelná. Uhelná is located in the territory of the Czech Republic and, after the
expansion  of  the  mine,  it  will  be  only  1,200  metres  from  the  mine’s  edge.
Groundwater  collection  in  Uhelná  is  the  primary  source  of  drinking
water for residents of the surrounding municipalities.5 PGE states in the
TEIA documentation that,  if long-term droughts occur between 2020 and
2044, which is highly likely due to ongoing climate change,  the effect of the
Turów Mine drainage is likely to reduce the consumption of drinking
water from this source.6 According to experts’ findings, the negative impact of
the Turów Mine on the quantitative status of groundwater in the Frýdlant area
has already been adversely manifested7,  and the approval  of  the project  will
further worsen this situation. It is not only the findings of Czech experts but also
the findings of a joint Czech-Polish committee.8 The most recent Report for 2018
states that “the works have shown a clear influence on the territory of the Czech
Republic  by  drawing  on  the  Turów  Mine.  The  maximum  subsidence  of
groundwater levels in tertiary collectors in the Czech territory is about 50-60
metres for the whole period of  observation (1982-2018),  about  20 metres in
quaternary collectors for the entire period of measurement (1962-2018).”9

In  other  words,  the  existing  source  of  drinking  water  in  Uhelná  was
significantly  negatively  affected by  mining in  the  Turów Mine in the
past,  and  if  the  project  is  to  be  implemented,  it  will  have  to  be
replaced, by 2044, with a new source of drinking water that will be able to

5See Severočeská vodárenská společnost, Turów Project. Available online: 
https://www.svs.cz/cz/verejnost/vyznamne-proiekty/projekt-turow/.
6PGE: EIA Report, p. 168 of the Czech translation.
7SKOŘEPA, Jaroslav: 2011 Joint monitoring in the area of influence of the Turów Mine in 
the Czech Republic, report for 2011 AQUATEST a.s., Client: Ministry of the Environment. 
Further, VANĚK, Jiří, NOL, Ondřej: Influence of mining activities in the Polish Turów Mine 
on hydrological and hydrogeological conditions in the southern part of the Zittau Basin 
and its surroundings, http://kongres2014.tul.cz/index.php/hig/2014/paper/view/36, and 
PORŠ Evžen, KASAL Rostislav and ANDERLOVÁ Blanka: Assessment of the impact of the 
planned expansion of the Turów deposit mining on the supply of drinking water and 
waste water disposal in the territory managed by FVS, a.s. and proposal of related 
measures, October 2015, available online: http://www.fvs.cz/doc/doc 9.pdf.
8Joint Czech-Polish monitoring of groundwater levels in the Turów Mine area and in the 
Czech Republic. December 2018, p. 40.
9Joint Czech-Polish monitoring of groundwater levels in the Turów Mine area and in the 
Czech Republic. December 2018, p. 40.



provide a safe and stable source of drinking water to the local residents, unlike
Uhelná. According to a study by Severočeská vodárenská společnost in 2015, the
costs of providing water infrastructure from another water source exceed CZK
800  million  for  the  Czech  side.10 More  recent  studies  work  with  related
investment costs of the Czech side in the amount of CZK 1.3 billion.11

However, PGE is more reticent about the negative impact of the project on the
Czech border  area,  it  does not  respect  the expert  findings  submitted by the
Czech Republic on the impact of the mine on water conditions in the Liberec
Region,  and  refuses  to  bear  financial  responsibility  for  these  negative
consequences.12

The most problematic and controversial issue in this respect appears to be the
impact of the project on groundwater levels in the SE foreland of the planned
expansion of mining (especially in the area east of Uhelná). PGE did not carry out
any real groundwater monitoring in the area and based its findings concerning
the impact of the project on groundwater in this area only on model calculations
based on a computer program.13 During the process for granting the permit, the
Liberec Region and the public repeatedly draw attention to the fact that this is an
unacceptable situation if PGE does not know the hydraulic conditions in
the  area  with  the  expected  greatest  risks  of  the  project’s  impacts.
However, PGE downplays these reservations and, contrary to the precautionary
principle, it is satisfied only with model calculations on the impact of the project
within the TEIA.14

Another  negative  impact  of  the  project  on  the  environment  is  related  to  its
expected  negative  impact  on  aquatic  ecosystems,  especially
watercourses, lakes, reservoirs, wetlands and soils. In this respect, the EIA
documentation  states:  “The  impact  of  drainage  on  prized,  water-dependent
ecosystems is gaining particular importance in this respect. In their case, even a
reduced  depression  exceeding  0.5  metres  can  lead  to  irreversible
changes.”15

2.2. Influence on the stability of rock subsoil

10See Severočeská vodárenská společnost, Turów Project. Available online: 
https://www.svs.cz/cz/verejnost/vyznamne-projekty/projekt-turow/
11 https://www.mesto-frydlant.cz/cs/obcan/archiv/archiv-2018/frydlantsko-se-na-moznou-
ztratu-vody-kvuli-turowu-dobre-pripravuje.html.
11See, for example, the response of PGE’s Management Board dated 29 May 2019: “For 
many years the influence of the Turów open pit mine on underground water resources 
has been monitored by Polish-Czech and Polish-German teams of specialists. The 
monitoring network consists of about 550 boreholes and test results confirm that the 
mine does not cause the drainage of potable water intakes located in the Czech 
Republic.” Available online at: 
https://www.gkpge.pl/lnvestor-Relations/Current-reports/20-2019.
12PGE: ANSWER TO LETTER 70314_Liberecký kraj, p. 3.
13PGE: ANSWER TO LETTER 70314_Liberecký kraj, p. 3.
14PGE: EIA Report, p. 265 of the Czech translation.
15PGE: EIA Report, p. 265 of the Czech translation.



As a result of the significant loss of groundwater through the depression cone
caused by the drainage of the Turów Mine, the surface stability in the territory of
the Czech Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany is also affected. The
depression  cone  caused  by  the  Turów  Mine  negatively  affects  the  water
resources in Uhelná, as follows, inter alia, from the Report on Joint Monitoring in
the Area of Influence of the Turów Mine in the Czech Republic dated
2008.16 The  report  presents  the  results  of  the  Czech-Polish  monitoring  of
groundwater levels in the southern part of the Zittau Basin and demonstrates a
clear influence on the territory of the Czech Republic by pumping water at the
Turów Mine. If mining in the Turów Mine is permitted until 2044, the stability of
the surface in the Czech borderland will continue to be adversely affected.

The expected vertical soil shifts around the planned mine expansion17 may have
an impact on the buildings to the south and southwest of the mine. Although the
EIA documentation translated into Czech in chapter 14.318 laconically states that
the destruction  of  buildings  in  the  Czech Republic  is  not  expected,  from the
information on page 51 of the same documentation it can be inferred that the
impact on buildings to the south may also affect the territory of the
Czech  Republic.  Specifically,  it  states:  “In  the  southern  area,  the  mine
foreground causes deep drainage of top water and subsoil subsidence.”19 The
same information can be obtained on page 473 of the EIA documentation in its
original  version (i.e.  untranslated Chapter  14.1).  The previous decrease in
groundwater levels caused a change in the mechanical  properties of
soils in the subsoil  under residential  houses in the border village of
Oldřichov na Hranicích, where the walls of the real property had already
cracked due to the operation of the mine. In Oldřichov na Hranicích, in the
years 1980-2014, the terrain decreased by approximately 120 mm.20

The  described  impact  of  vertical  soil  shifts  and  instability  of  the  bedrock,
together with the impact of the mine on the aesthetic value of the landscape, will
lead to a significant decline in the market value of real property in the near and
wider  surroundings  of  the  mine.  This  impact  can  be  demonstrated  by  the
example of the village of Uhelná, from which the mine boundary is to be only 1
kilometre,  and  which  is  located  on  a  hill  about  50  metres  above  the  mine.
However,  the decline in the real  property  market price may affect the entire
Hrádek and Frýdlant areas.

2.3. Increased air pollution

According  to  the  EIA  documentation,  a  significant  effect  of  dustiness  will  be
manifested not more than 1 kilometre from the mine edge. Given that the village
16http.7/invenio.nusl.cz/record/118929?ln=cs.
17PGE: EIA Report, pp. 199-203 of the Czech translation.
18Op. cit. Chapter 14.3 Analysis of impacts on tangible assets in the Czech Republic, p. 
214.
19Op. cit., p. 51.
20PGE: ANSWER TO LETTER 70314_Liberecký kraj, p. 12, figure Turów Mine network of 
vertical reefs with isolines of vertical terrain decline between 1980 and 2014, namely 
points Nos. 542, 543 and 544.



of Uhelná is located just 1 kilometre from the future edge of the mine, PGE has
explicitly admitted that increased concentrations of airborne dust with the
mine approximation of 1 kilometre will significantly affect the inhabited
area of Uhelná.

2.4. Influence on local climate

According to experts21, the operation of the Turów Coal Mine and the
related  Turów  thermal  power  plant  has  a  negative  impact  on  local
rainfall  in the Czech Republic. This is due to the fact that thermal  power
plants that use advanced technologies to reduce SO2 emissions inevitably emit
higher amounts of ultrafine particles of 1-10 nanometres in size. The ultrafine
particles  emitted  from  thermal  power  plants  change  the  composition  of  the
clouds as well as the intensity and distribution of the downstream precipitation
from the source. Specifically,  frequent gradual rainfall is replaced only by
occasional  heavy  rainfall,  or  an  overall  regional  decrease  in  annual
rainfall occurs. The continuation of the mining activities and the related
operation of the Turów Power Plant poses, inter alia, a risk to the local
climate,  forests  and  agricultural  production. In  2010,  there  were
devastating floods in the Frýdlant and Hrádek microregions, which flooded 81
municipalities, claimed five human lives and expelled 2,000 people from their
homes.22 These floods were caused by the microclimate change related to the
activities of the Turów Mine.23 Within the TEIA, this negative influence was not
assessed by the Republic of Poland despite repeated comments from the Czech
public.

3. Concerning the violation of European law during the
procedure to grant permit

3.1. Early termination of the cross-border SEA authorisation process

The  TEIA  currently  underway  was  preceded  by  a  cross-border  SEA,  which
concerned  the  impact  assessment  of  the  change  of  land-use  plan  in  the

21Directly on the problem in the Czech Republic, see e.g. JUNKERMANN, W., & HACKER, J. 
M. (2018). Ultrafine Particles in the Lower Troposphere: Major Sources, Invisible Plumes, 
and Meteorological Transport Processes. Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society, 
99(12), 2587-2602, https://journals.ametsoc.orR/doi/pdf/10.1175/BAMS-D-18-0075.1. On 
a more general level (not directly in relation to the territory of the Czech Republic), the 
problem is further dealt with by ANDREAE, M. O., & ROSENFELD, D. (2008). Aerosol-cloud-
precipitation interactions. Part 1. The nature and sources of cloud-active aerosols. Earth-
Science Reviews, 89(1-2), 13-41, https://www.researchgate.net/publication/222558540 
Aerosol-cloud-precipitation interactions Part 1 The nature and sources of cloud-active 
aerosols and TAO, W. K., CHEN, J. P., LI, Z., WANG, C, & ZHANG, C. (2012). Impact of 
aerosols on convective clouds and precipitation. Reviews of Geophysics, 50(2), 
https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wilev.com/doi/pdf/10.1029/2011RG000369.
22http://www.ovodarenstvi.cz/clanky/liberecky-kraj-bude-s-obcemi-hledat-moznosti-
ochrany-pred-povodni.
23MUSILOVÁ, Lenka: Impacts of mining activities on hydrological regime in the basin of 
the Smědá and the Lusatian Neisse, available online: 
https://is.muni.cz/th/pjsll/DP_Musilova.doc.



municipality of Bogatynia, which is inherently connected with the project. It is
only on the basis of the above-mentioned change in the land-use plan that it is
possible to expand the mining area of the Turów deposit close to the borders of
the Czech Republic. On 28 May 2019, a decision was adopted by the City Council
in the municipality of Bogatynia on the adoption of an amendment to the land-
use plan of the city and the municipality of Bogatynia - the surface area of the
Turów  brown  coal  mine  in  the  Opolno-Zdroj  region.  The  City  Council  of
Bogatynia did so before the ongoing inter-state consultations on the
amendment  to  the  land-use  plan  with  the  Czech  Republic  were
completed. This led to a serious breach of the SEA Directive and the
Polish Impact Assessment Act.

Article 8 of Directive 2001/42/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council
on  the  assessment  of  the  effects  of  certain  plans  and  programmes  on  the
environment  (the  “SEA  Directive”)  states  that  the  environmental  report
prepared pursuant to Article 5, the opinions expressed pursuant to Article 6 and
the results of any transboundary consultations entered into pursuant to Article 7
shall be taken into account during the preparation of the plan or programme and
before its adoption or submission to the legislative procedure. A similar principle
is  also  expressed in  Article  11(1)  of  the  Protocol  on  Strategic  Environmental
Assessment  to  the  Convention  on  Environmental  Impact  Assessment  in  a
Transboundary Context, concluded in Kiev on 21 May 2003.

The Polish Impact Assessment Act, in Section 116(1), states that the results of
the international consultations conducted under the SEA must be taken
into account by the competent authority before the concept in question
is approved.

Pursuant to Section 116(2) of the Polish Impact Assessment Act, the
concept  cannot  be  approved  before  the  cross-border  environmental
impact assessment process has been completed. The authority concerned
must thus take into account the results of the inter-state consultation before the
project is authorised.

According  to  Polish  law,  an  assessment  of  the  effects  of  the  project  on  the
environment cannot be carried out before it is decided to amend the land-use
plan. Since the adoption of the change to the city and municipal plan of
Bogatynia  -  the  surface  area  of  the  Turów  brown  coal  mine  in  the
Opolno-Zdroj area was carried out in contravention of the Polish Impact
Assessment Act and the SEA Directive, it is not possible to decide on
the assessment of  the  project’s  influence on the environment or  on
other  related permits  needed to implement the project. However,  the
Republic  of  Poland  refused  to  respect  this  and  proceeded  in  the  permitting
process, although from the perspective of the Czech side the SEA process had
not yet been completed. The partial settlement of the SEA comments was only
delivered to the Czech side by letter  of  27 August  2019,  i.e.  more than two
months  after  the adoption of  the change to  the land-use plan  to  which  SEA



pertained. It is therefore clear that, since the comments of the Czech side were
settled only after the Polish side had completed the SEA process, they could not
be taken into account in the change to the land-use plan in question.

The petitioners therefore request that the Committee on Petitions, in
cooperation  with  the  European Commission,  investigate  whether  the
SEA Directive has been complied with by the Republic of Poland in the
SEA process and that the Committee on Petitions appeal to the Republic
of Poland not to proceed further in the permitting procedure until the
relevant  comments  of  the  Czech  Republic  in  the  SEA  process  are
clarified.

3.2. Authorisation  of  the  project  would  be  contrary  to  the  Water  Framework
Directive

An authorisation of the project would be contrary to Article 4(1)b)(ii) of Directive
2000/60/EC  of  the  European  Parliament  and  of  the  Council  establishing  a
framework for  Community  action in  the field  of  water  policy  (hereinafter  the
“WFD”).  Permitting the project would lead to  long-term non-improvement,
i.e. a highly likely deterioration in the condition of the water bodies
concerned24, without an application assessment25 being made for the possibility
of derogation from this obligation under Article 4(7) of the WFD. As follows from
the response of the European Commission to the question of MEP Ska Keller, “a
new project which may have a significant impact on the quality of one or more
water bodies may only be authorised after an exception under Article 4(7) of the
WFD has been granted if the public interest in the implementation of the project
concerned prevails and provided that the other conditions referred to in Article
4(7) are met.”26 These are the following conditions:

• It must be established whether all practical steps have been taken to
mitigate the negative effects of the project on the condition of the
water body concerned.

• The reasons for the implementation of the project must be clearly
formulated and explained in the relevant river basin management plan,
i.e. the relevant exception must be foreseen in the relevant river basin
management plan.

• It must be assessed whether the environmental  objectives set out in
Article 4(1) of the WFD are outweighed by the benefits to human
health, human safety or sustainable development associated with
the implementation of the project.

24In the Czech Republic, this concerns the 14200 and 14300 groundwater bodies. In the 
Republic of Poland, this concerns the GW600105 groundwater body.
25Application assessment is a term not explicitly used by the WFD, but which results from
the application practice of this article by the European Commission (see 
WFD_guidance_document_nr._36_-
_Article_4(7)_Exemptions_for_Environmental_Objectives of 2017) and simply means that 
all conditions prescribed by Article 4(7) of the WFD are to be sufficiently assessed before 
the authorisation of the relevant activities.
26www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-8-2018-006121-ASW_EN_html.



• The  benefits of  implementing a given project cannot be achieved
by  other  means,  which  are  a  significantly  better  option  in  terms  of
environmental  protection,  due  to  technical  non-feasibility  or
disproportionate economic costs.27

First  of  all,  the  first  of  the  conditions,  namely  the  inclusion  of  the
exception in the relevant river basin management plan, is not met for
the project. According to Article 3(4) of the WFD, in the case of a transboundary
impact of the project, the exception should be included in the international river
basin management plan, in this case the International River Basin Management
Plan for the Oder. Furthermore, it must be clear from the international river
basin  management  plan  that  the  exception  applies  to  all  states
concerned. At the same time, the international river basin management plan
shall  provide an  explanation that meets all  the criteria for application
assessment within the meaning of Article 4(7) of the WFD. However, the
river  basin  management  plan  in  question  (i.e.  the  International  River  Basin
Management Plan for the Oder for the planning period 2016-2021, hereinafter
referred to as the “MOPO”)28 does not contain information on such an exception
of transboundary importance. On page 51, only the following statement is given:

“In the Polish part of the MOPO, the setting of less stringent environmental
targets was applied with regard to technical, economic and social possibilities for
those bodies of groundwater where the anthropogenic effects stem mainly from
the existence of deep and surface mining.

For reasons of technical non-feasibility or disproportionate costs related
to the adoption of measures (e.g. costs of closing down, measures related to
social  factors  such  as  increasing  unemployment  rates,  disturbing  social  and
cultural balance in regions etc.), groundwater bodies at such risk were intended
for the application of exceptions to set less stringent environmental targets for
as long as the mining industry exists.”

This is a statement which does not fulfil the exception requirements under Article
4(7) of the WFD, since: 1) The text is limited to the territory of the Republic
of Poland, 2) the criteria under Article 4(7) of the WFD are not assessed,
and  what  is  assessed  is  only  the  criterion  under  Article  4(5)  of  the  WFD,
according to which only another exception can be granted and only until 2027.29

Therefore, there was no application assessment within the meaning of
Article 4(7) of the WFD.

27See Article 4(7) of the WFD.
28Available online: 
http://www.poh.cz/assets/File.ashx7id_org=200341&id_dokumenty=2507.
29Although the International River Basin Management Plan states that the exception will 
be applied “for as long as the mining industry exists”, such a claim contradicts the WFD, 
according to which a good condition of water bodies must be achieved by 2015, which 
period may be extended up to the period of two valid river basin management plans, i.e. 
until 2027. Thus, by 2027, all bodies of water must achieve a good condition, except for 
the application of the exception under Article 4(7) of the WFD.



However, PGE still ignores the obligation to obtain an exception for the
project under Article 4(7) of the WFD. First of all, the petitioners believe that
the project permitting process cannot take place before the exception
under Article 4(7) of the WFD is included in the relevant International
River Basin Management Plan for the Oder. An updated version of this river
basin management plan is to be prepared for the planning period of 2021-2027.
Thus, before 2021 the project cannot be authorised, otherwise it would
be contrary to Article 4(7) of the WFD.

However,  the  European  Union’s  methodological  guidelines  also  contain  legal
opinions that an exception under Article 4(7) of the WFD may be granted to the
project  even  approximately  halfway  through  the  term  of  the  river  basin
management plan, in which it may not be mentioned.30 In such a case, however,
the river basin management plan is  de facto updated by the approval  of  the
exception and, as in the case of the regularly updated river basin management
plan, public participation within the meaning of Article 14(1) of the WFD must
therefore be ensured.  Public participation in the approval of exceptions
under the WFD is crucial, inter alia, in determining the overriding public
interest within the meaning of Article 4(7)c) of the WFD, which is necessary for
the  (non-)authorisation  of  the  project  under  consideration.31 The  European
Union’s methodological guidelines therefore recommend that, in such a
case, the exception under Article 4(7)  of  the WFD be considered by
means of or in parallel with the EIA.32

However, in the case of the Turów project under consideration, the TEIA did not
assess the conditions for exception under Article 4(7) of the WFD, although the
petitioners  repeatedly  point  out  that  the  implementation  of  the  project  will
worsen  the  already  poor  quantitative  condition  of  the  water  bodies
concerned  in  Poland  and  the  Czech  Republic. The  petitioners  therefore
insist on carrying out an assessment of the project under Article 4(7) of the WFD.
If it is found that the project does not meet the conditions under Article 4(7) of
the WFD, it must not be implemented.

The petitioners therefore request that the Committee on Petitions, in
cooperation  with  the  European Commission,  investigate  whether  the
permission of the project without a test under Article 4(7) of the WFD
would be consistent with the Water Framework Directive, and provide
the Republic  of  Poland with recommendations as to how to proceed
with granting the exception under Article 4(7) of the WFD in a cross-
border context.

1.1. PGE’s previous practice is contrary to the EIA Directive

30Guidance document No. 36 on Exemptions to the Environmental Objectives according 
to Article 4(7), p. 63.
31Ibid, p. 59.
32Ibid, p. 64. Further, cf. also Streamlining environmental assessment procedures for 
energy infrastructure Projects of Common Interest, p. 12. Available online: 
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/20130919_pci-en-guidance.pdf.



a) The proposed anti-filter shield is not a sufficient minimisation measure

Under Article  7(4)  of  the EIA Directive,  the Member States  concerned are to
discuss  the  investor’s  measures  intended  to  reduce  or  ideally  eliminate  the
negative effects of the project on the environment. Furthermore, under Article
5(3) of the EIA Directive, the list of  effective minimisation measures must be
included  in  the  project  documentation.  PGE  proposes,  as  the  only
minimisation measure to mitigate the impact on the Czech Republic, to
make the so-called anti-filter shield with parameters of about 1-metre width,
990-metre length and up to 100-metre depth, using the DSM technology.33 It is
an underground wall with limited permeability, whose main purpose is, according
to the investor, to limit the spread of the depression cone in the Czech Republic.
PGE in the EIA documentation derives the real effectiveness of this measure from
the  results  of  the  anti-filter  shield  modelling  although many  comments  have
been raised  against  it  by  the  professional  public.  First  of  all,  the  technology
chosen is not suitable at all for producing such a deep shield, the proposed depth
of the shield is insufficient with respect to its placement, and the hydrological
modelling is contrary to the usual expert practice. There is no  discussion of
uncertainties, confidence intervals or sensitivity analysis. This is most
problematic in terms of determining the value of the filter coefficient (K)
of  the  anti-filter  shield,  which  expresses  its ability  to retain groundwater
flow, and is therefore crucial for the successful implementation of the project.
The  higher  the  filter  coefficient  value,  the  more  permeable  and  thus  less
effective the proposed anti-filter shield will be. According to the basic parameters
given in the EIA documentation, the filter coefficient will reach a  minimum of
0.0016  m/d  at  a  shield  width  of  1  metre.  However,  it  is  not  clear  what
maximum value the filter coefficient can reach in the actual structure of
the anti-filter shield to still prevent excessive permeability and thus the
failure of the given hydraulic barrier.34

These comments were not adequately addressed by PGE, and even during the
EIA, it took practical  steps to implement the shield35 despite the fact that its
mining licence had not yet been renewed and the cross-border EIA had not been
completed. Such a procedure raises doubts as to respecting the meaning and
purpose of the EIA by both PGE and the Republic of Poland. The petitioners are
concerned that, as in the early termination of the SEA, the Republic of Poland will
now terminate the EIA prematurely as well, without explaining and taking into
account the relevant comments of the Czech side.

33PGE: EIA Report, Chapter 19.3. Reducing the extent of the depression cone.
34For a more detailed criticism of the proposed anti-filter shield, see the attached 
document EMERMAN, Steven H: An Evaluation of the Use of a Cutoff Wall for the 
Mitigation of Transboundary Groundwater Impacts from the Turów Coal Mine, Lower 
Silesia, Poland.
35When settling the comments, PGE said that the supplier of the anti-filter shield had 
already been selected and started work on the concept of the shield implementation, see
PGE: ANSWER TO LETTER 70314_Liberecký kraj, p. 7.



In addition, the petitioners believe that an EIA should be carried out for the anti-
filter shield, at least in the form of a screening procedure, as this concerns a
“water storage or long-term retention facility” within the meaning of Annex II
clause  10g)  of  the  EIA  Directive.  However,  the  Republic  of  Poland  has  not
complied with its obligation under European law and has not yet initiated an
investigation into the environmental impact of the anti-filter shield.

The petitioners further conclude that the anti-filter shield proposed by PGE is not
a sufficient minimisation measure within the meaning of Article 7(4) of the EIA
Directive.  An expert  assessment of  the effectiveness of  the anti-filter
shield36 implies  that  implementing  the  project  while  protecting  the
groundwater resources concerned would probably not be realistic if it
were  to  remain  economically  viable  for  PGE. The  petitioners  draw  the
attention of the Committee on Petitions to the fact that a PGE-sized company
certainly  has  considerable  engineering  resources  and  must  be  aware  of  the
existence of all the problems described above. The petitioners therefore assume
that  PGE  has  already  decided  to  give  priority  to  the  cost-effective
implementation  of  the  project  at  the  expense  of  the  protection  of
regional water resources, while trying to confuse the public concerned
with  a  practically  unrealistic  computer  model  of  the  alleged
minimisation measure. Concerning the design and installation of the shield,
the mechanism of Czech participation in the approval of the final shield
design,  control  of  its  construction (including  the  decision  of  a  possible
expansion to the east or its thickening in the case of insufficient permeability
restriction)  and  especially  control  of  its  functionality  using  special
monitoring will be crucial. Therefore, a separate assessment procedure
under Article 4(2) of the EIA Directive should be carried out to assess
the environmental impact of the anti-filter shield. However, this has not
yet happened. The petitioners therefore urge the Committee on Petitions to pay
sufficient attention to the project within its investigative activities, so that PGE
will no longer dare to ignore the requests of the parties concerned from among
the Czech public  and will  not  complete the cross-border  EIA process until  all
relevant comments from the expert public on the effectiveness of the anti-filter
shield  have  been incorporated  into  the  project  implementation  plan  and  the
impact of this water retention device has been assessed at least in the screening
procedure in accordance with Article 4(2) of the EIA Directive.

In  addition,  because  of  the  uncertainty  about  the  effectiveness  of  the
minimisation  measure,  the  petitioners  require  PGE  to  guarantee  that  no
damage to the water resources of the Liberec Region will occur, namely
by setting up a compensation fund for all those potentially affected by
the loss of groundwater. This  compensation fund should  be similar  to  the
financial  reserve  that  mining  companies  are  obliged  to  create  in  the  Czech
Republic pursuant to Section 37a of Act No. 44/1988 Coll.,  the Mining Act,  to
compensate for mining damages, including loss or significant reduction of the

36EMERMAN, Steven H.: An Evaluation of the Use of a Cutoff Wall for the Mitigation of 
Transboundary Groundwater Impacts from the Turów Coal Mine, Lower Silesia, Poland.



amount of  groundwater  due to ongoing extraction.37 However, PGE refuses
the  creation  of  a  similar  compensation  fund,  just  as  it  refuses  to
reimburse directly to the Czech Republic the costs already incurred to
determine the amount of environmental damage so far suffered and to
provide replacement water resources for the municipalities affected by
the project.38

The  petitioners  therefore  ask  the  Committee  on  Petitions  to  investigate,  in
cooperation  with  the  European  Commission,  whether  the  proposed  anti-filter
shield is a sufficient minimisation measure within the meaning of Articles 7(4)
and 5(3) of the EIA Directive, and whether at least screening proceedings within
the meaning of Article 4(2) of the EIA Directive have to be conducted for the anti-
filter  shield.  In  addition,  the  petitioners  ask  the  Committee  on  Petitions  to
comment,  in  cooperation  with  the  European Commission,  on  the  question  of
whether the non-creation by PGE of the aforementioned compensation fund is in
accordance with Article 14 on the mandatory financial reserve under Directive
2004/35/EC  of  21  April  2004  on  environmental  liability  with  regard  to  the
prevention and remedying of environmental damage.

b) EIA documentation works with outdated data and conceals some available
information about the impact of the project

The EIA documentation does not contain any data on the impact of the
project on water after 2015. On the basis of those data from 2015, the model
of forecasts of the impact of the project on water in the future was subsequently
calibrated. The Czech public has repeatedly pointed out within the TEIA that the
selection of 2015 for the compilation of the hydrogeological model is
misleading and, therefore, the findings on the impact of the project on
groundwater are underestimated. The documentation  does not take into
account, for example, the data from 2017 and 2018, when, according to
the data of the joint Czech-Polish monitoring network, the groundwater
level dropped significantly39, although PGE must have had those data at its
disposal.

Furthermore, the Czech public, represented by the Liberec Region, asked PGE to
clarify  whether  the  hydrogeological  model  demonstrating  the  impact  of  the
project on groundwater was calibrated for only one situation dated 2015. If so, it
required  calibration  to  be  performed  for  several  hydrologically  different
conditions to make the model more robust and plausible. In its Response, PGE
confirmed that the model had actually been calibrated only to the condition of
2015,  which  had  been  the  latest  available  data  at  the  time  the  model  was
developed.40 As the Liberec Region has already explained in its comments on the
37See Section 37(2) of the Mining Act.
38See, for example, the response of PGE’s Management Board to question No. 11 dated 
29 May 2019. Available online at https://www.gkpge.pl/lnvestor-Relations/Current-reports/
20-2019.
39Joint Czech-Polish monitoring of groundwater levels in the Turów Mine area and in the 
Czech Republic. December 2018, p. 40.
40ANSWER TO LETTER 70314_Liberecký kraj, p. 6.



documentation, it is better for the credibility of model outputs if the model is
calibrated to various hydro-climatic conditions. Since this model is calibrated
to only one condition (autumn 2015), a logical question arises as to its
plausibility  under  other  (particularly  significantly  different)  hydro-
climatic conditions, such as periods of severe and prolonged drought or
longer wetter periods with extreme rainfall.

PGE  also  notes  that  calibration  for  more  significantly  different  hydro-climatic
conditions  is  complicated  because  of  the  heterogeneity  of  the  modelled
environment, its tectonic impact, and the resulting frequent level differences in
piezometers  over  short  distances.  This  fact  is  clear  and  corresponds  to  the
complicated geological structure of the basin and, therefore, the petitioners do
not contradict it and acknowledge that it significantly complicates the situation
from the point of view of model calibration, and it is possible to achieve a match
of model and real data only to a certain extent. However, it does not address the
Czech public’s remark why the model was not calibrated to more hydrologically
different conditions to make the model more robust - on the contrary,  a lower
degree of match between model and real data reduces the credibility of
the model. It would therefore be logical for PGE to try to increase its
credibility  in  a  different  way,  e.g.  through  the  calibration  for  more
conditions as required by the Liberec Region. However, PGE refuses to
comply  with  this  requirement  of  the  Czech  public.  Such  conduct
undermines the meaning and purpose of the EIA cross-border consultation, as,
pursuant to Article 7(1)a) of the EIA Directive,  all available information on
the possible cross-border impact of the project must be provided to all
states  concerned  in  the  description  of  the  project. As  PGE conceals  more
recent data on the impact of  the project on water (after 2015),  this
requirement of the EIA Directive is not met.

At the same time, the EIA documentation did not assess the project
with respect to the phase of termination of mining in the brown coal
mine. The EIA documentation and PGE only outlined in a general way that water
and forest reclamation of the area would follow after the mining was terminated.
However, the petitioners are convinced that these aspects of the project, i.e. the
outline  of  concrete  steps  that  will  be  taken  after  the  project  has  been
implemented,  should  be  addressed  at  this  point.  For  example,  it  is  unclear
whether, with regard to climate change and the loss of groundwater and surface
water, the subsequent water reclamation of the project will be possible at all. It
is  these  aspects  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  petitioners,  should  be
assessed  precisely  in  the  context  of  the  environmental  impact
assessment of the project. If  the subsequent reclamation is not taken into
account, the assessed effects of the project cannot be complete and sufficient.

The petitioners therefore ask the Committee on Petitions to investigate
the  environmental  impact  of  the  project  not  included  in  the  EIA
documentation. In addition, the petitioners request that the Committee
on Petitions issue recommendations to the Polish authorities,  in line



with the comments made by the Czech Republic,  with which the EIA
documentation  should  be  supplemented  by  PGE. If  the  Committee  on
Petitions deals with this petition only when the TEIA has been completed, the
petitioners ask the Committee on Petitions,  in cooperation with the European
Commission, to appeal to the Republic of Poland to reopen the TEIA process and
revoke the EIA decision if it is found to be in conflict with the EIA Directive. The
petitioners also ask the Committee on Petitions to refer this to the European
Commission for preliminary examination.

c) Unlawful course of open hearing

In  their  comments  on the EIA documentation,  the Czech public  formulated a
request for an open hearing of the project, the aim of which was to discuss and
thoroughly explain the comments of individual entities on the project. The open
hearing was held on Thursday, 19 September 2019, in Bogatynia. However, the
petitioners  must  state  that  the  way  in  which  the  open  hearing  was
conducted  was  contrary  to  international  and  European  law,  namely
Article 3(9) of the Aarhus Convention and Article 7(5) of the EIA Directive. First of
all, there must be no discrimination of any of the parties involved at an
open hearing.41 For this reason,  translation and interpretation services of
sufficient quality must be provided to allow the necessary discussion
and exchange of information between the parties.42 However, the quality
of  the interpreting services at  the open hearing was so low that  the  Czech-
speaking public could not clearly address their comments and questions
about the environmental impact of the project to the Polish-speaking
PGE  representatives  and  thus  effectively  participate  in  the  open
hearing. Another violation consisted in limiting each member of the public
to only one question and an initial temporal limitation of speeches to only
2  minutes each,  although  such  restrictions  have  no  basis  in  the
legislation of Poland or the Czech Republic and, contrary to Article 7(5) of
the EIA Directive, they thus prevented effective public participation in the open
deliberation of the project. Therefore, the Czech public demanded that the
open hearing be held again43 because,  due to the serious procedural
defects of the hearing held, it was not possible to fulfil the meaning and
purpose  of  the  open  hearing,  which  should  be  a  joint  discussion and
thorough  explanation  of  the  comments  from  the  public  without
discriminating any of the parties.

Since the Republic of Poland has not yet proceeded to repeat the open
hearing, the petitioners ask the Committee on Petitions to investigate
this. Subsequently, the petitioners ask the Committee on Petitions to adopt a

41See Article 3(9) of the Aarhus Convention.
42See Article 7(5) of the EIA Directive and the Guidance on the Application of the 
Environmental Impact Assessment Procedure for Large-scale Transboundary Projects, p. 
13, available online: https://ec.europa.eu/environment/eia/pdf/Transboundry%20EIA
%20Guide.pdf.
43GREENPEACE: Response to PGE’s answer to the opinion on the EIA documentation for 
the “Continuation of Turów Brown Coal Mining” project dated 26 September 2019.



recommendation for the Republic of Poland that the open hearing be held again,
this time with a quality translation.

1.1. Implementation  of  the  project  is  contrary  to  the  Paris  Climate  Change
Agreement

The EIA documentation itself mentions the uncertainty about the volume of coal
mining in the future as a result of possible radical changes in the influence of
external factors as one of the major complications of the Turów Mine’s operation
and its environmental impact.44 One of the main reasons for this uncertainty is
the  ongoing  climate  change and  the  significant  contribution  of  the  coal
industry to both direct and indirect CO2 emissions. The planned expansion of
brown  coal  mining  and  its  subsequent  combustion  up  until  2044
undermines  the  Paris  Agreement’s  objectives  of  keeping  the  global
temperature rise below 2°C, and ideally below 1.5°C, compared to pre-
industrial times. However, none of the presented variants of the project
implementation include the possibility of early termination of the mine
operation. Moreover, despite the Czech public’s requirements, Chapter
10 of the EIA documentation entitled “Climate impact of  the project
implementation  -  carbon  footprint”  was  not  translated  by  PGE  into
Czech, although it has unquestionable relevance to the Czech Republic.

According  to  the  Polish  version  of  the  documentation,  when  calculating  the
amount of CO2 emissions due to the implementation of the project,  the CO2
emissions from the combustion of the extracted coal by the Turów Power Plant
were  not  included  in  the  calculations  even  though  such  emissions  are
inextricably associated with the project. Such a procedure is contrary to Article 3
of the EIA Directive, according to which not only the direct but also the indirect
effects of the project on the environment must be assessed.

Last  but  not  least,  the  Czech  public  demanded  in  vain  to  supplement  the
assessment of how the amount of CO2 emissions will affect the global climate. In
particular, the societal costs of high CO2 emissions from the Turów Mine
and Power Plant should be assessed, which should include quantifying
the  decline  in  agricultural  production,  impacts  on  human  health,
property  damage  and  increased  flood  risk,  as  well  as  the  value  of
individual ecosystems endangered by climate change.45 As part of the
EIA  process,  the  investor  is  obliged  to  inform  the  decision-making
bodies and the public of all these societal costs. The investor cannot be
relieved of  this  responsibility  by claiming that  the greenhouse gas  emissions
associated  with  the  continuation  of  the  Turów  brown  coal  mine  production
account  for  only  a  relatively  small  proportion  of  the  total  greenhouse  gas

44Documentation on the Continuation of Turów Brown Coal Mining. Environmental Report -
summary in a non-professional language, p. 85.
45See Interagency Working Group on the Social Cost of Greenhouse Gase (August 2016) 
Technical Support Document: Technical Update of the Social Cost of Carbon for 
Regulatory Impact Analysis Under Executive Order 128663 
https://www.usinflationcalculator.com/.



emissions  from  coal  mines  and  power  plants  around  the  world.  If  such  an
objection of the investor were accepted, then it would not be possible to avert
the catastrophic effects of severe climate change, which is caused by the sum of
ongoing emissions from individual sources.

In addition, the petitioners point to PGE’s false and misleading assertion that
“renewable energy sources do not yet provide a stable energy supply because
they  are  dependent  on  weather  conditions.  In  addition,  their  production,
operation and disposal are also of great importance for the environment, and
they  are  therefore  sources  which  also  have  environmental  impact.”46 The
assertion that renewable energy sources cannot ensure stable energy
supplies is refuted by the example of many countries with a very high
share of renewable sources and stable electrical networks. Renewable
energy accounts for more than 80 % of total energy production in at least 16
countries.47 In  addition,  researchers  at  Stanford  University  have  proven  that
most countries in the world (including the Republic of Poland) have the
ability to  operate a stable electricity  grid with only 100% clean and
renewable energy sources (i.e. wind, water and solar radiation). At the same
time,  this  research  has  defined  a  tremendous  potential  for  the  Republic  of
Poland, in particular for the development of offshore wind energy.48 The use of
fossil  energy,  and  in  particular  the  extraction  and  subsequent
combustion of  brown coal  in  the 21st  century,  in  light  of  the latest
scientific knowledge of its impact on climate change, can no longer be
considered a public interest.49 This trend is also confirmed, for example, by
the  inquiry  of  the  European  Parliament’s  Committee  on  Petitions  into  the
importance of coal mining in Europe: “coal mining has no future in Europe
given its direct impact on the environment, climate and the use of soil,
and  the  pollution  of  air,  noise  and  water.”50 The  petitioners  therefore
request  a more detailed assessment of  the zero variant  in  the framework of
cross-border assessment (i.e. non-implementation of the project) and, based on
the findings to date, they are inclined in favour of this variant. Alternatively, the
petitioners require at least the implementation of a compromise option, i.e. the
extension of the mining licence until no later than 2030 and the obligation not to
expand the mining area closer to the Czech borders.

46ANSWER TO LETTER 69944_Greenpeace, p. 9.
47See, for example, 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_countries_by_electricity_production_from_renewable_
sources.
48Jacobson, M. Z., Delucchi, M. A., Bauer, Z. A., Goodman, S. C, Chapman, W. E., Cameron,
M. A.,... & Erwin, J. R. (2017). 100% clean and renewable wind, water, and sunlight all-
sector energy roadmaps for 139 countries of the world. Joule, 1(1), 108-121. Available 
online at: https://web.stanford.edu/group/efmh/jacobson/Articles/l/CountriesWWS.pdf.
49The latest report by the globally recognised Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) dated 2018 shows an urgent need to discontinue the extraction and 
combustion of fossil fuels (of which brown coal is the most environmentally harmful) in 
economically developed countries as soon as possible, otherwise the obligations under 
the Paris Climate Change Agreement, which is binding on the Republic of Poland, cannot 
be fulfilled. For the full text of the report see 
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/special-reports/srl5/srl5_draft.pdf.
50http://www.europarl.europa.eu/cmsdata/156158/1165897EN.pdf, p. 24.



Since  PGE  does  not  respond  to  these  repeated  requests  by  the
petitioners,  the  petitioners  request  the  Committee  on  Petitions  to
investigate  the  matter.  In  addition,  the  petitioners  request  that  the
Committee on Petitions adopt recommendations according to which PGE
should  prepare  and  assess  a  variant  with  a  demonstrably  lower
environmental impact in the Czech Republic.

2. Conclusion

The petitioners ask the Committee on Petitions to investigate the current and
future environmental impact of the Turów complex in all the states concerned
(i.e. the Federal Republic of Germany, Poland and the Czech Republic). In the
above points, the petitioners described violations of European law and general
principles of justice concerning the ongoing cross-border environmental impact
assessment of the project. The petitioners pointed out that their rights have been
violated by the Republic of Poland for a long time in the TEIA process and ask the
Committee  on  Petitions  to  make  recommendations  in  this  regard,  after
investigating the matter, in order to improve the situation. The petitioners also
ask  the  Committee  on  Petitions  to  inform  the  European  Commission  of  the
problem and forward the case to it for preliminary examination. The petitioners
perceive the greatest problem in the fact that the project endangers the drinking
water  resources in the municipality of  Uhelná,  for which the municipality will
have to provide a substitute source of drinking water for residents of the border
areas, without PGE contributing to the costs incurred by the petitioner due to
PGE’s  existing  and  future  activities.  In  view  of  the  significant  cross-border
element  of  the  project,  the  petitioners  also  request  that  the  Turów  case  be
discussed at the plenary session of the European Parliament.

In Liberec, on 26 November 2019
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