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Operative part of the judgment

Atrticle 3 of Council Directive 85/337/EEC of 27 June 1985 on the
assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the
environment, as amended by Council Directive 97/11/EC of 3 March
1997 and by Directive 2003/35/EC of the European Parliament and
of the Council of 26 May 2003, must be interpreted as meaning that
the environmental impact assessment, as provided for in that article,
does not include the assessment of the effects which the project under
examination has on the value of material assets. However, pecuniary
damage, in so far as it is the direct economic consequence of the effects
on the environment of a public or private project, is covered by the
objective of protection pursued by Directive 85/337.

The fact that an environmental impact assessment has not been carried
out, in breach of the requirements of that directive, does not, in
principle, by itself, according to European Union law, and without
prejudice to rules of national law which are less restrictive as regards
State liability, confer on an individual a right to compensation for
purely pecuniary damage caused by the decrease in the value of his
property as a result of the environmental effects of that project.
However, it is for the national court to determine whether the
requirements of European Union law applicable to the right to
compensation, including the existence of a direct causal link between
the breach alleged and the damage sustained, have been satisfied.

() O] C 319, 29.10.2011.
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the ground that it is not able to carry out the declared
economic activity.

Operative part of the judgment

Atrticles 213, 214 and 273 of Council Directive 2006/112/EC of
28 November 2006 on the common system of value added tax must
be interpreted as meaning that the tax authority of a Member State
may not refuse to assign a value added tax identification number to a
company solely on the ground that, in the opinion of that authority,
the company does not have at its disposal the material, technical and
financial resources to carry out the economic activity declared, and that
the owner of the shares in that company has already obtained, on
various occasions, such an identification number for companies which
never carried out any real economic activity, and the shares of which
were transferred immediately after obtaining the individual number,
where the tax authority concerned has not established, on the basis
of objective factors, that there is sound evidence leading to the
suspicion that the value added tax identification number assigned
will be used fraudulently. It is for the referring court to assess
whether that tax authority provided serious evidence of the existence
of a risk of tax evasion in the case in the main proceedings.
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