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Part A (maximum 5 pages)
A.  What mechanisms does your country have to resolve mass disputes? 
Currently Bulgarian law provides for one collective redress mechanism which was enacted as part of a procedural law reform in 2007 and in relation to the accession of Bulgaria to the European Union. 
The Civil Procedure Act (State Gazette 59/20.07.2007, effective from 01.03.2008, as amended) regulates in its Chapter 33 (Articles 379 – 388) the collective, also called class or mass, action. It is a private form of resolution of mass disputes and relates only to civil claims. 
Currently Bulgaria law does not provide specific mechanisms for collective redress in the area of criminal law and does not empower a regulator or other administrative body to provide redress to mass disputes. 
[bookmark: art_anchor]A class action may be brought on behalf of persons who are harmed by the same infringement where, according to the nature of the infringement, the group of such persons cannot be defined precisely but is identifiable. The infringement in question can be both breach of contract or tort, including breach of statutory duty. Any persons who claim that they are harmed by such an infringement, or any organizations responsible for the protection of injured persons or for protection against such infringements, may bring, on behalf of all injured persons, an action. The action can be for: (1) cessation of the infringement; (2) rectification of the consequences of the infringement; (3) damages.
Mass claims are within the jurisdiction of district courts, which are the courts that generally deal with more significant cases. The action is initiated by way of a statement of claim. It should specify the circumstances that define the group of injured persons and should contain a proposition for public announcement of the action brought. The purpose is that as many people as possible are informed of the initiated action. In case the action is brought by an organization representing collective interests, the claimant should provide evidence proving the ability of the organization to protect the injured collective interests seriously and in good faith as well as financial capacity to deal with the expenses for bringing such action. 
The court may request the claimant(s) to appear in an open hearing to discuss whether the preconditions for the initiation of the proceedings are present in the case.
If the court allows the action to be initiated, it shall make a preliminary ruling on: (1) the adequate form of publication of the bringing of the action: number of announcements, particular media to channel the announcements, and the time frame for making the announcement; the adequate time limit after the publication within which the injured persons may declare to the court that they will participate in the procedure or will pursue a remedy independently.
On basis of this, and within the time limits prescribed by the court, the court shall admit for participation in the procedure other injured persons, or organizations responsible for the protection of the injured persons, of the harmed collective interest or for protection against such infringements, who or which have declared, within the time limit set, intention to participate in the procedure, or exclude the injured persons who have declared, within the time limit set, that they will pursue a remedy independently in a separate procedure.
The court should direct the parties to settlement and voluntary resolution of the dispute. If a voluntary arrangement is reached, it is subject to approval by the court on basis of compliance with the law and the good faith. 
While the claim is pending, the court may order interim relief being that the respondent (1) performs a specific act; (2) refrains from a specific act, or (3) pays a specific amount. The interim measure should be adequate to protect the injured collective interest. The court measure may be modified or revoked by the court upon change of circumstances. 
The judgment on the mass claim has effect in respect of the infringer (i.e. the respondent), the person or persons who have brought the action, as well as in respect of those persons who claim that they are harmed by the established infringement and who have not declared that they wish to pursue a remedy independently in a separate procedure. The excluded persons may avail themselves of the judgment whereby the class action has been granted. A list of the excluded persons is to be attached to the judgment of the court. The judgment is subject to appeal. It can be appealed before the relevant court of appeal and the decision of the court of appeal can be challenged before the Supreme Court of Cassation.
If the judgment orders payment of compensation, the court may require that the compensation is deposited to the account of one of the persons who have brought the action, or to a special account jointly disposable by the persons who have brought the action, or to a special account jointly disposable by the injured persons. 
After the judgment enters into force, the court may convene a general meeting of the injured persons by publishing announcement in the same form as the announcement for the initiation of the action. The general meeting of the injured persons should be presided over by the judge and the requisite quorum is that at least six injured persons are present. The general meeting of the injured persons elects a committee to dispose of the assets in the special account and may resolve on the acts which the said general meeting assigns to be performed by the committee.

Part B (maximum 15-20 pages)
B. In relation to each mechanism that exists identified above:  
1. How many cases have been brought to date? Or are brought annually?

2. Briefly describe the nature of cases (subject matter, facts, duration, costs, and outcome—what changed and who got what?). (If there is a small number, 5 to 10 lines per case; or, if there is a large number, give details of a small number of important or representative cases).

In general terms, the information about pending or finished cases in Bulgaria is not public. Therefore, the number of mass claims is not publicly known. However, according to unofficial sources mass claims in Bulgaria are very rare and this area of law is underdeveloped. Moreover, there are only a handful of already decided cases. Most of mass claims are initiated by non-profit organisation representing various sectoral interests – e.g. interests of consumers of energy; interests of members of a professional group, etc. There are cases brought by the Commission for Protection of Consumers (CPC) as well. Despite being a governmental authority, it has standing to represent interests of consumers on the grounds of protection of a collective interest. The track record demonstrates that the CPC usually brings cases for declaration of invalidity of unfair commercial clauses and practices, e.g. clauses contained in terms and conditions of public services suppliers such as electricity energy suppliers. 


3. Case studies. Select one or two (preferably completed) cases and describe (in detail) the following issues:
a. The underlying facts and how these were discovered (eg, via the media)
b. Who initiated/started the claim (an individual, an association, a lawyer, a public body?)
c. Who were the parties?
d. Where was the claim brought?
e. How was the claim funded/financed?
f. How did the case unfold?
g. How was the evidence obtained?
h. How long did the case take?
i. What was the outcome? What changed, and who got what?
j. How were the victims compensated? What did they actually get?
k. What were the costs of the case, and who paid and received what?
l. How were the lawyers compensated, and how much?
m. Where there appellate proceedings?
n. Were there parallel claims in other jurisdictions? If so, did this influence the national court procedures? How?
o. Were there parallel non-judicial, regulatory/administrative or judicial procedures? If so, how did either influence any other?
p. How did the media report about the case? Did the media influence the case?

As the cases are not officially published or reported in the media, it is difficult to obtain specific and detailed information regarding mass claims. However, there are some unofficial resumes on decided cases that give some information on decided cases. Currently there are two disputes which have reached the highest judicial instance in Bulgaria, the Supreme Court of Cassation, where the court has rendered judgment on merits. 
One finished case is per Decision № 86/17.08.2015 of the Supreme Court of Cassation under commercial case № 616/2015. The action was initially brought by the CPC against one of the major energy supply companies on basis of the Consumer Protection Act requesting from the court to declare the nullity of clauses in the general terms and conditions of contracts for supply of electricity energy. The claim was based on the argument that the clauses are unfair for consumers in contravention of the Consumer Protection Act and hence void. The CPC also requested that the respondent be obliged to cease infringement of the collective interest of energy consumers and refrain from adopting unfair clauses. The claim was initially funded by the budget of the CPC but the expenses were finally reimbursed by the respondent. The CPC was represented by its internal legal counsel.  It took about two years for the case to go through three judicial instances to the Supreme Court of Cassation. The Supreme Court of Cassation confirmed the decisions of the lower courts and declared nullity of the disputed clauses. There is no reported media activity about the case or related administrative procedures. 
The other mass claim that has been finally decided on the merits by the Supreme Court of Cassation per Decision № 131/10.09.2012 of Supreme Court of Cassation under commercial case № 1036/2010 is very similar as it has been brought by the CPC against another energy supply company for declaration of invalidity of clauses in general terms and conditions. The CPC was represented by its internal lawyers and the case took about three years to reach and be decided by the Supreme Court of Cassation. It confirmed the invalidity of the clauses. 
