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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition 1602/2009 by Georgi Naydenov (Bulgarian), on organised crime 
within the energy sector in Bulgaria and his dissatisfaction with the decision 
concerning his previous petition

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner refers to organised crime within the energy sector in Bulgaria and complains at 
the Bulgarian authorities' reluctance to use new sustainable forms of energy. The petitioner 
refers in that connection to his previous petition No 152/2007, in which he referred to the 
research carried out by the subsequently murdered scientist Ivan Mihov Hristov, which was 
declared inadmissible. The petitioner believes that Ivan Mihov Hristov's research results could 
be crucially important for the energy sector not only in Bulgaria but throughout the EU and he 
therefore asks the European Parliament to take the matter up.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 19 February 2010. Information requested from Commission under 
Rule 202(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 11 May 2010.

‘The petitioner asks for a reassessment of his previous petition No 152/2007 concerning 
technology to enable non-polluting and economical acetate fuels to be used in the transport 
sector. In his initial petition, the petitioner referred to the research carried out by his client 
(subsequently deceased scientist Mr Ivan Mihov Hristov) and complained against the 
Bulgarian authorities' general reluctance to act at local and national level to implement those 
technologies. He also complained about the difficulties encountered when seeking to obtain a 
national patent.
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The initial petition was declared inadmissible by the Parliament in 2007. In his current 
petition the petitioner asserts again that the technology in question would resolve many 
serious environmental problems on a worldwide scale and further claims that the decision not 
to admit his petition in 2007 has resulted in large losses for the EU including the subsequent 
gas crisis. He also refers to organised crime within the energy sector in Bulgaria.

The petitioner had already contacted the Commission on this matter. In its reply of 24 
February 2009, the Commission pointed out that it is not involved in the process of granting 
patent rights and suggested to the petitioner to seek redress with the Bulgaria's Patent Office. 
At the same time; the Commission informed the petitioner that it does support the investments 
in energy technologies and infrastructures through funding of research projects.

The new petition does not seem to bring new elements of substance compared to the petition 
152 of 2007. Consequently, the core problem seems to be the difficulty of the petitioner's 
client to overcome "bureaucratic and other obstacles existing at national level in Bulgaria". 
The petitioner does not specify the type of obstacles that he wishes the EU structures to help 
him overcome. On the other hand, he introduces a new claim according to which his client did 
not die of natural causes and hints at parallels with the "Litvinenko case".

Overall, it can be considered that the response previously given by the Commission is still 
valid. It could be added that a failure to receive a patent in one EU country does not prevent 
seeking a patent in another EU Member State. The argument concerning the Commission 
support to research in new energy and transport technologies and infrastructures is equally 
valid. 

As concerns the importance of the innovation of Mr Mihov, the short description provided in 
the petitions does not allow to determine whether or not the delay in the introduction of this 
technology has led to large losses for the EU. However, the alleged link between the gas crisis 
and the innovation on alternative transportation fuel seems unfounded. Natural gas and end 
products derived from it are predominantly used in sectors such as heating and electricity 
generation but are uncommon as transportation fuel. 

Furthermore, it is unclear whether or not the petitioner still has the mandate to represent his 
deceased client (scientist Mihov). Moreover, it is not clear whether or not the matter concerns 
him directly, although the petitioner may have financial or other interests in the success of the 
invention of Mr Mihov.  

Conclusion

The Commission considers that the core problem as described in the petition 152/2007 and 
carried over in Petition 1602/2009 does not fall within the competence of EU institutions. In 
addition, the petition 1602/2009 fails to demonstrate how the decision of the Committee on 
Petitions in 2007 would have led to large losses for the EU, including the subsequent gas 
crisis.’


