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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
Alexandria Division
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
v.
ALEKSANDR BROVKO,
Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Crim. No. 18-CR-407

Hon. T.S. Ellis, III
Sentencing: October 23, 2020

DEFENDANT’S POSITION ON SENTENCING FACTORS
This is a case in which the calculated guideline range substantially overstates the
warranted sentence – as demonstrated by the sentence imposed by this Court for Mr. Brovko’s
co-conspirator, Alexander Tverdokhlebov, as well as sentences imposed by this Court in similar
cyberfraud cases. That is not to say that Mr. Brovko’s conduct was not serious. It was serious,
and he has never wavered in accepting responsibility for his wrongdoing. From his first contact
with investigators (in the Czech Republic, where he has lived since 2011), Mr. Brovko admitted
his role in the cyberfraud scheme at issue. He was “retained” by Tverdokhlebov, a high-level
cybercriminal, and others like him to assist in cyberfraud schemes to defraud U.S. banks by
hacking into customer accounts. Mr. Brovko’s role was to sift through stolen user data for the
personal identifying information that would allow Tverdokhlebov and others to steal money from
users’ bank accounts, and to further facilitate that process. For Tverdokhlebov, the mastermind
of such cyberfraud schemes, this Court imposed a sentence of 110 months in 2017. See U.S. v.
Tverdokhlebov, 1:17-CR-09, ECF Doc. 61(TSE). Similarly, in a more recent case involving an
unrelated sophisticated cyberfraud scheme, this Court sentenced the organizer of that global
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enterprise, Alexsei Burkov, to 108 months of imprisonment. See U.S. v. Burkov, 1:15-CR-245
(TSE), ECF Doc. 53.
With these cases and sentences as a guidepost, Mr. Brovko respectfully submits that a
sentence of 72 months is sufficient but not greater than necessary in this case. Such a sentence
reflects the seriousness of Mr. Brovko’s conduct and the greater harm of the scheme in which he
participated, while also taking into account the nature of his role and his personal gains relative
to scheme organizers such as Tverdokhlebov and Burkov.
I.

The Advisory Sentencing Guideline Range

The Probation Office has calculated the advisory guideline range in this case as 235-293
months. Mr. Brovko does not object to the Probation Office’s calculated guideline range, but
submits that certain guideline enhancements, as addressed below, should not be relied upon as an
equitable matter in determining the appropriate sentence for Mr. Brovko.
A. Use of Special Skill – U.S.S.G. § 3B1.3
The defense raised an objection with the Probation Office regarding its application of a 2level enhancement under § 3B1.3 for “use of a special skill” on equitable grounds. As a point of
clarification, Mr. Brovko does not dispute the relatively sophisticated nature of his cyber-related
knowledge and skills, but submits that his skills are no more “special” or sophisticated than those
of defendant Tverdokhlebov, who did not receive this 2-level enhancement. In this regard, Mr.
Brovko concedes the factual basis for the enhancement, but challenges its fairness as applied to
him. Mr. Brovko acknowledges that this argument is best presented as an argument under §
3553(a), as opposed to an objection to the sentencing guidelines.
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B. Loss Amount Determination
The advisory guideline range in this case is driven by the loss amount enhancement – 24
levels – which, in turn, is based not on the actual loss involved and certainly not on the gain to
Mr. Brovko, but on the number of text files found on Mr. Brovko’s computers at the time of his
arrest. Mr. Brovko does not object to the loss amount determination under the guidelines.
Indeed, the guidelines are clear as to how to calculate loss in a case such as this: number of
stolen access devices (defined broadly to include any personal identification number) multiplied
by $500/device. See U.S.S.G. § 2B1.1, Application Note 3(F)(i). Here, that formula translates
into a loss amount of between $65 - $125 million.
The loss enhancement applied to Mr. Brovko is excessive and arbitrary and should not be
given much weight. As far as the sentencing guidelines are concerned, the Sentencing
Commission offers no empirical data to support the guidelines’ $500 per access device formula,
or, indeed, the loss table in general. For its part, the Sentencing Commission acknowledges that
loss amount enhancements may be problematic in certain cases, and that “[t]here may be cases in
which the offense level determined under this guideline substantially overstates the seriousness
of the offense.” U.S.S.G. § 2B1.1, Application Note 21(C). This is such a case.
Here, the loss amount determination applied to Mr. Brovko is especially arbitrary and
draconian when considering that Tverdokhlebov, a higher level participant, was assessed a lower
loss amount (by 4 levels) because he, Tverdokhlebov, happened to have a smaller amount of
stolen data on his computers at the time of his arrest. See Govt. Sent. Memo. in Tverdokhlebov,
1:17-CR-9, ECF Doc. 54, at 5. Since loss was not measured for either defendant in terms of
actual loss, the advisory guideline ranges calculated for each defendant are of little value in
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assessing relative culpability. Tverdokhlebov’s guideline range was calculated at 97 to 121
months, more than 50% lower than Mr. Brovko’s range.
National statistics further demonstrate that a sentence at or anywhere near the advisory
range in this case would be a stark outlier among § 2B1.1 offenses generally. For Fiscal Year
2019, the Sentencing Commission reported that the average sentence in fraud cases across the
country was 22 months, with an average sentence of 18 months for offenders in Criminal History
Category I, to 40 months for offenders in Criminal History Category VI. See U.S. Sentencing
Commission, 2019 Sourcebook of Federal Sentencing Statistics, at Table 27. 1 Of the
approximately 6,400 fraud, theft and embezzlement cases in FY 2019, the average loss amount
was $6.2 million. See U.S. Sentencing Commission, FY 2019 Overview of Federal Criminal
Cases at 20. 2
As this Court well knows, the advisory guidelines are only one of several factors for the
Court to consider under 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a). In light of the arbitrary nature of the advisory
guideline calculation for Mr. Brovko, as well as national data on fraud sentencing, a significant
departure from the loss enhancement-driven guideline range is called for in this case.
II.

A Sentence of 72 Months Is Warranted Under the § 3553(a) Sentencing
Factors

After United States v. Booker, sentencing is no longer a mathematical exercise. The
sentencing guideline range is now advisory, and courts must consider the recommended
sentencing range as one of seven statutory sentencing factors enumerated in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).

1

Available at https://www.ussc.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/research-andpublications/annual-reports-and-sourcebooks/2019/Table27.pdf (last accessed Oct. 16, 2020).
2
Available at https://www.ussc.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/research-andpublications/research-publications/2020/FY19_Overview_Federal_Criminal_Cases.pdf (last
accessed Oct. 16, 2020).
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Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 259-60 (2005); see also Kimbrough v. United States, 552 U.S. 85 (2007)
(sentencing guidelines are simply an advisory tool to be considered alongside other statutory
considerations set forth in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)); Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38 (2007)
(same). After Booker, Kimbrough and Gall, therefore, sentencing courts must adhere to the
primary directive of §3553(a) to “impose a sentence sufficient, but not greater than necessary, to
comply with the purposes” of sentencing. This requirement is not just another factor to be
considered along with the others set forth in Section 3553(a); rather it sets an independent limit
on the sentence.
A. Personal History & Characteristics of Aleksandr Brovko
Aleksandr Brovko, now 36 years old, was born and raised in Bratsk, Russia, a city in the
Siberian region of the country. He grew up with his parents and two older siblings in what he
has described as a middle class household by Russian standards, equivalent to a working class
background in the United States. The family lived in a small apartment, and his parents both
worked. PSR, ¶¶ 51, 53. Mr. Brovko appears to have been gifted academically. After
completing secondary school, he went on to the state university in Bratsk, where he eventually
earned a degree in Systems Engineering in 2006. PSR, ¶ 59.
While attending the university, Mr. Brovko moved out of his family apartment to live
with his girlfriend who would later become his wife. These new living expenses meant that he
had to find employment, and he put the completion of his degree on hold when he found an
engineering job at a local printing and advertising business. PSR, ¶ 61; letter of A. Brovko,
attached as Exhibit 1. He lost that job, however, after a disagreement with the company’s
management. See Ex. 1.
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While Mr. Brovko was later able to finish his coursework and earn his degree, he found
that the degree did not open doors to employment opportunities as he had hoped it would. As he
explains in his letter to the Court, his efforts to find legitimate employment in Bratsk were not
fruitful, “either due to my lack of knowledge, or specificity of Russian business – when it is not
the service quality that counts, but the number of people you know.” Brovko Letter, Ex. 1.
Mr. Brovko’s struggle to find employment in Russia provides the context for how he
became involved in cyberfraud. His first foray into internet-based work was for a classmate who
was looking for help in directing internet traffic to certain websites. Through that experience, he
gained skills and professional connections, which then led him into the world of cyberfraud. It
was not a path that he ever wished for, and it is one that he had hoped to resist by finding decent
paying employment from legitimate sources. See Brovko Letter, Ex. 1.
Then, he and his wife experienced personal tragedy. As described in her letter to the
Court, attached as Exhibit 2, they had a baby, a son, who died at 1 month old due to errors made
by medical professionals at the local hospital. It was an extremely painful time in their lives.
Mr. Brovko remains uncomfortable discussing their loss. After their first son’s death, Mr.
Brovko and his wife decided to move to the Czech Republic, hoping for a fresh start, and did so
in 2011. There, they had a second child, also a son, who is almost 8 years old. PSR, ¶¶ 53-54.
Once settled in Ceske Budejovice, a city in the southern region of the Czech Republic,
Mr. Brovko hoped to find better, legitimate employment opportunities. But moving to a new
country was not the panacea he expected it to be. While he was able to learn the language, he
was still seen as a foreigner in his new country.
With financial pressure mounting to provide for his family, Mr. Brovko returned to
cyberfraud work which provided a steadier source of income. He was never proud of his work
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and kept it secret from his wife and family. Brovko Letter, Ex. 1. His disappointment and
shame in himself, in turn, exacerbated problems in his marriage. Mr. Brovko decided that it was
best for his wife and son if he separated himself from their lives. Yet it is clear from his wife’s
letter to the Court that Mr. Brovko, his wife and their son remain a close-knit family, even after
his arrest and extradition to the United States. Ex. 2, Letter of I. Brovko.
For Mr. Brovko, the most important thing in his life is his son. He recognizes and deeply
regrets that his son will bear the brunt of his wrongdoing – because of his actions, his son will be
without his father during his formative years.
B. Nature of The Offense
As previously described, Mr. Brovko performed a specific role in the cyberfraud schemes
at issue in this case. Tverdokhlebov and others gained access to botnets – collections of
computers infected by malicious software – to steal data, including personal identifying
information and bank account credentials, from infected computers. Once the stolen data was
collected, Mr. Brovko (and others like him) were recruited and paid to mine the data for the
critical user bank account information, which Mr. Brovko passed on to co-conspirators recruited
by Tverdokhlebov and others, who used the information to attempt to steal money from users’
bank accounts, with Mr. Brovko’s support.
Mr. Brovko was paid for his work. The government identified payments from
Tverdokhlebov to Mr. Brovko totaling $137,000 in the years 2014 through 2016. While such an
amount is not insignificant, it is far less than the millions that organizers like Tverdokhlebov
made from the stolen data during this time. See Govt. Sent. Memo in U.S. v. Tverdokhlebov,
1:17-CR-09 (TSE), Doc. 54, at 7-8. For his part, Mr. Brovko used his earnings from cyberfraud
schemes to support his wife and son, but not to live a lavish lifestyle. He also pursued legitimate
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business opportunities, such as wood and food processing, but these other business ventures were
not successful. PSR, ¶ 62.
On October 1, 2019, Mr. Brovko was arrested in the Czech Republic on the basis of the
indictment in this case. He immediately agreed to speak to U.S. investigators who traveled to the
Czech Republic for the arrest. Soon thereafter, he consented to extradition to the United States,
and arrived in the Eastern District of Virginia on December 6, 2019. 3
With his willingness to speak to investigators, his consent to extradition, and his letter to
the Court, Mr. Brovko has demonstrated his acceptance of responsibility for his conduct. While
there is no question that Mr. Brovko engaged in cyberfraud for several years freely and
voluntarily, and was paid amply for his work, he is not someone who engaged in this fraud
without a care or thought to the wrongfulness of his actions and the harm to which he
contributed. He struggled with his moral failures, which he kept from his wife and family, and it
seems to have been the primary cause of the dissolution of his marriage. See Ex. 1, Letter of A.
Brovko. In short, Mr. Brovko has demonstrated that he does understand the seriousness of his
wrongdoing, and has stated unequivocally that he will not return to these illegal activities once
he is released to the community.
C. The Need to Avoid Unwarranted Sentencing Disparities
While the Court must consider many factors in determining the appropriate sentence in
any case, the need to avoid unwarranted sentencing disparities is especially important in this
case. 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) directs the Court to consider “the need to avoid unwarranted sentence

3

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3585(b)(1), Mr. Brovko is entitled to credit for the time that he
was in custody in the Czech Republic awaiting extradition.
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disparities among defendants with similar records who have been found guilty of similar
conduct.” Id. at § 3553(a)(6).
In 2017, this Court sentenced Mr. Brovko’s co-conspirator, Alexander Tverdokhlebov,
the “mastermind” of one or more cyberfraud schemes, to 110 months of imprisonment. 4 While
Mr. Brovko no doubt played an essential role in the cyberfraud in which he participated, in
relative terms, he is less culpable than organizer-leader Tverdokhlebov, who not only organized
the scheme, but also, as one would expect, reaped the greatest rewards from it. Indeed,
Tverdokhlebov appears to have earned millions (the government identified more than $1 million
in wire transfers China and Russia before his arrest) and spent it quite lavishly, on exotic
vacations and other luxury items. See Tverdokhlebov, 1:17-CR-09, Govt. Sent. Memo., ECF
Doc. 54, at 1-2, 8. For his part, Mr. Brovko earned enough to comfortably support his family
and fund his efforts to find other, legitimate business opportunities.
In U.S. v. Burkov, this Court sentenced another cyberfraud mastermind in June 2020 to a
sentence of 108 months, effectively the same sentence it imposed on Tverdokhlebov. Burkov’s
guideline range was assessed at 262-327 months, for reasons similar to Mr. Brovko – a 24-level
loss enhancement based on the guideline’s $500-per-device formula. Notwithstanding the
advisory range, and Burkov’s operation of what the government called the most exclusive
criminal cyberforum in the world – “a Who’s Who of the world’s most notorious
cybercriminals,” 5 this Court’s 108-month sentence reflected a substantial variance from the
sentencing guidelines’ recommendation.

4

5

See Burkov, Govt. Sent. Memo., ECF Doc. 48, at 2.
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In light of his role and offense conduct, Mr. Brovko is deserving of a sentence
considerably lower than defendants Tverdokhlebov and Burkov’s 9 years. What Tverdokhlebov
and Burkov both had, and Mr. Brovko did not, were connections to other high-level, “VIP”
cybercriminals to be able to organize and operate their schemes to extract profit from stolen data.
In contrast, Mr. Brovko, while his technical skills may have been considerable, played a
technical role, performing work for those higher up on the cyberfraud food chain such as
Tverdokhlebov and Burkov.
In sum, a sentence below the 9-year sentences imposed for Tverdokhlebov and Burkov is
warranted for Mr. Brovko. In determining how far below, the sentences imposed in cyberfraud
cases, United States v. Akhalaia, 1:18-CR-408 (TSE) (80 months), and United States v.
Yeliseyev, 1:16-CR-310 (CMH) (72 months), are important comparisons.
In Akhalaia, this Court imposed a sentence of 80 months for a defendant who co-founded
and operated various illicit businesses that sold stolen credit card data and personal identifying
information to other cybercriminals, which earned him proceeds of between $1.5 million and
$3.5 million. See Akhalaia, Govt. Sent. Memo, ECF Doc. 46 at 6. The amount of profit earned
by Akhalaia appears more in line with Tverdokhlebov’s earnings than those of Mr. Brovko. In
this regard, Akhalaia’s 80-month sentence supports a sentence of less than 80 months for Mr.
Brovko.
Finally, in the case of U.S. v. Yeliseyev, the Court imposed a sentence of 72 months, later
reduced to 48 months, for a cyberfraud defendant who “acted as a middleman between largescale computer hackers and retail-level fraudsters” trafficking in stolen credit card data. See
Yeliseyev, 1:16-CR-310, Govt. Sent. Memo., ECF Doc. 44, at 1. As in Mr. Brovko’s case, the
actual loss attributable to Yeliseyev was difficult to determine, and thus the $500-per-device was
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applied, resulting in a loss figure of between $25 and $65 million, one level lower on the loss
chart than that applied to Mr. Brovko. While it is difficult to gauge the ways in which Mr.
Brovko and defendant Yeliseyev are either similar or dissimilar from the limited information
available in the record, Yeliseyev’s role as a “middleman” suggests a mid-level role, which could
be said of Mr. Brovko as well. Mr. Brovko was not involved in deploying or organizing the
massive data theft (through botnets), but played a technical and admittedly important role in
extracting the valuable information from the stolen data, and paving the way for the subsequent
financial theft.
When considered together, the aforementioned cyberfraud cases support a sentence of 72
months for Mr. Brovko as the sentence necessary to avoid creating any unwarranted sentencing
disparity among similar and related defendants.
D. The Need to Achieve Deterrence, Promote Respect for the Law, and Impose A
Sentence that Provides Just Punishment
Deterrence is a difficult concept to quantify in relation to 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)’s mandate
that the Court impose a sentence which is sufficient but not greater than necessary. Research
from a variety of sources, including the Department of Justice, has concluded that increasing the
severity of punishment does not, in fact, result in greater deterrence. Rather, it is the fact of
prosecution which has a deterrent impact. See U.S. Department of Justice Office of Justice
Programs, Five Things About Deterrence (May 2016), available at
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/247350.pdf.
Here, Mr. Brovko faces a substantial period of imprisonment, in a country where he does
not speak the language, and has no personal connections. For Mr. Brovko, the experiences of
arrest and extradition alone are sufficient to deter him from future criminal activity, and a
lengthy sentence is not necessary in that regard. For others engaged in international cyberfraud,
11
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arrest, extradition and imprisonment for 5 years or more sends a resounding message and is
sufficient to achieve general deterrence.
III.

Conclusion

As in every case, sentencing in this case requires the Court to balance myriad factors and
determine the sentence that is sufficient but not greater than necessary. For the reasons set forth
above, it is respectfully submitted that a sentence of 72 months is warranted and represents the
sentence that is sufficient but not greater than necessary to achieve the goals of sentencing for
Mr. Brovko.

Respectfully submitted,
ALEKSANDR BROVKO
By Counsel,
By:

12

_______/s/___________________
Shannon S. Quill
Virginia Bar No. 76355
Assistant Federal Public Defender
Attorney for A. Brovko
1650 King Street, Suite 500
Alexandria, Virginia 22314
(703) 600-0850 (telephone)
(703) 600-0880 (facsimile)
Shannon_Quill@fd.org (email)
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on the 18th day of October 2020, I will file the foregoing with the
Clerk of Court using EM/ECF, which will then send a notification of such filing to the following:
Laura Fong, Esq.
Alexander Berrang, Esq.
United States Attorney’s Office
2100 Jamieson Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22314

/s/
Shannon S. Quill, Esquire
Virginia bar No. 76355
Attorney for A. Brovko
Office of the Federal Public Defender
1650 King Street, Suite 500
Alexandria, VA 22314
(703)600-0850 (telephone)
(703)600-0880 (facsimile)
shannon_quill@fd.org
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Dear Judge Ellis,
My name is Irina Brovko. I am still officially married to Aleksandr Brovko, although de facto we
haven’t been living together since 2015.
We had known each other since 2003 when we started dating back in Russia. I want to say that
Aleksandr is a good person, unconditionally. He is smart and strong. And though we had come to
the conclusion that we won’t be living together, and have separated, he continued to help us - me
and our son
- even after our separation. Honestly, I have never met people like this who,
even after they left their wife, still continued to fully support her and the child. Since the time we
moved to the Czech Republic, I haven’t been working. Our son was born, and then I was
studying to become a paramedic. Then I started working in the hospital as an ICU Nurse
Anesthetist. Then, in the summer of last year, I became a patient in a hospital myself (cancer,
surgery).
All that time, my son was with Aleksandr. All that time, we have been fully supported by
Aleksandr. We don’t have any relatives in the Czech Republic. Just me, Aleksandr, and our son.
He is the person that one can always rely on. He is hard-working and had spent a lot of time
working, but he has always found time for his son, too. And I will always think of him as a
wonderful father for my son and just a good person whom I respect.
As to the question of why he could have committed these acts – when we were still in Russia,
our first infant son lost his life because of an error made by doctors. He was 1 month old. This is
exactly why we left there. We sold or gave away everything we had and just left, only taking
with us our dog. I also know that Aleksandr didn’t want to talk about it. He didn’t want you to
know it. But I believe that this period of our life is very important, that it has determined our
destiny. We were both in a state of mind when you feel an emptiness inside. And we needed to
fill it with something. Aleksandr was working a lot. We put all of our energy into leaving Russia
as soon as possible so that we could start a new life in the Czech Republic.
It is possible he didn’t entirely understand what he was taking upon himself in terms of work
and his actions. I am sure he questioned himself whether the path he chose was the right one, but
I am convinced that his only goal was to solve financial problems and ensure a decent life for us.
Afterward, when we were already in the Czech Republic, our second son,
was born. And
Aleksandr became a wonderful father for him.
loves him very much. Our son is now 7. This
is the age in a child’s life when a father and a male role model are of vital importance. I am
already noticing how much he misses that. I already can see changes in his behavior, his lack of
confidence, his desire to find a male role model for himself.
needs a father.
Here, in the Czech Republic, Aleksandr has friends. Some of them help me and
to solve a problem. He has his young son here.

when I need

In the past few years, Aleksandr has had depressions. He saw a clinical psychologist but was
only prescribed pills... He told me that he was thinking a lot and wanted to start doing useful and
legitimate work, but he didn’t know yet what would it be.
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I am convinced that he understands what he has done, that he regrets it, and that the
worst punishment for him is not to be able to see his child.
And therefore, I implore you to take this into consideration if possible. I don’t know if this letter
will be at least of some use. I don’t know if it will help Aleksandr to get a somewhat lower
sentence. I just wanted to give you a little of our personal history and to show that Aleksandr is a
trustworthy, strong, and smart man, a hard-working man. He is just an excellent father and
friend. That he took the wrong path but that he deserves a second chance. Similarly, our son also
needs his father very much. I am trying to do my best to bring him up by myself, but I am
already seeing the effect of his father’s absence on him. In a way, in this particular situation, I
am writing this not only for Aleksandr’s sake but possibly to a greater degree for his son.
Thank you and stay safe.
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Достопочтенный Судья Эллис!
Меня зовут Ирина Бровко. Я все еще являюсь официальной женой Александра
Бровко, несмотря на то, что фактически мы не живем вместе с 2015 года.
Знакомы мы с ним с 2003 года, когда мы начали встречаться еще в России. Хочу
сказать, что Александр - человек безусловно хороший, умный и сильный. И хоть
мы и пришли к тому, что уже не будем жить вместе и разошлись, тем не менее,
все время он помогал нам - мне и нашему сыну
, даже после расставания если честно, я еще не встречала таких людей, которые бы после расставания с
женой все же продолжали полностью содержать ее и ребенка. С момента нашего
переезда в Чехию я не работала - у нас родился сын, потом я училась на
парамедика. Потом я начала работать в больнице в качестве анестезиологическореанимационной сестры. А потом я сама была пациентом в больнице в прошлом
году летом (рак, операция). Сын был с Александром все это время.
Все это время мы были на полном обеспечении Александра. В Чехии у нас никого
из родственников нет. Только я, Александр и наш сын. Это человек, на которого
всегда можно положиться, он трудолюбив и много времени всегда уделял работе,
но всегда находил время и для сына. И для меня он всегда будет замечательным
отцом моего сына и просто хорошим человеком, которого я уважаю.
Что касается того вопроса, почему он мог совершить эти деяния - еще в России у
нас погиб наш первый новорожденный сын. Из-за ошибки врачей. Ему был 1
месяц. Именно поэтому мы оттуда уехали, мы продали или раздарили все, что у
нас было и просто уехали, взяв с собой лишь нашу собаку. Я также знаю, что
Александр не хотел об этом говорить, не хотел, чтобы Вы знали. Но считаю, что
этот период в нашей жизни очень важен, что он определил нашу судьбу. Мы были
оба в том состоянии, когда внутри только пустота. И было необходимо ее чемлибо заполнить. Александр много работал, мы бросили все силы, чтобы поскорее
уехать из России, чтобы в Чехии начать новую жизнь. Возможно, он не до конца
понимал на что идет в плане работы и своих действий, я уверена, что он
сомневался, идет ли он правильной дорогой, но я уверена и в том, что
единственной целью его было - решить финансовые проблемы и обеспечить нам
достойную жизнь.
Уже потом в Чехии родился наш второй сын Макс. И Александр стал для него
прекрасным отцом.
его очень сильно любит. Сейчас сыну 7 лет. Это значит
тот возраст, когда ребенку жизненно необходим отец и мужской пример в жизни.
Уже сейчас я замечаю, как сыну этого не хватает. Уже сейчас видны изменения в
его поведении, его неуверенность, его желание найти мужской пример для себя.
нужен отец.
в Чехии у Александра друзья, некоторые из них помогают и мне с
при решении каких-либо проблем. Здесь его маленький сын.
Последние несколько лет у Александра были депрессии, он посещал доктора
психолога, но ему лишь выписали таблетки.. Он мне говорил, что много думает и
хочет в жизни заняться полезной и правильной работой, но еще не знает, чем
именно.
Уверена,
что он понимает, что совершил, что сожалеет об этом, и что наихудшее наказание
для него - не видеть своего ребенка.
И я очень Вас прошу по мере возможности принять все это к сведению. Не знаю,
будет ли это мое письмо хоть как-то полезно. Не знаю, поможет ли это
Александру хоть как-то уменьшить его срок. Просто я хотела описать немного
нашу личную историю, и показать, что Александр - надежный, сильный, умный
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человек, работящий, просто замечательный отец и друг. Что он пошел по
неправильному пути, но и что он заслуживает второй шанс. Точно также и нашему
сыну очень сильно нужен отец. Я стараюсь справляться с его воспитанием одна,
но уже теперь я вижу последствия отсутствия отца для него. Так что во всей этой
ситуации я пишу все это не только для Александра, но в больше степени,
наверное, для сына.
Спасибо. Берегите себя.

