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To your №Я-20122/02.12.2009 

 

 

     S T A T E M E N T 

 

 Following a diligent reading of the request of the debtor Hristo Lyubomirov Petrov, 

the private enforcement agent (PEA) considers it necessary to provide the following ex-

planation and statement regarding the case: 

1. The executive case №20077300400125 is opened on 6.07.2007. Along with the 

invitation for voluntary execution pursuant to the Civil Procedure Code (revoked), 

a restrictive administrative measure is imposed under Article 75 item 4 of the re-

voked BPIDA ("leaving the country, whereas passports or substitute documents 

are not to be issued to: … item 4. persons who are sentenced to pay support 

to another and who do not ensure the payment of the support during the 

period while they are abroad" – we hereby attach a copy of the restrictive 

measure under BPIDA (revoked). 

2. The debtor himself is notified in a telephone conversation on 28.02.2009 about 

the amount of the due obligation under the writ of execution, for the imposed re-

strictive measure as per BPIDA. Numerous conversations have been made with 

him – both on telephone and by e-mail. His parent – Anka Petrova and his uncle – 

Nikola Nenkov have visited the office the PEA. The PEA has talked with them for a 

period of two hours and has explained in a civil and detailed way all the aspects of 

the executive case. The mother has presented a general power of attorney 

granted by her son – the debtor Hristo Petrov which is attached to the file. She 

has provided a telephone number for purpose of future contacting her on the case 

(we hereby attach a copy of the general power of attorney). 

3. The debtor Hristo Petrov pays regularly every month the child support awarded by 

the court to the benefit of his minor son. On 15.10.2008 the debtor through his 

authorized lawyer – attorney Pl. Chervenkov files a petition (we hereby attach a 

copy of it) registered with the administrative department of the PEA, for release 



 

 

of the restrictive measure imposed under Article 75 item 4 of BPIDA. The request 

is accompanied by a notarized declaration by the debtor's mother – Anka Petrova, 

pursuant to which the latter states that not the debtor but the mother (who does 

not have legitimate rights to participate in the executive case and is not ordered 

to pay the child support) has enough personal means, income and property and 

will pay all amounts due under the executive case. The PEA thereby asks the 

creditor – Mila Georgieva (in her capacity as mother and lawful representative of 

her minor child) to comment on the request for release of the restrictive measure. 

The latter is not of opinion that the restrictive measure should be released (copy 

of page 86 of the case file). 

4. Considering the opinion of the creditor as well as the provision of Article 

75 item 4 of BPIDA (revoked) – last sentence, the PEA has notified the 

debtor Hristo Popov to provide the child support for the term of his stay 

abroad (as long as there is no pending lawsuit for the child support) whe-

reas afterwards the imposed restrictive measure will be released. 

5. It should be noted that the debtor is an American citizen and is in possession of 

an US passport; if he would like to visit his elderly mother, as he alleges in his re-

quest, there is not legal predicament to that and he can enter the territory of Bul-

garia with his US passport. 

6. With regard to the complaint of the debtor Hristo Popov with the view of a com-

pany in the meaning of the General Contracts and Obligations Act – I would like to 

make the following clarification: The executive case is opened and the restrictive 

measure is imposed by PEA M. Glushkova yet in 2007 i.e. long before the found-

ing of the company under GOCA – in the beginning of April 2008. In that regard 

the PEA is neither obliged, nor engaged or partial. At the moment the PEA does 

not consider herself partial either and does not agree that she should withdraw 

from the case, nonetheless, the case will be by all means be redirected to a PEA 

V. Georgiev who is also a colleague of PEA Glushkova. So all PEA in Bulgaria 

should withdraw from the executive case against the debtor Hristo Popov?! 

7. With that regard and in relation to the executive case against the debtor Hristo 

Popov – hereby I state that PEA Glushkova complies duly with her obligations and 

applies as required the laws of the Republic of Bulgaria. The publications of the 

debtor Hr. Popov online against M. Glushkova are motivated by his hatred and 

personal antipathy against the PEA resulting from the imposition of the restrictive 

measure under BPIDA. The publications are apparently drafted in an unprofes-

sional and incompetent manner and they are intended to tarnish the name of PEA 

M. Glushkova and V. Georgiev to that matter, as well as the private enforcement 

agents in Bulgaria in general. 

 

For the above considerations, as well as with regard to the fact that the legal prerequi-

sites for release of the restrictive measure are absent, and in particular – the debtor 

Hristo Popov – himself, has failed to ensure the payment of the child support for the pe-

riod of his stay abroad, as well as considering the explicit statement of the creditor Mila 

Georgieva against the release of the imposed restrictive measure under BPIDA (revoked) 

of the debtor Hristo Popov, imposed under executive case №125/2007, PEA refused to 

release the restrictive measure. The debtor is notified about the refusal in writing 



 

 

through his lawyer – attorney Chervenkov, Veliko Tarnovo Bar. The notification for the 

refusal is received by attorney Chervenkov on 19.01.2009. The refusal is not appealed 

and thus has become effective. A request for withdrawal of the PEA Glushkova follows 

addressed to the Chairman of District Court Veliko Tarnovo. Exhibit – reply of the Dis-

trict Court - Veliko Tarnovo – page 107 of the case file. 

 

 

08.12.2009 

Veliko Tarnovo   Private enforcement agent: [signature is not legible] 

         [stamp] 

         Maria Glushkova 

 


	FromConsulChicago_eng.pdf
	RespondConsulChicago.pdf



