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What this document is
On September 16, 2026, Grant Arthur Gochin requested from the Human Rights Committee of the Seimas
of the Republic of Lithuania the documents recording the registration, examination, and outcome of the
appeal of October 31, 2017. That appeal was submitted on his behalf by attorney Rokas Rudzinskas to the
Speaker of the Seimas, Viktoras Pranckietis, and referred by the Speaker to the Human Rights Committee.
On September 22, 2026, Committee Chair Laurynas Šedvydis provided the requested documents. The
response was signed with a qualified electronic signature and registered by the Seimas Chancellery on
September 23, 2026, under No. S-2026-4031. The file is a certified copy of an electronic document
(elektroninio dokumento nuorašas) issued by the Seimas. It consists of the cover letter, the 2017–2018
documents from the Committee's file, and the electronic signature metadata.

What the file records
• The 2017 appeal asked the Seimas to investigate how the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of

Lithuania (LGGRTC) applied the concept of genocide in its historical conclusions on Jonas Noreika and
Kazys Škirpa.

• The Committee referred the appeal to LGGRTC on November 17, 2017, and to the Seimas
Ombudsmen's Office on November 30, 2017. LGGRTC replied on November 22, 2017, directing the
complainant to the courts.

• By Report No. 4D-2017/1-1558 of February 2, 2018, the Seimas Ombudsman recognized the complaint
against LGGRTC officials as justified. The Ombudsman found that LGGRTC failed to answer the
questions raised, disregarded the Ombudsman's mediation, did not comply with the principle of
transparency, and showed signs of systematic improper implementation of legal requirements.
Recommendations were issued to the Government and to the LGGRTC Director.

• On June 6, 2018, the Committee heard LGGRTC's 2017 activity report, discussed the appeal, and
reported to the Speaker.

Contents of this PDF
• Part A — Original document (Lithuanian): PDF pages 2–95 (94 pages), reproduced unaltered as

issued by the Seimas.
• Part B — English translation: PDF pages 96–164 (69 pages). Part B opens with an index of every

document in Part A in the order it appears, identifies the duplicate copies contained in the package, and
closes with translator's notes on discrepancies found in the Lithuanian originals.

Note on the translation
The English translation is provided for reference. It is not a certified or sworn translation. Where the
Lithuanian original is controlling for any legal purpose, Part A governs. The Power of Attorney is bilingual
in the original; its English column is reproduced as printed.
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English Translation — Seimas Human Rights Committee
Document Package (Reply of September 22, 2026)

Source file: G__A__Gochin_nuorašas.pdf (certified electronic copy issued by the Seimas of
the Republic of Lithuania) Translation language: Lithuanian → English (American spelling).
The Power of Attorney is bilingual in the original; its English column is reproduced as it
appears.

Contents and order of the package

The package, in the order the documents appear, contains:

1. Cover letter of the Seimas Human Rights Committee to Grant Arthur Gochin, 2026-09-22,
No. S-2026-

2. Human Rights Committee letter to the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office, 2017-11-30, No.
S-2017-10824

3. Seimas Ombudsman cover letter, 2018-02-02, No. 4D-2017/1-1558/3D-317
4. Seimas Ombudsman Report No. 4D-2017/1-1558 of 2018-02-02 on the complaint of Grant
Arthur Gochin against the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania (20 pages)

5. Human Rights Committee letter to LGGRTC Director T. Burauskaitė, 2017-11-17, No.
S-2017-10379

6. LGGRTC letter to the Human Rights Committee, 2017-11-22, No. 10R-32
7. LGGRTC letter No. 14R-32 of 2017-04-10 (certified copy)
8. LGGRTC letter No. 13R-267 of 2015-09-25, "On Kazys Škirpa" (certified copy)
9. LGGRTC letter No. 13R-200 of 2015-07-02, "On Jonas Noreika (General Vėtra)"

(certified copy)
10. Letter of attorney Rokas Rudzinskas to Seimas Speaker Viktoras Pranckietis, 2017-10-31
11. Complaint of Grant Arthur Gochin to the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office, 2017-03-06
12. LGGRTC letter No. 14R-32 of 2017-04-10 (further copy, as attached to the Rudzinskas

letter)
13. List of LGGRTC publications devoted to the history of German-occupied Lithuania (6

pages)
14. Power of Attorney of 2016-08-11 (bilingual; certified copy of 2017-10-31)

15. Second set of copies: letter No. S-2017-10379; letter No. S-2017-10824; LGGRTC letter
No. 10R-32; LGGRTC letter No. 14R-32; LGGRTC letter No. 13R-267; LGGRTC letter No.
13R-200; a blank page; Seimas Ombudsman cover letter No. 4D-2017/1-1558/3D-317; Seimas
Ombudsman Report No. 4D-2017/1-1558; a blank page
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16. Human Rights Committee letter to Seimas Speaker Viktoras Pranckietis, June 2018 ("On
the Request")

17. Detailed metadata of the electronic document
Duplicates. Items 7 and 12, and the entire set listed in item 15, are photocopies of documents
that appear earlier in the package. Their text is identical to the first copies; they differ only in
archival folio numbers handwritten in the margins, stamps of receipt, and scan quality. Each
such document is translated once below, and the duplicate copies are identified here so that no
document in the package is unaccounted for.

1. Cover letter of the Human Rights Committee, 2026-09-22

Header (top right, in blue): Copy of electronic document

[Coat of arms of the Republic of Lithuania]

SEIMAS OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA

HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE

Gedimino pr. 53, 01109 Vilnius Tel. (0 5) 209 6810 Email zmteiskt@lrs.lt

Grant Arthur Gochin

ggochin@gmail.com

2026-09-22 No. S-2026-

In reply to your request of 2026-09-16

RE: YOUR REQUEST

On September 16, 2026, the Human Rights Committee (hereinafter – the Committee) received
your request for the provision of documents concerning the registration, examination, and
outcome of the appeal of October 31, 2017, which was forwarded to the Seimas Human Rights
Committee.

We provide the documents specified in your request.

ATTACHED. G.A.Gohin.pdf

Committee Chair — Laurynas Šedvydis

I. Strazdė, tel. (0 5) 209 6824, email inga.alisauskiene@lrs.lt

2. Human Rights Committee to the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office, 2017-11-30,
No. S-2017-10824

[Coat of arms]

SEIMAS OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA
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HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE

Gedimino pr. 53, 01109 Vilnius Tel. (8 5) 239 6811 Fax (8 5) 239 6499 Email zmteiskt@lrs.lt

To the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office

2017-11-30 No. S-2017-10824 [date and number handwritten]

RE: APPEAL

The Human Rights Committee of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania (hereinafter – the
Committee) has received G. A. Gochin's appeal to the Speaker of the Seimas V. Pranckietis
concerning the interpretation of the concept of the crime of genocide. The applicant has also
applied to the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office.

We kindly ask you to inform the Committee of the progress of the examination of the appeal.

ATTACHED. Copy of the complaint and annexes, 13 pages.

Respectfully, Committee Chair [signature] Valerijus Simulik

I. Ališauskienė, tel. (8 5) 239 6824, fax (8 5) 239 6499, email inga.alisauskiene@lrs.lt

[Logo: "100 – For Restored Lithuania"]

3. Seimas Ombudsman cover letter, 2018-02-02, No. 4D-2017/1-1558/3D-317

Stamp (top right): RECEIVED at the Seimas Chancellery 2018-02-02 No. G-2018-1199

[Coat of arms]

SEIMAS OMBUDSMAN OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA

Gedimino pr. 56, 01110 Vilnius, tel. 8 706 65105, fax 8 706 65138, email ombuds@lrski.lt

To Attorney Rokas Rudzinskas, rokas@rlaw.lt

To the Government of the Republic of Lithuania

To the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania

To the Human Rights Committee of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania

2018-02-0[2] No. 4D-2017/1-1558/3D-317 [partly handwritten]

RE: REPORT AND ORGANIZATION OF A MEETING

The Seimas Ombudsman of the Republic of Lithuania has examined the complaint of Grant
Arthur Gochin, represented by attorney Rokas Rudzinskas, concerning possible bureaucracy
on the part of officials of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania
(hereinafter – the Centre) in examining his request of 2017-03-06. We are sending Seimas
Ombudsman Report No. 4D-2017/1-1558, which states that "in the Centre's activities in
examining persons' requests, signs of systematic improper implementation of the requirements
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of legal acts can be discerned; therefore, in the Seimas Ombudsman's opinion, it would
additionally be expedient to organize a discussion of the Centre's activities in examining
persons' requests and complaints, with the participation of the Seimas Ombudsman, the Head
and other responsible employees of the Centre, and employees of the Seimas Ombudsmen's
Office" (the language of this and other quotations has not been corrected).

The Seimas Ombudsman of the Republic of Lithuania, guided by Article 19(1)(21) of the Law
on the Seimas Ombudsmen of the Republic of Lithuania ("1. The Seimas Ombudsman, in
performing his duties, has the right: [...] 21) [...] to submit proposals or comments to the
relevant institutions and agencies on improving public administration so that human rights and
freedoms are not violated"), asks the Centre to submit by 2018-03-01 the information on
questions of the Centre's activities needed for the meeting being organized by the Seimas
Ombudsmen's Office (the meeting is planned for April of this year):

1) how many requests and complaints of persons, examined under the administrative procedure
and under the Rules for Examining Requests, the Centre received in 2016–2018, and how
many of them are repeat requests (complaints) regarding an improper initial response / failure
to respond to a request or complaint;

2) how many times in 2016–2018 requests and complaints were answered without observing
the time limits established in legal acts (indicating the reasons as well);

3) how many times in 2016–2018 persons applied to the Chief Administrative Disputes
Commission or to the courts regarding actions of the Centre related to the examination of
requests and complaints (submit copies of the decisions of those institutions).

In addition, we ask you to report, in the established procedure, on the results of the
examination of the Seimas Ombudsman's recommendations submitted in Reports No.
4D-2016/1-750, No. 4D-2017/1-1471, and No. 4D-2017/1-1558.

ATTACHED. 20 pages.

Seimas Ombudsman [signature] Augustinas Normantas

Rosita Daunorė, tel. 706 65 145, email rosita.daunore@lrski.lt

4. Seimas Ombudsman Report No. 4D-2017/1-1558 (2018-02-02)

[Coat of arms]

SEIMAS OMBUDSMAN OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA

REPORT

ON THE COMPLAINT OF GRANT ARTHUR GOCHIN

AGAINST THE GENOCIDE AND RESISTANCE RESEARCH CENTRE OF
LITHUANIA
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2018-02-0[2] No. 4D-2017/1-1558

Vilnius

I. ESSENCE OF THE COMPLAINT

1. The Seimas Ombudsman of the Republic of Lithuania received the complaint of Grant
Arthur Gochin (hereinafter in quotations and text – the Applicant), represented by attorney
Rokas Rudzinskas, concerning possible bureaucracy on the part of officials of the Genocide
and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania (hereinafter in quotations and text – the Centre)
in examining his request of 2017-03-06 (hereinafter in quotations and text – the Request).

2. The complaint states:
2.1. "In March 2017 we applied to [...] [the Seimas Ombudsmen] with a letter in which we
asked that the actions of the Centre's Head [Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė; hereinafter in
quotations and text – the Head], and in particular the publicly formed opinion on the
interpretation of the concept of the crime of the Holocaust, be assessed. In the Request we
stated that the official interpretation presented by the Centre contradicts Article 6 of the 1945
Nuremberg Tribunal Charter and United Nations law. The Request [...] was forwarded to the
Centre" (the language of this and other quotations has not been corrected).

"The Head, for her part, provided a response. The letter of 2017-04-10 [No. 14R-32;
hereinafter in quotations and text – the Response] answers the legal arguments concerning the
flawed interpretation of the concept of the crime of the Holocaust with the argument that a
fully objective interpretation of historical facts is not possible, and provides a 6-page,
unsystematized list of historiographic sources. Not a word is said about the questions raised by
the Applicant."

2.2. "Assessing the circumstances that have arisen, it is apparent that the Centre avoids
dialogue with the citizens of Lithuania, presumably seeking to defend an essentially flawed
interpretation of the legal relations of participants in the crime of genocide. The interpretation
of historical facts is a secondary matter here. We wish to emphasize that the Centre is a
budgetary institution whose activity in the case under examination violates human rights and
freedoms in the field of public administration, and more precisely those established in the Law
on Public Administration":

2.2.1. "a) The principle of objectivity, which means that the adoption of an administrative
decision and other official actions of a public administration entity must be impartial and
objective":

"The interpretation and explanation of historical circumstances presented by the Centre is not
objective. The assessment presented by the Centre of the conduct of participants in the crime
of genocide (e.g., in the conclusions on the activities of J. Noreika and K. Škirpa during World
War II; hereinafter in quotations and text – the Conclusions) is non-objective and legally
flawed"; "The Centre's Response, that 'all statements of the Conclusions are based on sources,
indicated next to each statement,' is non-objective"; "The Centre essentially does not answer
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the questions posed, and treats the Applicant's Request as insignificant. In the Response the
Head states that 'if the Applicant does not trust the conclusions presented by the Centre's
historians, he may apply to other Lithuanian scientific and educational institutions.' These
statements suggest that the Centre refuses to assess the Applicant's appeal objectively, and
after all we are speaking of the methods of activity of an institution that issues official
historical conclusions";

2.2.2. "b) The principle of thoroughness, which means that a public administration entity must
respond to a request or complaint clearly and with reasons, indicating all circumstances
relevant to the examination of the request or complaint and the specific provisions of legal acts
on which it relied in assessing the content of the request or complaint":

"The Centre, in responding to the Applicant's appeal concerning the flawed interpretation of
the concept of the crime of genocide, presented no legal arguments objectively substantiating
the Centre's position. We believe that such actions of the Centre violate not only the
Applicant's right to receive an objective and thorough response from an institution conducting
official historical research, but also the public interest in receiving objective information and
an interpretation of the concept of the crime of genocide as it is defined in Articles 2 and 3 of
the Convention of 1948-12-09 on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide."

3. The Applicant asks the Seimas Ombudsman: "To investigate the actions of the Centre and
its Head related to the examination of the Applicant's Request concerning the interpretation of
the concept of the Holocaust, and to oblige the Centre to provide an objective response that
meets the requirements of the law."

INVESTIGATION AND CONCLUSIONS

4. From the documents submitted together with the complaint, it was established:
4.1. In the Request, emphasizing that "in Lithuania historical events related to the genocide of
the population are ignored and distorted. It is especially regrettable that this is done publicly,
by institutions that shape the views of the population; therefore I ask that the actions of the
Centre and its Head be investigated. I base my request on the arguments set out below," it is
stated:

4.1.1. "Article 2 of the Law on the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania
[hereinafter in quotations and text – the Law] provides that the Centre is a state institution
investigating all manifestations of genocide and other crimes against humanity and war crimes,
[...] initiating the legal assessment of the organizers and perpetrators of genocide. Article 4 of
the Law provides that one of the Centre's tasks is the restoration of historical truth and justice
[...]. The Centre's function is the investigation of 20th-century genocide in Lithuania and the
provision to the public of objective information related to the destruction of persons of
Lithuanian and Jewish nationality.

I believe that the Head performs her functions in a flawed manner, groundlessly revises
historical facts related to the events of the Holocaust, subjectively interprets surviving and
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publicly available documents, and presents non-objective conclusions to the public and to
institutions. The indicated actions are related to 2 historical conclusions analyzing the
participation of J. Noreika and K. Škirpa in the genocide of the Jewish nation during World
War II. The Centre prepared the Conclusions in 2016."

4.1.2. "On the J. Noreika Conclusion" [hereinafter in quotations and text – Conclusion-1]:

4.1.2.1. "The Genocide Research Centre's report established [...] that until the Nazi occupation
in June 1941, Jonas Noreika served in the Lithuanian army court and held the rank of captain.
On 1941-08-03 J. Noreika was appointed Chief of Šiauliai County. It states that there survives
an order signed by J. Noreika on 1941-08-22 [...], addressed to the heads of the rural districts
of Šiauliai County and to town mayors, announcing that from August 25 to 29 the Jews of
Šiauliai County must be moved to the Žagarė ghetto, and inventories of the property they left
behind submitted to the County Chief. It states that there survives an order signed by J.
Noreika on 1943-09-10, addressed to the heads of the rural districts of Šiauliai County and to
town mayors, directing that the movable property of Jews be liquidated in the following
manner: 'part of the property shall be kept until a separate instruction, part of the property is
intended to be given to schools, rural districts, post offices, shelters, hospitals, and other
institutions; part of the property shall be distributed to persons who suffered from the war and
sold at auction.' The money was to be delivered to the cash office of the county administration
<headed by J. Noreika>."

"In the Conclusions the Head calls the said orders 'letters,' thereby softening the content of the
order documents, and thereby J. Noreika's role in carrying out the isolation of Jews and the
administration of property";

4.1.2.2. "Historically, 3 ghettos operated in Šiauliai County. Two of them were established in
the city of Šiauliai; by order of the Šiauliai County Chief of 1941-07-23, persons of Jewish
nationality living in the city and county of Šiauliai were moved into them. The third was the
Žagarė ghetto. It was formed when the Šiauliai ghettos were filled. People were moved into it
by the order of Šiauliai County Chief Jonas Noreika of 1941-08-22. It should be noted that the
Žagarė ghetto was not converted into a concentration camp, as the other Šiauliai ghettos were.
On 1941-10-02, in the town park in Žagarė, 2,236 persons were shot (633 men, 1,107 women,
and 496 children). Noreika worked in a civilian institution, but this institution served Nazi
aims: it organized the transfer of people to the Žagarė ghetto and the confiscation and sale of
their property. J. Noreika's order of 1941-09-10 on the administration of confiscated Jewish
property states that the property will be allocated to various social-purpose institutions
(schools, etc.), and also to persons who suffered from the war.

Historical documents testify to the contrary. The property and the funds obtained from it were
used for the needs of the Nazi war industry. In Jonas Noreika's county there is a known and
published instruction of the Šiauliai County administration of 1941-11-05 to rural-district and
town mayors to pay the money received from the sale of Jewish property, by November 15,
into the Gebietskommissar's account at the Reich Credit Bank in Šiauliai.
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The Centre remained silent about these circumstances and documents in its conclusion.
Speaking about J. Noreika's collaboration with the Nazi regime, the Head states in the
conclusion that 'in historiography the isolation of Jews and mass killings are not assessed as
two identical parts,' that 'the herding of Jews into ghettos [...] gave the Nazis the possibility to
proceed to the killing of Jews, i.e., to destroy them as an undesirable race,' but that there is no
information that J. Noreika was connected with the organization or execution of mass killings
of Jews.

Such an explanation of historical events distorts the objective truth and shows an inability to
come to terms with the events of the Holocaust. It is not understandable from what moment in
Lithuanian 'historiography' collaboration in carrying out the Holocaust began to be assessed
separately from the crime against humanity? Although the roles may not be the same, the
actions were directed toward one goal. The formation of ghettos and the appropriation of
Jewish property cannot be assessed separately from the mass killings – these are parts of the
crime called the Holocaust";

4.1.2.3. "In the conclusion of October 2015 the Centre states that 'information about J.
Noreika's activities after the uprising, i.e., at the end of June and in July 1941, is rather
fragmentary, <but> in summary it can be stated that in July 1941 Capt. Jonas Noreika was
linked by service ties with two institutions – the Telšiai LAF organization and the Plungė
komendantūra [military commandant's office].'

"Attention is drawn to the fact that a shadow falls on J. Noreika concerning the order to kill
given in Plungė on 1941-07-13, while J. Noreika was working in the Plungė komendantūra
established by the Nazis, i.e., before his appointment as Šiauliai County Chief.

Despite the established circumstances that Noreika is linked with organizations known to have
carried out the destruction of the Jewish nation in the Šiauliai region (June–July 1941), the
Centre states in the conclusion that 'It should be noted that he could not have performed such
functions, because [...] J. Noreika for his part was an employee and head not of police
structures, but of a civilian institution.' It is not understandable why the Centre's Head,
ignoring evidence, without additional explanation, states that J. Noreika in July 1941 could not
have given an order to kill to the LAF / komendantūra squads to which he belonged";

4.1.2.4. "The Centre states in Conclusion-1 that from as early as June 1941 J. Noreika became
involved in active anti-Nazi activity. No arguments or evidence confirming this are provided in
the conclusion. The Centre also did not establish J. Noreika's merits to Lithuania related to
resistance against the communist authorities. J. Noreika was sentenced to death by a military
tribunal under Article 58(1) of the Criminal Code of the Russian SFSR (treason against the
Motherland). For this act he was rehabilitated in 1991 by decision of the Supreme Court of
Lithuania. For what the first-degree award was granted is not known; Conclusion-1 does not
indicate this either."

4.1.3. "On the K. Škirpa Conclusion" [hereinafter in quotations and text – Conclusion-2]:
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4.1.3.1. "The Centre's defensive language was also set out in the conclusion on K. Škirpa's
activities. The Centre states in the conclusion that on 1941-03-19 K. Škirpa issued an
announcement addressed to enslaved Lithuanian compatriots. Its 6th point states: 'Already now
"inform" the Jews that their fate is clear, therefore whoever can, let them already today clear
out of Lithuania, so that there are no unnecessary victims. At the decisive moment take their
property into your hands, so that nothing is lost in vain.'

In the Conclusion the Centre emphasizes several times that K. Škirpa proposed solving the
Jewish question by expulsion. It should be noted that the Centre remained silent about the
circumstance that the document 'Instructions for the Liberation of Lithuania' of 1941-03-24,
issued in Berlin, gives the following instructions: 'It is very important on this occasion to get
rid of the Jews as well. [...] The more of them leave Lithuania on this occasion, the easier it
will be later to finish getting rid of the Jews'; the Centre also remained silent about the
1940–1941 document, K. Škirpa's appeal to the Lithuanian Jews titled 'On the Revocation of
Hospitality to the Jews,' which announces that the right of asylum granted to the Jewish nation
by Vytautas the Great in the 14th century is revoked, and states that Jews who have not left
Lithuania together with the troops of the Soviet Union will be handed over to field
courts-martial; expelled from the land with confiscation of property; or severely punished on
the spot if they attempted to damage their property. The Jews are told to have no illusions,
since there is no longer any place for them in Lithuania";

4.1.3.2. "Historically, K. Škirpa, a diplomat who had withdrawn from occupied Lithuania,
lived in Berlin in 1940–1941. There he planned the liberation of Lithuania from Soviet
oppression. K. Škirpa's greatest known merit to Lithuania is the creation of the Lithuanian
Activist Front (LAF) organization. K. Škirpa was the organization's founder, leader, and
principal propaganda driving force. The organization's goal (real) was the restoration of limited
Lithuanian independence within Nazi Germany; its actions – assisting Nazi troops in expelling
the Soviet authorities in June 1941, using for this purpose recruited and coordinated Lithuanian
military men and civilians – LAF squads. [...]. From 1940 to 1943 K. Škirpa communicated in
writing with persons of diplomatic rank throughout Europe. Detailed communiqués on LAF
recruitment and strike tactics and on preparations to assist Nazi troops in driving out Soviet
forces were known to have been sent to Hitler himself and to his secretary. [...]. The Centre's
conclusion does not present the possible influence of K. Škirpa's antisemitic propaganda, but
cites historian L. Truska, who asserts that 'LAF proclamations were one of the reasons why in
the summer of 1941 some Lithuanians joined in carrying out the Nazis' criminal orders.' The
Centre does not examine this aspect in more detail in the conclusion and minimizes it, stating
in general terms that 'in the activities of the LAF organization led by K. Škirpa there were also
manifestations of antisemitism.'

"In the Centre's conclusion LAF antisemitic propaganda and its influence are softened, the
content of the documents being interpreted separately from the genocide of the Jews and the
plunder of property that began during the period of Škirpa's leadership of the government. The
conclusion forgets the causal link that the expulsion of Jews and the taking of property was one
of the goals of the PGL [Provisional Government of Lithuania], set out in K. Škirpa's
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instructions and appeals, which were the ideological foundations of the PGL."

4.1.4. "On the Head's public statements" – "The indicated actions of the Head are a revision of
events related to the Holocaust, injuring citizens of Lithuania of Jewish nationality. Such
conduct exceeds the limits of freedom of expression defined by the ECtHR, therefore these and
similar manifestations require exceptional attention":

4.1.4.1. "Soon after the publication of the K. Škirpa conclusion on the internet, in a public
statement on this question the Head stated in Lietuvos žinios: 'We must understand that K.
Škirpa too spoke the language of his lifetime and spoke in such a way that his words would be
understood by the people of that time. Therefore his harsh comments should not be
absolutized' [...]. She emphasized that scholars who studied K. Škirpa's activities found no
antisemitic actions in it. This person is truly not a criminal who ought to be pushed to the
margins of history.' 'Assessing the statements of Conclusion-2 and the Head's speech, it
appears that the Head presents to the public knowingly false statements regarding K. Škirpa's
antisemitic activity, contradicting the opinion of historian L. Truska cited in the conclusion'";

4.1.4.2. "After the publication of Conclusion-1 the Head spoke in the foreign media. Asked
'why the main research institution, in the books and publications it issues, says very little or
nothing about the dark side of the forest brothers, and whether the Centre could not do more to
restore balance,' she answered: 'We are trying, but we encounter resistance from influential
conservative forces. There are several active organizations defending the memory of the
partisans, and they contact us as soon as we emphasize less favorable aspects. I often receive
letters from these people. And they have influential friends among politicians and high
officials. These people try to influence the works historians publish. With the November
elections approaching, it is becoming increasingly difficult to raise the question of a more
balanced picture of our contemporary history'";

4.1.4.3. "After a group of active citizens submitted a request to the municipality concerning the
removal of J. Noreika's memorial plaque in Vilnius, the Centre, on its 'Facebook' social
network account, on 2015-11-16 published the following response: 'The denigration of
Lithuanian patriots is organized by the neighbors from the East. They are assisted not only by
certain Jews, but also by quite a few Lithuanians: their names are written under requests to
strip an order, to remove a plaque, in defamatory articles in the press... Some do this
consciously, others out of stupidity.'"

4.1.5. "Legal interpretation of genocide":

4.1.5.1. "The 'Charter of the Nuremberg International Military Tribunal' contributed to the
legal establishment of this crime. It defined criminal acts and formulated principles of
international law, which were universally recognized in 1946 in a resolution of the United
Nations General Assembly. Another very important document was the Convention of
1948-12-09 'On the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide,' to which Lithuania
is a party. Under Article 6 of the 1945 Nuremberg Tribunal Charter, crimes against humanity
include: murder, extermination, imprisonment, deportation, or other inhumane acts committed
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against any civilian population before or during the war. Leaders, organizers, instigators, and
accomplices participating in the formulation or execution of a common plan or conspiracy to
commit any of the above-mentioned crimes are responsible for all acts performed by any
persons in execution of such plan. The Lithuanian Criminal Code likewise condemns persons
who organized, led, or participated in killing them, torturing, maiming, impairing their mental
development, deporting them, or otherwise creating such living conditions that led to the death
of all or part of them (Art. 99).

The United Nations International Law Commission (ILC) has stated that 'individual criminal
acts of genocide are by their very nature conscious, intentional, or volitional acts, which a
person usually cannot commit without being aware that they will most likely cause the
corresponding consequences. These are not the kind of acts that could occur accidentally or
even as a result of negligence.'

'The ILC gives the following explanation of intent: "the degree of knowledge of the details of a
plan or policy required in order to commit the crime of genocide varies depending on the
offender's position in the governmental hierarchy or military structure. This does not mean that
a subordinate who actually carries out the plan or policy cannot be held responsible for the
crime of genocide simply because he did not possess the same degree of information about the
plan or policy as his superior. The crime of genocide requires knowledge of the ultimate goal,
not knowledge of every detail of the genocidal policy or plan. A subordinate is presumed to
know the intentions of his superiors when he receives orders to commit prohibited acts against
persons who belong to a particular group."'

'Assessing the legal acts set out above and the Centre's Conclusions, it must be stated that the
Centre, in forming state policy in the field of historical research and establishing the
methodologies and directions of such research, violates Article 99 of the Criminal Code of the
Republic of Lithuania, Article 6 of the Nuremberg Tribunal Charter, and the principles
formulated by the United Nations for interpreting the elements of the crime of genocide';

4.1.5.2. "The Resistance Research Centre is a state institution which, by conducting historical
research and publishing official conclusions, shapes the opinion of citizens and institutions
about the events of the Holocaust and of the genocide of the Lithuanian nation. The opinion
presented must be objective. The Conclusions indicated above testify that the Head interprets
historical facts tendentiously, revises them, ignores inconvenient facts and evidence, and does
not assess voluntary joining in genocide as a crime against humanity. The Centre's Head
advocates for those who participated (collaborated) in the genocide of the Jewish nation,
presenting in the Conclusions and in the press statements that contradict historical documents,
which she does not support with argument, and also speculates with hard-to-prove facts (i.e.,
could have / could not have, knew / did not know), and emphatically highlights aspects that
create a positive image of the individual. Such explanation and interpretation of historical
events is a distortion of history and genocide denial, misleading the public, exceeding the
limits of freedom of speech, and encouraging manifestations of radical nationalism."
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4.2. The Seimas Ombudsman, in forwarding the Applicant's Request to the Centre by letter
No. 4D-2017/1-308/3D-744 of 2017-03-15, stated:

4.2.1. "From the content of the Request it was established that the Applicant complains about
the Centre's activities related to the Conclusions presented on the activities of J. Noreika and
K. Škirpa. The Request states that the Centre distorts historical events and does so publicly,
shaping the views of the population. Thus, the dispute between the Applicant and the Centre
concerns factual circumstances related to the persons indicated in the complaint and the
assessment of their activities, therefore this dispute is to be resolved in court. It should be
noted that the Applicant does not indicate in the complaint how the Centre's Conclusions about
the activities of J. Noreika and K. Škirpa violate the Applicant's rights and freedoms in the
field of public administration. [...] The Seimas Ombudsmen investigate complaints of
applicants regarding abuse of office, bureaucracy, or other violations of human rights and
freedoms in the field of public administration, and do not investigate disputes about law in the
field of public administration, and also do not investigate disputes about the establishment of
factual circumstances, and do not investigate historical circumstances. Attention is drawn to
the fact that disputes about law in the field of public administration are to be resolved in an
administrative court [...]. Therefore the Applicant, with regard to the Centre's actions and
decisions adopted, has the right, within one month from the day of publication of the contested
legal act or of service of an individual legal act or of notification of an action (refusal to
perform actions), to apply to an administrative court and appeal the Centre's decision, and also
to indicate in the complaint to the court all known circumstances and arguments that are
indicated in this complaint, thereby defending his rights and legitimate interests [...]. Taking
into account what has been set out, and that the competence of the Seimas Ombudsman does
not include investigating disputes about law or establishing factual (historical)
circumstances, the complaint is not subject to examination by the Seimas Ombudsman. [...]
if the Centre's actions or decisions degrade the Applicant's honor and dignity and do not
correspond to reality, the Applicant has the right, in judicial procedure, to demand the
refutation of disseminated information degrading his honor or dignity and not corresponding to
reality. Therefore the Applicant, with regard to the Conclusions related to the activities of J.
Noreika and K. Škirpa, if the Centre's Conclusions in the Applicant's opinion degrade his
honor or dignity and do not correspond to reality, has the right to apply to a court of general
jurisdiction and defend his possibly violated rights and legitimate interests. The assessment of
the activity of the Centre's Head, and decisions regarding liability and the application
(non-application) of measures, are related to employment legal relations and fall within the
competence of the Prime Minister and the Seimas, since the Centre's Head is appointed and
dismissed by the Seimas on the proposal of the Prime Minister [...]. It should be noted that the
Seimas Ombudsmen do not investigate complaints related to employment legal relations [...]."

4.2.2. "[...] attached to the Request is a copy of the Centre's letter No. 13R-200 of 2015-07-02
(i.e., a response of the Centre given to the Applicant more than a year earlier). There are no
data in the complaint, and it is not clear from its content, whether the Applicant applied to the
Centre in writing (and when specifically, if he did apply) regarding the circumstances indicated
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in this complaint, or whether a response was received from the Centre. Attention is drawn to
the fact that for filing complaints with the Seimas Ombudsman a one-year time limit is
established from the commission of the contested actions or the adoption of the contested
decision [...]. Complaints filed after this time limit has passed are usually not investigated.
Taking into account that there are no data on whether the Applicant applied to the Centre
regarding the circumstances indicated in this complaint, and the official position of the Centre
on the circumstances indicated in this Request is not known, it is expedient, by way of
mediation, to apply to the Centre, which would examine the complaint and provide an official
position on the questions of the Request."

4.2.3. "[...] I inform the Applicant that, guided by Article 17(1)(3) and (6) of the Law on the
Seimas Ombudsmen of the Republic of Lithuania, under which the Seimas Ombudsman adopts
a decision to refuse to examine a complaint when the investigation of the circumstances
indicated in the complaint does not fall within the competence of the Seimas Ombudsman, and
makes a conclusion that it is expedient to examine the complaint in another institution or
agency, I refuse to investigate the complaint, since the complaint is to be examined first by the
Centre, and in case of disagreement with its response – by a court."

4.2.4. "Having assessed the importance of the problem to the Applicant, and guided by Article
19(1) of the Law on the Seimas Ombudsmen of the Republic of Lithuania, I ask the Centre –
according to its competence – to assess the circumstances indicated in the Request and to
provide the Applicant with a reasoned response [...]."

4.2.5. "[...] if new circumstances become apparent due to which your right to good public
administration may be violated (for example, the institution (officials) does not provide a
response to a written appeal in the established procedure, unjustifiably or without reasons
refuses to resolve the issue of concern or to provide explanations, additional information,
documents, indication of the procedure for appealing the adopted decision, etc.), you have the
right, indicating these new circumstances (and also submitting additional documents of
substantive significance), to apply to the Seimas Ombudsmen again."

4.3. The Centre provided the Applicant with a Response of the following content:

4.3.1. "The arguments presented in the Request are open to criticism for the following reasons.

The Applicant asserts: 'I am writing to you in order to point out that in Lithuania historical
events related to the genocide of the population are ignored and distorted.'

We inform you that the history of the genocide of the Jews in Lithuania (1941–1944) has been
researched for more than ten years already. The material of fundamental historical research
carried out by Lithuanian researchers is published in monographs and various other
publications (a list of the Centre's publications is attached)."

4.3.2. "The Applicant's statements are not substantiated by concrete arguments: that the
Centre's Head performs her functions in a flawed manner, groundlessly revises historical facts
related to the events of the Holocaust, subjectively interprets surviving and publicly available
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documents, and presents non-objective conclusions to the public and to institutions. The
Applicant derives these statements from historical reports, based on comprehensive and
thorough research by the Centre's historians, analyzing the activities of J. Noreika and K.
Škirpa during World War II. We emphasize that in these reports [Conclusion-1 and
Conclusion-2] all statements are based on sources, indicated next to each statement."

4.3.3. "We would have no remarks regarding the public statements of the Head quoted in the
Request, were it not for the quotation attributed to her from the 'Facebook' account of
2015-11-16. This text was not coordinated with the Head; its author no longer works at the
Centre."

4.3.4. "It must be emphasized that the Centre is not the only institution in Lithuania
researching 20th-century Lithuanian history. This period is also researched by historians of the
Lithuanian Institute of History, Vilnius University, and other Lithuanian higher education
institutions. If the Applicant does not trust the conclusions presented by the Centre's historians,
he may apply to other Lithuanian scientific and educational institutions."

4.3.5. "In addition, we can remind the Applicant of the words of the European Parliament
resolution of 2009-04-02 on European conscience and totalitarianism: 'historians agree that
fully objective interpretations of historical facts are not possible and objective historical
narratives do not exist'; 'no political body or political party has a monopoly on interpreting
history, and such bodies and parties cannot claim to be objective.' We believe that these words
apply not only to the Centre, but also to the Applicant."

5. The Seimas Ombudsman, having taken into account the circumstances indicated above,
applied to the Centre, asking it:

5.1. repeatedly, observing the constitutional principle "State institutions serve the people,"
the principles of objectivity and thoroughness of public administration, and the
requirements of the Rules for Examining Requests of Persons and Serving Them in Public
Administration Entities approved by Resolution No. 93 of the Government of the Republic of
Lithuania of 2015-08-26 (hereinafter in quotations and text – the Rules for Examining
Requests), to examine the Request according to the Centre's competence and the content of
the Request, to provide the Applicant with a clear and reasoned response (with a copy to the
Seimas Ombudsman) to all the questions, arguments, problems, etc. raised by him,
indicating all circumstances relevant to the examination of the Request and the specific
provisions of legal acts relied upon in assessing the content of the Request, at the same time
providing reasoned explanations of the Centre's position on each question raised by the
Applicant, regarding the circumstances indicated by the Applicant as quoted in this report:

5.1.1. in subparagraphs 4.1.2.1–4.1.2.4 – "In the Conclusions the Head calls the said orders
'letters,' thereby softening the content of the order documents"; "J. Noreika's order of
1941-09-10 on the administration of confiscated Jewish property states that the property will
be allocated to various social-purpose institutions (schools, etc.), and also to persons who
suffered from the war. Historical documents testify to the contrary. [...]. The Centre remained
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silent about these circumstances and documents in its conclusion"; "It is not understandable
from what moment in Lithuanian 'historiography' collaboration in carrying out the Holocaust
began to be assessed separately from the crime against humanity?"; "It is not understandable
why the Centre's Head, ignoring evidence, without additional explanation, states that J.
Noreika in July 1941 could not have given an order to kill to the LAF / komendantūra squads
to which he belonged"; "The Centre states in Conclusion-1 that from as early as June 1941 J.
Noreika became involved in active anti-Nazi activity. No arguments or evidence confirming
this are provided in Conclusion-1. The Centre also did not establish J. Noreika's merits to
Lithuania related to resistance against the communist authorities"; "For what the first-degree
award was granted is not known; the conclusion does not indicate this either";

5.1.2. in subparagraphs 4.1.3.1–4.1.3.2 – "It should be noted that the Centre remained silent
about the circumstance that the document 'Instructions for the Liberation of Lithuania' of
1941-03-24 [...] gives the following instructions: 'It is very important on this occasion to get rid
of the Jews as well. [...] The more of them leave Lithuania on this occasion, the easier it will be
later to finish getting rid of the Jews'"; "The Centre also remained silent about the 1940–1941
document [...]"; "The Centre's conclusion does not present the possible influence of K. Škirpa's
antisemitic propaganda, but cites historian L. Truska, who asserts that 'LAF proclamations
were one of the reasons why in the summer of 1941 some Lithuanians joined in carrying out
the Nazis' criminal orders.' The Centre does not examine this aspect in more detail in the
conclusion and minimizes it"; "In the Centre's conclusion LAF antisemitic propaganda and its
influence are softened, the content of the documents being interpreted separately from the
genocide of the Jews and the plunder of property that began during the period of Škirpa's
leadership of the government. The conclusion forgets the causal link that the expulsion of Jews
and the taking of property was one of the goals of the PGL";

5.1.3. in subparagraph 4.1.4 – "Such [the Head's] conduct exceeds the limits of freedom of
expression defined by the ECtHR";

5.1.4. in subparagraph 4.1.4.1 – "She emphasized that scholars who studied K. Škirpa's
activities found no antisemitic actions in it. [...] The Head presents to the public knowingly
false statements regarding K. Škirpa's antisemitic activity, contradicting the opinion of
historian L. Truska cited in the conclusion";

5.1.5. in subparagraphs 4.1.5.1–4.1.5.2 – "The Centre, in forming state policy in the field of
historical research and establishing the methodologies and directions of such research, violates
Article 99 of the Criminal Code of the Republic of Lithuania, Article 6 of the Nuremberg
Tribunal Charter, and the principles formulated by the United Nations for interpreting the
elements of the crime of genocide"; "The Head interprets historical facts tendentiously, revises
them, ignores inconvenient facts and evidence, and does not assess voluntary joining in
genocide as a crime against humanity"; "The Head advocates for those who participated
(collaborated) in the genocide of the Jewish nation, presenting in the Conclusions and in the
press statements that contradict historical documents, which she does not support with
argument, and also speculates with hard-to-prove facts (i.e., could have / could not have, knew
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/ did not know), and emphatically highlights aspects that create a positive image of the
individual";

5.2. to provide reasoned explanations as to why the Response did not contain the Centre's
explanations regarding all the circumstances, questions, problems, arguments of the Applicant,
etc., indicated in the Request.

6. The Seimas Ombudsmen's Office additionally received the Applicant's complaint to the
Speaker of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania Viktoras Pranckietis, forwarded by the
letter of the Human Rights Committee of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania No.
S-2017-10824 of 2017-11-30, in which [having noted that in the Response the Head
emphasized that "a fully objective interpretation of historical facts is not possible," and that
"together with a concise response a long, 6-page, unsystematized list of historical sources
(books and publications) is provided"] it is stated:

6.1. "We wish to draw your attention to the fact that the problem raised by the Applicant [in
the Request] is not the interpretation of historical events, but the treatment of the conduct of
their participants according to the principles established in international legal acts. Lithuania is
a party to the [United Nations] Convention of 1948-12-09 'On the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide' [hereinafter in quotations and text – the Convention],
Articles 2–4 of which provide that: Genocide means acts committed with intent to destroy, in
whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, namely: killing members of the
group; [...] deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its
physical destruction in whole or in part, Art. 2(c); The following acts shall be punishable: a)
genocide [...] c) direct and public incitement to commit genocide; [...] e) complicity in
genocide. Persons committing genocide or any of the other acts enumerated in Article 3 shall
be punished, whether they are constitutionally responsible rulers, public officials, or private
individuals (Art. 4)."

"Lithuania is a party to the agreement approving the 1945 Nuremberg Tribunal Charter
[hereinafter in quotations and text – the Charter], Article 6 of which provides an analogous
legal assessment of the crime of genocide and its participants. Article 8 of the Charter
additionally provides that 'the fact that the Defendant acted pursuant to order of his
Government or of a superior shall not free him from responsibility, but may be considered in
mitigation of punishment if the Tribunal determines that justice so requires.'"

"In judicial practice the provisions of the Convention are interpreted as follows: 'if an
accomplice knew or had reason to know of the principal perpetrator's intent to destroy part of a
group, he will be charged as an accomplice in genocide, even if he himself did not have
genocidal intent' (United Nations International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, Case No.
ICTR-96-4, paras. 540–541)."

6.2. "The Centre, in its Conclusions on the activities of K. Škirpa and J. Noreika during
World War II, distorts the concept of participants in the crime of genocide recognized in
international law":
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6.2.1. "In its official Conclusions the Centre assesses persons only in the aspect of the direct
perpetrator of genocide and interprets the circle of participants in genocide narrowly, i.e., it
establishes only whether a person shot or did not shoot persons of Jewish nationality. And it
clearly emphasizes this position. The Centre ignores the remaining punishable acts, more
precisely: a) the creation of living conditions deliberately calculated to physically destroy all or
part of a group of people; b) direct and public incitement to commit genocide; c) complicity in
committing genocide. The Centre does not assess the conduct of persons in these legal
aspects, although the indicated acts are also covered by the concept of the crime of genocide
established in the Convention";

6.2.2. "In Conclusion-1, regarding J. Noreika's order to form a Jewish ghetto in Šiauliai and the
orders regarding the appropriation of the Jewish property of Šiauliai County, it is asserted that
'in historiography the isolation of Jews and mass killings are not assessed as two identical
parts.' The Centre states that 'the herding of Jews into ghettos [...] gave the Nazis the possibility
to proceed to the killing of Jews, i.e., to destroy them as an undesirable race,' but that there is
no information that J. Noreika was connected with the organization or execution of mass
killings of Jews. In Conclusion-1 the Centre ignores the above-mentioned criminal orders of J.
Noreika and does not assess his activities in the aspect of joining in the genocide of the
Jewish nation and in the aspect of complicity in carrying out genocide in Šiauliai County
(Convention Art. 2(c), Art. 3)";

6.2.3. "In Conclusion-2 the Centre does not present an assessment of K. Škirpa's antisemitic
propaganda, limiting itself to a quotation from historian L. Truska asserting that 'LAF
proclamations were one of the reasons why in the summer of 1941 some Lithuanians joined in
carrying out the Nazis' criminal orders,' but Conclusion-2 does not examine this aspect and
only states in general terms that 'in the activities of the LAF organization led by K. Škirpa
there were also manifestations of antisemitism.' K. Škirpa's activities are not assessed in the
aspect of Convention Art. 3(c), 'direct and public incitement to commit genocide,' or in the
aspect of Convention Art. 2(c) and Art. 3(e), 'joining in and complicity in committing
genocide'";

6.2.4. "Objectively assessing the Conclusions on the activities of these individuals, it can be
seen that the Head interprets historical facts tendentiously, does not address inconvenient facts
and evidence, and does not assess joining in genocide, complicity, and incitement to genocide
as criminal acts against humanity.

According to the Conclusions published and known to date, the Centre considers participants
in the crime of genocide to be only the direct organizers and perpetrators. In this way, in
forming state policy in the field of historical research and publishing the corresponding
research conclusions, the Centre violates the criteria for assessing the elements of the crime
of genocide formulated in the Charter and in the Convention. The narrowed interpretation of
the concept of the crime of genocide contradicts the Charter and the Convention.

In this way, by providing official historical conclusions, a budgetary institution violates the
obligations of the Lithuanian state to the partners of the Convention under UN law";
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6.2.5. "The Centre is a state institution which, by conducting historical research and publishing
conclusions, forms the position of the state and the opinion of citizens and institutions about
the genocide of the Lithuanian and Jewish nations. The assessment of the conduct of historical
participants must be objective and based on the principles provided in laws and international
treaties.

The indicated actions of the Head are a revision of events related to the Holocaust and
genocide denial. Such conduct violates Lithuania's obligations under the Convention and
exceeds the limits of freedom of expression defined by the ECtHR."

6.3. The Applicant, believing that "the problem is acute and requires the exceptional attention
of the Seimas," asks: "1. To form a group to investigate the Head's actions regarding the
interpretation of the concept of the crime of genocide, including, but not limited to, the
interpretation of the concept of genocide presented in the Conclusions"; "2. Upon establishing
violations, to oblige the Centre to prepare and publish at its own expense conclusions on the
activities of J. Noreika and K. Škirpa during World War II, in which the activities of these
persons would be objectively assessed according to the provisions of Convention Articles 2(c)
and 3(e)"; "3. To take measures so that in the future, when the concept of genocide is officially
interpreted, the crime and its participants are defined as provided in international treaties."

7. The Seimas Ombudsman, taking into account the circumstances indicated in paragraph 6
of this report, additionally applied to:

7.1. the Centre, asking for a reasoned explanation of: 1) whether the Centre, in making
Conclusion-1, assessed the person's conduct under Convention Article 2(c) ("deliberately
inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in
whole or in part") and each point of Article 3; if so – to submit documents confirming this; if
not – to explain the reasons; 2) whether the Centre, in making Conclusion-2, assessed the
person's conduct under Convention Article 2(c) ("deliberately inflicting on the group
conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part") and
Article 3(c) and (e) ("direct and public incitement to commit genocide," "complicity in
genocide"); if so – to submit documents confirming this; if not – to explain the reasons; 3)
whether the Centre, in making the Conclusions, took into account the provisions of Charter
Articles 6 and 8 (on the crime of genocide and its participants, including the legal assessment
of those who acted "pursuant to order of the Government or of a superior"); if so – to submit
documents confirming this; if not – to explain the reasons; 4) whether the Centre, in making
the Conclusions, took into account the practice of the United Nations Criminal Tribunal in
interpreting the provisions of the Convention ("if an accomplice knew or had reason to know
of the principal perpetrator's intent to destroy part of a group, he will be charged as an
accomplice in genocide, even if he himself did not have genocidal intent"; United Nations
International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, Case No. ICTR-96-4, paras. 540–541); if so – to
submit documents confirming this; if not – to explain the reasons; 5) whether it is true that "In
its official Conclusions the Centre assesses persons only in the aspect of the direct perpetrator
of genocide and interprets the circle of participants in genocide narrowly, i.e., it establishes
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only whether a person shot or did not shoot persons of Jewish nationality," "distorts the
concept of participants in the crime of genocide recognized in international law," "The Centre
ignores the remaining punishable acts, more precisely: a) the creation of living conditions
deliberately calculated to physically destroy all or part of a group of people; b) direct and
public incitement to commit genocide; c) complicity in committing genocide. The Centre does
not assess the conduct of persons in these legal aspects," "interprets historical facts
tendentiously, does not address inconvenient facts and evidence, and does not assess joining in
genocide, complicity, and incitement to genocide as criminal acts against humanity," "The
Centre considers participants in the crime of genocide to be only the direct organizers and
perpetrators"; if so – to indicate the reasons; if not – to provide confirming examples and
documents; to provide 1) a reasoned opinion on whether the Centre, in making the
Conclusions, properly applied the requirements of the Convention and observed "the criteria
for assessing the elements of the crime of genocide formulated in the Charter and in the
Convention," and reasoned proposals as to how the dispute that has arisen regarding the
Conclusions could be resolved, what measures the Centre could / should take regarding this,
etc.;

7.2. the Ministry of Justice – asking it to provide a reasoned opinion on whether the Centre, in
making the Conclusions, should have applied the provisions of the Convention and the Charter
and taken into account the practice of the United Nations Criminal Tribunal [hereinafter in
quotations and text – the Tribunal]; if so – to propose the practice of specific cases relevant in
this instance; if not – to indicate the reasons; and to explain with reasons how the dispute that
has arisen regarding the Conclusions and the possible failure to comply with the provisions of
the Convention could / should be resolved, and which state institution(s) could / should take
measures regarding this.

Factual circumstances relevant to the investigation

8. From the information and explanations provided by the Head to the Seimas Ombudsman,
it was established:

8.1. Regarding Conclusion-1:

8.1.1. "The Centre, in investigating Jonas Noreika's activities, relied on all sources of
information available to it and assessed it according to the provisions of the Convention and
the Charter and the practice of the Tribunal interpreting the said provisions of the Convention.
This is clearly seen from the Centre's report of 2017-04-04 [Conclusion-1], which is not
limited to merely stating that Jonas Noreika was not a direct perpetrator of genocide – did not
shoot people – but also describes his other act (the isolation of Jews), which was likewise
assessed according to the provisions of the Convention and those formulated by the Tribunal
indicated by the Applicant";

8.1.2. In Conclusion-1 the Centre "emphasized that, according to the available data, J. Noreika
did not directly participate in the mass extermination operations against Jews not because the
Centre 'assesses persons only in the aspect of the direct perpetrator of genocide,' as the
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Applicant incorrectly claims in the complaint, but because the data collected refuted the
memoirs of A. Pakalniškis, who worked in the Plungė komendantūra, that J. Noreika was a
direct participant in the mass extermination operations against Jews."

Conclusion-1 "states: 'Research into J. Noreika's activities during the period of German
occupation allows us to state that they cannot be assessed unambiguously. [...]. In summary it
can be stated that during the German occupation Jonas Noreika did not participate in the mass
extermination operations against Jews in Telšiai and Šiauliai counties. However, the Nazi
occupation authorities succeeded in involving him, like other Lithuanian civil
administration officials, in the handling of matters related to the isolation of Jews.'

"This remark, highlighted in the Centre's official letter, clearly refutes the Applicant's
accusations that 'In its official Conclusions the Centre assesses persons only in the aspect of
the direct perpetrator of genocide and interprets the circle of genocide narrowly, i.e., it
establishes only whether a person shot or did not shoot persons of Jewish nationality'";

8.1.3. In Conclusion-1 the Centre "drew attention to the fact that a letter signed by Šiauliai
County Chief J. Noreika on 1941-08-22, 'To all heads of rural districts of Šiauliai County and
mayors of secondary towns,' has been found, announcing the order of the Šiauliai district
commissar to move Jews and half-Jews out of rural districts and small towns and settle them in
one area – a ghetto – and stating that from August 25 to 29 the Jews must be moved to the
town of Žagarė. In noting this fact the Centre wished to emphasize that this act of J. Noreika
may fall within the criminal acts defined by the Convention and the Tribunal; however, taking
into account the universally recognized principle of the presumption of innocence and the data
available, the Centre could not assert that J. Noreika 'deliberately inflicted such conditions of
life calculated to physically destroy' the Jews or part of them, 'directly and publicly incited
genocide,' 'was complicit in genocide,' or committed other acts provided for in Convention
Article 2 or 3 or in the Charter. The Centre, within its competence, could not establish whether
J. Noreika really signed this letter, or whether he 'knew or had reason to know of the principal
perpetrator's intent to destroy part of the group,' as stated in the Tribunal's practice. In its report
the Centre indicated a circumstance important in this respect, namely that J. Noreika was not a
person trusted by the Nazis: for failure to carry out the orders of the German civil
administration and for articles unfavorable to the Nazi authorities, on 1943-02-23 J. Noreika
was dismissed from the post of Šiauliai County Chief and imprisoned in Šiauliai prison, and
later taken to the Stutthof concentration camp in Germany";

8.1.4. "In writing the report on J. Noreika the Centre took into account (although it did not
mention this [...] [in Conclusion-1]) that the Supreme Court of the Republic of Lithuania
has rehabilitated J. Noreika and to date has not annulled his rehabilitation";

8.1.5. In the Head's opinion, "The entirety of the circumstances of Jonas Noreika's activities set
out in detail and at length in this Conclusion-1 [...] confirms that the Centre, in investigating
Jonas Noreika's activities and providing its conclusions, properly applied the requirements of
the Convention and observed the criteria for assessing the elements of the crime of genocide
formulated in the Convention, the Charter, and the practice of the Tribunal."
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8.2. Regarding Conclusion-2:

8.2.1. "The Centre, in investigating Kazys Škirpa's activities, relied on all sources of
information available to it and assessed it according to the provisions of the Convention and
the Charter and [...] the practice of the Tribunal interpreting the said provisions of the
Convention. This is clearly seen from the Centre's report of 2017-04-04 [Conclusion-2], which
draws attention to K. Škirpa's act, which was likewise assessed according to the provisions of
the Convention and those formulated by the Tribunal indicated by the Applicant: 'In the
activities of K. Škirpa and the Berlin LAF, antisemitism was raised to the political level, and
this could have encouraged part of the Lithuanian population to become involved in the
Holocaust'";

8.2.2. In Conclusion-2, "the highlighted act of Kazys Škirpa confirms that the Centre assessed
it taking into account the provisions of the Convention and the practice applied by the
Tribunal, and clearly refutes the Applicant's accusations that 'In its official Conclusions the
Centre assesses persons only in the aspect of the direct perpetrator of genocide and interprets
the circle of genocide narrowly, i.e., it establishes only whether a person shot or did not shoot
persons of Jewish nationality.'

In noting that fact the Centre wished to emphasize that this act of K. Škirpa may fall within the
criminal acts defined by the Convention and the Tribunal; however, taking into account the
universally recognized principle of the presumption of innocence and the data available, the
Centre could not assert that K. Škirpa 'deliberately inflicted such conditions of life calculated
to physically destroy it in whole or in part,' 'directly and publicly incited genocide,' 'was
complicit in genocide,' or committed other acts provided for in Convention Article 2 or 3";

8.2.3. "According to the information available and within its competence, the Centre likewise
could not assert that K. Škirpa 'knew or had reason to know of the principal perpetrator's intent
to destroy part of the group,' as stated in the Tribunal's practice. In its report the Centre
indicated circumstances important in this respect: having analyzed the antisemitic statements
found in the texts prepared by the Berlin LAF organization, it can be asserted that its members
proposed to solve the 'Jewish problem' not by genocide, but by expulsion from Lithuania; it
also noted that on the eve of the war the members of the Berlin LAF had no information that
the Nazis planned to kill all the Jews, and that K. Škirpa himself was not a person trusted by
the Nazis – after the Provisional Government announced the restoration of Lithuanian
independence, the Gestapo placed Kazys Škirpa under house arrest";

8.2.4. "In writing the report on K. Škirpa the Centre also took into account collateral
circumstances that it did not mention [...] [in Conclusion-2] – regarding possible similar
criminal acts defined in the Convention and the Charter, the activity of the suspected head of
the Provisional Government of Lithuania, Juozas Brazaitis-Ambrazevičius, who took over
these duties after K. Škirpa's arrest, was investigated in detail in 1974 by the US Congress and
the US Immigration and Naturalization Service, and J. Ambrazevičius-Brazaitis was fully
acquitted. K. Škirpa himself spent the last 30 years of his life in the USA (he died in 1979)
without facing any charges from the US administration or law enforcement, which, as already
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mentioned, actively searched for persons who had committed genocide crimes and investigated
the activities of the Provisional Government of Lithuania";

8.2.5. In the Head's opinion, "The entirety of the circumstances of Kazys Škirpa's activities set
out in detail and at length in this [...] [Conclusion-2] confirms that the Centre, in investigating
K. Škirpa's activities and providing its conclusions, properly applied the requirements of the
Convention and observed the criteria for assessing the elements of the crime of genocide
formulated in the Convention, the Nuremberg Tribunal Charter, and the practice of the
Tribunal";

8.2.6. "Under the Law, the Centre records facts of genocide and of persecution of the
population of Lithuania and provides material on specific perpetrators of genocide to state
law enforcement institutions, but does not itself announce a final legal verdict. If the
Applicant believes that he has sufficient data proving criminal activity by Jonas Noreika or
Kazys Škirpa, he may apply regarding their activities to the law enforcement institutions that
administer justice."

9. From the information and explanations provided by the Ministry of Justice to the Seimas
Ombudsman, it was established:

9.1. "[...] The Ministry of Justice has no competence to assess and (or) provide a legal opinion
on [...] the content of specific research conclusions of the Centre. [...]. On the other hand, in the
aspect under discussion, a general question arises as to whether, under the Centre's Regulations
approved by Resolution No. VIII-505 of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania of
1997-11-11, the Centre is authorized at all to provide conclusions of a legal nature containing a
legal assessment of certain circumstances or of actions (inaction) committed by people. It is to
be considered that, under the previously indicated Centre Regulations, the Centre, in
investigating (using in the course of research all the scientific, informational, and analytical
material available to it) manifestations of genocide and other crimes against humanity and
war crimes, should, in the research conclusions it provides, limit itself to an assessment of a
historical nature of certain circumstances and (or) people's actions (conduct). Where there
is a need and a basis, the Centre could only '[...] initiate a comprehensive [legal assessment
of] genocide and the consequences of occupation [...]' and (or) '[...] the legal assessment of
the organizers and perpetrators of genocide' [...]."

9.2. "It should be noted that delegated interpretation of law (when a legal act is interpreted by
authorized entities) in the Republic of Lithuania is carried out by courts of general jurisdiction
and specialized courts. In this context attention is drawn to the provision of Article 33(4) of the
Law on Courts of the Republic of Lithuania (hereinafter – the Law on Courts), under which
courts, in adopting decisions in cases of the relevant categories, are bound by the rules of legal
interpretation created by themselves or by higher-instance courts and formulated in analogous
or essentially similar cases. Meanwhile, under the provisions of Article 23 of the Law on
Courts, uniform practice of the courts of general jurisdiction in interpreting and applying laws
and other legal acts is formed by the Supreme Court of Lithuania (hereinafter – SCL), which
for this purpose: 1) publishes rulings of plenary sessions of divisions, as well as rulings of
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three-judge and extended seven-judge panels whose publication was approved by a majority of
the judges of the relevant division. Courts, state and other institutions, and other persons, in
applying the same laws and other legal acts, take into account the interpretations of the
application of laws and other legal acts contained in the rulings published in the SCL bulletin;
2) analyzes judicial practice in applying laws and other legal acts and provides
recommendatory explanations; 3) consults judges on questions of the interpretation and
application of laws and other legal acts. At the same time, guided by the explanations of the
judicial institutions of the European Union, the SCL analyzes and generalizes the practice of
courts of general jurisdiction in applying European Union legal norms and provides
recommendations on the cooperation of Lithuanian courts of general jurisdiction and the
judicial institutions of the European Union, ensuring uniform interpretation and application of
European Union legal acts in the Republic of Lithuania.

In view of this, in the aspect under discussion it should be noted that the elements of the crime
of genocide and the objective and subjective features of these elements should, in the courts of
the Republic of Lithuania, be interpreted in accordance with the provisions of Article 99 of the
Criminal Code of the Republic of Lithuania (hereinafter – CC), which provides the concept of
the crime of genocide. At the same time, in the process of establishing and interpreting the
features of the elements of the crime of genocide, reliance should also be placed on the
'Review of judicial practice in criminal cases on crimes against humanity and war crimes (CC
Articles 99, 100 and 102)' prepared on 2012-06-29 by the Law Research and Generalization
Department of the Supreme Court of Lithuania, which provides a detailed additional
explanation of the features of genocide and other crimes against humanity.

At the same time, this review of judicial practice carried out by the SCL notes that 'the concept
of crimes against humanity and war crimes and the principles of criminal liability for them are
formulated in international law,' but that 'in this context the relevant [...] international legal
acts are not applied directly in Lithuanian law [...],' therefore, 'in implementing Lithuania's
international obligations, acts prohibited under the requirements of international legal acts
were criminalized by establishing the corresponding CC elements of crimes. In seeking to
ensure the proper fulfillment of Lithuania's international obligations and the consistent and
foreseeable application of such criminal law norms, they should be interpreted taking into
account the meaning of the features of crimes against humanity and war crimes, as well as the
content of the principles of criminal liability under the provisions of international legal acts
and the practice of international courts.'"

Relevant international legal acts, laws of the Republic of Lithuania, and other legal acts

10. United Nations Convention of 1948-12-09 on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime
of Genocide (entered into force for the Republic of Lithuania on 1996-05-01) (the
Convention):

10.1. Article 1 – "The Contracting Parties confirm that genocide, whether committed in time of
peace or in time of war, is a crime under international law which they undertake to prevent and
to punish";
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10.2. Article 2 – "In the present Convention, genocide means any of the following acts
committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious
group, as such: a) killing members of the group; b) causing serious bodily or mental harm to
members of the group; c) deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to
bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part; d) imposing measures intended to
prevent births within the group; e) forcibly transferring children of the group to another
group";

10.3. Article 3 – "The following acts shall be punishable: a) genocide; b) conspiracy to commit
genocide; c) direct and public incitement to commit genocide; d) attempt to commit genocide;
e) complicity in genocide";

10.4. Article 4 – "Persons committing genocide or any of the other acts enumerated in article 3
shall be punished, whether they are constitutionally responsible rulers, public officials or
private individuals";

10.5. Article 6 – "Persons charged with genocide or any of the other acts enumerated in article
3 shall be tried by a competent tribunal of the State in the territory of which the act was
committed, or by such international penal tribunal as may have jurisdiction with respect to
those Contracting Parties which shall have accepted its jurisdiction";

10.6. Article 9 – "Disputes between the Contracting Parties relating to the interpretation,
application or fulfilment of the present Convention, including those relating to the
responsibility of a State for genocide or for any of the other acts enumerated in article 3, shall
be submitted to the International Court of Justice at the request of any of the parties to the
dispute."

11. Constitution of the Republic of Lithuania, Article 5 – "[...]. State institutions serve the
people."

12. Law on the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania (the Law):
12.1. Article 2(1) – "[...] is a state institution investigating all manifestations of genocide and
other crimes against humanity and war crimes, the persecution of the population of Lithuania
during the years of the occupations, as well as the processes of armed and unarmed resistance
to the occupations, and initiating the legal assessment of the organizers and perpetrators of
genocide. The Centre coordinates research in the field defined by this Law carried out by other
institutions. [...]";

12.2. Article 4 – "The tasks of the Centre are the restoration of historical truth and justice, the
investigation of the physical and spiritual genocide of the population of Lithuania carried out
by the occupation regimes in 1939–1990 and of resistance to these regimes, the
immortalization of the memory of freedom fighters and victims of genocide, and the initiation
of the legal assessment of the consequences of the occupation. The Centre also investigates the
policy carried out by the occupation regime in the Vilnius region in 1920–1939 and the
processes of resistance to it";
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12.3. Article 5 – The Centre, in carrying out the tasks assigned to it: 1) forms the state policy of
research in the field defined by this Law: establishes research directions and methodology,
formulates work problems, draws up long-term and short-term genocide and resistance
research programs and implements them, and coordinates research in this field carried out by
all other institutions; 2) collects, accumulates, systematizes, and generalizes material on crimes
committed by the occupation regimes, reveals the criminal essence of the totalitarian regimes
and the system by which genocide and other crimes against humanity and war crimes were
committed; 3) collects, analyzes, and generalizes material on resistance to the occupation
regimes, the activities of underground organizations, the partisan movement, and participants
in the freedom struggles; 4) publishes scientific, informational, and analytical material, issues
publications on the genocide of the population of Lithuania and resistance to the occupation
regimes, organizes scientific conferences, and participates in programs organized by other
institutions and states; [...] 17) initiates a comprehensive legal assessment of genocide and the
consequences of occupation, as well as the recognition as criminal of the organizations and
agencies that carried out genocide and persecution of the population of Lithuania; 18) records
facts of genocide and of persecution of the population of Lithuania and provides material on
specific perpetrators of genocide to state law enforcement institutions; cooperates with these
institutions, delegating its representatives to working groups that conduct investigations and
have the right of pre-trial investigation; may be an applicant in courts regarding genocide and
other crimes against humanity and war crimes; [...]";

12.4. Article 6 – "4. The Centre is headed by the director general. He is appointed and
dismissed by the Seimas on the proposal of the Prime Minister. [...] 7. The Centre reports on its
activities to the Seimas and the Government. 8. The competence, structure, and functions of
the Centre are established by the Centre's Regulations. These Regulations are approved by the
Seimas on the proposal of the Government. [...]."

13. Law on Public Administration:
13.1. Article 3 – "Public administration entities shall be guided in their activities by the
following principles: 1) supremacy of law. This principle means that the powers of public
administration entities to carry out public administration must be established in legal acts, and
the activity must comply with the legal bases set out in this law. Administrative acts related to
the implementation of persons' rights and duties must in all cases be based on laws; 2)
objectivity. This principle means that the adoption of an administrative decision and other
official actions of a public administration entity must be impartial and objective; [...] 13)
thoroughness. This principle means that a public administration entity must respond to a
request or complaint clearly and with reasons, indicating all circumstances relevant to the
examination of the request or complaint and the specific provisions of legal acts on which it
relied in assessing the content of the request or complaint";

13.2. Article 14 – "1. Requests of persons are examined by public administration entities in
accordance with rules approved by the Government. [...]."
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14. The Regulations of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania approved
by Resolution No. VIII-505 of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania of 1997-11-11
(hereinafter – the Regulations) provide:

14.1. "2. The Centre is guided by the Constitution of the Republic of Lithuania, the Law on the
Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania, other laws, decrees of the President of
the Republic, resolutions of the Seimas and the Government, and these Regulations."

14.2. "6. The Centre performs the following functions: [...] 8) examines archival material and
provides information to legal and natural persons about residents of Lithuania and volunteer
soldiers and participants in the freedom struggles who perished, went missing, were
persecuted, or suffered during the occupations of 1939–1990; [...]."

15. The Rules for Examining Requests of Persons and Serving Them in Public Administration
Entities approved by Resolution No. 93 of the Government of the Republic of Lithuania of
2015-08-26 (Rules for Examining Requests; version valid until 2017-11-23) provided:

15.1. "8. Requests of persons are examined according to the competence of the institution. If
the institution to which the request was submitted is not authorized to resolve the questions set
out in it, it shall, no later than within 5 working days from the registration of the request in the
institution, forward the request to the competent institution of the Republic of Lithuania, at the
same time informing the person thereof and explaining the reasons for forwarding his request."

15.2. "47. Responses are prepared taking into account the content of the request: [...] 47.4. an
appeal in which a person's position on a specific question is set out, the improvement of an
institution's activities or shortcomings are reported and proposals are made on how to correct
them, attention is drawn to a certain situation, abuse or unlawful actions of civil servants are
reported that are not related to the violation of the specific person's legitimate interests and
rights, or another appeal of a person, is answered in free form."

Relevant case law

16. Ruling of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Lithuania of 2004-12-13, adopted in
case No. 51/01-26/02-19/03-22/03-26/03-27/03 – "The constitutional provision that state
institutions serve the people, the constitutional imperative of an open society, and the
constitutional concept of the civil service imply that the civil service must be open and
accessible to the people whose affairs it manages. The purpose of the state, as of every public
organization, and thus also the purpose of the civil service, is to ensure human rights and
freedoms and to guarantee the public interest. [...].

The civil service must act in obedience only to the Constitution and the law. Every state or
municipal institution through which state functions are performed, and every civil servant,
must observe the requirements of lawfulness. Civil servants must not abuse the powers
established for them or violate the requirements of legal acts. The Constitutional Court, in its
ruling of 2000-06-30, stated that state institutions and officials must protect and defend
human rights and freedoms; it is especially important that, in performing the functions
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entrusted to them, they themselves do not violate human rights and freedoms [...]. The
Constitutional Court, in its ruling of 2004-07-01 and its conclusion of 2004-11-05, stated that
the principle of responsible governance is enshrined in the Constitution. The responsibility of
power to society is a principle of the state under the rule of law, which is enshrined in the
Constitution by establishing that state institutions serve the people, that citizens have the
right [...] to appeal their decisions, by guaranteeing citizens the possibility to defend their
rights in court and the right of petition, and also by legal acts regulating the procedure for
examining citizens' requests and complaints, etc. [...]."

17. Article 15 of the Law on Proceedings of Administrative Cases of the Republic of Lithuania
establishes that uniform practice of the administrative courts in interpreting and applying laws
and other legal acts is formed by the Supreme Administrative Court of Lithuania; the
interpretations of the application of laws and other legal acts presented in the decisions and
rulings of the Supreme Administrative Court of Lithuania are taken into account by state and
other institutions and other persons in applying the same laws and other legal acts. Practice of
the Supreme Administrative Court of Lithuania:

17.1. ruling of 2012-03-01 in administrative case No. A502-1605/2012 – "[...] The
Constitution of the Republic of Lithuania enshrines the principle of responsible governance
(good administration) (rulings of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Lithuania of
1999-05-11 and 2004-12-13, conclusion of 2004-11-05). One of the principles of good
administration is the constitutional provision that all state institutions serve the people
(ruling of the Supreme Administrative Court of Lithuania of 2005-05-31 in administrative case
No. A10-655/2005). Article 1 of the LPA, defining the purpose of the law under discussion,
establishes that this law creates the preconditions for implementing the provision of the
Constitution of the Republic of Lithuania that all state institutions serve the people; establishes
the principles of public administration, the areas of public administration, the system of public
administration entities, and the foundations for organizing administrative procedure;
guarantees a person's right to appeal the actions, inaction, or administrative decisions of public
administration entities, as well as the right to lawful and objective examination of persons'
requests, complaints, and reports; and establishes other rights and duties of persons and public
administration entities in the area of public administration. Article 3 of the LPA states that
public administration entities are guided in their activities by the principles of supremacy of
law, objectivity, proportionality, non-abuse of power, efficiency, subsidiarity, and other
principles listed in this legal norm. This means that every public administration institution is
bound by general, among other things constitutional, legal principles (the rule of law, state
institutions serve the people, supremacy of law, prohibition of discrimination, equality of
persons before the law, proportionality, etc.) and by the principles of good administration
and responsible governance (lawfulness, objectivity, non-abuse of power, transparency,
etc.)";

17.2. ruling of 2013-03-05 in administrative case No. A556-439/2013 – "In adopting a
decision on a specific request (or appeal of another nature, regardless of the form of such
document), one must act observing the fundamental principle of the country's law –
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enshrined in the Constitution and repeated in the LPA – that state institutions serve the
people."

Conclusions of the investigation

18. Summarizing the circumstances established and indicated above (paragraphs 1–9 of the
report) and taking into account the legal regulation and case law (paragraphs 10–17 of the
report), it must be stated:

18.1. The Centre is a state institution which, seeking to restore historical truth and justice,
forms the state policy of research in the field defined by the Law (all manifestations of
genocide and other crimes against humanity and war crimes, the persecution of the population
of Lithuania during the years of the occupations, as well as the processes of armed and
unarmed resistance to the occupations) (the Law; report subparagraphs 12.1–12.3), initiates
the legal assessment of the organizers and perpetrators of genocide, being guided by the
Constitution of the Republic of Lithuania, the Law, other laws, resolutions of the Seimas
and the Government, and the Regulations (the Regulations; report subparagraph 14.1), and
provides information to legal and natural persons about residents of Lithuania and volunteer
soldiers and participants in the freedom struggles who perished, went missing, were
persecuted, or suffered during the occupations of 1939–1990 (the Regulations; report
subparagraph 14.2);

18.2. The Applicant complains to the Seimas Ombudsman that the Centre (the Head) violated
his rights in the field of public administration: in examining his Request forwarded by the
Seimas Ombudsman (asking the Centre, according to its competence, to assess the
circumstances indicated in the Request and to provide the Applicant with a reasoned
response; report subparagraph 4.2.4), it failed to observe the requirements of the principles of
objectivity and thoroughness of public administration, and therefore examined it improperly
(providing a Response that does not meet the requirements of legal acts, i.e., "Not a word is
said about the questions raised by the Applicant," "essentially does not answer the questions
posed," "presented no legal arguments objectively substantiating the Centre's position"; report
paragraph 2); and he asks the Seimas Ombudsman to "oblige the Centre to provide an
objective response that meets the requirements of the law";

18.3. In the Applicant's complaint forwarded to the Seimas Ombudsman by the Human Rights
Committee of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania, it is additionally stated that in the
Conclusions the Centre "distorts the concept of participants in the crime of genocide
recognized in international law" and "violates the criteria for assessing the elements of the
crime of genocide formulated in the Charter and in the Convention," and assesses persons'
activities not according to all the legal aspects provided in the Convention (report
subparagraph 6.2).

It should be noted that the requests to the Seimas presented in the Applicant's forwarded
complaint ("To form a group to investigate the Head's actions regarding the interpretation of
the concept of the crime of genocide, including, but not limited to, the interpretation of the
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concept of genocide presented in the conclusions," etc.; report subparagraph 6.3) will not be
examined by the Seimas Ombudsman in this investigation, since, as was already explained to
the Applicant earlier, "the competence of the Seimas Ombudsman does not include
investigating disputes about law or establishing factual (historical) circumstances," and "The
assessment of the activity of the Centre's Head, and decisions regarding liability and the
application (non-application) of measures, are related to employment legal relations and fall
within the competence of the Prime Minister and the Seimas, since the Centre's Head is
appointed and dismissed by the Seimas on the proposal of the Prime Minister" (report
subparagraph 4.2.1);

18.4. in accordance with the legal regulation and case law, the Request should have been
examined in compliance with (the Centre did not indicate during this investigation any other,
e.g., special legal act on which it relied in examining persons' requests or on the basis of which
the requirements of the Rules for Examining Requests would not apply to it):

18.4.1. the constitutional principle of responsible governance (good administration), that "State
institutions serve the people," and the case law of the Constitutional Court and other courts –
the civil service must act in obedience only to the Constitution and the law; state institutions,
bound by general legal principles (the rule of law, state institutions serve the people,
supremacy of law, prohibition of discrimination, equality of persons before the law,
proportionality, etc.) and by the principles of good administration and responsible governance
(lawfulness, objectivity, non-abuse of power, transparency), must protect and defend human
rights and freedoms and not violate them themselves, and in adopting a decision on the
Request must act observing the principle, enshrined in the Constitution and repeated in the
LPA, that state institutions serve the people (report paragraphs 11, 16 and 17);

18.4.2. the requirements of the LPA – the requirements of the principles of supremacy of law,
objectivity (meaning that the official actions of a public administration entity must be
impartial and objective), and thoroughness (meaning that a request or complaint must be
answered clearly and with reasons, indicating all circumstances relevant to the examination
of the request or complaint and the specific provisions of legal acts relied upon in assessing
the content of the request or complaint) (report paragraph 13);

18.4.3. the requirements of the Rules for Examining Requests – according to the Centre's
competence and taking into account the content of the Request (report paragraph 15);

18.5. The Seimas Ombudsman, at the beginning of this investigation, taking into account the
circumstances indicated in the Applicant's complaint and the legal acts regulating the
procedure and requirements for examining requests, applied to the Centre:

18.5.1. mediating so that repeatedly, observing the constitutional principle "State institutions
serve the people," the principles of objectivity and thoroughness of public administration,
and the requirements of the Rules for Examining Requests, the Request would be examined
according to the Centre's competence and the content of the Request, and the Applicant
provided with a clear and reasoned response (with a copy to the Seimas Ombudsman) to all
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the questions, arguments, problems, etc. raised by him, indicating all circumstances relevant
to the examination of the Request and the specific provisions of legal acts relied upon in
assessing the content of the Request, at the same time providing reasoned explanations of the
Centre's position on each question raised by the Applicant, regarding the circumstances
indicated by the Applicant as quoted in this report (in the Seimas Ombudsman's appeal to the
Centre, the circumstances indicated in the Applicant's Request regarding which the Centre's
explanations should have been provided in the Response were singled out) (report
subparagraph 5.1);

18.5.2. and asking for reasoned explanations as to why the Response did not contain the
Centre's explanations regarding all the circumstances, questions, problems, arguments of
the Applicant, etc., indicated in the Request (report subparagraph 5.2);

18.6. The Seimas Ombudsman, taking into account the received letter supplementing the
content of the complaint, again applied to the Centre, asking for a reasoned explanation of the
circumstances indicated by the Applicant, among them: whether the Centre, in making
Conclusion-1, assessed the person's conduct under Convention Article 2(c) and each point of
Article 3; whether the Centre, in making Conclusion-2, assessed the person's conduct under
Convention Article 2(c) and Article 3(c) and (e); whether the Centre, in making the
Conclusions, took into account the provisions of Charter Articles 6 and 8; whether the Centre,
in making the Conclusions, took into account the practice of the Tribunal in interpreting the
provisions of the Convention; etc. (report subparagraph 7.1).

The Seimas Ombudsman also applied to the Ministry of Justice to obtain the reasoned opinion
of the competent institution on whether the Centre, in making the Conclusions, should have
applied the provisions of the Convention and the Charter and taken into account the practice of
the Tribunal (report subparagraph 7.2). The Ministry of Justice noted that "the review of
judicial practice carried out by the SCL notes that 'the concept of crimes against humanity and
war crimes and the principles of criminal liability for them are formulated in international
law,' but that in this context the relevant 'international legal acts are not applied directly in
Lithuanian law'"; moreover, in the ministry's opinion, the Centre, in investigating (using in
the course of research all the scientific, informational, and analytical material available to
it) manifestations of genocide and other crimes against humanity and war crimes, should, in
the research conclusions it provides, limit itself to an assessment of a historical nature of
certain circumstances and (or) people's actions (conduct); where there is a need and a basis,
the Centre could only "initiate a comprehensive [legal assessment of] genocide and the
consequences of occupation" and (or) "the legal assessment of the organizers and perpetrators
of genocide" (report subparagraph 7.2 and paragraph 9);

18.7. in the case under examination the Centre:

18.7.1. disregarded the Seimas Ombudsman's mediation and, observing the constitutional
principle "State institutions serve the people," the principles of objectivity and thoroughness of
public administration, and the requirements of legal acts, did not repeatedly examine the
Request according to the Centre's competence and the content of the Request, and did not
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provide the Applicant with a clear and reasoned response to all the questions, arguments,
problems, etc. raised by him, indicating all circumstances relevant to the examination of the
Request and the specific provisions of legal acts relied upon in assessing the content of the
Request, while providing reasoned explanations of the Centre's position on each question
raised by the Applicant, regarding the circumstances indicated by the Applicant as quoted in
this report (report subparagraph 5.1 and subparagraph 18.5.1);

18.7.2. during this investigation did not provide reasoned explanations, at the Seimas
Ombudsman's request, as to why the Response did not contain the Centre's explanations
regarding all the circumstances, questions, problems, arguments of the Applicant, etc.,
indicated in the Request (report subparagraph 5.2 and subparagraph 18.5.2);

18.7.3. provided a response to the Seimas Ombudsman's appeal regarding the questions raised
in the part of the Applicant's complaint forwarded by the Seimas (report subparagraph 7.1 and
subparagraph 18.6), i.e., explained how in preparing the Conclusions it complied with the
requirements of the Convention and the Charter and took into account the practice of the
Tribunal. In the Centre's opinion, it "properly applied the requirements of the Convention and
observed the criteria for assessing the elements of the crime of genocide formulated in the
Convention, the Nuremberg Tribunal Charter, and the practice of the Tribunal" (report
subparagraphs 8.1.5 and 8.2.5) (as already mentioned above, the Seimas Ombudsman, under
the competence granted to him by law, is not authorized to confirm or refute this opinion; the
legal assessment of the acts indicated in the Conclusions falls within the competence of the
courts; report subparagraph 8.2.6, subparagraph 18.3);

18.7.4. it is noteworthy that during this investigation the Centre:

18.7.4.1. acknowledged that in preparing the Conclusions it took into account certain
circumstances that it did not indicate in the Conclusions (report subparagraphs 8.1.4 and
8.2.4); thus it did not comply with the requirements of the principle of transparency of
activity;

18.7.4.2. commented to the Seimas Ombudsman on some of the Applicant's arguments (report
subparagraphs 6.2.1, 8.1.2, 8.2.2 and 8.2.3), but did not provide these explanations to the
Applicant.

19. Summarizing the conclusions indicated above, it must be stated that the Centre, in
examining the Request, did not comply with the laws and other legal acts regulating the
procedure for examining persons' requests, nor with the principles and other requirements, and
did not ensure the proper implementation of the provision of Article 5 of the Constitution of
the Republic of Lithuania that all state institutions serve the people, and at the same time of the
Applicant's right to good public administration.

Thus, in accordance with Article 22(1) of the Law on the Seimas Ombudsmen of the Republic
of Lithuania, the conclusion is to be drawn that the Applicant's complaint regarding the
activities (inaction) of the Centre's officials is recognized as justified.
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20. At the same time, the Seimas Ombudsman draws the Head's attention to the fact that:
20.1. in 2016–2018 the Seimas Ombudsman examined 4 complaints concerning the Centre's
activities, found violations of the procedure for examining persons' requests (No.
4D-2015/1-1618, No. 4D-2016/1-750, No. 4D-2017/1-1471, and No. 4D-2017/1-1558), and:

20.1.1. drew the Centre's attention to the unjustified delay in providing information
(documents) to persons, and stated that the attitude of the Centre's heads and employees
toward the Centre's functions – providing information to persons – their performance, the
observance of the requirements of the rules of ethics of civil servants' activity, and the
organization of internal administration are not to be considered proper implementation of
the constitutional principle that state institutions serve the people; should the situation recur,
it was considered expedient to inform the institutions to which the Centre is accountable
(report of 2016-02-25 No. 4D-2015/1-1618);

20.1.2. repeatedly stated that the Centre provided a response to a person's appeal late, and
unjustifiably failed to provide a response to another person's appeal, etc., and recommended
that the Centre "take legal and organizational measures so that in the future proper examination
of all persons' requests is ensured and responses to applicants are provided on time," but the
Centre did not inform the Seimas Ombudsman of the results of the examination of this
recommendation (report of 2016-08-24 No. 4D-2016/1-750), etc.;

20.2. taking into account the circumstances indicated above related to the results of the
examination of persons' complaints concerning the Centre's activities, and the results of the
investigation of this complaint (the Centre's Response does not meet the requirements of legal
acts; the Centre disregarded the Seimas Ombudsman's mediation and did not provide the
Applicant with a repeat response meeting the requirements of legal acts), there is a basis to
state that in the Centre's activities in examining persons' requests, signs of systematic improper
implementation of the requirements of legal acts can be discerned; therefore, in the Seimas
Ombudsman's opinion, it would additionally be expedient to organize a discussion of the
Centre's activities in examining persons' requests and complaints, with the participation of the
Seimas Ombudsman, the Head and other responsible employees of the Centre, and employees
of the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office;

20.3. The Centre's Regulations, unlike the regulations of other state institutions that form state
policy in certain areas, as is also assigned to the Centre (report subparagraph 18.1) (e.g., item
9.11 of the Regulations of the Ministry of Environment, item 6.27 of the Regulations of the
Ministry of Social Security and Labor, item 8.32 of the Regulations of the Ministry of Justice),
do not specifically state that the Centre examines persons' complaints, reports, and requests
according to its competence. This possibly contributes to the improper attitude of the Centre's
employees toward the examination of persons' requests, reports, and complaints.

In the Seimas Ombudsman's opinion, it would be expedient to supplement the Regulations by
establishing that the Centre examines persons' requests, reports, and complaints according to
its competence.
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DECISION OF THE SEIMAS OMBUDSMAN

21. The Seimas Ombudsman of the Republic of Lithuania, guided by Article 22(1)(1) of the
Law on the Seimas Ombudsmen of the Republic of Lithuania, decides to recognize the
Applicant's complaint regarding the actions (inaction) of the Centre's officials as justified.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SEIMAS OMBUDSMAN

22. Guided by Article 19(1)(1), (8) and (14) of the Law on the Seimas Ombudsmen of the
Republic of Lithuania, the Seimas Ombudsman of the Republic of Lithuania recommends:

22.1. To the Government of the Republic of Lithuania – to initiate a supplement to the
Regulations of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania, establishing that the
Centre examines persons' requests, reports, and complaints according to its competence;

22.2. To the Director of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania:

22.2.1. repeatedly – observing the constitutional principle "State institutions serve the people,"
the principles of objectivity and thoroughness of public administration, and the requirements of
the Rules for Examining Requests – to examine the Request according to the Centre's
competence and the content of the Request, and to provide the Applicant with a clear and
reasoned response (with a copy to the Seimas Ombudsman) to all the questions, arguments,
problems, etc. raised by him, indicating all circumstances relevant to the examination of the
Request and the specific provisions of legal acts relied upon in assessing the content of the
Request, at the same time providing reasoned explanations of the Centre's position on each
question raised by the Applicant, regarding the circumstances indicated by the Applicant as
quoted in this report;

22.2.2. to report what legal and organizational measures the Centre has taken so that in the
future proper examination of all persons' requests is ensured and responses to applicants are
provided on time.

We ask that the results of the examination of the recommendations be reported in the
procedure established in Article 20(3) of the Law on the Seimas Ombudsmen of the Republic
of Lithuania, i.e., no later than within 30 days from the date of receipt of the
recommendation.

Seimas Ombudsman [signature] Augustinas Normantas

5. Human Rights Committee to LGGRTC Director T. Burauskaitė, 2017-11-17,
No. S-2017-10379

Stamp (top right): The original will not be sent

[Coat of arms]

SEIMAS OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA
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HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE

Gedimino pr. 53, 01109 Vilnius Tel. (8 5) 239 6811 Email zmteiskt@lrs.lt

To the Director of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania, T. Burauskaitė

2017-11-17 No. S-2017-10379 [date and number handwritten]

RE: INFORMATION

The Speaker of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania, Viktoras Pranskietis [sic], referred to
the Seimas Human Rights Committee (hereinafter – the Committee) for examination the
appeal of attorney Rokas Rudzinskas, authorized representative of Grant Arthur Gochin. The
appeal questions the correctness of the conclusions issued by the Centre you head on the
activities of J. Noreika and K. Škirpa during World War II, and also asserts that the
conclusions distort the concept of genocide recognized in international documents.

We would be grateful if you provided the Committee with detailed information about this
situation.

Respectfully, Committee Chair [signature] Valerijus Simulik

Jolanta Savickienė, tel. (8 5) 239 6808, email jolanta.savickiene@lrs.lt

[Logo: "100 – For Restored Lithuania"]

6. LGGRTC to the Human Rights Committee, 2017-11-22, No. 10R-32

Stamp (top right): RECEIVED at the Seimas Chancellery 2017-11-23 No. G-2017-12946

[Coat of arms]

GENOCIDE AND RESISTANCE RESEARCH CENTRE OF LITHUANIA

Budgetary institution, Didžioji g. 17/1, LT-01128 Vilnius, tel. (8 5) 231 4139, fax (8 5) 279
1033, email centras@genocid.lt Data are collected and stored in the Register of Legal Entities,
code 191428780

To the Human Rights Committee of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania

Gedimino pr. 53, LT-01109, Vilnius

2017-11-22 No. 10R-32 [final digit handwritten]

In reply to 2017-11-17 No. S-2017-10379

RE: APPEAL OF ATTORNEY ROKAS RUDZINSKAS

The Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania (hereinafter LGGRTC), by letter
No. 14R-32 of 2017-04-10, has already responded to the letter of attorney Rokas Rudzinskas,
authorized representative of Mr. Grant Arthur Gochin.
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If Mr. Grant Arthur Gochin or his authorized attorney Rokas Rudzinskas believe that the
historical reports on J. Noreika and K. Škirpa publicly published by LGGRTC violated their
personal rights and interests or distorted the concept of genocide recognized in international
documents, we suggest that they use the possibility of defending their violated rights and
interests through the courts in the procedure established by legal acts.

This situation is reflected in detail in the historical archival reports prepared by LGGRTC and
in the correspondence with citizen Grant Arthur Gochin.

ATTACHED.

1. Letter of LGGRTC Director General T. B. Burauskaitė of 2017-04-10, No. 14R-32, "On
the complaint and the mediation of the Seimas Ombudsman," 2 pages.

2. Letter of LGGRTC Director General T. B. Burauskaitė of 2015-09-25, No. 13R-267, "On
Kazys Škirpa," 5 pages.

3. Letter of LGGRTC Director General T. B. Burauskaitė of 2015-07-02, No. 13R-200, "On
Jonas Noreika," 3 pages.

Respectfully, Director General [signature] Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė

Arūnas Bubnys, tel. (8 5) 266 15 219, email arunas.bubnys@genocid.lt

7. LGGRTC letter No. 14R-32, 2017-04-10

(This letter appears three times in the package: as an attachment to letter No. 10R-32, as an
attachment to the Rudzinskas letter, and in the second set of copies. The text is identical in all
copies.)

[Coat of arms]

GENOCIDE AND RESISTANCE RESEARCH CENTRE OF LITHUANIA

Budgetary institution, Didžioji g. 17/1, LT-01128 Vilnius, tel. (8 5) 231 4139, fax (8 5) 279
1033, email centras@genocid.lt Data are collected and stored in the Register of Legal Entities,
code 191428780

To Grant Arthur Gochin, represented by attorney Rokas Rudzinskas, A. Mickevičiaus g. 14-2,
Vilnius

To the Seimas Ombudsman of the Republic of Lithuania Augustinas Normantas, Gedimino pr.
56, LT-01110, Vilnius

2017-04-10 No. 14R-32

In reply to 2017-03-14 No. 4D-2017/1-308/3D-744

RE: THE COMPLAINT AND THE MEDIATION OF THE SEIMAS OMBUDSMAN
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We inform you that we have examined your request regarding the complaint of Grant Arthur
Gochin (hereinafter – the Applicant), who is represented by attorney Rokas Rudzinskas. The
arguments presented in the complaint are open to criticism for the following reasons.

The Applicant asserts: "I am writing to you in order to point out that in Lithuania historical
events related to the genocide of the population are ignored and distorted." We inform you that
the history of the genocide of the Jews in Lithuania (1941–1944) has been researched for more
than ten years already. The material of fundamental historical research carried out by
Lithuanian researchers is published in monographs and various other publications. (A list of
the Centre's publications is attached.)

The Applicant's statements are not substantiated by concrete arguments, namely that the head
of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania (hereinafter – the Centre)
performs her functions in a flawed manner, groundlessly revises historical facts related to the
events of the Holocaust, subjectively interprets surviving and publicly available documents,
and presents non-objective conclusions to the public and to institutions. The Applicant derives
these statements from historical reports, based on comprehensive and thorough research by the
Centre's historians, analyzing the activities of J. Noreika and K. Škirpa during World War II.
We emphasize that in these reports all statements are based on sources, indicated next to each
statement.

We would have no remarks regarding the public statements of T. B. Burauskaitė quoted in the
complaint, were it not for the quotation attributed to her from the "Facebook" account of
2015-11-16. This text was not coordinated with the Director General; its author no longer
works at the Centre.

It must be emphasized that the Centre is not the only institution in Lithuania researching
20th-century Lithuanian history. This period is also researched by historians of the Lithuanian
Institute of History, Vilnius University, and other Lithuanian higher education institutions. If
the Applicant does not trust the conclusions presented by the Centre's historians, he may apply
to other Lithuanian scientific and educational institutions.

In addition, we can remind the Applicant of the words of the European Parliament resolution
of April 2, 2009, on European conscience and totalitarianism: "historians agree that fully
objective interpretations of historical facts are not possible and objective historical narratives
do not exist"; "no political body or political party has a monopoly on interpreting history, and
such bodies and parties cannot claim to be objective." We believe that these words apply not
only to the Centre, but also to the Applicant.

ATTACHED: 6 pages

Respectfully, Director General [signature] Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė

Arūnas Bubnys, tel. (8 5) 266 15 219, email arunas.bubnys@genocid.lt

Stamp on certified copies: True copy — Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of
Lithuania, Secretariat, Chief Specialist [signature] [first name partly illegible] Bernotienė
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8. LGGRTC letter No. 13R-267, 2015-09-25, "On Kazys Škirpa"

(Appears twice in the package; identical text.)

[Coat of arms]

GENOCIDE AND RESISTANCE RESEARCH CENTRE OF LITHUANIA

Budgetary institution, Didžioji g. 17/1, LT-01128 Vilnius, tel. (8 5) 231 4139, fax (8 5) 279
1033, email centras@genocid.lt Data are collected and stored in the Register of Legal Entities,
code 191428780

To the Director of the Administration of Kaunas City Municipality, Mr. Gintaras Petrauskas,
Laisvės al. 96, LT-44251 Kaunas

2015-09-25 13R-267

2015-08-13 (33.200/R-3598)

RE: KAZYS ŠKIRPA

We inform you that we have examined your request regarding the assessment of Kazys
Škirpa's activities in 1940–1941 and regarding responsibility for the deaths of Jews during the
period of German occupation. By Order No. 1V-9 of the LGGRTC Director General of
January 26, 2006, retired Colonel Kazys Škirpa was posthumously granted the legal status of
Volunteer Soldier (LGGRTC, Š-671, 12.17-Š-671). K. Škirpa's life, as a historical personality,
cannot be assessed unambiguously. On the one hand, he was a Lithuanian patriot and a
participant in the resistance to the Soviet occupation regime. On the other hand, in his life, i.e.,
in his activities in 1940–1941, there was also antisemitism.

Kazys Škirpa was born on February 18, 1895, in Namajūnai village, Saločiai rural district,
Biržai district. In 1915 he graduated from a realschule, then studied at the Commercial
Institute in Petrograd. In 1916 he was mobilized into the Russian army, graduated from the
Peterhof ensign school, and was assigned as an officer to the 20th Siberian Rifle Regiment in
Omsk. In 1917 he completed a course for gas-warfare officers at Tomsk University and was
promoted to ensign. He served as a junior officer in the 37th Siberian Rifle Reserve Regiment
in Omsk. Later he held the posts of company commander and chief of the anti-gas team. That
same year, having returned to Petrograd, he began forming Lithuanian national units in the
Russian Empire and was the plenipotentiary of the Union of Lithuanian Soldiers to the
Government of Ukraine in Kiev. In 1918, after the Bolsheviks seized power in Russia and
dissolved this union, K. Škirpa was active in the secret Supreme Committee of Lithuanian
Soldiers and belonged to the Lithuanian National Council in Soviet Russia. In
January–February 1918 he served in a separate Vitebsk Lithuanian battalion, holding the rank
of lieutenant. K. Škirpa contributed to the creation of the army of independent Lithuania. In
February 1918 he visited Vilnius, informed the Council of Lithuania about the Lithuanian
soldiers' movement, and proposed organizing an army without delay. On April 25, 1918, K.
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Škirpa submitted to the Presidium of the Council of Lithuania a memorandum, "On the
Question of the Lithuanian Army." After the Lithuanian army was established by Order No. 1
of November 23, 1918, K. Škirpa joined in the work of establishing the Lithuanian army. On
November 23, 1918, he was appointed head of the 2nd section of the Formation Department of
the Ministry of Defense, and on December 24 – assistant to the Vilnius city commandant.
From Vilnius volunteers he organized a commandant's battalion and participated on January 1,
1919, in raising the tricolor on the tower of Gediminas Castle. On January 2, 1919, K. Škirpa
was entrusted with the duties of Vilnius city commandant; on January 9 he was appointed
commandant of the city and county of Kaunas. K. Škirpa also participated in the 1918–1920
battles for Lithuanian independence. From April 2 to September 21, 1919, he participated in
the battles with the Bolsheviks; from April 27, 1919, to September 23, 1920 – in the battles
with the Poles; from October 11 to December 15, 1919 – in the battles with the Bermontians.
After the independence battles ended, he did not leave military service. On February 4, 1920,
K. Škirpa was confirmed as commander of the 5th Infantry Regiment. In 1921 he studied at the
military faculty of the Zurich Higher Technical Institute (Switzerland); in 1922 he attended the
Higher Officers' Courses in Kaunas; in 1925 he graduated from the Belgian military academy
in Brussels. On January 12, 1926, he returned from Belgium and was appointed chief of the II
(Intelligence) Department of the General Staff of the Army. On February 5, 1926, K. Škirpa, as
a graduate of the Belgian General Staff Academy, was granted the title of General Staff officer.
From June 22 to December 24, 1926, he held the post of Chief of the General Staff of the
Army. He was removed from it because he did not support the coup of December 17, 1926. In
July 1937 General Staff Colonel K. Škirpa, at his own request, was released into the infantry
officers' reserve by act of the President of the Republic of Lithuania.

On October 18, 1919, his rank of captain was confirmed; on October 18, 1920, he was
promoted to major; on May 22, 1923 – to lieutenant colonel; on February 16, 1928 – to
General Staff colonel. During his military service, on October 25, 1919, he was awarded the
Order of the Cross of Vytis, 5th class, for bravery in battles against the enemy; on February 7,
1930, he received the volunteer medal; on September 8, 1935, by act of the President of the
Republic of Lithuania, he was awarded the Order of Vytautas the Great, 3rd class, for merits to
Lithuania. Alongside his military service he was also active as a political figure. From
September 15, 1920, to the autumn of 1921 he was a member of the Constituent Seimas. He
belonged to the faction of the Lithuanian Socialist Populist Democratic Party, which had
joined the bloc of the LSPDP and the Lithuanian Peasant Union. He worked on the national
defense commission. He resigned his mandate. On December 14, 1927, he was seconded to the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and headed the consular section of the Lithuanian legation in
Berlin. On March 13, 1928, K. Škirpa was appointed military attaché in Germany. In 1937 K.
Škirpa was appointed permanent representative of Lithuania to the League of Nations in
Geneva. He was granted the rank of envoy and minister plenipotentiary. In 1938 he was
appointed the first Lithuanian envoy and minister plenipotentiary to Poland. At the end of 1938
he was transferred to Berlin and appointed Lithuanian envoy and minister plenipotentiary to
Germany (Juozas Jankauskas, 1941 m. Birželio sukilimas Lietuvoje [The June 1941 Uprising in
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Lithuania], Vilnius, 2010, pp. 17–19).

After the Soviet Union occupied and annexed Lithuania in the summer of 1940, K. Škirpa
became an active member of the resistance from the very first days. On June 25, 1940,
responding to a cipher telegram received from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (URM), he
came from Berlin to Kaunas. Here he met with the chairman of the Union of
Founders–Volunteers of the Lithuanian Army, Lt. Petras Gužas, Colonel Jurgis Bobelis,
Pranas Saladžius, Juozas Šarauskas, Gen. Antanas Gustaitis, one of the first Lithuanian
resistance members Jonas Jablonskis, and other patriots. They discussed possible resistance to
the Soviets and its methods. Then at the URM he met with Minister Vincas
Krėvė-Mickevičius, and on June 27 he submitted a report on Germany's attitude toward the
Baltic states. On June 28 K. Škirpa, sensing danger from the security organs of Soviet
Lithuania, hurried back to Berlin. On June 30 he was already in Berlin. After the elections to
the People's Seimas were held on July 14–15, 1940, he expressed protests against the
resolutions adopted by the Seimas. In a protest of July 22 addressed to the Reich Foreign
Minister Joachim von Ribbentrop, he declared that he considered the Seimas incompetent to
express the will of the nation, and that the resolutions on the introduction of the Soviet system
and on Lithuania's incorporation into the Soviet Union were unlawful. In the first half of
August 1940 he resisted the transfer of the legation and its property to the Soviet Union's
embassy in Berlin. On August 14, 1940, Prof. V. Krėvė-Mickevičius signed a government
decree by which K. Škirpa and seven other diplomats were stripped of Lithuanian citizenship,
forbidden to return to Lithuania, and had their property confiscated. Thereafter his activity
turned toward the formation of a political organization that would fight against the Soviet
regime for the restoration of an independent Lithuanian state. On November 17, 1940, in
Berlin, at K. Škirpa's apartment at Achenbachstrasse 1, 28 persons gathered. Under the
chairmanship of E. Galvanauskas, they founded the Lithuanian Activist Front (LAF) and
signed its founding act. The leadership of the LAF was unanimously entrusted to K. Škirpa.
Twenty commissions were formed, i.e., for finance, foreign affairs, national defense, and
others. After the Berlin LAF was established, its liaisons established contacts with
underground organizations, groups, and individual persons in Western and Central Lithuania.
The LAF organizations, both in Lithuania and in Berlin, hoped to restore independence
through an uprising that was to break out at the beginning of the war between Germany and the
USSR. Underground members, both before the LAF organizations were formed and afterward,
prepared for the uprising by producing and distributing anti-Soviet literature, recruiting new
members into the underground, obtaining weapons, and by other means. One of the goals of
the Berlin LAF and the Lithuanian underground members was to form armed forces that would
take part in military actions against Red Army soldiers and active members of the Soviet
authorities during the uprising. According to the plan for the restoration of Lithuania prepared
by K. Škirpa on January 25, 1941, the core of fighters was to be formed by National Labor
Defense (Tautinio darbo apsauga, TDA). TDA, as a component of the LAF organization, was
to consist of members capable of handling a weapon and determined to sacrifice their lives. Its
units were to be formed in Lithuania – in schools, institutions, among young people, among



English Translation — page 40

farmers, in the Lithuanian corps of the Red Army, and elsewhere. On March 30, 1941,
National Labor Defense was founded. In a solemn pledge signed by 39 activists, they swore to
sacrifice themselves for the campaigns of the Fatherland's leadership, to fight by all means for
the ideals of the Lithuanian Activist Front, and so on. TDA members could be persons who
had not been punished for criminal offenses and who were of anti-Soviet disposition in
Lithuania. TDA squads were to appear even before the war between the USSR and Germany,
so that the Soviet security organs could not unmask them. TDA members were instructed that
during the uprising they would wear on the left arm a white band with the inscription TDA.
This was necessary so that the Germans could distinguish the partisans from the local civilian
population and from communists (K. Škirpa, Sukilimas Lietuvos suverenumui atstatyti
[Uprising to Restore Lithuania's Sovereignty], Washington, 1973, pp. 149–150, 184, 189–191;
V. Brandišauskas, Siekiai atkurti Lietuvos valstybingumą (1940 06–1941 09) [Efforts to
Restore Lithuanian Statehood, June 1940–September 1941], Vilnius, 1996, p. 40; P. Narutis,
Tautos sukilimas 1941 [The Nation's Uprising, 1941], Oak Lawn, USA, 1994, vol. 1, p. 149;
Juozas Jankauskas, 1941 m. Birželio sukilimas Lietuvoje, Vilnius, 2010, pp. 22–26).

In the activities of the Berlin LAF organization led by K. Škirpa there were manifestations of
antisemitism. Within the organization there was a propaganda commission whose most
important task was to prepare proclamations and distribute them in the territory of Lithuania.
The commission was headed by Bronys Raila, a former member of the Third Front, later an
active nationalist and a representative of the radical wing of the Lithuanian Nationalist Union.
He wrote the brochure "What the Activists Are Fighting For" (Už ką kovoja aktyvistai), which
speaks of "the cleansing of the Lithuanian nation and land of Jewish parasites and scum,"
states that "a new independent Lithuanian state can be and will be only national," that the
Lithuanian Activist Front, in rebuilding a new Lithuania, "is determined without delay to carry
out from the foundations the cleansing of the Lithuanian nation and land of Jews, parasites, and
scum," and that the Lithuanian Activist Front "is determined to separate the Jews completely
from the Lithuanian state and national body and gradually to carry out the removal of Jews
from Lithuanian land altogether." On March 19, 1941, the Lithuanian Information Bureau in
Berlin issued an announcement addressed to enslaved Lithuanian compatriots. Its 6th point
states: "Already now 'inform' the Jews that their fate is clear, therefore whoever can, let them
already today clear out of Lithuania, so that there are no unnecessary victims. At the decisive
moment take their property into your hands, so that nothing is lost in vain." Antisemitic
expressions, in which Jews are portrayed negatively, were also present in other documents
prepared by the Berlin LAF organization that reached Lithuania and its inhabitants from Berlin
across the border. Research carried out by historian Liudas Truska refuted the claims of Jewish
authors that the LAF urged Lithuanians to kill Jews already on the eve of the war. Based on the
antisemitic statements of the literature prepared by the Berlin LAF organization, it can be
asserted that its members proposed to solve the "Jewish problem" not by genocide, but by
expulsion from Lithuania. Historian L. Truska believes that the LAF proclamations were one
of the reasons why in the summer of 1941 Lithuanians joined in carrying out the Nazis'
criminal orders. However, it must also be noted that on the eve of the war the members of the



English Translation — page 41

Berlin LAF did not know that the Nazis planned to kill all the Jews (L. Truska, V. Vareikis,
Holokausto prielaidos: antisemitizmas Lietuvoje [Preconditions of the Holocaust:
Antisemitism in Lithuania], Vilnius, 2004, pp. 86–92; Lietuva 1940–1990. Okupuotos Lietuvos
istorija [Lithuania 1940–1990: The History of Occupied Lithuania], Vilnius, 2007, p. 157;
LYA, f. K-1, ap. 58, b. P-2255, l. 129).

On June 22, 1941, the war between Nazi Germany and the Bolshevik Soviet Union began.
Participants in the Lithuanian resistance movement moved from underground activity to open
resistance to the Soviet regime. Thus arose the June Uprising of 1941. In Kaunas on June 23 at
9:28 a.m., L. Prapuolenis, on behalf of the LAF General Staff, announced that the Provisional
Government of newly reviving Lithuania (hereinafter PGL) declared a free and independent
Lithuanian state restored. The list of members of the Provisional Government of Lithuania was
also announced. Kazys Škirpa was appointed Prime Minister. He had no possibility to perform
these duties, since the German police placed him under house arrest, and he had to register
with the police daily. The arrest was lifted after three weeks, but even after that he was not
allowed to travel to Lithuania. Owing to these circumstances, the duties of Prime Minister
were temporarily transferred to Juozas Ambrazevičius. On June 24, in Berlin, K. Škirpa sent a
letter to State Secretary E. von Weizsäcker of the Foreign Office, informing him of the
uprising that had taken place, that the restoration of state independence had been declared, and
that a national government of the country had been formed, which had de facto taken over the
governance of the country. On July 23, 1941, K. Škirpa distributed to the representatives in
Berlin of eight states – Germany's allies – a memorandum related to the restoration of
Lithuanian state independence (Arūnas Bubnys, Vokiečių okupuota Lietuva (1941–1944)
[German-Occupied Lithuania (1941–1944)], Vilnius, 1998, pp. 34–35; V. Brandišauskas,
Siekiai atkurti Lietuvos valstybingumą (1940 06–1941 09), Vilnius, 1996, pp. 92–93; K.
Škirpa, Sukilimas Lietuvos suverenumui atstatyti, Washington, 1973, pp. 459–463).

The PGL included the post of Minister of National Defense, which went to Gen. Stasys
Raštikis, who arrived from Berlin. This meant that the government would undertake the work
of restoring the army. Because K. Škirpa was not allowed to come from Berlin to Kaunas, he
could not become a participant in the actions initiated by the Provisional Government of
Lithuania (including the restoration of the army). One of the PGL's tasks was to restore the
Lithuanian army organization as it had existed until the occupation and annexation of the
country in the summer of 1940. The implementation of this task was pursued primarily by
restoring the komendantūras (military commandant's offices) that had functioned before the
war. On June 23, 1941, on the PGL's initiative, the Kaunas city and county military
komendantūra was established, and Col. Jurgis Bobelis was appointed commandant. He had
held these duties during the period of independence, from April 11, 1938, to June 25, 1940.
Another step of the PGL was the restoration of the armed forces. The German occupation
authorities did not permit the restoration of an organization of armed forces such as had existed
until the beginning of the Soviet occupation. They agreed only to the formation of self-defense
units (police battalions). The country's inhabitants took advantage of this permission, hoping
that the self-defense battalions would in the future succeed in becoming part of the armed
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forces of sovereign Lithuania. At its meeting of June 27, 1941, the government, relying on the
permission of the German military command in Kaunas, adopted a resolution to organize a
Defense (Apsaugos) battalion on a military basis. The Kaunas military commandant, Col.
Jurgis Bobelis, by Order No. 9 of June 28, 1941, announced that the partisan units were being
reorganized into a regular unit. The partisans had to return weapons and military materiel to
the komendantūra for re-registration; permits to keep weapons were declared invalid. Severe
punishment was provided for failure to comply with the order. On the same day an
announcement by commandant J. Bobelis appeared that a National Labor Defense (hereinafter
– TDA) battalion was being formed at the Kaunas military komendantūra. All honest
Lithuanians wishing to serve in the battalion were invited to register at the Kaunas military
komendantūra. In naming the battalion, the name of the organization founded by K. Škirpa on
March 30, 1941 – National Labor Defense – was used. Along with this it should be noted that
some of the partisan insurgent squads formed and operating during the June 1941 uprising also
bore the same name. However, Škirpa himself, because he was not allowed to come from
Berlin to Lithuania, was the founder neither of the battalion nor of the partisan insurgent
squads that bore the TDA name. The commander appointed to the Kaunas TDA battalion was
Col. Andrius Butkūnas, a former officer of the army of independent Lithuania and a participant
in the 1918–1920 independence battles, who in the first days of the war led the insurgent
partisan squad of Raudondvaris rural district, Kaunas district. In August 1941 the Kaunas TDA
battalion was reorganized into three separate ones, i.e., into the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd Auxiliary
Police Service battalions.

Until the end of July 1941, the Kaunas TDA battalion, besides the Provisional Government of
Lithuania and the Kaunas city and county komendantūra, was subordinate to the German
military administration and to the German Security Police and SD in Lithuania – SS
Standartenführer Karl Jäger. By K. Jäger's instruction and command, in the extermination
operations organized in the Seventh Fort in Kaunas on July 4, 6, 9, and 19, 1941, 3,027 persons
were killed (among them 3,020 Jews). There is no information that Col. Kazys Škirpa, who
was living in Berlin at the time, had anything to do with these killings. The Kaunas TDA
battalion cannot be linked with the mass extermination operations organized by K. Jäger in
August, September, October, and November 1941 in the Fourth and Ninth Forts in Kaunas and
in provincial locations, because at the beginning of August 1941 its reorganization into the 1st,
2nd, and 3rd Auxiliary Police battalions was begun (Kaunas military commandant's Order No.
9 of June 28, 1941; Kaunas military commandant's announcement of June 28, 1941, LCVA, f.
R-1444, ap. 1, b. 8, l. 28, 35; Orders No. 1, No. 2, No. 26, and No. 32 of the TDA battalion of
July 1, 3, 21, and 30, 1941; data on the composition of the TDA battalion of August 1, 1941,
LCVA, f. R-1444, ap. 1, b. 1, l. 17, ap. 2, b. 1a., t. 2, l. 39, 47–49, 152, ap. 2, b. 5, l. 1; Lietuvos
Laikinoji Vyriausybė. Posėdžių protokolai [The Provisional Government of Lithuania: Minutes
of Meetings], Vilnius, 2001, pp. 18, 45–46; A. Gražiūnas, Lietuva dviejų okupacijų replėse
1940–1944 [Lithuania in the Pincers of Two Occupations, 1940–1944], Vilnius, p. 126; S.
Raštikis, Lietuvos likimo keliais [Along the Paths of Lithuania's Fate], Kaunas, 1996, vol. 4, p.
341; J. Vaičenonis, Lietuvos kariuomenė valstybės politinio gyvenimo verpetuose (1927–1940)
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[The Lithuanian Army in the Whirlpools of the State's Political Life (1927–1940)], Vilnius,
2003, p. 201; S. Knezys, "Kauno karo komendantūros Tautinio darbo apsaugos batalionas"
[The National Labor Defense Battalion of the Kaunas Military Komendantūra], Genocidas ir
Rezistencija, Vilnius, 2000, 1(7), pp. 123–125).

In summary it can be asserted that K. Škirpa cannot be considered the founder of the Kaunas
TDA battalion responsible for the mass killing operations against Jews carried out in the
Seventh Fort in Kaunas during the period of its existence – July 4, 6, 9, and 19, 1941 – for the
following reasons. First, during the June 1941 uprising in Lithuania the Germans did not allow
K. Škirpa to come to Lithuania and perform the duties of Prime Minister of the Provisional
Government of Lithuania. Second, because of this he could not become an active participant in
the work of restoring the army initiated by the PGL, one of the results of which was the
establishment of the Kaunas TDA battalion on June 28, 1941. Third, the organization founded
by K. Škirpa on March 30, 1941 – National Labor Defense – was not identical to the Kaunas
National Labor Defense battalion established on June 28, 1941. In naming the battalion, only
the name of the organization founded by K. Škirpa on March 30, 1941, was used. However, K.
Škirpa himself was neither the creator or commander of this battalion nor an organizer of or
participant in the mass killing operations against Jews. Other persons were connected with the
matters mentioned. K. Škirpa and the organization he led can be reproached for the fact that in
the activities of the Berlin LAF organization antisemitism was raised to the political level, and
this could have encouraged part of the Lithuanian population to become involved in the
Holocaust. On the other hand, it should be noted that the Berlin LAF organization proposed to
solve the "Jewish question" not by genocide, but by expulsion from Lithuania. It should also be
noted that on the eve of the war it was not known to the members of the Berlin LAF
organization that the Nazis had planned to carry out the total genocide of the Jews.

Director General [signature] Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė

Alfredas Rukšėnas, tel. 8 5 266 15 99, email alfredas.ruksenas@genocid.lt

Stamp: True copy — Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania, Secretariat,
Chief Specialist [signature] [first name partly illegible] Bernotienė

9. LGGRTC letter No. 13R-200, 2015-07-02, "On Jonas Noreika (General
Vėtra)"

(Appears twice in the package; identical text.)

[Coat of arms]

GENOCIDE AND RESISTANCE RESEARCH CENTRE OF LITHUANIA

Budgetary institution, Didžioji g. 17/1, LT-01128 Vilnius, tel. (8 5) 231 4139, fax (8 5) 279
1033, email centras@genocid.lt Data are collected and stored in the Register of Legal Entities,
code 191428780
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To the Mayor of Vilnius City Municipality, Remigijus Šimašius, Konstitucijos pr. 3, 09601,
Vilnius 2015-07-02 No. 13R-200

In reply to 2015-06-17 No. A51-62869/15(3.3.4.3-EM4)

To Mr. Grant Arthur Gochin, 10900 Winnetka Ave, Chatsworth, CA 91311, USA

In reply to the letter of 2015-05-10

RE: JONAS NOREIKA (GENERAL VĖTRA)

In response to the letters, we inform you that we have examined the request of Mr. Grant
Arthur Gochin regarding the activities of Jonas Noreika during the years of German
occupation. We present the results.

Mr. G. A. Gochin bases his request on the memoirs of the émigré Lithuanian Aleksandras
Pakalniškis. A. Pakalniškis writes that during the period of German occupation he worked in
the office of the Plungė komendantūra. On the night of July 13 the Jews of Plungė were killed,
i.e., men, women, and children. A German soldier asked the commandant: "What are you
going to do with those Jews locked in the synagogue?" – "I have already given the order to
shoot them all, to the last one," answered the Lithuanian commandant Noreika (Aleksandras
Pakalniškis, Per dvidešimtąjį amžių [Through the Twentieth Century], Chicago, 1995, p. 119).
Historical works contain information that on July 15–16, 1941, in Kaušėnai village, Plungė
rural district, Telšiai district, at the Rudelis ravine (4 km northwest of Plungė, 600 m from the
Plungė–Kretinga road), about 1,800 people were killed (Masinės žudynės Lietuvoje
(1941–1944 m) [Mass Killings in Lithuania (1941–1944)], Vilnius, 1973, part 2, p. 409).
Based on A. Pakalniškis's memoirs, these victims were brutally shot in carrying out the order
of the Plungė commandant, Capt. Jonas Noreika.

Regarding A. Pakalniškis's memoirs concerning the said actions of J. Noreika, we conducted
an investigation of their reliability. The reliability of these memoirs is called into question by
the following circumstances. The first circumstance: the holdings of the Lithuanian Special
Archives (hereinafter – LYA) contain the criminal cases of members of the Plungė auxiliary
police squad and of other persons arrested and tried after the war (LYA, f. K-1, ap. 58, b.
15668/3, 4619/3, 832/3, 34861/3, 6964/3, 1236/3, 12410/3, P-14200, 2833/3, P-16600, b.
35402/3, b. 29105/3, b. 17051/3, b. 21015/3, b. P-16827, b. 21012/3, b. 11284/3; ap. 46, b.
1254). Former members of the Plungė auxiliary police, and witnesses Zenonas Rudavičius,
Jonas Buivydas, Jonas Šližius, Zigmas Daržinskas, Leonas Laurinavičius, and the priest
Povilas Pukys, testified under interrogation that the Plungė town commandant was the
Lithuanian officer Povilas Alimas (LYA, f. K-1, ap. 58, b. 6964/3, l. 24, 38 reverse, 45, b.
34851/3, l. 15 reverse – 16, b. 12410/3, l. 15 reverse, b. 21015/3, l. 19), and not Capt. J.
Noreika. J. Noreika is mentioned only by Povilas Pukys, the former priest of the Plungė
church. During an interrogation on August 4, 1945, he stated that on the first day of the
occupation a komendantūra was established in Plungė. It was headed by an officer of the
bourgeois (so in the case file) army, holding the rank of captain. He was commandant for only
two days. Then Povilas Alimas took over his duties. Working together with him in the
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komendantūra was Noreika, whom the Germans later transferred to Šiauliai. Earlier, during the
period of independent Lithuania, Noreika had worked in the General Staff of the Lithuanian
army. He held the rank of captain (LYA, f. K-1, ap. 58, b. 34851/3, l. 15 reverse – 16).

The second circumstance: in the cases of the members of the Plungė auxiliary police squad and
of other persons arrested and tried after the war, Capt. Jonas Noreika is not mentioned as a
participant in or organizer of the mass killings at Kaušėnai village having the right to give
orders. During interrogation the arrested persons stated that the organizers of the killings were
Germans, and that the convoying and shooting of the Jews at Kaušėnai during the operation
carried out there were led by the Lithuanian officer Povilas Alimas and his assistant Pabrėža
(LYA, f. K-1, ap. 58, b. 6964/3, l. 18–18 reverse, 24 reverse, 76 reverse, b. 15668/3, vol. 1, 29,
56–56 reverse).

The third circumstance: Capt. Jonas Noreika could not, on his own personal initiative, have
ordered the shooting of the Jews of Plungė (men, women, children) even if he had been a
participant in these killings. Historical research shows that the mass extermination operations
against all Jews – men, women, and children – were carried out by employees of Lithuanian
police structures and members of the auxiliary police not as service tasks they initiated
themselves, but in carrying out the instructions of officials of the German Security Police and
SD and of other occupation institutions.

Mr. G. A. Gochin also bases his request on the fact that he comes from Šiauliai district and
that, in his opinion, some of his relatives were killed by J. Noreika's orders. In asserting this he
probably relies on the claim of the Šiauliai ghetto prisoner Leiba Lifšicas that responsibility for
the killing of 5,100 Jews of the district in July 1941–June 1943 falls on the Šiauliai city and
district chief J. Noreika. The claims of Mr. G. A. Gochin and L. Lifšicas raise doubts, since the
surviving orders signed by J. Noreika relate to the isolation of Jews, and not to the organization
of mass killing operations. In historiography the isolation of Jews and mass killings are not
assessed as two identical parts.

On August 22, 1941, a letter signed by J. Noreika appeared, "To all heads of rural districts of
Šiauliai County and mayors of secondary towns." It announced that the Šiauliai district
commissar had ordered Jews and half-Jews to be moved out of rural districts and small towns
and settled in one area – a ghetto. It stated that the Jews of all rural districts, secondary towns,
and small towns must be moved to the town of Žagarė from August 25 to 29. The respective
municipalities were to take care of the transfer. Lists of the property left by the Jews were to be
submitted to the county chief. The heads of rural districts and the mayors were to inform the
chief of the execution of the order by August 29 (LCVA, f. R-1099, ap. 1, b. 1, l. 156). J.
Noreika also handled matters related to Jewish property. On September 10, 1941, his letter
"Instructions for liquidating the movable property of Jews and of communists who have fled"
appeared, intended for the heads of rural districts and the mayors of secondary towns. The
instructions announced that one part of the property (very good furniture, rolls of fabric,
unused linen) was to be kept until a separate order. Part of the property was intended to be
given to schools, rural districts, post offices, shelters, hospitals, and other institutions. It was
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provided that part of the property was to be distributed to persons who had suffered from the
war and sold at auction. Agricultural live and dead inventory was to be leased to temporary
tenants. The money received for the property sold was to be delivered to the cash office of the
county administration (LCVA, f. R-1099, ap. 1, b. 1, l. 239). On December 3, 1941, the mayor
of the town of Žagarė informed the Šiauliai County chief of how matters related to the local
Jewish property had been handled (LCVA, f. R-1099, ap. 1, b. 9, l. 136–137).

The isolation of the Jews, i.e., their herding into ghettos, also meant that the Nazis controlled
the Jews through officials of Lithuanian government institutions. This circumstance gave the
Nazi regime the possibility to proceed to the killing of the Jews, i.e., to destroy them as an
undesirable group of persons. There is no information that Šiauliai County chief J. Noreika
was connected with the organization or execution of mass killings of Jews. It should be noted
that he could not have performed such functions, because the German occupation authorities in
Šiauliai County used for organizing and carrying out the extermination operations against Jews
not the Lithuanian civil authorities, but officials of police structures, the auxiliary police, and a
self-defense battalion. J. Noreika, for his part, was an employee and head not of police
structures, but of a civilian institution.

Jonas Noreika himself was arrested by the Gestapo on February 23, 1943. He spent more than
two years in the Stutthof concentration camp.

The Lithuanian Special Archives hold the criminal case of Jonas Noreika, son of Baltras (born
1910 in Šukioniai village, Pakruojis rural district, Šiauliai district) (LYA, f. K-1, ap. 58, b.
9792/3). The senior operational officer of the 2nd subdivision of the 2nd department of the
LSSR NKGB for the city of Vilnius, Lt. Karpuchin, on March 19, 1944, adopted a resolution
to arrest J. Noreika because he was one of the leaders of a nationalist (so in the case file)
organization. As stated in the case file, "this structure was formed in 1946 with the aim of
overthrowing Soviet power and restoring a bourgeois-democratic republic" (ibid., vol. 1, l. 2).
The Military Tribunal of the Vilnius Garrison, by its verdict of November 20–22, 1946,
convicted Jonas Noreika under Article 58-1 "a" of the RSFSR Criminal Code and sentenced
him to death by shooting, with confiscation of all property belonging to him (ibid., vol. 4, l.
261–265). During the investigation of the case, J. Noreika was not charged with having
contributed to the persecution and destruction of Jews during the period of Nazi rule in
Lithuania.

We inform you that there is no memorial plaque dedicated to J. Noreika on the wall of the
Museum of Genocide Victims. A memorial plaque to him, as a participant in the anti-Nazi
resistance and an organizer of the anti-Soviet resistance, is on the wall of the Wróblewski
Library of the Lithuanian Academy of Sciences in Vilnius. As far as we know, there are no
streets or schools in Vilnius named after Jonas Noreika.

Director General [signature] Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė

A. Rukšėnas, tel. (8-5) 266 15 19, email alfredas.ruksenas@genocid.lt
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Stamp: True copy — Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania, Secretariat,
Chief Specialist [signature] [first name partly illegible] Bernotienė

10. Letter of attorney Rokas Rudzinskas to Seimas Speaker Viktoras
Pranckietis, 2017-10-31

Letterhead: RUDZINSKAS & PARTNERS

Stamp (top right): Seimas Chancellery of the Republic of Lithuania, Documents Department,
Document Management Division, RECEIVED 2017-11-02 No. P-2017-11196 [partly
handwritten] Handwritten resolution (top left): "ŽTK" [Human Rights Committee] — Speaker
of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania, Viktoras Pranckietis [signature]

Grant Arthur Gochin

10900 Winnetka Ave, Chatsworth, CA 91311

United States of America

Representative (address for correspondence): Attorney Rokas Rudzinskas

A. Mickevičiaus g. 14-2, Vilnius

rokas@rlaw.lt

To the Speaker of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania, Viktoras Pranckietis

Gedimino pr. 53, 01109 Vilnius

Attorney Rokas Rudzinskas and Grant Arthur Gochin, personal code: 36311021360, address:
10900 Winnetka Ave, Chatsworth, CA 91311, USA (hereinafter in the text – the Applicant),
on August 11, 2016, concluded an agreement for legal services and representation, on the basis
of which the attorney was entrusted to represent the Client in state and other institutions,
enterprises, agencies, and organizations, to submit requests, to obtain required documents, and
to maintain legal relations with third parties.

We are writing to you in order to draw your attention to the Genocide and Resistance Research
Centre of Lithuania and the actions of its head, T. Burauskaitė. The Centre is a budgetary
institution; its head is appointed and dismissed by the Seimas on the proposal of the Prime
Minister.

Articles 2, 4, 5, and 6 of the Law on the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania
provide that the Centre is a state institution investigating all manifestations of genocide and
other crimes against humanity and war crimes, <...> initiating the legal assessment of the
organizers and perpetrators of genocide. One of the Centre's tasks is the restoration of
historical truth and justice; for this purpose the Centre:

a) forms the state policy of research into the genocide carried out by the occupation regimes
and into resistance to these regimes: establishes the research methodology and directions <...>
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and coordinates research in this field carried out by all other institutions.

1. publishes scientific, informational, and analytical material, and issues publications on the
genocide of the population of Lithuania and resistance to the occupation regimes.

The Applicant has more than once applied to the Centre in writing, asking it to explain why the
Centre and its head, in publishing official conclusions on the activities of persons during
World War II, present a flawed interpretation of the concept of the crime of genocide and
interpret historical facts contrary to United Nations law. No objective response from the Centre
on this question has been received. We attach the Centre's response of 2017-04-10, which
responds with a single argument: the Centre's head, T. Burauskaitė, states that "a fully
objective interpretation of historical facts is not possible." Together with a concise response, a
long, 6-page, unsystematized list of historical sources (books and publications) is provided.

We wish to draw your attention to the fact that the problem raised by the Applicant is not the
interpretation of historical events, but the treatment of the conduct of their participants
according to the principles established in international legal acts. Lithuania is a party to the
Convention of December 9, 1948, "On the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide," Articles 2–4 of which provide that: Genocide means acts committed with intent to
destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, namely: killing
members of the group; <...> deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to
bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part (Art. 2(c)); The following acts shall be
punishable: a) genocide <...> c) direct and public incitement to commit genocide; <...> e)
complicity in genocide. Persons committing genocide or any of the other acts enumerated in
Article 3 shall be punished, whether they are constitutionally responsible rulers, public
officials, or private individuals (Art. 4).

Lithuania is a party to the agreement approving the 1945 Nuremberg Tribunal Charter, Article
6 of which provides an analogous legal assessment of the crime of genocide and its
participants. Article 8 of the Charter additionally provides that "the fact that the Defendant
acted pursuant to order of his Government or of a superior shall not free him from
responsibility, but may be considered in mitigation of punishment if the Tribunal determines
that justice so requires."

In judicial practice the provisions of the said convention are interpreted as follows: "if an
accomplice knew or had reason to know of the principal perpetrator's intent to destroy part of a
group, he will be charged as an accomplice in genocide, even if he himself did not have
genocidal intent" (United Nations International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, Case No.
ICTR-96-4, paras. 540–541).

The Centre, in its conclusions on the activities of K. Škirpa and J. Noreika during World War
II, distorts the concept of participants in the crime of genocide recognized in international law.
In its official conclusions the Centre assesses persons only in the aspect of the direct
perpetrator of genocide and interprets the circle of participants in genocide narrowly, i.e., it
establishes only whether a person shot or did not shoot persons of Jewish nationality. And it
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clearly emphasizes this position. The Centre ignores the remaining punishable acts, more
precisely: a) the creation of living conditions deliberately calculated to physically destroy all or
part of a group of people; b) direct and public incitement to commit genocide; c) complicity in
committing genocide. The Centre does not assess the conduct of persons in these legal aspects,
although the indicated acts are also covered by the concept of the crime of genocide
established in the UN convention.

In the Centre's conclusion1 regarding J. Noreika's order to form a Jewish ghetto in Šiauliai and
the orders regarding the appropriation of the Jewish property of Šiauliai County, it is asserted
that "in historiography the isolation of Jews and mass killings are not assessed as two
identical parts." The Centre states that "the herding of Jews into ghettos <...> gave the Nazis
the possibility to proceed to the killing of Jews, i.e., to destroy them as an undesirable race, but
there is no information that J. Noreika was connected with the organization or execution of
mass killings of Jews." In the conclusion the Centre ignores the above-mentioned criminal
orders of J. Noreika and does not assess his activities in the aspect of joining in the genocide of
the Jewish nation and in the aspect of complicity in carrying out genocide in Šiauliai County
(Convention Art. 2(c), Art. 3(e)).

In the Centre's conclusion2 on K. Škirpa's activities, the Centre does not present an assessment
of K. Škirpa's antisemitic propaganda, limiting itself to a quotation from historian L. Truska3

asserting that "LAF proclamations were one of the reasons why in the summer of 1941 some
Lithuanians joined in carrying out the Nazis' criminal orders," but the conclusion does not
examine this aspect and only states in general terms that "in the activities of the LAF
organization led by K. Škirpa there were also manifestations of antisemitism." K. Škirpa's
activities are not assessed in the aspect of Convention Art. 3(c), "direct and public incitement
to commit genocide," or in the aspect of Convention Art. 2(c) and Art. 3(e), "joining in and
complicity in committing genocide."

Objectively assessing the conclusions on the activities of these individuals, it can be seen that
the Centre's head interprets historical facts tendentiously, does not address inconvenient facts
and evidence, and does not assess joining in genocide, complicity, and incitement to genocide
as criminal acts against humanity.

According to the conclusions published and known to date, the Centre considers participants in
the crime of genocide to be only the direct organizers and perpetrators. In this way, in forming
state policy in the field of historical research and publishing corresponding research
conclusions, the Centre violates the criteria for assessing the elements of the crime of genocide
formulated in the Nuremberg Tribunal Charter and in the 1948 United Nations convention. The
narrowed interpretation of the concept of the crime of genocide contradicts the Charter and the
convention. In this way, by providing official historical conclusions, a budgetary institution
violates the obligations of the Lithuanian state to the partners of the convention under UN law.

The Resistance Research Centre is a state institution which, by conducting historical research
and publishing conclusions, forms the position of the state and the opinion of citizens and
institutions about the genocide of the Lithuanian and Jewish nations. The assessment of
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the conduct of historical participants must be objective and based on the principles provided in
laws and international treaties.

The indicated actions of T. Burauskaitė are a revision of events related to the Holocaust and
genocide denial. Such conduct violates Lithuania's obligations under the UN Convention and
exceeds the limits of freedom of expression defined by the ECtHR. We believe that the
problem is acute and requires the exceptional attention of the Seimas; therefore, taking into
account the circumstances set out, we ask:

1. To form a group to investigate the actions of the head of the Genocide and Resistance
Research Centre of Lithuania, Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė, regarding the interpretation of the
concept of the crime of genocide, including, but not limited to, the interpretation of the concept
of genocide presented in the conclusions on the activities of J. Noreika and K. Škirpa.

2. Upon establishing violations, to oblige the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of
Lithuania to prepare and publish at its own expense conclusions on the activities of J. Noreika
and K. Škirpa during World War II, in which the activities of these persons would be
objectively assessed according to the provisions of Articles 2(c) and 3(e) of the Convention
"On the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide."

3. To take measures so that in the future, when the concept of genocide is officially interpreted,
the crime and its participants are defined as provided in international treaties.

ATTACHED:

1. Copy of the appeal to the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office;
2. Response of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania of 2017-04-10;
3. Certified copy of the representation agreement.

Respectfully, Representative of Grant Arthur Gochin

Attorney Rokas Rudzinskas

Vilnius, October 31, 2017 [signature]

Footnotes in the original:
1 http://genocid.lt/UserFiles/File/Pazymos/201510_noreika_pazyma01.pdf
2 http://genocid.lt/UserFiles/File/Pazymos/201510_skirpa_pazyma01.pdf
3 L. Truska, V. Vareikis, Holokausto prielaidos: antisemitizmas Lietuvoje [Preconditions of
the Holocaust: Antisemitism in Lithuania], Vilnius, 2004, pp. 86–92

Footer on each page: Law Office Rudzinskas ir partneriai, +370 614 88303 – rokas@rlaw.lt –
www.rudzinskas.lt – A. Mickevičiaus g. 14-2 – LT-08119 Vilnius, Lithuania

11. Complaint of Grant Arthur Gochin to the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office,
2017-03-06
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Grant Arthur Gochin

10900 Winnetka Ave, Chatsworth, CA 91311

United States of America

Seimas Ombudsmen's Office

Gedimino pr. 56, 01110 Vilnius

I am writing to you in order to point out that in Lithuania historical events related to the
genocide of the population are ignored and distorted. It is especially regrettable that this is
done publicly, by institutions that shape the views of the population; therefore I ask that the
actions of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania and its head, Teresė
Birutė Burauskaitė, be investigated. I base my request on the arguments set out below.

Article 2 of the Law on the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania provides
that the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania (hereinafter – the Centre) is a
state institution investigating all manifestations of genocide and other crimes against humanity
and war crimes, <...> initiating the legal assessment of the organizers and perpetrators of
genocide.

Article 4 of the Law provides that one of the Centre's tasks is the restoration of historical truth
and justice; for this purpose the Centre (Law Art. 5 / Centre Regulations item 6) performs the
following functions:

1) forms the state policy of research into the genocide carried out by the occupation regimes
and resistance to these regimes: establishes the research methodology and directions <...> and
coordinates research in this field carried out by all other institutions;

4) publishes scientific, informational, and analytical material, and issues publications on the
genocide of the population of Lithuania and resistance to the occupation regimes.

The Centre's function is the investigation of 20th-century genocide in Lithuania and the
provision to the public of objective information related to the destruction of persons of
Lithuanian and Jewish nationality. I believe that the head of the Genocide Research Centre,
Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė, performs her functions in a flawed manner, groundlessly revises
historical facts related to the events of the Holocaust, subjectively interprets surviving and
publicly available documents, and presents non-objective conclusions to the public and to
institutions. The indicated actions are related to 2 historical conclusions analyzing the
participation of J. Noreika and K. Škirpa in the genocide of the Jewish nation during World
War II. The Centre prepared the conclusions in 2016.

On the J. Noreika Conclusion

The Genocide Research Centre's report (attached) established that until the Nazi occupation in
June 1941, Jonas Noreika served in the Lithuanian army court and held the rank of captain. On
1941-08-03 J. Noreika was appointed Chief of Šiauliai County.
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It states that there survives an order signed by J. Noreika on 1941-08-22 (attached), addressed
to the heads of the rural districts of Šiauliai County and to town mayors, announcing that from
August 25 to 29 the Jews of Šiauliai County must be moved to the Žagarė ghetto, and
inventories of the property they left behind submitted to the County Chief.

It states that there survives an order signed by J. Noreika on 1941-09-10, addressed to the
heads of the rural districts of Šiauliai County and to town mayors, directing that the movable
property of Jews be liquidated in the following manner: "part of the property shall be kept until
a separate instruction, part of the property is intended to be given to schools, rural districts,
post offices, shelters, hospitals, and other institutions; part of the property shall be distributed
to persons who suffered from the war and sold at auction." The money was to be delivered to
the cash office of the county administration <headed by J. Noreika>.

In her conclusions the head of the Genocide Centre, Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė, calls the said
orders "letters," thereby softening the content of the order documents, and thereby J. Noreika's
role in carrying out the isolation of Jews and the administration of property.

Historically, 3 ghettos operated in Šiauliai County. Two of them were established in the city of
Šiauliai; by order of the Šiauliai County Chief of 1941-07-23, persons of Jewish nationality
living in the city and county of Šiauliai were moved into them.

The third was the Žagarė ghetto. It was formed when the Šiauliai ghettos were filled. People
were moved into it by the order of Šiauliai County Chief Jonas Noreika of August 22, 1941. It
should be noted that the Žagarė ghetto was not converted into a concentration camp, as the
other Šiauliai ghettos were. On October 2, 1941, in the town park in Žagarė, 2,236 persons
were shot (633 men, 1,107 women, and 496 children).

Noreika worked in a civilian institution, but this institution served Nazi aims: it organized the
transfer of people to the Žagarė ghetto and the confiscation and sale of their property. J.
Noreika's order of 1941-09-10 on the administration of confiscated Jewish property states that
the property will be allocated to various social-purpose institutions (schools, etc.), and also to
persons who suffered from the war.

Historical documents testify to the contrary. The property and the funds obtained from it were
used for the needs of the Nazi war industry. In Jonas Noreika's county there is a known and
published instruction of the Šiauliai County administration of 1941-11-05 to rural-district and
town mayors to pay the money received from the sale of Jewish property, by November 15,
into the Gebietskommissar's account at the Reich Credit Bank in Šiauliai.

The Centre remained silent about these circumstances and documents in its conclusion.
Speaking about J. Noreika's collaboration with the Nazi regime, Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė
states in the conclusion that "in historiography the isolation of Jews and mass killings are
not assessed as two identical parts," that "the herding of Jews into ghettos <...> gave the
Nazis the possibility to proceed to the killing of Jews, i.e., to destroy them as an undesirable
race," but that there is no information that J. Noreika was connected with the organization or
execution of mass killings of Jews.
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Such an explanation of historical events distorts the objective truth and shows an inability to
come to terms with the events of the Holocaust. It is not understandable from what moment
in Lithuanian "historiography" collaboration in carrying out the Holocaust began to be
assessed separately from the crime against humanity? Although the roles may not be the
same, the actions were directed toward one goal. The formation of ghettos and the
appropriation of Jewish property cannot be assessed separately from the mass killings –
these are parts of the crime called the Holocaust.

In the conclusion of October 2015 the Genocide Research Centre states that "information about
J. Noreika's activities after the uprising, i.e., at the end of June and in July 1941, is rather
fragmentary, <but> in summary it can be stated that in July 1941 Capt. Jonas Noreika was
linked by service ties with two institutions – the Telšiai LAF organization and the Plungė
komendantūra."

Attention is drawn to the fact that a shadow falls on J. Noreika concerning the order to kill
given in Plungė on July 13, 1941, while J. Noreika was working in the Plungė komendantūra
established by the Nazis, i.e., before his appointment as Šiauliai County Chief.

Despite the established circumstances that Noreika is linked with organizations known to have
carried out the destruction of the Jewish nation in the Šiauliai region (June–July 1941), the
Genocide Research Centre states in the conclusion that "It should be noted that he could not
have performed such functions, because <...> J. Noreika for his part was an employee and head
not of police structures, but of a civilian institution." It is not understandable why the Centre's
head, Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė, ignoring evidence, without additional explanation, states that
J. Noreika in July 1941 could not have given an order to kill to the LAF / komendantūra
squads to which he belonged.

The Genocide Research Centre states in the conclusion that from as early as June 1941 J.
Noreika became involved in active anti-Nazi activity. No arguments or evidence confirming
this are provided in the conclusion. The Genocide Research Centre also did not establish J.
Noreika's merits to Lithuania related to resistance against the communist authorities. J.
Noreika was sentenced to death by a military tribunal under Article 58(1) of the Criminal Code
of the Russian SFSR (treason against the Motherland). For this act he was rehabilitated in 1991
by decision of the Supreme Court of Lithuania. For what the first-degree award was granted is
not known; the conclusion does not indicate this either.

On the K. Škirpa Conclusion

It should be noted that the Resistance Research Centre's conclusion "On the activities of J.
Noreika" is not the only instance in which the Centre, in analyzing the events of historical
figures, explains them tendentiously. The Resistance Research Centre's defensive language
was also set out in the conclusion on K. Škirpa's activities1.

The Centre states in the conclusion that on March 19, 1941, K. Škirpa issued an
announcement2 addressed to enslaved Lithuanian compatriots. Its 6th point states: "Already
now 'inform' the Jews that their fate is clear, therefore whoever can, let them already today



English Translation — page 54

clear out of Lithuania, so that there are no unnecessary victims. At the decisive moment take
their property into your hands, so that nothing is lost in vain."

In the conclusion the Resistance Research Centre emphasizes several times that K. Škirpa
proposed solving the Jewish question by expulsion. It should be noted that the Centre remains
silent about the circumstance that the document "Instructions for the Liberation of Lithuania"
of March 24, 1941, issued in Berlin, gives the following instructions:

"It is very important on this occasion to get rid of the Jews as well. [...] The more of them leave
Lithuania on this occasion, the easier it will be later to finish getting rid of the Jews." 3

The Resistance Research Centre also remains silent about the 1940–1941 document, K.
Škirpa's appeal to the Lithuanian Jews titled "On the Revocation of Hospitality to the Jews,"
which announces that the right of asylum granted to the Jewish nation by Vytautas the Great in
the 14th century is revoked, and states that Jews who have not left Lithuania together with the
troops of the Soviet Union will be handed over to field courts-martial; expelled from the land
with confiscation of property; or severely punished on the spot if they attempted to damage
their property. The Jews are told to have no illusions, since there is no longer any place for
them in Lithuania.

Historically, K. Škirpa, a diplomat who had withdrawn from occupied Lithuania, lived in
Berlin in 1940–1941. There he planned the liberation of Lithuania from Soviet oppression. K.
Škirpa's greatest known merit to Lithuania is the creation of the Lithuanian Activist Front
(LAF) organization. K. Škirpa was the organization's founder, leader, and principal
propaganda driving force. The organization's goal (real) was the restoration of limited
Lithuanian independence within Nazi Germany; its actions – assisting Nazi troops in expelling
the Soviet authorities in June 1941, using for this purpose recruited and coordinated Lithuanian
military men and civilians – LAF squads.

On June 23, 1941, in Kaunas, the LAF organization declared "independence" and appointed K.
Škirpa chairman of the cabinet of ministers. Lithuania has never officially recognized the 1941
restoration of independence, K. Škirpa's government, or its policies. During the 6 weeks of
the leadership of K. Škirpa's provisional government, more than 5,000 persons of Jewish
nationality were killed in Lithuania during pogroms and local executions.

From 1940 to 1943 K. Škirpa communicated in writing with persons of diplomatic rank
throughout Europe. Detailed communiqués on LAF recruitment and strike tactics and on
preparations to assist Nazi troops in driving out Soviet forces were known to have been sent to
Hitler himself and to his secretary. Besides diplomatic communication, K. Škirpa paid great
attention to the LAF instructions and to the ideological propaganda of the uprising, which was
communicated in Lithuania orally and in writing from 1940.

The Resistance Research Centre's conclusion does not present the possible influence of K.
Škirpa's antisemitic propaganda, but cites historian L. Truska4, who asserts that "LAF
proclamations were one of the reasons why in the summer of 1941 some Lithuanians joined in
carrying out the Nazis' criminal orders." The Centre does not examine this aspect in more
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detail in the conclusion and minimizes it, stating in general terms that "in the activities of the
LAF organization led by K. Škirpa there were also manifestations of antisemitism."

In the Resistance Research Centre's conclusion, LAF antisemitic propaganda and its influence
are softened, the content of the documents being interpreted separately from the genocide of
the Jews and the plunder of property that began during the period of Škirpa's leadership of the
government. The conclusion forgets the causal link that the expulsion of Jews and the taking of
property was one of the goals of the PGL, set out in K. Škirpa's instructions and appeals, which
were the ideological foundations of the PGL.

On the public statements of Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė

Soon after the publication of the K. Škirpa conclusion on the internet, in a public statement on
this question, Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė stated in Lietuvos žinios that:

"We must understand that K. Škirpa too spoke the language of his lifetime and spoke in such a
way that his words would be understood by the people of that time. Therefore his harsh
comments should not be absolutized" <...>. She emphasized that scholars who studied K.
Škirpa's activities found no antisemitic actions in it. This person is truly not a criminal who
ought to be pushed to the margins of history."5

Assessing the statements of the conclusion and the speech of Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė, it
appears that Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė presents to the public knowingly false statements
regarding K. Škirpa's antisemitic activity, contradicting the opinion of historian L. Truska cited
in the conclusion.

After the publication of the conclusion of the investigation of J. Noreika's personality, Birutė
Burauskaitė spoke in the foreign media6. Asked "why the main research institution, in the
books and publications it issues, says very little or nothing about the dark side of the forest
brothers, and whether the Centre could not do more to restore balance," she answered:

"We are trying, but we encounter resistance from influential conservative forces. There are
several active organizations defending the memory of the partisans, and they contact us as
soon as we emphasize less favorable aspects. I often receive letters from these people. And
they have influential friends among politicians and high officials. These people try to influence
the works historians publish. With the November elections approaching, it is becoming
increasingly difficult to raise the question of a more balanced picture of our contemporary
history."

After a group of active citizens submitted a request to the municipality concerning the removal
of J. Noreika's memorial plaque in Vilnius, the Genocide Research Centre, on its "Facebook"
social network account, on November 16, 2015, published the following response:

"The denigration of Lithuanian patriots is organized by the neighbors from the East. They are
assisted not only by certain Jews, but also by quite a few Lithuanians: their names are written
under requests to strip an order, to remove a plaque, in defamatory articles in the press...
Some do this consciously, others out of stupidity."
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The indicated actions of Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė are a revision of events related to the
Holocaust, injuring citizens of Lithuania of Jewish nationality. Such conduct exceeds the
limits of freedom of expression defined by the ECtHR, therefore these and similar
manifestations require exceptional attention.

Legal interpretation of genocide

The "Charter of the Nuremberg International Military Tribunal" contributed to the legal
establishment of this crime. It defined criminal acts and formulated principles of international
law, which were universally recognized in 1946 in a resolution of the United Nations General
Assembly. Another very important document was the Convention of December 9, 1948, "On
the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide"; Lithuania is a party to this
convention.

Under Article 6 of the 1945 Nuremberg Tribunal Charter, crimes against humanity include:
murder, extermination, imprisonment, deportation, or other inhumane acts committed against
any civilian population before or during the war. Leaders, organizers, instigators, and
accomplices participating in the formulation or in the execution of a common plan or
conspiracy to commit any of the foregoing crimes are responsible for all acts performed
by any persons in execution of such plan.

The Lithuanian Criminal Code likewise condemns persons who organized, led, or
participated in killing them, torturing, maiming, impairing their mental development,
deporting them, or otherwise creating such living conditions that led to the death of all or
part of them (Art. 99).

The United Nations International Law Commission (ILC) has stated that "individual criminal
acts of genocide are by their very nature conscious, intentional, or volitional acts, which a
person usually cannot commit without being aware that they will most likely cause the
corresponding consequences. These are not the kind of acts that could occur accidentally or
even as a result of negligence."7

The ILC gives the following explanation of intent: "the degree of knowledge of the details of a
plan or policy required in order to commit the crime of genocide varies depending on the
offender's position in the governmental hierarchy or military structure. This does not mean that
a subordinate who actually carries out the plan or policy cannot be held responsible for the
crime of genocide simply because he did not possess the same degree of information about the
plan or policy as his superior. The crime of genocide requires knowledge of the ultimate goal,
not knowledge of every detail of the genocidal policy or plan. A subordinate is presumed to
know the intentions of his superiors when he receives orders to commit prohibited acts against
persons who belong to a particular group."8

Assessing the legal acts set out above and the conclusions of the Genocide Research Centre, it
must be stated that the Centre, in forming state policy in the field of historical research and
establishing the methodologies of such research and directions, violates Article 99 of the
Criminal Code of the Republic of Lithuania, Article 6 of the Nuremberg Tribunal Charter, and
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the principles formulated by the United Nations for interpreting the elements of the crime of
genocide.

The Resistance Research Centre is a state institution which, by conducting historical research
and publishing official conclusions, shapes the opinion of citizens and institutions about the
events of the Holocaust and of the genocide of the Lithuanian nation. The opinion presented
must be objective. The conclusions indicated above testify that the head of the institution
interprets historical facts tendentiously, revises them, ignores inconvenient facts and evidence,
and does not assess voluntary joining in genocide as a crime against humanity. The head of the
Centre, Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė, advocates for those who participated (collaborated) in the
genocide of the Jewish nation, presenting in the conclusions and in the press statements that
contradict historical documents, which she does not support with argument, and also
speculates with hard-to-prove facts (i.e., could have / could not have, knew / did not know),
and emphatically highlights aspects that create a positive image of the individual. Such
explanation and interpretation of historical events is a distortion of history and genocide denial,
misleading the public, exceeding the limits of freedom of speech, and encouraging
manifestations of radical nationalism.

Taking into account the circumstances set out, and guided by Articles 19, 21, and 22 of the
Law on the Seimas Ombudsmen, we ask:

1. To investigate the actions of the head of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre,
Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė, related to the conclusions on the activities of J. Noreika and K.
Škirpa, and to recognize the complaint as justified.

2. Upon establishing violations, to oblige Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė to prepare and publish at
her own expense (on the website of the Resistance Research Centre and in the daily newspaper
Lietuvos žinios) an article refuting the arguments stated in the Centre's conclusions and in
public statements concerning "the non-establishment of K. Škirpa's antisemitic activity" and
"J. Noreika's non-collaboration with the Nazi regime."

3. To apply appropriate disciplinary measures in order to prevent manifestations of a similar
nature in the future.

ATTACHED:

1. Conclusion of the Population Resistance Research Centre on J. Noreika's activities (to
Vilnius municipality);

2. Conclusion of the Population Resistance Research Centre on J. Noreika's activities in
1941–1943;

3. Conclusion of the Population Resistance Research Centre on K. Škirpa's activities;
4. Extract from the "Facebook" account of the Population Resistance Research Centre;
5. Request to the municipality concerning J. Noreika's memorial plaque;
6. J. Noreika's order of 1941-08-22.
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Respectfully, Grant Arthur Gochin [signature]

March 6, 2017

Footnotes in the original:
1 http://genocid.lt/UserFiles/File/Pazymos/201510_skirpa_pazyma01.pdf
2 http://www.selflearners.net/uploads/Holocaust/SkirpaPastangosPriedai_LCVA_f648_a2_b58
2-1000px.pdf 3 http://www.ms.lt/derlius/PazinkimeKSkirpa.pdf — Andrius Kulikauskas,
Lecturer, Department of Philosophy and Communication, VGTU 4 L. Truska, V. Vareikis,
Holokausto prielaidos: antisemitizmas Lietuvoje, Vilnius, 2004, pp. 86–92 5

http://lzinios.lt/lzinios/Gimtasis-krastas/pasvalys-iamzino-k-skirpos-atminima/234330
6 http://balticworlds.com/the-forest-brothers-heroes-villains/, published October 25, 2016.
Print version: Baltic Worlds BW 3:2016, pp. 49–53 7 UN Draft Code of Crimes Against the
Peace and Security of Mankind,
http://legal.un.org/ilc/texts/instruments/english/commentaries/7_4_1996.pdf – p. 17 8 Ibid. – p.
18

13. List of LGGRTC publications (attachment to letter No. 14R-32)

Publications of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania devoted to the
history of German-occupied Lithuania

(Lithuanian titles are given as printed, with English translations in brackets. Where the
original itself prints an English title, that English title is reproduced.)

• Arūnas Bubnys, Vokiečių okupuota Lietuva, 1941–1944 m. [German-Occupied Lithuania,
1941–1944], 1998

• Petras Stankeras, Lietuvių policija, 1941–1944 m. [The Lithuanian Police, 1941–1944],
1998

• 1941 m. Birželio sukilimas (dokumentų rinkinys) [The June 1941 Uprising (collection of
documents)], compiled by Valentinas Brandišauskas, 2000

• Lietuvos laikinoji vyriausybė: posėdžių protokolai [The Provisional Government of
Lithuania: Minutes of Meetings], compiled by Arvydas Anušauskas, 2001

• Pilietinis pasipriešinimas Lietuvoje ir Lenkijoje: sąsajos ir ypatumai, 1939–1956 [Civil
Resistance in Lithuania and Poland: Links and Particularities, 1939–1956], ed. A.
Anušauskas, 2004

• Arūnas Bubnys, The Holocaust in Lithuania between 1941 and 1944, 2005, 2008
• Juozas Jankauskas, 1941 m. Birželio sukilimas Lietuvoje [The June 1941 Uprising in

Lithuania], 2010
• Holokaustas Lietuvoje 1941–1944 m. [The Holocaust in Lithuania, 1941–1944], compiled

by Arūnas Bubnys, 2011
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• Lietuvių tautos sukilimas: 1941 m. birželio 22–28 d. [The Uprising of the Lithuanian
Nation: June 22–28, 1941], text authors: Arūnas Bubnys, Sigitas Jegelevičius, Stasys
Knezys, Alfredas Rukšėnas; editorial board: Alfonsas Žaldokas (chair), Jonas Algirdas
Antanaitis, et al., 2011

• Tie, kurie gelbėjo / Those who rescued. 1941–1944. Žydų gelbėjimas Lietuvoje [The
Rescue of Jews in Lithuania], compiled by Teresė Birutė Burauskaitė, 2012

• Kazimierz Sakowicz, Panerių dienoraštis 1941–1943 m. [Ponary Diary, 1941–1943], 2012
• Arūnas Bubnys, Vilniaus getas 1941–1943 [The Vilnius Ghetto, 1941–1943], 2013
• Arūnas Bubnys, „Kauno getas 1941–1944" [The Kaunas Ghetto, 1941–1944], 2014, 2015
• Arūnas Bubnys, „Šiaulių getas" [The Šiauliai Ghetto], 2014
• MACIKŲ MIRTIES NAMAI. Antrojo pasaulinio karo ir GULAG'o lageriai 1939–1953

metais Šilutės apylinkėse [The Macikai House of Death: World War II and Gulag Camps in
the Environs of Šilutė, 1939–1953], executive editor Edita Jankauskienė, 2015

In English:

• Whoever saves one life... (The efforts to save Jews in Lithuania between 1941 and 1944),
compiled by Dalia Kuodytė and Rimantas Stankevičius, 2002, 2006

• With a Needle in the Heart / Su adata širdyje (Memoirs of Former Prisoners of Ghettos and
Concentration Camps), 2003, 2008

• Arūnas Bubnys, The Holocaust in Lithuania between 1941 and 1944, 2005, 2008, 2011,
2015

• Arūnas Bubnys, Vilnius Ghetto 1941–1943, 2013, 2015
• Arūnas Bubnys, The Šiauliai Ghetto, 2014
• Arūnas Bubnys, Kaunas Ghetto 1941–1944, 2014, 2015
• MACIKAI HOUSE OF DEATH. The WWII prisoner of war and Gulag camps 1939–1955

in the environs of Šilutė, editor-in-chief Edita Jankauskienė, 2015
In Russian:

• Арунас Бубнис, Вильнюсское гетто 1941–1943 [Arūnas Bubnys, The Vilnius Ghetto,
1941–1943], 2013

ARTICLES in the journal Genocidas ir rezistencija [Genocide and Resistance], published
by the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania

• Arūnas Bubnys — Vokiečių ir lietuvių saugumo policija (1941–1944) / German and
Lithuanian Security Police (1941–1944), 1997, 1, pp. 160–175 (English summary p. 175)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Lietuvių viešoji policija ir policijos batalionai (1941–1944) / Lithuanian
Public Police and Police Battalions in 1941–1944, 1998, 1(3), pp. 81–104 (English
summary p. 104)
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• Arūnas Bubnys — 253-iasis lietuvių policijos batalionas (1943–1944) / The Operation of
the 253rd Lithuanian Police Battalion in 1943–1944, 1998, 2(4), pp. 104–120 (English
summary p. 120)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Lietuvių policijos 2-asis (Vilniaus) ir 252-asis batalionai (1941–1944) /
The Activities of the 2nd and the 252nd Police Battalions between 1941–1944, 2000, 2(8),
pp. 42–54 (English summary p. 55)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Penktasis lietuvių policijos batalionas (1941–1944) / The 5th Battalion
of the Lithuanian Police (1941–1944), 2001, 1(9), pp. 44–50 (English summary p. 50)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Lietuvių policijos batalionai Pskovo srityje ir Kurše: 13-asis ir
10(256)-asis batalionai (1942–1945) / Lithuanian Police Battalions in Pskov Region and in
Kuršas: the 13th and 10(256)th (1942–1945), 2001, 2(10), pp. 31–43 (English summary p.
43)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Lietuvių policijos 15-asis batalionas (1941–1944) / The 15th Lithuanian
Police Battalion (1941–1944), 2007, 1(21), pp. 69–79 (English summary p. 79)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Lietuvių policijos 3(11)-iasis batalionas / The 3(11) Battalion of the
Lithuanian Police, 2008, 1(23), pp. 45–57 (English summary p. 57)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Lietuvių savisaugos dalinių Vilniaus apygardos batalionai (1941–1944
m.) / The Vilnius Region Battalions of the Lithuanian Self-Defence Subunits (1941–1944),
2008, 2(24), pp. 35–61 (English summary p. 61)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Kauno sunkiųjų darbų kalėjimas nacių okupacijos metais (1941–1944) /
Kaunas Hard Labour Prison in the Years of Nazi Occupation (1941–1944), 2009, 1(25),
pp. 18–36 (English summary p. 37)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Lietuvių policijos Šiaulių (14-asis) ir Panevėžio (10-asis) batalionai
(1941–1944) / Lithuanian Police Šiauliai (14th) and Panevėžys (10th) Battalions
(1941–1944), 2010, 1(27), pp. 81–89 (English summary p. 89)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Etniniai santykiai nacių okupuotoje Lietuvoje 1941–1944 m. / Ethnic
Relationships in Nazi-occupied Lithuania in 1941–1944, 2011, 1(29), pp. 69–97 (English
summary pp. 97–98)

• Saulius Grybkauskas — Lietuvos vyriausybės reakcija į nacistinės Vokietijos politiką
Klaipėdos krašto lietuvių atžvilgiu (1939 03 23–1940 06 15) / The Policy of the
Government of the Republic of Lithuania with Respect to Lithuanian Population in the
Nazi Germany Occupied Klaipėda Region, 1998, 1(3), pp. 72–80 (English summary p. 80)

• Audronė Janavičienė — Sovietiniai diversantai Lietuvoje (1941–1944) / Soviet Saboteurs
in Lithuania (1941–1944), 1997, 1, pp. 98–121 (English summary p. 121)

• Tadas Jaskelevičius — 1941 m. Birželio sukilimas Panevėžio apskrities Pušaloto valsčiuje
[The June 1941 Uprising in Pušalotas Rural District, Panevėžys County], 2015, No. 2 (38)

• Alfredas Rukšėnas — Lietuvos gyventojų stojimo į Kauno savisaugos batalionus 1941 m.
vasarą ir rudenį motyvai [Motives of Lithuanian Residents for Joining the Kaunas
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Self-Defense Battalions in the Summer and Autumn of 1941], 2012, No. 2 (32)
• Alfredas Rukšėnas — Pasipriešinimas Kretingos, Telšių ir Mažeikių apskrityse pirmosios

sovietinės okupacijos laikotarpiu (1940–1941 m.) / Resistance in Kretinga, Telšiai and
Mažeikiai Counties during the First Soviet Occupation Period (1940–1941), 2009, 2(26),
pp. 7–32 (English summary p. 32)

• Alfredas Rukšėnas — 1941 m. Birželio sukilimas Kretingos, Mažeikių ir Telšių apskrityse /
June 1941 Uprising in Kretinga, Mažeikiai and Telšiai Counties, 2010, 1(27), pp. 31–56
(English summary p. 57)

• Petras Stankeras — Aukščiausioji vokiečių SS ir policijos vadovybė Lietuvos generalinėje
srityje 1941–1944 m. / The Highest German SS and Police Authorities in the Lithuanian
General Region in 1941–1944, 2001, 2(10), pp. 17–30 (English summary p. 30)

• Rimvydas Valentukevičius — Nusikaltimų žmoniškumui tyrimo Lietuvoje problemos /
Problems of Investigation of Crimes Committed against Humanity, 1999, 1(5), pp. 7–16
(English summary p. 16)

• Linas Veclauskas — Lietuvos įvaizdžiai antinacinėje lietuvių spaudoje / The Vision of
Lithuania in the Lithuanian Anti-Nazi Press, 2004, 1(15), pp. 68–84 (English summary p.
85)

• Oleksandr Vovk — Paskutinis karinis ir politinis sąjūdis dėl Ukrainos nepriklausomybės /
The Latest Armed and Political Movement for the Independence of Ukraine, 1997, 2, pp.
7–13 (English summary p. 13)

• Kaspars Zellis, Dmitrij Olechnovič — Karikatūra laikraštyje „Tėvija" 1941–1945 m.: kai
kurie šaltinių mokslo kritikos klausimai / Caricature in the Newspaper "Tēvija"
(1941–1945): Some Questions of Source Criticism, 2005, 2(18), pp. 50–63 (English
summary p. 63)

• Rimantas Zizas — Vietinė savisauga (savigyna) Lietuvoje nacių Vokietijos okupacijos
metais (1941–1944) / Local Defence (Self-Defence) in Lithuania during the Nazi German
Occupation (1941–1944), 2001, 2(10), pp. 44–61 (English summary p. 61)

• Rimantas Zizas — Vietinė savisauga (savigyna) Lietuvoje nacių Vokietijos okupacijos
metais (1941–1944) / Local Defence (Self-Defence) in Lithuania during the Nazi German
Occupation (1941–1944), 2002, 1(11), pp. 69–93 (English summary p. 94)

• Rimantas Zizas — Sovietiniai partizanai Lietuvoje 1941–1944 m.: represiniai
(teroristiniai) veiklos aspektai / Soviet Partisans in Lithuania in 1941–1944: Aspects of
Repressive (Terrorist) Activity, 2010, 1(27), pp. 7–29 (English summary pp. 29–30)

• Rimantas Zizas — 1943 m. balandžio 5 d. „visos Lietuvos" konferencija: lietuvių politinis
elitas kolaboravimo ir pasipriešinimo kryžkelėje / The All Lithuanian Conference of 5
April 1943: the Lithuanian Political Elite on the Crossroads of Collaboration and
Resistance, 2011, 1(29), pp. 30–49 (English summary p. 50)

• Stasys Knezys — Kauno karo komendantūros Tautinio darbo batalionas 1941 m. [The
National Labor Battalion of the Kaunas Military Komendantūra, 1941], 2000, 1(7), pp.
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122–168
• Rimantas Zizas — Raudonųjų partizanų ir Pietryčių Lietuvos kaimų savisaugos ginkluoti

konfliktai 1943 m. [Armed Conflicts between the Red Partisans and Village Self-Defense
in Southeastern Lithuania in 1943], 2004, 1(15), pp. 138–158

• Rimantas Zizas — Raudonųjų partizanų ir Pietryčių Lietuvos kaimų savisaugos ginkluoti
konfliktai 1943 m. [same title, continued], 2004, 2(16), pp. 145–161

• Gražina Stanionytė-Zujienė — Dr. Vladas Ingelevičius ir Lietuvos Raudonojo Kryžiaus
veikla vokiečių okupacijos metais [Dr. Vladas Ingelevičius and the Activities of the
Lithuanian Red Cross during the German Occupation], 2002, 1(11), pp. 130–148

• Vygantas Vareikis — Rytų frontas iš arti: viršilos Petro Plevoko dienoraštis [The Eastern
Front Up Close: The Diary of Sergeant Major Petras Plevokas], 2007, 2(22), pp. 149–170

• Rimantas Zizas — Žudynių Kaniūkuose pėdsakais [On the Trail of the Kaniūkai Killings],
2002, 1(11), pp. 149–165

• Rimantas Zizas — Bakaloriškių sunaikinimas [The Destruction of Bakaloriškės], 2002,
2(12), pp. 233–245

• Juozas Jankauskas — Lietuvos kariuomenės karininkai – antinacinio ir antisovietinio
pasipriešinimo dalyviai [Officers of the Lithuanian Army – Participants in the Anti-Nazi
and Anti-Soviet Resistance], 2003, 1(13), pp. 147–165

• Stanislovas Buchaveckas — Pranas Meškauskas-Germantas – lietuvių antinacinio
pasipriešinimo Konradas Valenrodas [Pranas Meškauskas-Germantas – the Konrad
Wallenrod of the Lithuanian Anti-Nazi Resistance], 2013, No. 2 (34)

• Ugnė Ražinskaitė — Vokietijos išdegintos žemės politikos padariniai Vištyčio apylinkių
gyventojams Antrojo pasaulinio karo metais [Consequences of Germany's Scorched-Earth
Policy for the Inhabitants of the Vištytis Area during World War II], 2013, No. 2 (34)

• Ignė Stalmokaitė — Suomijos ir Švedijos požiūris į Sovietų Sąjungos ir nacių Vokietijos
Baltijos šalyse įvykdytas okupacijas 1940–1944 m. [The Attitude of Finland and Sweden
toward the Occupations of the Baltic States Carried Out by the Soviet Union and Nazi
Germany, 1940–1944], 2012, No. 1 (31)

• Valentinas Brandišauskas — Žydų nuosavybės bei turto konfiskavimas ir naikinimas
Lietuvoje Antrojo pasaulinio karo metais / Expropriation of the Jewish Property, and
Destruction in Lithuania during the Second World War, 2002, 2(12), pp. 104–112 (English
summary p. 113)

• Valentinas Brandišauskas — Lietuvos žydų turto likimas Antrojo pasaulinio karo metai /
The Fate of Lithuanian Jews' Assets during the Second World War, 2004, 1(15), pp.
86–107 (English summary p. 107)

• Valentinas Brandišauskas — Holokaustas Kėdainių apskrityje / Holocaust in the District of
Kėdainiai, 2005, 1(17), pp. 87–99 (English summary p. 99)
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• Valentinas Brandišauskas — Mažeikių apskrities žydų likimas Antrojo pasaulinio karo
metais / The Fate of the Jews of the Mažeikiai District during the Second World War,
2006, (2)20, pp. 7–30 (English summary p. 30)

• Valentinas Brandišauksas [sic] — Lazdijų apskrities žydų likimas nacistinės okupacijos
metais: nuo teisių apribojimo iki žūties [The Fate of the Jews of Lazdijai County during the
Nazi Occupation: From the Restriction of Rights to Death], 2008, 1(23), pp. 58–75

• Arūnas Bubnys — Holokaustas Lietuvos provincijoje 1941 m.: žydų žudynės Kauno
apskrityje / Holocaust in the provinces of Lithuania in 1941: massacre of Jews in Kaunas
district, 2002, 2(12), pp. 81–102 (English summary p. 103)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Lietuvių saugumo policija ir holokaustas (1941–1944) / Lithuanian
Security Police and the Holocaust (1941–1944), 2003, 1(13), pp. 22–39 (English summary
pp. 39–40)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Vilniaus žydų žudynės ir Vilniaus getas (1941–1944) / Massacre of
Vilnius Jews and Vilnius ghetto (1941–1944), 2003, 2(14), pp. 7–42 (English summary pp.
42–43)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Kauno getas (1941–1944 m.) / The Kaunas Ghetto (1941–1944), 2004,
2(16), pp. 7–40 (English summary p. 40)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Kauno ir Vilniaus getų žydų policija (1941–1944 m.) / The Jewish
Police in the Kaunas and Vilnius Ghettos (1941–1944), 2005, 1(17), pp. 66–85 (English
summary pp. 85–86)

• Arūnas Bubnys — Lietuvių policijos 1(13)-asis batalionas ir žydų žudynės 1941 m. / The
First (13th) Lithuanian Police Battalion and the Killing of Jews in 1941, 2006, (2)20, pp.
31–51 (English summary p. 52)

• Stanislovas Buchaveckas — Kražių valsčiaus žydų bendruomenės žūtis 1941 m.: faktai,
problemos, atsakymai, likę klausimai / Destruction of the Kražiai Rural District Jewish
Community in 1941: Some Facts, Problems, Answers, Pending Questions, 2009, 2(26), pp.
33–49 (English summary p. 49)

• Stanislovas Buchaveckas — Holokaustas Raseinių apskrityje: Viduklės valsčiaus žydų
bendruomenės sunaikinimas (1941 m. birželis–rugpjūtis) / Holocaust in the Raseiniai
County: Annihilation of the Jewish Community in the Viduklė Rural District (June–August
1941), 2010, 1(27), pp. 58–79 (English summary p. 80)

• Stanislovas Buchaveckas — Holokaustas Raseinių apskrityje: Nemakščių valsčiaus žydų
žūtis / Holocaust in the Raseiniai County: Destruction of the Jewish Community in
Nemakščiai Rural District, 2010, 2(28), pp. 31–53 (English summary pp. 53–54)

• Stanislovas Buchaveckas — Kelmės ir Vaiguvos valsčių žydų bendruomenės ir jų žūtis
1941 m. / Kelmė and Vaiguva Jewish Communities and Their Perishing in 1941, 2011,
1(29), pp. 7–28 (English summary pp. 28–29)

• Stanislovas Buchaveckas — Holokaustas Vilkaviškio apskrityje: Pilviškių žydų
bendruomenė ir jos likimas 1941 m. [The Holocaust in Vilkaviškis County: The Pilviškiai
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Jewish Community and Its Fate in 1941], 2011, No. 2 (30)
• Dr. Sara Ginaitė — Istorija ir asmeniniai išgyvenimai: Holokausto pradžia Lietuvoje

[History and Personal Experiences: The Beginning of the Holocaust in Lithuania], 2014,
No. 2 (36)

• Bernaras Ivanovas — Chiune (Sempo) Sugiharos veiklos Kaune 1939–1940 m.
probleminiai aspektai [Problematic Aspects of the Activities of Chiune (Sempo) Sugihara
in Kaunas, 1939–1940], 2001, 1(9), pp. 7–14

• Šarūnas Liekis — Žydai: „kaimynai" ar „svetimieji"? Etninių mažumų problematika
Lietuvos istorijos moksle [Jews: "Neighbors" or "Strangers"? The Problem of Ethnic
Minorities in Lithuanian Historical Scholarship], 2002, 2(12), pp. 114–120

• Alfredas Rukšėnas — Kauno 2-asis pagalbinės policijos tarnybos batalionas ir gyventojų
žudynės Baltarusijoje 1941–1943 m. [The Kaunas 2nd Auxiliary Police Service Battalion
and the Killing of Inhabitants in Belarus, 1941–1943], 2007, 2(22), pp. 25–63

• Alfredas Rukšėnas — Kauno savisaugos batalionų karių dalyvavimo žydų ir kitų asmenų
grupių žudynėse vokiečių okupacijos laikotarpiu (1941–1944 m.) motyvai [Motives for the
Participation of Soldiers of the Kaunas Self-Defense Battalions in the Killings of Jews and
Other Groups of Persons during the German Occupation (1941–1944)], 2011, No. 2 (30)

• Alfredas Rukšėnas — Kretingos valsčiaus žydų bendruomenės žūtis 1941 m. vasarą ir
rudenį [The Destruction of the Jewish Community of Kretinga Rural District in the
Summer and Autumn of 1941], 2014, No. 2 (36)

• Alfredas Rukšėnas — Holokaustas Lietuvoje: Kretingos apskrities Palangos ir Darbėnų
valsčių žydų bendruomenių žūtis 1941 m. vasarą ir rudenį [The Holocaust in Lithuania:
The Destruction of the Jewish Communities of Palanga and Darbėnai Rural Districts,
Kretinga County, in the Summer and Autumn of 1941], 2015, No. 1 (37)

• Viktorija Sakaitė — Žydų gelbėjimas / Rescue of Jews, 1998, 2(4), pp. 81–103 (English
summary p. 103)

• Simonas Strelcovas — Chiune Sugihara ir Janas Zwartendijkas – Pasaulio Tautų
Teisuoliai. Istorinės peripetijos tarp sovietinių struktūrų, žydų pabėgėlių ir jų gelbėtojų
[Chiune Sugihara and Jan Zwartendijk – Righteous Among the Nations: Historical
Vicissitudes among Soviet Structures, Jewish Refugees, and Their Rescuers], 2003, 2(14),
pp. 44–50

• Hektoras Vitkus — Istorinė atmintis ir holokaustas: problemos samprata [Historical
Memory and the Holocaust: The Concept of the Problem], 2005, 1(17), pp. 51–64

• Hektoras Vitkus — Memorialinių vietų veiksnys holokausto atminimo kultūroje: sampratos
gairės ir tyrimo metodai [The Factor of Memorial Sites in Holocaust Memory Culture:
Conceptual Guidelines and Research Methods], 2006, 1(19), pp. 86–114

• Rimantas Zagreckas — Holokausto dalyvio socialinis portretas [A Social Portrait of a
Holocaust Participant], 2012, No. 1 (31)
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• Viktorija Sakaitė — Lietuvos dvasininkai – žydų gelbėtojai [Lithuanian Clergy – Rescuers
of Jews], 2002, 2(12), pp. 222–232

• Stanislovas Buchaveckas — Jonas Ženauskas – 1940–1941 m. sovietų kalinys, 1941 m.
Birželio sukilimo dalyvis, žydų gelbėtojas [Jonas Ženauskas – Soviet Prisoner of
1940–1941, Participant in the June 1941 Uprising, Rescuer of Jews], 2012, No. 2 (32)

• Chaimas Bargmanas — Vieno atradimo istorija. Du vienodo braižo dokumentai [The Story
of One Discovery: Two Documents in the Same Handwriting], 2010, 2(28), pp. 130–135

• Rimantas Stankevičius — Vardas, tapęs legenda [A Name That Became a Legend], 2004,
1(15), pp. 159–171

• Aleksandras Vitkus, Chaimas Bargmanas — 1941 m. Raseinių holokausto byla [The 1941
Raseiniai Holocaust Case], 2012, No. 2 (32)

• Aleksandras Vitkus, Chaimas Bargmanas — Žydų likimas Telšių valsčiaus mažuosiuose
getuose [The Fate of the Jews in the Small Ghettos of Telšiai Rural District], 2013, No. 2
(34)

• Chaimas Bargmanas — Nauja apie žudynes „Lietūkio" garaže. Kiek garažų buvo? [New
Findings on the Killings at the "Lietūkis" Garage: How Many Garages Were There?],
2009, 2(26), pp. 203–206

14. Power of Attorney, 2016-08-11 (bilingual original; English column
reproduced as printed)

POWER OF ATTORNEY

Vilnius, Republic of Lithuania – California, United States of America

11th day of August of the year two thousand and sixteen.

Grant Arthur Gochin, personal code 36311021360, (hereinafter -The Client), do hereby
authorize attorney at law Rokas Rudzinskas and/or associate attorney Rytis Rudzinskas
(Rokas Rudzinskas law firm) to perform actions indicated below:

1. To act on behalf of the The Client as the representative in order to defend and represent The
Client's interests at any court of the Republic of Lithuania and pre-trial claims, in civil,
administrative and criminal proceedings towards any other parties, in any complaint(s),
secondary complaint, petition(s), application(s) and/or suit(s), to submit any documents
included but not limited to complaint(s), secondary complaint, petition(s), application(s),
requisition(s) and/or any other document(s), to submit and receive any documents to any
Court, including to sign any documents. As well as to perform all and any other necessary and
proper actions in connection with the aforesaid authorisations, as well as to re-authorise third
persons to act according to this Power of Attorney.

2. To perform all procedural actions, to relinquish a claim, complaint, suit and/or petition in
full or partly, to amend the suit, complain, claim and/or petition, to bring a counter-claim, to
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terminate the case by amicable settlement, to maintain the complaint, suit and/or petition, as
well as to appeal against the court, institution or officer ruling by way of appeal and cassation,
to submit execution documents for execution and represent during the execution process, to
receive the adjudged monie, as well as the paid bail. The Representatives has rights to confirm
correctness of document copies which the Client has received from third parties, as well as
issued by the Client.

3. To bring complaint(s), secondary complaint, suit(s) and/or to lodge petitions, claims,
applications, and to sign all above said documents.

4. To perform any other judicial act commissioned by the Client.
This Power of Attorney is valid for five years with the right of substitution.

This Power of Attorney is valid in all courts, institutions and establishments located in
Lithuanian Republic.

This power of attorney has been read to me, understood and accepted and signed as
conforming to my will.

[signature] The Client Grant Arthur Gochin

[signature] Attorney at law Rokas Rudzinskas

[signature] Associate attorney at law Rytis Rudzinskas

The Lithuanian column (ĮGALIOJIMAS) is a parallel version of the same text and is signed by
the same three persons (Klientas Grant Arthur Gochin; Advokatas Rokas Rudzinskas;
Advokato padėjėjas Rytis Rudzinskas).

Certification stamp on each page: TRUE COPY Reg. No. 222, 2017-10-31, Attorney Rokas
Rudzinskas [signature] — seal of Attorney Rokas Rudzinskas, Lithuanian Bar.

16. Human Rights Committee to Seimas Speaker Viktoras Pranckietis, June
2018

[Coat of arms]

SEIMAS OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA

HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE

Gedimino pr. 53, 01109 Vilnius Tel. (8 5) 239 6811 Email zmteiskt@lrs.lt

To the Speaker of the Seimas, Viktoras Pranckietis

2018-06-[day handwritten, partly illegible] No. [handwritten, partly
illegible]-2018-[handwritten, partly illegible]

RE: THE REQUEST
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On June 6, 2018, the Seimas Human Rights Committee, at its meeting, heard the 2017 activity
report of the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania (hereinafter – LGGRTC).
Also discussed was the complaint addressed to you and referred to the Committee from the
attorney of Mr. Grant Arthur Gochin, R. Rudzinskas (hereinafter – the applicant), in which the
applicant asks that the actions of the LGGRTC director be investigated regarding the
interpretation of the concept of the crime of genocide in announcing official conclusions on
persons' activities during World War II. On November 30, 2017, the Committee had forwarded
the said complaint to the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office for examination. The Applicant had also
applied directly to the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office with an analogous complaint.

The Seimas Ombudsman, having reviewed the submitted material and the explanations of
LGGRTC, states that the dispute between the Applicant and LGGRTC concerns factual
circumstances related to the persons indicated in the complaint and the assessment of their
activities; therefore such a dispute is to be resolved in court, since the Seimas Ombudsmen do
not investigate disputes regarding the establishment of factual circumstances and also do not
investigate historical circumstances.

The Ministry of Justice noted that delegated interpretation of law (when a legal act is
interpreted by authorized entities) in the Republic of Lithuania is carried out by courts of
general jurisdiction and specialized courts. In view of this, the elements of genocide and the
objective and subjective features of these elements should, in the courts of the Republic of
Lithuania, be interpreted in accordance with the provisions of Article 99 of the Criminal Code
of the Republic of Lithuania (hereinafter – CC), which provides the concept of genocide. At
the same time, in the process of establishing and interpreting the features of the elements of the
crime of genocide, reliance should also be placed on the "Review of judicial practice in
criminal cases on crimes against humanity and war crimes (CC Articles 99, 100 and 102)"
prepared by the Supreme Court of Lithuania on June 29, 2012, which provides a detailed
additional explanation of the features of genocide and other crimes against humanity, and
LGGRTC, in its research conclusions, should limit itself to an assessment of a historical nature
of certain circumstances and (or) people's actions (conduct).

The Seimas Ombudsman, having investigated the said complaint, also stated on February 2,
2018, that LGGRTC, in responding to the Applicant, did not provide a clear and reasoned
response to all the questions raised by the Applicant and did not comply with the principle of
transparency of activity.

At the meeting held at the Seimas Ombudsmen's Office on April 17, 2018, LGGRTC's duty to
examine persons' appeals properly, in the procedure established by legal acts, was discussed,
as was the fact that LGGRTC must, in the procedure established by legal acts, publish the
Seimas Ombudsman's reports and provide information on the results of the examination of the
recommendations given in those reports.

Respectfully, Committee Chair [signature] Valerijus Simulik

J. Savickienė, tel. (8 5) 239 6808, email jolanta.savickiene@lrs.lt
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[Logo: "100 – For Restored Lithuania"]

17. Detailed metadata of the electronic document

• Document creator(s): Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania, Gedimino pr. 53, 01109
Vilnius, Lithuania (2026-09-23 16:25:13)

• Document title (heading): On the request of G.A. Gochin
• Document types: –
• Document registration date and number: 2026-09-23 No. S-2026-4031
• Date of receipt and receipt registration number: –
• Document specification identifier: ADOC-V1.0
• Signature purpose: Signing
• Name, surname, and position of the signatory: Laurynas Šedvydis, Member of the

Seimas
• Date and time of signature: 2026-09-23 16:18:14 (GMT+03:00)
• Signature format: XAdES-T
• Time indicated in the time stamp: 2026-09-23 16:18:27 (GMT+03:00)
• Certification service provider: SK ID Solutions EID-Q 2021E,

2.5.4.97=#160e4e545245452d3130373437303133, SK ID Solutions AS, EE
• Certificate validity: 2024-11-18 16:18:37 – 2029-11-18 23:59:59
• Signature purpose: Registration
• Name, surname, and position of the signatory: Seimas Chancellery, Document

Management System
• Date and time of signature: 2026-09-23 16:18:30 (GMT+03:00)
• Signature format: XAdES-EPES
• Time indicated in the time stamp: –
• Certification service provider: RCSC IssuingCA-2, RCSC, VI Registru Centras – i.k.

124110246, LT
• Certificate validity: 2025-02-26 13:16:36 – 2028-02-26 13:16:36
• Methods used to ensure metadata integrity: –
• Number of annexes to the main document: 1
• Number of documents attached to the main document: –
• Software used to create the electronic document: DocLogix v12.8.7.0
• Verification of the electronic document and electronic signature(s) (verification date):

No errors were found when verifying the document (2026-09-23 16:25:13)
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• Date of printing of the copy of the electronic document and the employee who printed
it: 2026-09-23 16:25:13, printed by Asta Mikalauskienė

• Search link: –
• Additional metadata: –

Translator's notes

These notes record discrepancies that exist in the Lithuanian originals. The translation
reproduces the originals as written and does not correct them.

• Cover letter number and date. The cover letter shows "2026-09-22 No. S-2026-" with
the number left blank; the metadata records registration on 2026-09-23 under No.
S-2026-4031. The attachment is named "G.A.Gohin.pdf" (misspelled) in the cover letter.

• Noreika property order date. Report subparagraph 4.1.2.1 dates J. Noreika's
property-liquidation order "1943-09-10." The underlying complaint of 2017-03-06, report
subparagraph 4.1.2.2, and LGGRTC letter No. 13R-200 all date it September 10, 1941.

• Ombudsman forwarding letter date. The Ombudsman report (subparagraph 4.2) dates
letter No. 4D-2017/1-308/3D-744 as 2017-03-15; LGGRTC letter No. 14R-32 cites it as
2017-03-14.

• LGGRTC reports dated 2017-04-04. In report subparagraphs 8.1.1 and 8.2.1, the Head
describes Conclusion-1 and Conclusion-2 as "the Centre's report of 2017-04-04," while the
complaint states the conclusions were prepared in 2016 and cites October 2015 versions.

• Noreika arrest resolution. LGGRTC letter No. 13R-200 dates the NKGB arrest resolution
to March 19, 1944, while quoting the case file that the organization was formed in 1946
and giving a 1946 verdict. The letter reproduces this as written.

• Speaker's surname. Committee letter No. S-2017-10379 spells the Speaker's name
"Pranskietis"; elsewhere it is "Pranckietis."

• Illegible handwriting. Handwritten dates and numbers that could not be read with
certainty are marked in brackets. The June 2018 Committee letter's day and registration
number are partly illegible in the scan.
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