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LGGRTC’s Written Rule That Turns Terminated Investigations Into “Acquittals”

Its application to Brazaitis, Skirpa, Gewecke, Bub and Schleef; LGGRTC’s May 2026 admission to the U.S.
Congress and its October 2026 refusal to correct; measure 3.27 of Lithuania’s national plan

This submission supplements, and does not replace, my IHRA petition of 28 May 2026, my
Brazaitis and Skirpa dossiers of 24 September 2026 (Annexes 8 and 9), my IHRA transmission of 5
October 2026 and my PRISMA removal request of 5 October 2026. It concerns the Lithuanian
Genocide and Resistance Research Centre (LGGRTC). LGGRTC’s statements are cited here as its
assertions; the facts rest on the primary records attached and on external court and archival sources.

1. The rule, in LGGRTC’s own words

In letter No. 14R-82 of 11 October 2018, copied to the Seimas Ombudsperson, LGGRTC stated
(Annex 3, p. 1; translation, Annex 1):

“The LGGRT Centre [...] calls suspicions, charges or investigations which were dismissed or
terminated without proof of the person’s guilt the person’s acquittal.”

In the same letter LGGRTC stated that it “does not carry out a legal assessment of persons’
activity.” The rule converts the absence of a conviction into an affirmative finding of innocence,
and LGGRTC has applied it to perpetrators and collaborators of the Holocaust in Lithuania.

2. The applications

Brazaitis. Letter 55R-21 (26 February 2018) states that Juozas AmbrazeviCius-Brazaitis, head of
the 1941 Provisional Government, “was completely acquitted” after a 1974 U.S. Congress and INS
investigation (Annex 2, p. 3). Letter 14R-82 states that a 1975 letter from Congressman Joshua
Eilberg confirms that Brazaitis and Slepetys “were acquitted” and that Eilberg “indirectly
apologizes”; it names the addressee as “Algimantas GeCys” (Annex 3). The Eilberg letter is
addressed to Stanley A. Gecys (Annex 4, p. 4). The INS letter records that Brazaitis was never
questioned, that the names were removed from the active list, that the investigations were
“deactivated,” and that “should meaningful information be elicited [...] the investigation is
reactivated” (Annex 4, p. 6). LGGRTC page 2969 still stated on 15 July 2026 that Brazaitis was
rehabilitated by the U.S. Department of Justice.

Skirpa. In the same letter 55R-21 LGGRTC disclosed that, in its determination on Kazys Skirpa, it
took into account “secondary circumstances which it did not mention in that determination” —
namely that Brazaitis “was completely acquitted” (Annex 2, p. 3). A foreign “acquittal” that never
occurred was used, undisclosed, as favorable evidence in a second state historical determination.
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Gewecke. LGGRTC’s memorandum of 17 December 2019 on Jonas Noreika, quoted in its letter
55R-951 of 2 October 2026 (Annex 6), states that in “1969” the Liibeck court “rejected the charges
concerning the Holocaust” against Gebietskommissar Hans Gewecke and his deputy Ewald Bub,
while recording that Gewecke was sentenced to four and a half years because, on his order, B.
Mazoveckis was hanged in the Siauliai ghetto for secretly bringing food into the ghetto. The
judgment is dated 27 January 1970 (Liibeck Regional Court, 2 Ks 1/68; JuNSV No. 722). The
killing of a Jewish ghetto prisoner, for which Gewecke was convicted, is a Holocaust crime;
LGGRTC records it and states in the same sentence that the Holocaust charges were rejected.

Bub. The published judgment did not establish co-perpetration of murder (Mord); its reasons
establish knowing, intentional and unlawful aiding of manslaughter (Totschlag); the proceedings
were discontinued because prosecution was time-barred (Annex 10). LGGRTC called this
“complete acquittal.” In 55R-951 LGGRTC concedes it “has not examined” the judgment “because
it is not digitized,” that “completely acquitted” is “likely [...] not legally correct,” and yet maintains
that the Holocaust charges were rejected. The judgment is published in Justiz und NS-Verbrechen
and accessible at junsv.nl.

Schleef. LGGRTC’s reply of 11 February 2020 states that the Oldenburg court “exonerated”
Hermann Schleef on 27 April 1970 and generalizes that German courts exonerated the builders and
commanders of the Siauliai ghetto and camp. The Oldenburg Regional Court (IV AR 17/70)
removed Schleef from prosecution “aus dem tatsdachlichen Grunde des mangelnden Beweises” —
for lack of evidence — without trial; a separate 1947 Spruchgericht judgment had sentenced him to
two and a half years for SS membership with knowledge of its crimes. The court order is held by
the Lower Saxony State Archive (NLA OL Best. 140-5 Acc. 38/1997 Nr. 459); Annex 11 contains
my filing describing it, the 22-page prosecution memorandum of 26 March 1970 and the 1947
judgment. The archive confirmed that copies of these files were sent to the Lithuanian Embassy in
2021.

Noreika. The Gewecke/Bub passage appears in LGGRTC’s 2019 memorandum on Jonas Noreika,
whom LGGRTC itself records as having signed, on 22 August 1941, the order transmitting the
instruction to move the Jews of Siauliai district into a ghetto (Annex 2, p. 2). Letter 55R-21 also
discloses that, in its Noreika determination, LGGRTC “took into account (although it did not
mention it)” that the Lithuanian Supreme Court had rehabilitated Noreika.

Open source. Bundesarchiv B 162/4368, a 4 August 1964 partial discontinuance in the wider
Schaulen investigation AR-Z 774/61, has not yet been examined. It is treated here as neither
exculpatory nor incriminating.

3. Admission to the U.S. Congress, then refusal

On 12 May 2026 Lithuania’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs wrote to Congressman Brad Sherman, on
the basis of “information supplied by” LGGRTC, that “the Centre has acknowledged that its earlier
public formulation from 2018 referring to the ‘complete exoneration’ of Juozas Ambrazevicius-
Brazaitis was legally imprecise and has expressed regret for this miswording. This formulation has
since been corrected to more accurately reflect the nature of the findings,” and that “the
administrative discontinuation of an investigation does not constitute a formal judicial exoneration
under U.S. legal standards” (Annex 4, pp. 2-3).



On 13 October 2026, in letter 55R-1016 signed by acting Director General Artinas Bubnys,
LGGRTC declined to examine my request to correct its 2018 letters containing that formulation,
stated that there were “no new data,” called the objection “personal opinion,” and did not mention
the 12 May letter (Annex 5; translation, Annex 1). Letters 55R-21 and 14R-82 have never been
corrected; page 3058 was edited only on 26 August 2026, more than three months after Congress
was told the formulation “has since been corrected.”

The same officials. Letter 55R-21 lists Artinas Bubnys and Dalius Stancikas at its foot as contact
persons; 14R-82 names Stancikas; 55R-951 is signed by Bubnys with Stancikas as contact; 55R-
1016 is signed by Bubnys. The persons listed on the “acquittal” letters decide whether they will be
corrected.

4. Measure 3.27

Lithuania’s 157-measure plan against antisemitism, adopted in January 2026, makes LGGRTC the
principal implementer of measure 3.27: analysis of the Holocaust exhibitions of municipal
museums and recommendations for their revision, 2027-2029. As documented in my article “157
Measures, No Credibility” (The Times of Israel, 3 October 2026), LGGRTC itself proposed during
consultation that the Vilna Gaon Museum of Jewish History lead this measure; the government kept
LGGRTC as principal implementer, stating that it has greater competence in this field. I am
requesting the official consultation table; this paragraph relies on the published account until it is
obtained. The institution that applies the 14R-82 rule is to judge the Holocaust exhibitions of
Lithuania’s municipal museums.

5. The IHRA standard

The THRA Working Definition of Holocaust Denial and Distortion (10 October 2013) includes
“intentional efforts to excuse or minimize the impact of the Holocaust or its principal elements,
including collaborators and allies of Nazi Germany.” The IHRA Statement on Rehabilitation (2020)
condemns “all attempts to rehabilitate the reputations of persons who were complicit” in the
Holocaust.

The record shows: a written rule (2018); its application to a Provisional Government leader, an
undisclosed use in a second determination, and German perpetrators of the Siauliai ghetto (2018
2020); notice through my 2018 Ombudsperson complaint with four U.S. legal opinions, a 2019
prosecutorial record, Congressional correspondence in 2019 and 2026, and the 2021 transmission of
the Oldenburg files to the Lithuanian Embassy; an admission to the U.S. Congress (May 2026); and
a refusal to correct (October 2026). My assessment is that this is an institutional method that
excuses Holocaust perpetrators and collaborators by converting procedural outcomes into
innocence, maintained after notice. I ask the addressees to determine that question on the
documents.

6. Requests

ITHRA: refer this submission to the Lithuanian delegation with a request for a point-by-point written
response, including whether the 14R-82 rule remains LGGRTC policy and which formulation was
“corrected” as reported to Congress; and refer the record to the competent IHRA committee for
assessment against the Working Definition and the 2020 Statement.
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PRISMA: treat this as an addendum to my removal request; determine whether LGGRTC materials
applying the 14R-82 rule have entered or will enter project outputs; adopt safeguards against their
reuse; and respond in writing under the consortium’s procedures.

PEMC: consider this record in connection with the nomination of Ariinas Bubnys for the PEMC
Prize. Dr. Bubnys signed letter 55R-951 (maintaining that the Holocaust charges were “rejected”)
and letter 55R-1016 (refusing correction after the admission to Congress).

Grant Arthur Gochin

Citizen of the Republic of Lithuania and of the United States

Signed with a qualified electronic signature; the date is that of the signature time stamp.
Annexes

1. Working English translation of the key LGGRTC passages, 2 pp.
LGGRTC letter No. 55R-21, 26 February 2018 (Lithuanian), 3 pp.
LGGRTC letter No. 14R-82, 11 October 2018 (Lithuanian), 2 pp.

Lithuanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs letter of 12 May 2026 and Embassy cover of 13 May
2026, with enclosed U.S. documents, 9 pp.

LGGRTC letter No. 55R-1016, 13 October 2026 (Lithuanian, certified copy), 3 pp.
Text transcription of LGGRTC letter No. 55R-951, 2 October 2026 (Lithuanian), 1 p.
Exhibit: the 17 July 2026 correction request (header fields and Part VII), 3 pp.
Brazaitis dossier for IHRA, 24 September 2026 (signed), 18 pp.

Skirpa dossier for IHRA, 24 September 2026 (signed), 20 pp.

10. Submission to LGGRTC with the Ewald Bub study, 5 October 2026 (signed), 40 pp.

11.  Schleef consolidated filing with Oldenburg archival scans and Dr. Kerstin Rahn’s
correspondence, 27 September 2026, 41 pp. (scans reproduced in black and white to reduce file
size).
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Working English translation of the key LGGRTC passages

Prepared by the submitter. The Lithuanian originals are attached and control. Emphasis added in bold.

1. LGGRTC Letter No. 55R-21 of 26 February 2018 (Kazys Skirpa section, p. 3)

“In writing its determination on K. Skirpa, the Centre also took into account secondary
circumstances which it did not mention in that determination — the activity of Juozas Brazaitis-
Ambrazevicius, head of the Lithuanian Provisional Government, suspected of possible similar
criminal acts defined in the Convention and the Statute, who took over these duties after K.
Skirpa was arrested, was thoroughly investigated in 1974 in the U.S. Congress and the U.S.
Immigration and Naturalization Service, and J. Ambrazevicius-Brazaitis was completely
acquitted [visiskai isteisintas]. K. Skirpa himself spent the last 30 years of his life in the USA (died
1979) without facing any charges from the U.S. administration or law enforcement, which, as
already mentioned, actively searched for perpetrators of genocide and investigated the activity of
the Lithuanian Provisional Government.”

Signed: Teresé Biruté Burauskaité, Director General. Contact persons printed at the foot of the

letter: Artinas Bubnys (arunas.bubnys@genocid.lt) and Dalius Egidijus Stancikas.

2. LGGRTC Letter No. 14R-82 of 11 October 2018 (copy to the Seimas Ombudsperson)

q1: “The LGGRT Centre in its activity is guided by the principle of the presumption of innocence
enshrined in the democratic world and in the Constitution of the Republic of Lithuania, and by the
legal acts of the Republic of Lithuania; therefore suspicions, charges or investigations which
were dismissed or terminated without proof of the person’s guilt, it calls the person’s acquittal
[vadina asmens isteisinimu]. Article 31 of the Constitution: ‘A person shall be presumed innocent
until proved guilty in accordance with the procedure established by law and declared guilty by an
effective court judgment’; Code of Criminal Procedure, Art. 303(5)(2): ‘The court shall adopt a
judgment of acquittal if it is not proved that the accused participated in committing the criminal
act.””

92: “The letter you sent, of 13 January 1975, from Joshua Eilberg, Chairman of the Subcommittee
on Immigration, Citizenship and International Law of the U.S. Congress Judiciary Committee, to
Algimantas Gecys, Vice-President of the Lithuanian-American Community, confirms the LGGRT
Centre’s statement that the activity of Juozas Brazaitis-Ambrazevicius was investigated in the U.S.
Congress and in the Immigration and Naturalization Service of the U.S. Department of Justice
and that they were acquitted [isteisinti]. [...] (d) U.S. Representative J. Eilberg not only reports
the suspension of the investigation, but also indirectly apologizes for the unfounded accusations
made against J. Brazaitis and J. §lepetys [...].”

The Eilberg letter of 13 January 1975 (attached in the 12 May 2026 Foreign Ministry package) is
addressed to Mr. Stanley A. Gecys, Executive Vice-President, Lithuanian-American Community

of the U.S.A., Inc., Philadelphia.

93: “[...] Regarding the reliability of this information and copies of internal documents of other

states’ institutions, we suggest that you apply to the institutions of those states. ”
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94: “[...] Under the LGGRT Centre Law, the LGGRT Centre does not carry out a legal
assessment of persons’ activity.”

Signed: Teresé Biruté Burauskaité, Director General. Contact person: Dalius Egidijus Stancikas.

3. LGGRTC Letter No. 55R-951 of 2 October 2026 (signed by acting Director General Ariinas
Bubnys; contact Dalius Stancikas)

Quoting its own memorandum of 17 December 2019: “[...] In 1969 the Liibeck (Germany) court
rejected the charges concerning the Holocaust brought against H. Gewecke and his deputy
Evald Bub; E. Bub [...] was completely acquitted, while H. Gewecke was sentenced to four and
a half years’ imprisonment because, on his order, B. Mazoveckis was hanged in the Siauliai
ghetto for secretly bringing food into the ghetto.”

“The Centre has not examined the 1970 Liibeck court judgment, because it is not digitized; it is
therefore likely that the statement ‘E. Bub was completely acquitted’ is not legally correct [...]. On
the other hand, the essential statements that the court rejected the Holocaust charges brought
against H. Gewecke and his deputy E. Bub are accurate |[...].”

4. LGGRTC Letter No. 55R-1016 of 13 October 2026, point 3 (signed by acting Director
General Ariinas Bubnys)

“[...] the Centre does not currently have new data, nor have you provided any, that would allow it
reasonably to establish that the data and/or historical circumstances stated in the Letters [55R-21
and 14R-82] are incorrect and/or inappropriate. Your personal opinion, or the fact that you do
not like the content of these Letters, also does not constitute any basis [...] to rewrite the
historical factual circumstances stated in these Letters [...]. [...] Accordingly, under Article 11(3)
(3) and (5) of the Law on Public Administration, the Centre does not examine the requests [...] to
‘withdraw, correct and reissue’ the Centre’s Letters.”

Point 1: the 17 July 2026 e-mail was received on 17 July 2026; the Centre “read it, assessed it as
a letter addressed only to the Council” and, under point 38 of the Rules approved by Government
Resolution No. 875, “did not examine it and did not answer it”; it was registered on 21 September
2026 under No. 7R-1174.
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LIETUVOS GYVENTOJU GENOCIDO IR REZISTENC1JOS TYRIMO
CENTRAS

Biudzeting istaiga. DidZioji ¢. 1711, 1.T-01128 Vilnius tel. (8 5) 231 4139, faks. (§ 5)279 1033, el. p. centras@genocid. It
Duomenys kaupiami it saugomi Juridiniy asmeny registre, kodas 191428780

Grant Arthur Gochin 2018-02-26 Nr. 594 - X/
Atstovaujamam advokato Roko Rudzinsko [2017-11-30 Nr.4D-2017/1-1558/3D-3511
A. Mickevi¢iaus g. 14-2

Vilnius

DEL INFORMACI1JOS PATEIKIMO

[nformuojame. kad 2017-11-30 Seimo kontroliertaus pradvmu pakartotinai atsakome j Jasy
skundg dél LGGRTC radyty pazymy apie Jono Noreikos ir Kazio Skirpos veikla.

LGGRTC pakartotinal nesutinka su Jasy vertinimu, kad ,.Centras. formuodumas valsiyhes
politikq istoriniy tyrimy srityje iv nustatydamas tokiy tyrimy metodikas ir krypiis. paZeidiia LR BK
99 str., Niurnbergo tribunolo statuto 6 str. ir Jungtiniy Tuuty suformuotus genocido nusikaltimo
sudéties aiskinimo principus”. | neverting savanorisko prisidéjimo prie genocido kaip nusikaltimo
Emogiskumui”, ,, Centras [Svadose del K. Skirpos ir J. Norcikos veiklos Antrojo pasaulinio karo
metais iSkreipia larplautinéje teiséje pripuZjstamyg genocido nusikaltimo dalyviy sqvokg ™. . Centras
oficialiose ifvadose asmenis vertina tik tiesioginiu genocido vykdyiojo aspektu iv genocido dalyviy
ratg ailking siaurai, Ly. nustatinéja tikiai, ar asmuo Saude ar neSaude Zydy taiiybés asmenis, ir Sig
pozicijg aiSkiai pabrézia”, Centras ignoruoja likusias baustinas veikas”, . §iais teisiniais aspektais
Centras asmeny elgesio neverting .

LGGRTC mano, kad Sie vertinimai néra pagristi ir neatitinka tikroves. LGGRTC primena,
kad LR Konstitucinis Teismas 2000-06-30 nutarime pabr¢zé, kad . valstybés institucijos, pareigiinai
turi saugoli, ginti Zmogaus teises ir laisves; ypa¢ svarbu. kad, vykdydami jiems patikétas funkcijas,
Jie patys nepaZeisty Zmogaus teisiu ir laisviy™, taigi ir vienos pagrindiniy $iu teisiu — Zmogaus
nekaltumo prezumpcijos.

LGGRTC pateikia papildomus paaiskinimus dél Jono Noreikos ir Kazio Skirpos veikly
tyrimo.

Dél pazymos apie Jong Norcika.

LGGRTC (tohau — Centras), tirdamas Jono Noreikos veikla, remési visais jam pasiekiamais
informacijos Saltiniais ir ja vertino pagal Jungtiniy Tauty Organizacijos Konvencijos dél kelio
uzkirtimo genocido nusikaltimui ir baudimo uZ jj bei Niurnbergo tribunolo statuto nuostatas ir
Fungtiniy Tauty BaudZiamojo Tribunolo praktika, aiSkinangia minétas Konvencijos nuostatas.

Tai akivaizdZiai matyti i3 Centro pateiktos pazymos, kurioje neapsiribota vien konstatavimu,
kad Jonas Noreika nebuvo ticsioginis genocido vykdytojas - nedaud¢ Zmoniy, bet ra%oma ir apic kita
Jo veika (Zydu izoliavima), kuri ir buvo vertinama pagal Pareikéjo nurodytas Konvencijos ir
Tribunolo suformuotas nuostatas.

Centras savo pazymoje pabréze, kad pagal turimus duomenis J. Noreika néra tiesiogiai
dalyvaves Zydy masincse naikinimo operacijose ne todel, kad Centras ,.asmenis vertina tik tiesioginiu
genocido vvkdytojo aspektu®, kaip neteisingai teigiama Parciskéjo skunde, bet todél, kad surinkti



Annex 2 — 2/3

duomenys paneigia Plungés komendantiiroje dirbusio A. Pakalnikio prisiminimus, csa J. Noreika
yra buves tiesloginis Zydy masinio naikinimo opcracijy dalyvis.

Centro pazymoje rafoma: . Atlikti J. Noreikos veiklos vokietiy okupacijos laikotarpiu tyrimai
leidia teigti, kad ji negali buti vertinama vienareik3miskai. (...). Apibendrinant galima teigti. kad
vokictiy okupacijos laikotarpiu Jonas Norcika néra dalyvaves zydy masinése naikinimo operacijose
Telgiy ir Siauliy apskrityse. Tadiau okupacinei naciy valdZiai jj, kaip ir kitus lietuviy civilinés
administracijos pareigiinus, pavyko jtraukti j su zZydy izoliavimu susijusiy reikaly tvarkyma.”

Si pastaba, i§ryskinta oficialiame Centro radte, akivaizdziai paneigia Pareiskejo kaltinimus,
neva ., Centras oficialiose ifvadose asmenis verting tik tiesioginiu genocido vvkdytojo aspektu ir
genocido ratg aisking siewrdai, ry. nustatindja tikiai, ar asmuo Saude ar neSaudé Zvdy raulyhés
asmenis”.

Centras savo pazvmoijc atkreipé démesi, kad yra rastas 1941 m. rugpjicio 22 d. Siauliy
apskrities virdininko J. Noreikos pasiradytas radtas .. Visiems Siauliy apskrities vals¢iy vir§ai¢iams ir
antraeiliy micsty burmistrams™, kuriame prane$ama apie Siauliy apygardos komisaro jsakyma iskelti
zvdus ir pusiau #ydus i§ valséiy ir micsteliy bei apgyvendinti juos viename rajone — gete, ir kuriame
nurodoma, kad Zydai nuo rugpjii¢io 25 iki 29 d. turi biiti perkelti j Zagarés miesta.

Pazymédamas 3 faktg Centras noréjo pabrézii, kad §i J. Noreikos veika gali patekti |
Konvencijos ir ‘Iribunolo apibréitas nusikalstamas veikas, tadiau atsizvelgdamas | visuotinai
pripazjstama nekaltumo prezumpcijos principa bei turimus duomenis, Centras negal¢jo teigti, kad J.
Noreika .ty¢ia sudaré tokias gyvenimo salvgas, kuriomis buvo apgalvotai siekiama fiziskai
sunaikinti™ Zydus ar jy dalj, ..tiesiogiai ir vie3ai kursté genocida™, .bendrininkavo vykdant genocidg™
ar vykde kitas veikas, numatytas Konvencijos 2 ir 3 str. ar Niurnbergo tribunolo statute.

Centras pagal savo Kompetencijg negaléjo nustatyti, ar J. Noreika tikrai pasirasé i rasta ir ar
jis ,,zinojo, ar tur¢jo zinoti apie vykdytojo tiksla sunaikinti dalj grupés®, kaip nurodoma Baudziamojo
Tribunolo praktikoje. Centras savo pazymoje nurod¢ $iuo poZiliriu svarbia aplinkybe, t. y.. kad J.
Norcika nebuvo patikimas naciams zmogus: dé¢l vokietiu civilines valdzios jsakyvmy nevykdymo ir
naciy vald?iai nepalankiy straipsniy 1943 m. vasario 23 d. J. Norcika buvo atleistas 13 Siauliy
apskrities vir$ininko pareigy ir jkalintas Siauliy kal¢jime, o véliau i§vetas § Stuthofe koncentracijos
stovyklg Vokietijoje.

Rasvdamas paZyma apic J. Noreika Centras atsizvelgé (nors to ir nemingjo pazymoje), kad
LR Auk$¢iausiasis teismas vra reabilitavgs J. Noreikg ir iki $iol néra panaikines jo reabilitacijos.

Visa & Centro paZymoje i$samiai ir placiai i§déstyty Jono Noreikos veiklos aplinkybiy visuma
patvirtina, kad Centras, tirdamas Jono Noreikos veiklg ir teikdamas savo idvadas. tinkamai taike
Konvencijos reikalavimus ir laikési genocido nusikaltimo sudéties vertinimo kriterijy, suformuoty
Konvencijoje, Niurnbergo tribunolo statute ir BaudZiamojo Tribunolo praktikoje.

Dél paZymos apie Kazj Skirpa.

Lictuvos pyventoju genocido ir rezistencijos tyrimo centras, tirdamas Kazio Skirpos veikla,
rémési visais jam pasiekiamais informacijos Saltiniais ir jg vertino pagal Jungtiniy Tauty
Organizacijos Konvencijos dél kelio uzkirtimo genocido nusikaltimui ir baudimo vz jj bei Niurnbergo
tribunolo statuto nuostatas ir Jungtiniy Tauty BaudZiamojo Tribunolo praktika. aiskinancig minctas
Konvencijos nuostatas.

Tai akivaizdziai matyti i3 Centro paZymos. kurioje atkreipiamas démesys i K. Skirpos veika.
kuri ir buvo vertinama pagal Pareiskéjo nurodytas Konvencijos ir Tribunolo sulormuoatas nuostatas:
K. Skirpos ir Berlyno LAF veikloje antisemitizmas buvo ikeltas i politinj lygmenj ir tai galéjo
paskatinti dalj Lictuvos gvventojy jsitraukti j Holokausta.*

Sioje paZymoje iSryskinta Kazio Skirpos veika patvirtina, kad Centras jg vertino
atsizvelgdamas j JT Konvencijos nuostatas ir Baudziamoejo Tribunolo taikoma praktikq ir akivaizdZiaj
paneigia Parciskéjo kaltinimus, neva ., Centras oficialiose ifvadose asmenis verting ik tiesioginiu
genocido vvkdytojo aspekiu ir genocido ratq aiskina sicurdi, 1y, nustatinéja tiktai, ar asmuo Saudeé
ar nesaude Zydy tautybés asmenis’®.
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Pazymédamas ta fakta Centras noréjo pabreZti, kad & K. Skirpos veika gali patekti |
Konvencijos ir Tribunolo apibréZtas nusikalstamas veikas, tadiau atsizvelgdamas | visuotinai
pripaZjstama nekaltumo prezumpcijos principa, ir turimus duomenis, Centras negalejo teigti, kad K.
Skirpa ..ty¢ia sudaré tokias gyvenimo sglygas, kuriomis buvo apgalvotai sickiama fiziskai sunaikinti
ja visa ar jos dalj, ..tiesiogiai ir vieSai kursté genocida®™, ..bendrininkavo vykdant genocida™ ar vykde
kitas veikas, numatytas Konvencijos 2 ir 3 str.

Pagal turima informacija ir savo kompetencija Centras taip pat negaléjo teigti, kad K. Skirpa
~Zinojo ar turéjo Zinoti apic vykdytojo tikslg sunaikinti dalj grupés™, kaip nurodoma Baudziamojo
Tribunolo praktikoje. Centras savo pazymoje nurodé diuo pozitriu svarbias aplinkybes: iSanalizavus
Berlyno [LAF organizacijos parengluose tckstuose sutinkamus antisemitinius teiginius, galima
tvirtinti, kad jos nariai ,.2ydu problema™ siiil¢ spresti ne genocido, o i$varymo i3 Lietuvos biidu. taip
pat pazyméjo, kad karo i§vakarése Berlyno LAF nariai neturéjo jokios informacijos apic tai, kad
naciai planuoja visidkai 1$zudyti Zydus, o pats K. Skirpa ncbuvo naciams patikimas Zmogus -
Laikinajai Vyriausybei paskelbus atkuriant Lictuves nepriklausomybe gestapas Kaziui Skirpai skyré
namy arcsta.

Rasydamas patyma apic K. Skirpa Centras atsizvelge ir | Salutines aplinkybes, kuriy
nepaminéjo toj¢ parymoje - dél galimy panadiy nusikalstamy veiky. apibrézty Konvencijoje ir
Statute. jtariamo Lietuvos laikinosios vyriausybes vadovo Juozo Brazai¢io - Ambrazeviciaus, $ias
parcigas perémusio aredtavus K. Skirpa, veikla 1974 metais buvo i3samiai tirta JAV Kongrese ir JAV
Imigracijos ir natiiralizacijos tamyboje, ir J. Ambrazevidius - Brazaitis buvo visiskai iSteisintas. Pats
K. Skirpa paskutinius savo 30 gyvenimo mety pralcido JAV (miré 1979 m.) nesulaukes jokiy
kaltinimy 1§ JAV administracijos ar teisésaugos. kuri. kaip jau minéta. aktyviai ie$kojo genocido
nusikaltimus vykdZiusiu asmeny ir tyré Lietuvos laikinosios Vyriausybés veikla.

Visa §i Centro pazymoje i3samiai ir pladiai i3destyty Kazio Skirpos veiklos aplinkybiy visuma
patvirtina, kad Ccntras, tirdamas K. Skirpos veiklg ir teikdamas savo iSvadas. tinkamai taike
Konvencijos reikalavimus ir laikési genocido nusikaltimo sudéties vertinimo kriterijy. suformuoty
Konvencijoje. Niurnbergo tribunolo statute ir Baudziamojo Tribunolo praktikoje.

Generaline direktore }'l‘crcsé Birut¢e Burauskaité
_r’

Arunas Bubnys, tel. (8~53) 266 1521, el. p. arunas.bubnys{@genocid.lt

Dalius Egidijus Stancikas, tel. (8~5) 275 1266, cl. p. dalius.stancikasi@genocid.lt
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LIETUVOS GYVENTOJU GENOCIDO IR REZISTENCIJOS TYRIMO
CENTRAS

Biudzetiné jstaiga, Didzioji g 17/1, LT-01128 Vilnius tel. (8 3)231 4139, faks. (8 5)279 1033, ¢l. p. centrasiigenocid.l
Duomenys kaupiami ir saugomi Juridiniu asmeny registre. kodas 191428780

Grant Arthur Gochin 2018-10-11 Nr. 14R- /2
atstovaujamam advokato Roko Rudzinsko 12018-09-19

A MickeviCiaus g. 14-2

LT-08119 Vilnius

Kopiju

Lictuvos Respublikos Seimo Kontrolieriui

Gedimino pr. 56

LT-01110 Vilnius

DEL INFORMACIJOS PATEIKIMO

Atsakydami i Jasy paklaustma informuojame:

1. LLGGRT centras savo veikloje vadovaujast demokratiniame pasaulyje ir LR Konstitucijoje
Itvirtinid nekaltumo prezumpcijous principu, taip pat Lietuvos Respublikos teiscs aktais, todel
itarimus, kaltinimus ar tyrimus, kurie atmest ar nutraukti nejrodzius asmens kaltumo, vadina
asmens i$teisinimu. LR Konstitucijos 31 straipsnis: ,Asmuo laikomas nekaltu, kol jo kaltimas
nejrodvias jstatymo rustatyta tvarka ir pripazintas jsiteiséjusiv teismo nuosprendziv™, LR
BaudZiamojo proceso kodekso 303 str. 5.2 dahs: Teismas pritma iSteisinamyjj nuosprend,
Jeigu nejrodyita, kad kaltinamasis dalyvavo padarant nusikalstama veikg'.

2. Jusy atsiustas 1975-01-13 JAV Kongreso ‘Teismy komiteto Imigracijos, pilietybés ir

tarptautinés teisés pakomite€io pirmininko Joshua Eilbergo radtas JAV lietuviy bendruomenés

viceprezidentui Algimantul Gediul patvirting LGGRT centro teigin], kad Juozo Brazaitio-

Ambrazevi¢iaus veikla buvo tirta JAV Kongrese ir JAV Teisingumo departamento Imigracijos ir

natiralizacijos tarnyboje ir kad jie buvo isteisinti. I§ §io raSto akivaizdu, kad:

a) buves Lictuvos laikinosios vyriausybés vadovas Juozas Brazaitis—Ambrazevicius ir buves
Sios vyriausvbés vidaus reikaly ministras Jonas Slepetys del jiems igkelly kaltinimy buvo
itraukti | JAV gyvenandiy, bendradarbiavimu su naciais jtariamy asmeny sgrasa;

b) tyrimas pradétas JAV Kongreso Teismu komiteto Imigracijos, pilietybés ir tarptautings
teisés  pakomile¢io pirmininko, taigi, atsakingos S$iais klausimais JAV Kongreso
struktliros, pavedimu Imigracijos ir natfiralizacijos tarnybai;

¢} tyrimas vykdytas ir sustabdytas (neimanoma sustabdyti to, kas nepradéta) nejrodzius J.
Brazaitio ir J. Slepeéio kaltumo;

dy JAV Kongreso atstovas J. Eilbergas ne tik pranesa apie tyrimo sustabdyma, bet ir
ncticsiogial atsipraso deél J. Brazai¢iui ir J. Slepetiui mesty nepagristy kaltinimy:
Tikinosi, kad Sis dokumentas pades dviem minetiems vyrams ir jy draugams iSsivaduoti
is suspaudimo ir nevilties del jiems iskelty koltinimy." Sio svarbaus palinkéjimo  Jis
kazkodél neminite ir neveréiate | lictuviy kalba.

Jusy atsiystame raSte taip pat minimas Imigracijos ir natiiralizacijos tarnybos radtas

Kongresui, LGGRT centro zintomis, §lame radte JAV teisingumo departamentas pranela JAY

Yonuwesul, kad Juozas Bravaitis-Ambrazevicius, kaip Laikinosios vyriausybes ministros

Lt
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pirmininkas ir §vietimo ministras. ir Jonas Slepetys. kaip Laikinosios vyriausybeés vidaus
reikaly ministras, buvo kaltinami. kad ju i3leisty {saky pagrindu buvo vykdytos represijos
prie§ Zydus. Atlikto tyrimo metu buvo susisickta su 40 galimy informacijos 3altiniy Jungtinése
Valsttjose, Yuropoje ir Arlimuosiuose Rytuose: su karo dokumenty saugojimo centrais,
vairiomis Zydy organizacijomis (su Pasaulio zydy kongresu, Amerikos zvdu kongresu,
Rusijos zydy bendruomene, Zydy moksliniy tyrimy Institutu, Komitetu prie§ nacizma ir
antiscmitizmy ir t.1.), pavieniais asmenimis, Vokictijos prokurorais, zurnalistais ir kitais karo
nusikaltimy sferoje pripazintais ckspertais, ta¢iau nei i3 vieno Saltinio nebuvo gauta jrodomojo
pobudzio informacijos.

D¢l Sy Ziniy patikimumo ir kitos valstybes institucijy vidaus dokumenty kopiju sitlome
kreiptis | ty valstybly institucijas.

4. Jusy raste daroma i$vada, kad .Centras. vertindamas K. Skirpos vaidnienj dalyvaujant
Holokauste.. neatitinka tikroves. LGGRT centras, tirdamas K. Skirpos veikla, nerado
patikimy duomeny, kad jis buty Holokausto dalyvis. Pagal LGGR centro istatyma LGGRT
centras neatlieka teisinio asmeny veiklos vertinimo.

Generaline direktore Teresé Biruté Burauskaite

Dalius Egidijus Stancikas. tel, (8~5) 273 12606, cl. p. dalius stancikas‘@genocid.lt



Annex 4 — 1/9

EMBASSY OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
AND TO THE UNITED MEXICAN STATES

2622 16th Street. NW, Washington DC, 20009, tel. + 1 202 234 5860, fax + 1 202 328 0466
E-mail amb.us@urm.lt, https://usa.mfa.lt

The Honorable Brad Sherman Washington, May 13, 2026
Member of Congress

Washington, DC 20515

USA

RE: Follow-Up Regarding Statements on Juozas Ambrazevitius-Brazaitis
Dear Congressman,

I would like to express my sincere gratitude for your letter of March 20, 2026, We deeply value and share
your continued commitment to preserving historical accuracy and remembrance. Lithuania greatly
appreciates the strong partnership between Lithuania and the United States and is committed to
addressing the tragic legacy of the past, especially the Holocaust, with responsibility, transparency, and
respect for the victims.

I would like to assure you that the issues outlined in your letter receive due attention at the governmental
level. Therefore, in response to your inquiry, I would like to share a letter addressed to you from
Viceminister of Foreign Affairs of Lithuania Vidmantas Verbickas.

Please accept, Congressman Sherman, the assurances of my highest consideration.
Enclosed:
1. Lithuanian Viceminister of Foreign Affairs’ Letter, 2 pages.

2. Letter from the United States Department of Justice Immigration and Naturalization Service and
related congressional correspondence, 6 pages.

Sincerely,

Ambassador Gediminas Varvuolis
Embassy of the Republic of Lithuania
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LIETUVOS RESPUBLIXOS UZSIENIO REIKALY MINISTERLIJA
MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA

Budget institution, J. Tumo-VaiZzganto str. 2, LT-01108 Vilnius, Lithuania, Tel. ~ 370 5 236 2444, Fax + 370 5 236 2626

E-mail urmi@iurm.lt, httpodiwww.urm. it
Diata arz accumulated and stored in the Register of Legal Bntives. code 1886173242

The 1lonorable Brad Sherman 12:05-2026 No./44.J. 3)3_02 704
Member of Congress

Washington, DC 20515

USA

RE: Follow-Up Regarding Statements on Juozas Ambrazevi¢ius-Brazaitis

Member of Congress Sherman,

I am writing in response to your letter of March 20, 2026, addressed to Lithuanian Ambassador to
the U.S. Gediminas Varvuolis. Allow me to assure you that the matters you raise are being treated
with due attention at the govermnmental level.

We appreciate your continued engagement on the important issue of historical accuracy and
remembrance. Lithuania deeply values its close partnership with the United States and shares your
commitment to addressing the tragic legacy of the past, especiatly the Holocaust, with
responsibility, transparency, and respect for the victims. Lithuania’s state institutions have
repeatedly and publicly condemned both the Holocaust and the actions of local collaborators who
participated in Nazi crimes. This position has been clearly reflected in parliamentary resolutions,
official commemorations, and consistent public statements by official authorities acknowledging
the responsibility to confront this painful chapter of historv openly and honestly.

In response to your inquiry, [ would like to provide clarification based on the mformation supplied
by the Genocide and Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania, the institution responsible for
historical research in this area.

First and foremost, the Centre has acknowledged that its earlier public formulation from 2018
referring to the “complete exoneration™ of Juozas Ambrazevi¢ius-Brazaitis was legaily imprecise
and has expressed regret for this miswording. This formulation has since been corrected to more
accurately refiect the nature of the findings.

At the same time, it is important to emphasize that this correction concemns the legal terminology
used by the Center, rather than the underlying factual outcome of the U.S. investigation. The
archival records of the 1.8, Immigration and Naturalization Service show that, following an
extensive and internationally coordinated inquiry, ne evidence of a probative nature was found to
substantiate allegations of involvement in anti-Jewish or pro-Nazi activities.
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On this basis, 1n 1974 the case concerning Juozas Ambrazevi¢ius-Brazaitis was discontinued, and
the individual was removed from the list of alleged Nazi war criminals residing in the United States.

For full transparency, I would like to draw your attention to the attached original U.S. documents,
including the 1974 letter of the Immigration and Naturalization Service to the Subcommittee on
Immigration, Citizenship, and International Law of the House Judiciary Commuittee, as well as the
related Congressional correspondence, which confirm both the scope and outcome of the
mvestigation.

At the same time, the Lithuanian side fully acknowledges the important distinction you raise: the
adininistrative discontinuation of an investigation does not constitute a formal judicial exoneration
under U.S. legal standards. Lithuanian institutions do not seek to attribute to the United States
authorities any formal determination beyond what is supported by official documentation, and the
earlier wording has been corrected precisely te avoid any misunderstanding.

Lithuania remains firmly committed to a responsibie, evidence-based, and transparent approach to
historical evaluation. Over the past decades, our country has undertaken significant efforts to
address the legacy of both Nazi and Soviet occupations with integrity, including through scholarly
research, legal frameworks, and education. We honor the memory of Holocaust victims and
continue to support efforts to preserve historical truth and counter any distortion.

We greatly appreciate your engagement on this important issue and your support for strong U.S.—
Lithuania relations. We trust that the clarification provided above, together with the attached
original documents, contributes to a shared understanding grounded in historical evidence and
mutual respect.

Please accept, Congressman Sherman, the assurances of my highest consideration.

Respectfully,

E

Viceminister of Foreign Affairs Vidmantas Verbickas



Annex 4 — 4/9

i ;
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GLECOMMITTEE OF TMMIGRATION, CHzEHEHIF ARD
INTERNATIGNAS. AW
pA- cHAMA d i the Fudict
e i 3. KEATING, 010 pnnmitiee my the Judicay - e,
JEROME R. - FAL PO RAILSEACH, 1Lt ANTHUR ¥, SHDRES, JR., ASSIFTANT COUNSIL
WALTER FLOWERS, CHAREES E. WIDGINS, CALIN.

JOHN P, SEBENLING, Q0

L IZAGETH HOLTTMAN, Y. HAMILTON Fisk, IRy No¥e 3.5,'{.,_5. ?[ﬂltﬁl! of ?eprzsmdaﬁhas mﬁmgﬂ':;ﬂmm
Pushingtor, RO 20515 '

2429 Rayburn House Office Bidg,
Washington, D. C. 20515
January 13, 1975

Mr. Stanley A, Gecys

Executive Vice~President

Lithuanian-American Community of the U.5.A., Iac.
1004 Robinson Building

42 Scouth 15th Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102

Dear Mr, Gecys:

Enclosed is a copy of a letter from the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service which states that
Juozas Brazaitis and Jonas Slepetys have been removed
from the active list of Alleged Nazi War Criminals
residing in the United States and that the investigations
relating to them have been stopped.

These actions are based upon the INS's determination
that there is no evidence of anti-Jewish or pro-Nazi
activities on their part.

I trust that this document will serve to relieve the
pressures and frustrations these two men and their friends
have been living under because of the charges which had
been brought against them.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

/{xaaﬁﬂ((/g%j

JEut
Encls.
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‘UNITEL STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (3 '

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE FLEASE ADBRESS BLALY 70
WasHINGTON, D.C. 20536

E ]

.

AND REFCE TO-TIHS FILE HQ,

€O 703.951

-

Dear Chairman Eilberg:

This is to acknowledge-receipt of your letter dated December 20,
1974 requesting a status report on this Service's investipation of
" alleged Nazi War Criminals Juozas Brazaitis and Jonas Slepetys. The
Service investigation of Messrs. Brazaitis and Slepetys was conducted
jointly by reason of the almost identical predicating allegation to
wit: that during the life of the interim Provisional Government of
’ . .. Lithvania from June 23, 1941 to July 12, 1941l (3 weeks) Mr. Brazairis
: as Minister of Education and acting Prime Minister and Mr. Slepetys
as Minister of Interior were responsible for the issuance and
enforcement of repressive edicts against the Jewish minority.

In the interest of clarity, brevity snd expediency I have attached
for your information and retention copies of the following listed
material pertinent to these cases:

L. Memorandum of Information-concerning Jonas Slepetys,

2. Memorandum of Informatiom concerning Juozas
Brazaitis,

3. Print.out of a bicpraphical profile of
Mr. Brazaitis, extracted from the Lithuanian
Encyclopedia (English Language) published in

© 1958 by Juozas Kapocias and printed by the

Spaude Lithuanian Encyclopedia Press, Inc.,
Boston, Massachusettls.

® &

4. Momorandum for files of -both subjects setting
forth a list of War Docuwment Centers, organ-
izations, individuals, German District Attorneys,
journalists, and other récognized authorities
in the field of war crimes who were contacted
during the course of this investigation.

‘In addition to the forepoing approximately forty (40) other
potential sources of information were contacted throughout the United
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States, Furope and the Mear East. WNo information of an evidentiary
nature was elicited from any of the sources outlined. Mr. Slepetys
voluntarily appeared before Service officers and testified in depth
under oath as to his service in the Provisicnal Lithuanian goverament
and activities related thereto. Mr., Slepetys cateporically denied the
vercity of the allegations. In an attempt to elicit similar

testimony from Mr. Brazaitis, it was ascertained that he had recently
sustained his fourth heart attack and was hospitalized. Mr. Brazaitis!'
physician advised that the prognosis of his patients’ condition was
unfavorable, and he could project no time frame within which Mr. Brazaitis
might be questioned without detriment to his personal well being.

A review committee, composed of highly qualified officers from each
Service operational activity, responsible for oversight wonitoring and
evaluation of all cases involving Alleged Nazi War Criminals residing
in the United States, has recently completed a comprehensive
examination of the cases relating to Messrs, Brazaitis and Slepetys,

It was this committee's opinion that the investigation in these cases
had elicited no substantive evidence to substantiate the predicating
aIlegations {supra). 1t was their further opinion that in the absence
of any probative informatiou to the contrary, further 1nvest1oat10n

in these matters appeared unwarranted.

' Based upon the foregeing, the names of Messrs. Brazaitis and Slepetys
have been removed from the active list of Alleged Nazi War Criminals
residing in the United States and the investigations relating thereto
deactivated, Despite the foregoing action, it is a standard practice in
cages of this type, to continue to query all new sources of information
developed, for identification and possible information of probative
value, Should meaningful information be elicited thru this procedure,
the investigation is reactivated to pursue same.

It is hoped that the foregoing is responsive to your request and of
some assistance to you.

i Sincerely,
K e
' - .-‘.-" :" I"'
(" '-—.\ ’ "' e, T :‘ " -5 JI ‘

ot -’z i le WE A

Peonard F Chapman, Jr.

'y ”‘
(‘ Commissioner

Honorable Joshua Eilberg

House of Representatives . ' :
Washington, D. C., 20515

Enclosures
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The below Listed overacas War Documents Centers, German Dist ict }Lb:..orre V8,
organizations; individuals end other sovrces of information have bson )
contacted regerding the nbove nmned Subject. To date no information of -

an -evidenciary nat}.u'o hns beon aJ.j.citocl from any of theose courcas.
: 1

1~ Amnerican Federa‘tiou of Jewish thtt.o Fightors, Camp Ima‘hes and Hazi
Victims, %05 5%h Avenus, lew York, ¥ew .fork
- 2= Jouish Cultural Ciuwbs and Societlos, 1133 Droadway, Wew York, HNew York
t 3= Yorning Freiheit, Chaim Sullor, oditor; 35 B, 12 Street, Wew York, M.Y.
o~ Jowish Currenta, Morris Schappns, editor; 22 E. 17 Streat, Hew York, Y.
5~ World Jowish Conpress, L5 East 84 Streot, Hew York, Now York
._ _ 6~ fmarican Jewish Congross, 15 Fact 84 Street, Keyv Yerxk, New York
7= Couter of Russian Jewzry, 20 West 72 Eirect, New York, Vew York
8- Tha Anti-Defamation lLeague of Dtnai Prith, 315 Lexington Avenuas, Hew
o . Yor¥k, New York
9~ Jewish Labor Comiittee, 25 Zast 78 Streot, New York, New York
10~ Federation of Tolish Jwuws, 345 dth Avenue, Yew Toriz, Teu York .
11-Committec Against Nusicm and'Anti-Gemitdan, 3435 6th Ave,, Hew York, NI,
12~ United Restitution Orgunization, 1¥4L Droadway, How York, New York
13- Usrainian MNews, Michael Hanuslekx, edltor, 63 E. 4 Street, How York, #,Y. -

seee o, WA XIVO Inatitute, £6, Streot, New York, loew Tork
) 715~ Dorothy Rabbinowitz, reporter, 55 Eigt ©° Stvbety New Yorlk,-Hew York -
16- Frits Weinschonlk,~gois i~Jor German Copsulate im Now Emuﬂr 439 Shls Aves

- How York, lew X . B T
| A /*w?;f"s l/u’c‘t.—m-—-' o
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” = aane 5T AT //,,_
Pl L i/ Duto -[L ,JZ.( AN
O SRS e to-&

ELE .ll ,_-.-" II ; \;ﬂ'r.’? - . T R
AT AT Y Ry U 8. Sariiie St di m,.'-;:.'lm';-')' o the P. syrofl Swvitgs. i’s‘:m T PR
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‘(Lis» of Repor“h tlazd H:lr Crixinals Reslding iz the U'zited Statcu} (Gontra)

17 I"redcric}c Alberti, attorney, 1180 6th Aveoue, Mew York, tew Yorlt

18- Shirley Yorman, aubhoritr, £9-1<2 Exerter Stireet, Queowuns, New York

19~ Charles Allen, 175 YWest ™ Streot, Kew York, New Yori -

2U~ Henrike Mitream, cann gurvivor, 65-39 171 Sireot, Flushing, Now York
~ 21~ Elnar Rouch, Consul, German Consulate Geueral, Ilew York, Hew York

<2- David Trager, United Sta‘bes .Frhtornoy, Eastern Distra.cv of Xew York,
Brooklyn, New York

e 23— Robert Wolfe, Captured Records DBranch, Military Archives Divigion,
Mational Archives, Washinzton, 1D.C. '

_ 2/ Rabbi Wernik, Prouident, Suifolk Board of Ra'tm_, Fast Northsort Jewish
(’ Center, I_:a.,u liorthrort, New York. '

- 25~ Leonard Licberman, Oklahoma City, Jewish Cosmunity Couneil, 1.100 i,
Dovey Street, Ste. i1u3, Okloboma City, Cklahoma.

26— Nathan Lozhale, Tulsa Jewish Comrnanity Council, 33.1.(,. East A Streot,
Stea To’ Tulsﬂ., Ulclahoma,

27~ George Yald, Mosaic Law Conﬂre"a.t:.on, 2300 Serra B.L'vd.,. Sacrauento,
Celifornid,

48- Rabbi Martin Sandberg, Beth-ol S:rmgog'lm, 203 Ponece de Leon, Santurce,
Puarto Rico.

29~ Nark Solsotka, Jewish Communities of Concentration Camp Survivers,
v Hortfort, Comn. : -

30~ Salf—Halp,., 137 Woodblne Stréet, Providence Rhode Island '
31 LR, 531 South Plymouth Court, Chicago, Illinols; cfe Sol Godsiein
(. ’ 32w Jazruaz Korpzzk Lodge, 2628 W. Towly, Stokie, Illinsis, c¢/o David Rosencwa 2jq
33~ New Citizens Club, 6916 Algonquin, Chicago, Illinois, c/o Kllen Kredow
(. R 34~ Shalom, 555 West Roosevelt, Chicego, Illineds, ofo Lso Seifman
' 35- Yom Haghoah Nolocaust Memorial Program, Puffalo, MNew York
36~ THA Club, €9 Carpenter Avenle, Buffalo, lew York
37~ Noew Mmericans Organization, 5 Greonside Lane, Rochester, Hew Iork
38- Kol Israel Foundation, Cleveland, Chio .
39~ Jowish Survivors of Naziswm, L1580 Summit Roag, Cincim‘t i, Un:m
b 'I;O-' fow Tiote Simdgoimun, 1625 Crost HiLL, “Rogeldim, Cincinattl," Ohto ™ = e
FA Benjamin Muler, authority, 3818 Castano, Dayton, Ohlo
42~ Jewish Community Relations Counsil, St. Paul, Minnesois
43— Jewish Counseoling Service, lewark, Hew Jorsery
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‘ _(List' -of'neport Nazi War Criminal.s Residing in the United States (Cont'd)

> b Harry Feldman, authorlty, A616 Marray Avenue, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
45~ Survivors of the Nazl Holocaust, 1523 Joy Road, Detroit, Hichlgan ‘
46~ Rabbi Harry Sky, 4U0 Deering Avenue, Portland, Maine

47- Rebbi Alexander, Congregatlon B'nai Enmarmel, 3536 Travol Streat, San
-+ Franeisgco, California

48~ Anbbl Traub, Congreeation Adath Israel, 1851 MNoriega Street, San
Francisco, Califorania

49~ Congregetion B'nai Israel, 1575 Annie Sireet, Colms, Californis
50- Rabbi Zucheu,.7?5 Carey Drive, San Leandro, CaLi;org
51~ American Jewish Congress, 7803 Clayton Road, Claybton, Missouri

52~ Jowish Community Centers Assoclatlon, L100L Schuetz Rond Crave Couer,
Missouri

53. Bmai Brith Society, 9378 Olive Boulevard, St. Louls, Missouri
54~ Jewish Federation of St. Louis, 611 Olive Street, St. Louis, Missouri

© 55— Jewigh Community Relationz Gouncil, 722 Chestout Street, S%, Louls, dissouri

56— Jevish Employment Service, 1727 Lowst Avenus, St. Louis, Missouri

- 57~ Meow Americans Ciub, &3 Wewir 86 Terrace, Kansas Gz»y, Misscuri, c/o
Jack Igielnil . ’

58- New Life Association, San Diego, Ca;ifornla L

59~ Jewish Community Center, 2562 Balltown Road, Schencctedy, New Yorik

60~ Jewish Family Service, 291 State Street, Albamy, Hew York

61~ New American Association, 17 Silverbrook Road, Newbon, Massachusetts

62- Simon Wiesenthal, Documantatlon Center for Nazi War Crimes, Vienna, Austria
. 63~ Ruth Kluger, author, Tel-Aviw, Israel -

64~ Jowish Chetto Fighters lMuseum, Tel-Aviv, Israel

65~ ¥ad Wishem Documents Center, Jerusalem, Israel

66- Documents Center for Nazi Wer Crlnes, Ludw1gahurg, Germany L
..67- Borlin Docyments . Conter,~ Germarnyr - L b TR N e T e
" 68~ Documents Center, Wiesbaden, Germany o

9= D strict Attorneys 0fficos in Frankfur%, Hannover, Dortmund lamburg,
Go .

70~ Wiener Library, Lnndon, Eng l&nd

Jarel 4. gty Lo,
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Elektroninio dokumento nuorasas

LIETUVOS GYVENTOJU GENOCIDO IR REZISTENCIJOS TYRIMO CENTRAS

Biudzetiné jstaiga, Didzioji g. 17/1, LT-01128 Vilnius tel. (0 5) 231 4139, el. p. centras@genocid.lt
Duomenys kaupiami ir saugomi Juridiniy asmeny registre, kodas 191428780

Grant Arthur Gochin 2026-10- Nr. 55R-
12026-09-15 Nr. gauta el. pastu
el. p. ggochin@gmail.com

DEL 2026 M. RUGSEJO 15 D. PRASYMO

Lietuvos gyventojy genocido ir rezistencijos tyrimo centras (toliau — Centras), atsakydamas
1 Jusy 2026 m. rugséjo 15 d. prasyma (Centro registracijos data 2026 m. rugséjo 16 d. Nr. 7R-1155)
(toliau — prasymas), teikia Sig informacija:

1) Deéllir V dalyse iSdéstyty praSymy informuojame, kad Jusy 2026 m. liepos 17 d.
elektroninis laiskas angly kalba ,,Re-application — Director General, LGGRTC* (toliau — laiskas)
buvo gautas Centre 2026 m. liepos 17 d., 17:01 val. Sis Jasy laiskas yra skirtas Centro tarybai (toliau
— Taryba) ir buvo Jusy paties persiystas tiesiogiai Tarybai jos elektroninio paSto adresu. Centrui, kaip
ir kitoms Siame Jiisy laiSke nurodytoms Lietuvos Respublikos ir uZsienio valstybiy institucijoms bei
atitinkamiems asmenims, Jis $j laiSka atsiuntéte kaip kopija susipazinimui. Centras su Siuo Jisy
laisku susipazino, jvertino kaip laiska, skirtg tik Tarybai, todél, vadovaujantis Asmeny praSymy ir
skundy nagring¢jimo vieSojo administravimo subjektuose taisykliy, patvirtinty Lietuvos Respublikos
Vyriausybés 2007 m. rugpjtcio 22 d. nutarimu Nr. 875 (Lietuvos Respublikos Vyriausybés 2021 m.
gruodzio 1 d. nutarimo Nr. 1014 redakcija) 38 punkto nuostatomis, $io Jusy laiSko nenagrinéjo ir | ji
neatsaké. Sis Tarybai skirtas Jasy laiskas Centro dokumenty valdymo sistemoje uZregistruotas
2026 m. rugséjo 21 d. Nr. 7R-1174.

2)  Deél 1T ir IV dalyse iSdéstyty prasymy informuojame, kad Siose Jusy praSymo dalyse
suformuoti klausimai yra priskirtini Centro Tarybos kompetencijai, todél §i dalis klausimy Centro
2026 m. rugséjo 22 d. rastu Nr. 13R-554 yra persiysta Centro Tarybai.

3) Del III dalyje i8déstyto praSymo ,pataisyti Centro raStus 2018 m. vasario 26 d.
Nr. 55R-21 ir 2018 m. spalio 11 d. Nr. 14R-82 (toliau — Rastai) atkreipiame démesij, kad analogiskas
prasymas yra iSdéstytas ir pirmiau minéto Jusy laiSko VII dalyje ,,Formal administrative request:
withdraw, correct, and reissue Letters Nos. 55R-21 and 14R-82”. Atsakant | §iuos Jiisy prasyme ir
laiske iSdéstytus abu i$ esmés analogiskus prasymus, informuojame, kad Centras Suo metu neturi
naujy duomeny, jy nepateikéte ir Jiis, leidzianciy pagrjstai konstatuoti aptariamuose Rastuose, kurie
buvo parengti atsakant j Jisy 2017 m. lapkri¢io 30 d. ir 2018 m. rugs¢jo 19 d. paklausimus, nurodytus
duomenis ir (ar) istorines aplinkybes neteisingomis ar (ir) netinkamomis. Jisy asmeniné¢ nuomon¢ ar
tai, kad Jums nepatinka Siy Rasty turinys, taip pat nesudaro jokio pagrindo Lietuvos Respublikos
teisés aktuose nustatyta tvarka Siuose RaStuose nurodytas istorines faktines aplinkybes perrasyti ir
jas pakeisti kitomis taip, kaip pageidaujate Jus. Neturint naujy faktiniy duomeny, leidZianciy abejoti
Rasty pagristumu, Lietuvos Respublikos teisés aktai nesuteikia Centrui teisés ir pareigos juos
»atSaukti, pataisyti ir i§ naujo iSleisti“. Atkreipiame Jiisy démesj ir tai, kad Jusy prasymo III dalyje ir
laisko VII dalyje suformuluoti praSymai Centrui yra pateikti praéjus teisés aktuose nustatytam
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2 Elektroninio dokumento nuorasas

terminui nuo gauty atsakymy (Centro Rasty) j pirmiau paminétus Jusy paklausimus. Tai reiskia, kad,
vadovaujantis Lietuvos Respublikos vieSojo administravimo jstatymo 11 straipsnio 3 dalies 3, 5
punkty nuostatomis, Centras nenagrin¢ja Jisy praSymo III dalyje ir laisko VII dalyje suformuoty
praSymy ,,atSaukti, pataisyti ir i§ naujo isleisti“ Centro Rastus. Primename ir tai, kad Sie Rastai Jums
ir Jusy atstovui advokatui buvo i$siysti 2018 m. vasario 26 d. ir 2018 m. spalio 11 d. Jisy nurodytais
adresais.

4)  Del VI ir VII dalyse isdéstyty praSymy informuojame, kad Jums yra pateikta visa
Centro disponuojama informacija tokia apimtimi, kokia yra leidziama pateikti pagal Lietuvos
Respublikos Lietuvos gyventojy genocido ir rezistencijos tyrimo centro jstatymo 2 straipsnio 1 dalies,
3 ir 4 straipsniy nuostatuose suteikta Centrui kompetencija. Todél, vadovaujantis Lietuvos
Respublikos vieSojo administravimo jstatymo 11 straipsnio 3 dalies 3 punkto nuostatomis, ji
neteikiama. Taip pat neteikiama informacija, kuri nurodyta Lietuvos Respublikos teisés gauti
informacija ir duomeny pakartotinio naudojimo jstatymo 2 straipsnio 2 dalies 1 punkte ir kurios
teikimas pagal Sio jstatymo 5 straipsnio 1 dalies nuostatas sudaro institucijai neproporcingai didele
nasta.

5) D¢l VIII dalyje i8déstyto praSymo informuojame, kad apie tai, jog Jiisy praSymas yra
gautas bei uzregistruotas Centro dokumenty valdymo sistemoje, Jis buvote informuotas ta pacia
dieng Jusy elektroninio pasto adresu ggochin@gmail.com.

Atkreipiame démesj, kad S$is atsakymas parengtas pagal Centro turimus duomenis ir
informacija; gavus papildoma informacija ar naujus duomenis atsakymo turinys gali keistis.

Kartu informuojame ir apie tai, kad Centro veikla reglamentuojan¢iame Lietuvos Respublikos
Lietuvos gyventojy genocido ir rezistencijos tyrimo centro jstatyme ar (ir) kituose teisés aktuose néra
nustatyta Centrui teisé ir (ar) pareiga aiSkinti Lietuvos Respublikos jstatymy ir (ar) kity teisés akty
nuostatas. Sis atsakymas per viena ménesj nuo jo gavimo dienos pasirinktinai gali biiti skundZiamas
Lietuvos administraciniy gin¢y komisijai (A. GoStauto g. 12-100, 01108 Vilnius) Lietuvos
Respublikos ikiteisminio administraciniy gincy nagrinéjimo tvarkos jstatymo nustatyta tvarka arba
Regiony administraciniam teismui (Vilniaus riimai, Zygimantq g. 2, 01102 Vilnius; Kauno riimai,
A. MickeviCiaus g. 8A, 44312 Kaunas; Klaipédos rimai, Galinio Pylimo g. 9, 91230 Klaipéda;
Siauliy rimai, Dvaro g. 80, 76298 Siauliai; PanevéZio rimai, Respublikos g. 62, 35158 Panevézys)
Lietuvos Respublikos administraciniy byly teisenos jstatymo nustatyta tvarka.

Laikinai einantis generalinio direktoriaus pareigas Artinas Bubnys
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DETALUS METADUOMENYS
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Lietuvos Gyventojy Genocido ir Rezistencijos Tyrimo Centras
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Prasymas dél 2026-07-17 kreipimosi registracijos,
nagrinéjimo ir susijusiy dokumenty pateikimo - Atsakymas
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Dokumento registracijos data ir numeris

2026-10-13 Nr. 55R-1016
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Grant Arthur Gochin
10900 Winnetka Avenue, Chatsworth, CA 91311, USA | +1 818-625-6513 | ggochin@gmail.com

LGGRTC 2026-10-02 rasto Nr. 55R-951 tekstiné transkripcija

Transkribuota is vieSai paskelbto elektroninio dokumento nuoraso

(static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/10/LGGRTC_55R-951_2026-10-02.pdf). PasiraSytas

originalas pareiskéjo turimas ir bus pateiktas pareikalavus.

Adresatai: Grant Gochinui (ggochin@gmail.com); Seimo Laisvés kovy ir valstybés istorinés atminties
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komisijos pirmininkui Dariui Jakavi€iui (priim@Irs.lt). Data: 2026-09-29; registracija: 2026-10-02 Nr. 55R-

951; [ 2026-09-18.
Antrasté: DEL BUVUSIU SIAULIU APYGARDOS VADU H. GEWECKE IR E. BUB’O BYLU

Lietuvos gyventojy genocido ir rezistencijos tyrimo centro (toliau — Centras) 2019-12-17 paZymoje
»Apie Jono Noreikos (Generolo Vétros) veiklq antinaciniame pogrindyje* po teiginiais: ,,Siauliy
apygardos komisaras Hansas Gewecke, vienas i§ Zagarés ir Siauliy gety iniciatoriy ir
organizatoriy, po karo taip pat teigé tuo metu nesuprates, kad getai baigsis Zydy sunaikinimu.
1969 m. Liubeko (Vokietija) teismas atmeté H. Geweckei ir jo pavaduotojui Evaldui Bubui
pateiktus kaltinimus dél Holokausto; E. Bubas (kurj D. Jasaitis apibiidina kaip rafinuotai Ziaury)
buvo visiskai isteisintas, o H. Gewecke nuteistas puspenkty mety kaléti uz tai, kad jo nurodymu
Siauliy gete buvo pakartas B. Mazoveckis, paslapcia j getq jsineSes maisto“, yra nuoroda, kuria
remiantis buvo iSsakyti Sie teiginiai — tai straipsnis, paraSytas H. Gewecke ir E. Bub’o teisme
dalyvavusio ir prie§ juos liudijusio buvusio Siauliy geto kalinio Leibos LipSico prisiminimy
pagrindu, taip pat buvo remtasi H. Gewecke filmuotu pasakojimu, saugojamu Steven’o

Spielberg’o Holokausto liudijimy vaizdo archyve JAV.

Centras néra iStyres 1970 mety Liubeko teismo nuosprendZio, nes jis néra jskaitmenintas, todél
tikétina, kad teiginys ,,E. Bub’as buvo visiskai iSteisintas“ néra teisiskai korektiskas, taciau tai

patvirtinti ar paneigti bus galima tik Centrui tiesiogiai susipaZinus su teismo nuosprendziu.

Kita vertus, esminiai teiginiai, kad teismas atmeté H. Geweckei ir jo pavaduotojui E. Bubui
pateiktus kaltinimus dél Holokausto, yra tiksliis, nes platesni kaltinimai dél Gewecke’o ir Bub’o
dalyvavimo Siauliy Zydy persekiojime ir masinése Zudynése nepasibaigé jy nuteisimu uz visq $iq

veiklg 19411944 metais.

Laikinai einantis Generalinio direktoriaus pareigas dr. Artinas Bubnys (kvalifikuotas elektroninis parasas

2026-10-01 15:21; antras paraSas — Jolita Bernotiené, 2026-10-02 09:08).
Kontaktinis asmuo: Dalius Stancikas, +370 612 60604, dalius.stancikas@genocid.lt
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Grant Arthur Gochin
10900 Winnetka Avenue, Chatsworth, CA 91311, USA | +1 818-625-6513 | ggochin@gmail.com

Exhibit: e-mail of 17 July 2026 — header fields and Part VII

Exact copy of the message fields and of the cited passages, taken from the sender’s Gmail account. Omitted
passages, which concern other matters, are marked [...]. The complete message, including full server
headers, is available on request.

From: Grant Arthur Gochin <ggochin@gmail.com>

To: taryba@genocid.lt; arunas.bubnys@genocid.lt

Cc: centras@genocid.lt; evaldas.gelumbauskas@genocid.lt; kristina.burinskaite@genocid.lt;
komisija@lrv.lt; fainakukliansky@gmail.com; sandra.brikaite@urm.lt; urm@urm.lt; minister@urm.lt;
vidmantas.verbickas@urm.lt; amb.us@urm.lt; ombuds@Irski.lt; erika.leonaite@Irski.lt; media@urm.lt
Date: 17 July 2026, 04:01:27 UTC (07:01:27 Vilnius time)

Subject: Re-application — Director General, LGGRTC

Gmail message ID: 19f6e3c84cfe0056

Salutation: “Dear Professor Streikus and Dr. Bubnys,”

VII. Formal administrative request: withdraw, correct, and reissue Letters Nos. 55R-21 and
14R-82

On May 12, 2026, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs finally conceded that the Centre’s “complete
exoneration” formulation was “legally imprecise,” expressed regret for the wording, and
acknowledged that administrative discontinuation is not formal judicial exoneration under United
States law. The Ministry has therefore withdrawn the legal formulation on which the Centre’s
correspondence relied, even while attempting to preserve its underlying historical conclusion.[2]

The Centre has not acted on that concession. As of July 15, 2026, the Centre’s own website
continues to state that Brazaitis was rehabilitated by the United States Department of Justice. That
page was photographed by the Lithuanian Jewish Community in 2019 and again by me on July 15,
2026. It is unchanged. The Foreign Ministry has told a member of the United States Congress that
the formulation was wrong. The Centre has left it published. Both the Ministry and the Centre are
copied on this letter, and the page is one click away.[3]

In light of that concession, this email is also my formal administrative request that the LGGRTC
withdraw, correct, and reissue to me the two official letters that carried the false American
verdict:

1. Letter No. 55R-21 of February 26, 2018, which stated that the activities of Juozas
Ambrazevicius-Brazaitis had been exhaustively investigated by the United States Congress and the
Immigration and Naturalization Service and that he had been “completely exonerated.”[4]

2. Letter No. 14R-82 of October 11, 2018, which continued the same exoneration account and
characterized Congressman Joshua Eilberg’s transmittal letter as an indirect apology for
unfounded allegations.[5]

Reissue both letters on Centre letterhead, retaining their original reference numbers and marking
them as corrected and reissued. Send the corrected versions to me and to every known original
recipient. They must state plainly that no United States court, Congress, Department of Justice
component, INS adjudicator, or other American authority exonerated or rehabilitated Brazaitis;

1
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that administrative discontinuation was not an adjudication on the merits; and that the earlier
language is withdrawn.

The Centre cannot answer this with another evasion. In PaZzyma No. 4D-2017/1-1558/3D-317 of
February 2, 2018, Seimas Ombudsman Augustinas Normantas found my complaint against the
Centre well founded and formally recommended that the Director reconsider the request and
provide a clear, reasoned answer to every question, identifying the relevant circumstances and
specific legal provisions, with a copy to the Ombudsman. The Centre was required to report on
implementation within thirty days. Letter No. 55R-21 was issued as the Centre’s purported
compliance with that process. It cannot remain the official answer dfter the Foreign Ministry has
conceded that its central formulation was legally imprecise.[6]

The falsehood was challenged again in my formal Ombudsman filing of December 12, 2018,
which named Letters Nos. 55R-21 and 14R-82 and attached four independent American legal
opinions. The Centre has had notice ever since.[7]

This request is not a rhetorical aside. Please confirm receipt, correct and reissue both letters
within the applicable statutory period, or provide a clear, reasoned refusal identifying the legal
basis and the route of appeal. I would prefer not to repeat the same cycle through the
Ombudsman, the courts, and the media, but the wider LGGRTC record already includes
Ombudsman proceedings and litigation, including Vilnius Regional Administrative Court Case
No. el-534-281/2019 and Supreme Administrative Court Case No. eA-1768-624/2020. Any refusal
or silence will be added to that record.[8]

I know the usual Lithuanian methodology: answer the convenient or easy questions and leave the
lies, deceptions, and frauds unaddressed. This is therefore a gentle and respectful request that you
answer every point raised in this letter separately and point by point. A response to one or two
convenient matters will not constitute a response to this application, the formal correction
demand, or the institutional failures documented here.

[...]

XII. Requests requiring a separate, point-by-point answer — items 4 to 6

4. Withdraw, correct, and reissue Letter No. 55R-21 of February 26, 2018, on Centre letterhead,
retaining its reference number, marked as corrected and reissued, and transmitted to me and to
every known original recipient — or provide a reasoned refusal identifying the legal basis and the
route of appeal.

5. Withdraw, correct, and reissue Letter No. 14R-82 of October 11, 2018, on the same terms.

6. State what action the Centre has taken, or will take, on the page at genocid.lt/centras/It/2969/a/,
which continues to publish the claim the Ministry of Foreign Affairs conceded on May 12, 2026
was legally imprecise.

Footnotes [2]-[8] of the message (verbatim)

[2] Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Lithuania, Vice-Minister Vidmantas Verbickas, response of May 12,

2026, transmitted by Ambassador Gediminas Varvuolis to U.S. Representative Brad Sherman on May 13, 2026,

acknowledging that “complete exoneration” was legally imprecise and that administrative discontinuation is not formal

judicial exoneration under U.S. law: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/06/Letter-to-Rep.-
Sherman.pdf

[3] LGGRTC live publication: http://genocid.lt/centras/It/2969/a/. The Lithuanian Jewish Community reproduced and

translated the same notice on August 22, 2019: https://www.1zb.lt/en/2019/08/22/genocide-center-independent-
2
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holocaust-research-is-criminal-and-unconstitutional-in-lithuania/. Archived page capture: https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Regarding-the-provision-of-information.pdf. The Centre page was accessed and
photographed again on July 15, 2026.

[4] LGGRTC, Letter No. 55R-21, February 26, 2018:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Gonocide-Reply-2018-02-26-Holocaust-interpretation.pdf

[5] LGGRTC, Letter No. 14R-82, October 11, 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/4.-2018-
10-11-Lietuvos-gyventoju-genocido-ir-rezistencijos-tyrimo-centro-rastas-Nr.-14R-82.pdf

[6] Seimas Ombudsman Augustinas Normantas, PaZzyma No. 4D-2017/1-1558/3D-317, February 2, 2018, finding the
complaint well founded and recommending a clear, reasoned response addressing every question, relevant
circumstance, and specific legal provision, with a copy to the Ombudsman:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/4D-2017-1-1558-3D-317-2018-02-02.pdf

[7] Grant Arthur Gochin, complaint to the Seimas Ombudsman, December 12, 2018, challenging LGGRTC Letters
Nos. 55R-21 and 14R-82 and attaching four American legal opinions:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/04/20181212_Letter_Brazaitis_Ombudsman_GC.pdf

[8] For the wider administrative and litigation record, see Grant Gochin, Lithuania Litigation Listing, May 5, 2026,
including Vilnius Regional Administrative Court Case No. eI-534-281/2019 and Supreme Administrative Court Case
No. eA-1768-624/2020: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Lithuania_litigation_listing_as_of_5-5-
26.pdf
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REVISED AND UPDATED SUBMISSION
FOR TRANSMISSION TO THE INTERNATIONAL HOLOCAUST
REMEMBRANCE ALLIANCE
The Brazaitis “Exoneration” Claim

American administrative record, Lithuanian state attribution, repeated notice, partial correction,
and rehabilitation after ministerial concession

Submitted by Grant Arthur Gochin | 24 September 2026

To Arvydas Daunoravicius, Head of the Republic of Lithuania’s Delegation to the International Holocaust
Remembrance Alliance (THRA), Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Lithuania

Email arvydas.daunoravicius@urm.lt

Applicant Grant Arthur Gochin, citizen of the Republic of Lithuania

Purpose Transmission to the IHRA Chair, Secretary General, and relevant expert bodies for internal consideration

Status Revised Brazaitis-only evidentiary submission. It supersedes the factual presentation of the

19 August 2026 Brazaitis supplement, but does not withdraw the petition of 28 May 2026.
It is submitted through the Lithuania-delegation route established by the formal request of
24 September 2026 and should be read alongside, but separately from, the revised Skirpa
submission transmitted the same day.

Language English

Requested handling  Transmission without alteration or endorsement; preservation of the record; written confirmation of
registration and route taken.

Executive request

I ask Lithuania’s Head of Delegation to transmit this revised Brazaitis submission, without alteration and
without any requirement that the Lithuanian delegation endorse it, to the IHRA Chair, the Secretary General,
and the expert bodies competent to consider Holocaust distortion, rehabilitation, historical research, and archival
access. I ask that it be registered with the documentary sequence that began with my petition of 28 May 2026
and that I receive written confirmation of the registration number and route taken.

The submission is deliberately narrow. It does not ask IHRA to decide whether Juozas Ambrazevicius-Brazaitis
was criminally guilty. It asks what the United States actually decided in 1974—-1975, what Lithuanian state
institutions later said the United States decided, how that proposition was used, what happened after repeated
documentary notice, and whether the public record was adequately corrected after Lithuania’s Foreign Ministry
acknowledged in May 2026 that the “complete exoneration” formulation was legally imprecise.

The record has materially changed since the 19 August filing. On 26 August 2026 LGGRTC actively edited one
passage on its public page No. 3058 and marked the change “pataisyta 2026 08 26,” but another statement on
the same page continued to say that Brazaitis had been rehabilitated by the United States Department of Justice,
while page No. 2969 continued to carry the same categorical rehabilitation proposition. A new criminal-law
complaint concerning those 2026 acts was filed on 13 September; the Prosecutor General’s Office declined to
open a pre-trial investigation on 24 September. Separately, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has registered a
signed records request concerning the diplomatic and legal file as No. 2-15744, and the 2009 state-award file is
being pursued through the Lithuanian State New Archives.

This filing is part of a single procedural sequence but a separate evidentiary file. The 24 September formal
request asks Lithuania’s national delegation to route documented complaints into IHRA without requiring the
delegation to endorse them. The revised Skirpa submission addresses a distinct source-method record. This
Brazaitis submission addresses the American-exoneration and rehabilitation record. The two matters overlap
only where the supposed American exoneration of Brazaitis was itself used as favorable evidence in the Skirpa
file.
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Formal request to Lithuania’s IHRA delegation, 24 September 2026:

https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/IHRA Lithuania Formal Request BILINGUAL LT AUTHENTIC 2026-09-
24 _signed.pdf

Original Skirpa supplemental submission, 19 August 2026:

https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/IHRA Supplemental Submission Skirpa Determination 2026-08-19.pdf

I. Scope and express limits

¢ No criminal conviction or finding of criminal guilt concerning Brazaitis is requested.

® No claim is made that the 1974-1975 United States inquiry was exhaustive or that it consulted every relevant
archive or source.

* No claim is made that Brazaitis’s death was the formal reason for the INS disposition; the controlling proposition
is that the surviving disposition is administrative, conditional, and non-adjudicative.

¢ No private dishonesty or criminal intent is attributed to any named Lithuanian official. The complaint concerns
state attribution, source use, correction practice, disclosure, and reproducibility.

¢ The 24 September 2026 prosecutorial refusal is treated as a criminal-procedure disposition, not as validation of
the historical proposition that Brazaitis was exonerated or rehabilitated.

¢ The existence of a state honor or ceremonial commemoration is relevant to materiality and public rehabilitation;
it is not by itself proof of Holocaust complicity or of a violation of IHRA standards.

I am not a lawyer. Legal references identify standards invoked in Lithuanian state records and THRA
instruments; this is principally an evidentiary and institutional-method submission.

I1. Procedural route to Lithuania’s IHRA delegation

THRA'’s current Lithuania country page identifies Arvydas Daunoravicius of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as
Head of Lithuania’s national delegation. Earlier correspondence from the IHRA Secretariat stated that there is
no process for external submission of petitions. I am a citizen of the Republic of Lithuania and therefore ask my
national delegation to place this documentary record inside the Alliance’s internal structure.

I do not ask the Lithuanian delegation to sponsor or endorse allegations against Lithuanian institutions. If it
considers that it cannot advocate a complaint concerning those institutions, I ask it to forward the submission
without endorsement to the IHRA Chair and Secretary General and request identification of the appropriate
internal procedure. The identity of the Member Country whose conduct is challenged should affect conflict
handling, not block transmission.

THRA Lithuania country page: https://holocaustremembrance.com/countries/lithuania

Original Brazaitis supplemental submission, 19 August 2026:
https.//static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/IHRA Supplemental Submission Brazaitis 2026-08-19.pdf
Original petition, 28 May 2026: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/IHRA-Petition-Gochin-5-28-26.pdf

I11. Applicable IHRA framework

The Working Definition of Holocaust Denial and Distortion identifies, among the forms of distortion,
intentional efforts to excuse or minimize the impact of the Holocaust or its principal elements, including
collaborators and allies of Nazi Germany. The 2020 Statement on Rehabilitation condemns attempts to
rehabilitate the reputations of persons complicit in Holocaust crimes and calls for research, public awareness,
political responsibility, and accurate engagement with national histories.

The 2020 Ministerial Declaration is especially relevant after 2020: Member Countries accept responsibility to
counter denial and distortion, safeguard the historical record including the role of collaborators, make archival
material available, and encourage open and accurate engagement with national pasts. I ask IHRA to apply those
instruments to the documented state method rather than to accept my characterization as a conclusion.

IHRA'’s expert leadership had already addressed LGGRTC in April 2019. The signatories expressed grave
concern about the Centre’s treatment of Jonas Noreika, described the Centre’s text as part of a series of attempts
to rehabilitate his reputation, invoked the Working Definition’s collaborator language, and invited Lithuania and
the Centre to engage in open dialogue and joint research. That statement did not decide the Brazaitis matter, but
it established prior IHRA notice concerning rehabilitation methodology at the same institution.
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THRA Working Definition of Holocaust Denial and Distortion: https://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/working-definition-

holocaust-denial-distortion

IHRA Statement on Rehabilitation: https://holocaustremembrance.com/statements/ihra-statement-on-rehabilitation

2020 IHRA Ministerial Declaration: https://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/2020-ihra-ministerial-declaration

2019 IHRA expert statement concerning LGGRTC: https://holocaustremembrance.com/statements/statement-center-study-genocide-
resistance-lithuania

ITI-A. Membership-compliance framework and temporal control

This submission does not treat every event under the same legal or institutional standard. Lithuania joined IHRA
in 2002. The 2018-2019 state formulations are therefore assessed against the Stockholm Declaration and the
Working Definition of Holocaust Denial and Distortion, which IHRA Member Countries adopted in 2013.
Conduct after 2020—including the continued publication of the rehabilitation claim, the 2026 correction
practice, and the 2026 ministerial concession—is also evaluated against the 2020 Ministerial Declaration and the
2020 Statement on Rehabilitation. The 2009 decoration and 2012 reburial are used as commemoration context
and materiality, not retroactively as violations of later [IHRA instruments.

IHRA'’s current Membership and Application Procedure describes adherence to the Stockholm Declaration and
the 2020 Ministerial Declaration, open Holocaust-era archives, and academic, educational, and public
examination of a country’s Holocaust past as elements of the membership baseline it now articulates. I use those
criteria as a current compliance reference, not as a claim that the exact present application procedure governed
Lithuania’s 2002 admission or that any later defect automatically terminates membership. I have located no
published IHRA procedure that makes suspension or expulsion an automatic consequence of a single finding.
The process requested here is therefore graduated: expert review, document-specific response, production and
correction first; any status consequence only if IHRA itself finds material, continuing, uncured non-compliance
and determines that its rules permit a further measure.

The relevant conduct is institutional state conduct for this submission. LGGRTC is a Lithuanian state budget
institution created by law, with the Seimas exercising the owner’s rights and duties. Its publications, formal
letters, litigation positions, archival work, and historical assessments are issued under delegated public
functions. The question for IHRA is therefore not whether an individual historian is entitled to an opinion. It is
whether a Member Country’s official historical institution has used, corrected, and disclosed evidence in a
manner consistent with the open and accurate treatment of Holocaust history to which the Republic has
committed.

¢ Stockholm Declaration: uphold the truth of the Holocaust, strengthen research and remembrance, and illuminate
obscured aspects of the record.

*  Working Definition: scrutinize intentional efforts to excuse or minimize the Holocaust or its principal elements,
including the role of collaborators and allies of Nazi Germany.

e 2020 Ministerial Declaration: counter distortion; safeguard the historical record, including the role of
collaborators; preserve and make archives available; and encourage open and accurate engagement with national
histories.

e Statement on Rehabilitation: oppose attempts to rehabilitate persons complicit in Holocaust crimes and promote
research, public awareness, and political responsibility.

THRA Membership and Application Procedure: https://holocaustremembrance.com/who-we-are/member-countries/membership-and-

application-procedure

Stockholm Declaration: https://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/stockholm-declaration

Current LGGRTC statute (e-Seimas): https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legal Act/It/TAD/TAIS.40706/asr

IHRA, Understanding Holocaust Distortion: Contexts, Influences and Examples:
https://www.holocaustremembrance.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Understanding-Holocaust-Distortion-Contexts-Influences-and-Examples-
IHRA.pd

IV. The United States record: what was actually decided

The surviving American administrative record does not contain an acquittal, judicial exoneration, rehabilitation,
or adjudication of innocence. In December 1974, INS Commissioner L.eonard F. Chapman Jr. reported that the
sources contacted had produced no information of an evidentiary nature sufficient to justify further active
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investigation at that time. The names of Brazaitis and Jonas Slepetys were removed from the active list and the
investigations deactivated, while the record expressly preserved the possibility of reactivation if new meaningful
information emerged.

On 13 January 1975, Representative Joshua Eilberg transmitted the INS result to Stanley A. Gecys of the
Lithuanian-American Community. That congressional covering letter hardened the administrative result
rhetorically, but it was not a judicial or Department of Justice adjudication of innocence. The complete
underlying INS file CO 703.951 has not been recovered into the present corpus, so this submission does not
claim to possess the entire investigation.

Eilberg to Stanley A. Gecys, 13 January 1975 — TOI preservation copy: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/1975-letter.pdf
Four private American legal opinions obtained in late 2018 rejected the inference that the surviving 1974-1975

documents constituted legal exoneration or rehabilitation. They are important as notice and legal interpretation,
not as United States governmental determinations.

IV-A. Falsifiable core proposition

If Lithuania identifies an authentic United States adjudication by a competent body formally exonerating,
acquitting, or rehabilitating Brazaitis, this submission’s central American-record proposition must be revised.
No such adjudication has been identified in the record presently held.

IV-B. The strongest limitations in the American record

The American file contains several limitations that matter before it is used as affirmative historical clearance.
Brazaitis was never questioned in the inquiry. The surviving INS material records that he was hospitalized after
a fourth heart attack and could not be interviewed; Slepetys, by contrast, appeared and testified under oath.
Brazaitis died before the final Chapman disposition was issued. I do not rely here on a disputed exact death date
and do not claim that death was the formal legal basis of the deactivation. The narrower point is that the
principal subject whose conduct was later declared “completely exonerated” was never examined by the agency
in testimony before the administrative file was closed from active investigation.

LGGRTC 2012 publication (records Brazaitis death date as 28 November 1974 and reproduces the Eilberg letter in English):
https://www.genocid.lt/UserFiles/File/Titulinis/2012/20120525 brazaiti.pdf

The source memorandum attached to the surviving INS material lists roughly seventy numbered organizations,
archives, and individuals, plus additional sources. It demonstrates breadth of outreach, but it does not establish
how many recipients responded, what records were actually searched, or that every listed institution supplied
responsive evidence. No Lithuanian archive or repository appears on that list. Lithuania was under Soviet
occupation in 1974; the authentic Provisional Government protocols later published in Lithuania were not part
of the archival environment described by this source list. The absence of a Lithuanian repository proves only
that none is listed—not that investigators possessed no other information.

There is also a basic source-control problem in the later Lithuanian use of the Eilberg letter. Eilberg addressed
his 13 January 1975 transmittal to Stanley A. Gecys of the Lithuanian-American Community. LGGRTC later
identified the recipient as “Algimantas Ge€ys” in a court pleading. That error does not by itself invalidate a
historical conclusion, but it is significant where the document is being treated as the central foreign authority for
an affirmative rehabilitation proposition: the institution misidentified the addressee of the very document on
which the proposition rested.

MFA/INS nine-page package transmitted to Representative Sherman: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/Letter-to-Rep.-

Sherman.pdf
LGGRTC litigation pleading, 1 October 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/It-govt-defense.pdf

V. How Lithuanian state institutions converted the American record

From 2018 onward, LGGRTC used stronger language than the American administrative record supports. Letter
No. 55R-21 of 26 February 2018 described Brazaitis as having been completely exonerated after American
review. Public page No. 29609 attributed his rehabilitation to the United States Department of Justice. Letter No.
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14R-82 of 11 October 2018 elaborated the Centre’s interpretation of the Eilberg/INS material. The same premise
appeared in litigation and later public defenses.

The disputed American proposition was not merely biographical. LGGRTC acknowledged in the Skirpa
oversight record that favorable circumstances not stated in the published Skirpa conclusion included the
supposed complete American exoneration of Brazaitis. The Seimas Ombudsman found a transparency failure in
the handling of that Skirpa request. This cross-file use matters because it shows the Brazaitis proposition
functioning as favorable evidence in a second state historical determination.

Certified Seimas Human Rights Committee response package / official file produced in September 2026:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Seimas_HRC Response 2026-09-22 Gochin_with English _Translation.pdf

LGGRTC Letter No. 55R-21: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Gonocide-Reply-2018-02-26-Holocaust-
interpretation.pdf

LGGRITC page No. 2969 — live page: https://www.genocid.lt/centras/[t/2969/a/ | TOI preservation capture: https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Regarding-the-provision-of-information.pdf

LGGRTC Letter No. 14R-82, 11 October 2018: https.//static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/4.-2018-10-11-Lietuvos-
gyventoju-genocido-ir-rezistencijos-tyrimo-centro-rastas-Nr.-14R-82.pdf

LGGRTC litigation pleading, 1 October 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/It-govt-defense.pdf

Seimas Ombudsman report, 2 February 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/4D-2017-1-1558-3D-317-2018-02-
02.pdf

The proposition also crossed institutional files. In Letter No. 14R-51 of 11 July 2018, LGGRTC repeated the
Brazaitis “complete exoneration” premise inside its substantive response concerning Kazys Skirpa while
reproducing on the same page the narrower American language that names had been removed from an active list
and the investigations deactivated. The stronger Lithuanian proposition and the narrower American
administrative wording therefore coexisted in the same state instrument. This is important because it shows
operative use, not merely a loose biographical description.

Page No. 3058 also has a traceable publication history. The underlying public defense appeared in DELFT on 8
March 2019 and was republished by LGGRTC on 13 March 2019. The official version framed criticism of the
Brazaitis account as part of a wider dispute about alleged falsification of Lithuanian history, repeated the
American rehabilitation theory, and displayed the American correspondence as supporting proof. The date
distinction matters: the DELFI publication and the LGGRTC republication are separate publication events.
DELFI publication, 8 March 2019: https://www.delfi.lt/news/ringas/politics/Iggrtc-genocido-tyrimo-centras-nepasiduos-vulgariam-spaudimui.d?
id=80566671

LGGRTC 2019 archive listing (records Centre republication under 13 March 2019): https://www.genocid.lt/centras/It/3149/a/

LGGRTC Letter No. 14R-51, 11 July 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/GC reply Skirpa 20180711-1.pdf

VI. Repeated notice: the source defect was specifically identified

By December 2018 the Centre had received a formal complaint accompanied by four U.S. legal opinions
challenging the exoneration theory. Representative Brad Sherman then wrote to Lithuania on 25 September
2019 asking for specific and credible references to the asserted exoneration and rehabilitation or a public
retraction of the claim.

The strongest prior-notice document is the Lithuanian prosecutorial refusal of 2 December 2019 in investigation
material M-2-02-01142-19 / AP-31212. Prosecutor Benediktas LeiSys recorded that the 1975 congressional
correspondence relied upon by LGGRTC did not state either an exoneration or a rehabilitation fact. He
nevertheless declined to open a pre-trial investigation because the criminal-law intent and purpose required
under Article 1702 were not established. Those propositions must remain separate: the defect in the source
characterization was recorded; criminal intent was not found.

Further notice followed through the 26 November 2020 correction demand, LGGRTC’s 22 December 2020
refusal, Representative Sherman’s 2021 follow-up, and his renewed 20 March 2026 intervention. LGGRTC’s
2020 response treated the congressional intervention as a politician’s opinion rather than as a new historical
source or circumstance.
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Representative Brad Sherman correspondence compilation, 2019-2026:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Congress-on-Brazaitis.pdf
Vilnius prosecutor refusal, 2 December 2019: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/04/2020-05-20 035122-Decision.pdf

VI-A. The notice chain is cumulative, not a single disagreement

The notice record predates the 2018-2019 public dispute. In September 2012, Representatives Brad Sherman,
Henry Waxman, and Howard Berman protested the government-supported repatriation and ceremonial reburial
of Brazaitis. That correspondence did not decide the historical merits, but it placed the commemoration
controversy before the Lithuanian Government years before the later “complete exoneration” formulation.

In 2018, the challenge became document-specific. A 16 March Ombudsman communication and a 12 December
Ombudsman filing placed the American-record issue before Lithuanian institutions; the latter attached four
independent U.S. attorney opinions—Stuart L. Leviton (27 November 2018), Bryan Barnet Miller (29
November), Gary D. Labin (5 December), and I. Mark Bledstein (6 December)—each rejecting the proposition
that the surviving U.S. material constituted legal exoneration or rehabilitation. Those opinions are private legal
interpretations, not U.S. government adjudications. Their significance is notice.

The issue then entered law-enforcement and diplomatic channels. AP-31212 / material M-2-02-01142-19
resulted in the 2 December 2019 refusal that expressly recorded that the source stated neither an exoneration nor
a rehabilitation fact. Sherman wrote on 25 September 2019 to Prime Minister Saulius Skvernelis, again on 25
May 2021 to Ambassador Audra Plepyté, and on 20 March 2026 to Ambassador Gediminas Varvuolis. The
2026 letter asked Lithuania either to identify the U.S. authority for the exoneration claim or correct it. This is
therefore not a record in which the State lacked repeated, specific notice of the legal and documentary objection.

A renewed administrative correction demand was made on 17 July 2026 seeking withdrawal, correction, and
reissue of the relevant LGGRTC instruments. The Brazaitis IHRA supplement was then filed on 19 August
2026. LGGRTC made the marked edit to page No. 3058 on 26 August—seven days later. I draw no inference
about why that timing occurred. It establishes only sequence. I have not identified a formal written response to
the 17 July demand that explains the scope or rationale of the edit.

2012 Sherman/Waxman/Berman letter: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/2012-Congress-letter-on-Brazaitis.pdf
Four U.S. legal opinions — Leviton: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Leviton.pdf

Miller: https.//static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Miller.pdf

Labin: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Labin.pdf

Bledstein: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Bledstein-letter.pdf

26 November 2020 correction demand: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/On-Brazaitis-Exoneration Grant-Arthur-
Gochin Nov-26-2020.pdf

VII. The 12 May 2026 Foreign Ministry concession

On 12 May 2026, Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs Vidmantas Verbickas replied to Representative Sherman
under Ref. (19.2.3)3-2806. The letter stated, on information supplied by LGGRTC, that the earlier “complete
exoneration” formulation was legally imprecise, expressed regret for that wording, and stated that it had since
been corrected. The same letter expressly distinguished administrative discontinuation of an investigation from
formal judicial exoneration under United States law.

That governmental concession narrows the present dispute. This submission does not ask whether the original
2018 wording could have begun as error. It asks what correction actually followed the State’s 2026
acknowledgment, what LGGRTC told the Ministry had been corrected, and why stronger rehabilitation
language remained in public and official records after that acknowledgment.

MFA reply to Representative Sherman, 12 May 2026: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/06/Letter-to-Rep.-Sherman.pdf

VII-A. The Ministry’s legal clarification is independent; the historical briefing supplied to it
requires independent verification

The 12 May 2026 letter is entitled to substantial weight for what the Ministry itself decided as a matter of legal
characterization. The Vice-Minister acknowledged that the earlier “complete exoneration” formulation was
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legally imprecise and that an administrative discontinuation is not formal judicial exoneration under United
States law. For purposes of this submission, I treat that legal clarification as an official position of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and accord it independent evidentiary weight.

A different question arises from the historical account transmitted through the Ministry. The letter expressly
states that its clarification was based on information supplied by LGGRTC. That makes it necessary to
distinguish the Ministry’s own legal conclusion from historical propositions originating with the institution
whose work was under challenge. I do not independently credit those historical propositions merely because
they appeared in a ministerial reply; they remain subject to source-level verification against the underlying
American and Lithuanian records.

The temporal scope of the American inquiry is especially important. The Chapman/INS letter describes the
relevant Provisional Government period as 23 June through 12 July 1941. The Provisional Government
continued until 5 August. Significant surviving acts involving Ambrazevicius fall after the period stated in the
INS summary, including the 29 July university measure, the 1 August Regulations on the Status of Jews, and the
2 August property decision. An inquiry whose own summary closes the relevant period before those acts cannot,
without further evidence, support a comprehensive factual conclusion about them.

I do not allege that the Ministry knowingly transmitted an inaccurate historical account, nor do I allege that
LGGRTC deliberately misled it. The narrower, testable concern is whether the Ministry was given a complete
and accurate evidentiary presentation when it prepared its response to Representative Sherman. The appropriate
remedy is production and independent review: the Ministry should examine the full LGGRTC briefing chain,
the underlying American records, and the Lithuanian records that fall outside the temporal window stated in the
INS summary, and determine for itself whether the historical account placed before it was complete and
accurate.

The Ministry is therefore respectfully asked to produce the communication by which LGGRTC supplied the
factual account used in the 12 May reply, together with its attachments, source list, internal legal or historical
review, and any drafts or approvals. That record would allow the Ministry, IHRA, and the reader to distinguish
what the Ministry independently verified from what it received from LGGRTC.

Congressional correspondence compilation, including Sherman’s 20 March 2026 letter:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Congress-on-Brazaitis.pdf

VIII. The 26 August 2026 selective correction and the surviving contradiction

On 26 August 2026, LGGRTC edited page No. 3058 and marked the relevant sentence “pataisyta 2026 08 26.”
The revised sentence says that after the American inquiry Brazaitis and Slepetys were removed from the list of
suspects because evidence of crimes had not been found. That edit is a real correction of one formulation and
should be credited as such.

The correction was not complete. Earlier on the same live page, the Centre still states that Brazaitis was
“reabilituotas JAV teisingumo ministerijos” — rehabilitated by the United States Department of Justice. Page
No. 2969 likewise continues to state categorically that he was rehabilitated by the U.S. Justice Department. The
current page No. 3058 therefore contains both the surviving rehabilitation proposition and the later, narrower
corrected formulation.

This creates a concrete reproducibility question rather than a semantic abstraction. After the Ministry said the
stronger legal characterization was imprecise and LGGRTC demonstrated the ability to edit its page, which
proposition is the Republic asking readers and institutions to treat as the State’s current position?

LGGRTC page No. 3058: https://www.genocid.lt/centras/It/3058/a/
LGGRTC page No. 2969 — live page: https://www.genocid.lt/centras/[t/2969/a/ | TOI preservation capture: https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Regarding-the-provision-of-information.pdf

Annotated August 2026 correction comparison:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/L GGRTC Annotated Exhibit 2026-08-30.png
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IX. The claim is embedded in a Holocaust-responsibility narrative

Page No. 3058 does more than state a disputed American legal result. It places the Brazaitis proposition inside a
defense of the Provisional Government against claims concerning responsibility for the Holocaust in Lithuania.
The page presents the alleged U.S. rehabilitation as an important historical fact in answering criticism of the
Centre’s treatment of Lithuanian responsibility.

That placement is why the issue falls within IHRA’s distortion and rehabilitation tools. The Alliance need not
decide Brazaitis’s criminal guilt in order to examine whether a non-adjudicative foreign administrative outcome
has been converted into an exonerating state-memory proposition and retained after the foreign-law
characterization was formally corrected.

X. The criminal-law warning and its institutional context

LGGRTC page No. 2969 published the rehabilitation proposition alongside a statement that the research
challenging the Centre might have violated the Lithuanian Constitution and Criminal Code. This submission
does not characterize that language as a criminal offense and does not infer the private purpose of any author. Its
relevance is institutional and procedural: the state historical body defended the disputed favorable proposition
while simultaneously raising possible criminal-law consequences in relation to the research challenging its
historical conclusions.

The 2019 prosecutor later recorded that the American correspondence did not state exoneration or rehabilitation,
but declined prosecution for lack of the required criminal intent. That history is part of the notice record and the
correction environment in which the 2026 edit occurred.

XI. Current domestic procedural posture: AP-29972 and the 24 September refusal

On 13 September 2026 I filed a new criminal-law application focused on the 2026 factual sequence: the 12 May
Foreign Ministry concession, the 26 August active edit, and the surviving rehabilitation statements. The filing
expressly distinguished those new acts from the older 2018-2019 publications and asked prosecutors to identify
the responsible decision chain rather than presume responsibility from office or title.

On 24 September 2026 the Prosecutor General’s Office declined to open a pre-trial investigation in the joint
decision addressing AP-29927 and AP-29972, material No. M-2-01-00074-26. The decision treated LGGRTC’s
historical publications as historians’ assessments for criminal-law purposes and recognized the 26 August
correction. The disposition does not adjudicate whether every surviving historical proposition is accurate,
whether the correction is complete, or whether the State should reissue the earlier official instruments.

The decision was subject to appeal. I have elected not to appeal it. I present it to IHRA as the current domestic
criminal-procedure endpoint, not as proof for or against the underlying historical claim.

24 September 2026 prosecutorial refusal, preservation copy:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Lithuania _Prosecutor Refusal AP-29927 AP-29972 2026-09-24.pdf

XI-A. The prosecutorial refusal confirms the documentary contradiction but does not resolve it

The 24 September decision is relevant beyond its criminal disposition because it independently reproduces the
state of LGGRTC’s public record. It quotes the continuing statement that Brazaitis “was rehabilitated by the
U.S. Department of Justice” and separately quotes the 26 August corrected sentence stating only that Brazaitis
and Slepetys were removed from the list of suspects. The same decision nevertheless characterizes the
amendment as having “clearly removed” the rehabilitation proposition. The decision’s own recitation therefore
preserves the unresolved contradiction: one formulation was corrected while another substantively stronger
formulation remained.

This does not make the prosecutorial refusal erroneous as a criminal-law disposition. The prosecutor applied the
statutory threshold for opening a criminal investigation and found the required objective and subjective elements
absent. The decision also described LGGRTC’s publications as conclusions of historians, “not lawyers.” That
distinction reinforces the importance of the Foreign Ministry’s own legal clarification: the legal meaning of a
foreign administrative disposition cannot be established merely by repeating a historian’s characterization of it.
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After finding the criminal threshold unmet, the prosecutor expressly declined to undertake the additional
clarification measures requested. The refusal is therefore not a documentary audit of the correction process. It
does not establish who drafted or approved the 26 August edit, what LGGRTC communicated to the Foreign
Ministry, what source set the Ministry received, why the separate DOJ-rehabilitation formulation was left
unchanged, or whether records outside the INS inquiry’s stated temporal window were considered.

Those unresolved questions strengthen the case for an independent institutional review while remaining outside
the criminal-law conclusion. I accord independent weight to the Foreign Ministry’s legal clarification of 12 May
2026. I do not automatically extend that weight to historical propositions supplied to it by LGGRTC. The
appropriate next step is production of the LGGRTC-MFA briefing record and an independent Ministry review
of the complete documentary chronology.

XII. Active production route: the Foreign Ministry’s file

On 16 September 2026 I submitted a QES-signed revised request to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs seeking the
diplomatic and legal file concerning the alleged American “complete exoneration”: correspondence with U.S.
agencies and Congress, internal legal opinions and talking points, material supplied by other Lithuanian
institutions, the Sherman correspondence file, and the 2026 documents underlying the Ministry’s statement that
the formulation had been corrected.

On 17 September the Ministry confirmed that the request was received and registered as No. 2-15744 and
transferred according to competence. That request remains an active production route. I do not treat the absence
of a merits response as of 24 September as non-production or refusal; the request is included so IHRA can see
that the missing communication underlying the May concession has been sought through ordinary Lithuanian
administrative channels.

Separately, on 13 September 2026 I sent LGGRTC a QES-signed records request seeking the Centre’s Brazaitis
holdings, source-use records, internal drafting and approval materials, correspondence, and correction history,
and expressly requested registration. I have not located a registration acknowledgment or merits response as of
24 September 2026. I therefore treat that request as a pending production route, not as a refusal or as proof of
non-production.

Applicant’s QES-signed LGGRTC data request, 13 September 2026: Prasymas_LGGRTC_Brazaitis_duomenys_2026-09-13.pdf (held by
applicant; transmitted to LGGRTC on 13 September 2026).

XII-A. Research completeness, institutional responsibility, and the missing full-file
inquiry

On 5 September 2026 I submitted a Freedom of Information Act request to U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services for the complete Brazaitis administrative file, CO 703.951 / AS 222 100 S/CJ (C), including the

underlying request forms, identifying data, internal memoranda, source responses, investigative summaries, and
disposition materials. The complete file is therefore being sought directly from the United States.

In the documentary record presently held, I have not identified evidence that LGGRTC requested, obtained, or
reviewed the complete CO 703.951 file before issuing categorical statements that Brazaitis had been 'completely
exonerated' or 'rehabilitated by the U.S. Department of Justice.' The surviving Lithuanian record instead
identifies a limited group of American documents, including the Chapman administrative disposition and
Eilberg correspondence. This is a deliberately limited proposition: it does not establish that LGGRTC never
sought the full file. If a request, receipt, complete copy, or source-use memorandum exists, production of it
would narrow or defeat this concern.

The question is institutional because the Centre's legal mandate is not merely to comment on history. The
current LGGRTC Act expressly emphasizes that genocide and persecution cases are to be investigated by
collecting and analyzing all archival and historical material in Lithuania and outside Lithuania. The Centre's
current Regulations, approved by Seimas Resolution No. XIV-2987 and effective from 1 October 2024, make
the retrieval duty concrete: §8.1.5 directs the Centre to search in Lithuania and foreign states for documents
concerning war crimes, genocide, and other crimes against humanity; arrange their return or acquire copies; and

REVISED BRAZAITIS SUBMISSION FOR TRANSMISSION TO IHRA | Grant Arthur Gochin | 24 September 2026 | Page 9



Annex 8 — 10/18

manage, collect, preserve, research, and disseminate them. The Centre's 2025 activity report, especially the
section “Istoriniy Saltiniy atvérimas ir tyrimy testinumas,” describes continued archival work and source
publication; the same report states that difficult historical narratives should be grounded in research and sources
rather than preconceived positions or political interpretations.

I therefore do not ask THRA to infer that the Centre's statutory purpose is exculpation, and I make no claim
about the private motive of any historian. The narrower, testable question is whether the source method used in
the Brazaitis matter had an exculpatory effect: a non-adjudicative subset of a foreign administrative record was
converted into affirmative clearance and rehabilitation language, reused in other state historical work, and
defended publicly, while the record now before IHRA contains no evidence that the complete underlying
American file had first been obtained and reviewed.

The institutional asymmetry is relevant to method, not identity. The dates make the sequence concrete:
LGGRTC’s formal “complete exoneration” formulation appears in Letter No. 55R-21 of 26 February 2018; on 5
September 2026, more than eight years later, an individual external researcher filed a U.S. FOIA request seeking
the complete underlying American administrative file. The question for IHRA is why comprehensive source
retrieval appears, on the present record, to have followed categorical state pronouncements rather than preceded
them, and what research-control mechanism should prevent that sequence in future Holocaust-related historical
determinations.

Current LGGRTC Act — preamble (all archival and historical material in Lithuania and beyond):

https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legal Act/lt/TAD/TAIS.40706/asr

Current LGGRTC Regulations, Seimas Resolution No. XIV-2987, §8.1.5:
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/608ec1607bff11efabdbb4alfc8b0b63

LGGRTC 2025 activity report — section “Istoriniy Saltiniy atvérimas ir tyrimy testinumas” and discussion of source-grounded historical
interpretation: https://www.genocid.lt/centras/It/4914/a/

Applicant's USCIS FOIA request: 5 September 2026, CO 703.951 / AS 222 100 S/CJ (C) (held by applicant; sent through the USCIS FOIA
channel). No separate USCIS control number has been located in the applicant's Gmail record as of 24 September 2026.

XIII. State honor and the pending 2009 award file

By Presidential Decree No. 1K-1907 of 26 June 2009, Brazaitis was posthumously awarded the Grand Cross of
the Order of the Cross of Vytis. The decree described him as, among other things, a resistance ideologue, an
organizer and leader of the June 1941 Uprising, Minister of Education, and Prime Minister of the Provisional
Government.

On 14 September 2026 the Office of the President, response No. 1D-2902, directed my request for the award file
to the Lithuanian State New Archives. A signed request then sought the nomination, historical/reputational/legal
vetting, inter-agency consultation, drafting and approval chain, objections, and any later review. That process is
pending. I draw no inference from the present absence of the file.

The award matters only to materiality: the disputed American exoneration proposition concerns a person whom
the Republic has formally honored. THRA is not asked to decide whether the decoration should be retained or
revoked.

Presidential Decree No. 1K-1907, 26 June 2009 (public legal text): https://www.infolex.lt/ta/32397

XIII-A. Domestic historical counterweight and state-supported commemoration

The state record is not institutionally uniform. A 2010 memorandum by Lithuanian Institute of History scholars
Ceslovas Laurinavicius and Gediminas Rudis, prepared for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, is a potentially
important domestic counterweight. The project copy records a materially adverse assessment of the Provisional
Government and of Brazaitis’s later representation of its wartime role, and did not support the highest-level
reburial treatment. I use this memorandum only as corroborative notice and institutional context because the
precise original bibliographic/provenance record still requires verification. It should not be elevated above its
present source status until that is fixed.

Brazaitis’s remains were repatriated and ceremonially reburied in Kaunas in May 2012 with documented state
support. The U.S. Department of State’s 2012 International Religious Freedom Report recorded that the
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Lithuanian Government funded the transfer of his remains from Connecticut to Kaunas and that, as required by
law, an official ceremony was held with a ceremonial honor guard; it also recorded that no serving central-
government officials attended the ceremony or participated in related events. The commemoration triggered
domestic scholarly objection and the September 2012 congressional protest. Those events do not establish
criminal responsibility. They show why a claimed American exoneration was materially useful to the favorable
public standing of a person already formally honored and commemorated by the Republic.

U.S. Department of State, 2012 International Religious Freedom Report — Lithuania (ECoi mirror):
https://www.ecoi.net/en/document/1342475.html

2010 Laurinavicius—Rudis memorandum and honors material — project scans:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Brazaitis-scans.pdf

2012 Lithuanian open letter concerning the reburial: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/8.-Atviras-laiskas-del-J.-
Ambrazeviciaus-B.kilmingo-perlaidojimo-Bernardinai.lt .pdf

XIlI-B. A repeated one-direction exoneration method: Brazaitis, Gewecke, Bub, and
Schleef

The Brazaitis formulation is not an isolated vocabulary error. The same state institution has used the language of
exoneration, acquittal, or equivalent clearance in several separate Holocaust-related records where the
underlying foreign procedural outcome did not support that description.

The four comparators now documented are materially different in their underlying procedure. The American
Brazaitis matter was an administrative investigation that was deactivated and expressly capable of reactivation.
Hans Gewecke was convicted in Liibeck and sentenced to four years and six months. Ewald Bub's proceeding
was discontinued; the published and archival German record does not record a merits acquittal. Hermann
Schleef's Oldenburg proceeding ended for insufficient evidence, not with a trial acquittal or affirmative finding
of innocence.

LGGRTC nevertheless converted these differing procedural outcomes into a common exculpatory vocabulary.
In the Brazaitis record, administrative deactivation became 'complete exoneration' and rehabilitation by the
United States Department of Justice. In the Gewecke-Bub record, Bub was described as wholly or completely
exonerated and the German proceedings were generalized into the proposition that German courts had
exonerated the 'actual builders and commanders' of the Siauliai ghetto and concentration-camp system. In the
same 11 February 2020 response, LGGRTC added Schleef and stated that the Oldenburg court had exonerated
him, although the German order rested on insufficient evidence.

The significance is not merely that several procedural labels were inaccurate. The resulting exoneration
narrative was used downstream in Lithuanian historical memory. The Gewecke-Bub-Schleef formulations
appeared in LGGRTC's continuing defense of Jonas Noreika, and the supposed American exoneration of
Brazaitis was used as favorable context in the Skirpa file. The foreign procedural outcome was therefore not
simply misstated; the enlarged exculpatory description became evidence supporting a favorable Lithuanian
historical conclusion.

Within this identified comparator set, the direction of the error is consistent. A conviction, a discontinued
proceeding, an insufficient-evidence disposition, and an administrative deactivation are each enlarged toward
exoneration or rehabilitation. I have identified no converse example in this same record in which procedural
ambiguity or non-conviction was enlarged into culpability against a Lithuanian historical figure. This bounded
directional pattern is more probative of method than any one mistaken word viewed in isolation.

The applicant's inference is that the consistency is compatible with an ideological exculpatory function: foreign
procedural outcomes are selected or reframed in ways that reduce the apparent responsibility of Lithuanian
actors or strengthen defenses of them. The submission does not ask IHRA to infer private dishonesty, bad faith,
or ideological motive from consistency alone. It asks IHRA to test whether the repeated one-direction
transformation of non-exonerating outcomes into exculpatory historical evidence, particularly after notice and
access to contrary primary records, is compatible with the open and accurate engagement with national history
required by IHRA's distortion and rehabilitation framework.
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LGGRTC response No. 14R, 11 February 2020 (English translation): https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Atsakymas-
Gochinui-i-01-16 _en.pdf

LGGRTC memorandum on Jonas Noreika, 17 December 2019: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Annex-No-46-
GRRCL-2019-December-memorandum-second-memorandum-on-Jonas-Noreika.pdf

Justiz und NS-Verbrechen, proceeding No. 722 (Gewecke/Bub): https://junsv.nl/junsv-01/junsv/brd/brdfiles/brd722.htm
Bundesgerichtshof, 26 January 1971, 5 StR 631/70: https://dejure.org/1971,6855

Signed Gewecke-Bub submission to the Prosecutor General, 18 September 2026:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/LT General Prosecutor Gewecke Bub LGGRTC Statement 2026-09-

18 signed.pdf
Signed Schleef supplement, 24 September 2026: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/AP-30803 M-2-02-00837-
26_Schleef Papildymas 2026-09-24 signed.pdf

Schleef preservation record: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Schleef.pdf

XIV. Materiality: why the American attribution matters

The Provisional Government sat from late June to early August 1941. Its own records include anti-Jewish
governmental measures and institutional decisions relevant to the Holocaust-era record. A preserved copy of the
1 August 1941 Regulations on the Status of Jews bears Ambrazevicius’s signature, although the precise archive
leaf number should be verified before definitive scholarly citation. Lithuania’s International Commission and
the Dieckmann—SuZiedélis research provide the broader official and scholarly baseline for the Provisional
Government, TDA, segregation, expropriation, and the anti-Jewish regulatory regime.

LGGRTC 2001 source edition — Lituanistika bibliographic record: https://www.lituanistika.lt/content/21407

The present submission does not ask THRA to infer personal criminal liability from those institutional records.
Their relevance is to rehabilitation: a claimed foreign exoneration has been invoked as external authority in the
public treatment of the head of that government, despite the absence of an identified American adjudication and
despite the Foreign Ministry’s later concession about the legal character of the U.S. record.

The materiality of the exoneration claim can be tested against the Provisional Government’s own record.
LGGRTC itself published the principal source edition of the Government’s protocols in 2001. Among the
relevant items are the 5 July 1941 decision concerning requested support for the TDA Battalion and the Seventh
Fort detention operation; the 1 August 1941 Regulations on the Status of Jews, on the preserved project copy
bearing Ambrazevicius’s signature; the 2 August resolution concerning restoration of bank-held valuables,
which contained a discriminatory exclusion; and the final meeting minutes recording Brazaitis’s reference to
excesses including executions of Jews in Kaunas and the provinces. Each proposition must be read at the level
the source supports: institutional acts and contemporaneous awareness are not automatically individual criminal
liability.

The 1 August Regulations also expose the temporal problem in the American summary. The INS disposition
described the relevant Provisional Government period as ending 12 July; the Government continued into
August. The 1 August Regulations and the 2 August decision therefore fall outside the window written into the
American summary itself. A later state institution may still assess the American inquiry as historically relevant,
but it cannot reasonably treat that three-week description as affirmative clearance of acts occurring after the
period the summary said it examined without identifying additional evidence that closes the gap.

Christoph Dieckmann and Saulius SuZiedélis, “The Persecution and Mass Murder of Lithuanian Jews during Summer and Fall of 1941: Sources
and Analysis”: https://www.komisija.lt/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/S.SuziedelisC.Dieckmann_Mass-Killings United-version.pdf

International Commission conclusions, approved 20 April 2005: https://www.komisija.lt/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Approved-
Conclusions_Persecution-and-Mass-Murder-of-Lithuanian-Jews.pdf

1 August 1941 Regulations on the Status of Jews — preserved scan: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/5.-Zydu-padeties-
nuostatai-LCVA-f1075-a2-b5-154A.pdf

Finnish diplomatic materials concerning Lithuania in 1941 provide an additional contemporaneous external
record for the broader governmental environment. The file identified here is the September 1941 Finnish
diplomatic report preserved as “5C10-Liettuan-oloista.” It is included for source completeness only; this
submission does not derive a Brazaitis-specific finding from it unless a particular passage is separately cited and
its evidentiary limits are stated.
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Finnish Foreign Ministry file — 5C10 Liettuan oloista: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/5C10-Liettuan-oloista.pdf

XIV-A. The present applications are themselves part of the historical record

The requests, complaints, archival applications, ministerial replies, corrections, refusals, and non-corrections
generated by this matter will themselves become part of the long-term historical record. Future researchers will
not evaluate only what Lithuania said about 1941. They will also be able to evaluate what Lithuanian institutions
did after the underlying primary records, source limitations, and correction requests were specifically placed
before them in 2018-2026. These files will form part of the record by which Lithuania’s treatment of Holocaust
history is assessed for generations.

This submission therefore distinguishes error from conduct after notice. An initial historical or legal mistake can
be corrected. Where a state institution is placed on specific documentary notice that a material proposition is
false or overstated, verifies enough of the objection to make a partial correction, and nevertheless continues to
publish the stronger proposition, the issue is no longer adequately captured by the word “mistake.” The
allegation presented for IHRA determination is that continued maintenance after notice and partial correction
can amount to knowing historical distortion. In this submission, “knowing” means institutional knowledge
evidenced by the documentary record — including the 2 December 2019 prosecutorial acknowledgment of the
source defect, the 12 May 2026 Foreign Ministry legal concession, and the 26 August 2026 partial edit — and
does not attribute a private state of mind, dishonesty, or intent to any individual official. That institutional
allegation is to be tested against the documents and the institutions’ own explanations.

I therefore ask IHRA to invite the Republic of Lithuania to consider the archival record its institutions are
creating now and, where the record warrants it, to make a dated, transparent correction accompanied by a
complete source audit and published reasoning. Future researchers will be able to see both the challenged
historical proposition and the manner in which the State responded after specific documentary notice. A
correction would form part of that record; so would a decision to leave a proposition standing after its
evidentiary basis has been shown to be incomplete, non-adjudicative, or temporally narrower than the
conclusion drawn from it.

XV. Findings stated by confidence level

Established on documents held or publicly preserved

¢ The surviving 1974-1975 American documents identified in the present corpus record administrative
deactivation and possible reactivation, not a judicial acquittal, exoneration, or rehabilitation.

¢ LGGRTC used stronger American-exoneration and U.S.-Department-of-Justice rehabilitation language in formal
letters, litigation, and public pages from 2018 onward.

¢ A Lithuanian prosecutor stated on 2 December 2019 that the congressional source relied upon did not state either
an exoneration or a rehabilitation fact, while declining criminal investigation for lack of the required intent and
purpose.

® The Foreign Ministry stated on 12 May 2026 that the “complete exoneration” formulation was legally imprecise
and that administrative discontinuation is not formal judicial exoneration under U.S. legal standards.

¢ LGGRTC actively edited page No. 3058 on 26 August 2026 and marked that edit, but a separate U.S.-
Department-of-Justice rehabilitation statement remained on that page and page No. 2969 retained the categorical
rehabilitation proposition.

¢ The 24 September 2026 prosecutorial refusal did not adjudicate the historical truth of the surviving rehabilitation
proposition or whether LGGRTC’s correction should extend to earlier letters and public pages.

¢ The MFA records request concerning the correction and diplomatic file was registered on 17 September 2026 as
No. 2-15744 and remains pending.

¢ The 2009 Presidential decree awarded Brazaitis the Grand Cross of the Order of the Cross of Vytis; the
underlying award-vetting file is the subject of a pending archive request.

e LGGRTC Letter No. 14R-51 used the Brazaitis “complete exoneration” proposition inside the Skirpa file while
reproducing narrower U.S. deactivation language in the same instrument.
e The surviving INS source list records broad international outreach but identifies no Lithuanian archive or

repository; the complete CO 703.951 file remains sought under U.S. FOIA.
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e The present record does not show that LGGRTC obtained and audited the complete CO 703.951 file before
publishing categorical exoneration and rehabilitation formulations.

¢ In the documented comparator set, LGGRTC's exculpatory terminology extends beyond Brazaitis: Gewecke's
conviction, Bub's discontinued proceeding, and Schleef's insufficient-evidence disposition were represented
within an exoneration/acquittal narrative and used in the Centre's defense of Lithuanian historical figures.

Supported institutional inference

Even if the original 2018 formulation is assumed to have begun as error, the documented sequence supports a
narrower institutional inference that the record has not yet been fully corrected or made reproducible after
notice. The source defect was formally recorded by a Lithuanian prosecutor in 2019; the Foreign Ministry
conceded the legal imprecision in May 2026; LGGRTC then made a partial edit in August 2026; yet stronger
rehabilitation language remained publicly accessible. This inference concerns institutional correction practice. It
does not require or assert private dishonesty by any named official.

The cross-case directionality strengthens the institutional inference because the identified category errors do not
randomly enlarge or diminish culpability. Within the comparators presently documented, they run toward
exculpation and then enter favorable Lithuanian historical narratives. That consistency supports, but does not by
itself prove, an inference of ideological selection or institutional bias. IHRA is asked to test that inference
against the complete production and any counterexamples Lithuania can identify.

Unresolved

¢ The complete INS administrative file CO 703.951 and whether it contains any additional disposition material.

* The exact correction or internal communication on which the Foreign Ministry relied when it wrote that the
wording “has since been corrected.”

¢ Who initiated, drafted, reviewed, and approved the 26 August 2026 edit and why the surviving rehabilitation
statements were left unchanged.

¢ Whether Letters Nos. 55R-21 and 14R-82 remain operative without qualification after the May 2026 concession.

¢ The full contents of the 2009 state-award file and whether the claimed American result was part of any historical
or reputational vetting.

o  Whether LGGRTC ever requested or obtained the complete U.S. administrative file CO 703.951 before

publishing its exoneration and rehabilitation formulations; the present record does not establish either
proposition.

XVI. Pre-registered correction and falsification conditions

e If an authentic United States adjudication is produced showing that a competent U.S. body formally exonerated,
acquitted, or rehabilitated Brazaitis, the central American-record finding must be revised.

¢ If the complete U.S. file materially alters the present understanding of the administrative disposition, the
description of the U.S. process must be revised to the extent the primary record requires.

¢ If LGGRTC produces a dated, complete correction made before this filing that removes the U.S.-Department-of-
Justice rehabilitation proposition from every relevant public and official instrument, the persistence finding must
be narrowed from the date of correction.

e [f the Ministry produces the communication showing exactly what LGGRTC said had been corrected before 12
May 2026, that communication must replace inference about the Ministry’s informational basis.

e If the Ministry produces records showing that it independently reviewed the full 1941 documentary record,
including material and acts after 12 July 1941, before issuing the 12 May 2026 letter, the concern that its
historical account depended materially on an incomplete LGGRTC presentation must be narrowed or withdrawn.

¢ If page No. 2969 or the surviving rehabilitation statement on page No. 3058 is corrected after this filing, the
record should be dated and the correction foregrounded rather than treated as if it had never existed.

o If the 2009 award file shows that no American-exoneration proposition was considered in the decoration process,
no such linkage will be inferred.

¢ If IHRA determines on a reasoned record that the documented conduct does not fall within its distortion or
rehabilitation tools, the IHRA characterization sought here must be narrowed or withdrawn to the extent of that
determination.
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e If LGGRTC produces a pre-2018 request for, receipt of, and documented review of the complete CO 703.951
file, the concern that its categorical American-exoneration language rested on an unretrieved partial file must be
narrowed to whatever source-use or interpretation issue remains after that production.

¢ If Lithuania produces materially comparable LGGRTC examples in which procedural ambiguity, non-conviction,
or insufficient evidence was consistently treated with equal caution when the result was adverse to a Lithuanian
historical figure, the claimed one-direction methodological asymmetry must be narrowed.

XVII. Requested IHRA process

1. Register and preserve this revised submission as the current Brazaitis evidentiary statement linked to the
petition of 28 May 2026 and the Brazaitis supplement of 19 August 2026.

2. Refer the matter to the Academic Working Group, the Committee on Antisemitism and Holocaust Denial,
and the Committee on the Holocaust, Genocide, and Crimes Against Humanity, or to the expert bodies the
ITHRA Chair and Secretary General consider appropriate.

3. Invite a document-specific written response from the Republic of Lithuania addressing the U.S.
administrative disposition, the 2019 prosecutorial acknowledgment, the May 2026 ministerial concession,
the 26 August edit, and the surviving public statements.

4. Encourage preservation and production of the non-privileged working files and inter-institutional
communications needed to reproduce the correction history, recording non-production only as an
evidentiary boundary and not as proof of intent.

5. Invite Lithuania to state whether Letters Nos. 55R-21 and 14R-82 and public pages Nos. 2969 and 3058
remain authoritative, and if not, to identify the correcting instrument and effective date.

6. Ask Lithuania to explain what it understands the 1974—1975 United States proceedings to have established
and to identify any American adjudication it says supports the words exoneration or rehabilitation.

7. If IHRA finds non-compliance with its distortion or rehabilitation standards, invite a defined corrective
process and transparent reissuance or correction of the relevant public and official instruments.

8. Preserve the right to supplement if the MFA, LGGRTC, prosecutor, archive, United States agencies, or other
custodians produce documents that materially narrow or alter this record.

9. Ask the Republic of Lithuania to state whether it considers the documented Brazaitis correction history
compatible with the Stockholm Declaration, the Working Definition, the 2020 Ministerial Declaration, and the
Statement on Rehabilitation, distinguishing standards by date.

10. If IHRA identifies a compliance defect, use graduated measures first: source production, independent expert
review, dated public correction, and a defined opportunity to cure before considering any further status-related
consequence permitted by IHRA’s rules.

11. Invite a cross-case methodological audit of the Brazaitis, Gewecke, Bub, Schleef, Noreika, and §kirpa
records to determine whether LGGRTC applies a consistent rule to acquittals, dismissals, discontinuances,
insufficient-evidence dispositions, administrative closures, and convictions, regardless of whether the procedural
outcome supports or undermines a favorable Lithuanian national-memory narrative.

XVIIIL. Document-specific questions for Lithuania

e What United States adjudication, if any, is said to have exonerated or rehabilitated Brazaitis? Identify the issuing
authority, date, docket or file reference, and text.
¢ What exact correction did the Ministry of Foreign Affairs mean on 12 May 2026 when it wrote that the legally
imprecise “complete exoneration” wording “has since been corrected”?
¢ What communication did LGGRTC provide to the Ministry to support that statement, and on what date?
¢ Did the Ministry independently review the full 1941 documentary record, including acts after 12 July 1941,
before issuing the 12 May 2026 reply? If so, identify the records reviewed and the officials or experts who
performed that review.
e If the Ministry relied materially on an LGGRTC factual briefing, will it now review that briefing against the
complete documentary chronology and state whether the information supplied to it was complete and accurate?
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¢ Why does page No. 3058 still state that Brazaitis was rehabilitated by the United States Department of Justice
while a later sentence on the same page was narrowed on 26 August 20267
¢ Why does page No. 2969 continue to state that Brazaitis was rehabilitated by the U.S. Justice Department?
¢ Do Letters Nos. 55R-21 and 14R-82 remain in force without qualification? If not, identify the withdrawal,
correction, or reissue.
® Who authorized the 26 August 2026 edit, what sources were reviewed, and what rule determined which
formulations were changed and which were retained?
e What is the current governmental position on LGGRTC’s 22 December 2020 description of Representative
Sherman’s correction as a politician’s opinion rather than a new historical source or circumstance?
e What action, if any, did Lithuania or LGGRTC take in response to the April 2019 THRA expert invitation to
acknowledge and condemn the relevant wartime conduct and engage in open dialogue and joint research?
¢ What historical, reputational, or legal vetting supported the 2009 state decoration, and did that vetting rely on a
claimed American exoneration or rehabilitation?
¢ What is the status of MFA request No. 2-15744 and what records can be produced concerning the May 2026
correction and the underlying U.S. file?
¢  Before publishing the 'complete exoneration' and U.S.-Department-of-Justice rehabilitation claims, did LGGRTC
request, obtain, or review the complete INS/USCIS administrative file CO 703.9517? If so, produce the request,
response, file inventory, and source-use record.
e If LGGRTC did not possess the complete CO 703.951 file, what research methodology justified converting the
surviving subset into categorical exoneration or rehabilitation language?
e What written source-completeness, peer-review, or quality-control rule applies when LGGRTC uses a foreign
criminal or administrative proceeding as favorable historical evidence concerning Holocaust-era actors?
e  Will LGGRTC or the Ministry now seek the complete American file independently and reassess the public record
if the full file materially changes, narrows, or complicates the partial record previously relied upon?
¢  What documentary completeness standard did LGGRTC apply before treating the U.S. administrative record as
affirmative exoneration or rehabilitation, and where is that standard recorded?
¢ Did LGGRTC review the 2001 edition of the Provisional Government protocols it had itself published, including
the post-12 July acts, before using the American inquiry as favorable evidence?
e  What weight did Lithuania give, if any, to the 2010 Laurinavi¢ius—Rudis memorandum when later state
institutions presented the American result as favorable historical authority?
¢  What institutional mechanism now exists to ensure that a state historical pronouncement is revisited when later
archival retrieval or official legal clarification materially changes the evidentiary record?
e What written methodological rule does LGGRTC apply when converting foreign criminal or administrative
outcomes into historical propositions such as 'acquitted,' 'exonerated,' or 'rehabilitated," and can Lithuania identify
comparable cases where that rule operated in a direction adverse to a Lithuanian historical figure?

XIX. Positionality and disclosure

I am the complainant in the Lithuanian notice and prosecutorial record described above, the petitioner in the
IHRA sequence beginning on 28 May 2026, and a litigant in related Lithuanian proceedings. I am not a neutral
observer and do not present myself as one. Documents authored by me are used to establish notice, chronology,
requests, and procedural posture; the principal factual findings are tied to governmental, prosecutorial, archival,
or other independently identifiable records.

I am also a doctoral candidate in Holocaust and Genocide Studies at Gratz College. If this matter is referred to
an IHRA expert body whose chair or member has an institutional connection to Gratz, I request whatever
disclosure, reassignment, or recusal step IHRA considers appropriate. I seek no favorable consideration from
that relationship.

I applied for the post of Director General of LGGRTC in February 2026 and again in July 2026 and was not
selected. I disclose that interest here.

XX. Principal documentary source map
Original THRA petition, 28 May 2026: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/IHRA-Petition-Gochin-5-28-26.pdf
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Original Brazaitis supplemental submission, 19 August 2026:

https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/IHRA Supplemental Submission Brazaitis 2026-08-19.pdf

LGGRTC Letter No. 55R-21, 26 February 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Gonocide-Reply-2018-02-26-
Holocaust-interpretation.pdf

LGGRTC Letter No. 14R-82, 11 October 2018: https.//static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/4.-2018-10-11-Lietuvos-
gyventoju-genocido-ir-rezistencijos-tyrimo-centro-rastas-Nr.-14R-82.pdf

LGGRTC page No. 2969 — live page: https://www.genocid.lt/centras/[t/2969/a/ | TOI preservation capture: https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Regarding-the-provision-of-information.pdf

LGGRTC page No. 3058: https://www.genocid.lt/centras/It/3058/a/

Representative Brad Sherman correspondence compilation, 2019-2026:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Congress-on-Brazaitis.pdf

Vilnius prosecutor refusal, 2 December 2019: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/04/2020-05-20_035122-Decision.pdf
MFA reply to Representative Sherman, 12 May 2026: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/06/Letter-to-Rep.-Sherman.pdf
Annotated August 2026 correction comparison:

https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/LGGRTC Annotated Exhibit 2026-08-30.png

24 September 2026 prosecutorial refusal, AP-29927/AP-29972:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Lithuania_Prosecutor Refusal AP-29927 AP-29972 2026-09-24.pdf

2012 congressional protest concerning Brazaitis reburial: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/2012-Congress-letter-on-

Brazaitis.pdf
Ombudsman complaint, 16 March 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Letter Ombudsman_Brazaitis 20180316-1.pdf

Ombudsman filing challenging 55R-21 and 14R-82, 12 December 2018:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/20181212 Letter Brazaitis Ombudsman GC.pdf

LGGRTC litigation pleading, 1 October 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/1t-govt-defense.pdf

Formal correction demand, 26 November 2020: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/On-Brazaitis-Exoneration_Grant-
Arthur-Gochin_Nov-26-2020.pdf

Presidential Decree No. 1K-1907, 26 June 2009: https://www.infolex.lt/ta/32397

IHRA Working Definition of Holocaust Denial and Distortion: https://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/working-definition-
holocaust-denial-distortion

THRA Statement on Rehabilitation: https://holocaustremembrance.com/statements/ihra-statement-on-rehabilitation

2020 IHRA Ministerial Declaration: https://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/2020-ihra-ministerial-declaration

2019 IHRA expert statement concerning LGGRTC: https://holocaustremembrance.com/statements/statement-center-study-genocide-
resistance-lithuania

IHRA Lithuania country page: https://holocaustremembrance.com/countries/lithuania

Current LGGRTC Act — preamble / current consolidated text: https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legal Act/lt/TAD/TAIS.40706/asr

LGGRTC 2025 activity report: https://www.genocid.lt/centras/It/4914/a/

Applicant's USCIS FOIA request for complete Brazaitis administrative file: 5 September 2026, CO 703.951 / AS 222 100 S/CJ (C), held by
applicant.

LGGRTC Letter No. 14R-51, 11 July 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/GC _reply Skirpa 20180711-1.pdf
LGGRTC court pleading, 1 October 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/It-govt-defense.pdf

2012 Sherman/Waxman/Berman protest: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/2012-Congress-letter-on-Brazaitis.pdf
2010 Laurinavicius—Rudis memorandum / honors scans: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Brazaitis-scans.pdf

2012 Lithuanian open letter concerning reburial: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/8.-Atviras-laiskas-del-J.-
Ambrazeviciaus-B.kilmingo-perlaidojimo-Bernardinai.lt .pdf

THRA Membership and Application Procedure: https://holocaustremembrance.com/who-we-are/member-countries/membership-and-
application-procedure

Stockholm Declaration: https://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/stockholm-declaration

Eilberg letter to Stanley A. Gecys, 13 January 1975 — TOI preservation copy: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/1975-
letter.pdf

DELFI publication, 8 March 2019 — “Genocido tyrimo centras nepasiduos vulgariam spaudimui”:
https://www.delfi.lt/news/ringas/politics/Iggrtc-genocido-tyrimo-centras-nepasiduos-vulgariam-spaudimui.d ?id=80566671

LGGRTC 2019 archive listing (page 3149): https://www.genocid.lt/centras/It/3149/a/

LGGRTC 2001 Provisional Government source edition — Lituanistika: https://www.lituanistika.lt/content/21407

1 August 1941 Regulations on the Status of Jews — preservation scan: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/5.-Zydu-padeties-
nuostatai-LCVA-f1075-a2-b5-154A.pdf

International Commission conclusions, 20 April 2005: https://www.komisija.lt/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Approved-Conclusions Persecution-
and-Mass-Murder-of-Lithuanian-Jews.pdf
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https://www.genocid.lt/centras/lt/3149/a/
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https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/1975-letter.pdf
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/1975-letter.pdf
https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/TAIS.40706/asr
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/06/Letter-to-Rep.-Sherman.pdf
https://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/stockholm-declaration
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https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/03/Brazaitis-scans.pdf
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/2012-Congress-letter-on-Brazaitis.pdf
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/lt-govt-defense.pdf
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/GC_reply_Skirpa_20180711-1.pdf
https://www.genocid.lt/centras/lt/4914/a/
https://holocaustremembrance.com/countries/lithuania
https://holocaustremembrance.com/statements/statement-center-study-genocide-resistance-lithuania
https://holocaustremembrance.com/statements/statement-center-study-genocide-resistance-lithuania
https://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/2020-ihra-ministerial-declaration
https://holocaustremembrance.com/statements/ihra-statement-on-rehabilitation
https://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/working-definition-holocaust-denial-distortion
https://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/working-definition-holocaust-denial-distortion
https://www.infolex.lt/ta/32397
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Lithuania_Prosecutor_Refusal_AP-29927_AP-29972_2026-09-24.pdf
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/LGGRTC_Annotated_Exhibit_2026-08-30.png
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/04/2020-05-20_035122-Decision.pdf
https://www.genocid.lt/centras/lt/3058/a/
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Gonocide-Reply-2018-02-26-Holocaust-interpretation.pdf
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Gonocide-Reply-2018-02-26-Holocaust-interpretation.pdf
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/IHRA_Supplemental_Submission_Brazaitis_2026-08-19.pdf
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Dieckmann—SuZiedélis study: https://www.komisija.lt/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/S.SuziedelisC.Dieckmann_Mass-Killings United-version.pdf
Finnish Foreign Ministry file 5C10 — “Liettuan oloista”: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/5C10-Liettuan-oloista.pdf
Certified Seimas Human Rights Committee response package, September 2026:

https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Seimas HRC Response 2026-09-22 Gochin _with English Translation.pdf

U.S. Department of State 2012 International Religious Freedom Report — Lithuania (ECoi mirror):
https://www.ecoi.net/en/document/1342475.html

IHRA, Understanding Holocaust Distortion: Contexts, Influences and
Examples:https://www.holocaustremembrance.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Understanding-Holocaust-Distortion-Contexts-Influences-and-
Examples-IHRA.pdf

LGGRTC 2012 Brazaitis publication: https://www.genocid.lt/UserFiles/File/Titulinis/2012/20120525 brazaiti.pdf

MFAV/INS nine-page package with American enclosures, August preservation copy:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/Letter-to-Rep.-Sherman.pdf

Current LGGRTC Regulations, Seimas Resolution No. XIV-2987, §8.1.5:
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/leqalAct/608ec1607bff11efabdbb4alfc8b0b63

LGGRTC response No. 14R, 11 February 2020 (English translation): https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Atsakymas-
Gochinui-i-01-16 _en.pdf

LGGRTC memorandum on Jonas Noreika, 17 December 2019: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Annex-No-46-
GRRCL-2019-December-memorandum-second-memorandum-on-Jonas-Noreika.pdf

Justiz und NS-Verbrechen, proceeding No. 722 (Gewecke/Bub): https://junsv.nl/junsv-01/junsv/brd/brdfiles/brd722.htm
Bundesgerichtshof, 26 January 1971, 5 StR 631/70: https://dejure.org/1971,6855

Signed Gewecke-Bub submission to the Prosecutor General, 18 September 2026:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/LT General Prosecutor Gewecke Bub LGGRTC Statement 2026-09-

18 signed.pdf

Signed Schleef supplement, 24 September 2026: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/AP-30803 M-2-02-00837-

26 _Schleef Papildymas 2026-09-24 signed.pdf

Schleef preservation record: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Schleef.pdf

Respectfully submitted,

Grant Arthur Gochin

Citizen of the Republic of Lithuania
24 September 2026

25 Sep 2026
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REVISED AND UPDATED SUBMISSION
FOR TRANSMISSION TO THE
INTERNATIONAL HOLOCAUST REMEMBRANCE ALLIANCE

The Skirpa Determination

State historical method, undisclosed favorable premises, documentary continuity,
attribution, and persistence after notice and correction

Submitted by Grant Arthur Gochin | 24 September 2026

To Arvydas Daunoravic¢ius, Head of the Republic of
Lithuania's Delegation to the International Holocaust
Remembrance Alliance (IHRA), Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the Republic of Lithuania

Email arvydas.daunoravicius@urm.lt
Applicant Grant Arthur Gochin, citizen of the Republic of Lithuania
Purpose Transmission to the IHRA Chair, Secretary General, and

relevant expert bodies for internal consideration

Status Revised Skirpa-only evidentiary submission. It
supersedes the factual presentation of the Skirpa
supplemental submission of 19 August 2026, but does not
withdraw the petition of 28 May 2026 or the formal
Lithuanian-delegation transmission request of 24

September 2026.
Language English
Requested handling Transmission without alteration or endorsement;

preservation of the record; written confirmation of the
route taken.

Executive request

I ask Lithuania's Head of Delegation to transmit this revised Skirpa submission, without alteration and
without any requirement that the Lithuanian delegation endorse it, to the [HRA Chair, the Secretary
General, and the expert bodies competent to consider Holocaust distortion, rehabilitation, historical
research, and archival access. I ask that it be registered with the documentary sequence that began with
my petition of 28 May 2026 and that I receive written confirmation of the route taken.

This redraft is narrower than the version reviewed after the 19 August filing: it is exclusively about
Kazys Skirpa and the Lithuanian state's historical treatment of the Skirpa record. It draws on separately
filed matters only where they bear directly on the Skirpa reasoning.

The reason for redrafting rather than merely forwarding the August filing is that the Skirpa record has
materially expanded. The August submission deliberately excluded a still-developing documentary-
transmission study. Since then, primary archival images, an official Seimas file, two 1939 scholarly
source leads with precise archival locators, and Finnish Foreign Ministry material have become
available or have been organized into a reproducible chain. The revised submission incorporates those
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developments while retaining the same limiting principle: IHRA is being asked to examine state
historical method and correction practice, not to convict Kazys Skirpa of a crime.

This filing also preserves the membership-status question raised by my petition of 28 May 2026. My
allegation is not limited to one disputed historical conclusion. I contend that the Skirpa record forms part
of a recurrent institutional pattern in which a state historical body used favorable reasoning that was not
disclosed, applied inconsistent attribution thresholds, relied on a foreign 'exoneration' premise later
conceded to be legally imprecise, and failed to publish a complete corrective re-weighting after notice.

I characterize the cumulative LGGRTC record as a sustained and extensive pattern of Holocaust
distortion. I do not ask the Lithuanian delegation itself to accept that characterization. I ask IHRA to test
the documented conduct against its own Working Definition, the Stockholm Declaration, the 2020
Ministerial Declaration, the Statement on Rehabilitation, and the Alliance's guidance on distortion, and
to determine the institutional consequences, if any, if non-compliance is found and remains uncured.

I. Scope and express limits

This filing asks whether the reasoning and correction practice of a state historical institution concerning
the founder and leader of the Berlin Lithuanian Activist Front should be examined under IHRA's tools
on Holocaust distortion and rehabilitation.

¢ No criminal conviction or finding of criminal guilt is requested.

e No claim is made that Skirpa was physically present at, directed, or participated in the mass
shootings in Lithuania while he remained in Berlin.

e No claim is made that Skirpa personally drafted every sentence of every LAF document.

e No request is made that IHRA decide whether a street, plaque, or other memorial should bear his
name.

e No private intent or dishonesty is attributed to any named Lithuanian official. The complaint
concerns institutional source use, disclosed reasoning, correction, and reproducibility.

e Immediate authorship, organizational leadership, authorization, circulation, retrospective knowledge,
political responsibility, and operational responsibility are treated as separate propositions and are not
collapsed into one another.

[ 'am not a lawyer. Legal references are included to identify standards invoked in Lithuanian state
records and IHRA instruments; this submission is principally an evidentiary and institutional-method
filing.

I1. Procedural route to the Lithuanian IHRA delegation

IHRA's current Lithuania country page identifies Arvydas Daunoravicius of the Ministry of Foreign
Aftairs as Head of Lithuania's national delegation. Earlier correspondence from the IHRA Secretariat
stated that there is no process for external submission of petitions, and the German [HRA route
subsequently recommended that I direct the matter to the national delegation corresponding to my
citizenship. I am a citizen of the Republic of Lithuania. A separate signed request of 24 September 2026
therefore asks the Lithuanian delegation to transmit the documentary complaint into IHRA's internal
process without requiring the delegation to endorse it.

IHRA Lithuania country page: https://holocaustremembrance.com/countries/lithuania

Formal Lithuanian-delegation transmission request, 24 September 2026: https.//static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/IHRA_Lithuania_Formal Request BILINGUAL LT AUTHENTIC 2026-09-24_signed.pdf
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IT1. Applicable IHRA framework

The Working Definition of Holocaust Denial and Distortion identifies, among other forms of distortion,
intentional efforts to excuse or minimize the impact of the Holocaust or its principal elements, including
the role of collaborators and allies of Nazi Germany. The 2020 Statement on Rehabilitation condemns
attempts to rehabilitate the reputations of persons complicit in the crimes of the Holocaust and calls for
open and accurate engagement with national histories. This submission does not presuppose that those
standards have been violated; it asks IHRA to examine the documented state method against its own
framework.

IHRA had already addressed this institution before the present filing. In April 2019, chairs and recent
chairs of IHRA expert bodies expressed grave concern about LGGRTC's treatment of Jonas Noreika and
invoked the Alliance's distortion framework. That statement is not a merits decision in the Skirpa matter,
but it shows that the institutional source-method problem falls within a field IHRA has previously
examined.

ITHRA Working Definition of Holocaust Denial and Distortion: hitps://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/working-definition-

holocaust-denial-distortion

IHRA Statement on Rehabilitation: htips://holocaustremembrance.com/statements/ihra-statement-on-rehabilitation

THRA 2019 statement concerning LGGRTC: hitps://holocaustremembrance.com/statements/statement-center-study-genocide-

resistance-lithuania

IHRA's later guidance illustrates how the Working Definition's item (a) applies to national narratives. Its
'Understanding Holocaust Distortion' resource states that portraying the Holocaust as irrelevant to a
nation's history because it was a Nazi German organized crime can be distortion when that framing
ignores the roles of local collaborators. I rely on that guidance only as an interpretive aid to item (a), not
as a separate binding rule.

IHRA, Understanding Holocaust Distortion: Contexts, Influences and Examples: https.//www.holocaustremembrance.com/wp-
content/uploads/2023/09/Understanding-Holocaust-Distortion-Contexts-Influences-and-Examples-IHRA.pdf

IV. Membership-compliance question: whether Lithuania continues to satisfy the
commitments on which IHRA membership is based

IHRA's Membership and Application Procedure states that new Member Countries are welcomed on the
basis of adherence to the Stockholm Declaration of 28 January 2000 and the 2020 IHRA Ministerial
Declaration. Lithuania's country page records that Lithuania joined the I[HRA in 2002. I therefore
distinguish the standards by time: the 2015 Skirpa determination is assessed against the Stockholm
Declaration and the Working Definition adopted by IHRA Member Countries in 2013; the 2024 report
and post-2020 persistence or correction practice are also assessed against the 2020 Ministerial
Declaration and the 2020 Statement on Rehabilitation.

IHRA Membership and Application Procedure: hitps://holocaustremembrance.com/who-we-are/member-countries/membership-
and-application-procedure

IHRA Lithuania country page: https.//holocaustremembrance.com/countries/lithuania

The public materials I have located explain admission but do not publish a dedicated external procedure
for suspension, downgrade, or expulsion of an existing Member Country. The current admission
procedure also says that consensus is sought on applications. I do not assume from that text either that
Lithuania's consent would be required for every later status measure or that it would not be. I ask [HRA
to identify the governing procedure and, before any status sanction, to identify graduated measures that
can lawfully be taken without prejudging that procedural question—for example, an expert-body
assessment, a Chair's request for a written response, placement of the matter on a Plenary agenda, and
defined corrective benchmarks, if IHRA's rules permit them.
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The current application procedure also states that a candidate country should satisfy IHRA that
Holocaust-period archives are open for research, that there is or will be academic, educational, and
public examination of the country's Holocaust-era past, and that the applicant endorses previous IHRA
decisions. I use those provisions as evidence of IHRA's present membership baseline, not as a claim that
the exact current application procedure governed Lithuania's 2002 accession or that any single later
defect automatically terminates membership.

LGGRTC's conduct is state conduct for purposes of this request. Lithuanian law establishes the Centre
as a state budget institution and assigns the Seimas the owner's rights and duties. Report No. 9R-598 was
prepared within LGGRTC's delegated functions for an interinstitutional state commemoration process;
the 24 September 2026 prosecutorial decision expressly records that delegated-function setting; and on
12 May 2026 the Ministry of Foreign Affairs relayed LGGRTC's position to the United States Congress.
I therefore ask IHRA to evaluate the conduct as part of the Republic's institutional record, without
attributing private intent to individual officials.

Current LGGRTC statute (e-Seimas): https.//e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/It/TAD/TAIS.40706/asr

A. The allegation presented for IHRA determination

The allegation advanced is that the record now goes beyond an ordinary dispute among historians. The
controlled Skirpa file documents: an admitted undisclosed favorable evidentiary basis; a Seimas
Ombudsman transparency finding; reuse of a foreign 'complete exoneration' proposition while the same
state instrument reproduced narrower American language; a later Foreign Ministry concession that the
proposition was legally imprecise; only partial public correction; a 2024 state report that preserved
favorable architecture without publishing a consistent attribution rule; and primary-source objections
that had been on formal notice since 2017.

The broader May 28 petition characterizes LGGRTC's conduct as a longer-running institutional
distortion problem. This Skirpa filing independently documents the controlled period from 2015 through
2026, with earlier 1994-1995 state-memory context. It should therefore not be read as independent proof
of every broader allegation in the May petition; it is a document-specific case study that [HRA can test.

B. IHRA commitments potentially implicated by the Skirpa record

Temporal scope

IHRA standard /
membership baseline

Documented Skirpa/LGGRTC issue

Question for IHRA

Membership baseline;
current procedure
(Lithuania joined
2002)

Current application procedure:
adherence to Stockholm;
Holocaust-period archives open
for research; academic,
educational and public
examination of the national
Holocaust-era past; endorsement
of previous IHRA decisions.

The primary archival chain is increasingly
public, but the source-use and working-
file record behind 9R-598 has not been
produced in this record. The working file
is not itself a 1933-1950 archive; its
relevance is to reproducibility and
public/academic examination.

Whether current Lithuanian practice
remains consistent with the membership
baseline IHRA now articulates, without
treating admission conditions as an
automatic expulsion rule.

2015 determination:
Stockholm 2000 +
Working Definition
adopted 2013

Stockholm §3 and Working
Definition item (a): uphold
Holocaust truth; scrutinize
intentional efforts to excuse or
minimize the Holocaust or its
principal elements, including the
role of collaborators and allies of
Nazi Germany.

The 2015 determination acknowledged
LAF antisemitism and expulsion policy,
used favorable premises not disclosed in
the published reasoning, and bounded the
adverse record through expulsion-versus-
genocide and other limiting propositions.

Whether the 2015 method, on the
evidence and any intent threshold IHRA
applies, falls within item (a) or otherwise
conflicts with Stockholm §3.

2015 and 2024

Stockholm §§4-5: strengthen
Holocaust education,
remembrance and research;
encourage study of the Holocaust
in all its dimensions.

Adverse LAF material is present, but the
published state reports do not state a
reproducible rule explaining why adverse
organizational evidence is subjected to
stricter attribution than some favorable
material.

Whether the published method supports
study 'in all its dimensions' or narrows the
record through an unstated weighting
rule.

2015 and 2024

Stockholm §7: throw light on
obscured aspects of the

Relevant archival texts are now publicly
preserved; the dispute concerns how they

Whether Lithuania should be invited to
disclose the research apparatus necessary
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Holocaust and facilitate archival
access.

were selected, attributed and weighed,
and the internal source-use record has not
been produced here.

for independent testing of the state
determination.

Post-2020 persistence;
2024 report; 2026
correction practice

2020 Ministerial Declaration §7:
governments accept
responsibility to work together to
counter Holocaust denial and
distortion.

After the 2018 transparency finding, the
State retained a favorable Skirpa
determination; in 2026 one favorable
premise was conceded legally imprecise
and only partial public correction has
been identified.

Whether the post-2020 persistence and
correction response constitute adequate
action to counter distortion if IHRA finds
distortion present.

Post-2020 2020 Ministerial Declaration §8: Report No. 9R-598 was state historical Whether the report and its source method
promote education, remembrance | work prepared for a contemporary meet the research and anti-distortion
and research to counter historical | commemoration process. standard the Declaration seeks to
distortion. advance.

Post-2020 2020 Ministerial Declaration §9: LVIII, LXIV, item 18, the 1939 Whether the State's treatment safeguards
safeguard the historical record, antecedents, and gkirpa's OWN Cross- the collaborator record in full or
including thf: rol§ of fascist and reference bear on the political systematically di§c0gnts evidence. -
(e))t(ltlgc;rx;zi&ag;(;ziit partners and program and organizational record of relevant to organizational responsibility.

' the Berlin LAF. Report No. 9R-598
expressly states on p. 5 that the
'Jewish problem' was proposed to be
solved not by genocide but by
expulsion from Lithuania; the 2015
determination uses the same limiting
distinction at pp. 4-6.

Post-2020 2020 Ministerial Declaration Specific primary archival records are Whether preservation and access are

§10: identify, preserve and make
available archival material and
testimony.

identified and publicly preserved, while
the internal source list, drafts, provenance
analysis and reviewer record behind 9R-
598 remain requested.

sufficient for independent verification,
distinguishing Holocaust-era archives
from later institutional working records.

Post-2020; hortatory
text read with §9 and
Rehabilitation

Ministerial Declaration §11
encourages countries and
societies to address their pasts

The Ombudsman found a transparency
failure; a favorable premise was later
corrected by the Foreign Ministry; no

Whether Lithuania's post-2020 response
meets the open-and-accurate-history
standard IHRA encourages, while

Statement openly and accurately; the public reissued Skirpa determination with | recognizing that §11 is hortatory rather
Rehabilitation Statement applies fresh weighting has been identified. than framed as a mandatory clause.
that principle directly to
rehabilitation concerns.

Post-2020 IHRA Statement on The record links Skirpa to leadership of Whether this evidence reaches the

Rehabilitation: condemn
rehabilitation of persons
complicit in Holocaust crimes;
promote research, public
awareness and political
responsibility; engage accurately
with national histories.

the Berlin LAF; his manuscript expressly
links him retrospectively to LXIV; item
18 contains a first-person initiative
statement; LXIV calls for collective
expulsion, expropriation and civic
exclusion. The 2019 IHRA statement
treated documented ghettoization and
expropriation as material to a
rehabilitation analysis.

Statement's complicity/rehabilitation
threshold is for IHRA to decide; this
filing does not concede that threshold in
advance.

C. Why the 2019 IHRA statement matters to the membership question

On 11 April 2019, IHRA's expert leadership publicly addressed the same Lithuanian state institution.
The signature block opened with Ambassador Georges Santer, then IHRA Chair; Professor Yehuda
Bauer, Honorary Chair; and Dr. Wichert ten Have, IHRA Adviser, followed by current and former
chairs of the expert bodies. They described LGGRTC's 27 March 2019 Noreika text as the latest in a
series of attempts to rehabilitate his reputation and stressed the documentary record of his key role in
ghettoization and expropriation of Jewish property. The Skirpa record is not identical, but the
comparison is methodologically relevant: the 2015 determination treats expulsion rather than genocide
as a limiting distinction (2015 determination, pp. 4-6), and Report No. 9R-598 repeats that proposition
expressly on p. 5. The 2019 statement was not a membership ruling and did not decide Skirpa's case. It
did, however, put the same institution on public IHRA notice that rehabilitation analysis must engage
the full collaborator record rather than neutralize it through a narrowing frame.
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IHRA 2019 statement concerning LGGRTC: https.//holocaustremembrance.com/statements/statement-center-study-genocide-

resistance-lithuania

D. Membership status is a compliance question, not a historical verdict

I ask a compliance question rather than a political verdict on Lithuania as a whole: whether the
documented conduct of a Member Country's state historical institution, together with the State's
oversight and correction response, remains compatible with the commitments IHRA associates with
membership. If IHRA finds non-compliance, the next questions are what cure is required, whether cure
has occurred, and which procedural measures are available under the Alliance's rules.

I preserve the relief requested in my petition of 28 May 2026: review, corrective action, and—if IHRA
itself finds material, continuing, uncured non-compliance and determines that its governing procedures
permit such measures—consideration of suspension, downgrade, or revocation of Member-Country
status. I do not state that any one of those outcomes is mandatory under a published rule.

E. Requested compliance determination

I ask IHRA to make a reasoned, document-specific determination on the following points:

e Which Stockholm Declaration and 2020 Ministerial Declaration commitments are engaged by the
Skirpa record?

e Whether the documented conduct meets the Working Definition of Holocaust Denial and Distortion,
including any intent element IHRA considers necessary.

e Whether the 2018 Ombudsman finding, the 2026 Foreign Ministry correction, and the absence of an
identified reissued Skirpa determination constitute adequate cure.

e Whether the 2024 Report No. 9R-598 is methodologically reproducible under a single attribution
standard applied to favorable and adverse evidence.

e What corrective measures Lithuania should be invited to take if IHRA finds non-compliance.

e What membership-status consequences, if any, IHRA's rules permit if a Member Country is found
materially and persistently non-compliant and refuses or fails to cure.

V. The state determination and the institutional question

The 2015 Skirpa determination is not a document of simple concealment. The official record, preserved
in the 2026 Seimas production as LGGRTC letter No. 13R-267 of 25 September 2015, acknowledges
manifestations of antisemitism in the Berlin LAF, identifies Skirpa as its leader, reproduces anti-Jewish
organizational language, and states that LAF proclamations may have helped create conditions in which
some Lithuanians became involved in Nazi criminal orders. It nevertheless reaches a favorable overall
institutional treatment by emphasizing expulsion rather than genocide, absence of prewar knowledge of
total extermination, and Skirpa's physical separation from the VII Fort killings because he remained in
Berlin (2015 determination, pp. 4-6).

In 2024 LGGRTC issued Report No. 9R-598 in connection with the interinstitutional process concerning
a proposed Skirpa plaque in Vilnius. The report is not identical to the 2015 instrument and it reproduces
substantial adverse material. The methodological objection is therefore not that adverse evidence
disappeared. It is that the attribution and weighting rules remain unstated and difficult to reproduce.

The carry-forward from the 2015 determination to Report No. 9R-598 is independently testable in three
specific limiting propositions: (1) the distinction between expulsion and genocide (2015 determination,
pp. 4-6; Report No. 9R-598, p. 5); (2) the proposition that Berlin LAF members lacked prewar
knowledge of a Nazi plan to exterminate all Jews (2015 determination, pp. 4—6; Report No. 9R-598, p.
5); and (3) the separation of Skirpa from the VII Fort killings by reference to his Berlin location and
absence from Lithuania (2015 determination, pp. 4-6; Report No. 9R-598, p. 7). The relevance of this
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continuity is that the earlier determination had an admitted undisclosed evidentiary basis and an
Ombudsman transparency finding.

The 2024 report also has a defined institutional authorship chain. LGGRTC's public notice identifies
historian Dr. Alfredas RukSénas as the report's preparer, and the report itself carries Director General Dr.
Ariinas Bubnys in the signature block. The prosecutor's decision of 24 September 2026 independently
describes the same chain: the report was prepared within LGGRTC's delegated functions by historian
Dr. Alfredas Ruksénas and signed by Director General Dr. Artinas Bubnys. I state this only to identify
authorship and institutional issuance; no inference about either man's private intent is drawn from it.

2015 LGGRTC S'kirpa determination: https://www.genocid.lt/UserFiles/File/Pazymos/201510_skirpa_pazyma0l.pdf
Preservation copy of Report No. 9R-598: https.//static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/07/20240808 _skirpa_pazyma.pdf

VI. The 2018 oversight record: favorable reasoning was used but not published

A major development since the August IHRA filing is that the Seimas Human Rights Committee
produced the official 2017-2018 file. The certified electronic copy was registered by the Seimas
Chancellery on 23 September 2026 as No. S-2026-4031. It contains the Committee correspondence,
LGGRTC replies, the full Seimas Ombudsman report, the 2017 appeal and complaint, and the
Committee's later report to the Speaker.

The file records a decisive institutional fact: LGGRTC acknowledged that in preparing the Skirpa
conclusion it had taken into account circumstances that were not stated in the published conclusion. The
favorable examples identified were the asserted American 'complete exoneration' of Juozas
Ambrazevi¢ius-Brazaitis and the fact that Skirpa lived for decades in the United States without
accusation. Neither proposition concerns anything Skirpa did in Lithuania or Berlin during 1940-1941.

The Seimas Ombudsman found that the Centre failed to observe the principle of transparency, did not
provide the clear and reasoned response required by public-administration standards, recognized the
complaint regarding the Centre's officials as justified, and stated that signs of systematic improper
implementation of legal requirements could be discerned in the Centre's handling of persons' requests.

Unpublished considerations are not inherently improper. The defect here is reproducibility: a reader of
the 2015 determination could not know that these favorable foreign-state premises entered the
weighting, and the State's own oversight mechanism later identified the omission as a transparency
failure.

Seimas Human Rights Committee response package with English translation: https.//static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Seimas_HRC Response_2026-09-22 Gochin_with_English_Translation.pdf

LGGRTC Letter No. 55R-21, 26 February 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Gonocide-Reply-2018-02-
26-Holocaust-interpretation.pdf

VII The favorable American premise was used directly in the Skirpa file and later
corrected by Lithuania

The foreign-exoneration premise was not merely mentioned in an abstract oversight exchange. In
LGGRTC Letter No. 14R-51 of 11 July 2018, its substantive reply in the Skirpa matter, the Centre again
described Brazaitis as having been completely exonerated in the United States. On the same page it
reproduced the American language stating that the names had been removed from an active list and that
the investigations had been deactivated. The stronger Lithuanian proposition and the narrower American
administrative wording therefore appeared together inside the Skirpa file.

On 12 May 2026, Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs Vidmantas Verbickas wrote to U.S. Representative
Brad Sherman under Ref. (19.2.3)3-2806. The Ministry stated, on information supplied by LGGRTC,
that the Centre had acknowledged that the 'complete exoneration' formulation was legally imprecise,
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expressed regret for the wording, and recognized that administrative discontinuation of an investigation
is not equivalent to formal judicial exoneration under United States law.

That correction does not prove that the historical conclusion concerning Skirpa is false. It creates a
narrower institutional question: what does the favorable determination rest on after one of the favorable
inputs the Centre itself identified has been conceded to be legally imprecise? As of 24 September 2026, 1
have identified no public reissued Skirpa determination stating a fresh weighting without that premise.

The second undisclosed favorable premise is methodologically similar: decades of residence in the
United States without accusation is evidence about the reach, information, priorities, and archival access
of American authorities, not affirmative evidence of wartime conduct. The two premises therefore share
a source-method problem: foreign silence or administrative inaction was converted into favorable
historical evidence.

The Centre did later demonstrate that it could amend the public record. On 26 August 2026, page 3058
was visibly edited and marked "pataisyta 2026 08 26': one use of reabilituoti (‘rehabilitated') was
removed and replaced with wording that the men had been removed from the list of suspects. The
correction was partial. A separate statement on the same page continued to attribute a rehabilitation of
Brazaitis to the United States Department of Justice, and page 2969 continued to state that he had been
rehabilitated by the U.S. Justice Department.

That edit matters to the Skirpa file because the American 'complete exoneration' was one of the two
favorable circumstances LGGRTC itself said it used when explaining the Skirpa determination. The
issue is not whether every Brazaitis page belongs in a Skirpa submission; it is whether the favorable
premise actually used in the Skirpa reasoning has been fully withdrawn and the Skirpa determination re-
weighted after correction.

LGGRTC page 3058: hitps://www.genocid.lt/centras/lt/3058/a/
LGGRTC page 2969: hitps://www.genocid.lt/centras/lt/2969/a/

Annotated August 2026 correction comparison: https://static-cdn.toi-

media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/LGGRTC Annotated Exhibit 2026-08-30.png

LGGRTC Letter No. 14R-51, 11 July 2018: https.//static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/GC_reply_Skirpa_20180711-
L.pdf

MFA reply transmitted to Representative Sherman, 12 May 2026 https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/06/Letter-to-
Rep.-Sherman.pdf

VIII. The official Seimas file proves specific notice of the anti-Jewish documentary
problem in 2017

The new Seimas package resolves another question: whether the archival issues now raised were first
invented in 2026. They were not. The 2017 complaint reproduced in the official file specifically
identified the 24 March 1941 'Instructions for the Liberation of Lithuania' and a document revoking the
historic hospitality or refuge associated with Vytautas the Great. It complained that the favorable state
conclusion did not engage those materials adequately. The Ombudsman later required LGGRTC to
address the questions and arguments raised.

The state therefore had specific notice of the March 1941 documentary problem years before Report No.
9R-598 was prepared in 2024. The significance is procedural as well as historical: the 2024 report
followed a state oversight proceeding in which the same source problem had already been identified, the
Centre's handling had been criticized, and a clear reasoned response had been recommended.
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IX. The primary-source chain is now public and stronger than it was in August

Archival custody and authorship must be kept separate. LCV A fond 648 is the Lithuanian Legation in
London fond. The materials discussed below are preserved there in apyrasas 2, files b. 581 and b. 582.
Their presence in that fond establishes archival custody and provenance; it does not by itself establish
Skirpa's personal authorship of every document in the files.

A. Document LV: the 'Revocation of Hospitality to Jews' draft

The b. 582 annex index identifies Document LV, Svetingumo atSaukimas zydams ('‘Revocation of
Hospitality to Jews'), at folios 182-183 and marks it as a projektas — a draft. The 2017 complaint
quoted the document as revoking the historic right of refuge, warning Jews to leave with Soviet forces,
and threatening remaining Jews with confiscation, expulsion, court-martial, or severe punishment.
Because the primary scan of LV is not relied on here, I do not present it as an issued proclamation or as
proof of Skirpa's personal authorship. Its importance is that the disputed document was already
specifically identified to Lithuanian institutions in 2017 and is catalogued in b. 582 among the
documentary appendices preserved in the Lithuanian Legation in London fond.

B. Document LVIII: 24 March 1941 strictly secret instructions

LCVA 1. 648, ap. 2, b. 582 preserves Document LVIII, dated 24 March 1941, marked 'STRICTLY
SECRET," and titled 'Instructions for the Liberation of Lithuania.' The opening directs that its contents
be transmitted to uprising centers only orally and through completely trusted couriers. In the uprising-
preparation section it calls for intensified anti-Communist and anti-Jewish action and states the objective
of forcing all Jews to flee Lithuania with the retreating Soviet forces. Later, 'Force the Jews to flee
Lithuania' appears as a numbered operational task.

The same document states that an atmosphere should be created in which Jews could not expect even
minimum rights or a livelihood in the projected 'New Lithuania' and invokes revocation of the
hospitality associated with Vytautas the Great. This places the anti-Jewish objective inside clandestine
operational guidance, not only in public rhetoric.

Public copy — Document LVIII, fols. 188-197: https://grantgochin.com/wp-
content/uploads/2026/09/LCVA_F648 A2 B582 Document LVIII 1941-03-24_Strictly Secret Instructions.pdf

C. Document LXIV: expulsion, expropriation and civic exclusion

Document LXIV, LCVA f. 648, ap. 2, b. 582, folios 213-215, is issued in the institutional name of the
Lithuanian Activist Front. It orders every Lithuanian Jew without exception to leave Lithuania, provides
for Jewish movable and immovable property to pass into Lithuanian national ownership, declares that
Jews would have no civil rights or possibility of livelihood in the restored state, and states that the old
right of refuge associated with Vytautas the Great is 'completely and finally revoked.'

LVIII and LXIV therefore repeat materially parallel propositions: anti-Jewish mobilization, collective
removal, denial of rights and livelihood, and revocation of the Vytautas-era protection. The repetition
supports an institutional continuity inference between secret uprising preparation and the later LAF
appeal. It does not, by itself, prove personal authorship by Skirpa.

Public copy — Document LXIV, fols. 213-215: https.//grantgochin.com/wp-
content/uploads/2026/09/LCVA_F648 A2 _B582 Document_LXIV _LAF Anti-Jewish_Appeal Fols 213-215.pdf

D. Skirpa's own manuscript cross-reference

The adjacent manuscript file, LCVA f. 648, ap. 2, b. 581, provides a separate attribution link. In his own
retrospective manuscript Skirpa discusses an anti-Jewish appeal issued shortly before the German-Soviet
war and expressly directs the reader to 'Dokm. LXIV.' The evidentiary function is narrow but
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substantial: his own manuscript demonstrates retrospective knowledge of and linkage to the specific
appeal preserved in b. 582. It is not used as proof that he typed or drafted every sentence.

Skirpa memoir pp. 136-137 / Document LXIV cross-reference: https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/LCVA_F648 A2 B581 Skirpa_Memoir_ppl36-137 Document LXIV_CrossReference.pdf

E. The revocation question is concrete and falsifiable

The documentary chain now permits a narrower question than a general dispute over Skirpa's reputation.
Document LXIV states that the historic refuge associated with Vytautas the Great was 'completely and
finally revoked.' I have not identified a later act of the Republic of Lithuania that expressly identifies
that LAF revocation and repudiates it.

I do not ask IHRA to infer from my search that no such act exists. The proposition is deliberately
falsifiable: Lithuania can answer it by producing the act, identifying the institution, date and text, and
stating whether it is treated as the Republic's explicit repudiation of the LAF declaration. If such an act
is produced, the non-identification point disappears.

X. Skirpa's 1973 book supplies two direct source-use tests

A. Item 18: a first-person initiative statement

In item 18 of Skirpa's 1973 documentary survey, beginning at printed page 165, he describes an
Administracijos sudarymo pasitilymas (administrative formation proposal) given to Lt. Col. Graebe.
Point 5 names Jews, together with other persons characterized as pillars of the Soviet regime, for
immediate dismissal and, where necessary, arrest and accountability. Immediately after the eighth
introductory point, Skirpa states retrospectively that all of those introductory points were inserted on his
own initiative, without Graebe specifically asking him to do so, and explains his statehood rationale.

This statement is retrospective and must not be turned into more than it proves. Standing alone, it is not
contemporaneous proof that Skirpa personally drafted every word of the 1941 proposal, and it does not
establish operational responsibility for later killings. Its importance is methodological. If adverse
organizational material is discounted unless personally attributable to Skirpa, then his own published
first-person statement about inserting the entire eight-point package is a source that must either be
weighed or expressly distinguished.

Both the 2015 determination and Report No. 9R-598 cite the 1973 volume for other propositions. A
document-specific audit finds that neither cites printed pages 165-167, names item 18, identifies the
administrative proposal or Graebe, or discusses the first-person initiative statement. That establishes
only what the published instruments do not discuss. It does not establish what a researcher read
internally.

B. The book itself declares an omission from the March 24 instructions

At printed page 171, Skirpa expressly states that he is omitting the first four sections of the March 24
instructions, including Section IV, calls those sections orientational, and proceeds directly to what he
describes as the instruction's essential matters. The existence of the omission is therefore established by
the book itself, not inferred from a critic's comparison. The retained portion still contains anti-Jewish
language.

This does not justify a wholesale claim that the 1973 book is falsified or unusable. The correct
methodological consequence is document-specific: where LGGRTC relies on the participant-edited

1973 presentation, the underlying archival version should be checked, and the report should disclose
whether differences in scope or wording affected its assessment.

Public copy — Kazys Skirpa, Sukilimas Lietuvos suverenumui atstatyti (1973): https://grantgochin.com/wp-

content/uploads/2026/08/Sukilimas-Lietuvos-suverenumui-atstatyti-Kazys-Skirpa.pdf
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XI. Differential attribution and the untested rival-authenticity hypothesis

Report No. 9R-598 relies on a newspaper item in Draugas dated 25 June 1941 reporting that the latest
information from Berlin said Skirpa had prohibited persecution of Jews. The report then formulates its
own research question on the premise that he issued such a prohibition — asking why he prohibited
persecution rather than first establishing whether the prohibition existed. No underlying prohibition
order, transmission record, or identified original source is supplied in the report.

The methodological issue is comparative. Adverse LAF material is repeatedly subjected to personal-
authorship or direct-attribution objections, while this favorable proposition enters through a second-hand
newspaper report and is then embedded in the institution's own research question. IHRA is not asked to
decide which source should win. It is asked whether the state determination is reproducible when the
institution does not state a consistent attribution rule for favorable and adverse evidence.

The July 2018 reply adds a second source-method problem. LGGRTC reproduced Bronys Raila's
retrospective speculation that hostile actors might have supplemented LAF texts and raised the
possibility that antisemitic language had been inserted later. That possibility cannot be rejected merely
because it is exculpatory; authenticity concerns should be tested. The problem is that no published
provenance chain, contemporaneous parallel copy, forensic comparison, or document-by-document
source history supporting the later-insertion hypothesis has been identified.

The asymmetry is therefore testable: one adverse-source challenge is answered with an authenticity
hypothesis that is not publicly demonstrated, while a favorable Skirpa prohibition is accepted through a
second-hand report without an underlying order. The requested remedy is production of the working file
and statement of the evidentiary rule.

XII. The 1939 record adds antecedents before the Soviet occupation and before the LAF

Two peer-reviewed 2017 studies published by Vytautas Magnus University identify relevant 1939
archival material with precise Lithuanian archival locators. The underlying originals are not reproduced
in this submission, so I treat these as corroborative scholarly reports and retrieval leads rather than
principal primary-source findings.

Sariinas Liekis cites a Lithuanian legation report of 14 December 1939, LCVA/LCSA f. 383, ap. 7, b.
2230, fols. 5-5a, describing a conversation between Skirpa and Ernst Woermann during the Suwatki
Jewish refugee crisis. In Liekis's account, Skirpa replied that Jews were not loved in Lithuania either,
said there were already too many, stated that Lithuania could not afford refuge especially for Jews, and
suggested the Lublin area as an alternative destination. The same study records that Skirpa had earlier
intervened, at the Lithuanian government's instruction, against Germany's forcible expulsion of Jewish
refugees across the Lithuanian border. Both facts should be preserved together.

Simonas Jazavita cites a 13 March 1939 Skirpa report to Foreign Minister Juozas Urbgys, LCVA/LCSA
f. 648, ap. 1, b. 39, fols. 155-157, in which Skirpa attributed approximately ninety percent of anti-
Communist agitation to Jews. Jazavita also cites an August 1939 letter in which Urbsys objected to what
he described as Skirpa's 'openly Nazi rhetoric.' These materials matter chronologically: they make it
harder to explain the later anti-Jewish political program solely as a reaction to the Soviet occupation of
June 1940.

Sariinas Liekis, “The Suwalki T riangle. A Window into the Genocidal Future,” 2017 https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/ISSN2335-8769 2017 N _67.PG_179-189.pdf

Simonas Jazavita, “The Position of Lithuania in the Japanese-German Relationship,” 2017 hitps://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/ISSN2335-8769 2017 N_67.PG_191-213.pdf
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XIII. Finnish Foreign Ministry material adds independent contemporaneous attribution to
Skirpa

The Finnish Foreign Ministry archive now supplies several distinct layers. They should not be collapsed
into a single historical proposition.

A. The 23 July 1941 Skirpa memorandum

A Finnish legation file preserves a covering letter dated 23 July 1941 and a four-page memorandum
transmitted by Skirpa from Berlin. The covering letter materially strengthens attribution: it presents the
enclosed text as Skirpa's memorandum concerning Lithuania's current legal position and wishes. The
memorandum records a German-oriented political program, including active cooperation with Germany
in the reorganization of Europe, assistance to entering German troops, and a future place for Lithuania
within a European order led by Germany and its allies. I use this for political alignment and provenance,
not as proof that Skirpa personally authored LVIII or LXIV and not as proof of Holocaust culpability.

Finnish MFA preservation copy — Skirpa memorandum and covering letter: hitps.//static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/7-E-Skirpa-muistio.pdf

B. The September 1941 Kivimiiki transmission and Provisional Government record

The Finnish file also records a 23 September 1941 transmission associated with Skirpa to Finnish envoy
Toivo Kiviméki. The file identifies enclosures including Provisional Government Protocol No. 35 and
the 5 August 1941 memorandum to the Generalkommissar signed by Juozas Ambrazevicius and
ministers. I cite this material here only to identify the preservation and transmission record. Disputed
wording within the second Kivimaiki transmission is expressly not relied upon in this submission and
remains reserved for separate treatment.

Finnish MFA preservation copy — Lithuanian independence efforts, 1941: hitps://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/7E-Liettuan-itsenaisyyspyrkimykset-1941.pdf

C. The 1942-1943 diplomatic note

A Finnish Legation file from Bern preserves a Lithuanian diplomatic note circulated in the 1942—1943
period to governments aligned with the United Nations. It is relevant to the broader exile-diplomatic
narrative of Lithuanian sovereignty and wartime self-presentation. I do not use it as primary evidence of
Skirpa's anti-Jewish program; it is included so the diplomatic source set is not selectively described.

Finnish MFA preservation copy — Lithuanian diplomatic note, 1942—1943: https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/7E-Liettuan-nootti-1943.pdf

D. Lithuania's own stated standard of acknowledgment, 1994-1995

Two later Finnish diplomatic cables provide a useful institutional comparator. The September 1994
report records Prime Minister Adolfas SleZevicius calling for an honest and open assessment of the
persecution and killing of Jews in Lithuania, apologizing for Lithuanian participation, and coupling
acknowledgment with a stated responsibility to bring participants in persecution and murder to justice.
The March 1995 report records President Algirdas Brazauskas's apology in Israel for Lithuanians who
killed, shot, drove Jews to death and robbed them, and records commitments to systematic investigation
and review of disputed rehabilitation cases.

These are Finnish diplomatic reports of Lithuanian statements, not substitutes for the original Lithuanian
or Knesset texts, so I do not use them as exact-quotation authority. Their relevance is institutional: by
1994-1995 Lithuania's leadership was publicly articulating a standard of explicit acknowledgment,
accountability and rehabilitation review. The contemporaneous commemoration chronology is set out
once, in §XIV below; it is pre-accession context rather than an I[HRA membership violation.
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Finnish MFA / Embassy Vilnius report, 23 September 1994: https.//static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/5C-
VIL0329.pdf
Finnish MFA / Embassy Vilnius report, 16 March 1995: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/5 C-VIL0096.pdf

XIV. Materiality: this is a live state-memory question, not an abstract historical dispute

The 2024 report was prepared for an interinstitutional state process concerning commemoration of
Skirpa. The Lithuanian Jewish Community, stating that it represented thirty-two Lithuanian and foreign
Jewish organizations, publicly rejected Report No. 9R-598 in August 2024. Vilnius had already renamed
a street carrying Skirpa's name in 2019, and the proposed plaque generated renewed state review in
2024. 1 do not ask IHRA to decide the memorial outcome; the relevance is that a disputed state historical
method directly informs public-memory decisions.

That is why the requested remedy is methodological rather than commemorative: disclose the source
rule, expose the working record, state what was considered, correct propositions that no longer stand,
and reissue the determination if its reasoning has changed.

The commemorative record predates the 2024 plaque process. Skirpa and his wife were reburied at
Petrasitinai Cemetery in Kaunas on 16 June 1995 in a state-sponsored ceremony. Contemporary
reporting records Prime Minister Adolfas Slezevi¢ius speaking on behalf of the Government; the
Lithuanian Foreign Ministry later confirmed that Defence Minister Linas Linkevicius chaired the
reburial commission, organized the events under a Government order, and delivered the cemetery
address. In Vilnius, a municipal decision of 4 February 1998 named Kazio Skirpos Alley. On 24 July
2019 the City Council renamed it Trispalvés Alley and expressly repealed the relevant point of the 1998
naming decision.

These acts do not prove endorsement of every part of Skirpa's biography. They show why the quality of
the state's historical determination has practical consequences: public authorities have repeatedly had to
decide which parts of his record are honored, rejected, or left unresolved. Private replacement plaques or
demonstrations are not treated here as state acts and are not necessary to this submission.

Vilnius City Municipality decision renaming Kazio Skirpos Alley and repealing the 1998 naming point:
https://vilnius.lt/naujienos/del-trispalves-vardo-suteikimo-alejai-ir-jos-ribu

Lithuanian MFA response confirming the Skirpa reburial commission and 16 June 1995 ceremony: hips://static-cdn.1oi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/linkevicius-answer-2018-06-img-626083531-0001.pdf

Contemporaneous 1995 press report on the reburial ceremony: hitps://www.spauda.org/teviskes_ziburiai/archive/1995/1995-07-
11-TEVISKES-ZIBURIAL pdf

Lithuanian Jewish Community statement, English, 26 August 2024 https.//www.lzb.lt/en/2024/08/26/lithuanian-jewish-community-
statement-on-genocide-centers-newest-report-on-kazys-skirpa/

XV. Current domestic procedural posture: AP-29927

On 11 September 2026 1 submitted a criminal-law application concerning Report No. 9R-598, registered
as AP-29927. On 24 September 2026 Prosecutor Sergejus Stulginskis declined to open a pre-trial
investigation in material No. M-2-01-00074-26.

The decision is relevant here for what it does and does not decide. It identifies Report No. 9R-598 as
having been prepared by LGGRTC historian Dr. Alfredas Ruk$énas and signed by Director General Dr.
Ariinas Bubnys. It characterizes the report as a historiographical, not legal, assessment and treats the
contested passages as specialist historians' opinion. Applying the criminal threshold of Article 1702 the
prosecutor found insufficient objective and subjective elements to open a criminal investigation.

That disposition is not a historical validation of every proposition in Report No. 9R-598 and does not
adjudicate the source-use questions presented here. It establishes a present procedural boundary: the
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criminal proceeding did not test whether the report applied a consistent attribution rule, whether its
omitted or differently weighted sources should have altered the analysis, or whether the report should be
reissued after the 2018 transparency finding and the 2026 correction of a favorable premise. The
decision was subject to appeal within seven days. I have elected not to appeal it.

Official decision: Olffice of the Prosecutor General, IBPS-V-2526543-26, 24 September 2026, material No. M-2-01-00074-26.

Preservation copy: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Lithuania_Prosecutor Refusal AP-29927 AP-
29972 2026-09-24.pdf

XVILI. Findings stated by confidence level

Established on documents now held or publicly preserved

e LGGRTC acknowledged in the 2018 oversight record that it had taken into account favorable
circumstances not stated in the published Skirpa conclusion.

e The Seimas Ombudsman found a transparency failure, found that the required clear and reasoned
response was not provided, recognized the complaint regarding the Centre's officials as justified, and
identified signs of systematic improper implementation of legal requirements in the Centre's
handling of requests.

e The 2026 Seimas production proves that the specific March 1941 instructions and the Vytautas-
related revocation document were already raised before Lithuanian institutions in the 2017
complaint.

e LGGRTC Letter No. 14R-51 used the Brazaitis 'complete exoneration' proposition inside the Skirpa
file while reproducing on the same page the narrower U.S. language that the investigations had been
deactivated.

e On 12 May 2026 the Ministry of Foreign Affairs acknowledged that the 'complete exoneration'
formulation was legally imprecise and distinguished administrative discontinuation from judicial
exoneration.

e No public reissued Skirpa determination removing or re-weighing that favorable premise has been
identified as of 24 September 2026.

e Document LVIII is an LAF document dated 24 March 1941, marked strictly secret, intended for
clandestine transmission, and containing both a stated objective and a numbered task to force Jews
from Lithuania.

e Document LXIV is an LAF document demanding collective Jewish departure, transfer of Jewish
property, permanent civic and economic exclusion, and revocation of the historic refuge associated
with Vytautas the Great.

e Skirpa's own manuscript expressly cross-references the anti-Jewish appeal to Document LXIV,
establishing retrospective knowledge and documentary linkage but not personal authorship of each
sentence.

o Skirpa's 1973 book itself declares that the published presentation of the 24 March instructions omits
Sections I-1V.

e Neither the 2015 determination nor Report No. 9R-598 publishes a discussion of item 18 / printed
pp. 165-167 of the 1973 volume, although both use that volume elsewhere.

e Report No. 9R-598 relies on a favorable Draugas report of a Skirpa prohibition on persecution but
does not supply an underlying prohibition order or transmission record.

e Report No. 9R-598 identifies Alfredas Ruk$énas as the historian who prepared it and carries Artinas
Bubnys in the Director General signature block; the 24 September 2026 prosecutorial decision
records the same authorship-signature chain.
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e On 26 August 2026 LGGRTC visibly corrected one Brazaitis 'rehabilitation' formulation on page
3058, while a separate U.S.-Department-of-Justice rehabilitation statement remained on that page
and page 2969 remained unchanged.

e The 24 September 2026 AP-29927 refusal treats Report No. 9R-598 as a historiographical, not legal,
assessment and specialist opinion for criminal-law purposes; it does not adjudicate the report's
historical source method.

Corroborative but not principal findings

e The Liekis and Jazavita studies report relevant 1939 archival material with precise Lithuanian
archival locators. The underlying originals should be obtained before those reports are promoted to
primary-source findings.

e The Finnish MFA file is a direct contemporaneous Skirpa source with a covering letter that
materially strengthens attribution. It is used for political alignment and provenance, not as proof of
authorship of LVIII or LXIV or of Holocaust culpability.

e The b. 582 index identifies Document LV, 'Revocation of Hospitality to Jews,' as a draft. Because
the primary scan is not relied upon here, the document is not characterized as an issued
proclamation.

e The September 1941 Finnish file identifies Skirpa's transmission to Kivimiki and preserves Protocol
No. 35 and the 5 August Provisional Government memorandum. It is used for source-set
identification only; disputed wording is not relied upon.

e The 1994-1995 Finnish diplomatic reports preserve contemporaneous accounts of Lithuanian state
acknowledgment, apology, accountability promises and rehabilitation review. They are used as an
institutional comparator, not as exact-quotation authority.

Open, falsifiable question

¢ | have not identified a Lithuanian state act expressly identifying and repudiating the LAF's declared
'‘complete and final' revocation of the Vytautas-era refuge. This is not asserted as proof of
nonexistence; Lithuania can resolve it by producing the act.

Supported institutional inference

Taken together, the record supports an institutional inference that the favorable Skirpa determination has
not been made fully reproducible after notice: undisclosed favorable considerations were used; a state
oversight body found a transparency defect; one favorable premise was later conceded to be legally
imprecise; and Report No. 9R-598 retained three identifiable limiting propositions from the earlier
determination—expulsion rather than genocide, lack of prewar knowledge of total extermination, and
separation of Skirpa from the VII Fort killings by his Berlin location (2015 determination, pp. 4—6;
Report No. 9R-598, pp. 5 and 7). Primary-source objections specifically raised in 2017 remain without a
published source-use audit, and the institution has not stated a single attribution rule applied consistently
to favorable and adverse evidence. This inference does not require a finding that any named official
acted dishonestly.

XVII. Pre-registered correction and falsification conditions

e If Lithuania produces a reissued determination or dated reassessment showing how the Skirpa
conclusion was re-weighted after the 12 May 2026 ministerial correction, the persistence-after-
correction finding must be revised from that date.

¢ [f LGGRTC produces the underlying prohibition order behind the 25 June 1941 Draugas item,
together with provenance and transmission evidence, the criticism of that item must be narrowed or
withdrawn.
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e [fthe 2015 determination or Report No. 9R-598 is shown to discuss item 18 / printed pp. 165-167
under a different title or location, the published-source omission finding must be corrected.

e [fthe LGGRTC working files show that LVIII, LXIV, item 18, or contrary attribution evidence were
reviewed and expressly distinguished, the issue narrows from failure to engage the source to failure
to publish the reasoning.

¢ [f competent review of the Lithuanian originals materially changes the English descriptions of LVIII,
LXIV, or the memoir cross-reference, the corresponding propositions will be corrected.

e [f the underlying 1939 archival originals do not support the Liekis or Jazavita descriptions, the 1939
corroborative propositions will be withdrawn.

e [fthe 1973 first-person statement is shown, on competent linguistic review, not to apply to all eight
introductory points or not to include point 5, the item 18 attribution proposition will be withdrawn or
narrowed.

e [fthe b. 582 index or primary scan shows that Document LV is not a draft or is materially different
from the description reproduced in the 2017 complaint, the treatment of that document will be
corrected.

¢ If Lithuania produces a dated state act expressly identifying and repudiating the LAF's revocation of
the Vytautas-era refuge, the non-identification proposition is withdrawn from the date and scope of
that act.

o [f LGGRTC produces a public instrument showing that every Brazaitis rehabilitation/exoneration
formulation relevant to the Skirpa premise was fully withdrawn before this filing, the partial-
correction finding must be revised.

o Ifthe AP-29927 decision is reversed or a later Lithuanian proceeding substantively adjudicates the
source-method questions in Report No. 9R-598, the description of the current domestic procedural
boundary must be updated.

e If IHRA determines, on a reasoned record, that the documented Skirpa/LGGRTC conduct is
consistent with the cited membership commitments, the membership-compliance allegation must be
narrowed or withdrawn to the extent of that determination.

XVIII. Requested IHRA process

Because the public membership procedure explains admission by consensus but does not publish a
removal procedure, I ask IHRA to proceed through graduated measures first, to the extent its rules
permit, and to reserve any membership-status consequence until after a defined cure process has failed.

1. Register and preserve this revised submission with the May 28 petition, the August 19 Skirpa filing,
and the September 24 Lithuanian-delegation transmission request. Treat this document as the
current evidentiary statement of the Skirpa matter.

2. Commission or invite an expert-body assessment of the Skirpa/LGGRTC record, referring it to the
Academic Working Group, the Committee on Antisemitism and Holocaust Denial, and the
Committee on the Holocaust, Genocide, and Crimes Against Humanity, or to whichever expert
bodies the IHRA Chair and Secretary General consider appropriate.

3. Request a document-specific written response from the Republic of Lithuania through the Chair or
Secretary General, addressing the questions below rather than a general statement about Skirpa's
reputation, and place the compliance question on an appropriate Plenary agenda if IHRA's rules
permit.

4. Encourage preservation and production of the relevant historical working files and source-use
record, recording any non-production only as an evidentiary boundary and not as proof of intent.
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5. Invite Lithuania to state whether the 2015 and 2024 Skirpa determinations remain in force without
qualification after the 2018 Ombudsman finding and the 12 May 2026 ministerial correction, and if
so to publish the evidentiary basis on which they now rest.

6. Invite Lithuania to identify the exact archival or published versions of LV, LVIII, LXIV and the
1973 source passages that were consulted in 2015 and 2024, and to explain the attribution rule
applied to each.

7. Invite Lithuania to identify any state act that expressly repudiates the LAF's revocation of the
Vytautas-era refuge, or state that no such act has been identified in the responding institutions'
records.

8. Open a formal membership-compliance review, or identify the IHRA procedure that performs the
equivalent function, measuring the documented conduct against the Stockholm Declaration, the
2020 Ministerial Declaration, the Working Definition, and the Statement on Rehabilitation.

9. Publish or communicate a reasoned compliance determination distinguishing proven facts, disputed
historical propositions, methodological deficiencies, and corrective steps. If IHRA finds material
non-compliance, define objective corrective benchmarks and a cure period.

10. Only if IHRA finds material non-compliance and the defined cure is refused or fails, identify what
membership-status consequences are available under IHRA's governing procedures.

XIX. Document-specific questions for Lithuania

e Has LGGRTC formally reassessed the Skirpa determination after the Foreign Ministry's 12 May
2026 acknowledgment that the 'complete exoneration' premise was legally imprecise? If yes, identify
and produce the reassessment.

e Did the 2015 determination or Report No. 9R-598 consult item 18 / printed pp. 165-167 of Skirpa's
1973 volume? If yes, how were point 5 and the first-person initiative statement weighed? If not, state
that fact.

e What evidentiary rule did LGGRTC apply in 2015 and 2024 when deciding whether an LAF text
could be attributed to Skirpa? Was the same rule applied to favorable evidence such as the Draugas
prohibition report?

e What is the original source, transmission chain, and documentary provenance of the alleged Skirpa
prohibition on persecution reported in Draugas on 25 June 19417

e How did the Centre treat Document LVIII and Document LV ('‘Revocation of Hospitality to the
Jews'), the two documents specifically raised in the 2017 complaint, when preparing Report No. 9R-
598; and how, if at all, did it separately treat Document LXIV once that document was identified in
the later archival chain?

¢ Did the Centre consult Document LV, 'Svetingumo atSaukimas zydams'? If so, did it treat it as a
draft, an issued text, or another category, and on what provenance evidence?

e What internal research file, instructions, drafts, source lists, reviewer comments, and commission
correspondence underlie Report No. 9R-598?

e Did LGGRTC withdraw or qualify its reliance on the asserted American exoneration of Brazaitis and
on Skirpa's decades of unaccused residence in the United States? If so, identify the instrument and
date.

e What corrective action followed the Seimas Ombudsman's 2018 transparency finding and
recommendation that I receive a clear and reasoned response to all questions raised?

e What published provenance test, parallel copy, forensic comparison, or document-by-document
source history supports the possible later-insertion hypothesis advanced in the July 2018 reply?
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e Which exact edition or scan of Skirpa's 1973 book was used in 2015 and 2024, and did the
researchers compare its abbreviated presentation of the March 24 instructions with the archival
version in b. 5827

e Has LGGRTC considered the 23 July 1941 Skirpa memorandum preserved in the Finnish Foreign
Ministry files? If so, how was its direct evidence of Skirpa's German-oriented political program
weighed?

e [s there a post-1990 act of the Republic of Lithuania that expressly identifies and repudiates the
LAF's declaration that the Vytautas-era refuge for Jews was 'completely and finally revoked'? If yes,
identify the institution, date and text.

o After the visible 26 August 2026 correction to page 3058, why did the separate Department-of-
Justice rehabilitation statement remain on that page and why did page 2969 remain unchanged? Did
LGGRTC reassess the Skirpa determination after that correction?

e What role did Alfredas Ruksénas and Ariinas Bubnys respectively have in drafting, review, approval
and publication of Report No. 9R-598? This question seeks the institutional workflow only and does
not presume individual intent.

e Did LGGRTC consult the Finnish MFA materials now publicly preserved, including the 23 July
1941 Skirpa memorandum, the September 1941 transmission record, or the 1994—1995
acknowledgment and apology cables? If so, how were they treated?

XX. Positionality and disclosure

I am the complainant whose 2017 submissions form part of the official Seimas file, the petitioner in the
IHRA sequence beginning on 28 May 2026, and a litigant in related Lithuanian proceedings. I am not a
neutral observer and do not present myself as one. Advocacy writings by me are used here only to
establish notice, chronology, or the existence of a public record; the principal factual findings are tied to
state records, primary archival documents, or identified scholarly sources.

I 'am also a doctoral candidate in Holocaust and Genocide Studies at Gratz College. If this matter is
referred to an IHRA expert body whose chair or member has an institutional connection to Gratz, |
request whatever recusal, reassignment, or disclosure step IHRA considers appropriate. I seek no
favorable consideration from that relationship.

I applied for the post of Director General of LGGRTC in February 2026 and again in July 2026 and was
not selected. I disclose that interest here.

XXI. Principal documentary source map

Original IHRA petition, 28 May 2026: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/ITHRA-Petition-Gochin-5-28-
26.pdf

Original Skirpa supplemental submission, 19 August 2026: https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/IHRA Supplemental Submission_Skirpa_Determination 2026-08-19.pdf

Formal request to Lithuania's IHRA delegation, 24 September 2026: hitps://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/IHRA_Lithuania_Formal Request BILINGUAL LT AUTHENTIC 2026-09-24_signed.pdf

Seimas Human Rights Committee response package, 22-23 September 2026: hitps.//static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Seimas_HRC Response 2026-09-22 Gochin_with_English_Translation.pdf

MFA reply to Representative Sherman, 12 May 2026: https.//static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/06/Letter-to-Rep.-

Sherman.pdf
LGGRTC 2015 S’kirpa determination: https://www.genocid.lt/UserFiles/File/Pazymos/201510_skirpa_pazyma0l.pdf

LGGRTC Report No. 9R-598, preservation copy: hitps://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/07/20240808 _skirpa_pazyma.pdf

LGGRTC Letter No. 55R-21, 26 February 2018: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Gonocide-Reply-2018-
02-26-Holocaust-interpretation.pdf
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LGGRTC Letter No. 14R-51, 11 July 2018: https.//static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/GC reply Skirpa 20180711-1.pdf

Skirpa 1973 documentary survey: hitps://grantgochin.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/Sukilimas-Lietuvos-suverenumui-
atstatyti-Kazys-Skirpa.pdf

Document LVIII, 24 March 1941, public copy: https://grantgochin.com/wp-
content/uploads/2026/09/LCVA F648 A2 B582 Document LVIII 1941-03-24 Strictly Secret Instructions.pdf

Document LXIV, fols. 213-215, public copy: hitps://grantgochin.com/wp-
content/uploads/2026/09/LCVA _F648 A2 B582 Document LXIV LAF Anti-Jewish Appeal Fols 213-215.pdf

Skirpa manuscript / LXIV cross-reference: https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/LCVA F648 A2 B581 Skirpa Memoir ppl36-137 Document LXIV CrossReference.pdf

Liekis 2017: https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/ISSN2335-8769 2017 N 67.PG 179-189.pdf
Jazavita 2017: hitps://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/ISSN2335-8769 2017 N 67.PG 191-213.pdf
Finnish MFA — Skirpa memorandum and covering letter: hitps://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/7-E-Skirpa-

muistio.pdf
Finnish MFA — Lithuanian independence efforts, 1941: https.//static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/7 E-Liettuan-
itsenaisyyspyrkimykset-1941.pdf

Lithuanian Jewish Community statement on Report No. 9R-598: https://www.lzb.lt/en/2024/08/26/lithuanian-jewish-
community-statement-on-genocide-centers-newest-report-on-kazys-skirpa/

IHRA Working Definition of Holocaust Denial and Distortion: htips://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/working-
definition-holocaust-denial-distortion

IHRA Statement on Rehabilitation: https.//holocaustremembrance.com/statements/ihra-statement-on-rehabilitation

IHRA 2019 statement concerning LGGRTC: https.//holocaustremembrance.com/statements/statement-center-study-genocide-
resistance-lithuania

LGGRTC page 3058 (26 August 2026 correction marker visible): https://www.genocid.lt/centras/[t/3058/a/
LGGRTC page 2969: hitps://www.genocid.lt/centras/lt/2969/a/

Annotated August 2026 correction comparison: https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/08/LGGRTC_Annotated_Exhibit 2026-08-30.png

Finnish MFA — Lithuanian diplomatic note 1942—1943: hitps://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/7 E-Liettuan-
nootti-1943.pdf

Finnish MFA / Embassy Vilnius — Slefevicius report, 1994: https.//static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/5C-
VIL0329.pdf

Finnish MFA / Embassy Vilnius — Brazauskas report, 1995: hitps://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/5C-
VIL0096.pdf

Vilnius City Municipality — 2019 renaming act and repeal of 1998 naming point: https://vilnius.lt/naujienos/del-trispalves-
vardo-suteikimo-alejai-ir-jos-ribu

Lithuanian MFA response confirming the Skirpa reburial commission and 16 June 1995 ceremony: https://static-cdn.toi-
media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/linkevicius-answer-2018-06-img-626083531-0001.pdf

Contemporaneous 1995 press report on the reburial ceremony: https://www.spauda.org/teviskes ziburiai/archive/1995/1995-
07-11-TEVISKES-ZIBURIAL pdf

Office of the Prosecutor General, decision IBPS-V-2526543-26, 24 September 2026, material No. M-2-01-00074-26:
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Lithuania_Prosecutor Refusal AP-29927 AP-29972 2026-09-24.pdf

IHRA Member Countries: hitps://holocaustremembrance.com/who-we-are/member-countries

IHRA Membership and Application Procedure: hitps://holocaustremembrance.com/who-we-are/member-countries/membership-
and-application-procedure

Stockholm Declaration: https.//holocaustremembrance.com/resources/stockholm-declaration

2020 IHRA Ministerial Declaration: hitps://holocaustremembrance.com/resources/2020-ihra-ministerial-declaration

IHRA recommendations on recognizing and countering Holocaust distortion: htips://www.holocaustremembrance.com/wp-
content/uploads/2023/08/Recognizing-and-Countering-Holocaust-Distortion-Recommendations-%E2%80%93-IHRA.pdf

Current LGGRTC statute (e-Seimas): https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/TAILS.40706/asr
IHRA Lithuania country page (joined 2002): https://holocaustremembrance.com/countries/lithuania

IHRA, Understanding Holocaust Distortion: Contexts, Influences and Examples: hitps://www.holocaustremembrance.com/wp-
content/uploads/2023/09/Understanding-Holocaust-Distortion-Contexts-Influences-and-Examples-IHRA.pdf

Respectfully submitted,
Grant Arthur Gochin
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Interim submission concerning the Gewecke and Bub
exoneration claims

5 October 2026 | Grant Arthur Gochin, citizen of the Republic of Lithuania | ggochin@gmail.com
To Dr. Artunas Bubnys, Acting General Director of LGGRTC, and the Centre Council

I submit the public bilingual Partial Historical Study on Ewald Bub as interim evidence, attached
in full as Supplement 1 and linked below. The study is an annex, not a completed account.
Additional evidence and separate work on Gewecke and Schleef will follow. This submission
supplements my existing requests; it does not withdraw, replace or restart them.

The published Liubeck judgment must be read in all three parts: Bub was substantively cleared of
co-perpetration of Mord; its reasons establish knowing, intentional and unlawful assistance in
Totschlag; and his proceeding was discontinued because prosecution was time-barred. Gewecke
was sentenced to four years and six months. Those outcomes do not amount to complete
historical exoneration and cannot exonerate Noreika’s separate acts. The Centre’s own 2015
memorandum records Noreika’s 1941 ghettoization and property directives; Bub did not arrive in
Siauliai until October 1942.

Two further public-source points require answers. First, the Lituanistika catalogue lists Arunas
Bubnys’s Lithuanian and English chapters in the same 2002 volume as Lipshitz’s account. That
account describes Bub as an enemy of the Jews and does not describe a trial or acquittal. His own
English chapter, p. 231, also attributes the seizure and shooting of 72 Jews in December 1941 to
orders from Gewecke and the German Security Police and SD head. Co-contribution does not
prove Bubnys read Lipshitz; the Centre must nevertheless account for these published adverse
descriptions. Second, judgment p. 350 records Gewecke’s 17 April 1948 Bielefeld sentence of two
years and a 20,000-Reichsmark fine and states that his Siauliai activity was considered in its
reasons as a ground for punishment, without identifying individual cases. The imprisonment was
credited against internment already served. This was not a conviction for a specified Siauliai
killing, but it directly contradicts the general 1945 release-and-clearance chronology.

I accuse LGGRTC of clear and apparent historical fraud and deliberate rewriting of Holocaust
history, including distortion, selective exculpation and substitution of procedural outcomes for
historical innocence. This is my conclusion from the documented assertions, repeated
dissemination and maintenance of an essential exoneration claim after the Centre acknowledged
that it had not examined the judgment underpinning it. I request historical correction and
institutional accountability.

I request a separate, reasoned answer to each of the following:

1. Correct the 17 December 2019 memorandum, the 3 February 2020 Cvirka reply, the 11
February 2020 reply and No. 55R-951 against the operative disposition and full reasons of JuNSV
XXXIII, No. 722a. Identify the exact wording withdrawn, retained or replaced, and publish
corrections wherever those official claims remain available.

2. Identify the article based on Lipsicas’s recollections relied upon in No. 55R-951: author, title,
date, publisher, exact passages and underlying source. Supply the text or its public location and
explain which proposition each passage supports. Distinguish that article from Lipshitz’s 2002
ghetto history.

3. Produce the dated primary source for calling Bub Gewecke’s deputy in Siauliai. Explain it
against the judgment’s identification of Schriever as deputy and Bub’s Politics and
Administration function. Correct the 1945 release claim in light of the 1948 custody and sentence
records.
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4. After obtaining and examining the public judgment, state expressly whether the Centre
maintains that its essential statements are “tikslus” (accurate). If it does, identify each retained
statement, its source and its compatibility with the adverse findings and Gewecke’s conviction. A
general reaffirmation will not answer these specific discrepancies.

5. Using the publicly accessible chapter scan linked below, reconcile its p. 231 account of
Gewecke’s orders with the Centre’s exoneration narrative. Identify every passage concerning
Gewecke, Bub, the execution or the German proceedings; state whether this chapter and
Lipshitz’s adjacent contribution were considered in drafting or approving No. 55R-951, and
explain the selection of a later secondary account instead of the published judgment.

6. Withdraw or independently reassess the Centre’s Noreika findings insofar as they rely on the
Gewecke/Bub court outcome, and issue new findings supported by identified primary sources.
The direct Bub court-outcome alibi is documented for Noreika; the Skirpa and Brazaitis
comparisons concern exculpatory methodology, not an asserted direct Bub citation that has not
been located. Explain any refusal to withdraw an identified finding and the evidence supporting
its retention.

7. Preserve the source-acquisition, drafting, review, approval, notice, correction and
dissemination records. Identify recipients and educational products using the disputed claims
and the corrections to be supplied to them, including relevant PRISMA partners. Require
independent verification before educational reuse.

This submission is to be considered alongside my applications dated 4 October 2026 identified as
S-141, S-142, LAC-D00598 and LAC-D00599, and my signed SPR-87 submission linked below.
These identifiers are cross-references to existing matters, not new applications or a request to
reset their processing periods.

Further supplements will address Dortmund (NW 1097), Hagen-Haspe, Bundesarchiv AR-Z
774/61, the Leppert letters and Lubeck witness record, and systematic searches for Bayer and
spelling variants. The offered witness list names Antonina Noreika; I do not claim it proves that
she testified, testified for Bub, or establishes Noreika’s crimes.

Please register this submission, provide its registration number and date, and deliver a reasoned
response to each request within the applicable statutory period. If any lawful extension applies,
identify its basis and revised deadline. Identify the decision-maker and the applicable review
procedure in your response.

Please arrange for request 5 to be assessed and decided by the Council or another competent
official independent of Dr. Bubnys, who signed No. 55R-951 and authored the chapter under
examination. If the Council lacks competence, identify and refer the request to the appropriate
independent decision-maker.

The Lithuanian text controls; the English text is provided as a convenience translation.
Yours sincerely, Grant Arthur Gochin

To be signed with a qualified electronic signature.

Public documents / Viesi dokumentai

Annex / Priedas — Partial Historical Study EN LT

https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/10/Bub_Partial Historical Study EN LT.pdf

SPR-87 signed submission / Pasirasytas kreipimasis

https://grantgochin.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/10/SPR87 Submission LT EN QES-1-signed.pdf
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2002 volume catalogue / 2002 m. leidinio katalogas

https://www lituanistika.lt/content/76100

2002 volume public scan / Viesas 2002 m. leidinio skenas — Bubnys p. 231

https://silviafoticom.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/thesiauliaighetto-listsofprisoners-excerpts.pdf

JuNSV XXXIII p 350 / 350 puslapis

https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx junsv pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx junsv pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx
_junsv pi2%5Bpagenumber%5D=350&tx _junsv pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx junsv pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHa
sh=658534d9a87{8ff084ah9e7fe41da9a7
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Tarpinis kreipimasis del Gewecke ir Bubo isteisinimo
teiginiu
2026 m. spalio 5 d. | Grant Arthur Gochin, Lietuvos Respublikos pilietis | ggochin@gmail.com

LGGRTC laikinai einan¢iam generalinio direktoriaus pareigas dr. Artinui Bubniui ir Centro
tarybai

Teikiu vieSa dvikalbj dalinj istorinj Ewaldo Bubo tyrima kaip tarpinius jrodymus; visas tyrimas
pridedamas kaip 1 priedas, o jo nuoroda pateikta toliau. Tyrimas yra priedas, o ne uzbaigtas
darbas. Véliau pateiksiu papildomus duomenis ir atskirus tyrimus apie Gewecke bei Schleefq. Sis
kreipimasis papildo esamus prasymus; ju neatSaukia, nepakeicia ir nepradeda iS naujo.

Paskelbtas Liubeko nuosprendis turi biti skaitomas visomis trimis dalimis: Bubas iS esmés
pripazintas neatsakingu pagal bendravykdystés ivykdant Mord kaltinima; motyvuose nustatyta
samoninga, ty¢iné ir neteiséta pagalba jvykdant Totschlag; bylos nagrinéjimas nutrauktas deél
patraukimo baudziamojon atsakomybén senaties. Gewecke skirtas ketveriu mety ir SeSiu ménesiy
laisvés atémimas. Sios baigtys néra visiSkas istorinis isteisinimas ir negali i$teisinti atskiry
Noreikos veiksmu. Paties Centro 2015 m. pazymoje uzfiksuoti Noreikos 1941 m. geto ir turto
nurodymai; Bubas Siauliuose pradéjo dirbti tik 1942 m. spalj.

Dvi papildomos vieSu Saltiniy aplinkybés reikalauja atsakymo. Pirma, Lituanistika kataloge Arino
Bubnio lietuviskas ir angliSkas tekstai irasyti tame paciame 2002 m. leidinyje kaip LipSico
pasakojimas. Pastarajame Bubas apibudinamas kaip zydu prieSas, o teismo procesas ar
iSteisinimas neaprasomi. Paties Bubnio anglisko teksto 231 puslapyje 72 zydu suémimas ir
susaudymas 1941 m. gruodj siejamas su Gewecke ir Vokietijos saugumo policijos bei SD vadovo
isakymais. Bendras dalyvavimas leidinyje nejrodo, kad Bubnys skaité LipSico teksta; tac¢iau
Centras turi paaiskinti, kaip jvertino Siuos paskelbtus nepalankius apraSymus. Antra,
nuosprendzio 350 puslapyje nurodyta 1948 m. balandzio 17 d. Bielefeldo teismo Gewecke skirta
dveju mety bausmé ir 20 000 reichsmarkiy bauda; jo veikla Siauliuose motyvuose taip pat
ivertinta kaip bausmeés pagrindas, neivardijant atskiry atveju. Laisves atémimas jskaitytas i jau
atlikta internavima. Tai nebuvo nuteisimas uZ konkrety Siauliy nuzudyma, ta¢iau tiesiogiai
priestarauja bendram paleidimo ir iSteisinimo 1945 m. pasakojimui.

Kaltinu LGGRTC aiskiu ir akivaizdziu istorijos klastojimu bei sagmoningu Holokausto istorijos
perrasymu, iskaitant iSkraipyma, atrankinj teisinima ir procesiniy baigciu pateikima kaip istorinio
nekaltumo jrodyma. Tai mano iSvada, pagrista dokumentuotais teiginiais, ju kartotiniu platinimu
ir esminio iSteisinimo teiginio iSlaikymu Centrui pripazinus, kad ji pagrindziantis nuosprendis
nebuvo iStirtas. PraSau istaisyti istorine informacija ir uztikrinti institucine atskaitomybe.

PraSau atskiro motyvuoto atsakymo i kiekviena klausima:

1. IStaisyti 2019 m. gruodzio 17 d. pazyma, 2020 m. vasario 3 d. atsakyma del Cvirkos, 2020 m.
vasario 11 d. atsakyma ir Nr. 55R-951 pagal JuNSV XXXIII, Nr. 722a, rezoliucine dalj ir visus
motyvus. Tiksliai nurodyti atSauktas, paliktas ar pakeistas formuluotes ir paskelbti pataisas visur,
kur Sie oficialis teiginiai tebéra prieinami.

2. Identifikuoti Nr. 55R-951 nurodyta straipsni, paremta LipSico prisiminimais: autoriu,
pavadinima, data, leidéja, tikslias iStraukas ir pirminj Saltini. Pateikti teksta arba jo vieSa nuoroda
ir paaiskinti, koki teigini pagrindzia kiekviena iStrauka. Atskirti Sj straipsni nuo LipSico 2002 m.
geto istorijos.

3. Pateikti datuota pirminj Saltinj, kuriuo remiantis Bubas vadinamas Gewecke pavaduotoju
Siauliuose. Paaiskinti ji pagal nuosprendyje Schrieveriui priskirtas pavaduotojo pareigas ir Bubo

Politikos ir administracijos funkcija. IStaisyti paleidimo 1945 m. teiginj pagal 1948 m. nelaisvés ir
bausmeés dokumentus.
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4. Gavus ir iSnagrinéjus viesa nuosprendi, aiSkiai nurodyti, ar Centras tebelaiko savo esminius
teiginius ,tiksliais”. Jei taip, ivardyti kiekviena palikta teigini, jo Saltinj ir suderinamuma su
nepalankiomis iSvadomis bei Gewecke nuteisimu. Bendras patvirtinimas neatsakys i konkrecius
neatitikimus.

5. Remiantis toliau nurodytu viesai prieinamu teksto skenu, suderinti jo 231 puslapio pasakojima
apie Gewecke jsakymus su Centro iSteisinimo pasakojimu. [vardyti visas iStraukas apie Gewecke,
Buba, egzekucija ar Vokietijos procesus; nurodyti, ar Sis tekstas ir greta paskelbtas LipSico
pasakojimas vertinti rengiant ar tvirtinant Nr. 55R-951; paaiskinti, kodél pasirinktas vélesnis
antrinis pasakojimas, o ne paskelbtas nuosprendis.

6. Atsaukti arba nepriklausomai iS naujo jvertinti Centro iSvadas dél Noreikos tiek, kiek jos
remiasi Gewecke ir Bubo teismo proceso baigtimi, ir paskelbti naujas iSvadas pagal aiSkiai
nurodytus pirminius Saltinius. Tiesioginis Bubo proceso baigties alibi dokumentuotas Noreikos
atveju; Skirpos ir Brazai¢io palyginimai susije su teisinamuoju metodu, o ne nenustatytu
tiesioginiu Bubo citavimu. Paaiskinti atsisakyma atSaukti bet kuria jvardyta iSvada ir jos iSlaikymo
irodymus.

7. ISsaugoti Saltiniu gavimo, rengimo, perziiiros, tvirtinimo, informavimo, taisymo ir sklaidos
dokumentus. Identifikuoti gin¢ijamus teiginius naudojusius gavéjus bei Svietimo produktus ir
jiems teiktinas pataisas, iskaitant susijusius PRISMA partnerius. Uztikrinti nepriklausoma
patikrinima pries pakartotini naudojima Svietime.

Sji kreipimasi prasau vertinti kartu su mano 2026 m. spalio 4 d. prasymais, identifikuotais S-141,
S-142, LAC-D00598 ir LAC-D00599, bei toliau nurodytu pasirasytu kreipimusi dél SPR-87. Sie
identifikatoriai yra nuorodos j esamus klausimus, o ne nauji praSymai ar praSymas pradéti ju
nagrinéjimo terminus i$ naujo.

Veélesni papildymai apims Dortmunda (NW 1097), Hagen-Haspe, Bundesarchiv AR-Z 774/61,
Lepperto laiskus ir Liubeko liudytoju dokumentus bei sistemingas Bayer pavardés ir jos varianty
paieskas. Sitilomy liudytoju sarase minima Antonina Noreika; neteigiu, kad jis irodo jos liudijima,
liudijima Bubo naudai ar Noreikos nusikaltimus.

PraSau uzregistruoti Sj kreipimasi, pateikti registracijos numerij ir data bei motyvuotai atsakyti i
kiekviena prasyma per taikytina jstatymo nustatyta termina. Jei terminas teisétai pratesiamas,
nurodyti pagrinda ir nauja galutine data. Atsakyme jvardyti sprendimo priémeja ir taikytina
apskundimo tvarka.

PraSau uztikrinti, kad 5 prasyma jvertinty ir sprendima dél jo priimtu Centro taryba arba kitas
kompetentingas pareigtnas, nepriklausomas nuo dr. Bubnio, kuris pasirasé Nr. 55R-951 ir paraseé
nagrinéjama teksta. Jeigu Taryba neturi kompetencijos, prasau nurodyti tinkama nepriklausoma
sprendimo priémeja ir jam perduoti prasyma.

Lietuviskas tekstas yra pagrindinis; angliSkas tekstas pateikiamas patogumui.
Pagarbiai, Grant Arthur Gochin

PasiraSoma kvalifikuotu elektroniniu parasu.

Public documents / Viesi dokumentai

Annex / Priedas — Partial Historical Study EN LT

https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/10/Bub_Partial Historical Study EN LT.pdf

SPR-87 signed submission / Pasirasytas kreipimasis

https://grantgochin.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/10/SPR87 Submission LT EN QES-1-signed.pdf
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2002 volume catalogue / 2002 m. leidinio katalogas

https://www lituanistika.lt/content/76100

2002 volume public scan / Viesas 2002 m. leidinio skenas — Bubnys p. 231

https://silviafoticom.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/thesiauliaighetto-listsofprisoners-excerpts.pdf

JuNSV XXXIII p 350 / 350 puslapis

https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx junsv pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx junsv pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx
_junsv pi2%5Bpagenumber%5D=350&tx _junsv pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx junsv pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHa
sh=658534d9a87{8ff084ah9e7fe41da9a7
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Ewald Bub and the collapse of LGGRTC judicial
exoneration claims

Partial historical study | Grant Arthur Gochin | 5 October 2026

This is a partial and interim historical study, not a completed account. It will be completed
and supplemented as further primary documents are obtained and examined. The present
conclusions concern the evidence identified here; unresolved questions and planned
extensions are set out in Section 10.

1 Findings and scope

LGGRTC used an alleged complete acquittal of Ewald Bub, alongside purported rejection of
Holocaust accusations against Hans Gewecke, to defend Jonas Noreika. Its response No.
55R-951 acknowledges that it had not examined the 1970 Libeck judgment and that the
complete-acquittal formulation was probably legally inaccurate. Nevertheless, the Centre
reaffirmed its broader proposition that Holocaust accusations had been rejected. That
proposition cannot be sustained as a general historical exoneration. [7-10]

The published judgment distinguishes three matters: failure to establish Bub’s
co-perpetration of murder; substantive findings that he knowingly and intentionally aided
an unlawful killing amounting to manslaughter; and discontinuance because prosecution of
that offense was time-barred. Gewecke was sentenced to four years and six months. None
of these outcomes supplies a transferable exoneration of Noreika. [1-3]

The study reconstructs Bub’s occupation service, participation in the execution of a Jewish
ghetto prisoner, postwar administrative classification and criminal proceedings. It then
examines how LGGRTC converted the German proceedings into an exculpatory argument
concerning Noreika. Published court reasons, contemporaneous administrative records,
survivor history and retrospective perpetrator statements are distinguished throughout.
Numbered source notes give document titles, locators and live links. The legal categories
Mord and Totschlag are retained because translating both simply as murder would obscure
the distinction on which the German disposition depended.
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Date Event Source
1933-1939 NSDAP and SA involvement, Nazi [5]
leadership training at Krossinsee, and
military service before occupation
administration.
August-September 1941 Noreika’s ghettoization and [17-18]
Jewish-property directives; Bub was not yet
serving in Schaulen.
October 1942 Bub’s appointment to Politics and [4]
Administration in Schaulen; favorable
ideological assessment dated 28 October.
6 June 1943 Execution of Masowiecki in the Kaukasus [31]
ghetto; Bub directed its implementation.
1945-1948 Soviet captivity and return; NRW record [4, 6]
specifies 28 May 1948.
4 August 1949-16 June Category IV decision, reported subsequent | [6]
1950 Category V classification under the
returnee provision, and fee-waiver
decision.
8 May 1960 / 18 March Expiry of the relevant limitation period; [2]
1961 first judicial act against Bub occurred
afterward.
27 January 1970 Lubeck judgment: Gewecke sentenced, [1-3]
Bub’s proceeding discontinued.
2019-2021 Official and public repetition of the [7-16]
exoneration narrative in defense of
Noreika.
2 October 2026 LGGRTC admission that the judgment had | [10]

not been examined, accompanied by
reaffirmation of the essential historical
claim.
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2 What the judgment decided

Issue Documentary result Consequence for LGGRTC
Operative disposition LG Lubeck, 27 January 1970, 2 Ks 1/68: Discontinuance is not an
Bub’s proceeding was discontinued; operative complete acquittal.
Gewecke received four years and six
months. [1]
Murder accusation The reasons and costs discussion The Centre may cite this limited

substantively clear Bub of co-perpetration | clearance, but must identify the
of murder. This favorable finding must be particular charge and the

acknowledged. [3] remaining adverse findings.

Aiding manslaughter The reasons find that Bub aided A finding of culpable
manslaughter knowingly, intentionally and | participation cannot honestly be
unlawfully, without a ground excluding described as complete historical
guilt. [2] exoneration.

Limitation The reasons explain that prosecution of The prosecution bar does not
Bub’s established offense was time-barred. | establish innocence of the
[2] conduct described.

Scope The trial concerned a particular 1943 Its outcome cannot be enlarged
ghetto hanging, not an adjudication of all into rejection of every Holocaust
Holocaust conduct in the district. [1-3] allegation.

The victim was Masowiecki, a Jewish ghetto prisoner. The judgment expressly states that
Bub directed the execution on site. The adverse finding is therefore not a vague allegation
of association with the administration: it concerns his concrete participation in the hanging.
The court nonetheless distinguished assistance from murder co-perpetration and found that
the applicable prosecution period had expired on 8 May 1960. The first judicial act against
Bub occurred on 18 March 1961, too late to interrupt it. [2]

The judgment’s adverse findings are findings in the reasons, not a conviction of Bub. This
distinction matters. The case was discontinued. Equally, the favorable murder-charge
passage does not erase the finding of intentional assistance in the unlawful killing. The
Centre’s categorical formulation suppresses the distinction that determines the meaning of
the decision. [1-3]

The judgment also credits Gewecke with opposing an intended 1941 annihilation measure.
That favorable passage belongs in any fair account; the reasons discuss the preservation of
Jews in a system that depended on their labor. It does not cancel his conviction or
transform the occupation administration into a humanitarian institution. The record
contains both favorable and adverse facts. A historical determination must account for both.
[28]
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The execution and the evidence on which the court relied

The hanging of Bezalel Masowiecki was a public act of occupation terror against a ghetto
population subjected to hunger and restrictions on obtaining food. The judgment describes
a former baker, approximately thirty to thirty-five years old, with a wife and young
daughter. Lithuanian police stopped and searched him in the bakery yard after he returned
carrying prohibited goods, including food and cigarettes. Paf. ordered his arrest; Mie. and
Paf. transported him in the trunk of the Gebietskommissariat’s car to that office, after
which he was imprisoned. This sequence distinguishes the search, arrest order and
transport described by the court. The criminal proceedings concerned this particular
killing. They did not amount to a trial of the entire district administration’s Holocaust
record. [29, 31]

The death order originated in the Gebietskommissariat. The court could not determine
whether Gewecke personally issued it or whether Schriever issued it with Gewecke’s
knowledge. It adopted the alternative more favorable to Gewecke. This evidentiary choice
did not eliminate Gewecke’s responsibility: he knew the hanging was planned, possessed
the power to prevent it, recognized its unlawfulness, and nevertheless failed to withdraw
the order. He then arranged Bub’s participation. An unresolved question about the original
issuer is not a finding that the administration lacked responsibility. [31]

The Jewish Council was compelled to arrange the gallows, executioners and a physician to
certify death. Its representatives, Mendel Leibowicz and Aron Katz, sought clemency and
delivered a German-language petition on behalf of Masowiecki’s wife. The judgment
records the council’s desperate efforts without treating coerced compliance as the source
of the killing. German officials dictated the execution and its public staging. [31]

On 6 June 1943, adult inhabitants of both ghetto sections were compelled to attend. Bub
appeared for the Gebietskommissariat with other officials; SD personnel and Lithuanian
police were also present. The judgment describes Masowiecki’s sister-in-law approaching
Bub with a clemency petition from the prisoner’s mother. Bub rebuffed her with a
movement of his foot. When council representatives renewed their plea, he said in
substance that he was not the Gebietskommissar and could do nothing. He then gave the
instruction and gesture for the hanging to proceed. After the doctor certified death, Bub
directed that the body remain hanging until noon and that burial take place with only a
small number present. These are specific findings about command and conduct at the
execution, not merely his physical presence. [31]

Gewecke’s defense sought to transfer the execution to the SD. Bub’s account minimized his
role as that of an attendee without power to intervene. The court rejected the essential
exculpatory version: the execution was an act of the Gebietskommissariat, and Bub’s
conduct assisted its implementation. The distinction between ordering the death originally
and directing its execution is indispensable. Failure to prove the former against Bub did not
erase the latter. [32]

The court evaluated survivor testimony critically. It considered the passage of time,
discussion among former prisoners, published accounts, personal motives and the
possibility that prosecution material had influenced witnesses abroad. It found no
indications of deliberate false statements among the witnesses on whose evidence it relied
and no indications of influence by Israeli authorities. One witness’s receipt of a prosecution
narrative led to heightened scrutiny, not an automatic rejection or acceptance of his
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evidence. These reasoned assessments cannot be replaced with a generic allegation that
survivor witnesses were coordinated or unreliable. [33]

The judgment also used a ghetto diary recording the Jewish Council’s notice: the adult
population was to attend the execution at 11 a.m. on 6 June. This contemporary
corroboration matters because members of the Jewish Council did not survive to testify
directly about the original announcement. The court acknowledged that evidentiary loss
and explained why the remaining testimony and diary supported its findings. Historical
reconstruction should preserve this reasoning, rather than quote only the ultimate
disposition. [33-34]

Survivor history and the release of Lena Bayer

Leiba Lipshitz’s published history of the Siauliai ghetto supplies another account of the
episode. It describes a search of returning prisoners on 31 May 1943, involving Gewecke
and officials including Bub, and identifies two detained people: Betzalel Mazovetsky, a
former baker, and Lena or Leah Bayer, a former music teacher. According to this account,
the Jewish Council was told on 3 June that both would be hanged publicly and was ordered
to provide the gallows and executioners. The variants Masowiecki and Mazovetsky are
retained when identifying their respective sources. [36-37]

Lipshitz records intensive negotiations with Bub and the provision of gold, jewelry and
men’s leather boots before agreement was reached that Bayer would be spared. At the
execution gathering, his account has Bub announcing that anyone bringing food into the
ghetto illegally would be hanged, ordering Bayer’s release and announcing the death
sentence against Mazovetsky. The account thus places Bub in the negotiation and
selective-release process as well as at the hanging. It is incompatible with a historical
portrait of a harmless official whose involvement was only passive attendance. [36]

In the English text of Lipshitz’s ghetto history examined for this study, there is no account
of a trial or acquittal and no mention of Noreika. It explicitly describes Bub as “one of the
most repugnant Gebietskommissariat officials and an atrocious enemy of the Jews.” This
particular text cannot substantiate a judicial-acquittal claim. That does not establish that
every recollection attributed to Lipshitz had the same scope; the later article and its
transmission must be assessed separately. [36-37]

Lipshitz also describes an earlier episode beginning on 30 August 1942: after food
searches, Gewecke demanded fifty Jews for execution. The Jewish Council and service
leaders resolved to present themselves instead. According to the account, Gewecke
replaced the threatened execution with a 20,000-Reichsmark payment when they appeared.
The narrative depicts a coercive extraction under threat of death, rather than
uncomplicated humanitarian clemency. It predates Bub’s October 1942 arrival and is not
attributed here to him. [36]

The same history identifies the later SS ghetto commandant as Hermann Schlof. The name
is retained as the source’s spelling; reconciling Schlof, Schleef and Lithuanian variants
requires personnel and judicial records. The commandant reference contributes to the
reconstruction of the later camp administration, but supplies no acquittal finding and
cannot validate LGGRTC’s broader exoneration narrative. [36]

The description of valuables as bribes belongs to Lipshitz’s account. It is not adopted here
as a separate judicial finding of bribery. Nor does his account alone establish the legal
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extent of Bub’s clemency authority: he could have negotiated or announced a decision
authorized by another official. The historically significant point is the practical role
attributed to him in administering threats, negotiations and the execution. That evidence
should be evaluated alongside the court’s specific finding that he directed the hanging. [31,
36]

The accounts differ in detail. Lipshitz describes gathering at 9 a.m.; the judicially cited
council notice specifies 11 a.m. for attendance at the execution. Gathering and execution
schedules might differ, but that explanation is not established. Lipshitz’s narrative
foregrounds two threatened prisoners and Bayer’s release, whereas the criminal
adjudication centers on Masowiecki’s death. Such differences require comparison of
observation, chronology and source transmission; they do not justify either suppressing the
survivor account or treating every detail as a court finding. The present sources do not
establish whether the valuables and Bayer episode were raised anywhere in the full
investigation or trial record. [34, 36]

This distinction is particularly relevant to LGGRTC’s source practice. In No. 55R-951 the
Centre identified a secondary publication drawing on Lipshitz’s recollection, alongside the
Gewecke interview, as sources for its assertions. That does not establish that it consulted
the full 2002 history. It does establish the need to separate a survivor’s narrative of
proceedings from the judgment’s actual operative disposition and reasons. Neither survivor
memory nor a defendant’s retrospective interview can substitute for the decision when an
institution claims to describe what a court held. [10, 36]

3 Bub in the Schaulen administration

The judgment places Bub’s arrival in Schaulen, now Siauliai, in October 1942. It identifies
his department as Politics and Administration and describes supervision of Lithuanian local
administration among his duties. It also records ideological assessments of his suitability
for Nazi administrative service. This department must not be confused with an economics
office. [4]

This supervisory function places Noreika’s county administration within the relevant
apparatus during the period in which their service overlapped. It does not establish that
Bub gave Noreika any particular instruction; the judgment passage does not name Noreika
as his subordinate. LGGRTC’s asserted transmission of Bub’s orders therefore requires the
actual orders, dates and recipients. Above all, Bub’s late-1942 arrival cannot explain or
excuse Noreika’s August and September 1941 measures. [4, 8, 17]

LGGRTC repeatedly called Bub Gewecke’s deputy. The published judgment instead calls
Kurt Schriever Gewecke’s deputy. [29] The independently accessible judgment establishes
Bub’s departmental function. LGGRTC should produce the source supporting its contrary
designation, rather than perpetuate a label without a personnel citation. [4, 7-10]

The judgment describes the establishment of the Schaulen ghettos with assistance from the
local municipal administration. This finding documents Lithuanian participation at the
municipal level; it is not automatically a finding about Noreika’s county administration.
Attribution must follow the institution and person actually identified in each source. [27]
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Political formation and the division of administrative offices

The judgment’s biographical reconstruction situates Bub within Nazi political formation
before his Lithuanian appointment. It records his application to the NSDAP in March 1933,
party membership from May, participation in the mounted SA and labor service, and
acceptance for party leadership training at Ordensburg Krossinsee in December 1938.
Military service followed in 1939. These particulars should not be inflated into proof of a
specific killing, but they supply the political and institutional background against which his
later service must be understood. [5]

The court identifies his Schaulen department as Politics and Administration. Its
responsibilities encompassed Lithuanian local administration, schools, hospitals and the
prison, as well as censorship of local publications. The ideological assessment dated 28
October 1942 described his views as firmly established and his development toward a
capable Gebietskommissar favorably. Gewecke’s assessment of 17 August 1943 likewise
praised his ideological reliability and work. These are contemporary personnel evaluations,
not retrospective certificates from adversaries. They undermine any account that strips his
office of its political function. [4]

An earlier economics-department role must not be transferred into Schaulen. In the
Schaulen administration, Schriever headed the economics department and was Gewecke’s
deputy, close associate and personal friend; the court describes delegated police punitive
authority. The differences between departmental leadership, Stabsleiter and formal deputy
status must be resolved through dated personnel records. They cannot be collapsed into a
generic title merely because it serves an argument about superior responsibility. [4, 29-30]

The ghetto’s exploitation also supplies context for purported humane treatment. The court
describes ghetto establishment by Claus and Schrepfer, assisted by the local municipal
administration, police guarding, confiscation and forced labor. Food restrictions and
incomplete deliveries, attributed in the judgment to failures of Lithuanian authorities,
produced hunger. These findings name municipal participation and should not be
reassigned automatically to a county official. They nevertheless show that the German
administrative system was sustained through local institutions and material deprivation.
[27, 30]

Gewecke’s opposition to a planned 1941 selection belongs in the account. The court
associates his position with the need to retain Jewish workers and records Lohse’s backing.
Opposition to one destruction measure within an exploitative labor regime is historically
significant, but it does not demonstrate opposition to antisemitic persecution as a whole.
The proper question is what he opposed, why, and what he continued to administer. A
favorable fact must be retained with its motive and limits, rather than expanded into a
humanitarian identity. [30, 28]
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4 The false 1945 release chronology and the denazification label

The Centre’s Cvirka reply of 3 February 2020 says that Gewecke and Bub were released by
the Allies after interrogation in 1945. The published judgment records Bub’s Soviet
captivity in 1945 and release in 1948. The NRW file records his return on 28 May 1948. For
Gewecke, the judgment gives internment from 24 June 1945 to 21 February 1948 and a
two-year sentence imposed on 17 April 1948, credited against time already served. A
general 1945 release-and-clearance narrative is contradicted by these documented
histories. [4-6, 8]

The NRW record, NW 1037-A/REG 14436, records Category IV classification in Dortmund
on 4 August 1949. Bub’s February 1950 letter says that a blanket rule for returnees from
Soviet captivity subsequently placed him in Category V. The Special Commissioner’s
decision of 16 June 1950 refers to the returnee provision and resolves a fee-waiver matter.
It supplies no examination of his conduct in Schaulen and no merits finding that he did not
participate in persecution. [6]

Category V is labelled Entlastete, conventionally translated as exonerated. It has an
administrative meaning, but it cannot be substituted for a criminal acquittal or a historical
investigation of Holocaust responsibility. This report does not declare the classification
legally invalid. The underlying Dortmund committee record and any separate Category V
instrument are needed to establish its complete administrative basis. [6]

Denazification and criminal adjudication were different processes

The digitized NRW file belongs to the Special Commissioner’s denazification records. Its
immediate subject is the administrative cost of Bub’s classification. In his correspondence
Bub presents himself as a sick, impoverished returnee who underwent denazification as a
civic obligation. Schaulen and his Gebietskommissariat service are absent from the
correspondence examined here. That silence is a property of this file, not proof that he
disclosed nothing to any German authority: the separate Dortmund committee proceedings
must be examined before making that wider claim. [6]

The file’s sequence is important. A Dortmund decision placed him in Category IV on 4
August 1949. His February 1950 letter reports a subsequent Category V classification
under the NRW provision for returnees from Soviet captivity. The Special Commissioner
refers to the provision in general terms and grants the waiver on 16 June 1950. The record
does not reproduce a substantive review of persecution in Schaulen. It therefore cannot
bear the evidentiary weight of a finding that he was innocent of Holocaust participation. [6]

The five-category framework of Control Council Directive No. 38 distinguishes forms of
responsibility and administrative treatment. Its framework must be separated from the
Land rules implementing classification and relief. The existence of Category V does not
establish an unlawful decision, and the translated label exonerated does not create a merits
adjudication absent from the record. The exact instrument, procedure and grounds
determine its meaning. The surviving fee-waiver file and a criminal judgment nineteen
years later address different questions. [6, 38-39]
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Why limitation differed between the defendants

The different outcomes did not mean that the German court accepted the substantive case

against Gewecke and rejected every substantive allegation against Bub. The reasons
explain that judicial acts interrupted the relevant limitation period for Gewecke: a
Darmstadt examination of a witness on 21 June 1957 and a judicial arrangement of
questioning on 16 April 1960. The corresponding first judicial act against Bub occurred on
18 March 1961, after the period had expired on 8 May 1960. The later legislative change
did not revive a prosecution already barred. This explains the asymmetry through
procedural chronology rather than a supposed certificate of Bub’s innocence. [2, 35]

The costs passage deserves explicit treatment because it contains language the Centre
could cite selectively. Bub was substantively cleared of co-perpetration of Mord. At the
same time, the reasons established knowing, intentional and unlawful assistance in
Totschlag. The operative outcome was discontinuance. The combination must be stated in
full: limited clearance on one legal theory, adverse findings on another, and a time bar
preventing conviction on that established offense. A report that concealed the favorable

passage would reproduce the selective method it criticizes. [1-3]

5 Located official statements and public repetitions

The following chronology distinguishes official Centre documents from employee
commentary and independent political advocacy. The distinction preserves responsibility
rather than diluting it: official signatories and preparers must account for the official
claims, while separate authors must account for their own repetitions.

Date and source

Claim and use

Status

17 December 2019 [7]

Noreika memorandum invokes rejection of
Holocaust accusations against Gewecke
and Bub and complete acquittal of Bub;
gives the Liubeck year as 1969.

Official memorandum; Stancikas
preparer, Burauskaité signatory.

23 December 2019 [11]

Stancikas says Gewecke “yra iSteisintas”
and links German orders to Noreika. Bub is
not named in this text.

Public commentary; Pro Patria
mirror identifies Delfi as source.

3 February 2020 [8]

Cvirka reply describes Noreika
transmitting Gewecke’s and Bub’s orders;
claims Allied release after interrogation in
1945; gives 1970.

Official reply; Burauskaite
signatory, Stancikas contact.
Full registration suffix requires
confirmation.

11 February 2020 [9]

Reuses “wholly exonerated” for Bub and
generalizes from proceedings to actual
ghetto builders and commanders while
defending the Noreika findings.

Official reply; Burauskaite
signatory, Stancikas contact.

22 April 2020 [16]

AZubalis and Kascitinas repeat the
Gewecke-Bub-Schleef court alibi for
Noreika and request circulation of the
Centre’s conclusion to diplomatic missions.

Parliamentary advocacy.
Requested dissemination is
proved; implementation is not.

13 July 2020 [12]

Stancikas names Gewecke, Bub and “H.
Sliofa” (Schleef), saying “jie iSteisinti”.

Public commentary. Pro Patria
mirror; attributed Respublika
origin remains unconfirmed.
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Date and source

Claim and use

Status

14 September 2020 [13]

Stancikas’s interview answers say German
courts “iSteisino” the men; source spelling
“H. Shliofa” (Schleef).

Mirror identifies tiesos.lt and
interviewer Ramute Bingeliene.
These are spoken answers; the
book itself was not inspected.

9 February 2021 [14]

Stancikas says Gewecke and Bub “yra
iSteisinti” in Liitbeck in 1970, alongside
Noreika’s transmission of the Zagaré
instruction.

Public commentary; mirror
identifies Delfi as source.

26 April 2021 [15]

Sinica claims American and German courts
found Gewecke not guilty, using this to
defend Noreika. Bub is not named.

Independent public advocacy,
not an official LGGRTC
determination.

Registered 2 October
2026 [10]

No. 55R-951 acknowledges no examination
of the judgment and likely legal
inaccuracy, but reaffirms the essential
rejection-of-Holocaust-accusations
proposition.

Official response; documentary
dating and metadata should be
distinguished.

Mirror headers establish the outlet attributions shown above, not independent proof of
first-publication dates. The Lithuanian spellings Sliofa and Shliofa are retained as source
variants. They assist tracing the argument but do not themselves prove copying or
intentional deception. The different court-year references likewise require correction
without confusing that error with the much more consequential misstatement of

disposition. [7-14]

The method is visible across the repetitions: Lithuanian agency is reduced to transmitting
German orders; responsibility is shifted upward; the German officials are then presented as
cleared. The supposed clearance is used to make responsibility disappear at both levels.
The public judgment breaks that chain of reasoning. Even a genuine acquittal of a superior
would not determine a different official’s historical conduct.

6 Why the alibi fails for Noreika

The Centre’s own 2015 memorandum records Noreika'’s letter of 22 August 1941
implementing ghettoization measures and his directive of 10 September 1941 on
liquidating movable property of Jews and fled communists. The latter is cited to LCVA
R-1099, ap. 1, b. 1, 1. 239. The memorandum describes storage, distribution, auction or
lease and transfer of proceeds to the county treasury. Those are administrative acts with
consequences, not merely a favorable biography or an abstract question about whether
Noreika personally carried out shootings. [17]

Bub arrived more than a year later. His alleged acquittal cannot excuse instructions issued
before he held office in Schaulen. Nor can a limitation-based termination concerning a June
1943 killing resolve the content, implementation or significance of Noreika’s 1941 orders.
Disproving the acquittal alibi therefore discredits the Centre’s defense of Noreika;
Noreika’s conduct must then be examined directly through his orders, their implementation

and other evidence.

The Holocaust subcommission of the International Commission criticized LGGRTC's
Noreika reasoning on 11 April 2019 and addressed the significance of his ghettoization and
property measures. It also identified weaknesses in parts of the opposing presentation. Its
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value is independent historical assessment, not a judicial conviction or endorsement of
every accusation. [18]

LGGRTC also juxtaposes Bub’s supposed exoneration with Jasaitis’s description of him as
brutal and responsible for Noreika’s March 1943 arrest and deportation. Brutality and
non-conviction are not logically incompatible. The problem is the selective use of the same
official: adverse conduct supports the resistance narrative, while an inflated legal outcome
supports exculpation. Later resistance does not retrospectively nullify earlier participation
in persecution. [7, 9-10]

7 The Gewecke defense and the Noreika family

In the public USHMM transcript, Gewecke reads a letter from his former chief interpreter
Otto Leppert, dated Chicago, 21 February 1966. The letter offers Lithuanian witnesses for
Gewecke’s case who would attest to supposedly humane treatment of Jews in Schaulen. It
includes Antonina Noreika, identified as the widow of the district chief, and a TelSiai
administrator named Ramanauskas. [19-20]

This establishes an offered witness network connecting Gewecke’s defense to the Noreika
family. It does not establish that Antonina testified, that she supplied testimony for Bub, or
that her proposed evidence was false. A proposed witness list does not itself prove
Noreika’s crimes. The public record also does not establish that a court rejected or
excluded her testimony. Assertions that such evidence could never be admitted in court
would therefore be unsound.

The historical-verification issue remains serious. A former interpreter recruiting persons
connected to the administration, including an official’s widow, is not an independent
corroborating institution. Any actual testimony would require examination of personal
knowledge, relationship, interest, corroboration and cross-examination. The offered
network cannot be turned into mutually validating certificates of innocence. The same
interview records Gewecke correcting a reference to acquittal. Its content demands
scrutiny rather than use as an undifferentiated exoneration source. [19]
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Relationships and the problem of circular corroboration

Relationship What the source establishes What it cannot establish alone

Gewecke and Bub Departmental superior and occupation That every order attributed to
official; Gewecke arranged Bub’s either man existed or was
attendance at the execution. [4, 31] passed to Noreika.

Gewecke and Schriever Chief and deputy; delegated authority and | Exclusive responsibility of
personal association. [29-30] Schriever for the death order.

Bub and Noreika's Chronological overlap from late 1942 and Bub’s authorship of Noreika’s

administration Bub’s supervision of local Lithuanian 1941 orders or exoneration of
administration. [4, 17] those orders.

Gewecke and Leppert Former chief interpreter offering witnesses | Independent institutional
for Gewecke’s defense. [19-20] verification of the offered

favorable account.

Leppert and Antonina A letter lists the district chief’'s widow as a | That she testified, testified for

Noreika proposed witness. [19-20] Bub, or supplied false testimony.

Noreika and Antonina The proposed witness is identified by her Proof of Noreika’s criminal
marital relationship and her husband’s conduct merely from her
office. [19-20] inclusion in the list.

The network is historically revealing because the proposed corroboration was assembled
from people connected to the occupation administration and its social world. It is not
independent merely because several people could repeat a favorable characterization. If a
defendant’s account is supported by an interpreter’s list, and that list is then used to
validate the same defendant’s account, the evidence is circular until actual observations
and independent documents are identified. The proper object of inquiry is the underlying
act, not the number of mutually favorable characterizations. [19-20]

Related or interested witnesses are not automatically inadmissible in court. Their evidence
can be tested for personal knowledge, opportunity to observe, consistency, interest and
external corroboration. The public proposed-witness list does not permit a finding about
what Antonina would have said, what questions she faced, or whether a court accepted her
evidence. Its significance is the documented defense connection, not an invented judicial
episode. That connection warrants the Liubeck witness record and Leppert’s letters being
examined alongside the interview. [19-20]

This is also why accusations that witnesses testified falsely require the testimony itself and
a demonstrated contradiction. The historical criticism here rests on a documented
exculpatory network and LGGRTC’s misuse of legal outcomes. It does not depend on
labeling every proposed witness a liar or treating kinship as proof of guilt. The court’s
rejection of the defendants’ principal exculpatory accounts and its scrutiny of survivor
evidence provide firmer grounds for assessing the competing narratives. [32-33]

8 Skirpa and Brazaitis as comparative cases

The evidence establishes the direct Gewecke-Bub alibi in the Noreika defense. It does not
establish that LGGRTC explicitly used Bub’s court outcome to exonerate Skirpa or
Brazaitis. The comparative evidence concerns the method of exculpation rather than a
proven transfer of Bub’s judicial outcome.
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LGGRTC’s 25 June 2024 Skirpa report, No. 9R-598 (9.6E), nonetheless warrants review for
comparable exculpatory reasoning. Its treatment of antisemitic political material, expulsion
versus extermination, physical absence and collaboration must be assessed against the
sources and actual agency. The Lithuanian Jewish Community rejected the report. Vitkus’s
independent analysis compares the Noreika and Skirpa certificates, including favorable
biography and reduction of responsibility. This supports investigation of a recurring
method, not invention of a missing Bub-to-Skirpa citation. [21-23]

The Brazaitis case presents a separate question about the conversion of an American
investigative outcome into rehabilitation language. The preserved August 2026 comparison
records selective alteration of one Centre passage while other rehabilitation wording
remained. The present Bub report does not adjudicate the entire Brazaitis record. It
identifies the reason to audit judicial and investigative authority consistently: absence of
prosecution, discontinuance, administrative clearance and substantive historical innocence
are different propositions. [24]

9 Notice and the accusation of historical fraud

No. 55R-951 is decisive evidence of an institutional verification failure. LGGRTC admits that
it had not examined the judgment it purported to characterize and retreats from the legal
accuracy of complete acquittal, while maintaining the broader historical claim. It does not
admit that all its work is baseless or confess deliberate fraud. The wider accusation must be
argued from conduct rather than falsely presented as the Centre’s own admission. [10]

The judgment was published in JuNSV and could be sought through ordinary archival,
library or editorial channels. Public judgment pages have now been independently
retrieved. A state research institution cannot responsibly make categorical court-outcome
assertions first and use lack of digitization as the explanation for not reading the decision.
Current online availability does not establish when every page first became accessible, so
no unsupported historical access date is asserted here.

Grant Arthur Gochin’s conclusion: I accuse LGGRTC of clear and apparent historical fraud,
deliberate rewriting of Holocaust history, Holocaust revisionism and distortion. The
documented conduct includes substitution of a procedural result for historical innocence,
evasion of adverse findings, selective exculpatory framing and persistence in an essential
claim after acknowledging that its judicial foundation had not been examined. In my
assessment, this is an institutional defense of a preferred conclusion rather than an honest
correction of the record.

10 Historical conclusions and the European educational context

The central finding is not merely that LGGRTC used an imprecise translation. It constructed
an exculpatory argument from a court decision it had not examined, described Bub in terms
that obscure established participation in an unlawful killing, and retained the broader
historical clearance after acknowledging the legal defect. The correction required is
substantive: the judgment did not reject the entire record of Holocaust responsibility, and it
supplied no transferable innocence for Noreika. [1-3, 7-10]

Noreika’s 1941 ghettoization and dispossession measures must be evaluated through their
wording, implementation and consequences. Bub’s late arrival excludes him as their
contemporary administrative source. His later supervisory position and the execution
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findings deepen the need to examine the apparatus; they do not replace proof of Noreika’s
acts. The collapse of the acquittal alibi removes an invalid defense. The signed directives
and independent historical assessment supply the direct evidentiary basis for reassessment.
[4, 17-18]

The Skirpa comparison concerns a recurring exculpatory method, not a demonstrated
citation of Bub’s disposition. Brazaitis likewise requires an independent audit of
rehabilitation language against the actual American record. Historical criticism is strongest
when each case retains its own documents and the comparison identifies precisely which
reasoning is shared. [21-24]

PRISMA gives this verification failure a European educational consequence. Its public
descriptions place Holocaust remembrance and opposition to distortion within the project’s
purposes. A participant making such claims must distinguish judicial findings from
procedural outcomes, disclose its historical method and correct material
misrepresentations. The public project descriptions do not establish the absence of
independent review; the grant, partner responsibilities, methodology, quality-control and
evaluation records must establish what review exists. Educational reuse of the disputed
exoneration narrative would extend its effects beyond Lithuanian commemoration. [25-26]

The remaining historical questions are specific: the original Dortmund classification
proceedings and any separate Category V decision; the complete investigation and witness
record concerning the hanging, Bayer’s release and the valuables; dated personnel
documents resolving Bub’s titles; the original Leppert letters and any actual testimony by
offered witnesses; and LGGRTC'’s source-acquisition and drafting records. The
Bundesarchiv finding aid identifies pertinent case material, including the indictment,
partial-discontinuance material and judgment. These are research targets, not substitutes
for documents already examined. [6, 19-20, 40]

Later supplements are intended to examine the Dortmund denazification holdings (NW
1097), the Hagen-Haspe records, Bundesarchiv AR-Z 774/61 material, the Leppert letters
and the Liibeck witness record, and a systematic full-text search of the judgment and
related proceedings for Bayer and spelling variants. Their mention identifies research still
to be completed, not findings already established. The exact archival scope and relevant file
units remain to be confirmed.

The present record is sufficient to reject complete historical exoneration as an accurate
account of Bub’s proceedings. It also establishes a serious, recurring institutional distortion
in the use of those proceedings to defend Noreika. The study’s accusation of historical fraud
rests on that documented substitution, repetition and persistence after notice. A corrected
history must restore the victim, the occupation apparatus, the court’s adverse findings and
its actual procedural limits to the center of the account.
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https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx_junsv_pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bpagenumber%5D=354&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=c005d6c07a4f522c922a449d8d0d9a43
https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx_junsv_pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bpagenumber%5D=354&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=c005d6c07a4f522c922a449d8d0d9a43
https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx_junsv_pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bpagenumber%5D=354&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=c005d6c07a4f522c922a449d8d0d9a43
https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx_junsv_pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bpagenumber%5D=356&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=4dbeac69ca37152aed42f32487cdea51
https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx_junsv_pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bpagenumber%5D=356&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=4dbeac69ca37152aed42f32487cdea51
https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx_junsv_pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bpagenumber%5D=356&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx_junsv_pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=4dbeac69ca37152aed42f32487cdea51
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[32] LG Libeck judgment pp 358-359, defendants’ accounts and the court’s evaluation

https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx junsv pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumberé&tx junsv pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx junsv pi
2%5Bpagenumber%5D=359&tx_junsv pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx junsv pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=a21fbd0727a5
4b83c2c4a696d0b54290

[33] LG Libeck judgment pp 360-361, witness reliability and alleged external influence

https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx junsv pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx junsv pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx junsv pi
2%5Bpagenumber%5D=361&tx junsv pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx junsv pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=2247b3f9edeb5
278c5d703cf4c2248715

[34] LG Liibeck judgment p 364, ghetto diary and Jewish Council notice

https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx junsv pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx junsv pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx junsv pi
2%5Bpagenumber%5D=364&tx _junsv pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx junsv pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=85e6ebbda38f
£c92d2459963872c89f2

[35] LG Lubeck judgment pp 382-383, judicial acts interrupting limitation for Gewecke

https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx junsv pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx junsv pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx junsv pi
2%5Bpagenumber%5D=382&tx junsv pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx junsv pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=d12d8c5al23
09fd4445ff393aab82alc

[36] Leiba Lipshitz, The Siauliai Ghetto July 18 1941-July 24 1944, in Siauliy getas: kaliniy sara$ai 1942 / The
Siauliai Ghetto: Lists of Prisoners 1942, compiled by Irina Guzenberg and Jevgenija Sedova (Vilnius: Vilna
Gaon Jewish State Museum, 2002); passage concerning the May-June 1943 execution and Lena Bayer. English
reproduction pp 13-14; printed chapter pagination not established. Museum catalogue identifies the volume
and its contents

https://www.archive-jmuseum.lt/old/en.jmuseum.lt/index9c40.html?Element=ViewArticle&TopicID=937
[37] Lipshitz chapter, bibliographic record in the Lituanistika database

https://www.lituanistika.lt/content/76100

[38] Control Council Directive No 38, 12 October 1946, classification framework; English text at German
History in Documents and Images

https://germanhistorydocs.org/en/occupation-and-the-emergence-of-two-states-1945-1961/control-council-directive-no-38-oc
tober-12-1946

[39] Landesarchiv NRW, guidance on online denazification records

https://www.archive.nrw.de/landesarchiv-nrw/landesarchiv-nrw/entnazifizierungsakten-online

[40] Bundesarchiv finding aid, public redacted copy, including B 162/4363, B 162/4368 and B 162/14394
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/10/01 Bundesarchiv_Finding Aid PUBLIC REDACTED.pdf
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Ewaldas Bubas ir LGGRTC teisminio iSteisinimo
teiginiu zlugimas
Dalinis istorinis tyrimas | Grant Arthur Gochin | 2026 m. spalio 5 d.

Tai dalinis ir tarpinis istorinis tyrimas, o ne uzbaigtas darbas. Jis bus uzbaigtas ir papildytas
gavus bei iSnagrinéjus kitus pirminius dokumentus. Dabartinés iSvados susijusios su ¢ia
ivardytais irodymais; neiSspresti klausimai ir numatomi papildymai pateikiami 10 skyriuje.

1 ISvados ir tyrimo apimtis

LGGRTC pasitelké tariama visiSka Ewaldo Bubo iSteisinima ir tariama kaltinimu Hansui
Gewecke ir Bubui dél Holokausto atmetima, gindamas Jona Noreika. Atsakyme Nr. 55R-951
Centras pripazista, kad nebuvo iStyres 1970 m. Liubeko teismo nuosprendzio ir kad visiSko
iSteisinimo formuluoté tikriausiai buvo teisiskai netiksli. Vis délto Centras pakartojo
platesnj teiginij, esa kaltinimai dél Holokausto buvo atmesti. Sis teiginys nepagrindZia
bendro istorinio iSteisinimo. [7-10]

Paskelbtame nuosprendyje atskirti trys dalykai: neijrodyta Bubo bendravykdysté nuzudant
pagal Mord kategorija; motyvuose nustatyta, kad jis samoningai ir tyCia padéjo jvykdyti
neteiséta nuzudyma, kvalifikuota kaip Totschlag; ir bylos nagrinéjimas nutrauktas deél Siai
nusikalstamai veikai taikytos senaties. Gewecke nuteistas ketveriems metams ir SeSiems
meénesiams. Né viena Siy baigc€iu nesuteikia Noreikai perkeliamo istorinio iSteisinimo. [1-3]

Tyrime rekonstruojama Bubo tarnyba okupacinéje administracijoje, dalyvavimas ivykdant
mirties bausme zydu geto kaliniui, pokariné administraciné klasifikacija ir baudziamasis
procesas. Toliau nagrinéjama, kaip LGGRTC Vokietijos procesa paverté Noreika teisinanciu
argumentu. Nuosekliai atskiriami paskelbti teismo motyvai, to meto administraciniai
dokumentai, iSgyvenusiojo istorinis pasakojimas ir retrospektyvis okupacinés
administracijos veikéju pareiskimai. Numeruotose Saltiniu pastabose pateikiami dokumenty
pavadinimai, nuorodos i ju vietas ir matomi, aktyvis URL. Paliekamos vokieciy teises
kategorijos Mord ir Totschlag, nes abieju vertimas vien Zodziu nuzudymas pasléptu
skirtuma, nuo kurio priklausé proceso baigtis.
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Data Ivykis Saltinis

1933-1939 NSDAP ir SA veikla, naciu vadovy [5]
mokymas Krossinsee ir kariné tarnyba iki
okupacinés administracijos.

1941 m. Noreikos geto ir zyduy turto nurodymai; [17-18]

rugpjutis-rugseéjis Bubas dar netarnavo Siauliuose.

1942 m. spalis Bubas paskirtas i Politikos ir [4]
administracijos skyriu; palankus
ideologinis vertinimas spalio 28 d.

1943 m. birzelio 6 d. Masowieckio egzekucija Kaukasus gete; [31]
Bubas vadovavo jos ivykdymui.

1945-1948 Sovietu nelaisve ir grizimas; NRW byloje [4, 6]
nurodyta 1948 m. geguzés 28 d.

1949 m. rugpjucio 4 IV kategorijos sprendimas, pranesta [6]

d.-1950 m. birzelio 16 d. | vélesné V kategorija pagal grizusiuju
nuostata ir mokescio atsisakymas.

1960 m. geguzés 8 d. / Senaties pabaiga; pirmasis teisminis [2]

1961 m. kovo 18 d. veiksmas Bubo atzvilgiu atliktas véliau.

1970 m. sausio 27 d. Liubeko nuosprendis: Gewecke nuteistas, [1-3]
Bubo bylos nagrinéjimas nutrauktas.

2019-2021 Oficialus ir vieSas iSteisinimo naratyvo [7-16]
kartojimas ginant Noreika.

2026 m. spalio 2 d. LGGRTC pripazinimas, kad nuosprendis [10]

netirtas, kartu pakartojant esminj istorini
teiginj.
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Klausimas

Dokumentinis rezultatas

ReikSmé LGGRTC teiginiams

Rezoliuciné baigtis

LG Libeck, 1970 m. sausio 27 d., 2 Ks
1/68: Bubo bylos nagrinéjimas nutrauktas;
Gewecke skirtos ketveriu metu ir SeSiy
meénesiy laisves atémimas. [1]

Nutraukimas néra rezoliucinis
visiskas iSteisinimas.

Mord kaltinimas

Motyvuose ir iSlaidu aptarime Bubas i$
esmeés pripazintas neatsakingu uz
bendravykdyste pagal Mord. Palanki iSvada
pripazintina. [3]

Centras gali cituoti $j ribota
vertinima, bet turi jvardyti
konkrety kaltinima ir likusias
nepalankias iSvadas.

Pagalba ivykdant

Motyvuose nustatyta samoninga, tyciné ir

Kaltas dalyvavimas negali

Totschlag neteiséta pagalba, nesant kalte Salinanciy saziningai biti vadinamas
pagrindu. [2] visi$ku istoriniu iSteisinimu.

Senatis Motyvuose paaiskinta, kad nustatytos Bubo | Persekiojimo Kkliiitis nenustato
veikos persekiojimui suéjo senatis. [2] nekaltumo dél aprasyto elgesio.

Apimtis Teismas nagrinéjo konkrety 1943 m. Baigties negalima iSplesti iki

pakorima gete, ne visa apygardos veikla
Holokauste. [1-3]

visy kaltinimy del Holokausto
atmetimo.

Auka buvo zydu geto kalinys Masowiecki. Nuosprendyje aiSkiai nustatyta, kad Bubas
vadovavo egzekucijai jos vietoje. Nepalanki iSvada néra miglotas kaltinimas rysiais su
administracija: ji susijusi su konkreciu jo dalyvavimu pakariant Zmogu. Teismas vis délto
atskyre pagalba nuo bendravykdystés pagal Mord kategorija ir nustate, kad taikytas
senaties terminas baigési 1960 m. geguzés 8 d. Pirmasis teiséjo procesinis veiksmas Bubo
atzvilgiu atliktas 1961 m. kovo 18 d., per vélai terminui nutraukti. [2]

Bubui nepalankis vertinimai yra nuosprendzio motyvu iSvados, o ne apkaltinamasis
nuosprendis jam. Sis skirtumas svarbus: bylos nagrinéjimas buvo nutrauktas. Taip pat
palankus Mord kaltinimo vertinimas nepanaikina nustatytos ty¢inés pagalbos vykdant
neteiseta nuzudyma. Kategoriska Centro formuluoté nutyli skirtuma, lemiantj sprendimo

prasme. [1-3]

Nuosprendyje taip pat palankiai vertinama tai, kad Gewecke priestaravo numatytai 1941 m.
naikinimo priemonei. Si aplinkybé turi biti pateikta saZziningame pasakojime; motyvuose
aptariamas Zydu iSsaugojimas sistemoje, priklausiusioje nuo ju darbo. Ji nepanaikina
Gewecke nuteisimo ir nepavercia okupacinés administracijos humanitarine institucija.
Dokumentuose yra ir palankiu, ir nepalankiy faktu. Istoriné iSvada turi paaiskinti abu. [28]

Egzekucija ir irodymai kuriais réemesi teismas

Bezalelio Masowieckio pakorimas buvo vieSas okupacinio teroro veiksmas pries geto
gyventojus, kentusius bada ir maisto isigijimo ribojimus. Nuosprendyje aprasomas buves
kepéjas, mazdaug trisdesimties-trisdeSimt penkeriu metu, turéjes zmona ir maza dukteri.
Kai jis griZzo su draudziamomis prekémis, jskaitant maista ir cigaretes, Lietuvos policininkai
ji sulaiké kepyklos kieme ir apieskojo. Atvykes Paf. jsake ji suimti; Mie. ir Paf.
Gebietskommissariat automobiliu, jo bagazinéje, nuvezé ji i komisariata, o véliau jis pateko i
kaléjima. Toks atskiruy veiksmuy ivardijimas tiksliai atitinka teismo nustatyta eiga.
Baudziamasis procesas buvo susijes su siuo konkreciu nuzudymu, o ne visos apygardos
administracijos veiklos Holokauste nagrinejimu. [29, 31]
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Mirties jsakymas kilo iS Gebietskommissariat. Teismas negaléjo nustatyti, ar ji asmeniskai
dave Gewecke, ar Schrieveris su Gewecke zinia. Jis pasirinko Gewecke palankesne
alternatyva. Sis jrodymu vertinimas nepanaikino Gewecke atsakomybés: jis Zinojo apie
numatyta pakorima, galéjo ji sustabdyti, suvokeé jo neteisétuma ir vis délto neatSauké
isakymo. Tada jis organizavo Bubo dalyvavima. Neatsakytas klausimas apie pirmaji isakymo
davéja néra iSvada, kad administracija nebuvo atsakinga. [31]

Zyduy taryba buvo priversta paripinti kartuves, budelius ir gydytoja mir¢iai patvirtinti. Jos
atstovai Mendelis Leibowiczius ir Aronas Katzas pra$é pasigaileti ir perdave vokieciu kalba
parasyta Masowieckio zmonos malonés prasyma. Nuosprendyje uzfiksuotos desperatiskos
tarybos pastangos, taCiau priverstinis paklusimas nelaikomas nuzudymo Saltiniu. Vokieciu
pareiginai diktavo egzekucija ir jos vieSa surengima. [31]

1943 m. birzelio 6 d. abieju geto daliu suaugusieji buvo priversti dalyvauti. Bubas atvyko
kaip Gebietskommissariat atstovas kartu su kitais pareigunais; taip pat dalyvavo SD
darbuotojai ir Lietuvos policininkai. Nuosprendyje aprasyta, kaip Masowieckio svaineé priéjo
prie Bubo su kalinio motinos malonés prasymu. Bubas ja atstimé kojos judesiu. Tarybos
atstovams veél prasant pasigaileti, jis iS esmés pasaké nesas Gebietskommissar ir nieko
negalijs padaryti. Tada jis ZodZziu ir gestu nurodé pradéti pakorima. Gydytojui patvirtinus
mirtj, Bubas jsakeé palikti kuna kabéti iki vidurdienio ir laidoti dalyvaujant tik nedaugeliui
zmoniu. Tai konkrecios iSvados apie vadovavima egzekucijai ir elgesj jos metu, ne vien apie
jo buvima vietoje. [31]

Gewecke gynyba meégino priskirti egzekucija SD. Bubas menkino savo vaidmeni,
vaizduodamas save dalyviu, negaléjusiu jsikisti. Teismas atmeté esmine teisinamaja versija:
egzekucija buvo Gebietskommissariat veiksmas, o Bubo elgesys padéjo ja ivykdyti. Butina
atskirti pirminj mirties isakymo davima nuo vadovavimo jo vykdymui. Nejrodytas pirmasis
veiksmas Bubo atzvilgiu nepanaikino antrojo. [32]

Teismas kritiSkai jvertino iSgyvenusiuju parodymus. Jis apsvarsté praéjusi laika, buvusiu
kaliniu tarpusavio pokalbius, publikacijas, asmeninius motyvus ir galima uzsienyje
gyvenusiu liudytoju paveikima prokuratiros medziaga. Tu liudytoju, kuriy parodymais
rémesi, atzvilgiu teismas nenustaté tycinio melavimo pozymiu ir nenustaté Izraelio
instituciju itakos pozymiu. Tai, kad vienas liudytojas gavo prokuratiros aplinkybiu
aprasSyma, paskatino grieztesni patikrinima, o ne automatinj jo parodymu atmetima ar
priémima. Siy motyvuotuy vertinimy negali pakeisti bendras kaltinimas, kad i§gyvenusiuju
parodymai buvo suderinti ar nepatikimi. [33]

Teismas taip pat pasitelké geto dienorastj, kuriame uZrasytas Zyduy tarybos pranesimas:
suaugusieji turéjo dalyvauti egzekucijoje birZzelio 6 d. 11 val. Sis to meto patvirtinimas
svarbus, nes tarybos nariai neiSgyveno ir negaléjo tiesiogiai paliudyti pirminio pranesimo
aplinkybiy. Teismas pripazino Sj jrodymu praradima ir paaiSkino, kodél like parodymai bei
dienorastis pagrindé jo iSvadas. Istoriné rekonstrukcija turi iSsaugoti Sj argumentavima, o
ne cituoti tik proceso baigti. [33-34]
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ISgyvenusiojo pasakojimas ir Lenos Bayer paleidimas

Leibos LipS$ico paskelbta Siauliy geto istorija pateikia kita $io jvykio pasakojima. Joje
aprasyta 1943 m. geguzés 31 d. griZztanciy kaliniy krata, kurioje dalyvavo Gewecke ir Kiti
pareigunai, jskaitant Buba, ir ivardyti du sulaikytieji: buves kepéjas Betzalelis Mazovetsky ir
buvusi muzikos mokytoja Lena, arba Leah, Bayer. Pasak $io pasakojimo, birzelio 3 d. Zydy
tarybai pranesta, kad abu bus viesai pakarti, ir jsakyta parupinti kartuves bei budelius.
Pavardés variantai Masowiecki ir Mazovetsky islaikomi nurodant atitinkamus Saltinius.
[36-37]

LipSicas apraSo intensyvias derybas su Bubu ir aukso, papuosalu bei vyrisku odiniu baty
perdavima, kol sutarta, kad Bayer bus pasigailéta. Susirinkus egzekucijai, pasak jo, Bubas
paskelbé, kad kiekvienas, nelegaliai neSantis maista i geta, bus pakartas, jsaké paleisti
Bayer ir paskelbé Mazovetskio mirties nuosprendj. Taigi pasakojimas priskiria Bubui
vaidmeni ir derybose bei atrankiniame paleidime, ir pakorime. Tai nesuderinama su
istoriniu nepavojingo pareiguno, tik pasyviai dalyvavusio, portretu. [36]

Siame tyrime i$nagrinétame Lip$ico geto istorijos angli$kame tekste néra teismo proceso ar
iSteisinimo aprasymo ir Noreika neminimas. Bubas aisSkiai apibudinamas kaip , vienas
atgrasiausiu Gebietskommissariat pareigtunu ir Ziaurus zydu priesas” (vertimas is$ angly
kalbos). Sis konkretus tekstas negali pagristi teisminio i$teisinimo teiginio. Tai nenustato,
kad visi LipSicui priskiriami prisiminimai buvo tokios pat apimties; vélesnij straipsni ir jo
perdavima reikia vertinti atskirai. [36-37]

LipSicas taip pat apraso ankstesnj epizoda, prasidéjusi 1942 m. rugpjicio 30 d.: po maisto
kratu Gewecke pareikalavo penkiasdesimties Zydy egzekucijai. Zydy taryba ir geto tarnyby
vadovai nutaré vietoj ju atvykti patys. Pasak pasakojimo, jiems pasirodzius Gewecke pakeité
grasinima egzekucija 20 000 reichsmarkiy mokéjimu. Pasakojime vaizduojamas prievartinis
turto iSgavimas grasinant mirtimi, o ne paprastas humanitarinis pasigailéjimas. Epizodas
ankstesnis uz Bubo atvykima 1942 m. spalj ir ¢ia jam nepriskiriamas. [36]

Toje pacioje istorijoje vélesnis SS geto komendantas jvardytas Hermann Schlof. Pavarde
paliekama pagal Saltinio rasyba; Schlof, Schleef ir lietuvisSkus variantus reikia suderinti
pagal personalo ir teismo dokumentus. Komendanto paminéjimas prisideda prie vélesnés
stovyklos administracijos rekonstrukcijos, bet nepateikia iSteisinimo iSvados ir negali
patvirtinti platesnio LGGRTC isteisinimo naratyvo. [36]

Vertybiuy apibuidinimas ky$iais priklauso Lip$ico pasakojimui. Cia jis nepateikiamas kaip
atskira teismo iSvada dél kySininkavimo. Vien Sis pasakojimas taip pat nenustato teisinés
Bubo jgaliojimuy pasigailéeti apimties: jis galéjo dereétis arba paskelbti kito pareiguno
patvirtinta sprendima. IstoriSkai reikSmingas jam priskirtas praktinis vaidmuo
administruojant grasinimus, derybas ir egzekucija. Sie duomenys turi biiti vertinami kartu
su konkrecia teismo iSvada, kad jis vadovavo pakorimui. [31, 36]

Pasakojimai skiriasi detalémis. LipSicas nurodo susirinkima 9 val.; teismo cituotame tarybos
pranesSime dalyvavimas egzekucijoje numatytas 11 val. Susirinkimo ir egzekucijos laikas
galéjo skirtis, taciau toks paaiskinimas nenustatytas. LipSico pasakojime pabréziami du
zmoneés, kuriems grasinta mirtimi, ir Bayer paleidimas, o teismo nagrinéjimo centre yra
Masowieckio mirtis. Tokie skirtumai reikalauja palyginti stebéjimo aplinkybes, chronologija
ir Saltinio perdavima; jie nepateisina nei pasakojimo nutyléjimo, nei kiekvienos detalés
pateikimo kaip teismo nustatyto fakto. Dabartiniai Saltiniai neleidzia nustatyti, ar vertybiu ir
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Bayer epizodas buvo aptartas kur nors visoje tyrimo ar teismo bylos medziagoje. [34, 36]

Sis skirtumas ypa¢ svarbus LGGRTC darbui su $altiniais. Atsakyme Nr. 55R-951 Centras
nurodé antrine publikacija, paremta LipSico prisiminimu, ir Gewecke interviu kaip savo
teiginiy Saltinius. Tai nejrodo, kad Centras skaité visa 2002 m. istorija. Tac¢iau tai parodo
butinybe atskirti iSgyvenusiojo proceso prisiminima nuo tikrosios nuosprendzio rezoliucinés
dalies ir motyvu. Nei iSgyvenusiojo atmintis, nei retrospektyvus kaltinamojo interviu negali
pakeisti sprendimo, kai institucija teigia apibudinanti teismo iSvada. [10, 36]

3 Bubas Siauliu okupacinéje administracijoje

Nuosprendyje Bubo atvykimas j Schaulen, dabartinius Siaulius, datuojamas 1942 m. spalj.
Jo padalinys ivardytas kaip Politikos ir administracijos skyrius, o tarp pareigy nurodyta
Lietuvos vietinés administracijos priezitura. Taip pat pateikti ideologiniai jo tinkamumo
naciy administracinei tarnybai vertinimai. Sio skyriaus negalima painioti su ekonomikos
skyriumi. [4]

Si priezitiros funkcija sieja Noreikos apskrities administracija su atitinkamu aparatu tuo
laikotarpiu, kai ju tarnyba sutapo. Ji neirodo, kad Bubas davé Noreikai kokj nors konkrety
nurodyma; nuosprendzio iStraukoje Noreika nejvardytas jo pavaldiniu. Todél LGGRTC
teigiamam Bubo jsakymu perdavimui pagristi reikalingi tikrieji isakymai, ju datos ir
adresatai. Svarbiausia, Bubo atvykimas 1942 m. pabaigoje negali paaiSkinti ar pateisinti
Noreikos 1941 m. rugpjucio ir rugséjo priemoniu. [4, 8, 17]

LGGRTC ne karta vadino Buba Gewecke pavaduotoju. Paskelbtame nuosprendyje Gewecke
pavaduotoju jvardytas Kurtas Schrieveris. [29] VieSai prieinamas nuosprendis nustato Bubo
skyriaus funkcija. LGGRTC turéty pateikti savo kitokio pareigu jvardijimo Saltinj, uzuot
kartojes titula be nuorodos i personalo dokumenta. [4, 7-10]

Nuosprendyje aprasomas Siauliu gety jsteigimas padedant vietos miesto administracijai. Si
iSvada dokumentuoja Lietuvos instituciju dalyvavima miesto lygmeniu; ji néra savaime
iSvada apie Noreikos apskrities administracija. Priskyrimas turi atitikti kiekviename
Saltinyje faktiSkai jvardyta institucija ir asmeni. [27]

Politinis pasirengimas ir administraciniu pareigu pasiskirstymas

Nuosprendzio biografinéje rekonstrukcijoje Bubo pasirengimas siejamas su naciuy politine
sistema dar iki jo paskyrimo Lietuvoje. Nurodytas 1933 m. kovo prasymas priimti i NSDAP,
narysté nuo geguzes, dalyvavimas raituju SA ir darbo tarnyboje bei priémimas i partijos
vadovy mokyma Ordensburg Krossinsee 1938 m. gruodj. 1939 m. pradéta kariné tarnyba.
Siu aplinkybiu negalima i$plésti iki konkretaus nuzudymo jrodymo, ta¢iau jos pateikia
politinj ir institucinj vélesnés tarnybos konteksta. [5]

Teismas Bubo Siauliy padalinj jvardija kaip Politikos ir administracijos skyriu. Jo
atsakomybé apémeé Lietuvos vietine administracija, mokyklas, ligonines ir kaléjima, taip pat
vietos leidiniy cenziira. 1942 m. spalio 28 d. ideologiniame vertinime jo pazitros
apibudintos kaip tvirtai susiformavusios, o raida link gebancio Gebietskommissar jvertinta
palankiai. Gewecke 1943 m. rugpjucio 17 d. vertinime taip pat gyre jo ideologini
patikimuma ir darba. Tai to meto personalo vertinimai, o ne retrospektyvis priesininky
pareiskimai. Jie paneigia jo pareigu politine funkcija iStrinantj pasakojima. [4]
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Ankstesniu pareigy ekonomikos skyriuje negalima perkelti j Siaulius. Siauliy,
administracijoje ekonomikos skyriui vadovavo Schrieveris, Gewecke pavaduotojas, artimas
bendradarbis ir asmeninis draugas; teismas apra$o jam deleguota policine baudimo teise.
Skyriaus vadovo, Stabsleiter ir formalaus pavaduotojo pareiguy skirtumai turi biti aiSkinami
pagal datuotus personalo dokumentus. Ju negalima sulieti i bendra titula vien todél, kad jis
padeda argumentui apie vadovo atsakomybe. [4, 29-30]

Geto iSnaudojimas taip pat suteikia konteksta tariamam humaniskam elgesiui. Teismas
apraSo getuy steigimg, kurj vykdé Clausas ir Schrepferis, padedant vietos miesto
administracijai, policijos apsauga, konfiskavima ir priverstinj darba. Maisto apribojimai ir
nepilnos siuntos, nuosprendyje siejamos su Lietuvos institucijy veiklos trukumais, sukéle
bada. Sios i§vados jvardija miesto instituciju dalyvavima ir neturi biti automatiskai
priskiriamos apskrities pareigunui. Vis délto jos rodo, kad Vokietijos administracine sistema
rémesi vietos institucijomis ir materialiniu nepritekliumi. [27, 30]

Gewecke prieStaravimas numatytai 1941 m. atrankai turi buti jtrauktas. Teismas jo pozicija
sieja su butinybe iSlaikyti zydu darbininkus ir nurodo Lohse parama. PrieStaravimas vienai
naikinimo priemonei iSnaudojancio darbo rezimo viduje yra istoriskai reikSmingas, bet
nerodo prieStaravimo visam antisemitiniam persekiojimui. Reikia nustatyti, kam jis
priestaravo, kodél ir ka toliau administravo. Palankus faktas turi biti pateiktas su jo motyvu
ir ribomis, o ne iSpléstas iki humanitarinio veiké&jo jvaizdzio. [30, 28]

4 Klaidinga paleidimo 1945 m chronologija ir denacifikacijos
kategorija

Centro 2020 m. vasario 3 d. atsakyme dél Cvirkos teigiama, kad sajungininkai po apklausos
1945 m. paleido Gewecke ir Buba. Paskelbtame nuosprendyje nurodyta, kad Bubas 1945 m.
pateko i soviety nelaisve ir paleistas 1948 m. NRW byloje jo grizimas datuojamas 1948 m.
geguzés 28 d. Gewecke atzvilgiu nuosprendyje nurodytas internavimas nuo 1945 m. birzelio
24 d. iki 1948 m. vasario 21 d. ir 1948 m. balandzio 17 d. skirta dveju mety bausme,
iskaityta i jau atlikta laika. Bendram paleidimo ir iSteisinimo 1945 m. pasakojimui
priestarauja Sios dokumentuotos istorijos. [4-6, 8]

NRW byloje NW 1037-A/REG 14436 nurodyta, kad 1949 m. rugpjicio 4 d. Dortmunde Bubas
priskirtas IV kategorijai. Jo 1950 m. vasario laiske teigiama, kad véliau pagal bendra
taisykle sovietu nelaisvés grizusiems asmenims jis priskirtas V kategorijai. 1950 m. birzelio
16 d. Specialiojo komisaro sprendime nurodyta grizusiuju nuostata ir iSsprestas mokescio
atsisakymo klausimas. Jame netiriamas elgesys Siauliuose ir nepateikiama esminé i$vada,
kad Bubas nedalyvavo persekiojime. [6]

V kategorija vadinama Entlastete, paprastai verciant iSteisintieji. Ji turi administracine
reikSme, bet negali pakeisti baudZiamojo iSteisinimo ar istorinio atsakomybés uz
Holokausta tyrimo. Siame tyrime kategorijos suteikimas neskelbiamas teisiskai
negaliojanciu. Visam administraciniam pagrindui nustatyti reikalinga pirminé Dortmundo
komiteto byla ir bet koks atskiras V kategorijos suteikimo dokumentas. [6]
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Denacifikacija ir baudziamasis procesas buvo skirtingos proceduros

Skaitmeniné NRW byla priklauso Specialiojo komisaro denacifikacijos dokumentams. Jos
tiesioginis dalykas yra Bubo klasifikacijos administracinés islaidos. LaiSkuose Bubas save
pristato kaip ligota, neturtinga grizusiji, denacifikacija atlikusi kaip pilieCio pareiga.
I$nagrinétoje korespondencijoje Siauliai ir jo Gebietskommissariat tarnyba neminimi. Si tyla
apibudina sig byla, bet neijrodo, kad jis nieko neatskleidé jokiai Vokietijos institucijai: pries
taip teigiant reikia tirti atskirga Dortmundo komiteto procesa. [6]

Svarbi bylos seka. 1949 m. rugpjicio 4 d. Dortmundo sprendimu Bubas priskirtas IV
kategorijai. Jo 1950 m. vasario laiSke pranesama apie vélesne V kategorija pagal NRW
nuostata griZusiesiems iS sovietu nelaisvés. Specialusis komisaras bendrais zodziais nurodo
Sia nuostata ir 1950 m. birzelio 16 d. atsisako mokescio. Byloje nepateikiamas esminis
persekiojimo Siauliuose jvertinimas. Todél ji negali pagristi iSvados apie nekaltuma dél
dalyvavimo Holokauste. [6]

Kontrolés tarybos direktyvos Nr. 38 penkiy kategoriju sistema atskiria atsakomybés ir
administracinio vertinimo formas. Si sistema turi biiti atskirta nuo Zemés taisykliu,
igyvendinanciy, klasifikacija ir lengvatas. V kategorija savaime nejrodo neteiséto sprendimo,
o iSverstas iSteisintuju pavadinimas nesukuria byloje nesancio esminio vertinimo. ReikSme
lemia tikslus dokumentas, procedira ir pagrindai. ISlikusi mokescio atsisakymo byla ir po
devyniolikos metu priimtas baudziamasis nuosprendis sprendé skirtingus klausimus. [6,
38-39]

Kodel kaltinamiesiems senatis buvo taikoma skirtingai

Skirtingos baigtys nereiskia, kad Vokietijos teismas priémé esminius jrodymus pries
Gewecke ir atmeté visas esmines aplinkybes prie§ Buba. Motyvuose paaiskinta, kad
Gewecke atzvilgiu senaties eiga nutraukeé teisminiai veiksmai: 1957 m. birzelio 21 d.
liudytojo apklausa Darmstate ir 1960 m. balandzio 16 d. teiséjo organizuota apklausa.
Pirmasis atitinkamas teisminis veiksmas Bubo atzvilgiu atliktas 1961 m. kovo 18 d.,
terminui pasibaigus 1960 m. geguzés 8 d. Vélesnis jstatymo pakeitimas neatgaivino jau
suéjusios senaties. Si procesiné chronologija paai$kina skirtuma be tariamo Bubo
nekaltumo patvirtinimo. [2, 35]

Bylinéjimosi iSlaidu motyvus butina aiSkiai aptarti, nes juose yra formuluoté, kurig Centras
galétu cituoti atrankiniu budu. Bubas i$ esmés pripazintas neatsakingu pagal
bendravykdystés jvykdant Mord kaltinima. Kartu motyvuose nustatyta samoninga, tyc¢iné ir
neteiséta pagalba ivykdant Totschlag. Rezoliuciné baigtis buvo bylos nagrinéjimo
nutraukimas. Sj derinj reikia pateikti visa: ribotas iSteisinantis vertinimas pagal viena
teisine kvalifikacija, nepalankios iSvados pagal kita ir senatis, uzkirtusi kelia nuteisti uz ta
nustatyta veika. Palankios istraukos nutyléjimas atkurtuy ta patj atrankinj metoda, kurij
tyrimas kritikuoja. [1-3]

5 Nustatyti oficialus teiginiai ir ju vieSas kartojimas

Toliau pateikta chronologija atskiria oficialius Centro dokumentus, darbuotojo vieSus
pasisakymus ir savaranki$kus politinius argumentus. Sis skirtumas i§saugo atsakomybe:
oficialiis pasirasiusieji ir rengéjai turi paaiskinti oficialius teiginius, o kiti autoriai - savo
pakartojimus.
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Data ir Saltinis

Teiginys ir naudojimas

Statusas

2019 m. gruodzio 17 d.
[7]

Noreikos pazymoje remiamasi kaltinimuy
Gewecke ir Bubui dél Holokausto atmetimu
ir visiSku Bubo iSteisinimu; Liubeko teismo
metai nurodyti kaip 1969.

Oficiali pazyma; renge
Stancikas, pasirasé Burauskaiteé.

2019 m. gruodzio 23 d.
[11]

Stancikas teigia, kad Gewecke ,yra
iSteisintas”, ir sieja vokieciu isakymus su
Noreika. Bubas Siame tekste nejvardytas.

VieSas komentaras; Pro Patria
nurodo Delfi kaip Saltini.

2020 m. vasario 3 d. [8]

Atsakyme dél Cvirkos Noreika
apibudinamas kaip Gewecke ir Bubo
isakymuy perdavéjas; teigiama, kad
sajungininkai juos paleido po apklausos
1945 m.; teismo metai nurodyti 1970.

Oficialus atsakymas; pasirase
Burauskaite, kontaktas
Stancikas. Visas registracijos
numerio tesinys dar tikslintinas.

2020 m. vasario 11 d. [9]

Pakartojamas visiSko Bubo iSteisinimo
teiginys ir iSpleciamas iki tikrujy gety
steigéju bei vadovy ginant Noreikos
iSvadas.

Oficialus atsakymas; pasirase
Burauskaité, kontaktas
Stancikas.

2020 m. balandzio 22 d.
[16]

AZubalis ir Kasciunas kartoja Gewecke,
Bubo ir Schleefo teisminj alibi Noreikai ir
praso platinti Centro iSvada diplomatinéms
atstovybéms.

Parlamentinis argumentavimas.
Prasymas platinti jrodytas; jo
igyvendinimas nejrodytas.

2020 m. liepos 13 d. [12]

§tancikas ivardija Gewecke, Buba ir ,H.
Sliofa” (Schleef), teigdamas ,jie isteisinti“.

VieSas komentaras; Pro Patria
kopija. Priskyrimas Respublikai
dar nepatvirtintas.

2020 m. rugse€jo 14 d.
[13]

Stanciko interviu atsakymuose sakoma,
kad Vokietijos teismai ,iSteisino” Siuos
vyrus; Saltinio rasyba ,H. Shliofa”
(Schleef).

Nurodytas tiesos.lt ir Ramute
Bingeliené. Tai zodiniai
atsakymai; pati knyga netikrinta.

2021 m. vasario 9 d. [14]

Stancikas teigia, kad Gewecke ir Bubas
,yra isteisinti” Liubeke 1970 m., kartu
aptardamas Noreikos Zagarés nurodymo
perdavima.

Viesas komentaras; Pro Patria
nurodo Delfi.

2021 m. balandzio 26 d.
[15]

Sinica teigia, kad JAV ir Vokietijos teismai
nustaté Gewecke nekaltuma, ir naudoja tai
Noreikai ginti. Bubas nejvardytas.

Savarankiskas vieSas
argumentavimas, ne oficiali
LGGRTC isvada.

Registruota 2026 m.
spalio 2 d. [10]

Nr. 55R-951 pripaZzistamas nuosprendzio
netyrimas ir tikétinas teisinis netikslumas,
bet patvirtinamas esminis kaltinimy dél
Holokausto atmetimo teiginys.

Oficialus atsakymas; dokumento
datavimas ir metaduomenys
atskirtini.

Pakartotinai skelbianciu puslapiy antrastés nustato pirmiau nurodyta priskyrima leidiniams,
bet nepriklausomai nejrodo pirmojo paskelbimo daty. Lietuviski Sliofg ir Shliofa variantai
iSlaikomi kaip Saltiniu rasyba. Jie padeda sekti argumenta, tac¢iau savaime nejrodo
kopijavimo ar tyCinés apgaulés. Skirtingai nurodyti teismo metai taip pat taisytini,
nepainiojant Sios klaidos su daug svarbesniu proceso baigties iSkraipymu. [7-14]

Kartojimo metu matomas metodas: Lietuvos veikéju vaidmuo sumazinamas iki vokieciu
isakymu perdavimo; atsakomybé perkeliama auksStyn; tuomet vokieciu pareigtnai
vaizduojami iSteisintais. Tariamas iSteisinimas panaudojamas atsakomybei panaikinti abiem

Grant Arthur Gochin | 26



Annex 10 — 34/40

lygmenimis. VieSas nuosprendis suardo Sig argumentavimo grandine. Net tikras vadovo
iSteisinimas nenulemtuy kito pareigino istorinio elgesio vertinimo.

6 Kodel Noreikos alibi Zlunga

Paties Centro 2015 m. pazymoje uzfiksuotas Noreikos 1941 m. rugpjucio 22 d. rastas dél
geto priemoniy jgyvendinimo ir 1941 m. rugséjo 10 d. nurodymai likviduoti Zyduy bei
pabégusiu komunisty kilnojamajj turta. Pastaruju archyviné signatura: LCVA R-1099, ap. 1,
b. 1, 1. 239. Pazymoje apraSytas saugojimas, paskirstymas, pardavimas aukcione ar nuoma
ir pajamu perdavimas apskrities izdui. Tai padariniu turéje administraciniai veiksmai, o ne
vien palanki biografija ar abstraktus klausimas, ar Noreika asmeniskai Saudé Zmones. [17]

Bubas atvyko daugiau kaip po metu. Jo tariamas iSteisinimas negali pateisinti nurodymu,
duoty, iki jo tarnybos Siauliuose. Taip pat senaties pagrindu nutrauktas procesas dél 1943
m. birzelio nuzudymo negali iSspresti Noreikos 1941 m. jsakymu turinio, igyvendinimo ar
reikSmeés. Taigi iSteisinimo alibi paneigimas diskredituoja Centro Noreikos gynyba;
Noreikos elgesys turi buti tiesiogiai tiriamas pagal jo isakymus, ju igyvendinima ir kitus
irodymus.

Tarptautinés komisijos Holokausto pakomisé 2019 m. balandzio 11 d. kritikavo LGGRTC
Noreikos vertinima ir aptaré jo geto bei turto priemoniu reikSme. Ji taip pat nurodé
trukumus dalyje priesingos argumentacijos. Jos verté - nepriklausomas istorinis vertinimas,
0 ne teisminis nuteisimas ar visy kaltinimy patvirtinimas. [18]

LGGRTC taip pat sugretina tariama Bubo iSteisinima su Jasaicio apibudinimu, kad jis buves
Ziaurus ir atsakingas uz Noreikos suémima bei i§siuntima j Stuthofa 1943 m. kova.
Ziaurumas ir nenuteisimas logiskai gali sutapti. Problema - atrankinis to paties pareigtino
panaudojimas: nepalankus elgesys remia pasipriesinimo naratyva, o iSplésta teisiné baigtis
- iSteisinima. Vélesnis pasipriesinimas atgaline data nepanaikina ankstesnio dalyvavimo
persekiojime. [7, 9-10]

7 Gewecke gynyba ir Noreikos Seima

Viesoje USHMM stenogramoje Gewecke skaito savo buvusio vyriausiojo vertéjo Otto
Lepperto laiska, datuota Cikagoje 1966 m. vasario 21 d. Laiske Gewecke bylai sitilomi
Lietuvos liudytojai, kurie patvirtinty tariamai humaniska elgesij su Zydais Siauliuose. Tarp ju
minima Antonina Noreika, jvardyta apskrities virsininko nasle, ir TelSiy administracijos
veikéjas Ramanauskas. [19-20]

Tai nustato sitlomu liudytoju tinkla, siejantji Gewecke gynyba su Noreikos Seima. Tai
nejrodo, kad Antonina liudijo, kad liudijo Bubo naudai ar kad jos siulomi parodymai buvo
melagingi. Sitlomuy liudytoju sarasas pats savaime nejrodo Noreikos nusikaltimu. VieSas
jrasas taip pat nenustato, kad teismas atmeté ar neleido jos parodymu. Todél teiginys, kad
tokie parodymai niekada negalétu buti priimti teisme, nepagristas.

Istorinio patikrinimo problema vis tiek rimta. Buves vertéjas, telkiantis su administracija
susijusius zmones, jskaitant pareigino nasle, néra nepriklausoma patvirtinimo institucija.
Tikrus parodymus reikétu vertinti pagal asmeninj Zinojima, rysSius, suinteresuotuma, kitus
patvirtinanc¢ius duomenis ir kryzmine apklausa. Sitilomo tinklo negalima paversti vienas
kita patvirtinanciais nekaltumo pazymeéjimais. Tame paciame interviu Gewecke pataiso
nuoroda i iSteisinima. Turinys reikalauja analizés, o ne jo naudojimo kaip nediferencijuoto
iSteisinimo Saltinio. [19]
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RysSiai ir ziedinio patvirtinimo problema

Rysys Ka nustato Saltinis Ko jis vienas negali nustatyti
Gewecke ir Bubas Vadovas ir okupacinis pareigunas; Kad kiekvienas jiems priskirtas
Gewecke organizavo Bubo dalyvavima isakymas egzistavo ar buvo
egzekucijoje. [4, 31] perduotas Noreikai.
Gewecke ir Schrieveris Vadovas ir pavaduotojas; deleguoti ISimtinés Schrieverio
igaliojimai ir asmeniniai rysiai. [29-30] atsakomybés uz mirties jsakyma.
Bubas ir Noreikos Tarnybos sutapimas nuo 1942 m. pabaigos | Bubo autorystés dél Noreikos
administracija ir Bubo Lietuvos vietinés administracijos 1941 m. jsakymuy ar ju
priezitra. [4, 17] iSteisinimo.
Gewecke ir Leppertas Buves vyriausiasis vertéjas situlo liudytojus | Nepriklausomo institucinio
Gewecke gynybai. [19-20] palankaus pasakojimo
patikrinimo.
Leppertas ir Antonina Laiske apskrities virSininko naslé jvardyta | Kad ji liudijo, liudijo Bubo naudai
Noreika sitloma liudytoja. [19-20] ar pateiké melagingus
parodymus.
Noreika ir Antonina Siuloma liudytoja jvardyta pagal santuokini | Noreikos nusikalstamo elgesio
rysj ir vyro pareigas. [19-20] irodymo vien dél jos iraSymo i
sgrasa.

Tinklas istoriSkai atskleidZiantis, nes sitilomas patvirtinimas telktas i$ Zmoniu, susijusiu su
okupacine administracija ir jos socialine aplinka. Jis netampa nepriklausomas vien todel,
kad keli zmonés galétu pakartoti palanky apibudinima. Jei kaltinamojo pasakojimas
remiamas vertéjo sarasu, o Sis sarasas véliau naudojamas tam paciam pasakojimui
patvirtinti, irodymas yra Ziedinis, kol nenustatyti tikri stebéjimai ir nepriklausomi
dokumentai. Tyrimo objektas - konkretus veiksmas, o ne vienas kitg remianciu palankiu
apibudinimu skaicius. [19-20]

Susijusiy ar suinteresuoty liudytoju parodymai teisme néra automatiskai neleistini. Juos
galima tikrinti pagal asmeninj Zinojima, galimybe stebéti, nuosekluma, suinteresuotuma ir
iSorinj patvirtinima. VieSas sitilomu liudytoju sarasas neleidzia nustatyti, ka Antonina bty
sakiusi, kokie klausimai jai pateikti ar ar teismas priémeé jos jrodymus. Jo reikSmé -
dokumentuotas gynybos rysys, o ne iSgalvotas teismo epizodas. Sis ry$ys pagrindzia
butinybe kartu su interviu tirti Liubeko liudytoju dokumentus ir Lepperto laiskus. [19-20]

Todél kaltinimams dél melagingo liudijimo reikalingi patys parodymai ir jrodytas
prieStaravimas. Istoriné kritika ¢ia remiasi dokumentuotu teisinamuoju tinklu ir LGGRTC
netinkamu teisiniy baigciu naudojimu. Ji nepriklauso nuo kiekvieno sitilomo liudytojo
vadinimo melagiu ar giminystes laikymo kaltés jirodymu. Teismo atmestos pagrindinés
kaltinamujuy teisinamosios versijos ir patikrinti iSgyvenusiuju parodymai suteikia tvirtesnj
pagrinda konkuruojantiems pasakojimams vertinti. [32-33]

8 Skirpa ir Brazaitis kaip lyginamieji atvejai

Irodymai nustato tiesioginji Gewecke ir Bubo alibi naudojima Noreikos gynybai. Jie
nenustato, kad LGGRTC aiskiai panaudojo Bubo proceso baigtj Skirpai ar Brazai¢iui
iSteisinti. Lyginamieji duomenys susije su teisinimo metodu, o ne jrodytu Bubo teisinés
baigties perkelimu.
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Vis délto 2024 m. birZelio 25 d. LGGRTC Skirpos pazyma Nr. 9R-598 (9.6E) turi buti
vertinama dél panasios teisinamosios argumentacijos. Antisemitinés politinés medziagos,
iSvarymo ir naikinimo skirtumo, fizinio nebuvimo bei kolaboravimo vertinima reikia tikrinti
pagal Saltinius ir tikra veikéjo vaidmeni. Lietuvos Zydu bendruomené pazyma atmeté.
Nepriklausoma Vitkaus analizé lygina Noreikos ir Skirpos paZymas, jskaitant palankia
biografija ir atsakomybés mazinima. Tai pagrindzia pasikartojanc¢io metodo tyrima, o ne
trikstamos Bubo ir Skirpos citavimo grandies iSradima. [21-23]

BrazaicCio atvejis kelia atskira klausima apie JAV tyrimo baigties pavertima reabilitacijos
kalba. ISsaugotas 2026 m. rugpjucio palyginimas rodo atrankinj vienos Centro iStraukos
pakeitima, iSlikus kitoms reabilitacijos formuluotéms. Sis Bubo tyrimas nejvertina visos
Brazaicio bylos. Jis parodo, kodél reikia nuosekliai tikrinti teisminio ir tyrimo autoriteto
naudojima: nepersekiojimas, bylos nutraukimas, administracinis priskyrimas ir esminis

istorinis nekaltumas yra skirtingi teiginiai. [24]

9 Informavimas ir kaltinimas istorijos klastojimu

Atsakymas Nr. 55R-951 yra lemiamas institucinio patikrinimo trukumo jrodymas. LGGRTC
pripazijsta, kad nebuvo iStyres nuosprendzio, kuri tariamai apibudino, ir atsitraukia nuo
visiSko iSteisinimo teisinio tikslumo, kartu palaikydamas platesnj istorinj teiginj. Tai néra
prisipazinimas, kad visas Centro darbas nepagristas, ar prisipazinimas dél tycinio
klastojimo. Platesnis kaltinimas turi buti grindziamas elgesiu, o ne melagingai pateikiamas
kaip paties Centro prisipazinimas. [10]

Nuosprendis paskelbtas JuNSV ir galéjo buti gautas jprastais archyvu, biblioteky ar leidéju
kanalais. Viesi nuosprendzio puslapiai dabar patikrinti nepriklausomai. Valstybiné tyrimu
institucija negali atsakingai pirma kategoriskai apibudinti teismo baigties, o véliau
nesuskaitmeninimu aiSkinti sprendimo neperskaitymo. Dabartinis prieinamumas internete
nenustato, kada kiekvienas puslapis pirma karta tapo prieinamas, todél nepagrista istorine
prieigos data Cia neteigiama.

Grant Arthur Gochin iSvada: kaltinu LGGRTC aiskiu ir akivaizdziu istorijos klastojimu,
samoningu Holokausto istorijos perraSymu, Holokausto revizionizmu ir iSkraipymu.
Dokumentuotas elgesys apima procesinés baigties pakeitima istoriniu nekaltumu,
nepalankiy iSvadu vengima, atrankinj teisinamaji pateikima ir esminio teiginio islaikyma
pripazinus, kad jo teisminis pagrindas nebuvo iStirtas. Mano vertinimu, tai institucinis
pageidaujamos iSvados gynimas, o ne saziningas istoriniu duomeny iStaisymas.

10 Istorineés iSvados ir Europos svietimo kontekstas

Pagrindiné iSvada néra vien tai, kad LGGRTC pavartojo netiksly vertima. Centras sukiré
teisinamajj argumenta iS netirto teismo sprendimo, apibudino Buba ZodZiais, uztemdanciais
nustatyta dalyvavima neteisétame nuzudyme, ir iSlaiké platesnj istorinj iSteisinima
pripazines teisinj trikuma. Reikalingas esminis pataisymas: nuosprendis neatmeté visy
atsakomybés uz Holokausta duomeny ir nesuteiké Noreikai perkeliamo nekaltumo. [1-3,
7-10]

Noreikos 1941 m. geto ir turto atémimo priemonés turi buti vertinamos pagal ju teksta,
igyvendinima ir padarinius. Vélyvas Bubo atvykimas atmeta galimybe laikyti ji tuometiniu ty
priemoniy administraciniu Saltiniu. Vélesneé jo priezitiros funkcija ir egzekucijos iSvados
sustiprina butinybe tirti aparata, tac¢iau nepakeicia Noreikos veiksmu irodymu. ISteisinimo
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alibi Zlugimas pasalina negaliojantj gynybos argumentg. Pasirasyti nurodymai ir
nepriklausomas istorinis vertinimas suteikia tiesiogini pakartotinio vertinimo pagrinda. [4,
17-18]

Skirpos palyginimas susijes su pasikartojanc¢iu teisinamuoju metodu, o ne jrodytu Bubo
proceso baigties citavimu. Brazaicio atveju taip pat reikalingas nepriklausomas
reabilitacijos kalbos patikrinimas pagal tikrus JAV dokumentus. Istoriné kritika stipriausia,
kai kiekvienas atvejis islaiko savo dokumentus, o palyginimas tiksliai jvardija bendra
argumentavima. [21-24]

PRISMA Siam patikrinimo trikumui suteikia Europos sSvietimo reikSme. Viesuose projekto
aprasuose Holokausto atminimas ir pasipriesinimas jo iSkraipymui jtraukti i projekto
tikslus. Tokius teiginius skelbiantis dalyvis turi skirti teismo iSvadas nuo procesiniu baigciu,
atskleisti istorinj metoda ir taisyti esminius iSkraipymus. ViesSi projekto aprasai neijrodo
nepriklausomos perziiiros nebuvimo; finansavimo, partneriy pareigu, metodikos, kokybés
kontrolés ir vertinimo dokumentai turi parodyti, kokia perzitira egzistuoja. Ginc¢ijamo
iSteisinimo naratyvo pakartotinis naudojimas Svietime iSpléstu jo poveiki uz Lietuvos
atminimo politikos ribu. [25-26]

Like istoriniai klausimai konkretus: pirminis Dortmundo klasifikacijos procesas ir atskiras V
kategorijos dokumentas; visa tyrimo ir liudytoju medziaga apie pakorimg, Bayer paleidima
bei vertybes; datuoti personalo dokumentai Bubo pareigoms patikslinti; pirminiai Lepperto
laiSkai ir tikri sitlomu liudytoju parodymai; LGGRTC Saltiniu gavimo ir rengimo
dokumentai. Bundesarchiv aprasas nurodo susijusia bylos medziaga, jskaitant kaltinamaji
akta, dalinio nutraukimo dokumentus ir nuosprendj. Tai tolesnio tyrimo objektai, o ne jau
iSnagrinetuy dokumenty pakaitalai. [6, 19-20, 40]

Vélesniuose papildymuose numatoma nagrineti Dortmundo denacifikacijos dokumentus
(NW 1097), Hagen-Haspe dokumentus, Bundesarchiv AR-Z 774/61 medziaga, Lepperto
laiSkus ir Liubeko liudytoju dokumentus, taip pat sistemingai ieSkoti Bayer pavardés bei jos
varianty visame nuosprendzio ir susijusiu procesuy tekste. Ju paminéjimas jvardija dar
neuzbaigta tyrima, o ne jau nustatytas iSvadas. Tiksli archyviné apimtis ir susije bylos
vienetai dar tikslintini.

Dabartiniu duomenu pakanka atmesti visiSka istorinj iSteisinima kaip tikslu Bubo proceso
apibudinima. Jie taip pat nustato rimta, pasikartojantj institucinj iSkraipyma naudojant Sj
procesa Noreikai ginti. Tyrimo kaltinimas istorijos klastojimu remiasi dokumentuotu
pakeitimu, kartojimu ir teiginio iSlaikymu po informavimo. IStaisyta istorija turi grazinti
auka, okupacinj aparata, teismo nepalankias iSvadas ir tikrasias procesines ribas i
pasakojimo centra.
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ARCHIVAL / PUBLIC RECORD COVER

Hermann Schleef - AP-30803 / M-2-02-00837-26

Final consolidated QES-signed supplemental filing

FINAL RECIPIENT(S)
Lithuanian Police (info@policija.lt); CC: Vilnius Regional Prosecutor, Prosecutor General, Tautvydas Volkas

FINAL CONSOLIDATED TRANSMISSION
27 Sep 2026, 22:17 PDT - “QES pasirasytas konsoliduotas papildymas - AP-30803 / M-2-02-00837-26 - Hermann
Schleef”

PUBLIC COPY OF ORIGINAL QES-SIGNED PDF
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/QES_SIGN_Schleef AP-30803_M-2-02-00837-26_CONSOLIDATED_2026-09-27_signed.pdf

WHAT THIS FILE IS

A technical cure and consolidation of the 24 September QES-signed Schleef supplement and its three primary
annexes (Dr. Kerstin Rahn email preservation copy and two Oldenburg archival scan sets). It is intended for the
existing AP-30803 / M-2-02-00837-26 material, not as a new complaint.

TRANSMISSION / CURE HISTORY

Q 24 Sep 2026

The QES-signed main Schleef supplement was emailed and registered, but the primary annexes listed in it were not
attached to that first transmission.

9 27 Sep 2026
The omitted primary annexes were emailed with the signed supplement, then sent again in a second annex
package.

e 27 Sep 2026, 21:40-21:45 PDT

Vilnius Regional Prosecutor replied to both annex transmissions that the email submission would not be registered
because the new communication itself was not QES-signed or otherwise formed to ensure integrity and
immutability.

o 27 Sep 2026, 22:17 PDT

The main supplement and all primary annexes were combined into one PDF, the entire consolidated PDF was newly
QES-signed, and it was resent to Police with the prosecutorial recipients copied.

AUTHENTICITY / SIGNATURE NOTE

This cover was added after the final transmission. The signed PDF begins on the next page. Verify the QES against the originally
transmitted/public file at the URL above.

Cover prepared from the signed PDF and verified Gmail transmission history.
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PAKARTOTINIS KONSOLIDUOTAS PATEIKIMAS - QES
PASIRASYMUI

2026 m. rugséjo 27 d.

Adresatas: Vilniaus apygardos prokuratura / Lietuvos policija
Nuoroda: AP-30803/M-2-02-00837-26 - Hermann Schleef

Sis konsoliduotas pateikimas parengtas reaguojant j Vilniaus apygardos prokuratiros
pranesSimus, kad 2026-09-27 el. paStu atskirai pateikti priedai nebus registruojami, nes
pats naujas kreipimasis nebuvo pasirasytas kvalifikuotu elektroniniu parasu arba
suformuotas elektroninémis priemonémis, uztikrinanciomis teksto vientisuma ir
nepakei¢iamuma.

Anks¢iau pateiktas 2026-09-24 pagrindinis papildymas buvo QES pasirasytas. Siuo
techniniu pakartotiniu pateikimu tas papildymas ir jo VIII skyriuje nurodyti pirminiai
priedai sujungiami j vieng dokumenta, kad visas pateikimas blty pasirasytas nauju QES
ir prijungtas prie tos pacios medziagos, o ne registruojamas kaip naujas pareiskimas.

Konsoliduoto dokumento sudétis:
1. Konsolidavimo / trikumo iStaisymo lydrastis.

2. 2026-09-24 papildymas medziagoje Nr. M-2-02-00837-26 (AP-30803) dél Hermann Schleef
(anksciau pateiktas kaip atskiras QES pasiraSytas PDF).

3. Dr. Kerstin Rahn 2026-09-21 el. laisSko iSsaugota kopija.
. NLA OL Best. 140-4 Nr. 650 skaitmeninés reprodukcijos.
5. NLA OL Best. 140-5 Acc. 38/1997 Nr. 459 Il skaitmeniné reprodukcija.

Prasymas:

PraSau §j visg konsoliduotg PDF dokumentg laikyti vienu vientisu pateikimu ir visus jame
esancius dokumentus bei priedus prijungti prie jau nagrinéjamos medziagos / prasymo.
Ankstesniy pateikimy datos ir jy procesinis testinumas neturi bati kei¢iami vien dél Sio
techninio konsolidavimo. Sis konsoliduotas failas pasiraSomas vienu kvalifikuotu
elektroniniu parasu (QES), apimanciu visg dokumentgq ir j jj jtrauktus priedus.

Pagarbiai,

Grant Arthur Gochin
Lietuvos Respublikos pilietis
ggochin@gmail.com
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VILNIAUS APSKRITIES VYRIAUSIAJAM POLICIJOS KOMISARIATUI
BirZelio 23-iosios g. 16, LT-03206 Vilnius | info@policija.lt

NUORASAS: VILNIAUS APYGARDOS PROKURATUROS VILNIAUS APYLINKES
PROKURATUROS 3-IAJAM SKYRIUI

Rinktinés g. 7, LT-09201 Vilnius | vilnius@prokuraturos.lt
NUORASAS: LIETUVOS RESPUBLIKOS GENERALINEI PROKURATURAI
Rinktinés g. 5A, LT-01515 Vilnius | generaline.prokuratura@prokuraturos.lt

Pareiskéjas Grant Arthur Gochin

Statusas Lietuvos Respublikos pilietis

Adresas 10900 Winnetka Avenue, Chatsworth, CA 91311, JAV
El pastas ggochin@gmail.com

Telefonas +1 818-625-6513

2026 m. rugséjo 24 d.
PAPILDYMAS MEDZIAGOJE NR. M-2-02-00837-26 (AP-30803)

DEL NAUJAI NUSTATYTU HERMANN SCHLEEF APLINKYBIU IR DUOMENU
PATIKSLINIMO PAGAL BPK 168 STRAIPSNIO 1 DALJ]

I. Procesiné padeétis ir Sio papildymo paskirtis

2026 m. rugséjo 18 d. mano pareiskimas buvo uzregistruotas Nr. AP-30803. 2026 m. rugséjo 24 d.
Vilniaus apygardos prokuratiiros Vilniaus apylinkés prokurattros 3-iojo skyriaus vyriausioji prokuroré
Valentina Strokiniené dokumentu Nr. IBPS-S-535138-26 nurodé, kad pareiSkime esanciy aplinkybiy
nepakanka procesiniam sprendimui priimti, todél AP-30803 perduotas Vilniaus apskrities vyriausiajam
policijos komisariatui aplinkybéms patikslinti ir procesiniam sprendimui organizuoti. Sukurta medziaga
Nr. M-2-02-00837-26.

Prokuroreés pavedime aiskiai nurodyta: patikslinimo metu biitina atlikti BPK 168 straipsnio 1 dalyje
numatytus veiksmus, o juos atlikus spresti klausima dél ikiteisminio tyrimo pradéjimo.

Si dokumenta prasau laikyti AP-30803 ir medZiagos Nr. M-2-02-00837-26 papildymu, o ne nauju
ar pakartotiniu skundu. Jis teikiamas dar nepriémus procesinio sprendimo ir tiesiogiai atsako }
prokurorés pavedimga patikslinti faktines aplinkybes.

AP-30803 2026-09-24 persiuntimo / patikslinimo dokumentas | IBPS registracijos metaduomeny kortelé

I1. Kodél Schleef medziaga tiesiogiai susijusi su AP-30803

AP-30803 pirminis faktinis centras buvo LGGRTC naudojamas Vokietijos baudziamyjy procesy
apibudinimas kaip ,,iSteisinimy“ Gewecke ir Bub atzvilgiu. Schleef yra to paties oficialaus naratyvo
dalis. 2020 m. vasario 11 d. LGGRTC atsakyme Nr. 14R Oldenburgo 1970 m. balandZio 27 d. procesinis
sprendimas Hermann Schleef atZvilgiu taip pat buvo pateiktas kaip ,,iSteisinimas®, o iSvada iSplésta iki
teiginio, kad Vokietijos teismai esq isteisino faktinius Siauliy geto ir koncentracijos stovyklos kiiréjus bei
vadus.

Nauja aplinkybé yra ne vien tai, kad pirminiai Oldenburgo dokumentai neatitinka ZodzZio
»isteisintas“. Dr. Kerstin Rahn 2026 m. rugséjo 21 d. raStu patvirtino, kad tos pacios Schleef bylos
skenuotos kopijos, kurias ji pateiké man, 2021 m. jau buvo perduotos Lietuvos ambasadai. Tai sukuria
patikrinama valstybés dokumenty gavimo, persiuntimo, Zinojimo ir galimos korekcijos grandine.


https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/AP-30803_Referral_with_Explanatory_Cover.pdf
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/AP-30803_IBPS_Metadata_Card_with_Explanatory_Cover.pdf
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I11. Naujos faktinés aplinkybés

1. Oldenburgo procesas baigtas dél jrodymy stokos, ne iSteisinamuoju nuosprendziu

Archyvinés signatiiros: NLA OL Best. 140-4 Nr. 650; NLA OL Best. 140-5 Acc. 38/1997 Nr. 459.
BaudZiamojo tyrimo Zymuo - StA Oldenburg 2 Js 218/63; teismo procesinis numeris - [V AR 17/70.

Oldenburgo Zemeés teismo (Landgericht Oldenburg) Ketvirtosios baudZziamyjy byly kolegijos 1970 m.
balandZio 27 d. nutartyje Schleef paliktas uz tolesnio baudZziamojo persekiojimo riby ,,aus dem
tatsdachlichen Grunde des mangelnden Beweises“ - dél faktinés jrodymy stokos. 1970 m. geguzés 8 d.
aukstesniojo prokuroro praneSimas fiksuoja ta patj pagrinda. Tai néra iSteisinamasis nuosprendis po bylos
iSnagrinéjimo i$ esmes.

2. Tyrimas buvo susijes su konkreciais Holokausto epizodais

1970 m. kovo 26 d. prokuratiiros memorandumas nagrinéjo, be kita ko, 1943 m. lapkricio 5 d.
atranka Siauliuose. Jame nurodomas 796 atrinkty Zzmoniy skaicius, jskaitant vaikus, vyresnius Zmones,
ligonius, nejgaliuosius ir keturias motinas, kurias memorandumas fiksuoja iSvykus kartu su vaikais.
Tyrimo klititis buvo individualios Schleef baudZiamosios atsakomybés jrodymas reikiamu standartu, o ne
teiginys, kad atranka ar deportacija nejvyko.

Holokausto jvykio faktinj kontekstg papildo Seimos liudijimai, saugomi JAV Holokausto
memorialiniame muziejuje: Nesse Godin liudijimas apie 1943 m. lapkricio 5 d. Siauliy geto atranka; Pinchas
Galperin ID kortelé, kurioje fiksuojamas Seimos pasakojimas, kad Sara véliau suZinojo apie jo deportacija
i AuSvica ir nuZudyma dujy kameroje.

3. Atskiras 1947 m. Spruchgericht sprendimas

Archyvinéje medZiagoje yra ir atskiras 1947 m. Spruchgericht sprendimas, kuriuo Schleef buvo nuteistas
ir jam paskirta dvejy su puse mety bausmeé dél jo SS narystés ir Zinojimo apie organizacijos nusikalstamag
veikla. Sio sprendimo nenaudoju kaip jrodymo dél konkre¢iy 1963-1970 m. tirty Zmogzudys¢iy; jis tik
patvirtina, kad Schleef Vokietijos pokario procesinis jrasas néra vientisas ,,iSteisinimas®.

4. Viesas ,iSteisinimo“ naratyvas iki 2021 m.

2019 m. gruodZio 17 d. LGGRTC memorandumas dél Jono Noreikos jau rémési Gewecke-Bub
»iSteisinimo® konstrukcija. Ar pats memorandumas tuo metu buvo vieSai paskelbtas, Siame papildyme
neteigiu; tai galima nustatyti patikslinimo metu. 2019 m. gruodZio 23 d. Dalius Egidijus Stancikas
vieSame ,,Pro Patria“ straipsnyje pakartojo Sio naratyvo argumentus. 2020 m. liepos 13 d. ir rugséjo 14 d.
jis viegai kartojo, kad Vokietijos teismai iSteisino asmenis, pateikiamus kaip faktinius Siauliy gety
kiiréjus ir vadus; Schleef jo tekstuose pateikiamas kaip ,,H. Sliofa“ / ,,H. Shliofg“.

2020 m. balandZio 22 d. Seimo nariai Audronius AZubalis ir Laurynas Kascitinas vieSame laiSke uZsienio
reikaly ministrui tq patj Vokietijos teismy argumentq perkélé j diplomatinés komunikacijos kontekstg ir
prasé LGGRTC Noreikos iSvada perduoti Lietuvos diplomatinéms atstovybéms. LaiSke Schleef pavardé
pateikta kaip ,,Shflof“. 2021 m. uzklausa Oldenburgui naudojo forma ,,Schlof“. Sis raSybos sutapimas yra
tik aplinkybé patikrinimui, ne galutiné kilmés iSvada.

5. 2021 m. Lietuvos ambasada gavo Schleef bylos kopijas

Dr. Rahn patvirtino, kad Schleef bylos skenuotos kopijos 2021 m. buve perduotos Lietuvos
ambasadai. Tiksli perdavimo data, uzklausos iniciatorius ir tolimesnis Lietuvos institucinis marsrutas dar
nenustatyti. Neteigiu, kad konkretus LGGRTC darbuotojas, ministerijos pareigiinas ar Seimo narys tas
bylas perskaité. Tai yra biitent tie faktai, kuriuos dabar galima ir reikia patikslinti dokumentais.

6. VieSa korekcija po valstybés gauto Saltinio kol kas nenustatyta

VieSos LGGRTC Schleef ,,iSteisinimo® formuluotés korekcijos po 2021 m. valstybés institucijos gauto
pirminio Vokietijos Saltinio kol kas nenustaciau. Taip pat nenustaciau Schleef teiginio pakartojimo po


https://encyclopedia.ushmm.org/content/en/id-card/pinchas-galperin
https://encyclopedia.ushmm.org/content/en/id-card/pinchas-galperin
https://encyclopedia.ushmm.org/content/en/oral-history/nesse-galperin-godin-describes-a-roundup-in-the-siauliai-ghetto
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konkrecios gavimo datos, nes tiksli gavimo data dar neZinoma. Todél neteigiu, kad konkretus asmuo,
susipazines su byla, samoningai pakartojo Zinomai klaidingg teiginj.

7. Faktiné formuluoté, korekcijos nebuvimas ir valstybés gavimas

Teiginys, kad Hermann Schleef buvo ,iSteisintas“ 1970 m. balandZio 27 d., yra patikrinamas faktinis
teiginys apie konkretaus teismo procesinio sprendimo turinj, o ne istoriko vertinamoji nuomone. Jj
galima tiesiogiai palyginti su tos pacios datos Landgericht Oldenburg nutartimi, kurioje proceso baigtis
grindZiama jrodymy stoka.

Iki Siol nenustaciau jokios vieSos LGGRTC Sios Schleef ,,iSteisinimo* formuluotés korekcijos. Siame
epizode néra nustatytos vélesnés vieSos formuluoteés, kuria Centras biity atitaises ankstesnj procesinio
rezultato apibtidinima.

2021 m. Lietuvos ambasados gautos Oldenburgo bylos kopijos yra objektyvi aplinkybé, reikSminga
Zinojimo ir institucinés dokumenty apyvartos vertinimui. Kam konkreciai Lietuvos valstybéje Sie
dokumentai buvo persiysti ir kas su jais susipaZino, dar nenustatyta; biitent tai prasau patikrinti pagal
BPK 168 straipsnio 1 dalj.

IV. BPK 168 straipsnio 1 dalies patikslinimo veiksmai, kuriy prasau

BPK 168 straipsnio 1 dalis leidZia prieS procesinj sprendimg patikslinti pareiSkimo duomenis
neprocesinés prievartos priemonémis, jskaitant liudytojy apklausas ir duomeny ar dokumenty
pareikalavima iS valstybés ar savivaldybés jstaigy bei organizacijy. [statymas numato, kad tokie
patikslinimo veiksmai atliekami per kuo trumpesnj terming, bet ne ilgiau kaip per deSimt dieny.

BPK 168 straipsnis - oficiali suvestiné redakcija

1. Pareikalauti iS UZsienio reikaly ministerijos ir Lietuvos ambasados: 2021 m. uZklausa dél ,,Hermann
Schlof“, Dr. Kerstin Rahn atsakyma, visus gautus priedus, registracijos duomenis, persiuntimus,
vertimus, santraukas, vidinius vertinimus ir gavéjy duomenis.

2. Pareikalauti iS LGGRTC: 2019 m. gruodZio 17 d. memorandumo ir 2020 m. vasario 11 d. atsakymo
Nr. 14R rengimo Saltinius, projekty versijas, derinimus, elektroninj susirasSinéjima, faktinio /
mokslinio patikrinimo jrasus ir konkrety Saltinj, kuriuo grindZiamas Schleef ,,iSteisinimo* teiginys;
taip pat dokumentus, rodancius, ar 2021 m. ar veliau LGGRTC gavo Oldenburgo medZiaga.

3. Pareikalauti iS Seimo kanceliarijos: dokumentus, susijusius su 2020 m. balandZio 22 d. AZubalio-
Kascitino laisku, jo perdavimu URM, galimu pavedimu diplomatinéms atstovybéms ir bet kokiu rySiu
su velesne ,,Schlof uzklausa.

4. Jei reikalinga, papildomq Zemutinés Saksonijos valstybinio archyvo patvirtinima dél 2021 m.
uzklausos ir atsakymo galiu pateikti pats.

Sie duomenys jau yra mano 2026 m. rugséjo 21 d. informacijos praSymy objektas, taciau BPK 168
straipsnio patikslinimo tikslas skiriasi: prasau policijos juos gauti nepriklausomai, jei jie reikSmingi
procesiniam sprendimui, nelaukiant vieSojo administravimo atsakymy terminy.

V. BK 1702 teisinio vertinimo ribos

1. 2019-2021 m. veikoms taikytina to laikotarpio redakcija

2019-2021 m. vieSiems veiksmams pirmiausia taikytina tuo metu galiojusi BK 1702 straipsnio redakcija.
2020 m. geguzés 1-7 d. oficialioje suvestinéje redakcijoje nacistinés Vokietijos nusikaltimy dalis apémé
vieSa pritarimq ,,SSRS ar nacistinés Vokietijos jvykdytiems Lietuvos Respublikos teritorijoje ar prie§
Lietuvos Respublikos gyventojus genocido ar kitiems nusikaltimams ZmoniSkumui arba karo
nusikaltimams®, jy neigima ar SiurkSty menkinima, jeigu tai padaryta grasinanciu, uzgauliu ar
jZeidZianc¢iu biidu arba dél to buvo sutrikdyta vie$oji tvarka. Si formuluoté galiojo visu 2019-2021 m.
laikotarpiu ir iki 2022 m. geguzés 5 d.


https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/TAIS.163482/asr
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BK istoriné suvestiné redakcija, galiojusi 2020-05-01-2020-05-07

Holokausto nusikaltimai, dél kuriy ¢ia kalbama, buvo padaryti Lietuvos teritorijoje ir prie$ Lietuvos
gyventojus, laikytus Siauliy gete, todél senosios redakcijos taikymo ribos néra akivaizdi klititis. Taciau
senoji norma taip pat reikalavo vieSumo ir papildomos salygos - grasinancio, uzgaulaus ar jZeidZiancio
biido arba faktiskai sutrikdytos vieSosios tvarkos. AS neteigiu, kad Sie elementai jau jrodyti.

2022 m. balandZio 28 d. jstatymas Nr. XIV-1065, jsigaliojes 2022 m. geguZés 5 d., pakeité 1702 straipsnj
ir, be kita ko, i3plété vieSosios tvarkos formule iki atvejuy, kai ji ,,galéjo biiti sutrikdyta“. Sis vélesnis
iSplétimas negali biiti mechaniSkai taikomas ankstesniy veiky teisinei padéciai sunkinti.

Istatymas Nr. XIV-1065

2. BK 3 straipsnis, senatis ir kiti elementai

BK 3 straipsnis nustato, kad veikos nusikalstamumg ir baudZiamuma nustato veikos padarymo metu
galiojes jstatymas; vélesnis jstatymas, kuris palengvina asmens teisine padétj, turi grjiZtamaja galia, o ja
sunkinantis - neturi, iSskyrus kodekse nustatytas iSimtis. Prasau prokurattiros ir policijos Sig taisykle
taikyti atskirai kiekvienam galimam veiksmui.

BK 1702 straipsnio 1 dalies maksimali laisvés atémimo bausmé yra dveji metai; BK 11 straipsnio 3 dalis
tokij tyCinj nusikaltima priskiria nesunkiems, o BK 95 straipsnis nesunkiam tyCiniam nusikaltimui numato
aStuoneriy mety apkaltinamojo nuosprendZio priémimo senaties terming, jei néra kity straipsnyje
nurodyty aplinkybiy. Orientacinis skaiciavimas todél veda j 2027 m. 2019 m. veikoms, 2028 m. 2020 m.
veikoms ir 2029 m. 2021 m. veikoms. Tai néra mano procesiné iSvada; prasau taikyti BK 3, 11 ir 95
straipsnius pagal konkrecias nustatytas aplinkybes.

BaudZiamojo kodekso suvestiné redakcija (BK 3, 11, 95, 170?)

3. Viesumas, saugomas objektas ir kaltés forma

2020 m. vasario 11 d. LGGRTC atsakymas buvo adresuotas man, todél vien jis savaime néra vieSas BK
1702 veiksmas. Jis gali biiti reikSmingas Saltiniy, metodikos ir Zinojimo vertinimui. VieSumo klausimas
pirmiausia siejasi su vieSais LGGRTC dokumentais, Stanciko tekstais, 2020 m. balandZio 22 d.
parlamentary laiSku ir kitais vieSais tekstais.

Taip pat suprantu, kad vieno kaltinamojo procesinio rezultato klaidingas apibiidinimas savaime néra
tapatus genocido neigimui ar SiurkS¢iam menkinimui. PraSau vertinti, ar tariamy Vokietijos ,,iSteisinimy*
panaudojimas platesniame istoriniame argumente, fakty atranka, nutyléjimai, vélesnis valstybés turimas
prieSingas pirminis Saltinis ir korekcijos klausimas kartu atitinka visus tuo metu galiojusios normos
objektyviuosius ir subjektyviuosius poZymius.

4. Seimo nariy imunitetas

Kai kurie vieSos chronologijos dalyviai yra arba buvo Seimo nariai. Jei patikrinimas paliesty Siuo metu
Seimo nario mandata turintj asmenj, praSau taikyti Konstitucijos 62 straipsnio reikalavimus. Siuo
papildymu neprasau iS anksto konstatuoti jokio konkretaus Seimo nario baudziamosios atsakomybeés.

Lietuvos Respublikos Konstitucija

VI. Viesai paskelbta Schleef fakty sintezé

2026 m. rugséjo 24 d. paskelbiau iSsamig fakty ir Saltiniy sinteze ,,Lithuania Had the Schleef File“.
Neprasau jos laikyti pirminiu jrodymu; ji yra vieSas Saltiniy ir chronologijos Zemélapis. Pirminiai
jrodymai yra Oldenburgo procesiniai dokumentai, LGGRTC dokumentai, vieSi tekstai ir Dr. Rahn
patvirtinimas.

Substack publikacija | TOI infrastruktiiroje iSsaugota PDF kopija



https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/Schleef.pdf
https://grantgochin.substack.com/p/lithuania-had-the-schleef-file
https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/TAIS.21892
https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/TAIS.111555/asr
https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/9b05ab52c79411ecb69ea7b9ba9d787b
https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/rs/actualedition/TAIS.111555/uTXmEVBHKu/format/ISO_PDF/
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VII. Prasau

1. Prijungti Sj papildyma ir jo priedus prie AP-30803 bei medZiagos Nr. M-2-02-00837-26 ir vertinti
kartu prieS priimant BPK 168 straipsnyje numatytg procesinj sprendima.

2. Atlikti IV skyriuje nurodytus duomeny patikslinimo veiksmus pagal BPK 168 straipsnio 1 dalj, ypac
tiesiogiai pareikalauti 2021 m. Schleef dokumenty marsruto ir gavimo jrodymy iS Lietuvos valstybés
institucijy.

3. Patikrinti Oldenburgo pirminiy dokumenty turinj ir nustatyti, ar 2020 m. LGGRTC vartotas
,»iSteisinimo“ apibidinimas atitinka faktinj Vokietijos procesinj rezultata.

4. Nustatyti, kada ir kam Lietuvos valstybéje buvo perduota 2021 m. Dr. Rahn pateikta Schleef
medZziaga, kas ja gavo, ar ji pasieké LGGRTC, URM, Seimo kanceliarijq ar kit institucija, ir ar buvo
svarstyta ankstesnés formuluotés korekcija.

5. Atskirai jvertinti vieSumo, saugomo objekto, tuo metu galiojusios BK 1702 redakcijos papildomy

salygu, kaltés formos, subjekto, BK 3 straipsnio, BK 95 straipsnio ir, jei taikytina, Konstitucijos 62
straipsnio klausimus.

6. Jei BK 1702 Siame faktiniame komplekse netaikytinas, jvertinti, ar naujuose dokumentuose ir
veiksmuose yra kity Lietuvos Respublikos baudZiamajame jstatyme numatyty nusikalstamy veiky
poZymiuy.

7. RaStu praneSti man apie priimtg procesinj sprendima, jo faktinj ir teisinj pagrindg bei apskundimo
tvarka.
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VIILI. Irodymai, vieSos nuorodos ir priedai

1. AP-30803 / M-2-02-00837-26 persiuntimas patikslinimui, 2026-09-24, Nr. IBPS-S-535138-26

2. AP-30803 IBPS metaduomenuy kortelé

3. 2026-09-18 pareiskimas Generalinei prokuratiirai dél Gewecke-Bub (AP-30803)

4. LGGRTC 2020-02-11 atsakymo Nr. 14R lietuviskas originalas
5. LGGRTC 2020-02-11 atsakymo viesas angliSkas vertimas

6. LGGRTC 2019-12-17 memorandumas dél Jono Noreikos

7. D. Stancikas, 2019-12-23

8. D. Stancikas, 2020-07-13
9. D. Stancikas, 2020-09-14
10. D. Stancikas, 2021-02-09

11. A. Azubalis ir L.. Kascitinas, 2020-04-22 viesas laiskas

12. V. Sinica, 2021-04-26

13. GG-SCH-EMB-DE-2026

14. GG-SCH-URM-2026
15. GG-SCH-LGGRTC-2026
16. GG-SCH-SEIMAS-2026

17. Substack: Lithuania Had the Schleef File

18. TOI PDF: Schleef

19. BK istorineé redakcija

20. BK suvestiné redakcija

21. BPK suvestiné redakcija

Pridedama atskirai kaip pirminiai priedai, jei reikalinga:

¢ Dr. Kerstin Rahn 2026-09-21 el. laiSko kopija, patvirtinanti 2021 m. Schleef skeny perdavima
Lietuvos ambasadai.

e NLA OL Best. 140-4 Nr. 650 skaitmeninés reprodukcijos.

e NLA OL Best. 140-5 Acc. 38/1997 Nr. 459 III skaitmeniné reprodukcija.

IX. Pareiskéjo patvirtinimas

Patvirtinu, kad saZiningai pateikiu man Zinomas aplinkybes ir aiSkiai atskiriu dokumentais nustatytus
faktus nuo dar tikrintiny iSvady. Nenoriu ir nesiekiu melagingai jskysti jokio asmens. NepraSau policijos
ar prokuratiiros perimti mano vie3o straipsnio iSvady. PraSau savarankiSkai patikrinti pirminius
dokumentus, nustatyti faktine dokumenty bei Zinojimo grandine ir priimti procesinj sprendimq pagal
Lietuvos Respublikos teise.

Pagarbiai
Grant Arthur Gochin
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SOURCE PRESERVATION COPY

Dr. Kerstin Rahn, Niedersachsisches Landesarchiv, email of 21 September 2026 concerning
Hermann Schleef.

From: Kerstin.Rahn@nla.niedersachsen.de
Subject: AW: Anfrage zu Hermann Schleef
Date: 21 September 2026

Sehr geehrter Herr Gochin,

vielen Dank fir lhre Anfrage. Im Mailanhang Ubersende ich zunachst die Scans, die ich 2021
auf Anfrage nach einem ,Hermann Schl6éf‘ an die litauische Botschaft Gbermittelt habe und die
auch Herr Begerow fur den von lhnen genannten Artikel in der Nordwest-Zeitung (NWZ) zur
Kenntnis erhalten hat.

Aus meiner damaligen Antwort auf die litauische Anfrage zitiere ich hier:

Im Rahmen einer intensiven Recherche sind mir allerdings Archivalien zu Hermann Schleef
(1943 Lagerfihrer des ,Konzentrationslagers Schaulen®) aufgefallen. In einer Akte der
Staatsanwaltschaft bei dem Landgericht Oldenburg befinden sich Dokumente zu einem
Voruntersuchungsverfahren gegen den Kaufmann Hermann Schleef aus Delmenhorst wegen
Mordes (NSG) aus dem Jahr 1970, zu nennen sind v.a.:

- eine Mitteilung des Generalstaatsanwaltes in Oldenburg an den Niedersachsischen
Justizminister vom 7. April 1970, dass die Voruntersuchung am 10. Februar 1970 geschlossen
und das Verfahren gegen Hermann Schleef eingestellt worden ist,

- ein Vermerk vom 26. Marz 1970 der Staatsanwaltschaft Oldenburg (im Umfang von 22 Seiten)
in der Ermittlungsssache gegen Hermann Schleef vom 26. Marz 1970,

- eine Ausfertigung des Beschlusses des Landgerichtes Oldenburg in dem Ermittlungsverfahren
gegen den Kaufmann Hermann Schleef, geb. am 28. Oktober 1906 in Bennien, wegen
Verdachts des Mordes und Beihillfe zum Mord vom 27. April 1970.

Zu den Signaturen der Scans: NLA OL Best. 140-4 Nr. 650 und NLA OL Best. 140-5 Acc.
38/1997 Nr. 459.

Mit freundlichen GriifRen

i.A. Kerstin Rahn

Dr. Kerstin Rahn
Niedersachsisches Landesarchiv
Leiterin Abteilung Oldenburg
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Preservation note: This PDF preserves the text of the Gmail message received from Dr. Rahn.
The two archival scan sets referenced in the message are attached separately in the
supplemental filing.
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Staastsanwaltschaft .
bei dem LandgeriCht 29 Oldenburg, 26» Marg 19?0

- 2 Js 213/63 -

T U S s ML Tl e S T B . T o Py s ol S Y

Ermittlungssache /. Hermann Schleef

Vermerrk

Band I I. Gegen don ingeschuldigten ist die Vorumtersuchung am
Bl. 11 Lo aan o : : '

* 2 e 2. 1963 erOffnet worden wegen des Vorwurfes, er
habe sich der Ermordung von Juden oder der Beihilfe

dazu dadurch schuldig gewmacht, dab er

Te am Do 11. 1943 an der durch ein Sg8-Kosmmando unter

- s e

dem Lefehl des im Jahre 1955 verstorbepen damcligen
Sd-ilvuptasturamfihrers Heilnrich Forster in dem Ghettc
Schanlen/Litauen durchgerihrten Aussonderuns arbeits-
untihiger alter Juden und Kinder aktiv mitgewlirkt
habe, wobei ihm bekannt gewesen el, dal diese Je-
lekticon dem Abtransport in ein Vernichtungslager

gedalent habe,

2, cdurch zwel Xopfschisse den an Hiereunsiteinen belt-
ligerig kranken Gershon 3amatissek getobed habe,
als dieser seimpem Befehl, sich aufrecht hinzustel-

lcn, nicht nachgekommen sei,

3, inde 1943 auf einem Iransport von Ghettoinsassen
nach iega einem Angehdrigen des SS-Beglelfpersonals

=

den Befehl gegeben habe, eine Jidin namens Peresickl

71 erschielena




Band I,
Bls 1351,

Band ITI,
Bl. 1.

Aw
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Die Voruntersuchung hat folgendes ergeben:

Zur ferson des Angeschuldigten:

Der rLngeschuldigte ist in Bennlien/XKreis ifelle auf
dem viterlichen Pachthof zur GréBe von 15 ha zu-
saumen mit acht Geschwistern aufgewachsen. Nach dem
Besuch der Volksschule erlernte er bei seinem Vaber
die Landwirtschaft.

well er wegen mehrerer Leistenbriiche fiir die Arbeit
in der Landwirtschaft auf die Dauer nichbt geelgnet
war, meldete er sich iber die SA, der er im iHrz 1933

beigetreten war, flir deum polizeilichen Hilfsdienst,

Im Herbst 1933 kam er zunichst zur militirischen
Ausbildung naeh Haaren/Sms und sodann um die deih-
nachtszelt 1933 nach fsterwegen zum Bewachungspers-

sonal des dort bestehenden Lagers, in dem sich ca.

24000 politische Gefangeue befsnden. Da sich bereits bel
der nilitirisehen Ausbildung sein Bruchleiden be-
nerkbar gemacht hatte, wurde er der Kommandantur in
Lgpenburg als Schreibkraft zugewiesen.

Die polizeiliche Hilfstruppe wurde im September 1934
in "Ss-Verfiigungstruppe" umbenannt; die AngehOrigen

dieser Einheit trugen Armelstreifen mit dem sufdruck
wpotenkopf, Sturmbann Ostfriesland®.

Mitte 1936 wurden die Gefangenen von Esterwegen in

das neu errichtete Konzeubrabionslager Sachsenhausen
bel Cranienburg verlegt, desgleichen die Jachmannschafte.
In Sachsepnhausen war der Angeschuldigbe wiederum

suf der Schreibstube des Kommandanturstabes - und

zwar in der politischen Abbteilung - tatig.

1e1l er wihrend des Krieges nicht dasuernd in der
Heimat bleiben wollte und ihm die Biirocarbeit in dem
X7 nicht gefiel, reichte er mehrere Gesuche um Ver-

setzung an die Front ein. Daraufhin wurde er am




Bd. III Ble.
196

Bd. I Ble
154 Ra
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15. 2. 1943 zum hdheren 35~ und Polizeiftihrer fir

das (stland nach Riga versefzt. Hier war er zunichst
auf Jder 3Schreibstube des YZ Kaiserwald in Risa Gatig.
Dansch wurde er dem S8- und Polizeiausbildungsba-
talillon in Adacie els Ausbilder zugeteilt. Hach einigen
:onaten kam er nach Riga zurick und wurde zur Beauf~
sichtigung von Juden, die auf dem Flugplatz Planier—
arbeiten auszufibren batten, herangezogen.

In Herbst 1943 wurde er nach Scheaulen versetzt, =r
wurde camit beauftragt, das dort bestehende Gheltto-
4irbeitslager als Lagerfihrer zu ilbernehmen, Dieses
amb bekleidete er bis zur suflbsung des Lagers iam
Juli 1944. Wahrend die Insassen des Ghettos nach
Danszis-Stutthef geschafft wurden, ging er nach

Riga suriick und war wieder im X% Kaiserwald t&tig.
In Ckbtober 1944 sebtzte ¢r sich bel Anricken der Front
nach Danzig ab. Hier erhielt er einen Kurierauftrag
roch Berlin. Von Berlin wurde er nach Witten an der
Ruhr geschickt, uam ein Lager von 600 XKZ-Hiftlingen,
die bei der Ruhr-gStahl~AG arbeiteten, zu ibernchmen.
nrei Tage vor Ostern 1945 verlegte er das Lager
wepen Feindanniherung ostwdrts und kam bis Lipp-
stadt, wo er die Lagerinsassen dem Landrat Ubergab.
Ur selbst setzte sich nach Bssen ab, um von dort

in 7Zivil seine Heimat zu erreichen. In Unna in West-
falen wurde er am 1. 5. 1943 von den Amerikapern
verhaftet und in das Lager Staumikle I bei Pader-
born eingeliefert, wo er bis inde 1347 festgehalten
wirde. Im Spruchgerichtsverfahren wurde er am
19."Dezember 1947 zu einer Cefingnisstrafe von 2
Jahren und 6 Momaben verurteilt, auf die ein Jahr und
% Monate der Iﬁternierangshaft angerechnet wurden.
Die Strafe verblilte er bis zum 18. Marz 1949 in

Esterwegens

Nach der Haftentlazsung begab sich der Angeschuldigte
nach Delmephorst, we sich seine inzwischen im Jabre

1965 verstorbene Ehefrau, mit der er seit 1937



Bd. IIX
Bl. 195

Band I
Bls 133

Band IV
Bl. 156

Band II
Bl. 90

Bd. I Bls 24,
133-135

Ba
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¥inderlos verheiratet war, aufhielty Am 1. HMai 1949
erhiielt er einme Anstellung bei der Lotterieeinnahne
Fasel in Delmenhorst. Nach dem Tode der Fheleute

Jagel fihrte er das Geschidft weiter und wurde schliel-
lich im Jahre 1955 zum selbstindigen Lottericein-
nehmer durch die Lotterie-Direktion in Hamburg ein=-
gesetzt. Auch heute arbeitet er noch in dieser
Lotterieeinnahme in Delmevhorsi,

Der ingeschuldigte wurde am 20. April 1936 zunm
33-Unterscharfithrer, am 1. August 1937 zun SS-Schar-
fihrer, am 20, April 1338 zum Cberscharfiihrer und

am 1. Mal 1940 zum Hauptscharfihrer befdrdert.

Der ingeschuldigte ist auswelslich des Strafregistere
auszuges bisher nicht bestraft.

Zu den einzelnen Schuldvorwirfen:

« Xinder- und Altemakbtion vom 5. 11, 1945.

In Schaunlen wurden im ILesufe des Sommers 1941 von

der Zivilverwaltung unbter der Leitung des Gebiebe-
kemnissars Gewecke zweil Ghettos errichtet. Dis Ghettos
lagen etwa 200 bis 250 Keter voneinander entfernt.
Das eine Ghetto hieB Traku, das andere Kaukaszus.

In Herbst 1943 wurde das Ghetto Kaukasus geschiossens
Gleickzeitig wurde des Ghetto Traku der Zustindigkeit
der Zivilverwaltung entzogen und der 55 unterstellt.
Bz wurde unbenannt in Xonzentratiomslager Xauen~
irbeitslager Schaulen. Die Insassen des Ghettos
Kaukasus wurder in das Arbeitslager Schaulen iUber-
nommen. Die Gesambtbelegstirke betrug 1943 ca. 4.00C
bis 4.500 sogenannte Arbeitsjuden.

gin Teil der Juden des Arbeitslagers Schaulen war
auf auBerhalb liegenden Arbeitsstellen inm Linkaitschai,
Pavenziai (Pabenciai), Daugeliai, Akmian und dem
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Flughafen eingesetzt, wo sie von den anfordernden

stellen untergebracht und durch Wehrmachbsangehorige
bewacht wurdeun-

Die Leitung des Arbeitslagers Schaulen lag nach der
Ubernahme durch die 3¢ zundchst in den Handen des
S3-ilaupteturmfibrers Forster. Bereits kurze Zely
spiber wurde er vop dem Angeschuldigten sbgeldst,
der nach einer acht~ bis zehnbtigigen Einarbeltungs-—
seit acch im Oktober 1943 die alleinige Lagerleitung
fibernahn. Zu seiner Unterstiitzung hatte der Ange-
gschuidigte eine ca. vierzig Mann starke $S~Wache

zur Verfiigung, die das Ghetto zu bewachen und die
Juden zu den Arbeitsstellen zu geleiten hatte.

Der Angeschuldigte wohnte auBerhalb des Ghettos.
Morgens gegen 6.30 Uhr begab er sich in das Verwal-
tungogebiude inmerhalb des Lagers, um die Arbeits-
einteilung und sounstigen Arbeiten zu erledigen.
Normalerweise verlied er nach einigen Stunden das
chetto. Im Laufe des Eachmittaga oder Abends kehrte
er nochmals zurick, um sich zu iiberzeugen, daB alles
in Crdnung wales ¥ichsber Vorgesetzbter des Angeschule
digten war der Leiter des wonzenbrationslagers in
Kauen (Kowno). Diesen hatte der Angeschuldigte die
ti~lichen Starkemeldungen 2u machen und die vorge-~
sehriebenen Berichte zu erstabtten, Der Lagerleiter
in Xauen unterstand wiederum dem hoheren 55— und
Folizeifilhrer in Riga.

Die Gelektion der Kinder und arbeitsunfihigen Jucen
aﬁﬂH. 1. 194% wurde auf hiheren Befehl durchge-
fihrt. Der SS-Hauptsturmfuhrer Forster kam mit
einem uonderkommaudo von Kauen nach achaubn und

leltete die Aktion. Auf seinen Befehl wurden arbeits-
unfahlge Juden, #dltere reube upd Kinder unter 14
Jahren, ausgesondert, suf Tkw's geschafft und zum
Bahnhof in Scheulen gefahrens, Hier warden die
selektierten anf Waggons verladen und abtransportiert.
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Jie Zaukl der Kinder und Alten wird fast iberein-
stipaend von samtlichen Zeugen, auch von dem ange-—
schuldigten, mit ca&. 80C angegeben. In der senpift

w inkas-schaulen” fiandet sich auf Seite 2% der Jher-
setzunszy cine genaue .ufsehlilsselung der ablranspor=
tierten (pfer. Dapach cipd ausgesondert worden:

Tinder ois zw U Janren 506
ripder zwischen AC uné 13 Jghren 68
LlGe: lldnner 56

dfrauen 135

191

Kpanke und Invalide:

winner: 12

Frauen: 14
yrouen (iitter), dise sich frel=-
willig diesem Tmnesport anschlos-~
sen 4

insgesantb: 796

wine wesentlich geringere Zahl wird lediglich von dem

Band 1V veupen Gensas genannt. dieser Zeuge war zur Tatzelb
Bl. 55 ff. velizeivorstand der jidischen Ghettopolizei. &r

asint, dal el der aktion vl Se 114 494% S74 Juden

veggeldnhrt worden selen.

.

new Yerbleib des fransportes und das Schicksal

der Ipfer der aktion vom D 11, 1943 kopunbe nichvy
seklirs werden.

Unterieagen (Transportbegleitpapiere pps), die
sufachlull Uber den Weg des Zuges geben kénnbten,
ronnten nich® aufgefunden werdels pesgleichen konnten

Bd. II Bls snsehdrige des Bagleitpersenals pnicht ermitbelt wer-
12%, 198 den.

Bds 11 Ble wach Hittelluns der Deutschen Bundesbahn unterstand
218 dar Bahnhof achanlen zur Zeit der Resebzung Titauens

durch deutsche Truppen der Reichsverkenrsdirektion



Bd. III
Bl. 111, 149
ff#, Bd.a IV
Bl. 28

Bd, I, Bl,
96-99, 106 f.,

Bd. II Bl.
63 u, 66, 73 f.
73 £f., 410 £.,
114, 123, 128,

192, 194, 198 f.,

205 f££., 218
Bd, III,

Bl, 92, 103 f.,

109, 114,259,
272
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(VL) Riga. Von dieser Direktion seien keinerlei
Unterlagen in die Bundesrepublik Deutschland ver-
lagert worden. Bei den Unterlagen, die aus de Pezirk
der Reichsbahndirektion Kénigsbery gehorzen worden
seien, befdnden sich keine Urkunden (Fahrplananord-
nangen, Fahrtberichte, Tagenzettel und dergleichen)
Uiber einen Transport aus Schaulen. Die Reichsbahne
direktion Kinigsberg konne derartige Unterlagen
tiberdies nur gefithrt haben, wean der Transport vom

5¢ 11e 1943 den Bezirk der Reichsbahndirektion Lonlgge
berg berihrt hidtte. Falls das der Fall gewesen sei,
selen die entsprechenden Unterlagen wahrscheinlich
als nnwichtig in EBnigsberg zuriickgelassen worden.

Das an die zustindige Stelle in Litauen gerichtete
Rechiehilfeersuchen vom 19, 5. 1967, mit dem unter
anderem um Naschforschuneg nach dem Weg und Verbleibd
des Transportzuges srsucht wurde, ist bzg. dieser
Jrage unbeantwortet geblieben, so daB geschlozsen
werden mufB, daB die entsprechenden Ermittlungen der
litauischen Behdrden ergebmislos verlaufen sind,

Auclh die Anfragen und Auskunftsersuchen an Jtaabsan-
waltschaften mit einschlégigen Verfahren, die Zentrale
Gtelle in Ludwigsburg, des Institubt fir Zeit-
geschichte, das Bundesarchiv, den Internationalen
Juchdienst des Roten Kreuzes, die Arbeitsgruppe
RIHA beim Generalstaatséﬁwalt heim FKammergericht
Berlin und das Centre de Documentation Juive
Contemporaine in Paris haben keine Hinweise

Uber den Verbleib des Trangportes der Kinder und Alten
erbracht,

¥

Die judischen Zeugen, die zur Patzeit in dem Ghetto

in Schaulen gelebt haben, haben gleichfalls trotz
intensiver Nachforschungen, die sie uamittelbar nach
der Aktilon wvom 5. 11. 1943 aufgenommen und bis in

die Jlingsbe Zeit forteesetzt habem, nicht in Erfahrung
bringsn kOnnen, wohin die selektierten Kinder und
Alten verschleppt worden sind. Nur negativ haben sie
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Teotustellen mussen, dal keiner der Abbtransportierten
Je suplickgekehrt ist,., Yelterc Irkenntnisquelien

und Jusernltilungsmcglichkeiten, die iber das

- chickszal der Opfer der skbion vom 5. 14, 194% suf-

scilull geben kbanbten, sind nicht eprsichtlich.

Dex -ngeschuldigte bat aich dabin eingelassen, wenn
Ba. 1 B1, er zelin Gedichdnls anstrenge, =¢ melne er Jjehtzotl,

139 . _ 5
o dall 2v ngch der dkbtiom vom H. 11. 19473 durch ein
Bd. II Bl. R Hacdl Ger ARGLOn b J4% durch ein

97 sehreiben des Lagerkommandanten von Xauen erfahren
Bd, 132l : o _ - .

1Pé ’ nabe, dall der Einder- uand iltentransport nach dem
Bd. IV Bl. Laren augschwitz zegangen sel, ism Tage der skblonp

79

habe or davon aber kelns ¥enntnis gehabt. Za diessnm
7ot iounkt habe er den orten Yorsters, die Linder

pipden lediglich in ein anderes Lager verleghb, go-

~loubb. Yihrend der Akbion selen sowohl er als auach

neine Jachmanunschaft dieser innashms gewesen. Die

£
&
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o
]
o
o)
ot
I
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¢
ry
H
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o
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o
o
o
3
b3
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4
ct

sewesen, den abtroansor-
Sicrben werde nichts passileren. Damals sei ihw das
Jort "Vernichbungslapger™ oder nur der Begriff aols
sclcher vollisg unbekannt gewesen. Aus seiner dlonste
fichen PéAtigkeit selen ihm nur die ¥Mamen der Lages
secohsenhausen/Oranienburg, Buchenwald, Neusngawne,

tachay und ein Frauzalager, dessen Name er plchbt mehr

I"J'

w-;se, bekannt gewesen. Von AuQSChw1ta cder anderen

clicent

ichen Veralcntungsld cern habe er nlchts sehlrt,

11z

)
hal

wehact. Davon habe ser erst spater erfahren.

Da der Verbleib und das Schicksal der selektlertoen

i Finder und Alten nicht geklirt werden kopnbte, blelibt
ebenfalls ungeklirt, ob mit der Aktlon vom 5.71.71943
tereits die Vernichtung der betroffenen Juden bezweckd
wer. Stellt man die damalige Gesamtaituation in
Gechnune, so wird allerdings mit hober vahrschelu-
lichkeit davon auszugenen sein, dab die Einder und
Jlten cleht aur samtlich ums Leben zekomuen, sondaern

such einem Vernichtungslager zugefihrt worden sind.
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f venn diese NOglichkeit auch sehr nahe liegt, s¢ kann
' dennoch nieht véllig ausgeschlossen werden, dab die
Kinder und Alten zundchst tatsdchlich in ein anderss
Lager verlegt und erst spater aufl eine besondere An-
ordnung hin in ein Vernichtungslager, wahrscheinlich
Augschwitz, wie der Angeschuldigte spdter erfahren
haben will, gebracht worden sind., DaBl nicht alle
Transporte sofort in ein Vernichtungslager geschafft
wurden, ergibt sich aus dem Verfahren 45 Js 1/61
Bds II, Bl, der Stasbsanwaltschaft Dortaund. In diesem Verfahren
202 ist nimlich festgestellt worden, daB im Jahre 1945 ein
Findertransport von Bialystokw: zundchst in das Lager
Pheresienstadt, das kein Vernichtungslager sar,
zeleitet worden ist und dalb die Xinder erst spiater
nach lingerem aufenthalt nach Augschwitz transportiert
worden sind.

Diese nicht hinreichende Klérbafkeit des Zieles der
skbion vom 5. 11. 1943 und des tatsdchlichen Schick-
sals der selektierten Cpfer nach dem Abtranspert aus
Jchaulen fiihrt dazu, daB dem Angeschuldigten nicht
sicher nachgewiesen werden kann, daB er dadurch, dald
er bei der Aussonderung mitgewirkt hat, einen Tatbei-
trag zum Mord geleistet hat. Andere Btraftathestiinde
scheiden wegen Verjzhrung aus.

2. Pétun:; des kranken Gershon Samatissek durch zwei
Kopfschilsse

Bde. I Blws Der Zeuge Michael Litt, der mit einer Schwester des

%g? i:’ Erschossenen verheiratet ist, hat bekundet, er habe

Bl. 86 sich bei dem ehemaligen Lagerfriseur Max Kogan nach
dem Schicksal seines Schwagers Gershon Sematissek
erkundigt und von diesem erfahren, fiir den Tod
geines Schwagers sei der Angeschuldigte verantwort-

1ich. Sein Schwager habe damals an Nierensteineg %gw
a

ittt zu_ Bet elegen. Der Angeschuldigte %>

% m % e%ggwogl be c%len% aufzustehgn und zum Lrbeitsm
lager Akmian, wo sich Kalkgruben befunden hiatiten,

zu kommen. Sein Schwager sel auf ein Auto verladen



Bd—'& A Bl-ﬂ

Bd. 1V
Bl. 132 f.

Bde A
Bl. 36, 38

Bd, II Ble
173, 183 £,

Bds IV Bla
129, 141,
Bd. A Bl.
65 fa
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worden. Der Angeschuldigte habe sodann alt 3tiefeln
aul selnen 3Bchwager eingetreten und ihn dreimal vom
svapen werfen lassen. JSein Schwager habe lber das
ganze Gesicht geblutet und den Befehl, sich hinzu-
stellen, nicht mehr ausfihren kénnen. Daraufhin habe
ihn der Angeschuldigte dureh zwel Kopfschiisse aus
seiner Pistole getdtet.

Jer seuge Max Kogan hati ausgesagh, als Lagerfriseur
habe er imméiﬁéiﬁgﬂﬂenge Neuigkeiten gehort, zumal
er auch sgehr oft mit dem Judenrat zusammengekommen
scl. S0 hgbe er erfahren, von wem wigse er nicht
nechr, daBl Forster bei einem Transport von Schaulen
nach Akmian einev kranken Mann erschossen habe. [Is
kopne sein, daB es sich bei dem Getdteten um Gershon
Somatissek gehandelt habe. Die BSchwester des Sama~
tissek sei jetzt mit Herrn Litt (Lipsic) ip Chicago
verheiratet, Dlesem habe er auf Anfrage mitgeteild,
er nabe gehdrt, nicht der ingeschuldigte Schigef,
sondern Forster hAbe Samatissek erschossen.

Jer Zeuge Dre med, William Pace (frilher Wulf pel-
sachowitschj'héﬁ Bekandet, er habe durch die Ghetto-
vervalbung erfahren, dall Forster den Samatissek er—
schousen habes Das habe er bereits am Tatbage gehirt,
da il ais Arzt alle Nachrichten als ersten erreicht
hitten. Der Angeschuldigte Schleef solle mitgefahren
sein; sowelt ihm mitgeteilt worden sel, solle Forgter

geschossen habene

Dem Zeugen Abramson ist ein Gershon Samatissek
nicht bekannt. Bs sel dagegen richtig, daf Forster
¢inen Juden auf der Fahrt nach Akmian erschossen
hobe. Das habe ein begleitender judischer Lager-

polizist selbst erzihlte

Der Zeuge Furmann hat ausgesagt, im Lager Traku
habe die Familie Samatissek 50 Meter von seinem
eimenen Hause entfernt gewohnt. Als er eines

Tapes, etwa ein halbes Jahr nach der Aktion vom
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5. 11. 134%, wach Hause gekommen sel, habe er 3i-Lweate
vor den Haus der TFamilile Uamsviszsek gesehen und Ge-
schrei ehirt., Bine der chwestern des Gershen Lanablssek,
nichy die, die mit dem Zeugen Litt verhelrabet sel, hube
ihm damels erzihlt, ihr druder Gershon sei krank So-
wesen urw. nitbe nicht zur arbelit gehen kOnnen. Dang Sel-
en s~ wcube gekommen, ut ihn abzuholen. Bel dieser
Feleoonneit habe man ihren Bruder erschossen. or habe
nichs epfahren, wer die GrzschiebBung angeordnet habe, und
er winoe auch nicht, ob die S8-bLeute wmglicherwelse

von sich aus ohne Befenl von oben dieses Verbrecnan bHe-

gangen hatten.

Ver Zeupe Lipschitz hat erklart, er habve Gershon
samatiscek gekannt. Als die Shettos in Schaulen in ein
KZ;Zaécr upgewandelt worden seien, sei Samatissek in

den Nebenlsger Daugelial untergebracht wordet. Saniatissek
sel krank pewesen. Br habe, soweit er wisse, an Iachies
gelitten und nolcht arbeiten kdnnens 1m Ghetto in icbaulen
sei ecines Tages davon gesprochen worden, dafl Camalissek
erschossen worden sei. ir habe das micht verstehen kon-
nen, weil es zu der Zelt keine Akticn gegeben haba.

aus diesem Grunde und weil er nit Gershon Samatiscel
linpere 4elt in der pelzabteilung der Lederfabrik In
Gehaulen zusanmengearbeitet habe, habe er sich bei der
judischen polizel erkundigt und von einen Polizisten er-
fshren, cines Tages sel das lLager paugeliail von Forster
und dem ingeschuldigten idehleef inspiziers worden.

Reide seiecn ven jidischeun Polizisten begleitet gzewessen.
samaticuek sel gefragt worden, warum er nicht arbeite.
alg er oeantwortet habe, er sei krank und kdune nlcht

arbeiten, habe Schleef seipe Fistole gezogen und 1hn
ergchQQSQQ. Danach sei befohlen wordeun, Samatissek in

die Klosettgrube zu werfen. wer den Befehl dazu gepeden
habe, wisse er nlcht. Jedeafalls sei der Befehl ven Schleef
oder rorster gekommen. Die Teiche des Samatissek sel,

so weilt er wisse, spiber nich® mehr aus der Jauche ge-

holt worden. Seiner Erinnerung nach habe sich dlieser
Yorfall vor der Kinderakticn ereignet, und zwar bel der
ersten Inspektion durch Porster, Moglicherweise sei die
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srschiefBung auch spiter erfolgt.

der Zouge Cecil Levitan hat im seiner ergten Ver-
nehmunz in New York am 23. 2. 1962 bekuudet, er habe
die Beerdigung elnes kranken Mannes erlebt, der anm
Jaze der Kimderakbtion habe asbtransportiert yerden
solicn. Maan habe Forster gesagt, dall er nicht mchr
laufen kOnne. Daraufhin habe Forseter befohlen, ihn
im Bett auf die Strale zu bringen. Forster habe auf
ihn eingeschlagen und ihm den Befehl gegeben, sich
zu erhcben. Als er das nit letzter Kraft getan habe,
habe Forster ihn erschossen. Diesen Vorfall habe er

nicht selbst gesehen; davon habe er nur gehort.

der Zeuge Levitan, zur Totung des Gershon Samabtissek
befragt, ausgesagt, die Sache mit den Kopfschiissen

sei ihm nur vom HOrensagen bekannt, %s sei eine im
Ghetto allgemein bekannte Sache gewesen. Sie séien

eine kleine Gruppe gewesen; alles habe sich sofort
herumgesprochen., Unter anderem habe sich herumgesprochen,
dal schleef, und kein anderer, einen kranken tlann
erschossen haben solle. Eine rersonenverwechselung

kSnne nicht vorliegen. Tr erinnere sich, dal es damals
{iir sie im Ghetto eine groBe Irschiibterung gewesen

sei. ws stimme, daB Forster auch einen kranken iann

im steinbrioch Akmisn erschossen habe. Br wisse geunau,
daB es sich dabei um eine andere ErschieBung gehandelt
habe. Ar habe nimlich die Schwester des von Forster
Ermordeten gekannts An die Namen der beiden arschossenen
kSnne er sich heube nicht mehr erinnern.

‘Der Zeuge Maurer, der selb etwa Okbtober 1943 zur Be-

wachungsnannschaft des Ghetitos in Schaulen gehorte,
hat bekundet, bei seiner Wachtruppe sel ein 35-CGITi-
zier pewesen. Bin 33-Mann habe erzihlt, dieser GBi~
Grfizier habe ohme triftigen Grund in einem AuBen-
lager einen alteren Juden einfach niedergeschossen,

weil er, als er gerufen worden gsei, nicht sofort ge-
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kowmen sei. Der Jude habe uicht laufen kdnnen. 5s kinpe
celn, daB der S8-Offizier Porster geheifBen habe,

Bd. I D
BI: 138,220 er iLngeschuldigte hat sich dahin eingelassen, er hgbe
83 III. nlemalu einen Juden durch zwei Kopfsechiisse getidtet.
w
Ble 125 Méglicherweise liege eine Verwechgslune wit deam Sg-

Aauptsturmfithrer Forster vor. Er srinnere sich, daB
er wahrend seiner Zinarbeitungszeit als Lagerleitef
von seinem Vorginger Forster auf einem L.astwagen zu
den tecinbruch Akamian mitgenommen worden sei. Auf
diesem vagen hatten sich auch Juden befunden. finer
diecser Juden habe sich widersetzlich verhalten und
Srova verschledener 3efehle nicht aufstehen wolleun.
Daraul habe Forster den iann erschosgsen. Ob es sich
dabei um einen Gershon Samatissek gehandelt habe,
wisse or nichft, Jedenfalis sel er selbst an diesem
Vorgans unbateilizt gewssen, Is sel ausgeschlossen,
dall 4ie LrschieBung innerhalb des Ghettos in Schaulen
erfolel zel. Solange er das lLager geleitebt habe, sei
kein Insasse erschossen worden.

Diese Linlassung des Angeschuldigten ist nicht zu
w@derlegen; Den Aussagen der Zeugen kann schon des-
wegen keiﬁ entscheidender Bewelswert zugemessen wer—
den, weil keiner der Zsugen die ErschieBung des

Jershon Samatissek unmittelbar beobachtet und erlebt
nat. alle wissen davon nur von Hérensagen. Hinzu kommt,
daB die %eugen die Darstellung des Angeschuldigben
{ihervicgend im Kern bestitigen oder zumindest nichd
ausschliefien, dal Forster die Tat ausgefilart hat und
dafir verantwortlich ist. Die Bekundungen des Zeuagen
Levitan, der davon spricht, sowohl Forster als auch

der Angeschuldigbte hitten einen kranken Mann erschossen,
reichen zur Uberfilhrung des Angeschuldigben nicht aus.
ibgesehen davom, daf dieser Zeuge von belden Erschie-
Bungen ebenfalls nur vom Horensagen undhicht aus
eigenen Zrleben weiB, und er der einzige Zeuge ist,

der von der ErschieBung zweier kranker Juden berichtet,



Bd. I RBl,
215,

Bd. II Bl,
203,223

Bde I Bl

40

Bd. A
Bl 65""'70

Annex 11 — 24/41

besncnst seine Darstellung aber auch deswegen
3edeniien, weil er bei seiner ersten Vernehmung nur
die UIrschieBung durch Forster schildert und erst

in seiner zweiten Vernehmung die ErachieBung durch den
Angesciuldigben erwidhnt, als er zur T6tung des Gershon
Sumatissek ausdricklich gehdrt und ihm als Pater

der anygeschaldigte gevarnct wird. Da auch die sehwester
des Gershon Sambissek, Charlotte Samatissek, von der
der Jeuge Furmann die frschiefung des Gershon Samatissek
erfaiizen haben will, nicht ermittelt werden konnte,
bleibt nach dem Ergebnis der Voruntersuchung ungeklirt,
von wem der kranke Gershon Vamsztissek erschossen
woreen igé, dem Angeschuldigten oder Forster, und ob
der angeschuldigte einen anderen kranken Juden

durch zwei Pistolenschisse getStet hat,

3. Potunc der Jidin Peresicki.

Von dicser Tat sind ndhere Tingelheiten ledipglich
durch den-Zeugen Pejsach Iurmann bekannt geworden.
Dieser deuge ist dreimal zu der Lotung gehort worden,

+0 seiner ergten Verneamuag vom 16. 1. 1962 in den

USA aat der “suge bekundet, gegen Bnde des Krieges

sel er von Sehaulen ngch Rlga transportiert worden.
ver Angeschuldigbe habe den Transport geleitet und

auf dem vege einem S3-lann den Befehl gegehen, eine
Jiidische ¥Frau nasmens Peresicki zu erschieBen.

in der zveliten Vernehmung vom 22a 7« 1964, ebenfalls

in aen USA, hat der Zeugé ausgesagt, mit 4 oder 5

Lkw's sedien ungefahr 20C Juden von Schaulen nach

Riga gefahren worden. Der Angeschuldigbe habe im

ersten Lkw vorne im Fphrerhaus neben dem Fahrer ge-
sessen. Br selbst babe sich aul dem zweiten oder dritten
Lkw und frau Peresicki auf dem darauffolgen&en Fghr—
zeus befundene Wahrend der Pahrt sel eine Verzdgerung
dadurch eingetreten, dal der iransport beim Uber-
schreiten der Kampflinien mift Rinheiten der deutschen
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Armec zusammengestolen sei, Man habe Frau Peresicki
befohlen, vom Wagen zu steigen. Sie sei dann von
einem deutschen SS~Mann in den nahe der StrafBe ge-
legenen Wald begleitet worden. Btwas spater sei der
Deutsche zurickgekcmmen und die Pahrt sei fortrmesethzt
worden, Der SS-Mann habe bei seiner Rickkehr durch
sein Gewehr geblasen, am es zu reinigen und schull-
bereit zu machen., Er meine, dal der Angeschuldizte
wahrend des Halts gus dem Lkw ausgestiegen sel und
sich die Beine wvertreteun habe. Zwar habe er nicat
gehtrt, dal der Amgeschuldigte dem Befehl zur Zrschielung
gegeben habe; er nehme das aber deswegen an, well der
Anzeschuldigte filr den ITransport verantwortlich ge-
wegen sel und nichts ohne seinen susdriicklichen Be--
fehl hiltbe geban werden kOnnen. AuBer Schleef sel kein
anderer (ffizier anwesend geweseau.

Bel seiner dritten Vernshnung durch dem Untersuchungs~
richter am 26x 5« 1969 in lLiibeck hat der Zeuge er-
klirt, im Jabre 1944 selen in Abstanden zunichst

zmel lransporte aus dem Lager Traku nach Stutthof
pegansen. Zuletzs seien nicht mehr als etwa 100 Juden
in 3chaulen zuriickgeblieben. Im Juli 1944 seien diese
Juden auf vier oder flinf Lastkraftwagen nach Riga
transportiert worden. Der Transport sei von lettlschen
So~Leuten begleitet worden, Ob auch deutsche 3b-

Leute dabei gewesen seien, wisse er nicht.Allerdings
glauvbe er, daB ein Mann, der durch einen groden blauen
Fleck an einer Gesichtshdlfte aufgefallen sei, ein
Deubscher gewesen sei. Er nehme an, daB dieser den
Pransport geleitet habe. Ob der Angeschuldigte bel den
Trensrort mitgefahren sel, wisse er nichfi gensu. Bisher
habe er -eglaubt, daB der Anceschuldigte dabel ;ewesen
sei: das kOune er aber heute nicht mehr wib Slcherheit

H§

sagen. Nach eiper Stunde Fahrt habe die Xolonrne
auberhalb des Stidbehens Janesik gehalten. EBine
Frau Peresicki, die ihm von Schsulen her bekannt
gewesen sei und die mit ihm auf demselben Wagen pe-

gessen habe, sel bel dieser Gelegenhelt von eipem letti-~
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schen 35-~Mann herausgeholt worden. Der S3-Mann habe
sich mit Frau Peresicki durch hohes Gras von der
Strabe entfernt und seil mit ihr in einem kleinen wald
verschuunden. Etwa 10¢ Minuten spdter sei der lebttische
SS-ifann allein mit denm Gewehr Uber der Schulter zurick—
rekommen. In der Zwischenzeit habe er keinern 3chuld
gehdrt. Da der 38-Mann allein zurickgekekrt sel und
sie nie wieder etwas von Frau Peresicki gehort

hitten, nehme er an, dab Frau Peresicki von dem
Si=llacn umgebracht worden sei. Aus dem Umstand, dall

die Jagenkolonne auf die Rickkunft des SS-Mannes ge-
wartet habe, ziehe er den Schlufl, daB dieser auf Defehl
sehandelt habe, Wer den Befehl gegeben habe, wisse er

natiirlich nicht; er glaube jedoch, daf der Tramnsport-

fihrer der Befehlsgeber gewesen sel.

bDie “eugen

C. Levitan,

Ch. Zillinsky,
S. Jotaz,
Ti'llancne,

e JIOmAn, und
L. Lipschitz

haben lediglich gehdrt, dal Frau Peresicki erschossen
worden sei. Nihere Tinzelheiten iiber den Tathergang
und eine Mitwirkung des angeschuldigten wissen sie
jedoch nicht.

jeitere Zeugen konnben nicht festgestells werden.
tnsbesondere konnte der Aufenthalt des Zeugen David
Glickmann, der nach der Aussage des Zeugen Furmann
zu den mit ibm nach Higa abtransportierten Juden ge-
hért haben soll, nicht ermittelt werden.

Der ingeucbuldigte bestreltet, eine Judin nameus

elnen Judentransport von Schaulen nach Rigs begieitet
ond piemals einem SS—Mann einen derartigen Befehl

gesebDen.
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; Nach dem Ermittlungsergebuis kann der Vorwurf gezen
‘den -ngeschuldigten, er habe Frau Peresicki erschielien
lassen, nicht aufrecht erhalten werden. Der einzige
Tatzeuge, P. Purmann, kann im Gegensatz zu seinen
fritheren Rekundungen heute nicht einmal sagen, ob der
Anpeschuldigte iberhaupt den Transport nach Riga
begleitet hate, Offen bleibt zauch, ob Frau Peresicki
durchden 8S=Mann tatsichlich erschossen worden ist.
mipen Jcehuf hat der Zeuge nicht gehdrt. Die ScHiisse,
dic der Zeuge aus den beobachteten Tatsachen zieht,
sind nicht zwingend. Nicht auszuschlieBen ist, dal
Frau reresicki unbemerkt von dem Zeugen nach cder
evtl. auch vor dem 38~NMann zu der Wagenkolomne zuriick—
gelkchrt und auf ein anderes ahrzeug gestiegen i1sbe

Da auf Grund der wechselnden und unbestimaten Aus—
sacen des Zeugen Furmann kein sicherer Aufschlufl

iver das Schicksal der Jiidin Peresicki zu gewlunnen
ist und weitere Zeugen nicht ermittelt werden konnteu,
eribrizen sich auch weitere Nachforschungen nach dem
Leiter des Transports von Schsulen nach Riga und dem
(deutschen oder lettischen) SS-Mann, der Frau Iere-
sicki in den Wald geleitet hat.

Tm Verd sufe der Vorunbersuchung sind noch folgende

weitere Taten bekannt geworden, auf die der Untersuchungs—
richter zwar die HErmittlungen susgedehnt hat, fir ale

aber ein Frginzungsanbtrag nicht gestellt worden ist:

1. Tobung von zwel alten Ffrauen wahrend der aktion am
5, 11. 1943 durch zwei oder drei SS—-Angehoripge (Ukrainer)
auf ein Handzeichen des angeschuldigtens

per Zeuge Chaim Zylinski hat hierzu ausgesagt, der
Angeschuldigte habe am Fachmittag des 5. 11« 1943 nit
swel oder drei Ukraineru die Straflen des Ghettos kontrol-
iiert. In der Ezerc- oder GinkomstraBe hitten die
Ukpainer zwei alte Frauen aus einem Haus geholt. Zin
Ukrainer habe diesen Frauen in deutscher Sprache zuge-
rufen: "Schpmeller, schneller”. Dann habe dieger
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Ukrainer mit dem angeschuldigten gesprochen; Was, wisse
er nicht. Schleef habe cine Handbewegunf gemacih, und
pusr in der Weise, dal er die rechte Hand voun oben

nach unben gefihrt nabe. Jas dlese Geste genad habe
bedeukbsn sollen, kOnne er nicht sagen, Es konne

avszen seln, dall der ingeschuldighe den Ukralnern,
aie offsnsichtlich ansebrunken gewesen geien, habe
bedeubon woellen, sie sollten ihn dawmi® ip Frieden lassen.
aaboache cei, dafll dle skrainer danach die beiden Fraucn
miy aubomatischen oistolen erschessen hatten. Der
sneescanldighe gei Jdanu WEEZEZENZEDy die (rainer selen
inpn cefolpts. BT selbst habe sich gleichfalls nicht um

die Jrouen zekilpmerty und nabe sich in der gheichen
sehtuns wie schleef und die Ukrainer entfernt.
anfter dlesem Zeugen pekundet nur noch der deugg O»
petlitzki, dal sm 5s 11s A94% zwel ¥rauen durch
Jkralner erschossen gorden seien. Diess Tat hatten

titglieder des Judenrates dem Angeschuldigier gemeldets

szt

©p habe ganz in der Nihe gestanden und gendrt, dab
sehleef geantworbel nabe, wit so einea Dreck beschaftige
e sich nichts

Der Angeschuldigﬁe_bghagpggy, von der Erschielung

dor beiden slten Frauen wisse er nichbs. Am 5. 17, 1943
pabe er wihrend des ganzed Tager nichb gesehen oder
gehtro, dab liberhaupt geschossen worden sei. Von einer
mewalhsanen Totung habe er weder an diesen Tage noch
smiter otwas erfahren. Hin derartiger Vorfall seli ihm
sach nich® semeidetb worden.

selbst venn daven auszupehen ist, dal die beidemn

alten Jrauen tatsschlich am Tage der AkLbion vom

5. 44. 1943 erschossen worden sind und dad diese Er-
schiefBung in Ge genwart des Angeschuldigten erfolgt isty
- pach der hussage des Leugen Petlitzkl pashehen
daran ewlisse zweifel -, 8O 148t sich doch michb

cicher festustelien, daB die Ukraiper auf Befehl des
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ingeschuldigten geschossen haben. Die von dem Jeugen
Zylingki geschilderte Handbeweguug des Angeschulidigten
1st nicht eindeubtig. uSzlich ist, daB der Angeschuldigte
dnpift, wie der Zeuge selbst fir mdglich hilt, ledlig-
lick zum wusdruck bringen wollte, daB sr das Vorgehen
der vkrainer miBbilligte und von ihunen nicht behelligt
wercen wollte. Nicht ausrzuschlieRen ist, dal die uunter
Alkcholeinflufl stehenden Ukrainer die Geste falsch
versionden und als 3chiefivefehl aufgefalt haben.

S e e a4 e T . . .
., wrtzchielung eines Juden durch den Angeschuldizten.

Dlese dewaltbat wird allein vou dem Zeugen 3. Schapiro

e

n zuel in RuBland (%iloa) durchgeflihrben Vernchmungen

peochiiidert,

Bd. II1I, I der ersten Vernehnmung vom 22. 9 1966 hat der Zeuge
BL. 97 bekundet, er sei Augenzeuge der im Herbst 1243 zegen

Greize und Kinder durchgefibrten Aktion geweseu.

auf Pefehl von Schleef und Forster seien die Kilader

den Iltern weggenommen und zusammen wit den Alten

auf Lastwagen geworfen worden. Bin kleiner Xnabe,

Schiljsaski, habe den Soldaten entfliehen wollen,

Der in der Nahe befindliche Angeschuldigbe habe vor

seinen Augen seipe Pistole gezogen und den Jungen cr-

schoussen.
Bd. IIIL, Tn seiner zweiten Vernehmung vom 11, 12. 11967 hat der
Bl. 252 fa meuse ausgesagb, er habe nicht gesehen, wie die Kinder-

und Lltenasktion im Harbst 194% durchgefilhrt worden sei,
da er en diesem 'Page auBerhalb des Ghettos gearbelbet
habe. als er abends heimeekommen sel, seien die Kinder
und ..lhten nicht mehr dagewesen. Zweli Tage nach der
sktion habe er im Ghetto einen 5-jdhrigen Jungén namens
3ehiljanski gesehen, der sich wihrend der Aktion
irgendwo versteckt gehabt habe und deswegen an . Leben
geblieben sei. Gleichzelitip habe Ader den Angeschuldigten
Sehicef kommen sehen. Schleef habe den Jungen zu sich
gerufen. Der Junge sei jedoch fortgelaufen, Darauf

habe uchieef mit seiner Pistole nach ihm geschossen

und ihn sogleich mit dem ersten Schull todlich getroffen.
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inschlieBend sei der Angeschuldigbe seines .eges ge-

gangen.

g%. %g%, Jer .ngesch e bestreitet diese Tab und behauptet,
Bd: v’ der Vorwurf sei vollig aus der Iuft gegriffen. In

Bl. 6, seinem ganzen Leben habe er noch keinen Menschen er-

schossen. Die Pétung eines Jungen am 5. 11, 1945 sei
iha such nle gemeldet worden.

Die sussage des Zeugen Schapiro reicht zur Uberfihrung
des snpeschuldigben nicht aus. Die Bekundunzen des
Zeugen widersprechen sich in mehreren wesentlichen
Punkten. Wahrend der Zeuge die ErschiefSung in selher
ersten Vernehmung auf den 5. 11. 1943 verlegt und dabei
behaupbtet, er habe sis an diesem Tage mit eigenen

Asugen beobachtet, erklirt er bel seiner zweiten Ver-
pehmung, die ErschiebBung sei zwei Tage nach der Aktion
vom 5. 11. 1943 exfolgh; am 5. 1. 1943 sei er gar nicht
im Ghetto, sondern auflerhaldb zur Arbeit gewesen.

Ee ist moglich, daB der Zeuge elnen Vorfall nmeint,
_ der sich am Tage der Aktion nach der Schilderung der
gg: %i’%i: 1gqf"3eugen B. Mark, A. Abramson, Eetlitzki und S. Katz
Bds I, Bl. 63, zugetragen haben soll. Nach den Aussagen dieser Zeugen
Ba. By Bl. 5011 nimlich ein flicktender 5-jahriger Jumge, ein
Kind des Zeugen Abramson, angeschossen und am Bein
verlctzt worden sein. Dieses Kind sei dann ergriffen,
suf den Lkw geworfen und mit den aunderen selektierten
Juden zum Bahphof transportiert worden, Wihrend der
Zenge lLiark aussaght, Forster habe auf den Jungen ge-~
sehocasen und ihn daun auf den Tkw geworfen, bekunden
die ibrigen Zeugen, das Kind sel von einpem Hiwl
angeschossen worden. Nach der Aussage des Zeugen Kabts
soll der Angeschuldigte dabel zugegen gewesen gsein
und shichlieBend befohlen haben, das blutende und
schreiende Kind auf den Lasbwagen zu werfen. Dieser
Vorfall ist offenbar im Ghetto erzahlt und verbreitet
pd. IV Ble ﬂsq_fworden. So will a?ch der Zeuge Dr. Burstein davon .
erfghren und in diesen Zusammenhang den Namen Schil janski
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gehSrt haben, Dr. Burstein meint sogar, ihm sei gesagt
worden, der Angeschuldigbe habe am 5« 11e 19435 eln
¥ind cigenhindig erschossen. &r weif aber nicht, wer
ihm das erzihlt hat und ob das, was ihm mitgetellt

worden ist, stimmt oder ob es sich nur um ein Geriichd
sehandelt hat.

s liest nahe, da8 dem Zeugen Schapiro dieses Vorkommnis
spiter, ebenfalls wie dem Zeugen Dr. Burstein, erzdhlt
worden ist und er jetzt der Uberzeugung ist, es selbst
erlebt zu haben. Nicht auszuschliefen sein wird ferner,
daB der Zeuge nach der inzwischen verstrichenen langen
7eit einer Personenverwechslung unterliegt oder den
Angeschuldigten deswegen flr diese Tat verantwortlich
halt, weil er damals der Lagerleiter war.

7usanmenfassend ergibt sich, dal zunachsi nicht sicher
festgestellt werden kanm, ob das flichtende Tind tber-
haupt erschossen worden ist. Zum anderen kann nicht
pachgewiesen werden, dalB der Angeschuldigte der Tater
war oder bei der Tat irgendwie nitgewirkt hat. Letzi-
1ich bleibt ungeklirt, ob deor Schiitzepit Totungsvorsatz
gehandelt hat oder das Kind evtl. pur verwunden und

en der Fiucht hindern wollte. Dem Angeschuldigten oder
auch einecm anderen Tater kann somit ein Mord@ oder die

iiitwirkung dazu nicht zur Last gelegt werden.

%, ZrsochieBung vom anzefihr zehn Kindern im Nebenlager

Akmeyan (= Akpisn oder Akmyane) Anfang November 1943
unser “eteillgung des Angeschuldigten,

Der Zeuge Schiljanski (dieser Zeuge gehdrt zu elner
anderen Familie gehiljanski als der im vorigen Fall
genznnte Junge gehiljanski), dex selbst in dem Nebeun~
lager nawentschaj (oder Pabenciai) untergebracht war,
ervinnt diese Tat in geipner Vernehmung vom 28. 11, 19694
fpr hat bekundeT, ihm sei bekannt, dsB zur Zeit der
Akbion wm Se 11x 4943 in den Nebeanlagern des Lagers
Zchaulen svenfalls solche Kinderaktionen durchge fuhrt

worden seiels In Akmian asien ungefahr 10 Kinder
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an "CUrt und FPlatz" erschossen worden. s sei erzihltg
worden, dal8 der Angeschuldigite Schleef persénlich bei
der LrachieBung dieser Kinder beteiligh gewesern sei.

Dex Angeschuldigte hat sich dahin eingelassen, dhnliche
LEtionen wie am 5. 114 1943 in Schaulen hitten auf den
Ausdenarbeltsstellen nicht stavtgefunden.

DaB snfang November 1943 Kinder und Alte nicht nur aus
dem Lgger in Schaulen abtransportiert worden sind,
scendern die Aktion sich auch auf die Nebenlager erstreckt
hat, wird nicht nur von mehreren Zeugen bekundet, sondern
insbesondere auch in der Schrift "Pipkas-3chaulen®
beschriebens Wie dort auf Seite 24 f£f, der Jbersetzung
ausyefihrt wird, sind gleichartige Aktionen in

Payenciai, Daugialiai und auf dem Flughafen durchge~
fihrt worden {aus Pawencial sollen 9 Personen,

aus Dauialial 8 Kinder und 6 alte Frauen und vom Ilug-
hafen 7 Tersonen weggefilihrt worden sein). In Bacionai,
Linkajel und Akmiasn haben dagegen nach der vorgenannten
Schrift keine Aktionen stattgefunden. DaB bel den
Akbionen in den AuBenlagern ErschieBungen erfolgt

sind, wird weder in der Schrift “Pinkas Schaulen"” noch

von eincn Zeugen somst erwdhnt.

'Nieht auszuschlieBen ist deshalb, da8 der Zeuge

Sehiljanski falsch unterrichtet und ihm eine Selektion
als IrschieBung mitgeteilt worden ist. Von einer Be-
teiligung des Angeschuldigten wellB der Zeuge im ibrigen
nur vom Horensagen. Bei dieser Sachlage kanu daher

nicht geklirt werden, ob ip fkmian iiberhaupt eine
ErschieBung stattgefunden hat, ob der Aungeschuldigte
dabei mitgewirkt hat oder wer somst dafiir verantwortlich

iste

YVareluann
Erster Staatsanwalt
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1s . 8) Angeklagt lot der Hermann Wilhelm S chl e e £ 4 SN
bisher wohnheft in Oronienburg, Marienbadstresse 8, =

- gurgeit im Tager Staumiihle, gebe 28.10,1906 in Beninymy  /

_Krs.Melle, verhelratet, deutscher Staatsangehbriglkeit, " * ;x

Sl oo o upbestraft, geit dem Ls5.1945 Internierts . . ... - . 4
SR Der Angeklagte gehorte frither der evangelischen Yirche
' . an, sus der er auf Veranlassung geiner vorgesfetzten -
- .7 -Diengtstelle 1935 sustrat. .. . _ : : -
o - Der Angeklagte besuchte die Volksschule und er—
lernte anschliegsend auf dem Pdéhthof 'seiner Eltern die
- Lendwirtschaft ble Ende 1933..; '

_ © Jn die Partei trat er im Mirz 1933 eln, gleichzeitig "
auch in die SAs Aus dieser schied er nach einiger deit ..
" infolge seiner THtlgkeit in der S5 aus, Ende 1933 wurde
den Angehprigen der. S& von einem Offizier der S5 von deh.
TPotenkopfverbénden erzihlt und wurde ihnen die ginstige
) Stellung erkliért, die sie beim Eintritt in dlesen Berband |
. .7+ . 4in Bezug auf Verpflegung, Unterkunft, weitere Zukénft i
R L i und Bezahlung haben wiirdens Da der Angeklazbe infolge . .00
e [dnifhns  mehrereriBriiche fiir.die Arbeit in der TLandwirtschaft auf =
Co ety die Dauerﬁnicht;geeignet_war;.meldeté'er gich zum Totai=

v kopfexyakiwverband und kam zunBchst znr militérischen
C 0 Ausbildung nach Hearen d.d.BEE und Xurz dgrnach nach |
Esterweges Es machte sich bald-beil'der militérischen )
.« Ausbildung der Bruchschaden des Angeklagten bemerkbar, = -
% Eine deuernde Verwendung in der Truppe epschien unwahr-
v scheinlichy.dér, Angeklagte (wurde deshalb auf die Schreib-’
Lt -stube veraetz@»undqbliebuhier,'bis er am l.Beptember 1336
] sum KZTager Oranienburg vergetzt wurde, wo er ebenfalls - |
('P[rauf,der~Schreibstube;arbeihetea{Er hatte hier die politische
< Abtellung und natte susser der Fihrung des Brieftagebuched
. such noch den allgemeinen Briefwechsel zu exledigen, der
. die HAftlinge des Lagers anging, Hierdurch kam er auch '~ .
.7 wiederholt injummittelbare Berihrung mit den HEftlingene
ngg?fﬁ_Der“Angeklagte;bekamyin'der Tagersiedlung eine Wohnung, - -
i dnder er mit seiner Frau Wohntdofﬂm;15a3a1943.wurde er ...
U guR RempIftruppe JHokel versetzt, die in Tetland in der - 00
L Aungbildung stand iin dem Ort Adazlie Der Angeklagte war - 58
 nierhin versetzd worden, nachdem er mehrfach Gésuche um . "
i1 eine Versetzung an die Front eingereicht hatte, Eo zeigte
.« sich aber anch hier wieder, dess der Avgeklagte auf die - 1.
F?Dauer’dém,karperlichengEinsatz?nich%_gewachsenﬁwar, Er wurd| .
- “deshalb .im November:1943 .nach Schoulen versetzt und demit .|
) ?gbéauitrégt,:das;dortigewﬁrbeitslagerﬂdes KZLagers Kauen . |-
“riplg Taperfihrer gu Ubernehmen, Dag Lager setzte gich im -y,
. wesentlichen sud rde 3 000 judischen Hiftlingen (genze - " |
«Pomilien) sussmmen und war in dem friheren Ghetto unterm .

. L gebracht. Jm Sommer 1944 musste dad Lager wegen des Herano !
Do A piickénd der muesischen Front sufgelUst werden. Soweit die- 7
st Juden marechfihlgrwefen, gingen sie zu Tusse zum.Bahnhof,’J.j
'J-JJF?, . Jdm tbrigen wurden sile und “ihr Gep#ck in LXW's zur Bahn = .
L kL pefBrdert; wo ein Heuptsitprmiihrer die Hiftlinge ﬁbernahﬁﬁj
: ~und nach Danzilg brachteeiéer-ﬁngeklagte meldete sich in- ¢ |

i Riga, kam wiederum els Gruppenfithrer nach Adazl und blie <
lpiler, bis ‘er iii Oktober 1944 infolge weiteren Vorrickens/.
":der Russen nach -Danzig koms Hier erhielt er einen Kurief
" puftrag mech Berlin und wurde von Berlin aus nach Witten -
ac.dsRullr gepchickty um ein Leger von 600 Kz-Haftlingen 7 i
{bernehmen, Diese arbeitetenn bel einer Febrik, worden - i
4 und von den etwa 30 Mann Bewachungs-

e
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AR e - %ersonal bewacht und komen abends in das Lagelr guritcks’
et oo Beim Anriicken der Amerikaney g jerte der Angeklagbe
U ey - omid diesen Haftlingen nacﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁiéﬁgumd {ibergab hier die

Lo h " pEfvlinge der Polizel. B selbst versichte, sich zu R

seineanlternpiurthusChlﬂgeni~Wurde,ahér_feStgeﬂommen°}
_ 1 T TR N

el o)wDer,Angeklagtquurde am 1e5,1940 Hauptscharfﬁhrer.-
- . Der, Angeklagte war kein Somdats = - .
R R Nl F T R T T AL e T B .
. 4) Der Angeklaate.kanﬂ%e]ﬂie,Entwick1Uﬁg'dér'Judenbewegung -
o vor dem Kxiegp,.Erﬂwusste\aﬁchi;dasé”diefauden den Judene -
.+ .gtern tragen musste; er;hatte“adchp%oﬁjﬁér‘Kriatallnacht ’
- 1938“geh6rt,‘Wﬂﬁ”einem;Abﬁransport der Juden wihrend des
. Erieges will ‘der Angeklaghe nichts wissenas A
0. 1Ebenso will er von der Erschiessiindder Juden in Tiebt=
. - land.und Titeuen nichts genort hebens <o o
e oo Die Judenﬂimfﬁﬁger“Sohauién”Si”d“nébh geinen Angeben =
Do gud behandelt worden, heben “susitzliche Verpilegung Ebee "
. ukommen und ‘haeben soviel Freihelt Zugébilligt-erhalten, SRR

e '-‘L‘M'Eﬁ{‘\ S TS '-”-"- R ‘ o ' : ) s

P Der Aéggklagte_beébé htete in'granienburg mehrfach, dess -
oo Juden eingeiiefefthurdEhgIaber;adéh-wiéder wegkamels. - T
SRS Enykannmpich%{méhrhmit:Siche?heiﬁﬂbngebEn, ob dies 1938 -
‘ o geW_ese_n-! iSJG, Odej? ;lm I{Tiegeg‘ e ':I-j;g\ : : [
St Die;allgemeinefBe&eutung[déffKZLager igt dem Ange= @ -
L ¢;k1agten,bekann%g Ebenso welgs er, dass auch polltisch
ih;_verdéchﬁigagPersonenhin_dié“La@ér'hiheinkamen;.ab 2934

- waren es ih der HauptsaphejBerufevérbfebher und nur hin - -

_ und_wie@er-einmal_ein politisch verdachtigere. Ob in der Sl
Kriegszeit viele politische naftlinge eingeliefert worden. -
ﬁgsind,;willrderuAngeklagte_nicht Wissep;-von]einzelnen E
dvausléndern'hathr.dié;Eiﬁlieferuhg érf hrene T
v ., Ueber gie Hohe der aterbliichkeit inm Liagels welches .« .|
i L943 etWa-ll.OOO’JnSasﬁen;hattes'Willcérfniphﬁs wiggsens |
e ngentBau‘einas Kremé riumﬁ,héltferngSWegen,fﬁr notwene .
- QLEy weil im Eriege die Bidenbahnwagen fehlten, um die oy
4Leichen .der verstorbenenfHéftlingéjan%die Angehorigen zu - -
" gchickene ;ﬁﬂgrgﬁpgeklagte W@SSte,tdasa”die gaftlinge in ’;:
# Oranienburg wiederholt korpertich rgesiich wurdens - - -
lwe)a;,DieseHnegtsﬁellﬁngeﬁ”bgyuhéﬁiaﬁffﬁén Angaben des .
_JyAngeklagtenagrq,Hggz R S o o

B T cAT e
;]fth.Nachpeinzelnen,vorgelegﬁeniheum

1

) indszeugnissen ist .
: klagté.persﬁnlich;einganstéhdigermordentliCherq :
J;Menscpfgewegéhh:érf8011 sich“Euchﬁin“Oranienburg'ebenso= L
s'wohl wie. in S/chaulen_um'6351th1”&er,ﬂé£tlinge bemiiht - | -
haben.:soweif“esﬂihm;mﬁglich*War;“unﬂ das Vertrauen =
vieler H Aftlingd erworben habend L0 o o
e Die Auskinfté der Tolizei ‘aus- Papenburg, Oranlen— - -
iy burg und . Benitl konnen Uber den Angeklagten keine be~ . .
1 T VI S R
Ly Der Ahgeklagté;bestreitetg“sieﬁ girafbar gemacht zu .
«: habenis Er”verweisﬁ'daraﬁfg:dasg'érsﬂﬁoht,aus freiem Ent-
- schlusg pum KZLeger gelommen - 8&1 § dass” er das Verbrecherizs
ﬁLsehe[dieser.Lager.nich%_erkannt habe und dass er sich
i bemiht hobe,. den, ihm untprstellﬁeﬁvHﬁftlingan.Erleich-.
uf%erungenfzuwﬁer@chaﬁﬁeﬂﬂup&jﬂutesjzu:efWeisen;_an irgend= .
f”quClCth Q&sspﬁndlgngepeégyié;:ﬁiopﬁ;heteiligt.gewesenspp 
ekloghen, £iin: schuldtg befundeny

-

- der. Ange

“jfibﬁéTGégiéﬁﬁmﬁhfxdénfﬁﬁg
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ﬂer{KZLager:betrifft. N TR

. a) ﬁef‘ﬁngekiégté'wér Mitglied der S5 wihrend der genzen .
Uit Kriegezeit, dlso elner Organisation,idie-im_Nﬁrnberger?JW,
Urtell fit verbrecherisch erklért iste = = S

. -f.mn-'..“_‘,_*TM e ot o il

L e D) Dex Angeklagte bestreitet wwor,von dem Abtransport dewsy.
'r:u,ﬂgflﬁfﬂ ﬁmﬂ%”r Juden/Kenntnls erhalten Zu-habena’Das Gericht ist aber ' ' -
Lol ~ip-. davon Hiberzeugt, dass der Angeklagte die Unwahrheit sagt ' U

C ¢ lund -dess er vollsténdige Kenntnis davon hat, dass die :
. . Juden wihgénd des Krieges zwangéwelse aus Deutschlamd. .. .7
,ﬁf_abtransportiert,wurdenﬁsihd. Daneben mag stehen, dess - 3
I ”deruAngeklagteﬁzugegeben h%t, dass in das K2Lager Ora= .
.. nienburg auch wihrend des Xrieges Juden eingeliefert :
+ wurden und auCh1wieder,hinausgingen; Jedenfalls erkannte. -
e der Angeklagte, dass hiler gine unmenschliiche Handlung LT
" . gegen einen KkKleilien Volltgtell vorgenommen wurde, dem .
. w -men sein Blgentum uud das Bostimmungsrécht liber seinen - %
Wohneitz obne rechtliche Veranlsassung nehm, den man in . 1

-

S Dk aE e S

(I

T e

\ gin KzLager mit unbestimmber Heftdeuver ohne gerichtkliches
' ;,,-;eriahxen;SPerrte_oaer den men in eine ungdewisse Zukunfs;
-, nach dem Osten abtrahsportiertes . S T
.+, Der. Angekligte hat dleses noch stérker erkannt, als

o “er in Scheulen das. Arbeitslagér-der Juden su fithren hattes
1L A Hier waren Juden sus Iiteauer zussnmen, denen man ebena . .78
' ,*_falls_Eigentum-anﬁ;Wohnung;1Beatimmungsrecht iiber Arbeit -/
. und Preihelt im Hendely genommen hatte, dle men auf uube=
. stimmbe Zelt und fir #nklare Zwecke einsperrte und auch )
bei-Heranrﬁcken”der.ruséischen;Front“nicht freigab, . oot
sondernvmeiter'hachMDanzig_brachtea S
-.0) Der Angeklagte gibt’nicht.nur'die_ﬁdsaaré-Kenntnis A
. der-KzLager, dle Einlieferung von politischen Hiftlingen . o
i 2y sondefn auch, dass .die Haftlinge vielfach kbrperlichen
'-gﬁghiiggggﬁn_untefworfeh warele - L.
— " Das. Gericht 1ist davon Uberzeugt, dass der Angeklagte /.
. dariiber hinaus noch ganz erhebliche weitere Kenntnlisse ;|
. iber die Personen hat ‘die in das XzLager eingeliefert . .
‘wurden, Uber die Griln e ilirer Einlieferupg, Uber -die.
- Rexhtlosi keit und iber. das Schicksale, " . o
s o .Das ericht jigt auCh'davpn;ﬁberzeugtg.daSs_der An~" oo
L geklagte sich did erforderlichen Gedanken tber das Eremas .
C g dorivm in KZLeger gemacht und erkannt haty. dass es not—=" .,
j}ﬁ}*:‘wendig;war,_weil'eben,di Haf+linge nicht eines natiirlichen:
I Todes'in7einem;gew135en__rOEentsatz-derfJnsassen;starben,”p;
- sondern_weil~sie'umgebracht.Wurdene“;”174‘ R T
e wDep;Angeklagte,hat’daheriauch VYei den K2Lagern das . i %

yerbrecherische. und Urnnenschliche der Handlungswelse der i
ﬂverantwortlicnen_PQ?SOnen.grkanntafﬁf*“r e T
d) Ven dqn~Germanisierungébestrebungeﬁ; von der Behandlung-.

~der Kriegsgefangenen;”de2+ErendarHéitéf und abgesprungehsr

‘Plieger hat der, Angeklagte ‘mnacheinend keine Kenntnis ge= .~
,habt,-Jedenia%lsﬂliéss]sié_Bich ind nicht geniigend sicher . ;
naohweigenalu_;ch;i i sl%f';,.'“’;j”f~7w” ﬁj, _ -l\fhrﬂ

' e e

&) Der zZusemuenhang zwischen den verbrechériechen Hands - -
“lungen seiner Orgsnisstiof,der 55 und der Judenverfol=: ..
{gung bezw. der RFiihrung der KZLager ergab sloh fir den -
- Angeklagten einWanﬁffel'aﬁa;den-ausseren_Umﬂtﬁndenu Denn -
11 beilden Fﬁllénfwarén;beitung,ngrwaltuﬂggpqd;Qewaghung-ng

dn der Hand dexr BSe, .,
tra B ”‘r. \‘.'I'. J.\';-:.:. J‘. '_.‘-.‘ N } o ds

R
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S s kann nicht irgendwie zu Gunsten des, Angeklagten )

'.glbibKZLagern eingesetzt waren, Eg wire fiur lhn sngesichts
. dpiner schweren kdrperlichen Gebrechen euch elne Mbg—
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) Der Angeklagte ist daher nach der VO 69 der- Mllitar. 133;1
regierung zu bestrafend B R

« Beil der Strafzumessung ist in erster Linie zu bedenken, o
dass die §S5 in unheilvoller Weise durch ihr brutales,
rackeichisloses und rechtloses Vorgehen unendlich viel o

.. Ungliick nicht nur Uber dle nichst betro#fenen,ven ihr

“verfolgten {ersonen, sondern.ﬁber das ganze deutsche’
Volk gebracht hat.: mqi

Was sodann den Angeklaghben eelbst angeht, 5o ist
zu seinen TLasten zu werten, dass _er seit 1933 hel der
58 sich befindet und von diesem Zeitpunkt an laufend
im Dienst der RZ2Lager beschiftigt gewesen ist. Es 19t
weiter zu seinen Ungunsten zu beriickesichtigen, dass :
seine Erkenntnigquellen und auch sein Kenntnlstatbestand
ein ausserordentlich grosser igt, wenngleich er nur =~ -
einen geringen Teil.seinery ¥imse Kenntnis ztgegeben hats =
. Das sachlich~-sinnlose Bestreiten des Angeklagten muss '
" ebenfells zu seinen Ungunsten gewertet werden, ‘

- bericksichtigthaet, dass er angeblich nichg freiwillig

Czur 88 und zu den XZLagern gekommen wire. “enau das .i-
~ Gegentell ist der Fall, Der Angeklegte ist auf Grund =
-~ elgenen frei gefassten Entschlusses zu den Totenkopfeer- i
*“bénden gegangen in Kenntnise dessen, dass gie bei den Sy

lichkeit gewesen, aus der S5 auszu80he1den, - wenn er .

o es gewollt hidtte. LY '
x Eine Geféngnisstfafe jet daher unbedingt erforderlich~

"' gie muss such einen fiillberen Umfang hebens, Das Gericht - .5
" hat deher 2 ¥2 .Jahre als notwendig feestgesetzt und dem |
- Angeklagten darauf mit Ricksicht auf sein sinnloses Be~
L gtrelten nur die HElfte der Strafe als durch die Jnter—gij
i]nierungshaft verbﬁsst angeredhnet. . _gw,, ,ﬁ_,.;.. _'

. Tach § 465 StPO hat der Angeklag'be die Kos-ben des g
. Verfahrens zu btragene. 7 - T AR A TNVERR Ny
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:[3Staatsanwnlt Dr K a rf f ” L;.ff¥_?¥n;:&u
'g"Justmzanweotelltcr Dmekmann T
"818 Proﬁokollﬁuhrpr.

s Em erschelnt der Internierte Hormann, 8c hfj elé'f-
und erkliirt; mit dem Gegensbtand der Vernehmung, bekanntgemacht
und Zur Nahvhelt emnahnt folﬂondoa :'-?“;;ua LT _

,— 'T- ) . . ) . . s

S Jch wurde. am 28. lO. ]§06 1n Renwnen Kru. Melle als
Sohn des. Dandwirts Friedr. Sehleef geboren. Nach- Besuch der.
- Volles nhu]o erlernte ich LaHGW1rtschaft und, war big sum o
IR | J)‘_ll 1975 auf den elterlichen. Ilof titig. Damm trat ich
b} edner uo-;.nﬁmxt bei, die gchon damols mit Weffen euageriis shet
wor und ‘aug der apidter der Totenkppf =Stuimbann.. "Ost¢r$ealand"
geb¢1dot vurde, Der Partel hatle ich gelt dem 15. 3. 1935 -
. angehtrt und war. wait dem. gTGJﬁh“ﬂ Tase such oﬁ—hnﬂehoriﬁer
'-”GWPSOD. Jn meinexr neuen . go-Rirheit: ¥om ich zunichst ne ch ‘
Lo Haarer an dor Ims . und crjuhr dort die erste militirische Aus-
)&( . Cbildung. Heln Diengtyrad wor S5- Mann, . Am 22. Degz. 1933 ramen .
' » Wir nnch 3torwe”0n‘ Nachdem fch dort nur wenige Tapge gewegen
war,: wurde Ton zur. rommandantur des Konzen%rutwnDSTJcelc- R
B ) hurg, versetzt. Dort wurde ich sul der Sck el BHLUNG The=
,jq ToehidTilgts Hier blieb dch bia zum. 3. 8, 1926 und war lmmer:
_“fiﬁ“‘nur pi1f dor.uchrolbstube beschiTiigt. Am nuchqten Nage wurder
wir naech Oranienbure vors etzt., Joi kem dort wieder auf die
o -ohr01butff Tes \omnand snturstebes des 'KL gechs enhuuscn.-ﬂv
7 Hler brigb ich ‘bis zum 15. 3. 194%.. Auch S ibrond dieser gan—
- zenfeit wor ich stets auf der Schreibstube. tﬂtlg Am. ?O.T.,
1936 war ich gunm SS—Untovschmrfuh*or bﬂfordcrt rom 1.8,1937
. o wurde ich, S;wSLherfuhror am 20, 4. 1938 wurde f ich Ober=" "
'5 , L oharfuhroﬂ ynd am 1. 5. 4@ Uquptucharruhror Jn letzterer -
'  Tigenschalt wirle ich am 16. 1943 pLorunpe. Jickel,
y 'veruotzt Dies whr eine Do- und Po‘;z rd1y3u10n die dqu]s
@M#f A Teblond in der AnabilduhiTEtand. ‘S8 fan Zur 4. Xompénie,’
wﬂiw dle S.. 2%, 1nfAdozi, OFngquy weubll Nmn,ﬂ,nga, lag. Dort.
‘war ich Cruupéﬁ?ﬁﬁ?ér. ehTaeh T e oD a1 thrische. Aushil-
dung. Jm Wov, 1847 wurde ich nach Soh;ulbn versetot und hatt
dort dos krToltalager ded ¥onzenbra l1opelagens. Kauen. 0lg -«
Lﬁranuhrormﬁﬁ GHEPREIHER T ITEY Tager hEYﬁKﬁXEXEhKLMYkIKﬁEXEZ
7 #rithere Ghetto. Mir unterstonden rund 3,000 Jitdische
g, ‘Die Juden lebten, guch mit ihren F milien ZUsamnen
on dons Herbnnalems der. ruBs. Front. musgbe ich dles Lager
g Juni oder .Juli- 1944 auflosen. Dic Jnsuaven muasten, OUOL
Vgie nicht. krenk oder korperbelrindert wareny den Tiohnhof in
Akmienrie im- TFubmarsch orresichen. e Inhfernung Dbetrug etwa-
12 - 15 km. Jn Akmiénna hobe ich. die Teute -in LlﬂenbﬂhnW?b "0
yetrladen: und . ginem” ungquptﬂturmfuhrer gtttzler iibergebeny

-9%8E don. TT“nﬁgort nach Dangig/ fihrte. Joh.meldete michi he—
e lsﬁpmu’”' 1 gem hoheren SS#'und Pollzelfhhrer Juc 01.1n
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R1g. und ks WLOdﬁT als Gruppenfuhrcr zil me:nor fruho?on Iinhelt;
AN nach Adazi, Hier bBlicbh ich bis 0kt.1944 und wor solange sla’ 1
ST R Ausbilder tHtig. Wegen des Anriickenc der Rugasen: Betnben wir ung-

ab und-gind domn ubor RLHE, Tixbau nach Danzif gekommen, wo deh:
\wn 15. Nov. 1944 eintref,.Voun dort fubhr ich nach Derlin und mn]~»
Ideto mich beim 8 Vormﬂ]tunhg,;und.ertschaﬁtuhauptumtn‘wo ich. "
HBefehl orhwoff*“ﬁich ‘golort nach Witten-Annen (Rubr) zu begeben,'

um - dort ein. Arhc slamer zu lUbernolmon. Jn diesem Lager waren
ativa 600 Konzé

G oniite,. die bel der.Ruhietahls AL -(eg, eln-

: zeseTit Wurden. Am 27, Murz 1945 habe ich mich mit dgm TLager im..
v Puﬂmﬂvqoh abgesetst in RlCﬂtUﬂg Llppﬂt“dt wo.-4ich .am 1. April

1945 eintraf. Hier wurden die Lagerinsassen durch den Tandrat = .

der Polizeil - uberveben,_Woll inzwischen die- Amorjkqner Ljppstadtfi

/beuota% hatteon, Jch hebe mich denn selbst sbgesetzt, um nicht

in Gefangenschaft zu gerateén und versnchbqﬁ.daﬁw auf Unwegen 7u£“
meinen Eltern ngch Meélle zu gelavigen. Am: 25. Aprdl: ?945 wurde

ich_;n_Unna‘von den . amerika nLuChGn Truopen verhafte%‘

-_"J

'1'- .

efEbcnsowontguwelﬂ ich’von ‘der Ausrotiung der. Juden durch die $8...
1 Vor meiner Internierung lsbe ichk hiervon nie etwas erfohren. -7
;, Wenn man ed allerdipzs als Judenverfolgung auffesst, daB Juden
in Konrertrationslager gebracht wurden,:so muf dch erklwren dam
sim Jehre 1933 Juden in, dﬁs Konzentrationslager Sachsenha uqcn _
gebrac@ﬁ ~yidde, Dlese Juden whrden durch Jus tivbeomtiep. gebraoh9
‘und Tchnahm an, daB: sie wegen. krimineller VerWrachen singe- . 7
/ 1icfert wurdens Joh halte es fiir unmiglich,: daB die Juden ]oleJi
lich auf -Grund pines oohut/u&Ftbefehlcu Avreh dJE Gentapo 1ng<:ﬁ
¢ Xz, kamen,~Jch hebe. das Konzentrations lrper nie betreten unds
wemB daher nlcht, wie die Juden dort behandﬁlt “wurden. Die Juden
waren duvch- elngn_- denqtﬁrn gekennzeichmet; alferdem walreu ‘sie;
Je nach dem wie- élb}HOTU$ vprbr@ober oder no11t¢qohe Verbrecher:,
‘ginges tuft WAren noch mit einem'hes anderen Winkel-in verschLe—q
ner Parbe zuoatszoh gehcnn?ejchnet DLﬁmgudan«vuxdon auch. . zur_
Arbeit herengezogen.. lis walen AnvohurLuo vergchiedensbor. Lcrufe*
“Jch nehme ‘an; dal auch ﬁn“OhD?LbG gelatbiger: Berufe darimber:,
Wﬁron._ﬁaﬁ Jch haobe -nie etwag dariiber P?Eahren, Aal Juden i
§HLupﬂr misdhandelt oder CetoLnt jurden. Hier. imd:fa wurden HAL L~
e T linge auf der Flucht ergchos sgen, Ob wuoh“Juénn dafunter waren, -
RS Ty m gw01ﬂ Teli “hieht,da hach L3n719fﬁrunf iRes Ld;_Lager grvnd51taljch+
. Cegnnr die BP@OLChUuﬂﬁ "Hiftllﬂ“"r1 @hnw%-wurde. Jeh weid, daB -
{es ruﬂolgﬁgﬁﬂgn i Tger gob. e “mussten Jewplls BOhTth]th
¢ dvorher :bein Ol@thﬂhPOT*uu_hPﬂhthvt werden, | Jed -habe davon ¢
L, | bort dantder Vollzug suf dom'qnponanntcn_lo,l:arfoﬁgtc. ‘Der.
-;j;f Vol?zup der -gtrefe misce in Gogbnwart .eingp Arztes Lafiaty . 13T
*'{kisb 'nicht bekannt, dal die M Ttlinge nach dem Vollzug. der Pri ”el
Catrefé-noch in: Tunkelerrodt (Pﬂnlbr) Jkawen.: Die- DLeﬂ fvor”chrjft
SRivo dje Lﬁgorwnohn way wir nioht hekannt.7;~;; S Ll vy
SRR " Das Eﬂgcr Sachs onnauﬁen War mit giner h,50 ) hnhen o
'_utelhmauor UNE N ey 'Uﬁén BETHATHIYH, Stadheldralt, Tis: méte tein,
daf der®; teohe1araht elektrigch 5e1yﬁgn wqr” ﬁuﬂerﬁem war, dﬂe~«1
Mﬂuor durvh Wuchidrme ﬂealchnrt.,_ : : - Sl .
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