Grant Arthur Gochin
10900 Winnetka Avenue, Chatsworth, CA 91311, USA | +1 818-625-6513 | ggochin@gmail.com

The Honorable Brad Sherman
United States House of Representatives, Washington, DC 20515

The Correction Lithuania Promised You Has Not Been Made

The 12 May 2026 letter you received; LGGRTC’s 13 October 2026 refusal; request for two independent
referrals

Dear Congressman Sherman,

Your letter of 20 March 2026 produced the reply of 12 May 2026 from Lithuania’s Vice-Minister
of Foreign Affairs, Vidmantas Verbickas, transmitted to you by Ambassador Gediminas Varvuolis
on 13 May (Annex 2). That reply was expressly based on “information supplied by” Lithuania’s
Genocide and Resistance Research Centre (LGGRTC). It told you 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.”

What has happened since

* On 15 July 2026 LGGRTC page 2969 still stated that Brazaitis was rehabilitated by the U.S.
Department of Justice. A different page, 3058, was edited only on 26 August 2026 — more
than three months after you were told the correction had been made.

* LGGRTC’s 2018 letters to me — 55R-21 (“completely acquitted”) and 14R-82 (Brazaitis and
Slepetys “were acquitted”; Congressman Eilberg “indirectly apologizes”) — have never been
corrected (Annexes 4 and 5).

* On 17 July 2026 I asked LGGRTC, citing the 12 May letter, to withdraw and correct those two
letters (Annex 6). On 13 October 2026, by letter 55R-1016 signed by acting Director General
Artinas Bubnys, LGGRTC declined to examine the request: it said there were “no new data,”
called my objection “personal opinion” and did not mention the 12 May letter at all (Annex 3;
translation, Annex 1).

LGGRTC has not identified which 2018 formulation it had corrected when you were told on 12
May that it “has since been corrected.” Its 2018 letters and its page 2969 had not been corrected
then and have not been corrected since. That discrepancy calls for a documented explanation from
Lithuania.

The rule behind the formulation

In letter 14R-82 (11 October 2018) LGGRTC stated in writing that it “calls suspicions, charges or
investigations which were dismissed or terminated without proof of the person’s guilt the person’s
acquittal.” That rule contradicts the assurance you received. The INS record enclosed with the
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Ministry’s own letter shows that Brazaitis was never questioned and that the investigation was
“deactivated,” to be “reactivated” if meaningful information emerged (Annex 2, p. 6). LGGRTC
even misnamed the recipient of Congressman Eilberg’s 1975 letter (“Algimantas GeCys”; the letter
is addressed to Stanley A. Gecys, Annex 2, p. 4).

Letter 55R-21 also discloses that LGGRTC used the supposed American acquittal, without saying
s0, as a favorable circumstance in its determination on Kazys Skirpa (Annex 4, p. 3; translation,
Annex 1). The American record was turned into evidence for a second Lithuanian state historical
finding.

Not an isolated case

LGGRTC applied the same rule to German court records. It wrote that a Liibeck court “rejected the
charges concerning the Holocaust” against Gebietskommissar Hans Gewecke and his deputy Ewald
Bub, while recording in the same sentence that Gewecke was sentenced to four and a half years
because, on his order, a Jewish prisoner was hanged in the Siauliai ghetto for bringing food into it
(Annex 7). The judgment (27 January 1970) did not acquit Bub: the proceedings against him were
discontinued as time-barred after findings that he intentionally aided an unlawful killing (Annex 9).
LGGRTC admits it never read the judgment. It also called an Oldenburg court’s 1970 removal of
Hermann Schleef from prosecution for lack of evidence an “exoneration.” These claims were used
in LGGRTC’s defense of Jonas Noreika.

Why it matters now

Lithuania’s 157-measure plan against antisemitism (January 2026) makes LGGRTC the principal
implementer of measure 3.27: review of the Holocaust exhibitions of municipal museums, 2027—
2029. According to the consultation record described in my article “157 Measures, No Credibility”
(The Times of Israel, 3 October 2026), LGGRTC itself proposed the Vilna Gaon Museum of Jewish
History as lead; the government kept LGGRTC, citing its greater competence. The institution that
wrote the 14R-82 rule, and that declined to examine correction after its admission to you, is to judge
other institutions’ Holocaust history.

Requests

1. Please refer this letter and its annexes, in your own capacity, to the United States delegation to
the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance, through the Department of State office
responsible for Holocaust issues, asking for a documented assessment and for the matter to be
raised with the Lithuanian delegation.

2. Please refer it separately to the Office of the U.S. Special Envoy to Monitor and Combat
Antisemitism (Ambassador Rabbi Yehuda Kaploun, subject to confirmation of current title),
asking for an assessment and for appropriate diplomatic engagement with Lithuania.

3. Please consider asking the Embassy of Lithuania whether the statement made to you on 12 May
2026 — that the formulation “has since been corrected” — remains Lithuania’s position in
light of LGGRTC letter 55R-1016, and requesting an accurate written correction.

4. Please confirm each referral separately in writing, with dates and recipients.



A separate request is being made through other official channels. It is independent of this one and is
not a substitute for it.

With thanks for your continued attention,

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.

2. 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.
LGGRTC letter No. 55R-21, 26 February 2018 (Lithuanian), 3 pp.

LGGRTC letter No. 14R-82, 11 October 2018 (Lithuanian), 2 pp.

Exhibit: the 17 July 2026 correction request (header fields and Part VII), 3 pp.

Text transcription of LGGRTC letter No. 55R-951, 2 October 2026 (Lithuanian; key passages
translated in Annex 1), 1 p.

Brazaitis dossier for IHRA, 24 September 2026 (signed), 18 pp.
9. Submission to LGGRTC with the Ewald Bub study, 5 October 2026 (signed), 40 pp.
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ANNEX INDEX

Physically attached documents. Each annex page is labelled at the top right ("Annex N —

page/of").

1 Working English translation of key LGGRTC passages

2 MFA letter of 12 May 2026 and Embassy cover of 13 May 2026, with U.S.
documents

3 LGGRTC letter No. 55R-1016, 13 Oct 2026 (certified copy)

4 LGGRTC letter No. 55R-21, 26 Feb 2018

5 LGGRTC letter No. 14R-82, 11 Oct 2018

6 Exhibit: 17 July 2026 correction request (header fields, Part VII)

7 Transcription of LGGRTC letter No. 55R-951, 2 Oct 2026

8 Brazaitis dossier for IHRA, 24 Sep 2026 (signed)

9 Submission to LGGRTC with the Ewald Bub study, 5 Oct 2026 (signed)

Note: previously signed PDFs are reproduced here as copies; their qualified electronic signatures are
verifiable on the originals, which the submitter retains and will provide on request. Translations and
the transcription were prepared by the submitter and are marked as such.
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Grant Arthur Gochin
10900 Winnetka Avenue, Chatsworth, CA 91311, USA | +1 818-625-6513 | ggochin@gmail.com

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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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
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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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130
‘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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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
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- 25~ Leonard Licberman, Oklahoma City, Jewish Cosmunity Couneil, 1.100 i,
Dovey Street, Ste. i1u3, Okloboma City, Cklahoma.
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Stea To’ Tulsﬂ., Ulclahoma,

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



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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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.

REVISED BRAZAITIS SUBMISSION FOR TRANSMISSION TO IHRA | Grant Arthur Gochin | 24 September 2026 | Page 1
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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.

REVISED BRAZAITIS SUBMISSION FOR TRANSMISSION TO IHRA | Grant Arthur Gochin | 24 September 2026 | Page 13


https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/09/5C10-Liettuan-oloista.pdf

Annex 8 — 14/18

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://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/04/2020-05-20_035122-Decision.pdf
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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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https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Annex-No-46-GRRCL-2019-December-memorandum-second-memorandum-on-Jonas-Noreika.pdf
https://static-cdn.toi-media.com/blogs/uploads/2026/05/Atsakymas-Gochinui-i-01-16_en.pdf
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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.

Grant Arthur Gochin | 9




Annex 9 — 17/40

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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[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
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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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https://www.zo-osijek.hr/projekt-prisma/
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[30] LG Liubeck judgment pp 353-354, labor interests, food deprivation and Schriever’s function

https://junsv.nl/seiten?tx junsv pi2%5Baction%5D=listPagesByNumberé&tx junsv pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx junsv pi
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[31] LG Libeck judgment pp 355-356, arrest, petitions and execution
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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

fc92d2459963872c89f2
G. Gochin -383, judicial acts interrupting limitation for Gewecke
Los Angeles, 13 October 2026 >Baction%5D=listPagesByNumber&tx junsv pi2%5Bcontroller%5D=Book&tx junsv pi
elDAS Qualified Electronic Signature & v _pi2%5Bsection%5D=4464&tx _junsv pi2%5Bvolume%5D=48&cHash=d12d8c5a123

[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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