Vilnius district administrative court
Declarant: Grant Arthur Gochin
Declarant's lawyer: Rokas Rudzinskas
Institution which is the subject of the complaint: The Cultural Heritage Department of the Ministry of
Culture
Complaint
For refusal to perform actions
2017-05-30, Vilnius
I. Factual circumstances
The Declarant asked the Department to assess the impact which the memorial plaque to Jonas Noreika
has on the facade and portico of the building, protected as a landmark, at Zygimantas 1, and should
there be any violation, to instruct the maintainer of the building and/or the owner of the plaque (the
City of Vilnius) to remove the plaque.
On 2017-01-09, the Department replied to the Declarant, that the Department's mandate does not
include the evaluation of the merits of concrete individuals, and that (in the opinion of the Department)
the plaque does not diminish any valuable qualities of the building, and thus not having determined any
violation would not impose any demand upon the owner to take down the plaque.
The Declarant once again approached the Department and indicated that the issue is not an evaluation
of Jonas Noreika's person nor merits, but an evaluation of whether the plaque is compatible with the
facade of the Radvila residential building and whether this plaque does not mar the image of the facade
of the protected building. The Declarant provided reasoned arguments and historical evidence - photos
of the building, and noted that, in essence, Jonas Noreika was not in any way related to the building nor
to the activity of the Library of the Academy of Sciences.
On 2017-04-05, the Department informed the Declarant, that it would not consider the request a
second time. In a brief letter it indicated that per the Public Administration Law, Article 23, the
Declarant had not provided any new evidence, allowing the earlier decision to be challenged, and also
indicated that, in agreement with the Department's 2012 review, the condition of the facade and
portico is good, and that grounds the conclusion, that the plaque has not worsened the condition of the
facade.
It is not possible to agree with such a decision of the Department. From the answers provided to the
Declarant, it can be seen that the Department did not conduct an evaluation of the circumstances and
evidence indicated in the Declaration, and provided the Declarant with unreasoned answers.
In the 2017-04-05 document, which is the subject of this complaint, the Department unjustifiably
invokes Article 23 and the supposed consideration of the case in its earlier decision. It should be noted
that the Declarant provided new reasoned arguments and evidence which constitute serious grounds to
doubt the soundness of the decision on 2017-01-09, however, the Department did not consider them
(for the arguments, see the appended declarations). In the opinion of the Declarant, the Department's

refusal to conduct the requested evaluation of the circumstances and to assign an administrative
mandate is unjustified and illegal, and therefore there are grounds to satisfy the Declarant's complaint
and to oblige the Department to take action.
II. Illegal actions by the Cultural Heritage Department
Article 257 (Assessment of evidence) of ATPK (The Codex of Violations of Administrative Law)
determines that the Organ (the official) assesses evidence with regard to their own inner belief, based
on an all around, complete and objective consideration of all of the circumstances of the case, relying on
the law and legal awareness.
Article 286 (The content of the decision in a case of violation of administrative law) determines that in
the Decision there needs to be: the name of the organ (or official) who made the decision; the date of
the consideration of the case; information about the person, whose case is considered; information
about others person relevant to the case; and *the expounding of the circumstances established in the
case and a reasoned evaluation of them*.
The court is alerted to the fact that on 2004-01-29 the previous version of the law Nr.IX-199538 was
ammended with the addition of the words "and a reasoned evaluation of them". Thus the legislator
with this ammendment emphasized that in the decision the circumstances established in considering
the case must not simply be expounded, but must also come with reasoned evaluations, that is, the
decisions in a case of violation of administrative law must be suitably reasoned.
The Supreme Administrative Court of Lithuania has more than once alerted the courts to the necessity
of suitably grounding their decisions: "An institution, considering an administrative case, must abide by
the requirements of APTK Article 257 and compile the sum of evidence, upon which grounds is asserted
or rejected, as regards the illegal act, the circumstances, evidence, relevant in assessing a penalty, as
relate to the violator's person. The courts are alerted to the fact that the decision is recognized as sound
only if the conclusions are made upon having comprehensively, thoroughly and objectively considered
and evaluated all of the factual circumstances important to the case." "it is necessary to ground the
conclusions made by the courts on the basis of the entirety of the assembled evidence".
"In determining the significant factual circumstances of the case there must be evaluated the
sufficiency, thoroughness, relevance, consistency and logicalness of the assembled evidence, the
reliability of their sources and other important circumstances. The evaluation of the evidence is also
grounded in a subjective factor - the inner belief which is not a prejudicial conviction, conjecture or
intuition, buta conclusion based on evidence made upon consideration of the significant facts, having
explored the various possibilities and having evaluated the entirety of the evidence in the case. Also in a
judgement regarding process (in the part giving the reasons) there must be presented the circumstances
given in the case, the evidence by which the conclusions of the case are grounded, the arguments by
which the court relies on one set of evidence but reject another set of evidence, and so on. It is
obligatory not just to list the evidence, but to reveal their content, showing their significance as
evidence, and also to precisely analyze their relations amongst themselves."
The Department, in making the decision, by which it refuses to start an administrative procedure, did
not provide reasoned arguments and the grounds for its refusal. In the decision there is also a lack of an
evaluation of the evidence provided by the Declarant, as is required by ATPK, Article 257. The
arguments of the Department's decision are formal and unjustified. The evaluation of the condition of

the building's facade and portico, which was conducted in 2012 in revising the building's valuable
qualities, does not serve as grounds for asserting that the plaque does not worsen the qualities of the
protected building. It is to be noted that the evaluation was conducted as part of a mass procedure,
that is, in 2012, in updating the registry of heritage objects, the Department evaluated not one, but
many buildings. It should be noted that only the physical condition of the building was evaluated, and
not the aesthetic appearance. In the opinion of the Declarant, the plaque is not compatible with the
building's history nor its valuable qualities, and also has no association to educational activity, the
Academy of Sciences, the Radvila family or to the lawyer Vrublevskis, who founded this library with his
funds.
Considering what has been expounded and based on ABTĮ articles... and ATPK articles... we ask the
respected Court:
1. To obligate the Cultural Heritage Department of the Ministry of Culture to start an administrative
procedure and conduct an investigation, evaluating what kind of impact the plaque for Jonas Noreika
has upon the facade and portico of the protected building at Zygimantas 1, Vilnius. Upon determining
any violation, to instruct the maintainer of the building and/or the owner of the plaque (the City of
Vilnius) to take down the plaque from the cultural heritage object.
The case will be conducted through lawyer Rokas Rudzinskas. Please send correspondence intended for
the Client to: the office of lawyer Rokas Rudzinskas, ...
APPENDED:
1. A copy of the receipt of the court fee.
2. A copy of the contract for representation.
3. Copies of the Declarant's requests with annexes.
4. Copies of the Department's replies.
Respectfully,
Lawyer Rokas Rudzinskas

