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  (Translated from Russian) 

Permanent Mission of the Russian Federation  
to the United Nations Office and other  
international organizations with headquarters in Geneva 

Ref.: 441  

 The Permanent Mission of the Russian Federation to the United Nations Office and 
other international organizations in Geneva presents its compliments to the Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights and has the honour of conveying the 
response of the Russian Federation to the request made by the special mechanisms of the 
Human Rights Council (Ref.: AL RUS 5/2016).  

 The Permanent Mission avails itself of this opportunity to renew to the High 
Commissioner the assurances of its highest consideration.  

Geneva, 19 July 2016 

Office of the United Nations  
High Commissioner for Human Rights 
Geneva 
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Information provided by the Russian Federation in response to the request from the 
Special Rapporteur on freedom of religion or belief and the Special Rapporteur on 
minority issues of the United Nations Human Rights Council for information on the 
Hindu community in Nizhny Novgorod province 

Reference: AL RUS 5/2016 

 The Hindu community referred to by the Special Rapporteurs of the United Nations 
Human Rights Council presented itself as a not-for-profit partnership to manage land held 
by an organization known as the Heavenly World (hereinafter: the Partnership). This 
organization was registered with the Department of the Ministry of Justice of the Russian 
Federation responsible for Nizhny Novgorod province on 14 June 2013. The address (or 
location) of the Partnership was as follows: Block 4, Building 4, Chukhlomka village, 
Vetluzhsky district, Nizhny Novgorod province, Russian Federation, 606860.  

 According to its constituent documents, the Partnership was founded to create 
favourable conditions for its members to exercise their rights and meet their needs related 
to their ownership, use and disposal of the plots of land in the tract in question and also to 
enable the membership to develop and improve the Partnership’s land holding. 

 In response to reports received by the Department of the Ministry of Internal Affairs 
responsible for Nizhny Novgorod province according to which the activities of the 
Heavenly World involved violence against citizens or other acts harmful to their health, the 
Department’s investigations agency, a unit of its central investigative department, opened 
criminal case No. 82072, under article 239, paragraph 1, of the Criminal Code of the 
Russian Federation. One of the grounds for the investigation of the organization’s activities 
was the suicide of L.A. Agafonova, a member of the Heavenly World, in July 2014. 

 In the course of the preliminary investigation, it was established that as early as 
August 2001, a religious community and settlement of Vedic Aryans, the Heavenly World 
(Heavenly Loka), had been organized by unidentified persons, with a monastery of a yoga 
academy called the Collection of Mysteries, in Chukhlomka village of Vetluzhsky district, 
Nizhny Novgorod province. No fewer than 28 followers of the Laya Yoga religious cult 
were living in Chukhlomka village and the surrounding villages. 

 To attract additional members and financial resources, the persons in question 
published information on the activities of Laya Yoga on a website and distributed printed 
materials. Among the latter were books by the spiritual leader of the organization, V.V. 
Mintsev, which included provisions for the strict control by the monastery’s leaders over 
the lives of its adherents, including restrictions on the rights and freedoms of the cult’s 
followers, degradation of their dignity and the use of violence as “penance”.  

 In the course of the preliminary investigation, court-warranted searches were 
conducted of the residences of the followers of the Laya Yoga cult; literature, valuables and 
computer equipment were seized and the temple buildings were inspected. The seized items 
were inspected and admitted as evidence, and forensic investigations were authorized and 
conducted (both a forensic examination of the computer equipment, and a posthumous 
psychological evaluation of L.A. Agafonova).  

 The investigation of the criminal case is ongoing. No one has yet been criminally 
prosecuted. The Procurator’s Office did not uncover any violations of the right to freedom 
of religion and belief during its investigation of the criminal case. 

 In addition to the above, the Vetluzhsky District Court heard a civil case involving 
an application by the Vetluzhsky municipal district against V.V. Grinenko, A.G. Gudko and 
O.V. Kosenko, calling for cancellation of the land’s lease. 
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 The Russian citizens named above, Vitaly Viktorovich Grinenko, Andrei 
Grigoryevich Gudko and Olga Valeryevna Kosenko, are founding members of the 
Partnership.  

 The founding members of the Partnership entered into agreements in their personal 
capacity with the administration of the Vetluzhsky municipal district to lease the plots of 
land as smallholdings.  

 On these plots, V.V. Grinenko, A.G. Gudko and O.V. Kosenko erected three public 
buildings, in violation of the authorizations granted by the local authorities to build 
agricultural buildings there. A specialist in religion from the Department of Modern and 
Contemporary History of N.I. Lobachevsky State University in Nizhny Novgorod, who was 
called as an expert, concluded that the properties in question were indeed public buildings. 
Specifically, the expert stated that the buildings on plots 5-b, 5-c and 5-d of Chukhlomka 
village constituted a “temple complex, a neo-Hindu Collection of Mysteries yoga 
monastery and academy belonging to the Advaita Vedanta philosophical and religious 
school, with elements of Buddhist influence”.  

 Pursuant to article 7.2 of the Land Code of the Russian Federation, plots (including 
in population centres) must be used in line with their designated purpose. The legal status 
of a plot is determined by its belonging to a particular category and the use authorized for it, 
in line with its zoning. The general principles and procedure for zoning are established by 
the relevant federal laws.  

 Pursuant to article 222 of the Civil Code of the Russian Federation (hereinafter: the 
Civil Code), buildings, facilities and other constructions are unauthorized structures if they 
are built or established on plots that have not been provided for such purposes in line with 
established procedures, or on plots whose authorized use does not allow for their 
construction, or if they are constructed or established without the necessary authorizations 
or in violation of the urban planning and building standards and rules. 

 The public buildings erected by O.V. Kosenko, A.G. Gudko and V.V. Grinenko in 
Chukhlomka village do not correspond to the main and only possible use authorized for the 
plots in question, namely, for use as a smallholding. 

 As a result, on 9 December 2014, the administration of the Vetluzhsky municipal 
district submitted applications calling upon the Vetluzhsky District Court to rule against: 

• O.V. Kosenko, that the construction on the plot at the address 5-d, Chukhlomka 
village, was an unauthorized structure and must be removed (the case was assigned 
the number 2-14/2015) 

• A.G. Gudko, that the construction on the plot at the address 5-c, Chukhlomka 
village, was an unauthorized structure and must be removed (the case was assigned 
the number 2-15/2015) 

• V.V. Grinenko, that the construction on the plot at the address 5-b, Chukhlomka 
village, was an unauthorized structure and must be removed (the case was assigned 
the number 2-16/2015). 

 On 12 December 2014, the court ruled that the applications had been admitted.  

 On 3 February 2015, the court appointed lawyers to represent defendants V.V. 
Grinenko and A.G. Gudko. On 9 February 2015, a representative was appointed for O.V. 
Kosenko.  

 On 9 February 2015, upon petition by the administration of Vetluzhsky municipal 
district, the applications against the defendants were supplemented by claims calling for the 
termination of their right to own the constructions erected on the plots belonging to them. 
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On 8 April 2015, the Vetluzhsky District Court issued a ruling merging the civil cases 
numbered 2-14/2015, 2-15/2015 and 2-16/2015 into a single case under the number 2-
14/2015.  

 On 23 April 2015, the court ordered an expert assessment of the buildings. 

 On 10 September 2015, it was specified that the claims made against the defendants 
called for cancelling the leases for the plots to O.V. Kosenko and V.V. Grinenko, 
terminating all three defendants’ right to own the property in question, declaring those 
buildings to be unauthorized structures and obliging the defendants to remove them.  

 On 17 September 2015, as a result of the withdrawal of the suit by the claimant, the 
Vetluzhsky District Court terminated the proceedings for the claim filed by the 
administration of Vetluzhsky municipal district against O.V. Kosenko, calling for the 
cancellation of lease No. 156 of 10 October 2005. At the same time, the court ruled fully in 
favour of the claims filed against V.V. Grinenko by the administration of the Vetluzhsky 
municipal district and decided to cancel the lease of 10 October 2005 between him and the 
administration. In cancelling the lease, the court, referring to the Civil Code, noted that the 
defendant had used the property covered by the lease in a manner inconsistent with its 
designated purpose, as a result of which the claimant had acquired the right to demand the 
lease’s cancellation. 

 According to the judgment of the Vetluzhsky District Court, the properties on the 
plots constituted unauthorized structures, and the defendants as physical persons were made 
responsible for their removal, by their own means and at their own expense. 

 The defendants filed an appeal against the judgment of the Vetluzhsky District Court 
with the Judicial Chamber for Civil Cases of the Nizhny Novgorod Provincial Court. On 22 
December 2015, the judgment of the court of first instance was upheld and the appeal filed 
by O.V. Kosenko, A.G. Gudko and V.V. Grinenko was rejected.  

 On 13 May 2016, V.V. Grinenko filed a cassational appeal with the presidium of the 
Nizhny Novgorod Provincial Court against the judgment of the court of first instance and 
the appeal ruling. However, pursuant to article 377, paragraph 2.3 of the Civil Procedure 
Code of the Russian Federation, if judgments and rulings of regional courts have been 
appealed to the presidium of the supreme court of a republic or the court of a territory, 
province, city state, autonomous province or autonomous area, cassational appeals against 
final judgments issued in the first instance by regional courts are to be made to the Judicial 
Chamber for Civil Cases of the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation.  

 However, the defendants did not file a cassational appeal in line with established 
procedures: the cassation appeal against the judgment of the Vetluzhsky District Court of 
17 September 2015 and against the ruling on the appeal issued by the Judicial Chamber for 
Civil Cases of the Nizhny Novgorod Provincial Court was not filed with the Judicial 
Chamber for Civil Cases of the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation. 

 We note further that, in addition to the aforementioned suit with the Vetluzhsky 
District Court, two administrative cases involving V.V. Grinenko and A.G. Gudko had 
previously been considered, and judgments had been passed in their favour. Thus, on 12 
January 2015, the court ruled in favour of an appeal filed by V.V. Grinenko, annulling a 
decision of the Federal Service for State Registration, Cadastre and Cartography to institute 
administrative proceedings against V.V. Grinenko under article 8.8, paragraph 1, of the 
Code of Administrative Offences (“Use of plots of land in a manner inconsistent with their 
designated purpose, failure to fulfil obligations to bring land into a state fit for its 
designated purpose”), owing to violations of due process in the institution of proceedings. 
On 13 January 2015, the court ruled in favour of A.G. Gudko’s appeal against a parallel 
judgment by that Service. 
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 No member of the community in question has filed an appeal or complaint with law 
enforcement agencies relating to violations of their right to freedom of religion and belief.  

    


















