


























































































































































































































































peace
The exístence the torced dísanoearance
mos t comprehenslve ríghts in our time." the
conscíence oí the peoples oí the hemísphere (U.N. Commission on Human
Ríghts document E/CN.4/1985/15, paragraph 291, OAS/AG/RES. 443
(IX-0/79), respectívely), and ís incompatible wíth the conduct oí democratic
ínstítutíons and wíth the constítutlonal state.

In this petítíon we endorse the demands voíced by the United Nations General
Assembly and the OAS urglng the international cornmunity to "undertake
speedy and ímpartíal ínvestígatíons" wherever this practíce exísts, to determine
the "legal responsibílíty for unjustifiable excesses which míght lead to enforced
or involuntary dísappearances" (UN, General Assembly Resolution 33/173 of
2o-xn-78) and to "determine the status of persons whose dísappearance has
been reported" (DAS resolutíon AG/RES. 510 (X-O/80».

Under Artícle 41 oí Law No. 23506 on habeas corpus of Perú, it ís for the
Supreme Court of [ustíce to transmit to international organizatíons the
documents they request for a more accurate assessment of the problerns
presented for theír consideration. Hence, we request that the Commission ask
the Chíef [ustice of the Suprema Court of [ustice of Perú to transmit a copy oí
the file on this court case and any other offlcial document that may be requíred
for that purpose.

2. Through a note of September 8, 1987,the Commission addressed ítself to
the case and, in accordance with Artícle 34 of its Regulations requested ínformatíon
from the Government of Perú within 90 days from the date of its request,

3. en [anuary 11 and [une 7, 1988, the Commission repeated its request to .
the Government for ínformatíon, statíng that if such information was not receíved
withín 30 days, the Commission would begín to consíder applyíng article 42 of íts
Regulatíons, whích states:

The facts reported in the petitíon whose pertínent parts have been
transmítted to the government of the State in reference shall be presumed
to be true if, duríng the maxírnum períod set by the Commíssíon under
the provísíons of Artícle 34 paragraph S, the government has not provided
the pertinent informatíon, as long as other evídence does not lead to a
diUerent condusion.

4. en September 19, 1988, the complainant requested that the Commission
give effect to the presumption of truth called for in Article 42 of its Regulations and
presume true the facts related in the petition, since the Government had not
provided the information within the time required by the Commission's
Regu1ations.



5,
Covernment of

6, In a note of May 31, 1989, the eomplaínant his request that the
Commissíon ímplement Artícle 42 of its Regulations, gravíty oí the violation
committed by the Peruvían State and to the need for the Cornmission to take a
decision that would permít the identífication and Zor puníshment of those
responsíble for the reported dísappearances, sínce the actíon had been initiated in
August 1987 and up to the time of the note no resolution had been issued, even
though these were cases of disappeared persons.

7. The Commission made its fourth request for inforrnation to the
Government of Perú on [une 9, 1989, pursuant to article 42 of its Regulatíons.

8. In a note of Iune 26, 1989, the Covernment of Perú responded to the
Cornmissíon's request for ínformatíon, índícatíng that the followíng measures had
been taken:

In Offícíal Letters Nos. 041-88 and 039-88-MP-FN-OGDH-D oí [anuary
21, 1988 and [anuary 19, 1988, respectívely, the National Penitentiary Institute
was asked to report whether the cítízens in questíon were confíned in any penal
institution in the Republíc or if they had been in the pase no answer has been
receíved to date.

In Offícíal Letter No. 011-88-MP-FN-OGDH-D oí [anuary 19, 1988 the
39th Provincial Criminal Prosecutor's Office of Lima was asked for information
on the events that took place at the San Juan Bautista Penal Prison,

Ofñcíal Letter No. 14-88-39°FPPL of February 25, 1988 was receíved
statíng that the ínformatíon requested could not be províded because it fell
within the competence of another jurísdíctíon: the Callao [udicial Dístríct,

In Offidal Letter No. 137-89-MP-FN-OGDH-D of March 21, 1989,
informatíon was requested from the Senior Chief Prosecutor (Fiscal Superior
Decano) of Callao Judicial Dístríct, who ís responsíble for the present status oi
the ínvestígatíon, but no response has been receíved to date.

9. In a note oi July 20, 1989, the Commission transmítted to the
complainant the relevant parts oí the lnformatíon províded by the Government oí
Perú and asked him to submit hís observatíons or comments within 45 days,

10. en September 25,1989, duríng íts 76° sessíon, the Commissíon heard the
complaínant's legal representatíve, who referred to the facts that prornpted the
complaint, who stated that when the mutiny took place in the prison of Lima, there
had been a greatly disproportionate relationships between the rebellion and the
military, who attacked with rockets, plastic explosives, dynamite, artillery and



machíne guns, and that, accordíne
they had surrendered,

prísoners were even tnouzn

The complaínant's legal representatíve also pointed out that the petitíon for
habeas corpus was rejected by every authoríty. He ñnally asked the Commíssíon to
íssue a resolution condernníng the Government of Perú and that the case be
submítted to the Inter-Amerícan Court oí Human Ríghts.

During the hearing, the Chairman oí the Commission gave the floor to the
Representative of the Government who stated that he would not make any
comments.

11. In its note No. 7-5-MjU9 of September 29, 1989, the Government of Perú
adviseo the Commissíon as follows:

With respect to case No. 10.078, ít ís public knowledge that it ís the
subject of a judicial proceedíng in the mílitary judicial system of Perú in
accordance wíth the laws in effect. It should be pointed out that the
remedies of the domestíc jurísdictíon of the State have not been exhausted
and, therefore, it would be advísable for the IACHR to awaít untíl they are
before íssuíng a final judgment on the case.

12. That letter was transmitted by the Commíssíon to the complaínant on
October 10, 1989, with the request that he send in hís observations on the
Covernment's reply within 30 days so that they could be consídered by the
Commission at íts next regular sessíon,

13. On September 13, 1989, the complaínant presented hís observatíons on
the Government's reply, referred to in sectíon 8, aboye. Those observations are as
fol1ows:

a) In íts reply, the Peruvian Government reports on the actíons
it has taken to determine the whereabouts of wronged partíes, It should
noted that that action was taken by the General Human Ríghts Office oí
the National Public Prosecutor, which ís apparent from the acronyms at
the top of those letters.

b) That offíce, which ls part oí the Public Prosecutor's offíce, an
autonomous agency, receíves and processes complaints and charges in
cases of víolatíons of fundamental human rights; it has no jurisdictíonal
authoríty, but only an adminístrative function.

c)
follows:

After analyzíng that letter, we can state specífícally as

The offícíal letters sent to the Natíonal Penitentiary Instítute on



Those letters ínclude the records of the wronged parties, whích
show that they were ínmates of the príson whích was dernolíshed
duríng the events of [une 18, 1986. We should point out that this
letter was known to the Provincial Prosecutor's Office of Lima and
to the Natíonal Public Prosecutor.

We should note that this information is attached in the habeas
corpus record which serves as the basis for this (international)
proceedíng.

The offícial letters transmitted to the 39th Provincial Prosecutor's
Offlce of Lima, the official letter of response, and the official letter
the Office of the Senior Chief Prosecutor of the Province of Callao
were sent in the knowledge that, on that date, the 3rd Provincial
Prosecutor's Office of Callao had refrained from filing any formal
complaint to the [udiciary concerning the events at the "El Frontón"
príson, and had referred what had been done to the Office of the
Senior Chíef Prosecutor of Callao, to which the letter referred to in
the Covernment's reply was addressed. On Novernber 16, 1986, the
Senior Chíef Prosecutor of Callao forwarded the report to the First
Chíef Prosecutor's Office of that city in offícial Ietter No. 185-86,
whích bears the number 74-86. It was subsequently sent on to the
General Dírectorate of Cornplaints and charges of the Publíc
Prosecutor's Offíce in official letter No.202-87-MP /lFSPC of
September 4, 1987. To date that General Directorate, which belongs
to the Public Prosecutor's Offices has not acted on the complaint,

d) We have now learned that in the Special Court of Military
Iustíce there exísts a judicial proceedíng on the events that befell the "San
Juan Bautista" (El Frontón) príson. We have been deníed access to that
proceedíng and have good reason to assume that the case has been closed
without anyone being identífied as responsible and no puníshment
ímposed.

On the basis of all the foregoing, we must conclude that ít has been
convíncíngly dernonstrated that aH remedies ar every instance under
domestic law have been exhausted with respect to the petition for habeas
corpus which provides the basis for this intemational proceeding.



That actíon as
the victims has proven íneffectíve and, rnoreover, offers
no assurance that the ínvestígation will or any punitíve
measures taken agaínst the culpríts if díscovered, and hence the
provísíons of Arto 46.2.c oí the American Conventlon on Human Ríghts
apply in keepíng with Arts, 37.2.c and 37.3 of the Comrnissíon's
Regulatíons,

To argue today -that is, more than three years after the events at El
Frontón prison-- that the ínvestígatíon contlnues only reínforces the
exístence of "unwarranted delay."

Lastly, we request that the observatíons in the reply made by the Peruvian
Gbvernment be taken as made so that they may be discussed in the
meeting referred to in your communícatíon,

Flrst petitíon: We request that, pursuant to Art, 42 oí the Commission's
Regulatíons, the facts reported in the petitíon be presumed true inasmuch
as the Peruvian Government has not complíed with the requírement of
provídíng the information requested within 120 days as prescríbed in that
artide,

Second petítíon: We request that, when the Commission has formed Its
opínlon of ít, this case be brought before the Ínter-American Court of
Human Ríghts so that it may proceed in accordance with íts functions.

14. In a note of October 13, 1989, the Comrnission transmitted to the
Govemment of Perú the observatíons of the complaínant with the request that ít
províde all reports deemed relevant to this case within 30 days,

15. On October 30, 1989, the complaínant requested that the Commíssíon
extend the time in whích he was requíred to send his observations on the
Government's reply of September 29, 1989, beca use the note transmitted by the
Commíssion contaíned a partíal transcríptíon of the reply, This request was
granted, the complaínant beíng gíven a term of 60 days.

16. In a note of February 9,1990, the Commíssion asked the Government of
Perú for the foHowing informatíon:

1. Whether the remedies of Perú's domestic jurisdíction had been
exhausted and, íf not, which authorities remaíned to be appeáled too

2. The date on whích the trial began in the mílítary court and its
current procedural status.

3. Whether it had been possible to determine the whereabouts of



17. the Comnusston "llrl1:ri<:,;:,rl

was needed wíthin 30 days so consídered in the next meeting;
long after thís has no whatever

18. On February 15, 1990, the complaínant sent his observations on the
Government's reply, revíewed in paragraph 11, abo ve. These observations are as
follows:

1. OOMESTIC REMEDIES

a) It Is inaccurate to say that judicial actíon ís publicly known to be in
process on the events in the San Juan Bautista (Frontón) prison. Neíther
the relatíves, the National Publíc Prosecutor, nor any civilian person
whatever has had any word of the openíng oí an Investígation into those
events: in any case, ít ís for the Sta te to show that publíc notíce has been
gíven oí that proceedíng.

b) The domestic remedies pursued must necessaríly possess the
quality of PROPRIETY. The facts charged are based on the exhaustion of
the domestic remedies, in the form of habeas corpus --the DOMESTIC
REMEDY par excellence-- which was ínvoked in the wake of the events at
the San Juan Bautista príson.

This protectíve remedy was exhausted with the rulíng handed
down by the Court of Constítutíonal Guarantees of Perú, the highest and
final arbiter of íssues of domestic law, whích said that:

"... the Tribunal of Constítutíonal Guarantees confines itself to the
fíndíng that the ruling oí the Suprema Court of [ustice appealed agaínst ís
irreversible."

e) Therefore, under Art. 305 of the Politícal Constitutíon of Perú and
Art, 39 of Law 23506 on Habeas Corpus and Amparo, we appealed to the
Inter-Amerícan Commíssion on Human Ríghts as the channel for access to
the ínternational body of [urísdíctíon: THE INTER-AMERICAN COURT
OF HUMAN RIGHTS.

Another possíble domestíc remedy was an ínvestigation by the
Office of the Government Attorney oí the events that befell that príson,
As the Commíssion was advísed at the time, that the ínvestlgatíon
revealed an "unwarranted delay," and on September 4, 1987, a complaínt
was filed agaínst the Prosecutor for not having brought a formal criminal
charge.



a) Under domestic
followíng cases:

the milítary courts comperence in

a.t Offenses descríbed in the Code of Military Iustíce.

a.2 In cases oí common crimes, when both the accused and the víctim
are members of the armed forces.

a.3 The facts charged took place in a foreígn war.

b) The foregoíng círcumstances must obtaín for a milítary court to
assume competence, or otherwíse there would occur a violation of another
of the príndples of DUE PROCESS, whích, therefore, makes inappropríate
the "avaílable domestic remedy" advocated by the respondent State.

e) Moreover, it is for the Peruvían Government to show that that
process has been launched and is in motíon, This it has not done,
espedally if the requísíte verífícatíon has been made ímpossíble by deníal
to us of formal access to the process, so that we had to ask the N atíonal
Publíc Prosecutor to request a reporto If that process does exist, neíther has
access to it been granted nor has any notíce of it ever been gíven, whích
víolates the Internationally establíshed right to an effective remedy.

d) Lastly, the rule on whích the Military [ustlce System (DS. 006-86
jU5) relled to [ustífy íts tryíng the case contaíns a defect that makes it
unconstítutíonal and, besídes, violates the American Convention on
Human Ríghts, in pronouncíng the príson in questíon a "restricted
mílítary area" and therefore beyond any cívilían jurisdíctíon.

IN VIEW OF ALL THE FOREGOING,

Havíng demonstrated that the argumenta presented by the
Peruvían Governmentare devoíd of any real or legal basís,

The Inter-Amerícan Commíssíon and Court.of Human Rights both
havíng competence ratíone locí by virtue of the fact that Perú ís a party to
the Conventíon and has recognízed the competence of the two
supranatíonal organs and, moreover, the acts consídered violare
fundamental rights spelled out in the Conventíon.



That the on the taken
as made and that, the procedure having exhausted, the present case
be submitted to the competence in contentíous matters oí the Inter
American Court oí Human Ríghts, to whích end we ratify our initial
complaínt in every particular.

Lastly, we endose copies of the rulings handed down in the habeas
corpus proceedíng.

19. In a note of February 20, 1990, the Comrníssion transmítted the
complaínant's observatíons to the Government with the request for a reply within 30
days, which at this wrítíng has not been receíved,

CON5IDERING:

1. That the petítion in case 10.078 meets the formal requirernents for
admissibílíty establíshed in Art, 46 oí the American Conventíon on Human Ríghts,
to which Perú Is a party, and Art, 32 oí the Commíssion'sRegulations.

2. That the processíng of the petítion in the Commísslon and the terms
establíshed in Art, 34 oí the Regulatíons have been completed.

3. That, as províded in Art. 44 oí the Conventíon, the Cornmíssion is
competent to examine the rnaterials oí the case, whích involves presumed violations
of ríghts stipulated in the Conventíon: Art. 4, the right to life; Art, 7, the right to
personal líberty, and Art, 25, the ríght to judicial protectíon.

4. That the petítíoner has pursued and exhausted the remedies under
domestíc law in accordance with generally recognízed príncíples oí Internatíonal
law, as required in Art, 46.1.a oí the Conventíon and Art, 37.1 of the Commission's
Regulations. In thís regard, as stated in the present report, the petítioner took the
following judicial steps:

i) On Iuly 16, 1986, the complaínant petítíoned for a writ of habeas corpus
for the forced dísappearance of Víctor Neira Alegría, Edgar Zenteno Escobar and
William Zenteno Escobar in the wake of the quelling by the Armed Forces of a
mutiny that took place on [une 18, 1986, in the San Juan Bautista príson. He based
this petition on paragraphs 7, 13 and 14 in Arto 12 of Law N 23056 on Habeas
Corpus, which states that kídnappíng, solítary confínement, and deníal oí the ríght
to legal counsel víolate 01' threaten Indívidual líberty,

ii) On [uly 17, 1986, the Twenty-first Court of Investigation of Lima, whlch
was hearíng the case, pronounced the petítion lnadmlssíble,



iii) petitíoner appealed agaínst [udgment to Eleventh Court of
Appeals of Lima, which upheld appealed judgment majority on August 1
the same year.

Iv) Afterwards an appeal for a declaratíon of nullity was filed with the
Supreme Court of Criminal [ustíce, whích on August 2S ruled that "there is no
nullity in the decisión on the petítíon for habeas corpus."

v) 'Finally, the petítíoner filed an appeal for annulment with the Supreme
Court of [ustíce, which on December 5, 1986, ruled that "the judgment remained
unalterable."

5. That, in the [udgment of the Commission, the cornplaínant has
demonstrated that he has pursued the remedies of domestic jurisdíction through all
stages as prescríbed by the laws of Perú, and the Commission has stated on dífferent
occasíons that in cases of dísappearance the petítíon for habeas corpus ls sufficíent
basís for taking all domestic remedies as exhausted íf the dísappeared persons
remaín unfound, for this is the appropríate remedy for such cases (Cf. the Velásquez
Rodríguez case). The Inter-Amerícan Court of Human Ríghts has come to the same
conclusión, holding that habeas corpus ís the appropríate judicial instrument for
establishing the legalíty of deprívíng a person of hís liberty, and ís essentíal "...to
oversee respect for life and physícal íntegríty, to prevent his dísappearance or the
lmpossíbílity of determlníng the place in whích he ís being held, and to protect him
agaínst torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or puníshment," 1

Moreover, the Commissíon accepts the argumenta of the complainant ínasmuch as
this particular appeal was not contested by the Government of Perú in the
international proceedíng.

6. It may further be noted that the oblígation of the States Parties to the
Convention to make judicial resources available to víctims of violations of human
ríghts must not be viewed as a mere formalíty, and the possibilíty of obtaíníng
aremedy must be examíned in each case. In Art. 25.1 the Conventíon states that
"every person has the ríght to simple and prompt recourse, or any other effective
recourse, to a competent court or tribunal ..." In the present case the complainant
showed that he had exhausted the appropriate recourse of habeas corpus, but this
failed to yield the result for which it was created, sincethe whereabouts oE the
victims is unknown. Habeas corpus has proven to be insuificient in this case, and
because of this we must conclude that the victim has no other effective recourse, to a
competent court or tribunal for protection against acts that violate his fundamental
rights recogrlized by the Constitution or laws oE the State or by this Convention.
Moreover, the establishment of the Permanent Court of Instruction of the NAVY
("Tribunal Permanente de Instrucción de la Marina") does violate article 8.1 <natural
judge) oí the Convention.

1 Advisory Opinion of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, OC-8/87, par. No. 35.



has not

i) the as shown the precedmg narazrapns responded
to the Commíssíon's inforrnation the whích it
been asked to do so, and the informatíon províded was responsíve to the
Cornrníssíon's questíons.

íi) In íts reply oi [une 26, 1989, the Governrnent retened only to ínquíries
requestíng Informatíon from different authoríties, and mentioned also that the Offíce
oí the Senior Chíef Prosecutor of Callao Judicial District, in charge of the
investígation, had not replíed.

iii) In íts second reply, the Covernment referred to dornestic remedies in
general, confíníng ítself to the remark that it was publíc knowledge that a judicial
proceedíng was in progress in the mílitary [udícíalsystem and that, therefore, the
domestic remedies had not been exhausted, though wíthout saying which domestic
remedies rernaíned to be exhausted, nor the date on which that proceedíng had been
started or the stage it had now reached, or whether anybody had been charged.
From which we can infer that the requirement of Artícle 25.1 of the Conventíon has
not been fulfilled, because the process indicated neither represente by ítself the
effectíve recourse requíred by the artícle, nor allows the victims to partícípate
actívely in that process to deferid theír ríghts. Thís communícations seems to be a
evasíve response with onIy purpose of avoíding a decisión by the Commission,
Consídering, that the process must be dealt with in a governmental instítutions, the
government can not refer to It vaguely wíthout attackíng the príncíple oí good faíth
that must be protected in every procedure, íncluding an international one.

8. That the complaínant presented his observatíons on the Peruvian
Covernment's second reply in wríting on February 15, 1990, and in them reiterated
the basis for exhaustion of the domestlc remedies to his initial cornplaint and
objected that "it ís ínaccurate to say that the exístence of a judicial process in
connectíon with the events at the San Juan Bautista príson is a matter of publíc
knowledge" for "notíce of the openíng of an investígation ínto the said events has
not been given either to the reIatives or to the National PubHc Pro5ecutor, or to any
civilian who might have initiated an investigation of the mentioned acts," and "in
any case the burden of showing that Public notice oE the proceeding has been given
would Heon the State compIained against." The Commission considers that it is for
the defendant Government that alleges the exception to show that remedies in its
domestic legal system remain unexhausted, 1 and the existence oI a proceeding is in
progress, pursuant to paragraph 2, Art. 37 oI the Commission's Regulations.

1 Such was the ruling of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights in its judgment of June 26, 1987,
in the Velázquez Rodríguez case. Cl. Preliminary exceptions, par. 88.



9. That the measures
insufficíent inasmuch almost four
Alegría, Edgar Zenteno Escobar and WiHiam it has not
possíble to establísh their whereaboutsor the perpetrators of the víolation. This
gíves the Commissíon grounds for concludlng that there has been an unwarranted
delay in the administration of justíce and that the Government has failed in its
oblígatíon to ínvestígate properly every situatíon in which human rights protected
by the Convention are violated.

10. The Commissíon does not judge the validity of the complainant's
observatíons about the competence of the Military Court to officiate in the
proceeding referred to by the Government or the unconstitutionality oí Decree
DS.006-SP-JUS declaring the San Juan Bautista príson a "restricted mílitary area"
because they are not needed for consideration of the violations charged in the ínitial
complaínt, However, ít cannot help but note that the restriction of certain ríghts and
Iiberties duríng states of emergency does not mean "...that the suspension of
guarantees íncludes temporary suspensión of the Rule of Law or authorízes those in
power to stray in theír actíons from the legalíty to which they are at all times
bound." 1 No right may be suspended or restricted except in the presence of the
stríct condítíons referred to in Art, 27 of the Conventíon ("...war, publíc danger, or
óther emergency that threatens the índependence or securíty of a State..."), and even
supposíng the presence of these condítíons, there is a category of rights that can
never be suspended, whích are, among others, the right to IHe, the right to personal
integríty, and the judicial guarantees needed for the protectíon of those ríghts,

11. That the facts that actuated the complaint are not such as to lend
themselves to friendly settlernent, nor have the partíes requested this procedure,
províded for in Art, 48.1.f of the Conventíon and Art, 45 of the Commission's
Regulatíons.

12. That, in view of the ínapplícability of the friendly settlernent procedure,
the Commissíon must give effect to the provisions of Art. 51.1 and set forth its
opinion and conclusions on the question submitted for its consideration.

13. That the Govemment of Perú deposited its instrument recognizingthe
competence of the mter-American Court of Human Rights, pursuant to Art. 62 of the
Convention, on January 21, 1981,

1 Cf. Advisory Opinion, Inter-American Court oí Human Rights OC-8/87, par. 24.



RESOLVES:

1. To.declare that the complaint of the present case is admíssible.

2. To declare that a fríendly solutíon to the present case is ínappropriate.

3. To declare that the government oí Perú has not fulfilled its oblígatíons
with respect to human ríghts and the guarantee ímposed by articles 1 and 2 of the
Conventíon,

4. To declare that the government of Perú has violated the ríght to life
recognízed in artícle 4, the ríght to personal liberty enshrined in article 7, the judicial
guarantees of artícle 8, and the right of judicial protectíon found in artícle 25, all
from the American Convention of Human Rights, as a consequence of the acts
whíchoccurred in the San Juan Bautista Prison, in Lima, on [une 18, 1986, that led to
the dísappearance of Víctor Neíra Alegría, Edgar Zenteno Escobar, and William
Zenteno Escobar.

5. To formúlate the followíng recommendatíons for the government oí
Perú (Conventíon article 50.3 and article 47 oí the Inter-Amerícan Commíssion on
Human Rights' Regulatíons):

a. Perú must fulfill artícles 1 and 2 of the Convention adoptíng an
effectíve recourse that guarantees the fundamental rights in the
cases of forced or involuntary disappearance of índívíduals:

b. Conduct a thorough, impartial investigatíon ínto the facts object of
the complaínt, so that those responsíble may be identífied, brought
to justíce and receíve the puníshment prescríbed for such heinous
acts, and determine the sítuatíon oí the individuals whose
dísappearance has been denounced:

c. Adopt the necessary measures to prevent similar acts from
occurríng in the future;

d. Make necessary reparatíons for the violatíons of rights prevíously
índicated and pay just índernnity to the victims' families.
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To transmít the present so that
latter may make any observatíons It deems appropríate wíthín nínety days
date it ís sent, Pursuant to Art. 47.6 of the Commíssíon's Regulatíons, the partíes are
not authorízed to publísh the present reporto

7. To submít the present case to the Inter-American Court of Human
Ríghts unless the Govemment of Perú solves the matter within the 3 months allotted
in the prevíous paragraph.

CDH/3697-I
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