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INTER-AMERICAN COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS

Organization of American states

RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE INTER-AMERICAN COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS (IACHR) IN LIGHT OF THE AMERICAN CONVENTION ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND THE STATUTE OF THE IACHR

1. Powers of the IACHR to approve its rules of procedure and process of adoption of said rules

The new Rules of Procedure of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (hereinafter the Commission or IACHR) entered into force on May 1, 2001, approved by the IACHR at its 109th special session. The Rules of Procedure were approved in accordance with the functions and powers established in its Statute
/ (Articles 22, 23, and 24)
/ and the American Convention on Human Rights (Article 39) (hereinafter the Convention),
/ which provide that the Commission shall issue its own rules of procedure. 


The reform of the Rules of Procedure was the result of a wide-ranging, extensive, and transparent process in which the proposals of the General Assembly, the member states, and over 100 nongovernmental organizations and other actors from civil society, including independent experts on the subject were taken into account. The Commission wishes to expressly thank the states that provided comments in a timely manner for their cooperation.

2. Experience of the Commission and jurisprudence of the Inter-American Court

The reform also reflects the wealth of legal experience developed by the Commission, as an organ of the Convention and the OAS Charter, in processing the thousands of individual petitions, whereby it has become familiar with the needs and challenges facing the system if cases are find justice within a legal framework that ensures transparency and certainty.  The ideas and suggestions put forward by the member states in Article 6 of Resolution 1701, adopted by the OAS General Assembly in Windsor, Canada,
/ also provided additional knowledge.

The Rules of Procedure take up, reflect, and are consistent with the jurisprudence of the Inter-American Court which, in its decisions in contentious cases (mainly in the preliminary objections stage)
/, and advisory opinions
/ has defined aspects central to the scope of the provisions of the American Convention referred to in proceedings before the IACHR.  As the Court is designed to be competent “to interpret the procedural rules that justify its hearing a case and to verify compliance with all procedural norms involved in the "interpretation or application of (the) Convention.”
, the jurisprudence that establishes these aspects of procedure has a direct impact on the processing of petitions before the Inter-American Commission.

It is important to point out that while the joint meetings of the Commission and the Court were being held between in March 2001 and September 2002, both organs expressed the shared view that the new rules of procedures were fully compatible with the provisions of the American Convention. Also emerging from these meetings was a consensus that the new rules of procedure of both bodies were fully compatible with each other and reflected a common understanding on the future direction of the inter-American human rights system.
3. Compatibility of the new Rules of Procedure with the American Convention and the IACHR Statute

In the following section, the IACHR will briefly explain the salient aspects of its new Rules of Procedure. The attachment contains a flow chart that the IACHR will prepare and submit in due course to all the missions, succinctly outlining the various stages of the petition procedure and individual cases before the IACHR.

In particular, the IACHR will point out that the regulatory reforms are fully compatible with the provisions of the convention and the statute governing its operation. In the process of adopting its Rules of Procedure, the Commission strictly followed the relative provisions of the Convention and its Statute. It also considered the manner in which the Court interpreted those provisions. Lastly, the Commission considered the customary practice of the Commission itself and the states, which is binding under the general principles of international law.

Upon adopting the reforms to the rules, the Commission considered that both the Convention and its Statute mark general guidelines of the procedure the IACHR is to follow in hearing petitions and individual cases. In designing the process, the Rules of Procedure faithfully reflect such general guidelines while fleshing out the necessary details.

a. Procedure for independent admissibility

One of the main innovations of the new Rules of Procedure is the establishment of a prior independent procedure, in which both parties participate, to determine whether the petitions meet the admissibility requirements in force (Article 30 and related articles). Once this procedure is exhausted, the Commission shall make a decision on admissibility by public report (Article 37).
/  This prior stage of admissibility is based on the rules in Articles 46, 47, and 48.1.a and c.
/  Similarly, and concerning states not parties to the Convention, Article 20.c establishes a prior admissibility procedure.
/
To move toward consolidation of the prior admissibility stage and, at the same time, expedite the procedure, the new Rules of Procedure establish a working group on admissibility that will meet prior to the sessions and make recommendations for the IACHR plenary, which will make the final decision (Article 36).

Whenever the report establishes that the petition is admissible, the Commission shall proceed to open a case and initiate the stage of proceedings on the merits (Articles 37(2) and 38), pursuant to Article 48.1.a-f of the American Convention and Articles 19.a and 20 of its statute.

Article 28 of the Rules of Procedure includes the requirements for admissibility and processing for considering petitions. Article 28: “Petitions addressed to the Commission shall contain the following information: a) the name, nationality and signature of the person or persons making the denunciation; or in cases where the petitioner is a nongovernmental entity, the name and signature of its legal representative(s); b) whether the petitioner wishes that his or her identity be withheld from the state; c) the address for receiving correspondence from the Commission and, if available, a telephone number, facsimile number, and email address; d) an account of the act or situation that is denounced, specifying the place and date of the alleged violations; e) if possible, the name of the victim and of any public authority who has taken cognizance of the fact or situation alleged; f) the state the petitioner considers responsible, by act or omission, for the violation of any of the human rights recognized in the American Convention on Human Rights and other applicable instruments, even if no specific reference is made to the article(s) alleged to have been violated; g) compliance with the time period provided for in Article 32 of these Rules of Procedure; h) any steps taken to exhaust domestic remedies, or the impossibility of doing so as provided in Article 31 of these Rules of Procedure; and, i) an indication of whether the complaint has been submitted to another international settlement proceeding as provided in Article 33 of these Rules of Procedure. These requirements correspond to the demands of Articles 46 and 47 of the American Convention and the guidelines established in Articles 19 and 20 of the Statute.

Articles 31-34 of the new Rules of Procedure clarify the admissibility requirements or causes of inadmissibility, in accordance with Articles 46 and 47 of the American Convention. In particular, the Rules confirm that domestic remedies must be exhausted and compliance with said requirement and any exceptions must be proven (Article 31). The Rules of Procedure not only reflect the letter and spirit of the articles of the Convention (Articles 46 and 47) and of its Statute (especially Article 20.c), but also closely adhere to the jurisprudence of the Inter-American Court in such matters.

b. Standardized processing of petitions

The Rules of Procedure have standardized the processing of petitions filed under the Convention, American Declaration of the Rights and Duties of Man, Additional Protocol on Human Rights in the area of Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, Protocol to Abolish the Death Penalty, Inter-American Convention to Prevent and Punish Torture, Inter-American Convention on the Forces Disappearance of Persons, and Inter-American Convention on the Prevention, Punishment, and Eradication of Violence against Women (Article 23 and related) . In the event that standard processing is not possible, the Rules of Procedure have included the necessary differentiation.
/
This standardization is in accordance with contractual instruments freely agreed to by the states, consistent with the Statute of the Inter-American Commission, and in harmony with the practice and jurisprudence of the Inter-American Court. The Commission has taken into account the fact that Article 29 of the American Convention requires it not to restrict the enjoyment or exercise of any right or freedom recognized by virtue of another convention to which one of the states is a party (Article 29.b) and not to exclude or limit the effect that the American Declaration of the Rights and Duties of Man and other international acts of the same nature may have (Article 29.d).  Thus, and as the Court indicated in Advisory Opinion OC-1/82 on other treaties, the organs of the system shall include in their legal deliberations all human rights treaties ratified by one or more American states. The Commission’s Statute, for its part, enables it to request reports from member states on the human rights measures they adopt and to prepare the studies or reports it deems advisable and make recommendations to the governments of the states to gradually adopt measures that promote human rights, in the framework of their legislation, their constitutional precepts, and their international commitments, as well as appropriate provisions to advocate respect for such rights (Article 18.b, c, and d).  Lastly, the Article 19.6 of the Additional Protocol on Human Rights in the area of Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights, Articles XIII and XIV of the Inter-American Convention on the Forced Disappearance of Persons, and Article 12 of the Inter-American Convention on the Prevention, Punishment and Eradication of Violence against Women, expressly empower the Inter-American Commission to hear reports of alleged violations of these conventions.

Specifically with respect to the American Convention, which has been deemed binding on the OAS member states by the IACHR and the Court,
/ the Commission’s Statute grants it specific powers to process petitions alleging violations of the Declaration. Article 1.2.b interprets human rights to mean “The rights set forth in the American Declaration of the Rights and Duties of Man, in relation to the other member states.”  In particular, Article 20 of that Statute states that, in relation to those member states of the Organization that are not parties to the American Convention on Human Rights, the Commission shall have the power to pay particular attention to the observance of the rights referred to in the Declaration and examine communications submitted to it (subparagraphs a and b). Lastly, Article 24 provides that the Rules of Procedure of the IACHR shall establish the procedure to be followed in cases of communications concerning states that are not parties to the American Convention.

Lastly, the Court, consistent with the practice of the IACHR, has applied [sic] and found violations of other inter-American conventions apart from the American Convention on Human Rights.
/
c. Analysis of the Merits

As mentioned, in principle, the “case” will begin when the issue of admissibility has been resolved. Upon opening the case, the Commission shall set a period of two months for the petitioners to submit additional observations on the merits. Once the petitioners’ observations are presented, the state shall submit its observations within two months (Article 38.1). The Commission may also invite the parties to submit additional observations  (Article 38.2). All these steps are in accordance with Article 48.1.d and Article 20.b of its Statute. 

The Commission may convene or grant a hearing to advance in its consideration of the case (Article 38 and other relevant). During that hearing, the Commission may receive experts, witnesses, allegations concerning the facts or the law in the case, or may discuss a friendly settlement of the case (Articles 62 and 63).

In addition, the Rules of Procedure further the procedures for producing evidence, to enhance the certainty of the proceedings, and to ensure that the parties are equally well armed in the process. Regarding hearings to receive testimony by witnesses or experts, the Rules of Procedure stipulate that such hearings shall be requested at least 40 days in advance (Article 62) and shall identify the experts or witnesses and the subject of their testimony (Article 63).  The Commission shall notify each party of the witnesses and experts offered by the other. The witnesses or experts attending the hearing shall identify themselves and take an oath or make a solemn promise to tell the truth (Article 63). If documentary evidence is presented at the hearings, the other party shall have the opportunity to make observations within a reasonable time frame set by the Commission (Article 63).  At this stage of the proceedings, the Commission has closely followed the practice and Rules of Procedure of the Inter-American Court. The power to receive oral statements is expressly provided in Articles 48.1.e of the Convention. Pursuant to Article 48.1.2, the Commission may also conduct an on site investigation to learn more about the case (Article 40).

d. Expedited Proceedings

To expedite proceedings before the Commission, the new Rules of Procedure establish reasonable deadlines, both at the stage of admissibility and with regard to the merits (Articles 30.3 and 38.1). This amendment, inter alia, responds to a suggestion made by the above-cited General Assembly Resolution 1071.
/
The possibility of setting deadlines is expressly set forth in the American Convention and the IACHR Statute. Article 48.1 in fine of the Convention may be cited as an example. This amendment is also consistent with the Court’s jurisprudence, which has maintained that the contentious procedure before the organs of the system must be concentrated by virtue of the fact that the protection of human rights enshrined in the American Convention requires that such a procedure be as brief as possible…
/  It added that expeditiousness must characterize the administration of justice in human rights matters.
/
It should be clarified that setting regulatory deadlines does not in any way affect the state’s right of defense. Unlike the former rules of procedure, the new ones, which divide the procedural stages into admissibility and merits, enable the states in their first response to address only admissibility requirements, without having to refer to the merits of the matter (Article 30). As soon as the Commission adopts its report on admissibility, the states shall respond on the merits of the case (Article 38). This preserves with integrity the right of the state to defense, while reducing the time taken for processing petitions before the Commission.

e. Friendly Settlements

In the spirit of the American Convention (Articles 48.1.f and 49) and based on the successful experience of the Commission in recent years, with both states and petitioners collaborating quite extraordinarily, the new Rules of Procedure emphasize offering friendly settlement as a procedural step toward a decision on the merits, and at any stage of examination of a petition or case (Articles 41 and 38.2).  In addition, a stage was expressly instituted in the proceedings applicable to states that are not parties to the American Convention (Article 41.1).

f. Criteria for referring cases to the Court and greater participation by victims

Consistent with the suggestions made by the states,
/ the Commission proposed in its new Rules of Procedure the criteria to be taken into account when it adopts decisions on referring cases to the Court that involve the 21 states parties to the American Convention that have accepted the jurisdiction of that Court.
/
After consulting the petitioners (Article  43.3), the Commission shall submit to the Court the cases in which the states involved have not complied with the recommendations of the Commission in the report referred to in Article 50 of the Convention, barring a reasoned decision by the absolute majority of its members. Upon adopting its decision, the Commission shall take into account the possibility of obtaining justice in the particular case based, inter alia, on the following criteria: the position of the petitioner, the nature and seriousness of the violation, the need to elaborate on or clarify the jurisprudence of the system, the possible effect of the decision on the legal systems of the member states, and the quality of the available evidence Article 44).

The provision to submit cases to the Court in the event of noncompliance with the recommendations, unless otherwise indicated by reasoned decision, as well as the criteria to be taken into account, are based  on the purpose and goals of the American Convention, which establishes an integrated mechanism for protection by two organs, the Commission and the Court, on the assumption that both shall intervene. The Court has repeatedly indicated that the Commission has discretionary powers, which are by no means arbitrary, to decide in each case whether if the state’s response to the report adopted in accordance with Article 50 of the Convention is fitting and adequate, and, if so, whether the case should be submitted to the Court. Upon taking the decision on whether or not to submit the case to the Court for hearing, the Commission shall choose the best alternative for oversight of the rights protected in the Convention.
  The Court has indicated that the Commission, in individual cases, is called upon to pay special consideration to the possibility of recourse to the Court in order to fully exercise all the means of protection established in the Convention and to maintain the delicate balance of the system of protection enshrined in the Convention.
/
It should be noted that both the Rules of Procedure of the Commission and those of the Court provide for greater participation by the victim in proceedings before the Court. The Commission included the following measures for increasing victim participation in proceedings before the Court: consulting the petitioner and the victim about their position on referring the case to the Court (Article 43.3), taking into account the petitioner’s opinion in deciding whether to remit the case to the Court and establishing the presumption that all the cases will be remitted to the Court (Article 44.1 and 2), participation by the individual in preparing the complaint laid before the Court (Article 71), and possibility of including said individual as one of the delegates of the Commission to the Court (Article 69.1).

g. Follow-Up Procedure

Regarding cases which, at the request of the petitioner or by decision of the Commission are not referred to the jurisdiction of the Court, or in any other type of report in which the state does not accept the jurisdiction of the Court, the Commission shall approve a final report and make recommendations to the state concerned, In such cases, the new rules of Procedure codify the legal framework for supervision of compliance (Article 46).

This legal framework for monitoring compliance is based strictly on legal criteria. The jurisprudence of the International Court of Justice
/ and the general principles of law
/ indicate that international agencies have the implicit powers necessary to effectively meet their obligations. Both the Convention (Article 41) and the Statue of the Commission (Article 18) also explicitly grant the IACHR the power to request information from member states and produce the reports and recommendations it deems appropriate. In accordance with the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, the general practice of states is indicative of a standard. It is interesting to note that in this area numerous states participate in follow-up activities and some states have changed the positions they held on the matter to conform to the law. For example, the governments of Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru, and Venezuela have  participated in various modalities for follow-up of the recommendations made to them, which the Commission has implemented in recent years. Lastly, mention must be made of Resolution AG/RES. 1894 (XXXII-O/02), which invited the Commission to consider the possibility of continuing to include in its annual reports information on the follow-up given by member states to its recommendations.
/  It should be noted that this was mentioned because in its latest Annual Report, the IACHR included a table with the status of compliance with its recommendations, prepared expressly in the exercise of its function under Article 46 of its Rules of Procedure now under review.
/
h. Precautionary Measures

The Rules of Procedure regulate the precautionary measures taken in a serious emergency situation, in which the rights of persons are in danger (Article 25). The possibility of requiring precautionary measures is based on the rule embedded the broad terms of Article 41 of the American Convention and Article 18 of the Statute, which permit the Commission to make recommendations and request information from states, all for the purpose of guaranteeing respect for human rights. For its part, on a number of occasions, the Inter-American Court has implicitly recognized the power of the IACHR to adopt precautionary measures, especially in considering the noncompliance with said measures by the state in question as one of the grounds for adopting provisional measures.
/  For their part, the states, through the practice of responding to requests for precautionary measures, have accepted the power of the IACHR to request said measures. As indicated above, international agencies, including the Commission, have the implicit powers necessary for the normal exercise of their functions. To that end, the prevention of human rights violations and irreparable damage must be covered by the powers of the Commission as an organ of the OAS Charter in charge of the promotion and protection of human rights in the hemisphere. Finally, it is important to point out that Article XIII of the Inter-American Convention on the Forced Disappearance of Persons refers textually to the precautionary measures of the IACHR.
/
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Conclusion: Full compatibility of the Convention, the Statute, and the Rules of Procedure, and the need for time, resources, and political support

Regulatory reform is the culmination of a long process of reflection, experience, and participation. The Rules of Procedure adopted by the IACHR in the exercise of its conventional and statutory powers are fully compatible with the requirements established in the American Convention and its Statute. Both instruments set the parameters within which a petition must be processed. The Rules of Procedure have codified the specific steps of the process, strictly within the parameters established by the Convention and the Statute. 

Now, and given the fact that the Convention, the Statues, and the Rules of Procedure coincide, implementation of these reforms is key. It is essential to observe how these rules are developed in practice and contribute to the shared objective of promotion and protection of human rights. With the same seriousness and care that went into these reforms, the OAS must devote the time, resources, and political support that would ensure their future success and value. The temptation to enter into a reform spiral should be resisted as this can adversely affect a system that is perceived, above all, as conferring legitimacy on the regional organization.
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�.	Approved by the member states at the General Assembly held in La Paz, Bolivia, in 1979.


�.	Article 22.2, specifically states that "The Commission shall prepare and adopt its own Regulations, in accordance with the present Statute".


�.	"The Commission …. shall establish its own Regulations."


�.	Point 6 of the Resolution: “To recommend to the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights, in connection with its request for ideas and suggestions on the reform process, in accordance with the provisions governing its areas of competence, and in the context of the regulatory autonomy conferred upon it by the American Convention on Human Rights in terms of the procedures followed in processing individual cases, it consider the possibility of:


Defining the criteria it follows for the opening of cases; 


Resolving questions pertaining to the admissibility of individual petitions by opening a separate, mandatory procedure and issuing their findings by way of concise resolutions, the publication of which shall not prejudge the responsibility of the state; 


Making all necessary efforts to ensure that individual cases are processed as expeditiously as possible and that each procedural stage, in particular the admissibility phase, is governed by reasonable deadlines; and considering defining the criteria to be followed in determining when a case should be closed because of inaction on the part of the petitioner; 


Continuing to promote the friendly settlement procedure as a suitable mechanism for the successful resolution of individual cases; 


Establishing minimum criteria that petitioners must meet in order for the IACHR to request a state to adopt precautionary measures, bearing in mind the circumstances and nature of a case; 


Defining the criteria the Commission follows for referral of cases to the Inter-American Court of Human Rights; and 


Establishing a frame of reference enabling the Commission to establish a new rapporteur function, define clearly the mandates of such a rapporteur, and appoint an individual to the position. 


�.	For example, Case of the 19 Merchants. Preliminary Objections. Judgment of June 12, 2002 (on the procedure to decide on the admissibility of a case to the Court); Caballero Delgado and Santana Case. Preliminary Objections (on the offer of a friendly settlement); Loayza Tamayo Case. Preliminary Objections. Judgment of January 31, 1996 (on the timing of filing an objection for failure to exhaust); and Velásquez Rodríguez Case. Preliminary Objections. Judgment of June 26, 1987 (on various aspects of Articles 48-50 of the Convention).


�.	Notably, exceptions to the exhaustion of domestic remedies (Arts. 46.1, 46.2.a , and 46.2.b, American Convention on Human Rights). Advisory Opinion OC-11/90 of August 10, 1990;  Some attributes of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (Arts. 41, 42, 44, 46, 47, 50, and 51, American Convention on Human Rights). Advisory Opinion OC-13/93 Of July 16, 1993;  and IACHR Reports (Art. 51 of the Convention). Advisory Opinion OC-15/97 of November 14, 1997.


�.	Godínez Cruz case, preliminary objections, judgment of June 26, 1987, para. 32.


�.	This was one of the suggestions made by the member states through Resolution 1071, cited in footnote 2. See Article 6.a and b in particular. 


�.	Article 46.1 provides that, for a petition or case "to be admissible by the Commission" certain requirements must be met. Article 47 establishes that "the Commission shall declare any petition or case inadmissible " when it does not meet the stated requirements. Article 48.1 indicates the procedure to be followed by the Commission "if admissibility is recognized ", while subparagraph c stipulates that the Commission may "declare inadmissibility ". Underscoring not in the original text.


�.	One of the functions of the Commission stated in this article is  " to verify, as a prior condition to the exercise of the powers granted under subparagraph b. above, whether the domestic legal procedures and remedies of each member state not a Party to the Convention have been duly applied and exhausted."


�.	See Rules of Procedure of the IACHR, Chapter III "Petitions Concerning states that are not Parties to the American Convention on Human Rights.”


�.	See Inter-American Court of Human Rights, Advisory Opinion OC-10/8 "Interpretation of the American Declaration on  the Rights and Duties of Man within the Framework of Article 64 of the American Convention on Human Rights ,” July 14, 1989, Ser. A No. 10 (1989); Inter-American Commission,  James Terry Roach and Jay Pinkerton v. United states, Case 9647, Res. 3/87, September 22, 1987, Annual Report 1986-87.


�.	In exercising contentious jurisdiction, the Court has applied such treaties as the Inter-American Convention to Prevent and Punish Torture or the Inter-American Convention on the Forced Disappearance of Persons to determine the international liability of states in a particular case.  See Bámaca Velásquez Case. Judgment of November 25, 2000. Series C No. 70, paras. 126 and 157; Cantoral Benavides Case. Judgment of August 18, 2000. Series C No. 69, paras. 98, 100 and 101; Villagrán Morales et al Case ( Street Children” case). Judgment of November 19, 1999. Series C No. 63, Chapter XIII; and Paniagua Morales et al Case. Judgment of March 8, 1998. Series C No. 37, para. 133.


�.	Subparagraph c states: “Making all necessary efforts to ensure that individual cases are processed as expeditiously as possible and that each procedural stage, in particular the admissibility phase, is governed by reasonable deadlines.”


�.	Inter-American Court of Human Rights Resolution of June 27, 1996. Loayza Tamayo Case, declarative clause 7.


�.	Resolution cited in the previous footnote, declarative clause 9.


�.Resolution 1071 cited in footnote 2.


�.	Argentina, Barbados, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Chile, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Dominican Republic, Suriname, Uruguay, and Venezuela.


�.	Baena Ricardo et al Case. Preliminary Objections, para. 37; Caballero Delgado and Santana Case. Preliminary Objections, paras. 26 and 49; and some functions and powers of the IACHR (Arts.. 41, 42, 44, 46, 47, 50, and 51 of the American Convention on Human Rights), Advisory Opinion OC-13/93, para. 50; Case of the 19 Merchants, Preliminary Objections, para. 33.


�.	Advisory Opinion OC-5/85 of November 13, 1985 on the obligatory professional association of journalists (Arts. 13 and 29, American Convention on Human Rights), paras. 25 and 26.


�.	Reparation for Injuries Suffered in the Service of the United Nations, 1949 I.C.J. 174 and Effects of Awards of Compensation made by the U.N. Administrative Tribunal, 1954 I.C.J. 47.


�.	See Henkin et al, International Law, 1993, pg. 350 et seq., Ian Brownlie, Principles of Public International Law, 1992, pg. 689 et seq.


�.	AG/RES. 1894 (XXXII-0/02), Article 6.


�.	Annual Report of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights 2001 (OEA/Ser./L/V/II.114, doc. 5 Rev. 16 April 2001, Original: Spanish), Chapter III, Section D, paragraph 64.


�.	See, for example, IACHR Resolution of November 17, 1999, Provisional Measures, Digna Ochoa and Plácido et al. Case, Declarative clause 6 states that the fact that the Inter-American Commission has requested precautionary measures, which have not produced the required effects and occurrences after the adoption of such measures lead one to presume that the security of ... is seriously at risk, it is therefore necessary to require that the state adopt provisional measures to prevent irreparable damage.


�.	“Article XIII. “For the purposes of this Convention, the processing of petitions or communications presented to the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights alleging the forced disappearance of persons shall be subject to the procedures established in the American Convention on Human Rights and to the Statue and Regulations of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights and to the Statute and Rules of Procedure of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, including the provisions on precautionary measures.”
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