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FOLLOW-UP FACTSHEET OF REPORT No. 53/01
CASE 11.565
HERMANAS GONZÁLEZ PÉREZ 

(Mexico)
I. Summary of Case  

	Victim (s): Ana Gonzáles Pérez, Beatriz González Pérez, Celia González Pérez and Delia Pérez de González
Petitioner (s): Centre for Justice and International Law (CEJIL), Comisión Mexicana de Defensa y Promoción de los Derechos Humanos (CMDPDH), Comité Hermanas González
State: Mexico
Merits Report No.: 53/01, published on April 4, 2001
Admissibility Report No.: 129/99, published on November 19, 1999
Themes: Right to Humane Treatment / Torture, Cruel, Inhuman and / or Degrading Treatment / Sexual Violence / Gender Based Violence / Investigation and Due Diligence / Arbitrary Detention / Right to Privacy / Rights of the Child. 
Facts: On June 4, 1994, a group of military personnel detained in the state of Chiapas, Mexico, the sisters Ana, Beatriz, and Celia González Pérez and their mother Delia Pérez de González, in order to interrogate them; the four women were held for approximately two hours. During this period, the three sisters were separated from their mother, beaten and raped repeatedly by the military. On June 30, 1994, a criminal complaint was filed with the Federal Public Prosecutor’s Office (Office of the Attorney General of the Republic or “PGR”) based on a gynecological examination; that criminal complaint was also corroborated before the said institution by the testimony of Ana and Beatriz, the two older sisters. The record was transferred to the Office of the Public Prosecutor for Military Justice in September 1994, and the latter decided finally to close the record for failure of the sisters to come forward to testify again and to undergo an expert gynecological examination. The petitioners assert that the State failed in its duty to investigate the facts denounced, punish those responsible and provide redress for the violations.
Rights violated: The IACHR concluded that the Mexican State violated the following rights of Delia Pérez de González and her daughters Ana, Beatriz, and Celia González Pérez, which are enshrined in the American Convention: the right to personal liberty (Article 7); the right to humane treatment and to privacy (Articles 5 and 11); the right to a fair trial and to judicial protection (Articles 8 and 25); and, in the case of Celia González Pérez, the rights of the child (Article 19); all in keeping with the general obligation set forth in Article 1(1) of that international instrument to respect and guarantee rights. The Inter-American Commission also establishes that the Mexican State is responsible for violation of Article 8 of the Inter-American Convention to Prevent and Punish Torture.  


II. Recommendations
	Recommendations
	State of compliance in 2020

	1. Conduct a complete, impartial, and effective investigation, within the regular criminal courts in Mexico, to determine the responsibility of all persons who violated the human rights of Ana, Beatriz, and Celia González Pérez, and Delia Pérez de González.
	Pending compliance

	2. Adequately compensate Ana, Beatriz, and Celia González Pérez and Delia Pérez de González for the human rights violations established in this report.
	Partial compliance


 
III.  
Procedural Activity
1. On July 3 and 4, 2001, the parties held working meetings with the parties in Mexico City at the invitation of the Mexican State.
2. The IACHR held working meetings with the parties during its 113rd (November 14, 2001), 116th (October 18, 2002), 131st (March 2008), 138th (March 2010), 153rd (October 29, 2014), 154th (March, 2015), 169th (October 3, 2018), and 172th (May 7, 2019) Periods of Sessions.
3. On September 27, 2011 the parties held a working meeting during the visit to Mexico of Commissioner Escobar Gil.
4. On October 3, 2018, the State provided information about compliance with the recommendations. On October 15, 2018, the Commission sent that information to the petitioners and, on April 9, 2019, the petitioners provided the Commission with their observations on the information provided by the State.

5. On April 12, 2019, the State provided information on compliance with the recommendations and on the agreement reached during the working meeting held during the 169th period of sessions. On April 30, the Commission sent that information to the petitioners, and on May 31, the petitioners submitted their observations on the information provided by the State. 

6. On June 21, 2019, the State provided information on the agreement reached during the working meeting held during the 172nd period of sessions.
7. On July 9, 2020, the IACHR held a work meeting with the parties in the framework of its 176th Period of Sessions. During the meeting, the parties adopted a series of agreements related to compliance with the recommendations contained in Report 53/01.
8. On August 17, 2020, the IACHR asked the Mexican State for updated information on compliance with the recommendations of Merits Report 53/01. The State submitted that information on August 13, 2019.
9. On August 17, 2020, The IACHR asked the petitioners for updated information on compliance with recommendations of Merits Report 53/01. The petitioners submitted that information on October 19, 2020.
III. Analysis of the information presented
10. The Commission notes that the information provided by the State in 2020 is relevant given that it is updated on measures adopted regarding compliance with the recommendations issued in the Merits Report No. 53/01.
11. The Commission notes that the information provided by the petitioners in 2020 is relevant given that it is updated on measures adopted regarding compliance with the recommendations issued in the Merits Report No. 53/01.
IV. Analysis of compliance with the recommendations 
12. As for recommendation 1, in 2018, the Mexican State reported that preliminary investigation 676/UEIDT/37/2016 was being conducted by the Special Prosecutor’s Office for Investigation of Torture. According to the State, said investigation is looking into the crime of torture and is being pieced together. By the same token, the State claims that the authorities are exhausting all investigatory leads to identify the corpus delicti and the likely culprits who perpetrated the crimes. The latest investigative steps taken include “field investigations through the Federal Prosecutorial Police, with respect to the facts described.” Additionally, the State reported that “in the Coordination of Expert Services, a specialized psychological medical opinion is entered into for cases of torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, which was applied to the victims so that experts in the field of medicine and psychology issue a technical-scientific opinion.”
13. In 2019, the State reiterated that the Special Prosecutor’s Office for Investigation of Torture (FEIDT of the Attorney General’s Office (Fiscalía General de la República (FGR)) is carrying out investigation 676/UEIDT/37/2016. The State reported that the parties met on May 16, 2019, at which time the representative of the Federal Prosecutor’s Office assigned to the FGR gave the victims a draft investigation plan as well as a card on the investigations conducted in the case. The State indicated that, as was agreed at that meeting, on June 12, 2019 the parties met at the FGR facilities. On June 24, 25, and 26, 2019, FGR staff went to the municipality of Altamirano in Chiapas state accompanied by representatives of the victims, the federal ministerial police, and a psychological expert to take testimony from four individuals. While the FGR staff members were there, they validated the documents provided by the representatives of the González Pérez sisters and took their testimony in the company of a psychological expert. The State also indicated that it was waiting for SEDENA to formally send the preliminary investigation SC/007/2001-E from the military justice system, the photo album of the military personnel who were in the municipality of Altamirano in Chiapas State on June 4, 1994, the list of military personnel who had been there, and the names of both active and discharged personnel. The State reiterated its willingness to move forward with the investigation together with the petitioners.
14. In 2020, the State indicated that it had obtained information from a number of offices and authorities regarding the possible participation of soldiers in the facts described in Report 53/01. It also indicated that it had obtained testimony and a copy of the resolution deciding not to bring criminal action in connection with Preliminary Inquiry SC/007/2001E. The Mexican State informed the Commission that on August 7, 2020, it held a work meeting with the representatives of the victims in which a number of agreements were reached, including the possibility of sharing information with the petitioners on analysis of lines investigation that the authorities in charge of the case were conducting, as well as a compliance timeline. With regard to preliminary inquiry SC/007/2001E, which includes the photo album of the soldiers registered under the infantry battalion in the Municipality of Altamirano, Chiapas, at the time of the facts, the Mexican government indicated that the Office of the Attorney General of the Republic already had a certified copy of the document, which was forwarded to the SEDENA. The State also pointed to the adoption of a number of actions intended to help prove the likely responsibility of members of the military who participated in the acts described in the Report. Specifically, it described a number of requests for information and cooperation from a number of federal agencies to locate their whereabouts. According to the State, based on those investigative steps and the evidence collected, the authorities will hold a meeting with the victims and their representatives to describe the steps taken to identify those likely responsible and to collect testimony in situ.
15. With respect to compliance with this recommendation, the petitioners reported that the criminal investigation into the acts of torture committed by members of the military against the González Pérez sisters had been under military jurisdiction until June 24, 2013, when it was transferred the civilian authorities. Then, on March 24, 2014, the preliminary investigation was transferred to the General Directorate to Address and Follow Up on Recommendations and Conciliations on Matters of Human Rights, giving rise to the opening of preliminary investigation number AP/PGR/SDHPDSC/DGASRCMDH/DDMDH/CNDH-1/0192/2014. Lastly, in early 2016, the investigation was transferred to the Specialized Unit to Investigate the Crime of Torture, under preliminary investigation number 676/UEIDT/37/2016. In the view of the petitioners, this constant changing of areas of the PGR in and of itself has led to delays in the investigation. This is because “every change of area has served as a pretext on each occasion to argue that the new person responsible for the investigation needs time to first study the case before being in a position to propose investigative steps to enable prompt identification of the likely persons responsible for the acts committed to the detriment of the González Pérez sisters.” Consequently, 23 years after the events took place, the case remains in absolute impunity. 

16. The victims and their petitioners believe that the State is not ensuring their participation in the investigation proceedings inasmuch as they have had to resort to an amparo claim to secure copies of the case files and to gain access to the copies without being required to pay for them. They also contended that, despite their requests, the State has not put forward a detailed road map of the investigative steps to be taken, a specific investigation plan, as well as a timetable with the concrete actions that have been carried out or that are yet to be carried out in the case investigation. Lastly, they voiced concern over the State’s intention of conducting a new examination of the victims. The alleged objective of this was that it be done according to the standards of the Istanbul Protocol. In this regard, the petitioners said that a physical exam more than 20 years after the events occurred would not yield significant results; on the contrary, it would revictimize them.  

17. In 2019, the petitioners indicated that so far the violations of the human rights of the González sisters are still in a state of complete impunity; consequently there has been no compliance with the reparations with regard to investigations. They reiterated that investigation 676/UEIDT/37/2016 of the torture of the González sisters is still being prepared by the Special Prosecutor’s Office for Investigation of Torture (FEIDT) of the Attorney General’s Office. They indicated that on May 16, 2019 a meeting was held in the offices of the Attorney General with representatives of the González sisters, representatives of the Mexican State, and the prosecutors in charge of conducting the investigation. At that time, a draft investigation work plan was given to them which, in the opinion of the petitioners, was generic and established a few steps to prove the culpability of the potential perpetrators, while it left out steps required to confirm the presence of the criminal elements of torture. They consider it very serious that the presence of torture has not yet been established, which creates legal uncertainty for the victims. They reported that during the meeting it was agreed that the FEIDT Prosecutor and the representatives of the González sisters would work together to make contributions and suggest lines of investigation, in light of the inaction of the State agents, but that this did not exempt the prosecutors from their duty to investigate. The petitioners reported that on June 28, 2019, the prosecutor in charge of the investigation met with the González sisters, their representatives, the trusted interpreter, and another trusted interpreter requested by the prosecutor, two representatives of the Ministry, and a forensic psychologist, where they interviewed several people included in the investigation plan. The petitioners also said that the SEDENA representatives have refused to provide them with information on the military officers who were deployed to the checkpoint where the González sisters were detained, and that they have refused to turn over the photo album of the military personnel who participated in these acts. The petitioners believe that the investigation is full of inconsistencies and that no substantial progress has been made, no new steps are being taken to contribute important elements to clarify the facts, and the lines of investigation are not clear. By the same token, the petitioners state that the prosecutor in charge of the case continues to say that the González sisters must be subjected to the Istambul Protocol yet again, although that is not the only tool available to prove sexual torture.
18. In 2020, the petitioners reiterated that, so far, the case of the González Sisters remains in impunity. They reported that with regard to investigation 676/UEIDT/37/2016, the Office of the Attorney General of the Republic informed them that significant progress had been made toward completing the investigation, but they did not present reports or proof of this progress. The petitioners also mentioned two of the commitments made by the State during the work meeting held before the IACHR on July 9. The commitments were to a) send a work plan to move forward with the investigations, and b) hold a work meeting with the Office of the Attorney General of the Republic to establish a mechanism for assisting with the investigation to ensure the victims and their representatives are able to participate.  Regarding the investigation plan, the petitioners reported that on July 14, 2020, they received a proposal from the State indicating that while the authorities have deemed the reported facts proven, they have not establish the responsibility of all the perpetrators who participated in committing the crime of torture, for which reason it was not possible to pursue the corresponding criminal action. The execution of the proposal presented by the State involves four stages: 1) a meeting with the petitioners to obtain more evidence; 2) review of the records of the victim’s appearances; 3) assessment of evidence and taking the investigative steps necessary; and 4) preparation of the prosecutorial charging document.
19. Regarding the meeting with the Office of the Attorney General to coordinate a mechanism through which the victims would be able to participate in the investigation, the petitioners stated that on July 31, 2020, they asked the State to schedule a meeting for August 7, 2020. In the request, they asked the State to invite this Commission to participate. They reported that on August 5, 2020, the petitioners received an invitation to a meeting on August 7. However, no information was provided on the potential participation of this Commission or of the agents of the Office of the Public Prosecutor in charge of the investigation. On August 7, the parties held a meeting in which the State reiterated what it had reported previously on its plan for the investigation and on the possibility of issuing a prosecutorial charging document for the crime of torture against three persons. Regarding this, the petitioners expressed concern at the lack of clarity surrounding the lines of investigation, as well as investigative steps to be taken and the timeline for execution. 
20. Along with this, the petitioners expressed concern at the fact that so far, the State had not conducted any type of analysis on chain of command of the Mexican Army in the framework of “operation rainbow," being deployed at the time of the facts. According to the petitioners, the chain of command is crucial for the investigation, as the facts took place in a context of militarization characterized by the deployment of counterinsurgency and repression strategies against the civilian population. The petitioners therefore reiterated that it was important for the Office of the Attorney General to add to the contextual information of the case with other evidentiary measures, including expert witness reports on history, criminology, military structure and operations, indigenous cosmovision, and gender-based violence.
21. The IACHR takes note of the meetings that have been held between State agents and the victims, along with their representatives, with the aim of informing them of the plan for the investigation and enabling them to participate in determining and executing the lines of investigation. It particularly underscores the availability and willingness to cooperate expressed by the parties during the meeting held in the framework of the 176th Period of Sessions of this Commission, during which it was possible to reach significant agreements. In this regard, the Commission views positively the progress demonstrated by the Mexican State in moving the investigations forward and allowing the petitioners to take part in the investigation to identify the individuals responsible for the human rights violations committed to the detriment of Ana, Beatriz, and Celia González Pérez and Delia Pérez de González. However, the IACHR finds that the progress is only the start of a more extensive process that must lead to the concrete guarantee of the rights to access to justice and truth to the benefit of the victims and their relatives.
22. Regarding the proposed investigation plan presented by the State, the IACHR views it as an important step that laid the groundwork for developing a comprehensive investigative process in coordination with the petitioners and the victims. Nevertheless, the Commission knows that the plan requires more information to guarantee its proper execution. The IACHR reminds the State that any plan to investigate human rights violations must consider the different lines of investigation that will be most appropriate for determining responsibility for the acts that took place; it must also include a detailed list of the most timely steps to be taken and their potential for accomplishing the sought-after objective. The Commission also reiterates the special relevance of considering within those lines of investigation the particularly grave nature of the violations committed, as well as the manner and the context in which they were perpetrated. It is the IACHR's view that because these are grave human rights violations, the investigations undertaken by the State must pursue as one of their central objectives to identify the structural context in which the violations took place; the systematic conditions that fostered or allowed them to take place; and the strategies coordinated in terms of the authorities among the actors involved, especially when State agents are implicated. 
23. Regarding this, the IACHR recalls that the duty to investigate must be fulfilled with all due seriousness and not as a simple formality doomed from the start to failure. It must have an objective and be assumed by the State as its own legal duty, not as a step taken by private interests that depends upon the initiative of the victim or his family or upon their offer of proof, without an effective search for the truth by the government.”
 Therefore, the IACHR concludes that Recommendation 1 remains pending compliance. It trusts that the State will expand on the investigation plan presented, in coordination with the victims, in order to move toward compliance with this recommendation.
24. As for recommendation 2, the State claimed to have received on October 29, 2014, a proposal for reparation from the petitioners, to which the State responded with a counterproposal on December 5, 2014. This counterproposal contains the following section titles: duty to investigate and punish, access to the investigation and participation of the victims, that the IACHR’s merits report assertions should be taken into consideration in the domestic criminal investigation, Public Ceremony of Recognition of Responsibility, measures of rehabilitation (medical and psychological treatment) and appropriate monetary compensation, in addition to other proposals put forward by the State, which are under review by the petitioners
.
25. On March 21, 2015, the parties held a working meeting under the auspices of the IACHR at its 154th Period of Sessions. At that meeting, the petitioners presented their observations on the State's proposal for implementing the recommendations. The parties also discussed the various elements that the agreement would cover and that would constitute comprehensive reparation. On April 21, 2015, the petitioners also presented their observations in writing, which was duly relayed to the State for its information. With respect to the proposed agreement on compliance, the parties said at the working meeting that they would move forward with the preparation of a more detailed clause with respect to health care and the act of acknowledgment of responsibility. The State indicated that it would recalculate the amounts of financial compensation, reformulating the amounts of consequential damages as nonpecuniary damages
.

26. In 2018, the Mexican State expressed its interest in carrying on with talks and addressing the requests put forward by the victims to provide full reparation, the Public Ceremony of recognition of responsibility, economic compensation and training of public servants. Based on reports, at a meeting on May 14, 2018, the Secretariat of Government updated the amounts of the proposed economic compensation to be paid to the victims.  
27. In 2019, the State reported on the Public Ceremony for acknowledgement of responsibility. It indicated that, during a meeting held on May 8, 2019, at which representatives of the victims and of the Ministry of the Interior were present, the State made a commitment to publicly acknowledge responsibility in the presence of personnel from the Secretariat of Defense (SEDENA). To this end, it would carry out the steps necessary to fulfill that commitment. The State also indicated that, at a meeting held on July 22, 2019, it was agreed that the public apology would take place on October 18, 2019, at the office of the mayor of Ocosingo, Chiapas. It also indicated that, during an additional meeting with staff of the Secretariat of Government, the Secretariat of Foreign Affairs, the Secretariat of Defense, the Attorney General’s Office, and representatives of the victims, there was a discussion about creating a committee of representatives from each of these institutions to organize the public apology event. The date for an initial planning meeting was set for August 16, 2019 in San Cristóbal, Chiapas. As for economic compensation, the State indicated that on May 17, 2019, the Technical Committee of the Trust for Compliance with Human Rights Obligations unanimously agreed that the amounts of monetary reparations for the sisters and their mother should be the same.
28. Regarding the payment of compensation, in 2020, the State reported that on August 14, 2020, the 12th regular session of the Technical Committee of the Trust for Compliance with Human Rights Obligations was held, during which the identities of the victims were confirmed and the use of resources from the trust was approved for paying the compensation ordered. The State indicated that work is being done to sign the compliance agreement with the victims and their representatives, and that once the agreement is signed, the compensation will be paid out.
29. In 2018, the petitioners claimed that the process of reparation has been at a standstill since 2016 and, therefore, by means of an official letter of October 20, 2017, that was addressed to the Unit for the Defense of Human Rights of the Secretariat of Government, they requested the working meetings to be restarted in order to reach an agreement on compliance with Report on the Merits No. 53/01. According to the petitioners, on May 14, 2018, a first meeting was held with the State to revisit prospects for a compliance agreement. In this regard, the petitioners laid out that full reparation for the violations of the victims’ rights must essentially include three components: (i) Investigation into the crimes and punishment of those responsible; (ii) public act of recognition of responsibility and (iii) compensation for damages. In this regard, they voiced concern over the Mexican State’s unwillingness to carry out a public ceremony of recognition of responsibility with the participation of the National Defense Secretariat (SEDENA).
30. In 2019, the petitioners again reiterated that for more than 17 years the Mexican State has ignored the right of Ana, Beatriz, and Celia González Pérez, as well as their mother’s, to receive proper reparations. They stated that comprehensive reparations should consider the three components that were listed in 2018. Furthermore, they reiterated their willingness to sign a compliance agreement with the State. As for the public apology ceremony and recognition of responsibility, they indicated that after the latest meetings held with the victims, their representatives, and government officials, significant progress may be made in terms of reparations, if the State fulfills its commitments made therein. The petitioners indicated that, as a result of the commitments made in the working meeting of May 7, 2019, during the 172nd period of sessions of the IACHR, there have been several meetings between the representatives of the State and the petitioners. An initial meeting was held on May 8, 2019 with the Secretariat of Government in which it was agreed to move toward the drafting of an agreement to comply with the recommendations. A second meeting was held on July 22, 2019, with representatives of the State and the González Pérez sisters in Mexico City to follow-up on the case and hear directly from the victims regarding their demands to determine reparations, specifically regarding the public event for acknowledgement of responsibility and public apology. The sisters said that it was important for this to be held with a high-ranking government official and in the presence of SEDENA representatives, and with guarantees that the ceremony will be directed at the community. The petitioners reported that during that meeting the State undertook to (i) hold the public acknowledgement of responsibility ceremony  in a way that respects the world view and other requests of the González Pérez sisters; (ii) have the high command of SEDENA present at the ceremony; (iii) have the Secretariat of Government give the public apology on behalf of the Mexican State; (iv) ensure that the ceremony is public and can be attended by an array of federal and municipal officials, as well as members of the Community; (v) guarantee the safety of the population during the event through flexible security protocols that do not threaten their personal safety and in the presence of law enforcement—now National Guard; (vi) the event should have simultaneous interpretation services in the indigenous language of the González Pérez sisters. 

31. The petitioners also said that on July 22, 2019 they held a third meeting which was attended by a representative of SEDENA. They expressed concern because that representative made no statement nor confirmed the presence of any representative of SEDENA at the ceremony. The petitioners reported that later, on August 16, 2019, they held a fourth meeting with the Unit for the Defense of Human Rights of the Secretariat of Government (SEGOB) in which it was confirmed that the ceremony would be held on October 18, 2019 at the City Hall of Ocosingo, Chiapas in the presence of the Secretariat of Defense (SEDENA) with a format agreed upon with the victims and with interpretation into the Tzeltal language. The petitioners indicated that through the SEGOB they gave the State a format for the public apology ceremony, the content of which was discussed on September 11, 2019. They indicated that, during that meeting, the representative of SEGOB confirmed the presence of the SEDENA high command at the public apology. In conclusion, the petitioners said that they had a positive view of the State’s commitment to hold the public apology. They also stated that they expected the agreements and requests of the victims to be fully respected, and that their needs and world view would be honored during what they perceived to be an act of public recognition as a reparative measure.  

32. On October 22, 2019, the petitioners submitted a note from SEGOB dated October 15, 2019 in which SEGOB reported who would issue the apology on behalf of the State. The petitioners informed the Commission that in a note dated October 17, 2019 they told SEGOB of their concern over the State’s proposed format because SEDENA was not included in the program, despite the fact that the sisters had said their presence was indispensable. In that same note the petitioners indicated that the State had not considered the requests of the victims regarding what was needed for the ceremony to be reparative and that they had only learned of the changes three days before the event. The note submitted to SEGOB indicated that the petitioners asked them to respect the terms proposed by the victims.
33. As for payment of financial compensation, in 2019 the petitioners indicated that said payment was still pending. They reiterated that the González Pérez sisters have asked for the compensation amounts proposed by the State to be equal for the sisters and their mother, and that the Technical Committee of the Trust had approved that request.  

34. In 2020, with regard to the act of public recognition, the petitioners reported that it took place on October 18, 2019, in Ocosingo, Chiapas. However, they said the event did not comply with the format or commitments agreed to beforehand, as the SEDENA was not present and did not issue a public apology. In the framework of this act, the petitioners and the State signed a memorandum of understanding that establish a commitment between the parties to sign an agreement of full compliance with recommendations that would include, among other things, full payment of the compensation ordered. According to the petitioners, a proposed agreement was sent to the State in December 2019. The State did not respond with an updated version of the proposal until July 2020. The petitioners recall that, in the framework of the work meeting held during the 176th Period of Sessions of the IACHR, the State committed to signing the agreement by July 31, 2020, at the latest, in the municipality of Ocosingo, Chiapas. Despite this, the petitioners reported that days before the deadline for the commitment, it had not received any communication from the State. According to its report, it was not until August 5, 2020, that the State communicated a series of last-minute comments made by the Office of the Secretary for Governance, which must be addressed prior to signing of the agreement. The petitioners detailed how the observations were addressed and the sending of the necessary documentary evidence. They also reported that, after taking major steps in the framework of the COVID-19 pandemic, on August 25, the González sisters and some of their representatives signed the agreement.   Despite having the signatures, the petitioners reported that on October 1, 2020, SEGOB notified the Office of the Attorney General of its refusal to sign the agreement because the head of one of the agencies had changed recently. The representatives of the victims informed this Commission that the State committed to signing the agreement in November 2020. To date, the Commission has not received any update on this matter.
35.  Regarding the payment of compensation, the petitioners reported that in accordance with the commitments made by the State in the framework of the work meeting held in July 2020, the State was required to make these payments by August 21, 2020 at the latest. However, they indicated that the obstacles to signing the agreement had also impacted the compensation payments, which had not yet been made.

36. The IACHR views positively the willingness of the parties to sign a total compliance agreement to facilitate the granting of measures of reparation, as established in Merits Report 53/01. However, the IACHR expresses regret that the agreement has not been signed yet due to procedural obstacles. In this regard, the IACHR recognizes the effort made by the victims and their representatives to push for the signing of the agreement and calls on the State to take the particular situation of the victims into account by adopting special measures to facilitate and accelerate processing of the agreement.
37. Regarding the act of public recognition of responsibility, the Commission takes note that it was held and of the petitioners’ argument regarding the absence of representatives from the SEDENA. However, it also notes that in the framework of the work meeting held during the 176th Period of Sessions of the IACHR, petitioners signaled they were in agreement with the fulfillment of that act. Based on this, the Commission recognizes the efforts made by both parties and appreciates the willingness and availability of both to move forward on this measure of reparation, which is essential for the comprehensive reparations ordered by the IACHR. Based on this, the Commission observes that the parties have contributed relevant information to updating the status of compliance with this recommendation, and given that the State has complied with its commitment to hold an act of public recognition of responsibility, and that the petitioners have consented to that act, the IACHR concludes that Recommendation 2 has met with partial compliance. The Commission invites the State to continue making efforts and taking measures to move decisively forward with the signing of the compliance agreement and the payment of the compensation ordered so as to advance toward full compliance with this recommendation.
V. Level of compliance of the case 
38. Based on the foregoing, the Commission concludes that this case is pending compliance. Accordingly, the IACHR will continue to monitor implementation of Recommendations 1 and 2 issued in the Merits Report No. 53/01. The IACHR invites both parties to continue their efforts to dialogue in order to sign a compliance agreement in relation to the reparation measures.
VI. Individual and structural results of the case 
39. This section highlights the individual and structural results of the case, which have been informed by the parties. 

A. Individual results of the case
· The State reported that, through the Government of Chiapas, on April 4, 2011, the victims and their mother, in a private act, received $ 2,000,000 (two million Mexican pesos), for humanitarian support. The State specified that the support granted to the victims was not an acknowledgment of responsibility in the events that motivated the recommendations of the IACHR and could not be considered as compensation for damage.
· On October 18, 2019, an act of public recognition of responsibility was held by the Mexican State. The act took place in the municipality of Ocosingo, Chiapas, with the presence of senior authorities of the Mexican State and simultaneous interpretation in the Tzeltal language. 
B. Structural results of the case
· No structural results have been informed by the parties. 
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