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ANNEX XXII

~

Views of the Human Rights Committee under article 5 (4)
of the Optional Protocol to the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights·
concerning
Communication No. 107/1981
Submitted by:

Maria del Carmen Almeida de Quinteros, on behalf of her daughter,
Elena Quinteros Almeida, and on her own behalf

Alleged victims:

Elena Quinteros Almeida and the author of the communication

State party concerned:

Uruguay

Date of communication:

17 september 1981 (date of initial letter)

Date of decision on admissibility:
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Meeting on 21 July 1983,
Having concluded its consideration of communication No. 107/1981 submitted to
the Committee by Marfa del Carmen Almeida de Quinteros under the Optional Protocol
to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights,
Having taken into account all written information made available to it by the
author of the communication and by the State party concerned,
adopts the following:
5 (4)

OF THE OPrIONAL PROTOCOL

1.1 The author of the communication (initial letter dated 17 September 1981 and
further letters postmarked 30 September 1981 and dated 28 September 1982 and
2 May 1983) is a Uruguayan national, residing at present in Sweden. She submitted
the communication on behalf of her daughter, Elena C~interos Almeida, and on her
own behalf.
1.2

r

25 March 1982

The Human Rights Committee, established under article 28 of the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights,

VIEWS UNDER ARTICLE

1

The author describes the relevant .facts as follows:
"My daughter (born on 9 September 1945) was arrested at her home in the
city of Montevideo on 24 June 1976. Four days later, while she was being held
completely incommunicado, she was taken by military personnel to a particular

*

Mr. WaIter Surma Tarnopolsky did not participate in the adoption of the
views of the Committee under article 5 (4) of the Optional Protocol in this matter.
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spot in the city near the Embassy of Venez uela. My daugh
have told her capto rs that she had a rende zvous at that ter would appea r to
place with anoth er
perso n whom they wishe d to arres t. Once she was in front
the Embassy of Venez uela, my daugh ter succe eded ill gettin of a house adjoi ning
g away from the
perso ns accom panyin g her, jumped over a wall and lande
d insid e the Embassy
groun ds. At the same time, she shout ed out her name so
as to alert passe rs-by
to what was happe ning in case she was recap tured . The
milit ary perso nnel
accom panyin g her then enter ed the diplo matic missi on and,
after strik ing the
Secre tary of the Embassy and other members of its staff
, dragg ed my d~ughter
of.f the prem ises."
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1.3 The autho r alleg es that, due to this event , Venez
uela suspe nded its diplo matic
relati ons with Urugu ay.
1.4 The autho r claim s that since that day (28 June 1976)
she could never obtai n
from the autho rities any offic ial inform ation about her
daug
hter's where about s, nor
was her deten tion offic ially admit ted. She furth er claim
s that this denia l of
offic ial inform ation by the autho rities of Urugu ay was
incom patibl e with the
testim ony of other \pers ons (the autho r enclo ses two testim
onies ) and also num~rous
statem ents made priva tely by autho rities and diplo matic
repre senta tives of Urugu ay
to the autho r herse lf and to other s. The autho r, in addit
ion, enclo ses an extra ct
from a bookl et entit led Mujer es y ninos Urugu ayos desap
arecid os ("Mis sing Urugu ayan
Women and Child ren") conce rning the case of her daugh
ter, in which it is menti oned
in parti cular that on 2 March 1979, the Amba ssador and
Repre senta tive of Urugu ay to
the Unite d Natio ns Comm ission on Human Right s at Genev
a, who was at that time
Direc tor of Forei gn Polic y of the Minis try of Forei gn
Affai rs, told the autho r that
her daugh ter was alive , that she had been taken from the
Venez uelan Embassy by
members of the Urugu ayan polic e and army, that she was
being kept a priso ner and
that effor ts were being made to clari fy respo nsibi lities
.
1.5 The first testim ony enclo sed by the autho r, dated
Crist ina Marqu et Navar ro, who state s that she perso nallyJanua ry 1981, is from
knew Elena Quint eros.
Crist ina Marqu et Navar ro state s that she was arres ted
on 29 July 1976 in
Monte video , that on 8 Augus t 1976 she was taken to a milit
detai nees were kept blind folde d and with their hands tied ary unit, that there all
and that they were
syste matic ally sUbje cted to tortu re. She adds that all
detai nees receiv ed an
ident ificat ion number upon arriv al, by which they were
number was 2572. Crist ina Marqu et furth er state s that addre ssed, and that her
durin g her first night
there , she heard "the despa iring cries of a woman who
kept sayin g 'why didn 't they
kill me, why didn 't they kill me?' It was defin itely
the voice of
Elena Quint eros. It was clear from the despe ration of
her cries that she was being
bruta lly tortu red". Crist ina Marqu et alleg es that later
she was able to estab lish
that Elena Quint eros had been given number 2537. She
furth er alleg es that once,
her eye-b andag e being loose , she could see Elena Quint
eros who was lying on a
mattr ess. Elena Quin teros ' state of healt h was extrem
ely poor "as a resul t of
the bruta l tortu re to which she had been and was being
subje cted daily ".
Crist ina Marqu et menti ons the names of two male offic ers
and of two femal e soldi ers
who were dealin g with Elena Quint eros. In Octob er 1976,
Crist ina Marqu et was
trans ferre d to anoth er deten tion place and she was relea
sed on7 December 1978.
She adds that after Octob er 1976 she never heard about
Elena Quint eros again .
1.6 The secon d testim ony is from Alber to Grill e Motta
. 31
other Urugu ayans , among them Enriq ue Baron i, who had taken He state s that he and
refug e at the Embas sy of
Venez uela in Monte video , saw a number of Embassy emplo
yees runni ng out of the
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,building on the morning of 28 June 1976~ that Enrique Baroni, who had gone up to
the first floor, saw a young woman being dragged away by a man whom he recognized
as a policeman whom he had known, under a nickname which is given by the author, in
Department No. 5 for Intelligence and Information of the Monte"'ideo Bolice
Headquarters when they were held there. Mr. Grille adds that the following day, on
29 June 1976, the parents-in-law of Elena Quinteros came to the Embassy with a
picture of their daughter-in-law and her identity was confirmed, in particular, by
the Secretary of the Embassy. He further claims that the Ambassador told him some
months later that he was in possession of information pointing to a policeman known
under the same nickname as the one mentioned by Enrique Baroni and whose real name
was ••• , who, together with other police personnel, had taken part in the abduction
of Elena Quinteros.
1.7 The author, Maria del Carmen Almeida de Quinteros: states that she has
withdrawn her daughter's case from the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights.
By a further letter, postmarked 30 September 1981, she enclosed a copy of her
withdrawal letter, dated 17 November 1980, addressed to the Inter-American
Commission, and the text of a request for confirmation of the withdrawal, dated
28 September 1981.
1.8 The author further states that there are no domestic remedies that could be
invoked and have not been exhausted, sinc~ her daughter's arrest has always been
denied by the Uruguayan authorities and th~ remedy of habeas corpus is only
applicable in the case of detained persons.
1.9 The author claims that the following articles of the Covenant have been
violated with respect to her daughter: 7, 9, 10, 12, 14, 17 and 19. She adds that
she is herself a victim of violations of article 7 (psychological torture because
she does not know where her daughter is) and of article 17 of the Covenant, because
of interference with her private and family life.
2.
The Human Rights Committee noted, in this connection, that the allegations of
violations made by the author on her own behalf raised the question whether she was
subject to the jurisdiction of Uruguay, within the meaning of article 1 of the
Optional Protocol, at the time of the alleged violations in question. The
Committee agreed that this issue would be reviewed, if necessary, in the light of
any submission which the State party might make under article 4 (2) of the Optional
Protocol.
-3.
By its decision of 14 October 1981, the Working Group of the Human Rights
Committee, having decided that the author of the communication was justified in
acting on behalf of the alleged victim, transmitted the communication under rule 91
of the provisional rules of procedure to the-State party concerned, requesting
information and observations relevant to the question of admissibility of the
communication and, the whereabouts of the alleged victim being unknown since 1976,
further requesting the State party- to confirm that Elena Quinteros was in detention
and to make known the place of her detention. No reply was received from the State
party to these requests.
4.
On the basis of the information before it, the Committee found that it was not
precluded by article 5 (2) (a) of the Optional Protocol from considering the
communication. The Corr~ittee was also unable to conclude that, in the
circumstances of this case, there were effective remedies available to the alleged
victim which she had failed to exhaust. Accordingly, the Committee found that the
communication was not inadmissible under article 5 (2) (b) of the Optional Protocol.
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On 25 March 1982, the Human Right s Comm ittee there fore
decid ed:
(a)

~'

~l

That the comm unicat ion was admis sible;

';.' l

(b) That, in accor dance with artic le 4 (2) of the Optio
nal Proto col, the
State party shoul d be reque sted to subm it to the Co~~i
ttee, withi n six month s of
the date of the trans mitta l to it of this decis ion, writt
en expla natio ns or
statem ents clarif ying the matte r and the remed y, if any,
that may have been taken
by it;
·.i

(c) That the State party be inform ed teat the writt en
expla natio ns or
statem ents subm itted by it under artic le 4 (2) of the
Optio nal Proto col must relat e
prima rily to the subst ance of the matte r under conside~at
ion. The Comm ittee
stress ed that, in order to perfor m its respo nsibi lities
, it requi red speci fic
respo nses to the alleg ation s which had been made by the
autho r of the comm unicat ion
and the State party 's expla natio ns of the actio ns taken
by it. The State party was
reque sted, in this conne ction, to enclo se copie s of any
court order s or decis ions
or repor ts of inqui ries of releva nce to the matte r under
consi derat ion.
6.
In its submi ssion under artic le 4 (2) of the Optio nal
Proto col, dated
13 Augus t 1982, the state party refer red to the ccnte
nts of an earli er note,
dated 14 June 1982, which appea red to be a late submi
s~ion under rule 91 of the
provi siona l rules of proce dure. The text of this earli
er note read as follow s:
"The Urugu ayan Gover nment wishe s to inform that the perso
n in quest ion
(Elen a Quint eros) has been sough t throu ghout Urugu ay
since 8 May 1975. The
asser tions conta ined in this comm unicat ion ar~ there fore
rejec ted as
unfou nded, since the Gover nment had no part in the episo
de descr ibed. "
7.1 In her comm ents, dated 28 Septem ber 1982, the autho
r draws the atten tion of
the Human Right s Comm ittee to the fact that the Gover
nment of Urugu ay has failed to
provi de any speci fic or detai led answe rs regar ding the
subst ance of her daug hter's
case, despi te the expre ss reque st by the Comm ittee.
The autho r state s that:
"The Gover nment simpl y rejec ted my asser tions as 'unfou
nded' in purel y gener al
terms and, indee d, on the sole groun d that it had had
no part in the episo de
which I descr ibed. I consi der it to be of the utmos t
impor tance to point out,
in this conne ction , that the Gover nment does not speci
fical ly deny that my
daugh ter was arres ted in June 1976 by Gover nment force
s, that she was detain ed
by the army in 1976, or that an incid ent took place at
the Venez uelan Embas sy
on 28 June 1976, in the cours e of which my daugh ter was
taken from the Embassy
groun ds. Above all, the Gover nment of Urugu ay does not
deny that it is
holdi ng my daugh ter. In short , apart from the very gener
al asser tion refer red
to above , the Gover nment has not denie d, or even quest
ioned the truth of a
singl e one of the serio us event s descr ibed by me in my
comm unicat ion to the
Comm ittee. It is surpr ising that, despi te the gravi ty
of these event s, the
Gover nment has quite clear ly failed to order an inves
tigati on into the matte r."
7.2 The autho r urges the Comm ittee to call on the Gover
an inves tigati on. She sugge sts that speci fic quest ions nment of Urugu ay to order
shoul d be put to the State
party and that it would be very helpf ul if the Comm ittee
could obtai n furth er
detai ls from the Gover nment of Venez uela regar ding the
incid ent which took place on
28 June 1976 in the groun ds of their Embas sy in Monte
video .

ileged
:it the
:otoc ol.
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7.3 Addressing the question raised by the Committee whether she comes within the
jurisdiction of Uruguay as to the violations alleged in her own behalf, the author
states that she was in Uruguay at the time of her daughter's arrest in 1976.
"Consequently, both my daughter and I were at the time under Uruguayan
jurisdiction. Quite clearly, my daughter remains under Uruguayan jurisdi~tion
and her rights continue to be violated daily by the Government of Uruguay.
Since the continued violation of my daughter's human rights constitutes the
crucial factor of the violation of my own rights, the Governmeilt cannot, in my
view, in any way evade its responsibility towards me. I continue to suffer
day and night because of the lack of information on my dear daughter, and I
therefore believe that, from the lnoment ~men my daughter was arrested, I was,
and I continue to be, the victim of a violation of articles 7 and 17 of the
Covenant."
8.
On 15 October 1982, before formulating its views in the light of the
information made available to it by the author of the communication and by the
State party concerning the alleged arrest, detention and mistreatment of
Elena Quinteros, the Human Rights Committee decided to adopt the following interim
decision:
liThe Human Rights Committee,
Noting that the author of the communication has submitted detailed
information, including eyewitness testimonies, concerning the detention of her
daughter, Elena Quinteros,
Taking note also of the brief information submitted by the State party on
14 June and 13 August 1982, to the effect that E1ena Quinteros had been sought
throughout Uruguay since 8 May 1975 and that the Government of Uruguay had no
part in the events described by the author of the communication,
Concerned, however, that the State party has made no attempt to address
in substance the serious and corroborated allegations made against it, but
merely denies any knowledge thereof,
Concluding, that the information furnished by the State party, so far, is
insufficient to comply with the requirements of article 4 (2) of the Optional
Protocol,
Urges the State party, without furthe~ delay and with a view to
clarifying the matters complained of, to conduct a thorough inquiry into the
allegations made and to inform the Human Rights Committee of the outcome of
such inquiry not later than by 1 February 1983."
1.

In a note dated 12 January 1983, in response to the Human Rights Committee's
interim decision, the State party stated the following:

9.

liThe Government of Uruguay wishes to reiterate what it said to the
Committee ~n its reply to the note of 4 December 1981 on this case" (see
para. 6 above).
10.1 In her comments of 2 May 1983, the author recalls that her daughter was
officially arrested at her home in Montevideo, on 24 June 1976, because of her
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polit ical op1nl ons, by members of Depar tment No. 5 of
the Natio nal Direc torate for
Inform ation and Intell igenc e of the Monte video POlic e
Head quart ers. She state s
that her daugh ter was kept incom munic ado on the premi ses
of the polic e depar tment
for four days until the morni ng of 28 June, althou gh under
the Cons tituti on and
laws of Urugu ay the maximUln perio d durin g which a perso
n may be held incom munic ado
is 48 hours .
10.2 The autho r claim s that "ther e is no possi ble doubt
regar ding the centr al fact
which promp ted my comm unicat ion, namel y that my daugh
ter Elena was abduc ted on
28 June 1976 from withi n the Embassy of the Repub lic of
that this abduc tion (or arres t carri ed out in the form Venez uela at Monte video and
of an abduc tion) was the
work and respo nsibi lity of Urugu ayan offic ial autho rities
, and since that day Elena
has been in the custo dy of the Urugu ayan offic ial milit
ary autho rities ."
10.3 Conce rning her daugh terls arres t insid e the Venez
uelan Embassy groun ds on
28 June 1976, the autho r gives the follow ing detai ls:

"Beli eving that Elena was going to denou nce someo ne, her
capto rs broug ht her
near to the Emqas sy, allow ing her freedo m of movement
so that she could go to
the suppo sed rende zvous . Elena , who had alrea dy given
thoug ht to the
poss ibilit y, went into the house next to the Emba ssy.
From there she managed
to jump over the divid ing wall, thus landin g in Venez uelan
territ ory. She
shout ed 'Asylu m: I and state d her name and occup ation .
When they realiz ed what
was happe ning, the police men escor ting her came throu gh
the gate givin g acces s
to the garde ns of the Embas sy, witho ut being stopp ed by
the four police men on
guard . When they heard Elena shout ing, the Amba ssador
and his secre tary, as
well as other offic ials, ran towar ds her and were able
to see her being beate n
and dragg ed by the hair by the police men who were tryin
g to remove her by
force from Venez uelan territ ory. The Coun sellor of the
Emba ssy,
Mr. Frank B~cerra, and the Secre tary, Bapti sta Oliva res,
tried to preve nt the
woman seeki ng refug e from being removed from the Embas
sy garde n befor e she
could enter the reside nce itsel f. While Elena was being
dragg ed outsi de, the
two diplo mats were grapp ling with the polic e, grabb ing
hold of Elena 's legs.
One of the police men struck Mr. Becer ra who fell, thus
Elena away and put her in a green ish Volks wagen whose enabl ing them to take
regis tratio n numbe r, as
~as seen by a large number of resid
ents who had obser ved each stage of the
p)lic e raid, ended in 714 and which a POlic e Head quart
ers
ident ified on 2 July as the I car with unide ntifie d suspe communique
cts who abduc ted a
woman l • In their anger , the polic e even went to the inhum
an lengt hs of
slamm ing the car door hard again st Elena ls legs while
she was being bundl ed
into the car, certa inly causi ng a fract ure. The car then
moved off at high
speed , with its doors still open, again st the oncom ing
vehic les and despi te
the heavy traff ic to be found at that hour, about 10.30
ar
Artig as, wher~ the Embassy is situa ted, at number 1257, a.m., in the Bulev
in the 'POci tos l
distr ict,S km from the centr e of Monte video ."
10.4 The autho r furth er state s that, accor ding to eyew
itness accou nts receiv ed by
the Amba ssador of Venez uela, her daugh ter was trans ferre
d from the green Volks wagen
to an offic ial Urugu ayan army truck . She claim s that
anoth er signi fican t detai l is
that when her daugh er enter ed the garde n of the Embassy
she ran towar ds the
reside nce cryin g "Asylu m, asylu m:", state d her name and
occup ation and managed to
shout "this is 1 • • • 1 from the Depar tment No. 5". The
autho
"from refug ees (five in all) who were in the Embassy await r furth er subm its that
ing a safe condu ct in
order to leave Urugu ay, and from her (daug hter's ) statem
ents, it was possi ble to
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10.5 Concerning the suspension of diplomatic relations between Venezuela and
Uruguay, the author stresses that lI as a result of these events of June 1976,
Venezuela broke off diplomatic relations with the Government of Uruguay and they
have not been restored until this day. The Government of Venezuela has made it
absolutely clear that tbese relations will remain severed until such time as
Elena Quinteros is set fr~e and handed over to the Venezuelan authorities and it is
given a full explanation of the facts". She adds that "it would not seem logical
to think even for a moment that the authorities and various groups in Venezuela
would have taken such a serious step as the breaking of diplomatic relations if
they had not been convinced that Uruguayan public officials had directly
participated in the violation of the Venezuelan Embassy in Uruguay and in the
abduction of Elena Quinteros ll •
10.6 The author refers to the position the Committee has taken, in previous cases,
that in the face of specific and detailed complaints, it was not sufficient for the
Stata party to refute these allegations in general terms but that lIit should have
investigated the allegations ll • In case R.7/30 Eduardo Bleier v. Uruguay, for
example, the Committee came to the conclusion that the person concerned had been
"arrested and detained ll by the Uruguayan authorities, although officially he had
IIdisappeared", on the basis of stdtements by witnesses that they had seen him held
prisoner in official detention centres.
10.7 To corroborate her allegations concerning the responsibility of the Uruguayan
authorit;.es in her dauther's case, the author recalls the testimonies referred to
in paragraphs 1.5 and 1.6 above and adds new substantial evidence as follows:
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A letter sent to the author in January 1977 by the Secretary-General of
the Office of the Presidency of the Republic of Venezuela, in which he
stated that the Government "will continue to press for the release of
your daughter, Elena Quinteros Almeida ll and expressed the hope that "in
the end justice will be done and this wrong will be redressed"~

(ii)

A Declaration adopted by the Chamber of Deputies of Venezuela on
26 April 1978, in which it is stated lion 28 June 1976 last, the Uruguayan
citizen, Elena Quinteros, was arrested by the Uruguayan police
authorities when she was seeking diplomatic asylum in the Venezuelan
Embassy at Montevideo", " ••• not only does this action constitute a
flagrant violation of the right of asylum but, in addition, the Uruguayan
police authorities assaulted two diplomatic representatives of our
country, thus violating the most elementary rules of diplomatic immunity
and international courtesy"~
.

(iii)

Statements made to the Wo~king Group on Enforced or Involuntary
Disappearances by the representative of Uruguay to the Commission on
Human Rights on 1 December 1981. The representative then said: liThe
disappearance of Elena Quinteros has caused us considerable problems. It
led to· the severing of our relations with Venezuela. It gave rise to a
controversy in the pruguayan newspapers, some of which asked whether or
not the Uruguayan authorities were implicated •••• Miss Quinteros went
into the Embassy of Venezuela. Before she was able to go inside and
before she could initiate the procedure for applying for asylum, two
-222-
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persons removed her forcibly from the entrance to the Embassy of Venezuela,
put her in a car and took her away •••• " E/
10.8 The author reiterates that "there can be no doubt as to the applicability of
the Covenant in my particular case ••• ". She states that, when her daughter was
arrested in June 1976, "she and I were living in Montevideo, that is to say, within
the jurisdiction of the Uruguayan authorities. As stated in my original
communication, I was and continue to be victim of the violation of articles 7 and
17 of the Covenant".
In accordance with its mandate under article 5 (1) of the Optional Protocol,
the Committee has considered the communication in the light of the information made
available to it by the author of the communication and by the State party
concerned. In this connection, the Committee has adhered strictly to the principle
audiatur et altera pars and has given the State party every opportunity to furnish
information to refute the evidence presented by the author. The State party
appears to have ignored the Committee's request for a thorough inquiry into the
author's allegations. The Committee reiterates that it is implicit in
article 4 (2) of the'Optional Protocol that the State party has the duty to
investigate in good faith all allegations of violation of the Covenant made against
it and its authorities, espeGially when such allegations are corroborated by
evidence submitted by the author of the communication, and to furnish to the
Committee the information available to it. In cases where the author has sU')nitted
to the Committee allegations supported by substantial witness testimony, as in this
case, and where further clarification of the case depends cn information
exclusively in the hands of the State party, the Committee may consider such
allegations as substantiated in the absence of satisfactory evidence and
explanations to the contrary submitted by the State party.
11.

12.1 with regard to the identity of the alleged victim, the Committee on the basis
of (a) the detailed information submitted by the author, inclUding an eyewitness
testimony, and (b) the statement m',;.1e to the Working Group on Enforced or
Involuntary Disappearance by the representative of Uruguay to the Commission on
Human Rights, on 1 December 1981, has no doubt that the woman who was able to go
inside the Embassy of V~nezuela at Montevideo, on 28 June 1976, requesting asylum
and who was forcibly removed from the Embassy grounds, put in a car and ta~~n away,
was Elena Quinteros.
12.2 In addition, the Committee cannot but give appropriate weight to the
following information:
(i)

(ii)

Mr. Grille Motta in his testimony states that, during the incident of
28 June 1976, Enrique Baroni could identify onc of Elena Quinteros'
captors as being a policeman, nicknamed ••• ", ::::/
Mrs. Marquet Navarro in her testiffiony asserts that she saw
Elena Quinteros in August 1976 in the detention place where she herself
was being held and that she could observe that Elena Quinteros had been
sUbjected to severe ill-treatment. Mrs. Marquet also gives the names of
two male officers and blO female soldiers who were "dealing" with
Elena Quinteros.

12.3 The Human Rights Committee, accordingly, finds that, on 28 June 1976,
Elena Quinteros was arrested on the grounds of the Embassy of Venezuela at
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Montevideo by at least one member of the Uruguayan police force and that in
August 1976 she was held in a military detention centre in Uruguay where she
was subjected to torture.
13. It is, therefore, the COlnmittee's view that the information before it reveals
breaches of articles 7, 9 and 10 (1) of the International covenant on Civil and
~litical Righ~s.

14. with regard to the violations alleged by the author on her own behalf, the
Committee notes that, the statement of the author that she was in Uruguay at the
time of the incident regarding her daughter, was not contradicted by the State
party. The Committee understands the anguish and stress caused to the mother by
the disappearance of her daughter and by the continuing uncertainty concerning her
fate and whereabouts. The author has the right to know what has happened to her
daughter. In these respects, she too is a victim of the violations of the Covenant
suffered by her daughter in particular, of article 7.
15. The Human Rights Committee reiterates that the Government of Uruguay has a
duty to conduct a full investigation into the matter. There is no evidence that
this has been done.
16. The Human Rights Committee, acting under article 5 (4) of the Optional
Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and ~litical Rights, therefore
concludes that responsibility foT. the disappear.ance of Blena Quinteros falls on
the authorities of Uruguay and that, consequently, the Government of Uruguay should
take immediate and effective steps (a) to establish what has happened to
Elena Quinteros since 28 June 1976, and secure her releaseJ (b) to bring to justice
any persons found to be responsible for her disappearance and ill-treatruentJ (c) to
pay compensation for the wrongs suffered~ and (d) to ensure that similar violations
do not occur in the future.
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On 29 July 1980, the Committee adopted views in case No. R.2/11 (11/1977)
concerning Alberto Grille Motta v. Uruguay.
See E/CN.4/1492, annex XVI.
Same nickname and name as referred to in paras. 1.6 and 10.4 above.
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