ANNEX VIXX

Views of the Human Rights Committee under article S, paragraph 4,
of the Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Cival
and Political Rights

A. Communication No. 155/1983, Eric Hammel v, Madagascar (Viewa
adopted on 3 April 1987 at the twenty—-ninth scession)

Submitted bys Eric Hamwel

Alleged victiwm: the author

State party concerned: Madagascat

Date of communication: 1 August 1983 (date of initial letter)

Date of decision on admigsibility: 28 March 1915

The Human Rights Committce established under article 28 of the International
Covcnant on Civil and Political Rights:

Meeting on 3 April 1987;

Having concluded its consideration of communication No. 155/1983 submitted to
the Committee by Maitre Eric Hammel uuder the Optional Protocol to the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rightsa;

Having taken into account all written information made available to i+ by the
author of tho communication and by the State party concerned)

adopts the following:

VIEWS UNDER ARTICLE S, PARAGRAPH 4, OF THE OPTIONAL PROTOCOL

1. The author of the communication (initial letter dated 1 Augusnt 1983 and
further lettars of 12 December 1982, 18 September and 17 October 1985, 30 May and
18 August 1986 and 25 February 1987) is Maftre Eric Hammel, a French national and
resident of France, formerly a practising attorney in Madagascar until hig
expulosion in Februa.y 1982. He claims to be a victim of viclations by the State
parcy of articles 9, 13 ard 14 of the Intornational Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights. ile also alleyes a breach of artiele 2, paragraph 3 (b), of the Covenant.

2.1 Maitre Hammel states that he was called to the Madagascar bar in May 1963 and
practised law at Antananarivo. He claims to have bullt up over a period of

19 years one of the best law practices in Madagascar and that he defonded the
principal leaders of the Malagasy political opposition as well as other political
prigsoners. He alleges that on two occasions, in 1980 and 1981, he was detained by
DGID (Malagasy puvlitical police) and releaged after one day of questioning. On

8 February 1982, the political police arrested him again at his law office, kept
him in incommunicado detention in a basement cell of the prison of the political
police and subsequently deported him from Madagascar on 11 February 1982, giving
him only two hours to pack his belongings.
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2.2 with regard to the exhaustion of dowestic rewmedies, the author alleges that o
1 March 1982 he applied to the Malagasy Ministry of the Interior for the abrogation
of the expulsion order as illeqal and unfounded. In the absence of any responae

fcom the Ministry, the author formally applied to the Administrative Chamber of the

Supreme Court of Madagascar on 10 June 1982 requesting abrogation of the expulsion
order,

2.3 The author alleges certain interferonce with his correspondence by the
Malagasy postal services and governmental interference in various court proceedings
in which he was engaged.

2.4 It is claimed that the proceedings started by the author were deliberately
paralysed by the sMalagasy Government in violation of domestic laws and of the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 1In this connection the
author substantiates hig allegations as follows:

"Article 13; After 19 years as a monber of the Madagascar bar, I was
expelled from Madagascar ag a French national by order of 11 February 1982,
with 24 houra' notice. I was notified of the order on 1l February 1982 and
there was a plane leaving at 8 p.m. I had two hours to pack my bagqage at wy
home under surveillance by political police offlcera. I thus had no
opportunicy to avail myself of any of the remedics of appeal against the
expulsion order that are provided for by law. When T later applied to the
Administrative Chamber of the Supreme Court to have the expulsion order
repealed, the proceedings ... were thwarted by the Govornment.®

"Article 1/, paraqraph l: fThe Government has prevented the courts and
tribunals from reviewing and ruling on the appeals and charqes 1 have filed
««., although the Covenant provides that everyone shall be entitled {n a guit
at law to a hearing by the cowmpetent tribunal.*

3. By its decinion of 6 April 1984, the Human Righto Committee tranowltted the
communication under rule 91 of the provigsional rules of procedure to the State
party concerned, requescing information and observations relevant to the question
of admigsibility of the communication. The Committee also requested the State
party to forward copies of any court orders or decisions relevant to the case.

4. The deadline for the State party's submission under rule 91 of the Committee's
provisional rules of procedure expired on 14 July 1984, No submission was received

from the State party prior to adoption of the Committee's decision on admissibility
on 28 March 198%,

.1 With regard to article 5, paragraph 2 (a), of the Optional Protocol, the
Committee noted that it had not received any information that the subject-matter
had been submitted to another procedure of international investiqation or

gsett lement.

5.2 With regard to article 5, paragraph 2 (b), ot the Optional Protocol, the
Committee was unable to conclude, on the basis of the information before it, tha:

there were effective remedies which the alleged victim should have pursued.
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6. Un 28 March 1985, the Human Rights Committee decided that the communication
was adwmissible. In accordance with article 4, paragraph 2, of the

Optional Protouol, the State party was requested to submit to the Committee, within
aix months of the date of the transmittal to it of the decision on admisgsibility,
written explanations or atatements clarifying the wmatier and the remedy, if any,
that wight have been taken by it.

7.1 DBy letter dated 18 September 1985, the author submitted further clarification
of the facts outlined in his original communication, s particular with respect to
his arreat on 8 February and expulsion on 11 February 1982, He describes the
gearch of hig law offices carried out by the Malagaasy political police on

8 February 1982 and continues:

"On the conclusion of the search, I was taken away by officera of the
Malagagy political police and held in a basement cell in the Malagasy
political police prison ... I wag then informed that, in fact, I wag
suspected of being an international spy in view of my contacts and
communications with Amnesty International and the Human Rights Comnitteco
since, according to the Malagasy political police, those contacts conatituted
the orime of international espionage. Consequently, from 8 to
11 February 1982, I was questioned solely about that alleged crime of
international espionane and my contacts with the above-mentioned
organizations. Duri that pericd, I was detained in the Malagasy political
police prison (in an unlit, underground cell weasuring 1.5%0 by 2.50 wetreo
with no sanitary facilities and containirg only a wooden platform on which to
sleep) in the strictest solitary confinement, prohibited from contacting a
fellow lawyer, the Catholic chaplain or my family and from receiving, writing
or gsending letters ... In the early afternoon of 11 February 1982, ... I ...
wag notified of the expulsion order, No. 737/82 of 11 February 1982, isgued
against me. ... In the early evening of Thursday, 11 February 1982, 1 wasn
escorted back to my home and office where I was permitted to pack my
belongings under the surveillance of two officers of the Malagasy political
police. However, I was forbidden to contact anyone. I was then driven to the
airport at Antanaonarivo in a Malagasy political police (DGID) vehicle quarded
by the tw) police officers (reinforced by four soldiers armed with
sub-machine~gung) and was immodiately taken on board the aircraft loaving for
Paris in the late evening of 11 February 1982. Even tho representative of the
Fraench Embassy was not allowed to contact me at the airport ... Although I
was arrested for so-called conspiracy, I was lmmediately informed that I wan
actually suspected of being an international spy. However, I was never
indicted or brought before a wmagistrate on that charge.”

7.2 ‘'Thegse tacts, the author alleges, also conatitute a violation of article 9 of
the Intarnational Covenant on Civil and Political Rightu.

8.1 In its submission under article 4, paragraph 2, of the Optional Protocol,
dated 27 Septomber 1984, the State party objected to the admissibility of the
communication, arquing that domestic remedies had not yet been oxhausted. In
particular, the State party rojected the author's allegations that the Government
of Madagascar had “deliberately paralysed® (délibdérément paralysées), the author's
legal procoedings, stating that:

“As regards the two applications lodgod with the Administrative Chamber,
the application concorning the pPostal Administration will be placed on the
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case list very shortly. The application for abrogation of the expulsion ordex
is, however, held up at the present time because Maftre Eric Hamwel has not
received the last memoranda from the State. The latter were returned by the
French postal service, with the envelopes marked 'not resident at the addreso
indicated 9202'. ‘rhe Court regarda Maftre Eric Hammel's reply to thoue
memoranda as essential for the settlement of the dispute ...

“Theu> facts make it quite clear that the inquiries into the cases
involving Mallre Eric Hammel have always taken a normal coursge without any
move on the part of the Malagasy Government to interfere with them.

"Furthermore, Maltre Eric Hammel never took the trouble to find out from
the court concerned what stage had been reached in the proceedings instituted
by him. If he felt that the court or judge was guilty of gross professional
negligence by failing to deal with his application or suit, or that therc was
a denial of justice, he was free to make use of the procedure for claiming
damages for miscerriage of justice as provided for under articles 53 to 63 of
the Malagasy Code of Civil Procedure.”

8.2 Ag to the merits, the State party denied the alleged violation of article 13
of the Covenant, arguing that Maitre Hammel had been axpelled in pursuance of a
decision reached in accordance with Malagasy law, i.e., on the basis of an order
from the Minister of the Interior acting pursuant to arcicle 14 of Act No. 62-006
of 6 June 1962, which gtipulates that “expulsion may be ordered by declsion of the
Minister of the Interior if the residence of the alien in Madagascar may give rise
to a breach of the peace or threatens public security”.

8.3 with respect to the requirement of article 13 that an alien subject to
expulsion be allowed to submit the reasons against his expulsion and to have his
cage raeviowed by, and be represented for the purposge before, the competent
authority, the State party maken reference to articles 1% and 16 of Act No. 62-006,
pursuant to which Maitre Hammel could have requested a review of his case:

At no point, however, did Maftre Eric Hammel make any such roquest. Heo
preferred to make use of the administrative remedy and to apply to the
Miniotor of the Interior. In the absence of any response on the part of the
latter, he took his cave directly to the Administrative Chamber of the Suprome
Court where he was wole to make his gubmigsions for the defence without
reatriction. Under Malagasy administrative case law, the Administrative
Chamber of the Supreme Court is competent to question the lawfulness of an
expulsion meaoure not only from the legal standpoint but also from the

standpoint of the material facta on the grounds of which the Adminigtration
took the measure.”

8.4 Concerning the alleged violation of the provisions of article 2,

paragraph 3 (b), and of article 14, paragraph 1, of the Covenant, the State party
notes:

"This accusation in unfounded and is not substantiated by any evidence.
It in not part elther of the principles or of the practice of the Malayasy
Government to obatruct the course of justice in any way. Not for the firust
time, or for the last, has an administrative act been the subject of appeal
and the Administrative Chamber of the Supreme Court had before it an
application for the abrogation of an administrative drcision. S8ince attainin,
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independenve, the Malagasy State has always upheld the principle of legality
and the subordination of the Administration to the law. 'The Adminiatrative
Chamber '8 eatabliashed with a view to ensuring supervision of adminiatrative
actsy it has not hesitated to order the annulwent of irregular weasures on a
number of occasionsg."

9.1 1In his comments, dated 17 Lctober 198%, the author denies the State party's
aggertion that he had the posaibility of challenging his expulsion before a special
commission provided for by Act No. 62-006. After reiterating the circuwmstances of
his arrest and auetention, the author indicates that early Iin the afternoon of

11 February 1982 he was taken from his cell to the offices of the political police,
where he wasg gserved a notification of his expulsion. Ho continues:

"1 was then taken back to the cell, from vhich I was remo.ad agaia at
about 6 p.m. and taken howme under the supervision of two inapectors of the
political police to pack my bags and then taken by the same inspectors,
asajsted by four soldiers armed with sub-machine-guns, to the airport and
placed directly aboard the alrcraft about to take off for Paris. 1In addition,
the expulsion order notified to me on Thuraday, 1l Feoruary 1982, at 2 p.m.
provided for a deadline of 24 hours, which was thus .o expire on Friday,

12 Pebruary at 2 p.m. There ig a flight to France on Thursdays at 8 p.m. and
another on Saturdays at 8 p.m. I was taken wanu millitari to the afrcraft on
Thursday, 11 February, but it would obviously have been impossible for me to
take the Saturday flight gince the expulsion deadline was 2 p.m. on Friday.
It was thus materially impossible for we, as a result of the arrangements made
by the political police, to use the ramedies provided for by Act No. 62-006,
since tho poriod of eight days provided for by that Act would have ended on
19 ¥ebruary 1982 at 2 p.m., whereas the deadline for oxpulsion was 2 p.m. on
12 February 1982, and I was officially placed aboard the aircraft by the
political police on the evoning of 11 February 1982 and prevented from
communicating with anybody whatsouver from the notification of the expulsion
until my departure. The arrangements made by the Malagagy political police
had precisely the purpose of preventing me from making use of the remedios
againot expulsion.”

9.2 VFinally, with respect to the State poarty's asgertion that the proceedings were
delayed by the author's change of address in France, Maitre Hammel encloses as
ovidence coples of geven registeorced letters with his letterhead and exact addrass
(including a specific indication as to his change of address), four of which are
addresgsed to the President of the Administrative Chamber of the Suprome Court
(dated 17 January 1983, 7 April 1983, 2 April 198% and 10 April 198%) and three
addresged to the Dean of the Examining Maglstrates of the Antananarivo Court (dated
12 December 1982, 7 April 1983 and 2 April 1965). Maitre Hammel alleges that all
of these letters have remained unanswered, in some cages for more than three yoeacs,
and he concludes that:

"From the end c¢f 1982 or the beyginning of 1983, the relevant branchaes of
the Malagasy judiciary had my exact address and could have sent me or informed
we of any documents, but have done nothing ... These letters are, moreover,
requests for information concerning the proceedings in progress and tho
argqument of the Malagasy party that I had never taken the trouble to find out
what stage had been reached in the proceedings 1la thua negated by this
evidence which shows, on the contrary, that the Malagasy judic.ary was not
prepared to inform me of the stage reached in the proceedingas I had
instituted.”

‘134~



10. In its further obgervations under article 4, paragraph 2, dated

13 January 1986, the State party again rejuctsa the author'uy contention that the
Government of Madagascar tried to paralyse the judicial proceedings commenced by
him and reaffirma the independence of the Malagasy judicliary. According to the

State party, the procedural delays in the case are attributable to the fact that
the author is outside Madagascar.

11. 1In an interim decision dated 2 April 19686 the Human Rights Committee, noting
the Stato party's obuervation that Maltro lammel could have sought review of the
expulsion order pursuant to Act No. 62-006, “equested tha author to clarify further
why he did not pursue this remedy from France during the week from 12 to

19 KFebruary 1982, {.e. within the time-~limit provided for in the law.

12. In a reply dated 30 May 1986 Maitre Hammel oxplains that article 15 of

Act No. 62-006 provides for an administrative or voluntary remedy in respect of a
contested decision. This, he states, involves the lodging of an appeal with the
authorities calling for an administrative review of the decision in question and,
under Malagasy law, has the effect of staying execution of the deciaion, since the
aim is to bring about a review of the decision, with a view to its repeal beforoe it
is put into effect. The adwinistrative appcal th':a provides that the individual
concerned is brought before and is heard by a apecial comminsion, which gives an
opinion, with the final ruling being made by the Ministor of the Interior. Once
the expulsion has been carried out, the poasibility of being heard by the
commiasion no longer eoxisto. Becauge of the circumstances of his detontion and the
rapidity of his expulsion, the author atates, he wag unable to lodye an appoal
under Act No. 62-006 before he was oxpelled on 11 February 1982, dJpon his arrival
in France on 12 PFebruary 1982, he adds, an anpcal under Act No. 62-006 had become
pointless, as he could no longer be brought before and heard by the commission.
Congeauently, he opted for contentious appeal bhefore the Administrative Chamber of
the Supreme Court to obtain the cancellation of the expulsion ordor.

13.1 In its interim decision the Committee also roquested the State party "to
indicate when the proceedingn lodged by Maltre Eric Hammel bofore the
Administrative Chamber of the Supreme Court are expoected to be concluded, if
pursued in a timely fashion by the parties® and “further to inform the Committee as
to the reasons for Maitre Eric Hammol'o oxpulsion at such short notice, without his
being able to seek roviow of the decision to expel him >rior to his expulsion.®

13.2 By note of % July 1986 the State party informed tho Committee that a ruling
on Maftre Hamuel's application requesting the cancellation of the expulsion order
should be made in July 1986. With regard to the urgency of the enforcoment Hf the
expuliion order, the State party submits that, under Malagasy legislation, an order
for the expulsion of an alien may be enforced at short notice, that the Minister of
the Interior is alone responsible for deciding how soon an expulaion order will he
enforced, that a unilateral decision by the Administration {s onforceable as soon
as it has been nigned, and that Mailtre Hammel's expulgion was linked to a case of
congpiracy againgt the socurity of the State tried in January 1982,

14. 1In a letter dated 20 August 1986 the author commented on the State party's
reply to the interim decision as followu:

"The Malagany State acknowledges having expelled me with gsuch haste that
I was preventod from pursuing the remedies provided for by law ... The
Malagasy State maintaing that T was expelled for having been involved in a
. plot in January 1982 ... I wan in fact arrested alleqedly because of thin
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plot, but on wy arrival at the political police prison I was i{nformed that I
had been arrested on thcse alleged grounds only in order that I might be
detained without limitation of tiwe in the political police prison and that in
fact I had been charged with international esplonage because of wy contacts
with 8Scan MacvBride, Chairman of the International Executive Committee of
Amnesty International, and with the Human Rights Committee in Geneva ..."

The author further claims that alveady in February 1980 the chief of the political
police, in the presence of witnesses, threatened him with expulaion for "having
defended peorsons accused of political off.ncea and having obtained their

discharge ... I waa summoned on 1 March 1980 ... by the political police and
questioned the whole day, befora being released in the evening. I was again
suimoned by the political police on 4 November 1980 and questioned the whole day
before being roeloasod.”

15. In a further submission dated 13 January 1987 the State party, commenting on
tha author's allegations, observes that “Maitre Hammel continues to make deceitful
and tendentious assertions with the intention of discrediting the Malagasy
Govermwont and judicial authorities."” The State party also enclosed a copy of the
text of the deciaion of the Adminiatrative Chamber of the Supreme Court of
Madagascar, dated 13 August 1986. As to the grounds for Maftre Hammel's expulsion,
the Court obgorves inter alia as followss

"Wherovas it ig apparent from the investigation that Mr. Eric Hammel,
making uge both of his atatus as a corresponding member of Amnesty
International and of the Human Rights Committee [gic) at Geneva, and as a
barrister, of his own fres will touk the liberty of discrediting Madagascar by
making assertions of such gravity that they should have been upheld by
firrefutable evidence) whereas this has not always boen the case) whereas this
is also true of the assertion in his most recent semorandum that the camp of
Tsiafaha, situated approximately 20 km south of Antananarivo on the Antairabe
road is obviously a camp for political prisoners, although the person in
queation has not been able to supply the slightest proof for his alleqations
that any internment has actually taken place; whereas, in addition, it {a
apparent from the documents in the case file that the applicant did not fail
to inform his acquaintances abroad of the situation in Madagascar, blackening
it to his convenicence, without any concern for the difficult environment

prevailing in the country, regardlens of any asgsegoment of the nature of thae
régime itgelf.

"Whereas conduct of this type was por se incompatible with the status of
an alien and gave riso to the greatest sugpicions ag to the applicant's real
Intentions; whoreas the Mintgtor of the Interlor was therefore right te have
congiderad it hiog duty to proceed to the expulsion of Mr. Eric Hammel, in so
far as his continued presence in Madagascar would have disturbed public order
and socurity.”

The court therefore rejected Maftre Hammel's application to quash the expulsion
order of 11 February 1982 and ordered¢ him to pay costs.

16. In a further letter of 25 February 1987, the author observes that the State
party has failed to give any valid@ reasons tor his expulsion and none whatever fox
such urgency on the grounds of nattional security as could have justified immediate
execution of the exvulsion order. He emphasizes the relevance of hie prior
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allegation that the chief of the political police threatened him with expulsion in
1980 because of his human righta activities and atates that, in spite of such
intimidation and two arrests by the political police in 1980, he pursued his
profession as a human righta lawyer. He denies the State party's submission that
he made falue assertions about conditiona i{n Madagascar, in particular at the camp
of Talafaha, but adimits that he saw it as his duty to bring to the attention of
Amnesty Tnternational the conditiona at Taiazfaha camp, which he conaidered
violative of human rights., He further satates that the General Assemubly of Malagasy
Lawyers, in a reasolution of 3 April 1942, protested against the conditions of his
arrest and expulsion,

17. The Human Pighta Committee has congidered the present communication in the
light of all information made available to it by the parties, as provided in
article S5, paragraph 1, of the Optlonal Protocol. Before adopting its views, the
Committee took into consideration the State party's late objection to the
admigaibility of thoe communicatior, but the Committee can see no justification for
reviewing ita decisnion on adwissibility on the basia of the State party's
contention that the author had not exhanuted domestic remedies. It ia clear that
the author was expalled in circumatances which excluded an effactive remedy under
Act No. 62-006. The processing of the author's subaequent applications frowm France
by registered communications to obtain the repeal of the expulsion order was
delayod for over four years and, thusg, was unreasonably prolonged in the gense of
article 5, paragraph 2 (b), of the Optional Protocol.

18.1 The Committee therefore decides to base its viows on the following facts
which are undiaputed or have not bheen refuted by the fitate party.

18,2 Maftro Hammel is a French national and raesident of France, formerly a
practising attorney in Madagascar for 19 years until his expulaion on

11 February 1982, In Fobruary 1980 he was threatened with expulaion and was
datained and interrogated on 1 March and’ again on 4 November 1980 in this
connoction. On 8 February 1982, he wan arrested at hio law office in Antananarivo
by the Malagany political police, who took him to a basement cell in the Malagaoy
political prison and kept him in incommunicado detantion until 11 FPebruary 1982
whon he wan notified of an oxpulsion order againust him issued on that same date by
the Minister of the Interior, At that time he wao taken under gquard to higs home
whore he had two hours to pack his belongings, He was deported on the same evening
to France, where he arrvived on 12 Feobruary 1982, He was not indicted nor brought
hafore a magistrate on any chargejy he was not atforded an opportunity to challenge
the expulsion order prior to his expulsion. The proceedings concerning his
subsaquent application to have tha expulsion order rovoked ended with the decision
of the Administrative Chamber of the Supreme Court of Madagascar, dated

13 Augunt 1986, in which the Court rejected Maltre Hammel's application and found
the expulaion order valid on the grounds that Maitre Hammel allegedly made “usoe
both of his statun as a corresponding member of Amnesty International and of the
Human Rights Committee [(nic¢] at Geneva, and an a barrister™ to discredit Madagancar.

19.1 1In this context, the Committee observes that article 13 of the Covenant
provides, at any rate, that an alien lawfully in the territory of a $tate party
"may be expelled therefrom only in pursuance of a deciston reached in accordance
with law and shall, except where compelling reasons of narvional security otherwise
tequite, be allowed to submit the reasons against hin expulsion and to have hlg
cane roviewed by, and be reprenented for the purpodse before, the compotent
authority or a perdon or persont espectally deasignated by the competent authority®.
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19.2 ‘the Committee notes that, in the circumstances of the present case, the
author was not given an effective remedy to challenyge his expulaion and that the
State party has not shown that there were compelling reasona of national security
to deprive him of that remedy. In formulating its viewa the Huwman Rights Committee
also takes into account ite general comment 15 (27), a/ on the position of aliens
under the Covenant, and in particular pointa out that "an alien wuast be given full
facilities for pursuing his remedy against expulsion so that this right will in all
the circumatances of his cage be an effective one®.

19.3 The Committee further notes with concern that, based on the information
provided by the State party (para. 15 abovae), the decision to expel Bric Hammel
would appear to have been linked to the fact that he had represented persons before
the Human Rights Committce. Were that to be the case, the Committee observes that
it would be both untenable and incompatible with the spirit of the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the Optional Protocol thereto, if States
parties to these instruments were to take exception to anyone acting as legal
counsgel for persons placing their communications before the Committee for
congsideration under the Optional Protocol.

19.4 The iusues raised in this case also relate to article 9, paragraph 4, of the
rovenant, in the senge that, during his detention preccding expulsion, Eric Hamnel
was unable to challenge hiag arrest.

19.% The Committee makes no findings with regard to the other claims made by the
author.

20. ‘The Human Rightg Committee, acting under article S, paragraph 4, of the
Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, io
of the view that the facts as found by the Committee disclose violations of the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Righto with respect tos

Acticle 9, paragraph 4, because Eric Hammel was unable to take proceedings
before a court to determine the lawfulness of hig arrestsy

Article 13, because, for grounds that wore not thogo of compelling reasons of
national security, he wao not allowed to submi+ the reasons against hig
expulalon and to have hio case reviewaed by a competont authority within a
reasonable time.

21. The Committee, accordingly, is of the view that the¢ State party is under an
obligation, in accordance with the provisions of article & of the Covenant, to take
effective measures to remedy the violations which Maftre Hammel has guffered and to
take steps to ensure that similar violations do not occur in the future.

Notao

a/ Official Records of the General Assombly, Forty-first Seassion, Supplemont
No. 40 (A/41/40), annex VI.

-138-



