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[1]
Case 1735, February 28, 1972, in which a prisoner claimed that, on being taken from Santiago to
a prison in the city of Antofagasta, he had been subjected to cruel and inhuman treatment, such as being
placed in shackles and deprived of medical care (his leg was broken) and of food.
[2]
In a note dated March 29, 1972, the Commission requested the Government of Chile to provide
the pertinent information, in accordance with articles 42 and 44 of its Regulations.
[3]
At its Twenty-ninth Session (October 1972), the Commission determined the status of the matter
and decided to reiterate its March 29 request for information from the Government of Chile, noting that
the period established by Article 51 of the Regulations had expired and granting a 60-day extension to
that term. The Government of Chile was informed of this decision in a note dated November 1972.
[4]
In a note dated December 27, 1972, the Chilean Delegation to the OAS acknowledged receipt,
stating that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Chile had not received the March 29 request for
information, only the note of November 1, 1972. The Delegation therefore requested that the Commission
send it the necessary background on this case, so that the Chilean authorities might initiate the appropriate
procedure.
[5]
Acting on that request, the Secretariat, in a note dated January 5, 1973, transmitted background
information on Case 1735 to that delegation.
[6]
In a note dated January 23, 1973, the Chilean Delegation to the OAS advised the Commission
that it had been instructed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to inform the CIDH that the Government of
Chile "considered that, with regard to the aforementioned cases, the periods referred to in Article 51 of
the Regulations of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights could be calculated only from the

date on which the Delegation received the pertinent background information, that date being January 8,
1973."
[7]
The Commission considered this case at its Thirtieth Session (April 1973) and, taking into
account the request from the Government of Chile, decided
(i)
to postpone its examination of the case until its next regular session; and
(ii)
to send a note to that government, through its Delegation to the OAS, advising it of this decision.
Accordingly, a note dated April 24, 1973, was sent to the Chilean Ambassador to the OAS.
[8]
Through its delegation to the OAS and by a note dated August 13, 1973, already summarized in
connection with case 1689, the Government of Chile provided the following information:
"With regard to case 1735, submitted to the Commission by Mr. Jorge Parade Vera, the Ministry of
Justice has informed the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of my country that Mr. Parada has brought no claim
before the courts or the appropriate administrative authorities; therefore, by virtue of Article 54 of the
CIDH Regulations and Article 9 (bis) of its Statute, as well as Article 46 of the American Convention on
Human Rights approved in Costa Rica, it is improper to process the denunciations without verifying, as a
condition precedent, whether the internal legal procedures and remedies of each member state have been
duly applied and exhausted. In the case under consideration no remedy or procedure whatsoever has been
applied."
[9]
At its Thirty-first Session (October 1973), the Commission continued its examination of the case
and decided to advise the claimant of the aforementioned information. It decided also to add this case to
the other one dealing with prison conditions in the Republic of Chile (Case 1689), in order to pass
judgment on them together, once it received the information that the government of that country had, by
the aforementioned note of August 13, 1973, offered in connection with Case 1689.
[10]

Pursuant to this decision, the claimant was sent a communication dated December 3, 1973.

