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[1]
Case 1771. July 30, 1973, reporting the arbitrary arrest of Mr. Juan Pablo Terra, a senator and
President of the Christian Democratic Party, and of the trade union leader, José Luis Cogorno.
[2]
In a cablegram dated July 31, 1973, the Commission requested the Government of Uruguay to
provide the pertinent information, in accordance with Articles 42 and 44 of its Rules of Procedure.
[3]
At the thirty-first session (October 1973), bearing in mind the fact that the period of 180 days,
established in Article 51 of the Rules of Procedure during which the Government of Uruguay might
supply the pertinent information, was still running, the Commission decided to postpone its examination
of the case
[4]
The Commission continued its examination of Case 1771 at its thirty-second session (April 1974)
and appointed Dr. Gabino Fraga rapporteur so that he could make a report, including recommendations,
bearing in mind the act that the Government of Uruguay had not replied to the request for information
dated July 31, 1973, and that the period of 180 days established in Article 51 of the Rules of Procedure
had already expired.
The rapporteur presented a report (doc.18-32) in accordance with whose recommendation the
Commission decided, at the same session, to file the case without prejudice to reopening the examination
of it, in view of the fact that the complainant had not provided any evidence proving that the arrest of the
persons mentioned in the complaint had taken place in violation of human rights, in accordance with
Article 39 d of the Rules of Procedure.

