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Communication addressed to the Government on 27y 2012

Concerning Eskinder Nega
The Government did not reply to the communication vithin the 60-day deadline.
The State is a party to the International Covenanbn Civil and Political Rights.

1. The Working Group on Arbitrary Detention was estti®#d in resolution 1991/42 of
the former Commission on Human Rights, which exéehdnd clarified the Working
Group’s mandate in its resolution 1997/50. The Huniights Council assumed that
mandate in its decision 2006/102 and extendedriafthree-year period in its resolution
15/18 of 30 September 2010. In accordance withmithods of work (A/HRC/16/47,
annex, and Corr.1), the Working Group transmittezlabove-mentioned communication to
the Government.

2. The Working Group regards deprivation of liberty abitrary in the following
cases:

(@ When it is clearly impossible to invoke any deduasis justifying the
deprivation of liberty (as when a person is kepti@ention after the completion of his or
her sentence or despite an amnesty law applicaliteetdetainee) (category |);

(b)  When the deprivation of liberty results frometlkexercise of the rights or
freedoms guaranteed by articles 7, 13, 14, 1820%nd 21 of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights and, insofar as State parties areecnad, by articles 12, 18, 19, 21, 22, 25,
26 and 27 of the International Covenant on Civd &wlitical Rights (category II);

(c)  When the total or partial non-observance ofittiernational norms relating
to the right to a fair trial, established in theildmsal Declaration of Human Rights and in
the relevant international instruments acceptedhbyStates concerned, is of such gravity
as to give the deprivation of liberty an arbitraharacter (category Ill);
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(d)  When asylum seekers, immigrants or refugeessabgected to prolonged
administrative custody without the possibility oflmainistrative or judicial review or
remedy (category IV);

(e)  When the deprivation of liberty constitutesi@ation of international law for
reasons of discrimination based on birth; natiormdhnic or social origin; language;
religion; economic condition; political or other injpn; gender; sexual orientation; or
disability or other status, and which aims towasdsan result in ignoring the equality of
human rights (category V).

Submissions

Communication from the source

3. Mr. Eskinder Nega is a prominent independent jdishand blogger in Addis
Ababa.

Background of the petitioner and past periodssjre detention

4, Mr. Nega began his career in 1993 when he founkie&thiopisnewspaper, which
was later closed by the Government. He is alsodeumf three publications which were
also banned: the English weekijabesha and Dehai Mr. Nega has further frequently
contributed to other publications as a columnidte§e include the monthly magazine
Changeand the online new foruidthioMediag both also banned in the country. Although
Mr. Nega is well known for his political views amditicism of the Government, he is not
affiliated to any political party.

5. Mr. Nega has been placed in detention for eigHediht periods over the last two
decades. In 2005, Mr. Nega was arrested with Hhig,Wls. Serkalem Fasil, in the context
of the electoral process in Ethiopia. Both wererghd with “outrages against the
Constitution”, “impairment of the defensive powditioe State”, and “attempted genocide”.
Released on 9 April 2007, after approximately 1hths in detention, Mr. Nega’s and Ms.
Fasil's journalistic work continued to be subjeatrégular interference by the authorities.
Their Sekalem Publishing Company was fined andotlissl in July 2007. In January 2009,
the Government blocked Mr. Nega and Ms. Fasil fr@lunching the publishing house.
Nevertheless, Mr. Nega continued to write, prinyafilr online publications based outside
Ethiopia.

6. Mr. Nega was again briefly detained on 11 Febr2&jl after having published an
article online featuring the picture of a formengeal. He was accused of trying to incite an
“Egyptian-like protest in Ethiopia” and he was aisarned by the police about a possible
conviction in the future.

7. Notwithstanding the warning he received and thécpasurveillance that followed,

Mr. Nega continued to publish articles about thetgsts taking place in Egypt, Libya and
Tunisia. While discussing the impact that such &veould have on the political situation
in Ethiopia, Mr. Nega repeatedly emphasized irahiles the importance of non-violence.

Pretrial detention and charges brought against Mega

8. On 14 September 2011, Mr. Nega was arrested bietiezal police while driving in
Addis Ababa to pick up his son from kindergarteis kritings, documents, 80 compact
discs, some currency, car, laptop and mobile telephwere seized by the police. He was
then transferred to the Maekelawi Federal Policenibal Investigation Prison. Mr. Nega
was not presented with an arrest warrant pursuaatticle 19, paragraph 1, of Ethiopia’s
Anti-Terrorism Proclamation No. 652/2009 (hereipaftthe 2009 Anti-Terrorism
Proclamation).
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9. On 15 September 2011, he was remanded in policedyusntil 12 October 2011 to
allow police additional time to investigate. ArBcR0, paragraph 5, of the 2009 Anti-
Terrorism Proclamation requires pretrial detenfionterrorism suspects. While in pretrial
detention, Mr. Nega did not have access to legahsel or members of his family.

10. On 10 November 2011, Mr. Nega along with 23 othwfividuals was charged
before the Lideta Federal High Court with terroriamd treason. This was the first time
since his arrest that Mr. Nega had access to legatsel. In the Government’'s charging
sheet, Mr. Nega is accused of having violated lei82(1)a, 38(1), 248(b), and 252(1)a of
Ethiopia’s 2004 Criminal Code as well as articlep&agraphs 1-4, 4, 6 and 7, paragraph
2, of the 2009 Anti-Terrorism Proclamation.

11. In the source’s view not only are articles 4 anaf6the 2009 Anti-Terrorism
Proclamation excessively broad, but also the clsaigethis case are not supported by
factual allegations contained in the Governmerttarge sheet. The source declares that the
only relevant part in the document which referfattiual allegations provides as follows:

Since 2003 E.C. [September 2010], at a time thapiknown, by using as cover his
constitutional right to freedom of expression, mder to put an end to the Constitution and
the constitutional system through an organizedtestr act, [Mr. Nega] served as a local
agent of the terrorist organization Ginbot 7; atedgerrorist mission; in collaboration with
the terrorist organization organized in secret e tountry, made terrorist plans, and
coordinated the planned terrorism with membersefterrorist organization that are in the
country and abroad; disseminated calls for temo@#d violence; disseminated mobilizing
materials in different ways; collected informatitrat he directly passed on to Ginbot 7 and
indirectly to the enemy of the Eritrean Governmandl other terrorist organization; called
meetings that had terrorist mission and took dexssion different terrorist actions (English
translation of the Prosecutor's Charging Documéhsecutor’s File No. 00190/04, 10
November 2011).

12. On 24 January 2012, the third criminal bench of thia#eta Federal High Court
confirmed the charges against Mr. Nega and schedile beginning of the trial for 5
March 2012. However, due to amended pleadings gtdmrby the Government lawyers,
the trial proceedings did not recommence until 2zrdh 2012.

Trial proceedings

13. During the trial, both the prosecution and defem@re given an opportunity to

present evidence to the court. The prosecution #tdahto the court a series of Mr. Nega’s
writings and interviews as evidence of his guilturidg the proceedings, prosecutors
showed video evidence that Mr. Nega had spokenvahts sponsored by different
opposition parties in Ethiopia.

14. Mr. Nega addressed the court and admitted to galfor peaceful protests in

Ethiopia; however, he expressly denied advocatimjernce (English translation of his

defence statement). Mr. Nega reiterated that “pihioneeds change in a peaceful
democratic manner”. The defence also presentedraif@te video recording of a meeting
of the Unity for Democracy and Justice oppositiamty, which Mr. Nega was invited to

address. The defence played the full video to stimat the Government had selectively
used clips of the video out of context during it®gentation. In the video, Mr. Nega
emphasized that any protests should be “peacetlllegal”. Mr. Nega also spoke of the
video recorded opposition event in his statemeihdocourt, saying that: “l was invited to

write something. | accepted the invitation withbesitation, because | believe that it is my
right to participate and get involved. As much auld | wanted to encourage people to
get involved and discuss in a peaceful mannectinent situation of our country and get
their views across” (English translation of Mr. Mégdefence statement).
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15. In April 2012, the court held a “trial within a &il' after prosecutors complained that
local independent media coverage by Haxeh and Negradasnewspapers portrayed the
proceedings as politically motivated and the dedfensl as falsely accused. Prosecution
requested the court to find that the coverage whslanced and order the papers to publish
a correction. On 22 April 2012, the court convicjedrnalist, Mr. Temesgen Desalegn, of
interfering with the proceedings and sentenced toirfour months in prison or a fine of
2,000 birr (approximately equivalent to US$ 114).

Verdict and sentencing of Mr. Nega

16. Although a verdict in Mr. Nega’'s case was expeatedll May 2012, the court
postponed its announcement twice. On 27 June 2B&2;ourt found Mr. Nega and his co-
defendants “guilty as charged”.

17. In presenting the verdict, Judge Endeshaw AdanesaccMr. Nega of abusing his
right to freedom of expression and threateningomati security: “Under the guise of
freedom of speech and gathering, the suspects @ttdnto incite violence and overthrow
the constitutional order.” Judge Adane accused Wéga of writing “articles that incited
the public to bring the North African and Arab wgimgs to Ethiopia” and indicated that
evidence against the defendants included speeattdes, e-mails, phone calls and social
media messages. He warned that “[flreedom of speanhbe limited when it is used to
undermine security and not used for the publicrege and concluded that “[t]here is no
way other than democratic elections to attain powerthe country, and what [the
defendants] said is clearly against the Constittitio

18. In response to the verdict, Mr. Nega re-emphashisdnnocence stating that: “I

have struggled for peaceful democracy and | havemdisrespected any individual and |
did not commit a crime ... [m]y conscience is cledile insisted that: “You have to stand
for justice, you have to allow us to say what wentva. you have no right to limit our

freedom of speech.”

19. It is reported that, shortly after the proceedintssed, Mr. Nega was placed in
solitary confinement until 29 June 2012. While iretpial detention, Mr. Nega was
allegedly beaten, forced to stand for hours upah deprived of sleep and had cold water
poured over him. On 13 July 2012, the court semeéndr. Nega to 18 years of
imprisonment.

Source’s contention regarding the arbitrary cheter of Mr. Nega’'s detention as a result
of his peaceful exercise of the right to freedoraxgiression

20. The source submits that Mr. Nega’s prosecution dérect result of his legitimate
work as an independent journalist and commentatog. source contends that his detention
runs counter to article 19 of the International &uwant on Civil and Political Rights
(ICCPR), article 19 of the Universal Declarationtiiman Rights (UDHR) and article 29
of the Constitution of Ethiopia.

21. Article 19, paragraph 2, of the ICCPR specificglptects the work of journalists
(see Human Rights Committee, communication No. ZB#, Mavionovand Sa'div.

UzbekistanfCCPR/C/95/D/1334/2004)) and “includes the righinalividuals to criticize or
openly and publicly evaluate their Governments with fear of interference or
punishment® The Human Rights Committee has also emphasizetl fteadom of

1 Human Rights Committee, communication No. 1128/260gquesde Moraisv. Angola
(CCPR/C/83/D/1128/2002), para. 6.7.
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expression and “a free and uncensored press” arépafimount importancé”in a
democratic society (see the Committee’s generalnoemt No. 25 (1996) on the right to
participate in public affairs, voting rights andethight of equal access to public service,
para. 25).

22. The source maintains that when the prosecutiongeldaMr. Nega under the
Criminal Code and the 2009 Anti-Terrorism Proclaomt it acknowledged that the
ultimate motivation behind the case against Mr. &Ne@s his writings which were critical
of the Government. Prosecutors claimed that Mr. aNdmd “use[d] as cover his
constitutional right to freedom of expression”. Témdence submitted by the prosecution
during the trial relied on Mr. Nega’s public writig and speeches, although none of them
advocated the use of violence to prove his guilie Tourt specifically identified Mr.
Nega’'s work as a journalist and accused him ofngitang to incite an Arab Spring-like
movement in Ethiopia. The source contends thagémiine character of the link between
Mr. Nega’'s ongoing detention and his peaceful aserof the right to freedom of
expression finds further support in the past hiswi intimidation by the authorities and
several periods Mr. Nega had spent in detentiom jseagraphs 4-12 above).

23. The source contests the broad interpretation by.itheta Federal High Court of the
limitations applicable to the exercise of the righfreedom of expression. The Court stated
that “[fireedom of speech can be limited when iis$&d to undermine security and not used
for the public interest”. General comment No. 381(2) of the Human Rights Committee
provides that “when a State party imposes restristion the exercise of freedom of
expression, these may not put in jeopardy the itghtf”. Any permissible restriction must
be: (a) “provided by law”; (b) for the protectiof @ne of the “enumerated purposes”; and
(c) “necessary” to achieve that purpdShe source states that the limitation on Mr. Nega’
free expression was not for a proper purpose asdnwanecessary.

24.  The source submits that in the case of Mr. Negathsecution did not “specify the
precise nature of the threéthat the expression posed to the national secofifthiopia.
Also, “the legitimate objective of safeguarding aimdleed strengthening national unity
under difficult political circumstances cannot behiaved by attempting to muzzle
advocacy of multi-party democracy, democratic termtd human rights”.The source
further maintains that the charges against Mr. Neglade the provisions of the 2009 Anti-
Terrorism Proclamation which are exceedingly broadmely when the law punishes
anyone who “publishes or causes the publicationa aftatement that is likely to be
understood by some or all of the members of thdiptd whom it is published as a direct
or indirect encouragement” of terrorism (art. 6heTsource also points out that the factual
allegations brought up by the Government lackedsgegific details about the exact nature
of the threat.

25. Even if the Government could invoke the nationa@iusity exception, the limitation
on Mr. Nega’s freedom of expression was not necgssaachieve that purpose. According
to the source, the Government failed to establirett and immediate connection between
the expression and the threat” (general commenBMdsee paragraph 23 above), para. 35)

2 |bid., para. 6.8.

® Human Rights Committee, communication No. 926/2@nv. Republic of Korea
(CCPR/C/80/D/926/2000), para. 7.2.

4 Communication No. 518/19920ng-Kyu Sohn. Republic of Koregpara. 10.4 (Office of the United
Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCH®)lected Decisions of the Human Rights
Committee under the Optional Protocbinited Nations publication, Sales No. 04.X1V.9)).

® Human Rights Committee, communication No. 458/18@ikongv. CameroonViews adopted on 21

July 1994, para. 9.7.
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and took measures against Mr. Nega not proportitmdhe value which the restriction
serves to protect.

Source’s contention regarding the arbitrary cheter of Mr. Nega’'s detention as a result
of partial or total non-observance of his rightadair trial

26. The source submits that the continued detentioklofNega is also arbitrary as it
results from grave breaches of the internationaisaelating to the right to a fair trial.

27. In particular, the source maintains that the Etl@nomuthorities breached article 14,
paragraph 1, of the ICCPR and article 20, paragBuif the Constitution of Ethiopia, Mr.
Nega'’s right to be tried by an independent tribuaadl his right to the presumption of
innocence, by publicly expressing certainty abasitduilt at the highest level. Reportedly,
even before he was formally charged, authoritipeagedly and publicly accused Mr. Nega
of terrorism in the days and weeks following hiseat. The Government’'s spokesperson,
Shimeles Kemal, claimed that “[t]he five men weamedlved in staging a series of terrorist
acts that would likely wreak havoc”, and were caned to Ginbot 7. Similar statements
followed from the Deputy Federal Police CommissipnBemesash Woldemikael, in
September 2011 and the Prime Minister when addmgsie Ethiopian Parliament in
October 2011. Moreover, Mr. Nega has not been altbunimpeded access to a lawyer in
alleged breach of article 14, paragraphs (b) anddidthe ICCPR as well as article 21,
paragraph 2, of the Constitution of Ethiopia. Aftés arrest on 14 September 2011, the
Ethiopian authorities allegedly kept Mr. Nega withoaccess to a lawyer until 10
November 2011. During two pretrial hearings thaktplace on 15 September 2011 and 28
days later, Mr. Nega did not benefit from any legsdistance. Finally, the source notes that
for almost two months, Mr. Nega was deprived of angess to members of his family, in
alleged contravention of principle 19 of the BodyPoinciples for the Protection of Persons
under Any Form of Detention or Imprisonment (Gehérssembly resolution 43/173 of 9
December 1988).

28. Mr. Nega is currently held in detention in Kalitrifon. He is expected to appeal
against the court’s sentence dated 13 July 2012.

Response from the Government

29. The Government did not reply to the Working Group&smmunication of 27 July
2012 within the 60-day deadline. In a letter of &dber 2012, the Government requested
an extension of the deadline, effectively outside 60-day period for replying to the
allegation, and therefore not granted.

30. The Working Group would like to point out that iasinot yet, by 21 November
2012, received a response to the specific allegatioade by the source.

31. In the absence of a response from the GovernmeatWorking Group is able,
based on its revised methods of work, to rendepmnion in the light of the information
submitted to it.

Discussion

32. In 2011 the Human Rights Committee in its conclgdobservations on Ethiopia
addressed matters that are relevant to this opimmmiuding issues such as overly broad
anti-terrorism offences and freedom of expression:

While the Committee appreciates the State partgégirto adopt measures to combat
acts of terrorism, it regrets the unclear defimtiof certain offences in Proclamation
652/2009 and is concerned by the scope of sometsofpiiovisions, including the
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criminalization of encouragement of and inducemgntterrorism through publication,
which can lead to abuse against the media (arfiss and 19).

The State party should ensure that its anti-tesnoriegislation defines the nature of those
acts with sufficient precision to enable individudb regulate their conduct accordingly.
The State party should ensure that its legislatdimited to crimes that deserve to attract
the grave consequences associated with terroristhrevise its legislation that imposes
undue restrictions on the exercise of rights uildeiCovenant.

The Committee is concerned by provisions of thecRmation on the Freedom of
the Mass Media and Access to Information (No. 59Q8), in particular the registration
requirements for newspapers, the severe penaltescriminal defamation, and the
inappropriate application of this law in the combgtinst terrorism, as illustrated by the
closure of many newspapers and legal charges broaghinst some journalists. The
Committee is also concerned by reports receivedutabite impossibility of accessing
various foreign websites and radio stations (&}. 1

The State party should revise its legislation teuea that any limitations on the rights to
freedom of expression are in strict compliance \itticle 19, paragraph 3, of the Covenant,
and in particular it should review the registrati@guirements for newspapers and ensure
that media are free from harassment and intimidatio

33. In the 2012 report of the Special Rapporteur otuterand other cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment or punishment, concern is sspck that the rights of Mr. Nega and
two other individuals under the Convention agaihstture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or
Degrading Treatment or Punishment have been vibldtee Special Rapporteur added the
following:

The Special Rapporteur regrets that the Governmiekthiopia has not responded
to this communication, thereby failing to cooperatigh the mandate established by the
Human Rights Council. The communication referredthte alleged ill-treatment of Mr.
Eskinder Nega, the alleged torture of Mr. Woubsfete, and the lack of access to doctors
of Ms. Reeyot Alemu while in detention. In this ¢ext, the Special Rapporteur recalls that
article 12 of the Convention against Torture regmithe competent authorities to undertake
a prompt and impartial investigation wherever therme reasonable grounds to believe that
torture has been committed, and article 7 requBtse parties to prosecute suspected
perpetrators of torture. In light of the fact tha evidence has been provided to the
contrary, the Special Rapporteur is concerned thet rights of the aforementioned
individuals under the UN Convention against Tortlw@ve been violated. The Special
Rapporteur calls on the Government to investigatesecute and punish all cases of torture
and ill-treatment and to ensure full redress tovihéms.’

34. On 2 February 2012, five special rapporteurs, tipect&l Rapporteur on the
promotion and protection of the right to freedomogiinion and expression, the Special
Rapporteur on the promotion and protection of humghts and fundamental freedoms
while countering terrorism, the Special Rapportear the situation of human rights
defenders, the Special Rapporteur on the rightisetedom of peaceful assembly and of
association, and the Special Rapporteur on thepenttence of judges and lawyers,

5 Concluding observations of the Human Rights ConesiitEthiopia (CCPR/C/ETH/CO/1 of 19

August 2011), paras. 15 and 24.

" Report of the Special Rapporteur on torture andrattuel, inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment, Juan E. Méndez: observations on conuations transmitted to Governments and
replies received (A/HRC/19/61/Add.4), para. 53.
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expressed their dismay at the continuing abusetbterrorism legislation to curb freedom
of expression in Ethiopia.The Special Rapporteur on the situation of humights
defenders emphasized that “journalists, bloggers athers advocating for increased
respect for human rights should not be subjectésgure for the mere fact that their views
are not in alignment with those of the GovernmeBtie expressed especial concern over
“the case of Mr. Eskinder Nega, a blogger and hungiits defender who may face the
death penalty if convicted. Mr. Nega has been aaltwog for reform on the issue of the
right to assemble peacefully in publit”.

35. After the sentencing of Mr. Nega, the United Nasiodigh Commissioner for
Human Rights on 18 July 2012 stated her seriousmalaver the current climate of
intimidation against human rights defenders andnalists in Ethiopia, resulting from the
use of “overly broad” laws on terrorism and civdksety registration. She stated that:

“The recent sentencing of 20 Ethiopians, includingminent blogger Eskinder Nega,
journalists and opposition figures, under the vaguie-terrorism law has brought into stark
focus the precarious situation of journalists, homights defenders and Government critics
in the country.

The very harsh sentences handed down to journalist®ther Government critics in recent
months, coupled with excessive restrictions plametiuman rights NGOs in the country
have had the effect of stifling dissent and sefipuadermining the freedom of opinion and
expression in Ethiopia.

Laws to combat terrorism must be consistent withGovernment’s human rights
obligations under international conventions as aslthe African Charter on Human and
Peoples’ Rights and other regional instrumentsh@kvEthiopia is party ... The overly
broad definitions in the July 2009 anti-terrorisamlof Ethiopia result in criminalizing the
exercise of fundamental human rights,” she saidirgdshe was also concerned about
diffic%t conditions in pre-trial detention and dpeocess in the conduct of the various
trials.

36. Finally, the Working Group recalls that in 2012 thigican Commission on Human
and Peoples’ Rights adopted a resolution on Etajogiating it was ‘f]ravely alarmedby
the arrests and prosecutions of journalists andigadl opposition members, charged with
terrorism and other offences including treason,efagrcising their peaceful and legitimate

rights to freedom of expression and freedom of giaion” ™

37. On 13 July 2012, Mr. Nega was sentenced to 18 yeamsprisonment for terrorism
and treason offences. These provisions, and thefusational security in this context, are
overly broad.

38. Overly broad criminal offences are the subject mdilgsis in opinion No. 54/2012
(Iran (Islamic Republic of)), opinion No. 48/2012afh (Islamic Republic of)), and further
in opinion No. 27/2012 (Viet Nam), paras. 35-39 ewhthe Working Group’s case law is
set out.

10

11

OHCHR press release, “UN experts disturbed aigierg misuse of terrorism law to curb freedom
of expression”, available at www.ohchr.org.

Ibid.

OHCHR press release, “Climate of intimidation agaiiggits defenders and journalists in Ethiopia”,
available at www.ohchr.org.

At the fifty-first ordinary session of the Africddommission on Human and Peoples’ Rights (18
April-2 May 2012).
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39. The Working Group subjects interventions againdtviduals who may qualify as
human rights defenders to particularly intenseawviSee for instance opinion No. 21/2011
(Iran (Islamic Republic of)), opinion No. 54/2012ah (Islamic Republic of)) and opinion
No. 48/2012 (Iran, Islamic Republic of)). Mr. Negable as a human rights defender and
his own role in human rights work, as a publicistl dlogger, require the Working Group
to undertake this kind of intense review.

40. The source has provided convincing facts that tligggment is a consequence of
Mr. Nega’s use of his right to freedom of expressamd his activities as a human rights
defender, which the Government has not rebutte& dpplication of the overly broad
offences in the current case constitutes an ufigetiestriction on the rights to freedom of
expression and to a fair tritfl,and constitutes a deprivation of liberty that Saihto
category Il of the categories applicable to theesaibmitted to the Working Group and for
which the remedy is immediate release.

41. The source has similarly established several besao Mr. Nega’s right to a fair
trial. One of these breaches is the lack of legptasentation in the pretrial period from 14
September to 10 November 2011 in contraventionrti€la 14, paragraph 3 (b), of the
ICCPR. These breaches constitute a deprivatioibefty that falls into category Il of the
categories applicable to the cases submitted tovitnking Group.

42.  Article 9, paragraph 5, of the ICCPR provides afomable right to compensation
for anyone who has been the victim of unlawful sirrer detention. The Working Group
has in its jurisprudence continued to develop, thase general principles, the right to a
remedy, which primarily is a right to immediatee@be and to compensation. In this case, it
is clear that Mr. Nega has a claim to compensatiotger article 9, paragraph 5, of the
Covenant, which is an expression of general prlasipThe reasons that may be given for
the detention of Mr. Nega cannot be used againktian for compensation.

43. In conclusion, the Working Group recalls the catifindings, and its own opinions,
on human rights violations occurring in Ethiopia Upited Nations human rights bodies
and the African Commission on Human and PeopleghRi

44. The Working Group encourages the Government ofofgthito cooperate fully with
the Working Group and respect the timelines relatethses being considered by it.

Disposition

45. In the light of the foregoing, the Working Group Arbitrary Detention renders the
following opinion:

The deprivation of liberty of Eskinder Nega is &y in violation of articles 9, 10
and 19 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rigirtd articles 9, 14 and 19 of the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Righand falls into categories Il and
Il of the categories applicable to the cases sttbohio the Working Group.

46. The Working Group requests the Government to takenecessary steps to remedy
the situation, which include the immediate releaks®r. Nega and adequate reparation to
him.

[Adopted on 21 November 2912
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The Working Group has in its previous opinion 88/2009 (Ethiopia) found a violation of political
free speech rights in a criminal case.



