
 
 
 
 

INTER-AMERICAN COURT OF HUMAN RIGHTS 
 
 
 

CASE OF SALES PIMENTA V. BRAZIL  
 
 
 

JUDGMENT OF AUGUST 30, 2023 
 

(Interpretation of the Judgment on Preliminary Objections, Merits, Reparations 
and Costs) 

 
 

 
In the case of Sales Pimenta v. Brazil,  
 
the Inter-American Court of Human Rights (hereinafter “the Inter-American Court” or “the 
Court”), composed of the following judges:∗ 
 

Ricardo C. Pérez Manrique, President, 
Eduardo Ferrer Mac-Gregor Poisot, Vice President, 
Humberto Antonio Sierra Porto,  
Nancy Hernández López,  
Verónica Gómez, and 
Patricia Pérez Goldberg;  

 
also present, 
 

Romina I. Sijniensky, Deputy Registrar, 
 
pursuant to Article 67 of the American Convention on Human Rights (hereinafter also “the 
American Convention” or “the Convention”) and Article 68 of the Rules of Procedure of the 
Court (hereinafter “the Rules of Procedure”), renders its decision on the request for 
interpretation of the Judgment on Merits, Reparations and Costs delivered by the Court in this 
case on June 30, 2022, (hereinafter also “the judgment”). The request was filed on January 
9, 2023, by the victims’ representatives (hereinafter “the representatives”). 
  

 
∗  Judge Rodrigo Mudrovitsch, a Brazilian national, did not take part in the processing, deliberation and signing 
of the Judgment on Preliminary Objections, Merits, Reparations and Costs in this case, nor in its interpretation, 
pursuant to Articles 19(1) and 19(2) of the Court’s Rules of Procedure. 
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I 
REQUEST FOR INTERPRETATION AND PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE COURT  

 
1. On June 30, 2022, the Inter-American Court issued a judgment in this case, and so 
notified the parties and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (hereinafter also 
"the Commission") on October 4 of the same year.  
 
2. On January 9, 2023, the representatives submitted a request for interpretation 
regarding the scope of the twelfth and seventeenth operative paragraphs of the judgment.  
 
3. On January 27, 2023, pursuant to Article 68(2) of the Rules of Procedure and following 
the instructions of the Presidency of the Court, the Court’s Secretariat forwarded the request 
for interpretation to the Federative Republic of Brazil (hereinafter “the State” or “Brazil”) and 
to the Inter-American Commission, granting them until February 27, 2023, to submit any 
written observations they considered pertinent. The State submitted its written observations 
on February 27, 2023. For its part, the Commission did not submit any observations. 
 

II 
JURISDICTION  

 
4. Article 67 of the American Convention establishes that: 
 

The judgment of the Court shall be final and not subject to appeal. In case of disagreement as to 
the meaning or scope of the judgment, the Court shall interpret it at the request of any of the 
parties, provided the request is made within ninety days from the date of notification of the 
judgment. 

 
5. Pursuant to the above article, the Inter-American Court is competent to interpret its 
judgments. According to Article 68(3) of the Rules of Procedure, when examining requests for 
interpretation and making decisions in this regard, the Court shall be composed, whenever 
possible, of the same judges who delivered the original judgment. On this occasion, the Court 
is composed of the same judges who handed down the judgment whose interpretation has 
been requested by the representatives. 
 

III 
ADMISSIBILITY 

 
6. It is the responsibility of the Court to verify whether the request presented by the 
representatives meets the requirements established in the rules applicable to a request for 
interpretation of judgment, namely, Article 67 of the Convention and Article 68 of the Court’s 
Rules of Procedure. Furthermore, Article 31(3) of the Rules of Procedure establishes that 
“[j]udgments and orders of the Court may not be contested in any way.” 
 
7. The Court notes that the parties were notified of the judgment on October 4, 2022, 
and that the representatives submitted their request for interpretation on January 9, 2023, 
within the 90-day period established in Article 67 of the Convention. Consequently, the 
request is admissible as far as the deadline for its submission is concerned. Regarding the 
other requirements, the Inter-American Court will analyze the merits of the request in the 
following chapter.  
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IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE ADMISSIBILITY OF THE REQUEST FOR INTERPRETATION 
 

8. The Court will now examine the representatives’ request for interpretation to 
determine whether, based on the rules and the standards developed in its case law, it is 
admissible to clarify the meaning or scope of any provision of the judgment. 
 
9. The Court has indicated that a request for interpretation of judgment cannot be used 
as a means to challenge a decision whose interpretation is required. The purpose of such a 
request is exclusively to determine the meaning of a ruling when one of the parties maintains 
that the text of its operative paragraphs or its considerations is unclear or imprecise, provided 
that those considerations affect said operative paragraphs of the judgment. Hence, the 
amendment or annulment of the respective judgment cannot be sought through a request for 
interpretation.1  

 
10. The Court has also held that it is inadmissible to use a request for interpretation to 
submit considerations on matters of fact and law already raised at the proper procedural time 
and on which the Court has already adopted a decision,2 or to seek that the Court reassess 
matters already decided in the judgment.3 Similarly, this proceeding cannot be used to 
attempt to broaden the scope of a reparation measure ordered in a timely manner.4 
 
11. Accordingly, the Court will now examine the matters raised by the representatives, as 
well as the observations made by the State, in the following order: a) regarding the twelfth 
operative paragraph, and b) regarding the seventeenth operative paragraph. 

 
A. Regarding the twelfth operative paragraph 

 
A.1. Arguments of the parties  

 
12. The representatives requested that the Court clarify the location where the public 
memorial in remembrance of Gabriel Sales Pimenta should be built, as ordered in the twelfth 
operative paragraph of the judgment. To this effect, they explained that although the brief 
with pleadings, motions and evidence (hereinafter, “pleadings and motions brief”) indicated 
the city of Belo Horizonte, in the State of Mina Gerais as the site for its construction, ten days 
later –before the deadline to file the response - they requested that said city be substituted 
with the city of Juiz de Fora, also located in Minas Gerais. In addition, they pointed out that, 
on subsequent occasions, both the representatives and the victims had referred to the city of 
Juiz de Fora as the site for the construction of the aforementioned memorial. 

 
1  Cf. Case of Loayza Tamayo v. Peru. Interpretation of the judgment on merits. Order of the Court of March 
8, 1998. Series C No. 47, para. 16, and Case of the National Federation of Maritime and Port Workers (FEMAPOR) v. 
Peru. Judgment on preliminary objections, merits, and reparations. Judgment of November 21, 2022. Series C No. 
480, para. 10.  
2  Cf. Case of Loayza Tamayo v. Peru. Interpretation of the judgment on reparations and costs, supra, para. 
15, and Case of the National Federation of Maritime and Port Workers (FEMAPOR) v. Peru. Interpretation of the 
judgment on preliminary objections, merits, and reparations, supra, para. 11. 
3  Cf. Case of Salvador Chiriboga v. Ecuador. Interpretation of judgment on reparations and costs. Judgment 
of August 29, 2011. Series C No. 230, para. 30, and Case of the National Federation of Maritime and Port Workers 
(FEMAPOR) v. Peru. Interpretation of the judgment on preliminary objections, merits, and reparations, supra, para. 
11. 
4  Cf. Case of Escher et al. v. Brazil. Interpretation of the judgment on preliminary objections, merits, 
reparations and costs. Judgment of November 20, 2009. Series C No. 208, para. 11, and Case of the National 
Federation of Maritime and Port Workers (FEMAPOR) v. Peru. Interpretation of the judgment on preliminary 
objections, merits, and reparations, supra, para. 11. 
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13. Finally, the representatives pointed out that the construction of the memorial in the 
city of Belo Horizonte would eliminate the symbolic nature of the reparation measure ordered 
and would entail practical difficulties for the victims due to the distance between this city and 
Juiz de Fora, the city where all the victims reside, where Gabriel Sales Pimenta was born and 
where he lived for many years before his death.  
 
14. The State indicated that it had “no observations or reservations” regarding the city in 
which the aforementioned memorial should be erected. 
 

A.2. Considerations of the Court 
  
15. In the twelfth operative paragraph, the Court ordered the following: “12. The State 
shall create a public memorial in the city of Belo Horizonte, in the State of Minas Gerais, in 
the terms of paragraph 162 of this judgment.” In paragraph 162, the Court considered the 
need to: “2) create a public memorial in the city of Belo Horizonte, with the consent of Gabriel 
Sales Pimenta’s family, to value, protect and preserve the activism of human rights defenders 
in Brazil, including that of Gabriel Sales Pimenta.” 
 
16. The Court notes that, in the twelfth operative paragraph and paragraph 162 of the 
judgment, it is established that the State shall create a public memorial to Gabriel Sales 
Pimienta in the city of Belo Horizonte, in the State of Minas Gerais. However, on April 22, 
2021, the victims’ representatives sent a communication explaining that, due to an 
“involuntary error” in the pleadings and motions brief, they had proposed said city as the site 
for the construction of the memorial, instead of the city of Juiz de Fora, the birthplace of 
Gabriel Sales Pimenta. In this regard, the Court confirms that, due to a material error, the 
judgment designated the city of Belo Horizonte, instead of Juiz de Fora, for the construction 
of the memorial and now clarifies that the State shall create the aforementioned public 
memorial in the city of Juiz de Fora, in the State of Minas Gerais. Therefore, the 
aforementioned material error is rectified. 
 

B. Regarding the seventeenth operative paragraph  
 

B.1. Arguments of the parties 
 
17. The representatives requested that the Court clarify whether the measure to create 
a mechanism for reopening judicial proceedings (ordered in the seventeenth operative 
paragraph of the judgment), “could include analysis of the reopening of the investigations 
and judicial proceedings related to the murder of Gabriel Sales Pimenta.” They pointed out 
that this request for clarification is especially relevant because, in the judgment, this Court 
(i) recognized that the murder of Gabriel Sales Pimenta is inserted in a “context of structural 
impunity characterized by threats, murders and other human rights violations against rural 
workers and those defending them in the state of Pará,” (ii) declared that the State violated 
its duty to investigate his murder with enhanced due diligence and that the application of the 
statute of limitations resulted from a series of state actions and omissions, and (iii) 
emphasized that the “state of absolute impunity” of the case affected the victims’ right to 
know the truth. They added that, despite these considerations, the judgment did not expressly 
order a measure of reparation related to the reopening of the investigations into the murder 
of Gabriel Sales Pimenta.  
 
18. The State argued that the interpretation of the aforementioned operative paragraph 
should be limited to clarifying whether the mechanism for reopening proceedings, to be 
created in the future, could be applied to proceedings related to Gabriel Sales Pimenta if the 
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requirements for this were met. It also argued that an eventual interpretation that would 
determine the reopening of the proceedings related to the death of Mr. Sales Pimenta would 
imply a new operative paragraph, which is not permitted at this procedural stage.  
 

B.2. Considerations of the Court  
 
19. This Court recalls that in the seventeenth operative paragraph of the judgment, it 
ordered the following: “17. The State shall create a mechanism for reopening judicial 
proceedings under the terms of paragraph 180 of this judgment.” In particular, in paragraph 
180, it indicated that:  
 

180. […] without prejudice to the duty of State authorities to comply with the judgments of this 
Court, and to conduct the respective Convention-based judicial review within its jurisdiction, the 
Court finds it appropriate to order the State to create within three years a mechanism that 
follows existing best practices for reopening judicial investigations and trials, including those 
that have exceeded the statute of limitations, when  the Court declares in a judgment the State’s 
international responsibility for failing to fulfill its duty to investigate human rights violations with 
diligence and impartiality. 
 

20. In this regard, the Court recalls that it referred to existing best practices in footnote 
262, among which it mentioned the Code of Criminal Procedure (Law 906 of 2004) of 
Colombia, which states in Article 192 that:  
 

“a review action is appropriate (…) [w]hen after a judgment in cases of human rights violations 
or serious infringements of international humanitarian law, an international body responsible 
for supervision and review of human rights – whose jurisdiction the State of Colombia has 
formally accepted – issues a ruling declaring the State’s conspicuous failure to fulfill its duty to 
investigate such violations earnestly and impartially. In such cases, it is unnecessary to confirm 
the existence of new facts or evidence that was unknown at the time of the deliberations.”  

 
21. Similarly, and insofar as it is relevant for the resolution of the present request for 
interpretation, the Court also recalls that, in the chapter corresponding to the “obligation to 
investigate the facts and identify, prosecute, and, as appropriate, punish those responsible,” 
this Court indicated in paragraphs 143 to 146 that: 
 

143. The Court recalls that this case concerns the violent death of a human rights defender who 
fought for the land rights of rural workers, in a context of structural impunity for violent deaths 
of human rights defenders. In this case, it is clear that the gross negligence of judicial 
officials, who failed to carry out a serious, effective investigation to determine what 
really happened to Mr. Sales Pimenta, turned the passage of time into a tool for impunity, 
as it allowed the statute of limitations to be applied. (emphasis added)  
 
144. The Court reiterates that the States have a duty to exercise enhanced due diligence for 
the violent deaths of human rights defenders because these defenders play a vital role for 
democracy. In this case, the proceedings were not conducted with enhanced due diligence – 
quite the opposite. The gross negligence of judicial officials allowed absolute impunity to prevail, 
as it did in the broader context at the time.  
 
145. The Court has noted the context of structural impunity with respect to violence against 
human rights defenders of rural workers. It therefore deems it appropriate to order the State 
to create a working group to identify the causes and circumstances that give rise to that 
impunity and to develop lines of action aimed at rectifying them. 

 
22. Accordingly, the Court considers that the transcribed texts are clear and precise in 
indicating that the measure ordered in relation to the State’s obligation to investigate the 
facts of this case and identify, prosecute and, if appropriate, punish those responsible, is the 
creation of a working group. However, as the State has indicated, this does not preclude that, 
once the mechanism in question has been created (supra para. 19), the authorized persons 
may make use of it in connection with the facts of this case. However, it is also necessary to 
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point out that this process will not be supervised by this international Court, which will only 
oversee the creation of a mechanism for reopening judicial proceedings, in the terms of 
paragraph 180 of the judgment. 
 

V 
OPERATIVE PARAGRAPHS  

 
23. Therefore,  
 
THE COURT, 
 
pursuant to Article 67 of the American Convention on Human Rights and Articles 31(3) and 
68 of the Court’s Rules of Procedure, 
 
DECIDES: 
 
Unanimously: 
 
1. To declare admissible the request for interpretation of the judgment on preliminary 
objections, merits, reparations and costs issued in the case of Sales Pimenta v. Brazil, 
presented by the representatives, pursuant to the terms of paragraph 7 of this judgment of 
interpretation. 
 
2. To clarify, by means of an interpretation, the judgment on preliminary objections, 
merits, reparations and costs issued in the case of Sales Pimenta v. Brazil, with regard to the 
location where the public memorial should be built and to rectify the material error in 
paragraph 162 and in the twelfth operative paragraph of the judgment, pursuant to 
paragraphs 14 to 15 of this judgment of interpretation. 
 
3. To declare inadmissible the request for interpretation of the judgment on preliminary 
objections, merits, reparations and costs issued in the case of Sales Pimenta v. Brazil, 
presented by the representatives regarding the seventeenth operative paragraph, pursuant 
to paragraphs 18 to 21 of this judgment of interpretation. 
 
4. To order the Secretariat of the Court to notify this judgment of interpretation to the 
Federative Republic of Brazil, the representatives of the victims and the Inter-American 
Commission on Human Rights.  
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I/A Court HR. Case of Sales Pimenta v. Brazil. Interpretation of the Judgment on Preliminary 
Objections, Merits, Reparations and Costs. Judgment of August 30, 2023. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Ricardo C. Pérez Manrique 
President 

 
 
 
 
 
Eduardo Ferrer Mac-Gregor Poisot             Humberto A. Sierra Porto
                      
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nancy Hernández López                    Verónica Gómez                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 

Patricia Pérez Goldberg 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Romina I. Sijniensky 
Deputy Registrar  

 
 
So ordered,  
 

 
 

                                                                                               Ricardo C. Pérez Manrique 
     President 

 
 
 
Romina I. Sijniensky 
 Deputy Registrar  
 


	I
	REQUEST FOR INTERPRETATION and proceedings before the court
	II
	JURISDICTION
	III
	ADMISSIBILITY
	IV
	ANALYSIS OF THE ADMISSIBILITY OF THE REQUEST FOR INTERPRETATION
	A. Regarding the twelfth operative paragraph
	A.1. Arguments of the parties
	A.2. Considerations of the Court

	B. Regarding the seventeenth operative paragraph
	B.1. Arguments of the parties
	B.2. Considerations of the Court


	V
	OPERATIVE PARAGRAPHS

