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  (Translated from Russian) 

Information on the issues addressed in the joint appeal by Mr. F. La Rue, Ms. M. 
Sekaggya and Ms. G. Knaul, United Nations Special Rapporteurs, concerning Ms. T. 
Dovlatova, a citizen of the Republic of Uzbekistan 

 Ms. N. Lebedeva and Ms. A. Nikolaeva, citizens of the Republic of Uzbekistan, 
filed a lawsuit against Ms. T. Dovlatova to protect their honour and dignity and to seek 
compensation for moral harm. In support of their suit, they indicated that Ms. Dovlatova 
had insulted their honour and dignity and inflicted moral suffering on their aunt and family. 
In this connection, they asked the court to order her to pay them 10 million Uzbek sum in 
damages. 

 By a judgement of 13 May 2011, the Yakkasaray interdistrict civil court accepted 
the claims. 

 Ms. Dovlatova’s comments concerning Ms. Nikolaeva’s living conditions, which 
were used in one of the stories on the Special Correspondent programme broadcast on 
Russian television on 24 April 2011 were found to affront the honour and dignity of Ms. 
Lebedeva and Ms. Nikolaeva. 

 Ms. Dovlatova was ordered to make, within one month of the judgement becoming 
final, the following public apology in the Urikzor makhalla (neighbourhood) of the 
Yakkasaray district of Tashkent: “I, Ms. T. Dovlatova, apologize to Ms. A. Nikolaeva and 
Ms. N. Lebedeva for the moral suffering inflicted and retract all my comments concerning 
Ms. Nikolaeva’s living conditions, which were used in one of the stories on the Special 
Correspondent programme broadcast on Russian television on 24 April 2011.” In addition, 
she was ordered to send a message to the editorial office of the Rossiya 1 television channel 
to the effect that the statements she had made concerning Ms. Nikolaeva’s living conditions 
did not correspond to reality. 

 Ms. Dovlatova had to pay 10 million Uzbek sum in compensation for moral harm to 
Ms. Lebedeva and Ms. Nikolaeva and 24,868 sums in taxes to the State.  

 On 29 July 2011, the appeals chamber of the Tashkent City Civil Court upheld the 
court’s judgement. 

 As has been established by the court, the Special Correspondent programme 
broadcast on the Rossiya 1 television channel on 24 April 2011 showed Ms. Nikolaeva’s 
living quarters as unhygienic, with an empty fridge and other humiliating aspects that could 
lead one to believe that Ms. Nikolaeva lived below the poverty line and in a state of neglect. 

 The claimants indicated that the information broadcast in the television programme 
did not correspond to reality and that, after entering Ms. Nikolaeva’s home with an 
unknown man, Ms. Dovlatova took food products out of the fridge, hid them and also 
scattered objects around the room to create an appearance of disorder before the filming. 

 Ms. Dovlatova, who had been duly informed of the time and place of the court 
hearing, refused to attend and thus failed to provide evidence in support of her statements 
broadcast on the television programme, although the burden of proof in such cases lies with 
the respondent. 

 At the same time, the testimony given in court by numerous witnesses confirmed 
that the information broadcast on the television programme did not correspond to reality 
and therefore affronted the claimants’ honour and dignity. 

 The court’s findings, which are based on the evidence established by it and on the 
requirements of the Civil Code, are well founded. 
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 By a judgement of the Yakkasaray District Criminal Court of 7 July 2011, which 
was upheld by a judgement of the Tashkent City Criminal Court of 18 July 2011, Ms. 
Dovlatova was found guilty of an offence under article 183 (Petty hooliganism) of the 
Administrative Liability Code and ordered to pay a fine of 198,940 Uzbek sum. 

 According to the court’s findings, on 30 June 2011, while in the building of the 
Urikzor makhalla committee (a local self-governing body) of the Yakkasaray district of 
Tashkent, that is in a public place, Ms. Dovlatova committed a breach of the peace, 
violating the rules of social conduct and making threats of violence against Mr. U. Asadov, 
the chairperson of the Urikzor makhalla committee. 

 The charges against Ms. Dovlatova were corroborated by the testimony of the victim 
Mr. Asadov and of the witnesses Mr. R. Karimov and Ms. M. Usmanova, as well as by the 
report of the administrative offence and the explanatory and other materials concerning the 
administrative case. 

Supreme Court of the Republic of Uzbekistan 

Replies to the questionnaire of the United Nations Special Rapporteurs in connection 
with the allegations concerning Ms. T. Dovlatova 

1. Are the facts alleged in the summary of the case accurate? 

Reply: 

 The facts alleged in the above-mentioned summary are inaccurate. 

2. Has a complaint been lodged by or on behalf of the alleged victim? 

Reply: 

 No formal complaint has been lodged by or on behalf of Ms. Dovlatova. 

3. Please provide the details, and where available the results, of any investigation, 
and judicial or other inquiries carried out in relation to this case. If no inquiries have 
taken place, or if they have been inconclusive, please explain why. 

Reply: 

 Ms. Dovlatova’s trial, which was fair and public, can in no way be considered to 
have violated her rights and legitimate interests. The trial was conducted in accordance with 
the national legislation currently in force and no unlawful actions against Ms. Dovlatova 
were permitted. 

 In this connection, there was no need for any investigation to be carried out; 
therefore, no investigation has taken place. 

 The court’s findings, which are based on the evidence established by it and on the 
requirements of the Civil Code, are well founded. 

4. Please provide the full details of the legal basis for each of the fines which Ms. 
Dovlatova was ordered to pay, as well as for the travel ban allegedly imposed on her. 

Reply: 

1. On 13 May 2011, the Yakkasaray interdistrict civil court accepted the claims for 
damages amounting to 10 million Uzbek sum filed by the Uzbek citizens Ms. Lebedeva and 
Ms. Nikolaeva against Ms. Dovlatova, invoking article 1022 of the Civil Code, “Method of 
payment and amount of compensation for moral harm”, which stipulates that: 
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  “Compensation for moral harm is payable in cash. 

  The amount of compensation for moral harm shall be determined by the court 
depending on the nature of the physical and mental suffering inflicted on the victim, 
as well as the degree of guilt of the perpetrator in cases where guilt constitutes the 
grounds for compensation. When determining the amount of compensation for moral 
harm, the requirements of reasonableness and fairness shall be taken into account. 

  The court shall evaluate the nature of the physical and mental suffering 
taking into consideration the actual circumstances in which the moral harm was 
inflicted, as well as the individual circumstances of the injured party. 

  Compensation shall be made for moral harm irrespective of whether any 
material harm is subject to compensation.” 

2. On 18 July 2011, Ms. Dovlatova was found guilty of an offence under article 183 
(Petty hooliganism) of the Administrative Liability Code, punishable by a fine of between 
three and five times the minimum wage or by administrative detention for up to 15 days. 
The court ordered Ms. Dovlatova to pay a fine of 198,940 Uzbek sum. 

 As regards the travel ban allegedly imposed on the Uzbek citizen Ms. Dovlatova, 
article 28 of the Constitution provides that: “Citizens of the Republic of Uzbekistan are 
entitled to freedom of movement within the territory of the Republic and to enter and leave 
the Republic of Uzbekistan, subject to the limitations established by law.” 

5. Please indicate how the charges against Ms. Dovlatova are compatible with 
international human rights standards, in particular with article 19 of the 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 

Reply: 

 The Uzbek citizens Ms. Lebedeva and Ms. Nikolaeva filed a lawsuit against Ms. 
Dovlatova to protect their honour and dignity and to seek compensation for moral harm, 
invoking article 100 of the Civil Code (Protection of honour, dignity and business 
reputation), which stipulates that: “Any citizen may demand, through a court, the retraction 
of information that affronts his or her honour, dignity or business reputation, unless the 
person who disseminated the information can show that it corresponds to reality … A 
person about whom such information has been disseminated may, in addition to demanding 
the retraction of the information, also demand compensation for the material and moral 
harm caused by such dissemination.” In support of their suit, they indicated that Ms. 
Dovlatova had insulted their honour and dignity and inflicted moral suffering on their aunt 
and family. In this connection, they asked the court to order her to pay them 10 million 
Uzbek sum in damages. 

 By a judgement of 13 May 2011, the Yakkasaray interdistrict civil court accepted 
the claims. 

 The decision granting Ms. Lebedeva and Ms. Nikolaeva’s suit for protection of their 
honour and dignity can in no way be considered a violation of international human rights 
standards and, in particular, of the provisions of article 19 of the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights. 

 Moreover, the civil proceedings against Ms. Dovlatova confirm that Uzbekistan, 
which is a party to the Covenant, strictly fulfils its obligations under the instrument, in 
particular those specified in article 2, paragraph 3, which provides that: 

  “Each State Party to the present Covenant undertakes: 
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  (a) To ensure that any person whose rights or freedoms as herein 
recognized are violated shall have an effective remedy, notwithstanding that the 
violation has been committed by persons acting in an official capacity; 

  (b) To ensure that any person claiming such a remedy shall have his right 
thereto determined by competent judicial, administrative or legislative authorities, or 
by any other competent authority provided for by the legal system of the State, and 
to develop the possibilities of judicial remedy; 

  (c) To ensure that the competent authorities shall enforce such remedies 
when granted.” 

6. In light of the threats against Ms. Dovlatova, please provide full details of any 
protective measures put in place to ensure her physical and psychological security and 
integrity, as well as those of her relatives. 

Reply: 

 Ms. Dovlatova’s security, like that of any Uzbek citizen, is guaranteed by the 
Constitution of the Republic of Uzbekistan, which provides in article 25 that: “Everyone 
has the right to liberty and security of person.” 

 No actions aimed at violating the lawful rights of Ms. Dovlatova have been, or are, 
permitted. 

 There is no evidence of the use of physical or psychological pressure against Ms. 
Dovlatova. 

 There is no need to put in place any individual protective measures to ensure the 
physical and psychological security of Ms. Dovlatova or her relatives. 

7. Please indicate what measures have been taken to ensure that human rights 
defenders, including civil society and activists, can operate in an enabling 
environment and can carry out their legitimate activities without fear of harassment, 
stigmatization or criminalization of any kind. 

Reply: 

 Since its establishment, the Republic of Uzbekistan has chosen to build a democratic 
State governed by the rule of law and to develop a just civil society. 

 In order for human rights defenders, including civil society and activists, to be able 
to operate in an enabling environment and to carry out their legitimate activities without 
fear of harassment, stigmatization or criminalization of any kind, article 29 of the 
Constitution stipulates that: 

  “Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, speech and opinion. Everyone 
has the right to seek, receive and impart any information, with the exception of 
information directed against the existing constitutional order or subject to other 
limitations established by law. 

  The freedom to hold and express opinions may be restricted by law only if a 
State or other secret is at stake.” 

    
















