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Annotation
In the September of 2005 the representatives of the Moscow Helsinki group with the assistance of the All-Russian public movement “For Human Rights” created a group of independent public investigation. While investigating the facts of the violation of the citizens rights in Blagoveschensky Region of Bashkiria in the December of 2004 – March 2005, the Moscow Helsinki group and the All-Russian public movement “For Human Rights” came to the conclusion of the necessity of the creation of a mechanism of professional public reaction to the gross violation of the rights and freedoms of the Russian Federation citizen, which includes forming a special group of independent investigation.
The assessment of the situation, which requires public investigation, is being held by a group of independent public investigation with L.M. Alekseeva at the head. At this they take into account the scale of the events (the number of people who have suffered), the social importance of the event, and also the influence of the event on the practice of observation of human rights in Russia.

The Moscow Helsinki group receives the information on violation of the rights of citizens during peaceful meetings from the majority of regions of Russia. Though the choice for the investigation was determined by one event - the fact of violation of the rights of the participants of the action “Anticapitalism-2005” during the period of September 24, 2005 in the cities of Nizhniy Novgorod, Dzerzhinsk, Bor of Nizhegoridsky Region. We have also considered it important to include in the materials of the investigation the episode of the detention of the action participants on September, 15 in the city of Orel, because the circumstances of the detention and the treatment of the activists are correlated with the circumstances of the event in Nizhegorodsky Region.
The present report contains not only the collected information on the violations, but also the analysis of the reasons of such violations. In this connection our purpose is not only to inform the public of the event, but gives reason for the reaction of the law enforcement organs. The conclusions and recommendations of the report should become a reason for the discussion of the necessity of the change of the practice of demonstrators’ treatment with the regional and federal authorities with the purpose of the prevention of such incidents in the future.

The reason of holding a public investigation became an open appeal of the participants of the action “Anticapitalism-2005” to the deputies of the State Duma of the Russian Federation with the request to help in the investigation of the events, which happened with the participants in the period of September, 24-25 2005. 
While holding the public investigation there have been meetings with the participants and witnesses of the action in the cities of Nizhniy Novgorod, Moscow, Orel. There have been collected materials, connected with the preparation of the actions, the documents of bringing administrative actions against the participants, the documents and testimony to inflicting injuries on the victims. 
In Nizhniy Novgorod and Moscow the public investigation has been held by the officials of IHF: S.M.Shilovsky and N.A.Tagankina. The information was presented to the city of Orel by D.A.Krayukhin and V.V.Katkova (the Institute of Social Problems “United Europe”).
Introduction
On the initiative of the political movements of the Russian Communist Union of the Youth-RKSM (b), The Russian communist labor party, the Revolutionary Party of the Communists (RKRP-RPK), The National-Bolshevik party (NBP) there were held actions of protest ─ meetings and demonstrations in the regions of Russia in the September of 2005. Such actions were held in the cities of Moscow, St. Petersburg, Barnaul. They planned to finish the campaign in the Nizhegorodsky Region.

The campaign “Anticapitalism” has been held for several years, the last two years ─ without serious complications. Before this, in 2000 and 2002 there were excesses in the city of Moscow, connected with the detention of the participants. 
There had not been observed any difficulties before the final stage of the campaign 2005. And only at the last stage the participants of the action suddenly faced a tough counteraction. According to the estimation of the participants of the action, the representatives of the political parties in the Nizhegoridsky region (and partly in Orlovsky region) they (and the representatives of the left radical political movements) had been treated with special partiality on the part of the regional authorities. 
Thus, during the last 2 years the majority of the public actions have been held in Nizhegorodsky and Orlovsky regions at the open counteraction of the executive organs: it was prohibited for the organizers to hold meetings, demonstrations and pickets in response for the notification of them, the officers of the law enforcement organs allowed illegal interference during holding the actions. All the actions were held in the presence of the convoy of the officers of UVD strengthened inadequately. 
It should be noted that the restrictions to hold the actions and the interference of the law enforcement organs have grown in the last years. In Nizhegorodsky region such restrictions from the power bodies have been especially toughened after the incident, in which a bus of special police unit (OMON) ran over a pensioner, a participant of the demonstration of the CPRF.
 
There have also been pursued activists of the “left” youth organizations of Orlovsky region. Thus, for example, at the beginning of September on preparing a picket against the reform of education one of the organizers of the picket, M.Deev, was detained by militiamen, taken to the suburb of the city and thrown out of the car into the dirt. On November 10 (already after the September events) at a meeting of the left radical youth an official of  Department Against Organized Crime [UBOP] of police department (UVD) of Orlovsky region accused one of the organizers that he was in the state of drug intoxication and threatened to take him for a compulsory examination. 
We have the trustworthy information that there has not been made known no violation of the public order on the part of the activists of RKSM (b), RKRP-RPK and NBP in the regions in this period. 
These circumstances give reasons to assert that the actions of the law enforcement system and the local administration in respect of the participants of the action “Anticapitalism-2005” contained political partiality. This partiality defined the events of the September of 2005 in many respects.
Part 1. the chronology of the events in Nizhegorodsky Region

1.1. Preparation of the action

The representatives of the Revolutionary communist union of the youth RKSM (b)  and the Russian communist labor party  (RKRP) planned to hold meetings and demonstrations in the cities of Dzerzhinsk, Bor and Nizhniy Novgorod on September, 24 – 25. It was planned that there would take part in the actions representatives of different organizations of Russia: RKSM (b), the Avangarda of the red youth (AKM), AKM “the working Russia”, the Union of the communist youth.
The local administrations were notified of the place and time of holding the meetings and demonstrations by the state departments of the parties in due time. Thus, the notification of holding a demonstration and meeting in Nizhniy Novgorod on September 25, 2005 was sent by the Movement “The working Nizhniy Novgorod” on September 14, 2005. There were not sent any other inquiries or notifications. 
In the city of Dzerzhinsk the information on the procession and picket was sent by the Dzerzhinsk organization RKRP. In the process of the preparation for the action there took place considerable violations on the part of the authorities, which were displayed in the form of both the usual espionage and in groundless detentions. Thus, for example, in the evening, the day before the action, there were detained two friends (one of them is under age), who were distributing leaflets with the information of the forthcoming demonstration. On the detention in the militia department they were threatened, they were told that they should not be present at the action; otherwise they would have to pay for it. Besides, there were intensified repressions in respect of the secretary of the Dzerzhinsky state organization RKSM (b) Sergey Pchelintsev. As one of the organizers of the action on September, 22-23, was called to the prosecutor’s office and to Town Police Department (GUVD), they also confirmed there, that the action in Dzerzhinsk was prohibited, and that in case people took part in the action there would be used force, of course, there were used much simpler words, they also recommended him to order his companions not to be present at the action at all”.
 
The administration of the city of Dzerzhinsk refused to coordinate holding of the meeting and demonstration for the reason that there was no passport information of the applicants in the notification. 
In response to the notification of holding the action in the city of Bor there were presented no official claims from the administration of the city. 
There was sent from the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod
 a letter of refusal to coordinate the time and place of holding the action addressed to the chairman of the executive committee of the movement “The working Nizhniy Novgorod”. 
The administration bases the refusal to coordinate the action on the following circumstances: 
1. The notification doesn’t hold the purpose of the measure and there are no signatures of the pointed out responsible persons;

2. The pointed out rock concert is to be coordinated in a special–an ordered authorization;

3. At the pointed out place of holding the meeting it is planned to hold a track and field athlete race for a prize of the newspaper “Nizhegorodskaya Pravda”.
 After the letter the organizers of the action received the warning of the prosecutor to make them subject to administrative responsibility in case of holding the actions. There were not held any negotiations on the initiative of the parties to change the time, place and forms of the actions.
By the time of holding the actions in Nizhegorodsky region GUVD of the Nizhegorodsky region prepared a plan of holding measures on the providing law and order. There were prepared the subdivisions of special police units of Nizhegorodskiy GUVD. There was applied a special regime of control to all the notified measures of the action. The increase attention from the part of the law enforcement organs was caused by the number of the participants of the actions (there were notified 1000 people) and also the decision of the state administrations to prohibit the action. 
In accordance with the plans of the initiators there was planned the participation in the actions of the local movement activists (of the region and cities) and participants from other cities (first and foremost Moscow, Moscow region, St. Petersburg, Tatar Stan). 
Several days before the action there had begun to spread rumors in the cities where the action was to be held that Nazis would appear in public. The sources of the rumors have not been determined for certain. However students and pupils had been informed of it from the administration of higher educational establishments and schools. On September, 24 in the city of Bor in connection with the threat of disorder there were closed prematurely kindergartens and schools, palaces of culture. The city market also closed. 
According to the testimony of the witnesses the information on skinheads’ action under preparation had been delivered by the regional radio. There was also delivered a message on the television of the city of Bor with the comments that the police would not allow public disorder.

1.2. The demonstration and meeting in the city of Dzerzhinsk
In the morning of September, 24 there arrived by electric train from Moscow at Dzerzhinsk about 40 people, participants of the action. Privokzal’naya Ploshad’ was pointed out as the place of the gathering of the demonstrators. By the time of the gathering (11.00) the square was surrounded by a dense circle of militia cordon, it was supported by details of militia with dogs. There were gathered about 70 persons, participants of the action, at the square. The quantity of the militiamen exceeded the quantity of the gathered considerably. 
Some participants of the action were allowed to go to the square, some not. “The people were not allowed to go to the railway station through the square. Many people were indignant, especially students, as they were hurrying to catch an electric train. But nobody was allowed to pass the circle.”
 
In spite of the prohibition to hold the demonstration and the meeting, the militiamen did not hinder in the gathering of the participants. “Since the very beginning the militiamen began to demand that we not use the flags, as they according to their opinion were a weapon but we managed to dispute it, since everybody knows that flags are widely used at public actions.”
 The representatives of the UVD of the city of Dzerzhinsk made terms of holding the demonstration, to the organizer of the demonstration, S.Pchelintsev (The Dzerzhinsk organization of RKSM i.e. not to use loudspeaker equipment. These terms were accepted. 
Having been marshaled the participants of the demonstration, accompanied by the militiamen took the route: Privokzal’naya ploshad’-Griboyedov St.-Kirov St.-the palace of culture “Khimikov”. There was held a meeting at Lenin square. The passage to the palace of culture “Khimikov” was limited. Besides the officers of the special police units, accompanying the column there were organized cordons at crossroads, along the entire route, up to 30 persons in a chain at each of the crossroads. They did not inhibit pedestrians. At the same time the presence of the militia cordon created obvious difficulties for the participants of the demonstration in the distribution of newspapers and leaflets among passers-by. Besides, there were noticed many persons wearing civil clothes in the column, operating officers. The very people had already been noticed by the participants of the action in Nizhniy Novgorod, before the detention. 
In all there were drawn in the city of Dzerzhinsk from the region according to different estimations 1000-2000 militiamen. 
After the end of the demonstration the participants of the demonstration who had come from other towns returned to Privokzal’naya Ploshad’ of the city of Dzerzhinsk by the same route. The militiamen continued to accompany the participants till the railway station, where there expected them a subdivision of militia on transport. The participants intended to go to Nizhniy Novgorod by electric train and farther to change and travel by the electric train till the settlement Tolokontsevo (the Semyonovskoye direction). 
The transport militiamen met the participants of the action and asked them to proceed to the 1-st carriage of the electric train. The other passengers were asked to vacate the carriage. There were 60 persons in the carriage, participants of the action in the city of Dzerzhinsk and militiamen in camouflage with the sign   OMON. 
On the arrival of the train at the Moskovsky railway station of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod about 10 transport militiamen together with the participants of the action passed to the electric train, going in the direction of the Tolokontsevo station, and also asked to vacate the 1-st carriage of the electric train. “The carriage was full of people, but the militiamen began to drive them out of the first carriage. The people became indignant and some of them stayed.”

1.3. The demonstration and meeting in the city of Bor

On the arrival at the station of Tolokontsevo
 the participants were met by a detail of OMON, about 30 persons, who wore special equipment (helmets and bullet proof jackets) and green uniform (not camouflage). “There came a lieutenant-colonel to us and told us–it is necessary to examine you with metallic detectors. The participants did not dispute these requirements and agreed to be examined. At the examination there were withdrawn from 3 participants penknives (clasp-knives), and they were not returned later. The participants of the action went to the road to the city of Bor surrounded on all sides with the fighters of OMON. Since the column with the cordon occupied half the road wide, the movement of the transport into one direction was stopped. After there had been formed a many kilometer traffic jam at the Semyenovskaya line, the militiamen led the column to the side of the road. At the town military registration and enlistment office there joined the column about 30 activists of the movement from the city of Bor. All the participants went till the city monument “Eternal flame, where they held a 30-minute meeting. 
By the evening of September 24 many participants of the action from other cities went to the city of Nizhniy Novgorod by an ordered bus. The bus was accompanied by militiamen in the compulsory way. 
10 persons, participants of the action, decided to stay overnight in the city of Bor. Having learnt about it the head of the RUVD of the city of Bor said, “I prohibit you to stay on the territory of Bor region. Take a bus, they will take you to Nizhniy. Everybody was indignated, and he submitted. He himself took those who had decided to stay in the city to the hotel.”
 
On entering Nizhniy from the city of Bor at 7 pm the bus, which was carrying participants of the action was stopped by militiamen as if because of some, of which we had not been informed, statement of the administration of Nizhniy Novgorod “because of an outbreak of hepatitis all the documents are checked of all the people, who arrive in the city”, they required that “they get off the bus one after the other”. There came an alternative offer: to show the documents immediately in the bus. But when the officers of the Ministry of Internal Affairs began to write down the passport information we protested: it is a violation of the human rights! For almost 1 hour and a half they didn’t let the bus go anywhere (till 9 pm), there stood speaking officials of the officers of the Ministry of Internal Affairs (about ten persons), who were not going to fulfill the order of the administration in respect of other cars and buses, which rushed past and aroused no interest in them. It was obvious that they needed information on the participants of the political action”.
 “The bus was delayed for more than an hour at the entrance to Kanavinsky region of Nizhniy Novgorod, because we had refused to get out, as a result we agreed that there would get three officials in the bus and write down the sir names, names and patronymic names from our words. And only after that they let the bus move.”

1.4. The dispersal of the demonstration in the city of Nizhniy Novgorod

After holding the actions in the cities of Dzerzhinsk and Bor the control of the participants was intensified. According to the description of the participants of the actions the control was exercised in the form of outer observation of operating officers. “My group arrived in Nizhniy Novgorod in the morning, after 9, having crossed the Volga by ferry. Entering the centre we ascended the Chkalov stairs and near the walls of the Nizhegorodskiy Kremlin people wearing civil clothes and militiamen “paid attention to us” and at once. They didn’t try to start a conversation, but they followed us in a big group, when we stopped they stopped too, we didn’t try to do anything, we only tried to make sure that none of our group stayed alone. Thus we reached to place of the gathering several meters from the middle point of the mall “Bolshaya Pokrovka”.
 
On September 25, 2005 at 10.00 about 40 persons gathered near the office of RKSM (b), at Lykovaya embankment, and set off in a group to the square of Gorky (the place of the gathering of the participants of the demonstration)”. A big part of the group (headed by P.M.Tipakov) was stopped by militiamen in camouflage while they were going to Bolshaya Pokrovka St. (near the palace of culture of Sverdlov). Several militiamen crossed our way, besides judging by the shoulder-straps many of them were of a high rank, they behaved rudely, they pushed us, didn’t let us go, at this they didn’t speak very politely. Soon there came in an official car a representative of federal security and after him there came two buses with OMON”10. The representative (according to different opinions) of UVD or Federal Security Service (FSB) of the region warned the participants that it was prohibited for them to hold the demonstration. But still, he let the participants go, having received assertion that they would not unwrap the banners and transparencies till they reached the square of Gorky. The group was accompanied to the place of gathering by militiamen. “They let us go along the street Bolshaya Pokrovka, but as in the case in Dzerzhinsky they surrounded us with a tight circle, i.e. thy led us as the worst criminals along a rather busy street”. 10 
The militiamen stopped a group of young men going along the street in the direction of the square of Gorky and made them turn back. 
By this time at the square of Gorky (near the restaurant “MacDonald’s”) there had gathered another group of the participants of the action, about 40 persons. At the square (in the public garden, opposite the restaurant “MacDonald’s”) there stood 2 buses of OMON. In the buses next to them there were 150 militiamen and officers of the special police unit. The public garden around the square was cordoned; passers-by were not allowed to go there. 
There reached the square only 70 persons. At 11.45 the group headed by P.M.Tipakov reached the public garden (the place of the gathering) from the street B.Pokrovka. The group coming from “MacDonald’s” also reached the place of the gathering. The militiamen let both the groups pass. 
One of the representatives of the militia declared in a megaphone, “Your action is prohibited!”, that is why they asked the gathered to go away. The statement was repeated several times. In response to this P.M.Tipakov said in a megaphone that “There are no reasons to prohibit the meeting, and the requirements of the militiamen are not constitutional”. He also informed that the notification of the demonstration had been presented in accordance with the law and the organizers had the right to hold the action. 
Right after the gathering of the participants there came two tall officers of the special police unit to P.M.Tipakov, grabbed the megaphone and began to wring his arms. According th the testimony of P.M.Tipakov, “One of the militiamen shouted, “Press him, press!” They were wringing my arms even worse and I began to fall with my head down. In this position they practically carried me in their arms in the militia microbus (“Gazel”) 
 “There managed to break through to him a turned down participant of the action from Leningrad Masha, she also tried to resist this violation of the rights, she was also thrown in the same militia “Gazel” 10. 
 At this time all the people who were at the place of the gathering were cordoned by the officers of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. “The officers of the special police unit began to press up in a tight mess. They grabbed people at random and led them to the bus. Several people tried to push back the pressing militiamen. Everybody was shouting, “Down with tyranny!” People were taken one by one and put in the bus. There was a young man with a girl next to me, who had turned up at the place by chance.” 
 According to the words of Victor Burenkov, “3-4 minutes later there appeared on the left a column of OMON. We began to run from the other side in the direction of Bolshaya Pokrovka, and two or three of our companions managed to escape the ring, then there was given a command not to let anybody go, and nobody was allowed to go, and they were pushed in an autozak. Not less than 40 detained persons were pushed in a narrow place (2 to 3 meters, not more) of the autozak. In spite of the fact that our friend Ilya Ulyanov had the certificate of a reporter of the newspaper “Molnya”, they took his digital camera and destroyed all the photos of that day. They tool all the flags, newspapers and even bags from the participants of the action, they confiscated everything. During the detention there were applied different stiles in respect of the participants. For example, I know that some of my friends before they were thrown in the autozak were pushed on the ground; their hands were wrung behind the back. At first they put two thirds of the participants in the autozaks, the others were still at the square, at this moment there came journalists to them, among them there were people from the channel “Volga”, and the head of the Dzerzhinsk organization RKSM Sergey Pchelintsev managed to give a short interview, in which he commented on this tyranny of the authorities. Hardly had the interview been finished, when he and the other companions were pushed to the buses, and as it was found out later, they had been taken to the militia department UVD of Sovetsky region of Nizhniy Novgorod”. 
 Later all the people were taken to the Sovetsky UVD 3 hours later. 
The first group of the detained was taken to the militia department of Nizhegorodsky region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod. When they were still on the way they managed to contact their friends and the deputy of the State Duma, the first secretary of the central Committee of RKRP-RPK Victor Tyulkin. At this time he was in Nizhegoridsky region, in the town of Sarov. Later his intervention helped to set free the detained participants of the action. Two detained persons, P.M.Tipakov and Maria (from St.Petersburg) were taken to the Nizhegorodsky ROVD separately from the others. On the way they began to express indignation in respect of the cruel and illegal treatment. In response to this the militiamen sent gas “bird cherry” in the van. On the arrival “the 15-year old Maria from Petersburg (height-160 cm) was dragged to the department by the arms and legs face down.”
 
The majority of the detained, about 40 persons were placed in one of the cells of the Nizhegorodsky RUVD, (the square about 12 square meters). It was very crowded, everybody had to stand. The people who had been brought had to stay there in such a position for about 1,5 hour. According to the testimony of Alexander Oleinik, “One lieutenant took our passports, which we stretched through the bars. He was the only one who introduced himself, giving his sir name.” During the stay in custody there were made records of the detention of all the detained. But unlike the standard procedure the detained were subjected to other not provisioned by the law procedures. All the detained were questioned and photographed; besides they were forced to undergo the procedure of taking finger-prints. These requirements were accompanied by threats and frightening with inhuman conditions of the stay there. “The people were taken for the interrogation one by one. At first I was led to a room with by arms at my back. One of the lieutenants asked how I had got to the square of Gorky in order to write it in the record. Then I was taken to the cell. Then everybody was led to take finger-prints. They threatened that those who refused would have to stay in the cell for three days. We were photographed by a woman in regular clothes. Then I was taken for an interrogation to an officer who didn’t introduce himself either. I think he was also the FBI officer. He asked me about my occupation, about the organization and how I had got in it. Then I was taken to the cell again. At about 5.00 pm I was taken to a woman, a lieutenant of GUVD, who let me see the record of an administrative infringement of the law. I signed it.” 
 
Victor Burenkov says, “When we were in the cell for drunken people, we saw Peter Tipakov being dragged, he was being dragged by two persons by the arms, with his face down, almost in the horizontal position. He was not put in a cell for drunken people, he was taken to some separate room we didn’t see. Then they began to take us out to make explanatory notes, I didn’t find anything special there, at that moment they didn’t use force. We wrote in the explanatory notes that we hadn’t caused any violations of the public order, though the militiamen persisted in telling us of it and took us back to the cell for drunken people, calling us for the second time to make a record according to the standard form. But between these two points we were also invited to a separate room, where there was, as he introduced himself, an official of the department of struggle with political extremism. He simply took the passports and wrote down the passport information of the participants of the action, at this he had separate lists of RKSM (b), AKM and other organizations. He either asked about the membership of the organizations or defined it by the symbolism. When we had been in the column we had special T-shirts on, by which it was possible to distinguish us, though not all of us had them, but the most scandalous thing was that they had offered us to take finger-prints, though only 2 of us are professional lawyers, we all knew, that it is the rule not to take finger-prints till a criminal case is started, and we were there not in connection with a criminal case. About 5-6 persons let their finger-prints be taken, because they were not very well informed of it. But several persons and I among them refused collectively. We were called “the cleverest” and while those who had submitted to have their finger-prints taken were sent further in the trial, we were returned back to the cell for drunk people and they promised us to keep us there for three days. All the detained received records on Article 20.2 part 2 of the administrative code “Participation in an unofficial meeting”, and the organizers “organization of an unofficial meeting” accordingly, at this it was sometimes called “violation of the established order of holding a meeting” 
 
In the period between 4.00 pm till 6.00 pm the detained were taken one by one from the cells and led to a bus PAZ. The officials of OMON didn’t allow to leave the department for the bus without assistance. All the detained, about 60 persons, were taken to the Moskovsky station. The officials didn’t react to the requirements of the participants from Moscow to let them out of the bus to take their things. “Some people had their things in the building of the regional committee RKRP-RPK and there arose definite difficulties in giving these things. Nevertheless it didn’t embarrass the militiamen to violate the right of the freedom of movement.” 
 
In the bus all the detained were divided into groups: the citizens from Nizhniy Novgorod, people from the region, from Moscow and other cities. 
The citizens of Nizhniy Novgorod were taken from the bus first and accompanied by transport militia they were led out of the territory of the Moskovsky station. The other groups were taken out in the same way, at this they were given their passports. The Muscovites were accompanied by the militiamen to the train and were given the passports only at getting on the train. 
“Only at 5.40 pm the bus finally left. Since we could use the mobiles, we contacted the people who had been set free before; they got on the second floor of the headquarters, got down our things and took them to the railway station. We were taken to the Moskovsky railway station, those who had tickets for 6.20 were relieved only when people began to get on the train, i.e. at 5.55 pm. My ticket was for 10.40 pm, and some people had tickets for trains which departed later, we were passed to the transport militia and were held in the waiting hall on the second floor, at this thy made all the other passengers leave this hall. Only after the train left at 6.20 pm we (ten persons) were kept for an hour more by the officers of the transport militia, then they offered us to go to a café and have a snack. After we had eaten and returned back the officers of the transport militia were gone, in this way they had let us go in an original way.” 
 
At this time at about 6.00 pm the headquarters of RKRP (near which the participants of the demonstration had gathered) was attacked by a group of young people. There was Sergey Samokhim from Balakhna and a schoolgirl from Dzerzhinsk, they were also detained, taken to the Sovetskoye RUVD, but they were set free at about 3.00 pm. According to the information of the victims there had been15-20 persons in the group. According to all the outer signs, the clothes, shouts, behavior, they belonged to skinheads. During the attack there were broken windows in the headquarters. They hit Sergey Samokhins’ head with a brick, there was called an ambulance and it was found out that besides outer injuries he had concussion. The girl Lyudmila had been knocked down and hit when she already lay. Her mouth bled for some time, but there were not found out any serious injuries. There was put in an application to the militia on the incident and in the evening there came a certain important militia official, but he spoke in such a way as if our application were not serious, such petty attacks could have been beaten off without help, and he added that everything he had seen there, was several small stones, which lay at our door, and that it didn’t prove anything.” 
 
The attack became known through the telephones to the participants who were in the Sovetskoye RUVD. But all the applications and requests to interfere were left without recording and response. “We got to know about it from our friends who called us on the cellular, when we were in the bus, but the militiamen we applied to didn’t react.” 
  
“Some of our friends who were in the Nizhegorodskoye RUVD heard that the militiamen had somehow got this information. When we were comparing this information we understood that the officials of the Nizhegorodskoye RUVD had received this information immediately before the attack happened.” 
 
The special operation near the square of Gorky lasted during the whole day on September 25. Strengthened details of militia were holding a raid in the places next to the square: the Srednoy market and Zvezdinka square. They stopped and searched groups of young people and teenagers. According to the testimony of A.Kayumov, “I was a witness of such an event. Two mounted, 8 unmounted militiamen (there were 2 more patrol cars with militiamen) detained a group of young people. They took the girls aside. The boys were marshaled in a rank one next to the other, there lay bags before them. They were searched one by one, their things too. There sat young men on a bench, the militiamen came to them too, to check the documents. It was obviously a check of groups of young people.” 

1.5. The consequences of the detention of the participants of the action in Nizhniy Novgorod

After the discharge P.M.Tipakov went to hospital where a diagnosis was made concerning the state of his health–arm fracture, concussion. He was on a sick leave for a month. The prosecutor’s office of Nizhegorodsky region made an inspection concerning the fact of causing physical injuries. After the procedure terms of the inspection P.M.Tipakov was not informed of its results. Later he received a rejection to commence a criminal case for the reason of bringing a verdict of guilty of committing an administrative violation of the law (for the violation of the order of holding the meeting). 
Since the middle of October till the middle of November the Justice of the Peace of district #3 of the Nizhegorodsky Court Boyrova considered the cases of the administrative violation of the law. The participants from other cities were not present at the examination of the cases, the cases were considered in their absence. Concerning two detained participants, who didn’t admit the fact of the violation of the public order, the court made the verdict “not guilty”. P.M.Tipakov, as the organizer of the action, was subjected to administrative punishment in the form of 1 000 thousand roubles by the court decision of October 24, 2005. The prosecutor’s inspection of the facts of inflicting physical injuries was stopped without the notification of the persons who had suffered from them.
Part 2. detention of the activists of the political parties in the city of Orel

2.1. The circumstances of the event

In the evening of September 15, 2005 activists of the city of Orel intended to go to Moscow to participate in the meeting “Anticapitalism-2005”.  The head of Orlovsky regional organization The National-Bolshevik party of Russia Michael Deev and a member of the regional organization NBP Dmitry Vasiliev got off a trolleybus at the station “Zheledorozhny vokzal” at about 9.00 pm. They were going to change for the bus “Orel-Moscow”, which took off at 9.30 pm. Before they left the house M.Deev and D.Vasiliev had drunk together according to their words one bottle of beer with a capacity of 0,5 liter .
According to the testimony of M.Deev and D.Vasiliev immediately after they had got off the trolleybus there came two militiamen to them and required that they present their documents. In their turn M.Deev and D.Vasiliev asked the militiamen to present their documents, but they refused. After the examination of the documents the militiamen offered them to go to the ROVD of the railway station with the words, “We’ve been waiting right for you!” 
In the ROVD of the railway station the detained were divided. 
The militiamen offered M.Deev to write the explanation that he had drunk 150 g. of vodka, promising that they would let him go at once. Realizing that there remained several minutes before the departure of the train and being subject to psychological pressure Michael Deev wrote a substantial explanation and, practically without reading signed the record of an administrative violation. Though after he had signed the record he was not released, they allowed him to leave the Zheleznodorozhny ROVD only after the departure of the train for Moscow. 
Dmitry Vasiliev was taken to another building of the duty part of the ROVD of the railway station, at this the fact of bringing him to ROVD wasn’t even fixed in documents. About 30 minutes later Vasiliev was taken in a militia car to the medical sobering-up station of the UVD of Orlovsky region. In the sobering-up house Vasiliev asked to take him to a narcological dispensary for an examination, though they refused, and he was taken to a ward for sobering. The relatives of Vasiliev were not informed of the detention, to their calls to militia and the sobering-up house they were told that he was not among the detained. At about 5 am on September 16 Vasiliev was woken up and invited to sign the record of detention. According to Vasiliev’s words that threatened with the use of physical force he wrote in the record that he had drunk 200 grams of vodka. At about 8 o’clock in the morning there came Vasiliev’s mother and grandmother to the medical sobering-up house, they paid a fine for him, though he was allowed to go only after 12 o’clock in the afternoon.
 According to the words of both the detained none of them had been given a copy of the records of the administrative violation of the law. 
On September 17 M.A.Deev and D.S.Vasiliev applied for help to the legal reception-room of the Institute of social Problems “United Europe”, the city of Orel.
2.2. The consequences of the detention

On September 19, on Monday, there was sent to the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region of the city of Orel an application of commencing a criminal case on behalf of the institute ‘United Europe”. The very day there were presented inquiries to the Zheleznodorozhny ROVD and to the medical sobering-up house of the UVD Orlovsky region to present copies of the records of the administrative violation of the law. On presenting the application in the medical sobering-up house there were revealed additional circumstances, which characterized the attitude to the detained. 
At first the head of the medical sobering-up house refused to take the application, giving the reasons that it was necessary to apply on the matter to the Department Against Organized Crime (UBOP) the UVD of Orlovsky region. Then in the presence of a representative of IOP “United Europe” D.A.Krayukhin the head of the sobering-up house called UBOP and informed that people applied to him concerning “that case”. The loud telephone allowed to hear the response of the telephone subscriber. Having got to know that a lawyer was present at the telephone call the officer of UBOP said, “You are a militiaman, you must think in whose presence you can speak and in whose presence you can’t!” 
Later there arrived refusals to hand in the copies of the records of the administrative violation of the law from ROVD and the medical sobering-up house. As they said in ROVD the copy of the record had been given to M.A.Deev. Really there is the signature of Deev of receiving the record, though according to his words he did not received the record. The medical sobering-up house explained the refusal due to the reason that the record in respect of Vasiliev had been taken by the prosecutor’s office. 
Taking into account that the information received in the medical sobering-up house was a circumstantial evidence of the implication of UBOP to the case of the detention of M.Deev and D.Vasiliev, D.A.Krayukhin applied to the head investigator of the prosecutor’s office O.L.Leonov, who was making an examination on the application with the request to take his explanation. Though the investigator refused to take the explanation saying that he was very busy, he refused to set a time for the next appearance. The deputy of the prosecutor’s office of the region, to whom Krayukhin also applied also refused to comply with the complaint. In accordance with it Krayukhin lodged a complaint to the prosecutor’s office of Orlovsky region connected with the inaction of the investigator. In spite of this on September 28, 2005 the investigator of the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region passed the resolution of the rejection to commence a criminal case
, at this in the course of the examination the investigator did not take the explanation of M.A.Deev. 
 
The acting prosecutor of Zheleznodorozhny region I.A.Matiukhin, to whom Khayukhin applied with a verbal request, said that he would not check the legitimacy and validity of the decision to reject to commence a criminal case before the prosecutor of the region was back from his holiday. The complaint of the inaction of the investigator of the prosecutor’s office of Orlovsky region lodged before was sent to the prosecutor’s office of the region, later Krayukhin was informed that the investigator had received the order to take the explanation. 
Representing the interests of the victims, D.A.Krayukhin applied to the Zheleznodorozhny regional court with a complaint (according to Article 125 of the Criminal Procession Code of the Russian Federation) of the resolution of the rejection to commence a criminal case. The prosecutor’s office presented in the sitting of the court immediately the resolution of the acting prosecutor of Zheleznodorozhny region of the city of Orel I.A.Matyukhin of October 5, 2005 to cancel the resolution of the refusal to commence a criminal case. In his resolution Matyukhin stated a number of contradictions, which it was offered to eliminate. On October 6, 2005 the materials were returned for an additional examination to the head investigator of the prosecutor’s office of the city of Orel O.L.Leonov, who did not start the examination. On October 12, 2005 the materials were given for additional examination to the investigator of the prosecutor’s office M.A.Markov. 
On October 22, (on Saturday, i.e. at the week end) the investigator M.A.Markov made a new resolution of the rejection to commence a criminal case. At this the investigator eluded from taken the explanation of D.A.Krahykhin on the matter of the possible participation of UBOP in the detention of Deev and Vasiliev.
On October 27 there was lodged a new complaint to the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region of the city of Orel and the prosecutor’s office of Orlovsky region (according to Article 124 Criminal Procession Code of the Russian Federation) of the evasion of the investigator from taking an explanation. 
On October 31 the deputy of the prosecutor of the Zheleznodorozhny region D.V.Matyashov made a resolution of the rejection to meet the complaint
. At this he not only presented no reasons of the complaint with their legal estimation, but the very text of the resolution practically coincides verbatim with the text of the cancelled before statement of the rejection to commence a criminal case of September 28, 2005. 
To the application to the prosecutor’s office of Orlovsly region there commented the head of the department of the supervision of the investigation, inquiry and operative-search work (ORD) E.A.Slobodyanik. He pointed that “explanations are taken from persons, who have de jure important information, necessary for making a legitimate and justified decision” and, accordingly, “there are no reasons to take from D.A.Krayukhin explanations on the fact of the detention of M.A.Deev and D.S.Vasiliev by militiamen”.
Part 3. the ASSESSMENT and analysis of the events

3.1.  The practice of the consideration of the notification of holding public actions

In accordance with the Federal law “Of gatherings, meetings, demonstrations, processions and pickets” 
 (further – the Law) there is made the order of notification of the application of holding a demonstration and a meeting. The notifications of holding public actions in Nizhegorodsky region were presented in time with the indication of the necessary information, stipulated in Article 7, point 3 of the Law. 
 
Together with that the notification, presented to the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod, did not contain the signatures of two persons, who were responsible for the organization of the public action, according to Article 7, point 4 of the Law. 
 And in the plan of the action there was also specified holding a rock-concert.
These discordances in the notification were the reason of the rejection of the coordination of the public action.

Though the applicants (The movement “the working Nizhniy Novgorod”) were prepared to make the necessary additions in the notification. In particular, to present the necessary signatures of the people responsible for the public action and not to organize the rock-concert. 
There was used one more argument of the rejection to register the notification: holding a bicycle race for the prizes of a newspaper. We consider this argument farfetched, at least because the route of the bicycle race did not cross the route of the demonstration. 
Thus the administration of Nizhniy Novgorod refused to coordinate the public action, which consisted of the notified demonstration and meeting, at this it did not offer to choose another time and place of holding the public action and eliminate the disclosed drawbacks in the notification. 
In this way the administration of Nizhniy Novgorod violated the order of coordinating a public action, stated in Article 12, point 2 of the Law. 
 And the taken decision of rejection and the following restrictions of the rights of citizens
 were actions which exceeded the authority of the local self-governing organ. Estimating the actions of the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod it is necessary to take into consideration the decisions taken by the administration before:
1. By the resolution of the head of the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod on June 24, 2003 #67 there was adopted “The order of the coordination of holding mass actions and the notification of holding mass actions in the city of Nizhniy Novgorod”. Due to this resolution the order of the notification of holding public actions has been changed considerably. Practically there is introduced the licensing order of holding actions ─ the administration states the right to prohibit an action according to a wide range of reasons in a violent interpretation, change the place and time of holding it according to its initiative. It is revealing that the Statement bound the organizers to receive the coordination of holding mass actions in the GUVD of the region and pay for the cleaning of the territory while holding mass actions. 
 This Statement practically did not correspond to the Federal law “of gatherings, meetings, demonstrations, processions and picketing” completely, adopted later- on June 19, 2004, but it was not cancelled.
2. On December 15, 2003 the very head of the administration made order #3847-r “On the prohibition of holding pass actions on the territory of the Nizhegorodsky Kremlin”. By this order it is prohibited to hold any mass actions on the territory of the Nizhegorodsky Kremlin till a special direction. The reason of making the order was the decision of the regional antiterrorist committee. Though it is necessary to cancel the very order (as it follows from Article 8, point 3 of the Law
, the administration of the city -the mayor of the city E.Bulavinov exceeded his authority). The use of this order became the reason of the prohibition in Nizhniy Novgorod of public actions on the territory of the Kremlin. Since the October of 2004 the order of the administration has been appealed according to the order of the court, though it has not been cancelled completely and is use in the rejection to register actions. 
 
Thus for two years the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod, with the permissiveness of the prosecutor’s office has been taking measures sequentially concerning the cancel of the order of the notification of holding mass actions (meetings, processions, demonstrations and pickets). In the practice of the registration of the notification of actions there were applied additional requirements to the organizers. Accordingly, the officers of the administration of the city did not realize and adopt an equality order of the coordination of the action. i.e. the obligations to take into account the wishes of the organizers of the actions on the order of holding actions, their place and time. Such ignoring of the legislation and the rights of citizens could not help reflecting on the actions of the law machinery of the region and the city, which are responsible for the order of holding actions.
 Due to the policy held by the administration of Nizhniy Novgorod there was a refusal to coordinate holding of the public action on September 25, 2005, and as a result–a massive violation of the rights of the participants of the demonstration, their illegal detention and keeping them under arrest, inflicting them body injuries. Thus, as the result of an unofficial apply of violence P.M.Tipakov received traumas–arm fracture and concussion. 
Thus, the illegal decisions and actions of the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod resulted in bringing considerable harm to the applicants and the interested persons, and, accordingly must involve the responsibility specified by the law.
3.2.  Taking the decision on the measures of safeguarding public security

As follows from the analysis of the actions of militiamen the action “Anticapitalism-2005” was considered by the law enforcement organs of Nizhegorodsky region as extraordinary. The circumstances of this decision of the GUVD of Nizhegorodsky region are unknown. But since the responsibility of using the forces of the special police unit has been assigned to the exclusive competence of the head of the regional GUVD
, it seems that the very operation was controlled by the head of the GUVD of Nizhegorodsky region V.V.Bratanov personally. It is confirmed by the indirect testimony of the participants of the action. 
It is quite obvious that the decisions taken by the head of the regional GUVD should be grounded. 
On the one hand it seems that one of the substantial reasons of taking such a decision is the degree of the social danger of the notified action. It should have been possible to estimate this degree beforehand taking into account the practice of holding actions and the violation made by organizers in other regions of Russia. 
 In this case practice shows that there were not noted any extraordinary cases in other regions at holding the action. The organizers of the action of Nizhegorodsky region were not noticed violating the public order. 
On the other hand, the decisions, taken by the authorities of GUVD must correspond to the tasks of the law enforcement organs. One of such tasks, in particular, of the special police unit, is “the limits of their authorities to render help to citizens, officials, enterprises, organizations and establishments, public unions in the realization of their rights and legal interests”. 
 I.e. the militiamen were to have given immediate assistance in the realization of the right of citizens for the freedom of meetings. 
Nevertheless the participants of the action were considered by the GUVD of the region potential disrupters of the public order without visible reasons, and there were taken all measures to suppress possible disturbances. According to an overall evaluation there were involved in the special operation about 2000 militiamen of the protection of the public order, transport militia and orders of the special police unit (OMON). 
The significant thing for the estimation of taking the decision is the information on the negotiations with the organizers of the action. In these negotiations the organizers of the action received the requirement not to hold the action with only one argumentation–the complexity of guaranteeing law order up to standard. 
“The organizers of the action were called by the administration of Dzerzhinsk and referring to the fact that the militia bodies were occupied at some other measures and that they could not present an adequate quantity or resource to protect the action. It was their main formal argument to the prohibition of the action in Dzerzhinsk and Nizhniy Novgorod. The answer concerning Bor had a little different form. Though at some moment the administration also wanted to prohibit holding the action. Thus the answer on Dzerzhinsk and Nizhniy Novgorod was identical, i.e. the action was prohibited.” 
 
Taking into account these facts it can be supposed that the decision to involve in the control of the action of a considerable quantity of the forces of the law order, “was lowered from above”. The authorities did everything not to let hold the action, and with this purpose there were involved a considerable number of the officers of the law enforcement organs. 
The order of taking any decisions by officials is not regulated by the legislation. It is partly justified by the necessity of holding operative actions in connection with the changing situation. Though at the preparation to the action GUVD received the proper information not less than 5 days before holding it. In this case the authorities of the GUVD had enough time to receive all the necessary information for taking a decision. Though it seems that the authorities of the GUVD of Nizhegorodsky region did not use such an opportunity and took all the responsibility of taking a decision. In comparison with the results of its fulfillment one can say that this decision is not only illegal, but it also bears extraordinary threat of the interests of public safety. 
As the analysis of the situation showed, there also took part representatives of FSB in the immediate participation in the approval of the decision and making a plan of the operating support and control of the action. 
Officers of FSB were present at holding the action and made independent developing and forming of cases in the period of the inquiry of the detained. According to the testimony of the witnesses this work had been done by the officers of the department of the FSB of the struggle with extremist actions, i.e. potentially the participants of the action were recognized by FSB as extremists, who threatened the political system. 
This fact requires separate consideration and estimation. Really, the task of the department of the struggle with extremist actions is extremely inexact, the definition of extremism is conventional and subjective. Thus, from the beginning the actions of this department were put in the framework of the tasks and directions defined from above instructively. Since the work of this department touches upon the political and social activity directly and is not limited by legal procedures, its use for the control of political organizations is inadmissible without outer limitations and control. Practically this department has become an instrument of political control and detection. 
The partiality, groundlessness of the decision of the estimation of the degree of the risk of the social safety on the part of the organizers of the action led to the unjustified use of the force of the law enforcement organs. 
The excessiveness and inadequacy of the actions of militiamen were reflected in all the steps of the campaign. 
Thus, for example, the participants of the action were accompanied by the militia not only during the action, but also in the periods between the measures. Such support (as for example in public transportation during the travel about the city) is not specified by any legal regulations. Such actions with the obvious lack of threat of the violation of the public order, limited the freedom of the personality of the participants of the actions, and should have been considered as the abuse of the official authority on the part of the militiamen.
Further, while holding the actions and the movement of their participants the militia restricted the access to public places. In particular, at the cordoning of Privorzal’naya ploshad’ in the city of Dzerzhinsk and the square of Gorky in the city of Nizhniy Novgorod, at blocking the highway Semyonovskaya in the city of Bor etc. The quantity of the citizens of Nizhegorodsky region, who suffered (those, who were harassed) due to the actions of the militiamen is estimated at hundreds.
These measures cannot be called justified or grounded. Moreover, the unjustified use of the forces of law and order in the cities of Nizhegorodsky region practically undermined the situation. The very presence of the strengthened militia details was considered by citizens as breach of the peace and predetermined the use of the unjustified measure of force in respect of the demonstrators.
3.3.  The analysis of the actions of the officers of the law enforcement on safeguarding order

On the basis of the estimation of the planned public action as a measure which had no threat of the breach of the public order, the actions of the law enforcement officers in respect of the participants of the action “Anticapitalism-2005” can be considered as extraordinary and inadequate. I.e. in the absence of threat there were used the measures and means admissible and even directed for the suppression of mass riots. Moreover, in the period of holding the mass actions in other cities, among them the city of Dzerzhinsk and the city of Bor of Nizhegorodsky region, the representatives of the law enforcement organs could ascertain of it. 
Nevertheless in the period of holding the action since September 24 till September 25 the actions of the law enforcement organs were acquiring more and more tough character. These actions from prophylaxis ones (September 24) passed into the category of repressive ones (September 25). 
In the period of holding the action its participants were subject to different kinds of limitations on the part of militiamen more than once. Thus, for example, at the station Tolokontsevo, under the threat of detention about 60 people were subject to examination. Both the examination and the removal of the personal things (pen-knives), and the fact of holding the examination by the officers of the special police unit cannot be considered legal. Requirements of such kind were either not grounded or there were used visibly farfetched pretexts. For example, the detention of the bus with the participants on the bridge across the river Volga on the Semyonovskaya highway was made in accordance with “the hepatitis check”. 
At the preparation and holding the action there were made steep demands to the organizers. At this the officers of the Ministry of Internal Affairs made the standard argumentation that it was necessary in the interests of the enforcement of law. Though the very requirements did not correspond to these arguments in no way. For example, to remove the flags, not to use the loudkeeper equipment, can be considered exclusively as undefined, i.e. not connected with the real conditions and fears.

Raising such requirements by the representatives of the Ministry of Internal Affairs was accompanied by the conditions or threats to obstruct holding the action. Out of the procedure of the notification these requirements were based not on legal norms, but exclusively on force. These facts can be referred to the wrongful acts of the law enforcement organs, which demanded especial attention and examination, because not standardized limitations of the rights of the demonstrators can obviously in the future only worsen and spread in practice. 
The dispersal on September 25 of the meeting at the square of Gorky in Nizhniy Novgorod with the intention to hold a peaceful procession practically represented a penal measure, because there were no motives to use force, nor direct threat of the breach of the public order on the part of the organizers. According to law force measures can be applied only in extreme case, when they are provoked by the organizers themselves. But the very facts of breach or threats of violation by the participants of the public order are not found and motivated by the militiamen in the presentation of the materials of the cases for the administrative punishment of the participants. 
There are also not found grounds for holding a special operation after the dispersal of the participants of the action near the square of Gorky. During these operations the inhabitants of the city were subjected to ungrounded checking of the documents and illegal search. 
In the period of the detention the militiamen unprovoked (without resistance) applied physical force and special means to the participants. Several participants received slight injuries (P.M.Tipakov–medium trauma). 
It should be pointed out that the outer observation, organized by the law enforcement organs, and also the support of the participants in the action during their movement along the city (not in the notified places) is a fact which detracts the dignity of the personality.
In the period of holding the action in Nizhegorodsky region its participants experienced different forms of control: from the imposed support at the organized movement of the participants, to the operating support of separate groups of the participants along the streets of the cities. 
This practice confirms once again the fact that the participants of the action were considered notorious trespassers, to which it is allowed to use wide means of control. Only in this way the actions of the patrol militiamen of public safety can be explained who detained the participants who were coming to the place of the gathering of the procession of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod. The same conclusions can be applied in the estimation of the episode of the detention of Deev and Vasiliev in Orlovsky region. 
There draws attention the circumstance that there have not been revealed the facts of the use of force or threat of its use on the personal initiative of the militiamen. All the actions of this kind bore an organized character under the direct orders of the authorities of the regional or state UVD, and also the participation of representatives of FSB.
3.4.  The analysis of treating the detained

The detained at the square of Gorky in Nizhniy Novgorod were in custody for about 6 hours. They all had identification documents. In this respect it is necessary to state the fact of the violation of the 3-hour holding in custody. 
It is considered inadmissible, contradicting the sanitary norms of holding in custody in cells of pretrial incarceration to place 40 persons in a cell designed for 6-10 detained persons. This holding in custody even for a limited time aroused a painful, stress state with the detained. According to the legal norms and in comparison with the decisions of the European court of the human rights
, such actions are necessary to consider as cruel, inhuman, humiliating human dignity treatment.
In the period of the stay of the detained in the RUVD in the compulsory way they were subjected to dactyloscopy and were photographed. These actions of the officers contradict the norms of the Federal Law “On the state dactyloscopic registration in the Russian Federation”. 
Besides, according to the testimony of the detained at the inquiries there were applied to them violence and threats at the forcing to testify. 
After the end of the legal proceedings the participants of the action were taken in the compulsory way to the place near the Moskovsky railway station with the purpose to send them out of the city forcedly. 
Such kind of measures of treating detained persons are not specified by the legislation. These actions go beyond the frame of the official authorities and according to the circumstances of the illegal holding in custody, cruel treatment, form criminal cases.
3.5.  The analysis of the validity of the detention of the participants of the action “Anticapitalism─2005” in the city of Orel

The circumstances of the detention of the activists of the action ‘Anticapitalism-2005” in the city of Orel give reasons to assert not a coincidence, but the organized actions of the representatives of law enforcement organs in respect of the activists. 
On the one hand it is impossible to find objective information on the presence or absence of the state of alcoholic intoxication of M.Deev and D.Vasiliev. As the detained said they two had drunk one bottle of beer, and they had written about the alcoholic intoxication in the records only under the influence of psychological pressure. As the militiamen ascertain both the detained were in the state of alcoholic intoxication at the moment of the detention. 
On the other hand the actions of the officers of the law enforcement organs contained visible partiality. 
In our opinion it is vital that the head of the medical sobering-up house said that the questions connected with the bringing to the sobering-house of Vasiliev should be cleared in UBOP UVD of Orlovsky region, and also the talk with the officer of UBOP on the inquiry “on that case”. 
The documents of the detention of Deev and Vasiliev are contradictory, at this the prosecutor’s office prefers not to pay attention to the inaccuracy and contradictions in them. Thus, for example, in the letter of the head of the Zheleznodorozhny ROVD A.M.Azarov it is stated that D.Vasiliev was not taken to the Zheleznodorozhny ROVD
, but according to the explanation of the head of the department of the PPPSM UVD of Orlovsky region A.V.Uzlovsky, Vasiliev was in the duty office of the Zheleznodorozhny ROVD
. 
In the course of checking of the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region there were not cleared the reasons of the continuous holding of Vasiliev in the medical sobering-up house. As follows from the explanations of the officer of the sobering-up house V.I.Emelyanov, in the morning of September 16, Vasiliev was “in a sober mind and sound memory” 
, at 8.30 there arrived at the sobering-up house the mother and grandmother of Vasiliev. 
 But Vasiliev was discharged only at 12 o’clock of the next day after the detention. 
There are contradictions in the documents too, connected with the detention of Vasiliev. In particular, as it follows from the record of bringing Vasiliev to the medical soberint-up house, “On September 15, 2005 at 9.40 pm D.S.Vasiliev was near 4 Privokzal’naya St., the city of Orel 
, which contradicts the factual circumstances of the case. 
We can’t help pointing the persistent striving of the prosecutor’s office to protract the checking under any pretext, to elude from checking the stated circumstances. 
At the same time M.Deev’s explanations look verisimilar, that he signed the record of the administrative breach under psychological pressure, hoping that after his signing it he would be released and would be able to catch the departing bus.
 It is necessary to point that IOP “The United Europe” has been leading the monitoring of the actions of the national-Bolshevik party, and at this, there has never been fixed a case of violation of the public order by the activists of NBP. This organization cannot be referred to extremist ones, the members of which tend to illegal actions. 
In connection with this the interest on the part of the law enforcement organs is obvious to the activists of NBP, which cannot be grounded by the tasks of guaranteeing the public order and is justified only by the tasks of political persecution. This is confirmed by the actions of the representatives of the law enforcement organs at holding the actions of the NBP in Orlovsky region. There is at least one more fixed case (October 10, 2005) of the effort of the officers of UBOP to use against the activists of the youth opposition structures the accusation of the state drug intoxication.
3.6.  The display of partiality and the use of the official position in respect of the organizers and participants of the public  

The analysis of the events proves that the officials of the local self-governing organs and the law enforcement bodies plainly inhibited the organization and holding the action “Anticapitalism-2005”. This conclusion is made by the comparison of the decisions and actions in respect of the organizers of the action and how these decisions were made. As follows from the estimation of the situation raising difficulties in holding the action was not connected with the fulfillment of the task of providing law order. Though the scale and cruelty of the actions of the law enforcement organs in respect of the participants of the action must have had a motive.
The reasons of such kind of actions are explained by all the sequence (chain) of the events, connected with the reaction of the authorities to holding the action and its organizers.

In the period before holding the action there were repeatedly spread rumors on planned disturbances on the part of skinheads in the cities of the region. It was not possible to define the sources of this rumors. It was cleared only that they had been spread in higher educational establishments of Nizhniy Novgorod. There were also references to radio programs. Though in the city of Bor there were found out several sources of this information at once:

– the day before the action there had been passed on the television and radio-channels a warning of  mass disturbances being prepared. There was given commentary of representatives of UVD that “there would be taken the necessary safety measures”;

– the administrations of schools and kindergartens of the city of Bor received the order to close the institutions ahead of time in connection with the danger of mass disturbances. 

This information became the reason of the fear of the citizens of the city (in connection with this, for example, there was limited trade in the centre of the city).

“…the local citizens were absolutely sure that there would take place in their city a meeting of either football-fans or some strange hooligans. There was done everything possible for people to be afraid of us. It was recommended to the owners or managers of shops not to open the shops that day at all, because supposedly the participants of the meeting were going to make hooligan actions. In Bor at the meeting we communicated with local youngsters, about fourteen years old, they said that their classes at school had been cancelled that say. Along the route of the procession in Bor, and it is rather long from the station Tolokontsevo, all the shops were closed. They had told the local inhabitants that there was being held a fascist march in their town.” 
 
The information was spread on official channels, in this way or that connected with the local administration and UVD. In the information spread there were direct threats to the inhabitants, it was said about possible violations of the public order. The source of this threat was connected with the public demonstration, which coincided in the time and place with holding the action “Anticapitalism-2005”. Though as the initiators of the mass actions, threatening the public order, were pointed other organizations or groups (skinheads, Nazis).
Thus these actions were directed to the disinformation of the population. The aim of such disinformation could be:

-the creation of the conditions of groundless and unpunished use of force;

-the discrimination of the organizers and participants of the action;

-the stop of holding the action.

The actions of this kind could not help having political motives. Moreover these actions were used with the coordinated participation of different authorities.

Thus after the rejection to register the demonstration in the city of Nizhniy Novgorod, the organizers of the action received the warning of the prosecutor of the responsibility of holding a not sanctioned picket. We can point out that according to the practice we know in the regions of Russia warnings of such kind are most often used by the prosecutor’s office not in cases of the threat of violation, but in a case of sheer unwillingness of the authorities to allow a mass action. 

We can also point out the fact of the immediate direction of the actions of the officers of the Nizhegorodsky regional UVD by its authorities. With much probability we can ascertain that the worst, unprecedented for the region violations of treating the participants of the action could not be made without the sanction of the authorities. We can also point out good coordination of the representatives of different bodies of UVD at the control of the participants of the action. 
In the episode of the detention of the activists of the action in the city of Orel there are grounds to ascertain the coordination of such actions with the Department Against Organized Crime.
There arouses much worry the fact of the attack of skinheads of the office of the organizers of the action in the city of Nizhniy Novgorod during their detention. The coincidence of the time of these actions leads to the supposition of their coordination with the corresponding bodies, though there are no proofs of this connection. Though the fact of the inaction of the officers of the law enforcement organs to the application of the attack and the demonstrative indifference to the obvious crime require not only examination and punishment of the guilty persons, but a wide public discussion.
Thus the actions of the authorities in respect of the participants of the action “anticapitalism-2005” testimony of the use by the authorities of their official position for the limitation of political actions, the violation of the rights and freedom of citizens.

There were involved in these actions representative of the law enforcement organs and the prosecutor’s officers, which are liable according to their official position to observe the neutrality in political interests and provide the realization of the rights and freedoms of citizens.

3.7. The position of the authorities of the prosecutor’s office

In our opinion there represents special danger, threat of public interests the circumstance that the misuse by officials which provide the realization of the rights of citizens for the freedom of peaceful meetings, cannot be controlled and repressed by any independent law enforcement organ. 
This task must be solved by the prosecutor’s office according to its authorities. Though due to the existing practice the prosecutor’s office in respect of mass actions cannot take an impartial position. As in the case with the demonstration “Anticapitalism-2005” and other cases of the rejection to register a public action in Nizhniy Novgorod the prosecutor’s office receives information on the rejection to register immediately after taking a decision. The officers of the prosecutor’s office take a decision in the operative way to warn the organizers of the action of a possible administrative violation, about which there is directed a corresponding warning. The decision is so operating (as a rule the very day the information from the municipal administration is received), that any examination and contacts with the organizers are out of the question. Practically the prosecutor’s office began to change the prohibiting order without the stage of holding an additional checking, relying only on the position of the municipal administration and UVD. Besides the prohibiting measures are applied in the field of the legal relationship, in which deliberate interference is inadmissible ─ in the notifying procedure.
Accordingly at making the warning there were made conclusions of the danger of the violation of the public order by the applicant on the basis of single-sided, not checked information. 
In accordance with the Federal law “on the prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation” 
 this decision can refer only to the statement of a breach of law which is being prepared. Thus the officers of the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod sent to the prosecutor’s office a deliberately false (not proved) and partial (under the unfulfilled requirements of the order of the coordination of the action) statement. 

The order of the checking applications, complaints and other applications is specified by Article 10 of The Federal Law “On the prosecutor’s office”
 and the instruction of the General Prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation on March 13, 2003 #13/20 “On the investigation in the General Prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation of the applications connected with the use of the legislation of administrative violations” and the order of the General prosecutor’s office of the Russia Federation on October 21, 2003 #45 “On the confirmation of the instruction of the order of the receipt, registration and examination in the bodies of the prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation of the information on crimes”.
In accordance with this order the prosecutor’s office must register the application and hold a checking of the application in the set term (3 days), in the term up to 30 days to give the answer and take the necessary measures of the prosecutor’s inspection (p.4 of the instruction of the order of the receipt, registration and consideration of the information on crimes in the organs of the prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation)
According to the order of the consideration of the application the prosecutor must make a checking of the presented information. But he did not apply for explanations to the applicants of the demonstration, and he prepared the text of the warning the very day. Thus there were allowed groundlessness and partiality, the prosecutor made the conclusion of the intention of the organizers to hold a demonstration illegally.
It seems that in this situation the prosecutor’s office should have contacted the organizers of the action for the clarification of the intentions according to the order and place of holding the action.
According to Article 25.1.of the Federal Law “On the prosecutor’s office” the warnings are sent in the presence of unlawful actions, among them those which contain signs of extremist activity. The facts were not confirmed by the materials of the checking. Moreover, the prosecutor’s office gave a false estimation of the order of the coordination of the action. Practically the decision of the prosecutor and the wrong estimation of the decision of the administration led to the procurement (connivance) of committing a breach of law, stipulated in Article 5.38 of KOAP of The Russian Federation “The breaches of the legislation on gatherings, demonstrations, processions and picketing” and the crime, stipulated by Article 149 of the criminal code of the Russian Federation “Inhibiting holding a gathering, a meeting, a demonstration, a procession, a picketing or participation in them”. 
Comparing the decision of the prosecutor’s office and the circumstance of its making one can make the conclusion of the illegality of the warning sent by the prosecutor’s office. In accordance with point 1.2 of the instruction of the General prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation on July 6, 1999 #39/7 “On the use of the warning of the impermissibility of the infringement of law” (with the changes of October 16, 2000): “The ground of a warning of an authority can be only trustworthy information on illegal actions being under way, which can lead to committing a breach of law and bringing damage, to the state or public interests or the rights and freedoms of citizens protected by the law, which do not involve criminal liability” and point 2.1: “To give a warning on the ground of the results of checking which have been held, among them on the applications and address of citizens, the information of the controlling organs and other concrete signals, which contain trustworthy information on illegal actions under way”. 
As it has already been pointed above, the prosecutor’s office did not have this trustworthy information.
Having taken a partial position as early as at the stage of the notification of the action the prosecutor’s office, naturally can not be involved as a referee or even an organ, which can present the interests of the law. Moreover, this position and the actions of the prosecutor’s office formed the decisive policy of holding public actions in many respects. Obviously this prophylactic interference and the practice of notification should be eliminated.
There alarms extraordinarily the fact that the attack of the office of RKSM in Nizhniy Novgorod did not have consequences. In accordance with the Federal law “On the prosecutor’s office” on the fact of the attack with aggravating circumstances inflicting injuries to two victims, the prosecutor’s office was under the obligation to commence a criminal case and organize an investigation. However according to the information of the participants the investigation was not held.
Thus the action of the prosecutor’s office in the incident under investigation cannot be considered useful and effective.
3.7. Making answer for inhibiting holding the gathering, meeting, demonstration, procession, picketing or participation in them
In the legislation of the Russian Federation there are defined the measures of punishment as for disrupters of the established order of holding public actions, so for officers of authorities, which inhibit their holding.
There is established for organizers of public actions managerial responsibility (Article 20.2 of the code of managerial breaches–“infringement of the established order of the organization of either holding a gathering, a meeting, a demonstration, a procession or picketing”.
For representatives of authorities who inhibit holding them there are defined at the same time two measures of responsibility: in the administrative order–article 5.38 KOAP “Infringement of the legislation of gatherings, meetings, demonstrations, processions and picketing”; in the criminal order–Article 149 of the Criminal code of the Russian Federation “Infringement of holding a gathering, a meeting, a demonstration, a procession, picketing or participation in them”.
The practice of subjecting organizers of public actions to administrative responsibility is traditional. It was used in all possible cases to the organizers and the participants of the action “Anticapitalism-2005”. Though the administrative punishment of the detained participants of the action in Nizhniy Novgorod was considered inconsistent by the court.
Moreover as the result of the public investigation there were revealed the facts of inhibiting holding the demonstrations and meetings on the part of the officers of the Nizhegorodsky UVD. These facts are not connected with the circumstances of the detention of the participants of the action at the square of Gorky and that is why they were not a subject of the trial in the cases of administrative punishment. Thus, for example the episode of the travel of the participants of the action in the city of Dzerzhinsk to the city of Bor (accompanied by militiamen, with a search and marshalling the participants in a column) can also be considered as raising difficulties in holding the action and as the compulsion to participate in it. But in any investigation on these facts the actions of the officers of the law enforcement organs can be considered only illegal.
The decision to make officers of the law enforcement organs subject to administrative responsibility on suspicion of committing a crime, stipulated by Article 149 of the Criminal Code of the Russian Federation is in the exclusive competence of the prosecutor’s office. Together with that the measures of making officials answerable by the prosecutor’s office are practically not used. 
 According to the facts known to us the hindrances of holding meetings on the part of officials (in 2005 in Volgogradsky region, the Republic of Udmurtia, Krasnoyarsky kray), the prosecutor’s office refused all the applications to start a criminal case according to Article 149. As a rule the prosecutor’s office motivates such a rejection by the lack of any fact of infringement, or evil intention on the part of officers of the state organs. In such cases the actions of officials are justified: either by the willingness to provide public order, of the work of the state organs or the movement the transport. Though the estimation of the adequacy of applying such measures is not subjected to examination or simply doubts.
On the other hand we practically do not know cases on subjecting state officers to administrative responsibility on Article 5.38 KOAP RF. This circumstance can be explained by the following. As a rule, militiamen inhibit holding a peaceful meeting, whose duties include limitation of public actions to provide law order. Militiamen have the right to make a record of administrative breaches of law. And since other representatives of the law enforcement organs are not detained at holding demonstrations, militiamen have this right (to make a record at the place of the breach of law) exclusively. Accordingly it is impossible to imagine that militiamen make a record of their own illegal actions. It is not real also to make answerable representatives of the local administrations, to whom militiamen of public safety are practically subjected.  Representatives of the administration are present at public actions and can make decisions of their stopping.
Thus, the use of administrative responsibility according to Article 5.38 KOAP RF can be applied only at the change of the order of making answerable persons guilty of administrative breaches (also widening the authorities in making a record).
Conclusions and recommendations

The results of the public investigation of the violation of the rights of the citizens in the course of holding the action “Anticapitalism-2005” allow to assert the presence of a definite system of control and the suppression of mass public actions. There are included in the structure of this system as law enforcement organs (the Ministry of Internal Affairs, the prosecutor’s office, FSB), and the local self-governing organs. At this there are used and involved scaled forces and means, also with the crude and deliberate infringement of legitimacy, law order and the rights of citizens. All these actions are made under the “slogan” of counteraction of anti-constitutional and extremist activity. In practice there suffer obedient to the law citizens, who did not think about anti-constitutional or extremist activity of the violation of the public order.
Such practice of the use of force to suppress the political activity of citizens contains enormous danger to society; it threatens the basis of the constitutional system and the safety of the Russian state. This danger is worsened by the existing practice in the action of authorities, connected with the limitation of the civil rights of citizens.

It should be pointed out separately that the report is intended not only to inform the public of the events which have taken place. It also pursues the purpose of later discussion with the representatives of the regional and federal authorities, who are involved in the process of the observation of the constitutional guarantees of the realization of the right of citizens for the freedom of meetings, the matters of the legal use of law of the legislation operating in this sphere, in particular, the change of the practice of the treatment of demonstrators with the purpose of no admission of such incidents in the future.
Below we have pointed a number of the matters which, according to our point of view, require a wide discussion and decision:

1. The legislation declares the notifying order of the registration of public actions, and also the duty of the local administrations to coordinate the change of holding actions with their organizers. Though these norms are more often ignored, they are often substituted by the licensing order with the lack of any independent control.

2. The restoration of the structure of political detection in the organs of FSB (the creation of a department of the struggle with extremist activity) is extremely dangerous for the civil society, which has as practice shows, excessively wide and inexact spheres of interests. We understand that the authorities of this department must be clearly specified according to the norm, correspond to purposes of the activity, and cannot exceed the established limits of the restriction of the human rights by the federal legislation and international treaties. Besides, taking into action the fact that the activity of this department as a rule is connected with the limitation of the human rights, there must be created and effective outer control of activity, also social activity.
3. The authorities of the regional structures of the bodies of internal affairs, estimating the degree of the public danger of public actions and working out measures of reaction, are very often directed not by objective factors and the practice; but they are directed by political estimations. With this approach the measures providing law order at holding public actions are often not adequate (they exceed considerably) the real degree of public danger. The lack of effective control of the decisions taken by the authorities of UVD involves tightening of the practice of applying law.

4. In respect of the participants of the action the militiamen applied such measures of influence as physical force, special means groundlessly and not provoked. Besides there were used deliberately illegal measures of forced accompanying. There arouses especial worry the circumstance that such actions were done with the knowledge and according to the order of the authorities of UVD. Precisely this circumstance can be considered the explanation of the fact that none of the militiamen, who were applying illegal measures of influence, was made answerable. 
5. The activity of the prosecutor’s office, which supervises the observation of the legislation in the part of the realization of the rights of citizens for the freedom of peaceful meetings, must be changed considerably. First of all the practice of sending to organizers of actions ungrounded warnings must be prohibited. It is vitally important for the General Prosecutor’s office of RF to work out leading explanations on the reaction of the prosecutor’s office to the facts of the rejection to hold public actions. There must be reflected in them: the order of holding checking of the facts of violations, on the part of the organizers and on the part of the local self-governing organs and the Ministry of Internal Affairs, the order of making the disrupters answerable (administrative and criminal responsibility).

6. There arouses worry the excessively contradictory legal practice in the field of legal relations under consideration, in particular at interpretation of the notifying principle of holding mass actions. In connection with this it would be useful for the Supreme Court of RF to make a summary of the practice on the category of lawsuits and work out corresponding recommendations for court of general jurisdiction and justices of the Peace.

7. The practice of the latest events shows that the quantity of the violations of the right of citizens for the freedom of peaceful meetings is growing. One of the main reasons of such a state, according to our opinion, is the lack of effective control of the activity of the state and municipal organs, involved in the process of the provision of the guarantees of the realization of the rights of citizens for peaceful meetings, and the lack of a mechanism of making answerable authorities, guilty of counteraction of peaceful demonstrations. In connection with this it is necessary to take urgent measures, on the part of the state, in the person of the state, in the person of the corresponding authorities, and on the part of the public.
� Prosecutor’s office of the Nizhegorodsky region commenced a criminal case on the fact   of the death of a participant of the 1 May demonstration in Nizhniy Novgorod. Prokurorsky nadzor - Internet-magazine under the edition of E.N.Ryabov, May 6, 2004 �HYPERLINK http://nadzor.pk.ru/articles/showart.php?id=11854 ��http://nadzor.pk.ru/articles/showart.php?id=11854�





� From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of RKSM (b), of the city of Moscow.


� The letter of September 16, 2005 #03-1276/outgoing letter with the signature of the vice mayor  of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod S.V.Gladishev.


� From the interview with A.Oleynik, November 4, 2005.


� From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of RKSM (b), the city of Moscow. 


� From the interview with A.Gorshkov, November 24, 2005.


� Tolokontsevo station is located  5 km from Bor.


� From the interview with A.Oleynik, November 4, 2005.


� The application to the deputies of the State Duma A.Tyulkin, N.A.Benediktov from the participants of the Russian youth demonstration of protest “Anticapitalism-2005” The press-release of the Nizhegorodsky municipal organization, The revolutionary communist union of the youth- RKSM (b)-September 28, 2005.


� From the interview with Maria Donchenko, the head of the Central committee of the party Avangarda of the red youth, a member of the “Working Russia”, the city of Moscow.


� From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of RKSM (b), the city of Moscow.


� From the interview with P.M.Tipakov, November 1, 2005.


� From the interview with A.Oleynik, November 4, 2005.


� From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of RKSM (b), the city of Moscow. 


� The application to the deputies of the State Duma V.A.Tyulkin, N.A.Benediktov of the participants of the Russian youth demonstration of protest “Anticapitalism-2005” Press-release of the Nizhegorodsly municipal organization of the revolutionary communist union of the youth — RKSM (b), September 28, 2005.


� From the interview with A.Oleynik, November 4, 2005.


� From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of the revolutionary communist union of the youth RKSM (b), the city of Moscow.


� From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of the revolutionary communist union of the youth RKSM (b), the city of Moscow.


� From the interview with Maria Donchenko, the head of the Central committee of the party Avangarda of the red youth, a member of the “Working Russia”, the city of Moscow.


� From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of the revolutionary communist union of the youth RKSM (b), the city of Moscow.


� From the interview with Maria Donchenko, the head of the Central committee of the party Avangarda of the red youth, a member of the “Working Russia”, the city of Moscow.


� From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of the revolutionary communist union of the youth RKSM (b), the city of Moscow.


� From the interview with Askhat Kayumov, the representative of the ecological centre “Dront”, the city of Nizhniy Novgorod


� The resolution of the rejection of to commence a criminal case of September 28, 2005. – the Archive of IOP “united Europe”.


� Later according to  the requirement of D.A.Krayukhin they took M.Deev’s explanations not in the order of procedure after the resolution to reject to commence a criminal case.


� The resolution of the rejection of meeting the complaint of October 31, 2005 – The archive of IOP “United Europe”


� the Federal Law  of gatherings, meetings, demonstrations, processions and pickets”  of June 19, 2004 #54


� There are stated in the notification of holding a public action: the purpose of the public action; the form of the public action; the place (places) of holding a public action; the routes of the movement of the participants; the date, time of the beginning and end of the public action; the supposed quantity of the participants of the public action; the forms and methods of the provision of the organizer  of the public action of the public order, the provision of medical help, the intention to use loudkeeper equipment, while holding a public action; the sir mane, name, patronymic name or the name of the organizer of the public action, the information of his place of residence or stay or the place of stay and the telephone number; the sir names, names and patronymic names of the persons, authorizer by the organizer of the public action to perform regulatory functions on the organization and holding of a public action; the date of presenting the notification of holding a public action, Article 7. point 3.


� The notification of holding a public action in accordance with the principles, stated in article 3 of the present Federal law, is signed by the organizer of the public action and by the persons, authorized by the organizer of the public action to perform regulatory functions on its organization and holding. Article 7, point 4.


� The body of the executive power of the subject of Russian Federation or the institution of local government after receiving a notification of holding a public action must inform the organizer of the public action within three days since the day of receiving the notification holding a public action (and at presenting the notification of holding a picket by a group of persons fewer that five days before the day of holding it -the day it is received) a grounded offer of the change of the place and (or) time of holding a public action, and also the offer to eliminate by the organizer of the public action the discordance of the purposes, forms and other conditions of holding a public action stated in the notification according to the requirements of the present Federal law, Article 12, point 2.


� Article 31 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation-the citizens of the Russian Federation have the right to gather peacefully, without arms, to hold gatherings, meetings and demonstrations, processions and picketing. 


� Point 3.6. The statement obliges the organizers to make a contract with the administration of the region of cleaning the territory, and point 3.9 contains the rule of the rejection to allow to hold an action if such a contract is not made.


� To the places, in which it is prohibited to hold public actions, there refer the territories which are situated immediately near the residences of the President of the Russian Federation, to the buildings, which are occupied by courts, to the territories and buildings of the establishments, in which people serve the sentence in the form of deprivation of liberty, Article 8, point 3 of the Federal Law “On the meetings…” 


� The complaint of the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod was lodged from the Nizhegorodsky regional public establishment “The ecological centre “Dront” concerning the prohibition of the picket on September 10, 2004. At present the case is under the consideration of the Nizhegorodsky regional court by the third composition of the court. 


� In accordance with point 1.6 “the typical state of the special police unit of the bodies of the internal affairs of the Russian Federation”, approved by the order of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the Russian Federation on March 19, 1997 #162. 


� We remind that the action «Anticapitalism” had been held for several years, and in 2005 it was its finishing stage. (the authors’ remarks).


� Point 2.4. “of the typical state of the special police unit of the authorities of the interior affairs of the Russian Federation”, stated by the order of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the Russian Federation on March 19, 1997, #162.


� From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of RKS (b), the city of Moscow.


� In particular, on the fulfillment of the Convention against tortures and other cruel, inhuman and humiliating dignity  kinds of treatment and punishment of The UNO.


�  the materials of the checking of the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region of the city of Orel, p. 11.


� the materials of the checking of the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region of the city of Orel, p.6.


� the materials of the checking of the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region of the city of Orel, p.5.


� the materials of the checking of the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region of the city of Orel, p4.


� the materials of the checking of the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region of the city of Orel. 


� from the interview with Maria Donchenko, the head of the Avangard of the red youth, a member of the Central Committee of the part “Working Russia”, the city of Moscow.


� The Federal Law “On the prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation” of January 17, 1992 #2202-1 with the following changes and additions.


� The consideration and resolving in the organs of the prosecutor’s office of applications, complaints and other applications. Article 10 The Federal Law “On the prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation”.


� Thus in the period from 2002 till 2003 in the Russian Federation there were arrested on Article 149 only  3 persons. The fifth periodical report of Russia in the Committee of the rights of man in the UNO. 
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