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LEGAL ANALYSIS OF THE EGYPTIAN GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSES TO THE LIST OF ISSUES: 
In its response to Paragraph (1) of the List of Issues of the Committee Against Torture's List of Issues, the Egyptian government outlines a comprehensive legal framework aimed at criminalizing torture and other forms of inhumane treatment. While the government's commitment to human rights is evident through initiatives like the National Human Rights Strategy and the lifting of the state of emergency, the absence of an independent monitoring mechanism and detailed guidelines for implementation raises questions about the effectiveness of these measures. The government's Penal Code adopts a graduated approach to criminalization and punishment, but its reliance on multiple articles to address torture creates potential for legal loopholes, as emphasized by the Mendez Principles and General Comment No. 20 of the ICCPR.

Moreover, while the government's stance on not allowing mitigating circumstances for torture aligns with international standards, the lack of information on practical implementation leaves room for skepticism. The government also states that any statement made under torture is null and void, which is in line with international conventions, but fails to elaborate on how evidence of torture is effectively documented, a crucial aspect highlighted by the Istanbul Protocol. Thus, while Egypt has taken steps to align its legal frameworks with international standards, the lack of specificity in detailing practical implementation and monitoring mechanisms suggests that there is still a considerable gap between policy and practice.
In its detailed response to Paragraph (2) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government outlines the legal and procedural measures for treating individuals accused of crimes, including terrorism. While the Criminal Procedure Law appears to align with the Mendez Principles by stipulating the conditions for arrest and initial detention, it falls short in several key areas. For example, the law does not fully comply with Article 9 of the ICCPR, which mandates prompt judicial oversight, as the accused are sent to the Public Prosecution—a non-judicial body—within 24 hours. Additionally, the response lacks clarity on safeguards during states of emergency and the initial stages of detention, a critical period emphasized by the Mendez Principles for preventing torture and ill-treatment.
Furthermore, while the government assures that legal proceedings are documented and that detention centers maintain records, it does not specify the quality or accessibility of these records, leaving gaps in transparency and accountability. The response also falls short in detailing the conditions under which lawyers operate and the independence of medical examinations, both crucial for compliance with international standards like the Istanbul Protocol and General Comment 32 of the ICCPR. Lastly, although the government states that military bodies cannot detain civilians, it could strengthen this provision by explicitly prohibiting all forms of secret detention, as emphasized by both the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol. Thus, while Egypt has made strides in legal and procedural measures, the lack of specificity in detailing practical implementation and safeguards indicates a considerable gap between policy and practice.
In its response to Paragraph (3) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government elaborates on its legal framework concerning emergency and counter-terrorism legislations. While the government outlines constitutional procedures for declaring a state of emergency and aims to balance security and human rights in counter-terrorism laws, the response lacks critical details. For instance, it does not specify how human rights are safeguarded during states of emergency, as emphasized by the Mendez Principles and Article 4 of the ICCPR. Additionally, the government's counter-terrorism laws do not explicitly confirm adherence to non-derogable anti-torture provisions, leaving gaps in compliance with international standards like General Comment 35 of the ICCPR and the Istanbul Protocol.
Furthermore, the response is vague on procedural guarantees, such as the conditions for prolonged detention and the role of military prosecution during states of emergency. This lack of specificity raises concerns about civilian and judicial oversight, as well as the potential for human rights abuses. The absence of direct information on legal procedural guarantees and the human rights implications of amendments to the Emergency Law in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic further hampers a comprehensive evaluation against international standards. Thus, while the Egyptian government has made efforts to outline its legal stances, the lack of detail in practical implementation and safeguards reveals a significant gap between policy and practice.
In its response to Paragraph (4) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government provides a comprehensive outline of its legal and procedural measures concerning pretrial detention, enforced disappearances, and other related matters. While the government discusses the issuance of pretrial detention orders and their judicial review, it lacks specificity on the criteria used for such discretion, leaving gaps in compliance with Article 9 of the ICCPR and the Mendez Principles, which emphasize judicial oversight and the use of detention as a last resort. Additionally, the response mentions alternatives to pretrial detention and cooperation with international bodies but falls short in elaborating on the effectiveness of these mechanisms and outcomes.
Furthermore, the government's discussion on the criminalization of enforced disappearances and the examination of related complaints is vague, lacking details crucial for compliance with international standards like General Comment 36 and the Istanbul Protocol. While the government asserts that there are no detention places other than those specified by law, it does not address the conditions in these places or the issue of secret detention centers. The response also mentions a central public register for all places of detention but refers to another document for details, leaving questions about transparency and monitoring unanswered. Lastly, the government's statement on the non-implementation of release orders lacks elaboration on mechanisms to ensure prompt release, a concern that could potentially violate international standards. Thus, while Egypt has made efforts to outline its legal stances, the lack of detail in practical implementation and safeguards reveals a significant gap between policy and practice.
In its response to Paragraph (5) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government elaborates on legislative amendments to the National Human Rights Council Law, granting the Council expanded powers such as visiting detention centers and receiving complaints. While these changes align with the Paris Principles and the Mendez Principles, the effectiveness of the Council in executing these new powers remains ambiguous. The response mentions that the Council received a significant number of complaints, including those related to torture, but lacks details on the nature of these complaints or the actions taken, leaving gaps in understanding Egypt's compliance with international standards like Article 7 of the ICCPR and the Convention Against Torture. Moreover, the response notes periodic visits to detention centers by various entities but omits findings from these visits, making it difficult to assess conditions within these facilities and their compliance with international norms.
Additionally, the response discusses Egypt's stance on international conventions, particularly its position on the Optional Protocol to the Convention Against Torture. While the government emphasizes that joining international conventions is an act of sovereignty, this stance raises questions about Egypt's commitment to international oversight mechanisms designed to prevent torture and ill-treatment. The Optional Protocol establishes a system of regular visits to detention centers by independent bodies, and Egypt's non-accession could be seen as a missed opportunity to strengthen its compliance with international standards. Thus, while the Egyptian government has made legislative strides, the lack of specificity in detailing practical implementation and outcomes indicates a considerable gap between policy and practice.
In its response to Paragraph (6) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government outlines various measures to combat violence against women, including the establishment of a national referral mechanism and special units within universities and hospitals. While these initiatives are commendable steps toward fulfilling obligations under Article 7 of the ICCPR and the Convention Against Torture, the response lacks details on the effectiveness of these mechanisms in ensuring confidentiality, victim safety, and accountability. For instance, the National Women's Council's hotline, which has reportedly served nearly 100,000 women, leaves questions about the adequacy of investigations and outcomes, as it does not elaborate on how these referrals have been handled or their results, which are crucial for compliance with international standards like the Mendez Principles and Article 14 of the ICCPR.
Furthermore, the government discusses legal reforms and awareness campaigns aimed at eliminating female genital mutilation (FGM), but does not provide information on the effectiveness of these measures in reducing FGM incidents. The response also touches upon the legal framework for punishing physical harm and states that there is no exemption for aggressors based on their relationship with the victim. However, it does not clarify how these laws are practically implemented, especially in cases of domestic violence. Additionally, while the legal definitions of rape and sexual assault are mentioned, the definition of rape appears limited and does not address the issue of marital rape, leaving gaps in compliance with international human rights standards. The absence of details on medical examinations and psychological support for victims further indicates a lack of comprehensive safeguards and accountability mechanisms.
In its response to Paragraph (7) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government presents a multifaceted approach to combat human trafficking, encompassing statistical data, legislative measures, and institutional frameworks. While the government provides numbers on victims and convictions, it falls short in elaborating on the effectiveness of specialized prosecutions and judicial circuits, leaving questions about the adequacy of victim support and legal consequences for perpetrators. This lack of detail raises concerns about compliance with international human rights standards, including Articles 4 and 7 of the ICCPR and the Convention Against Torture. Moreover, the government outlines a comprehensive policy based on the United Nations' four pillars—prevention, protection, punishment, and international cooperation—but does not discuss the effectiveness of these measures, particularly in ensuring victim protection and rehabilitation.
The government also mentions various initiatives such as mapping prevalent areas for human trafficking, providing financial assistance to victims, and establishing shelters and training programs for law enforcement and judicial personnel. However, the response is notably silent on how these measures have been effective in preventing human trafficking, ensuring victim rehabilitation, or improving law enforcement efforts. For instance, it does not indicate whether the shelters meet the standards set out in the Istanbul Protocol or whether the training programs align with international human rights standards. This absence of information on the practical effectiveness of these initiatives leaves gaps in understanding Egypt's compliance with international standards, including the Mendez Principles, the Istanbul Protocol, and various articles of the ICCPR.
In its response to Paragraph (8) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government outlines a comprehensive approach to refugees and asylum seekers, discussing constitutional provisions, legislative projects, and judicial rulings. The government proposes a "Permanent Committee for Refugee Affairs" aimed at overseeing all matters related to refugees, including their support and care. While the initiative appears promising, especially in its focus on vulnerable groups, the response lacks details on its practical effectiveness. Specifically, it does not clarify how the committee will ensure effective remedies and reparations for victims, particularly those of human trafficking and torture, as emphasized by the Mendez Principles and Article 14 of the ICCPR. 
The government also addresses the principle of non-refoulement and claims that detentions at the border target criminal elements rather than asylum seekers. However, the response falls short in explaining the implementation of these judicial rulings and the procedures for distinguishing between asylum seekers and criminal elements. This leaves questions about the adequacy of legal safeguards and due process, as outlined in Article 9 of the ICCPR. Additionally, while the government's policy of not detaining refugees in camps is commendable, the response is silent on the conditions of their residence and their access to essential services like education and healthcare. This lack of information raises concerns about Egypt's compliance with international human rights standards, including Article 26 of the ICCPR, which ensures equality before the law, and General Comment 36, which elaborates on the right to life.
In its response to Paragraph (10) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government outlines its approach to extradition agreements and judicial cooperation, particularly in the context of combating torture. The government emphasizes that torture is included among the crimes subject to extradition and outlines the criteria that the Public Prosecution considers when evaluating such requests. These criteria aim to ensure that extraditions are not politically motivated and that individuals will not be subjected to torture or ill-treatment. However, the response lacks specific details on how these criteria are rigorously applied in practice, leaving questions about the effectiveness of these agreements in preventing torture. For instance, it remains unclear how the Public Prosecution verifies compliance with the principle of non-refoulement, as outlined in Article 3 of the Convention Against Torture and General Comment 20 of the ICCPR.
Furthermore, the government states that no extradition requests related to torture have been received from 2017 to 2023. While this could be interpreted as a positive sign, indicating that Egypt is not viewed as a haven for individuals accused of torture, it also raises questions about the effectiveness of international cooperation in this area. The absence of such requests could either signify alignment with the objectives of the Convention Against Torture (CAT) or indicate gaps in international efforts to combat torture. Moreover, the response does not elaborate on how the guarantees of a fair trial, as stipulated in Article 14 of the ICCPR, are ensured in the context of potential extraditions for crimes related to torture. This leaves room for questioning Egypt's compliance with international standards, including the Mendez Principles, which emphasize the need for effective remedies for victims of torture.
In its response to Paragraph (11) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government presents a multi-faceted approach to human rights education and training, focusing on civil and political rights. The government's "National Strategy for Human Rights," launched in September 2021, aims to enhance these rights within five years and includes campaigns to confront violence and inhumane practices. While the initiative is commendable, it lacks specific details on its alignment with international guidelines like the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol, which are essential for the effective prevention, investigation, and documentation of torture and ill-treatment. Furthermore, the government does not elaborate on the mechanisms for monitoring the strategy's effectiveness.
The response also discusses the roles of various ministries, including the Ministry of Interior and the Ministry of Defense, in training law enforcement and military personnel. While the involvement of international organizations in these training programs is promising, the government does not provide sufficient details on the curriculum or its alignment with international standards. This is particularly concerning in high-risk areas like border control and military law enforcement, where the risk of human rights abuses is often elevated. Similarly, the Ministry of Justice's efforts in training judges, prosecutors, and forensic doctors are mentioned, but the response lacks specifics on how these programs adhere to international guidelines, such as the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol. This leaves questions about the effectiveness of these training programs in preventing human rights abuses, including torture and ill-treatment.
In its response to Paragraph (12) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government outlines a series of legal provisions and ongoing efforts aimed at safeguarding the rights of individuals during interrogations. While the government emphasizes the role of Public Prosecution and the immediate informing of the accused about their detention reasons and rights, the response falls short of aligning these practices with international human rights standards such as the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol. Furthermore, it lacks clarity on how these rules are practically implemented, including whether medical examinations are conducted post-detention to ensure no torture has occurred.
The government also discusses its ongoing efforts to amend the Criminal Procedure Law, aiming to elevate constitutional rights and align with international commitments. However, the response is vague on how these amendments will incorporate international standards, particularly those related to torture prevention. Additionally, while the government outlines the entities authorized to arrest and detain individuals, it does not specify how this hierarchical structure ensures compliance with international standards, especially those prohibiting arbitrary detention. This leaves a gap in understanding the full scope of accountability mechanisms and raises questions about Egypt's commitment to international human rights obligations.
The Egyptian government's response to Paragraph (13) of the List of Issues outlines its approach to the separation of pre-trial detainees from convicted prisoners, as well as the segregation of minors, men, and women. Article 14 of the Law on Correctional and Rehabilitation Centers is cited as the legal basis for these separations, aligning with Article 10 of the ICCPR. While the response mentions commendable provisions for special medical treatment for mothers and pregnant women, it lacks details on the practical implementation of these measures and their alignment with international standards like Article 7 of the ICCPR and the Convention Against Torture. The absence of information on how these guidelines adhere to the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol, which offer comprehensive frameworks for the humane treatment of detainees, leaves questions about their effectiveness.
The response also discusses alternatives to pre-trial detention, referring to Law No. 49 of 2014, which allows for employment outside prison as an alternative form of sentence. While this is a positive step towards reducing prison overcrowding, the response is vague on how these alternatives align with international human rights standards, such as Article 9 of the ICCPR and General Comment 35, which emphasize the presumption of liberty and the use of non-custodial measures. The law's provision for conditional and medical release is mentioned, but the criteria for these releases are not elaborated upon, leaving gaps in understanding their compliance with international standards like Article 16 of the Convention Against Torture and the Istanbul Protocol, which set the bar for the humane treatment of detainees, including those with medical conditions.
The Egyptian government's response to Paragraph (14) of the List of Issues outlines a series of measures aimed at modernizing the penal system and improving the conditions for inmates. The Ministry of Interior discusses replacing old prisons with new correctional and rehabilitation centers and establishing a "Community Protection Training Institute." While these are positive steps, the response is notably silent on how these initiatives align with international standards like the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol, which provide comprehensive guidelines for the humane treatment of detainees. Healthcare, medical, and psychological services are mentioned, but their adequacy is not assessed in light of Article 7 of the ICCPR and the Convention Against Torture, which prohibit torture and cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment.
The government also highlights its efforts to provide educational and vocational training to inmates, including the establishment of technical schools within correctional centers. While these programs are commendable for their focus on social reintegration, the response lacks clarity on how they comply with international standards, such as Article 14 of the ICCPR, which could extend to the rehabilitation of inmates. The provision of nursery shelters and healthcare for female inmates and their children is discussed, but the response does not elaborate on their compliance with international guidelines like the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol. Moreover, the issue of solitary confinement is touched upon but lacks specific details on its alignment with international human rights standards, particularly those that consider it a form of torture or cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment.
The Egyptian government's response to Paragraph (15) of the List of Issues focuses on the handling of allegations of torture, mistreatment, or medical neglect during detention, as well as efforts to minimize violence among prisoners. While the government asserts that it takes allegations seriously and initiates prompt investigations, the response is notably lacking in details about the methodology and transparency of these probes. The absence of references to international guidelines like the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol, which provide a framework for impartial, thorough, and effective investigations, raises questions about the adequacy and impartiality of the government's efforts. Moreover, the claim that allegations received from UN mechanisms were found to be untrue further intensifies concerns about the thoroughness and impartiality of these investigations, especially in light of obligations under Article 7 of the ICCPR and the Convention Against Torture.
In discussing measures to minimize violence among prisoners, the government outlines various supervisory frameworks but does not explicitly align these with international human rights standards. While the role of the Public Prosecution in oversight is highlighted, the absence of international guidelines in the government's response leaves questions about the adequacy and accuracy of the claimed implementation and compliance. Additionally, the government outlines procedures for investigating deaths in detention centers but does not provide data on the number of such investigations or their outcomes. This lack of information makes it difficult to assess the effectiveness of these procedures and their compliance with international standards, including Articles 9 and 14 of the ICCPR, which relate to the right to liberty and a fair trial.
The Egyptian government's response to Paragraph (17) of the List of Issues outlines the internal and external oversight mechanisms for investigating complaints against law enforcement officers and prison staff. The government highlights the role of the Ministry of Interior's Inspection and Control Sector and the establishment of specialized human rights units in police departments. While these steps appear positive, the response lacks details on how these units comply with international standards, such as the Istanbul Protocol and the Mendez Principles, which call for effective, independent, and impartial investigations. The government also mentions that military entities have their own Human Rights Department for investigations, but this raises concerns about the independence and impartiality of such probes, especially in the context of international obligations under the Convention Against Torture and the ICCPR.
The Public Prosecution's role in initiating investigations into allegations of torture and mistreatment is also discussed. While the ability of the Public Prosecution to initiate investigations without a victim's complaint is commendable, the response is silent on how these investigations align with international guidelines. Similarly, the Administrative Prosecution's role in investigating less severe forms of mistreatment is mentioned, but the response does not clarify how its investigations meet international human rights standards. The absence of details on the relationship between the Administrative Prosecution and the Public Prosecution leaves a gap in understanding the full scope of accountability mechanisms. Moreover, the mention of 60 cases investigated from 2015 to 2020 provides a numerical figure but lacks qualitative insights into the effectiveness and outcomes of these investigations, which is crucial when considering international guidelines for the effective investigation of torture and ill-treatment.
The Egyptian government's response to Paragraph (19) of the List of Issues introduces a unified electronic petitions system managed by the Public Prosecution, designed to streamline the submission of complaints, including those related to torture or harsh treatment. While the system's establishment is a positive step toward accessibility, the government's response lacks crucial details on how it aligns with international standards like the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol. Specifically, there is no information on how the system ensures the confidentiality and safety of complainants, a critical aspect given the sensitive nature of torture allegations. This omission is particularly relevant when considering international obligations under Article 13 of the Convention Against Torture and General Comment 20 of the ICCPR, which mandate the right to have complaints promptly and impartially examined.
The response also highlights the role of the Technical Office of the Attorney General as a specialized unit for handling cases of torture and harsh treatment. While centralizing these cases may offer expertise, the government does not clarify how this office maintains impartiality and independence, especially when allegations involve public employees or law enforcement officers. This raises concerns under Article 2 of the Convention Against Torture and Articles 7 and 9 of the ICCPR, which call for effective preventative measures and the right to a fair trial. Furthermore, the response is notably silent on the outcomes of the complaints received, leaving questions about the system's effectiveness. It also fails to address how the system protects complainants from potential reprisals, a significant omission given that the Convention Against Torture requires states to protect complainants against ill-treatment or intimidation.
The Egyptian government's response to Paragraph (20) of the List of Issues covers three critical areas: the independence of judges in the Public Prosecution, the role of military courts, and the jurisdiction of the Supreme State Security Emergency Courts. While the government outlines legal and practical guarantees for the independence and impartiality of judges, it falls short of detailing how these measures align with international standards, such as Articles 14 and 26 of the ICCPR and the Mendez Principles. This lack of specificity is particularly concerning in cases involving allegations of torture or mistreatment, which are governed by Article 7 of the ICCPR and the Convention Against Torture. The response also refers to another document for details on military courts but omits crucial information that could address concerns about their impartiality and independence, especially in cases involving human rights abuses.
Regarding the Supreme State Security Emergency Courts, the government claims that these courts adhere to all guarantees of a fair criminal trial but does not elaborate on their compliance with international standards, particularly during states of emergency. This is a significant concern given that Articles 4 and 9 of the ICCPR and General Comment 35 stress that certain fundamental rights, including the right to a fair trial, cannot be derogated even in emergency situations. Although the government provides statistics on the number of cases adjudicated and the acquittal rate, these figures alone do not alleviate concerns about the full application of fair trial guarantees, especially when these courts operate under an Emergency Law. The existence of such special courts raises questions about the potential compromise of the rights of the accused, a matter that is underscored by both the Mendez Principles and Articles 9 and 14 of the ICCPR.
The Egyptian government's response to Paragraph (21) of the List of Issues centers on the legal framework for the use of force by law enforcement and their human rights training. While the government outlines a graduated approach to force, starting with verbal warnings and escalating to lethal force in extreme cases, it leaves several questions unanswered. The response does not clarify how this framework aligns with international human rights standards, such as the Mendez Principles and Articles 6, 9, and 14 of the ICCPR, which emphasize the right to life, liberty, and a fair trial. Particularly concerning is the lack of detail on how "risk to public security" is defined, who makes this determination, and what mechanisms exist for accountability in cases of excessive force. This vagueness could potentially allow for arbitrary or excessive use of force, undermining the principles of legality, legitimacy, necessity, and proportionality.
On the topic of training and awareness programs, the Ministry of Interior claims to disseminate human rights-related circulars and to organize seminars. However, the response lacks specificity on how these programs incorporate international human rights standards, such as those outlined in the Mendez Principles and Articles 7 and 9 of the ICCPR. While the government's initiatives appear promising, they fall short of providing evidence of their effectiveness. There is no mention of mechanisms to evaluate the impact of this training on law enforcement behavior, nor are there any statistics or case studies to substantiate the claims. This absence of evaluative data makes it challenging to fully assess the adequacy and accuracy of the government's initiatives in aligning law enforcement practices with international human rights standards.
In addressing Paragraph (22) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government covers multiple facets, including the legal framework for counter-terrorism, the situation in North Sinai, and redress for victims of terrorism. The government asserts that its counter-terrorism measures adhere to domestic and international laws, but the response lacks concrete evidence or examples to substantiate this claim. Particularly, it does not clarify how these measures align with international human rights standards, such as the Mendez Principles and various articles of the ICCPR, which emphasize due process, the right to a fair trial, and the prohibition of torture. The government's characterization of the North Sinai situation as counter-terrorism activities rather than an "armed conflict" is significant, as it dictates the legal framework under which operations are conducted. However, the response is vague on how this framework is practically implemented and overseen, leaving questions about its compliance with international standards, including principles of legality, legitimacy, proportionality, and necessity.
Regarding the legislative system governing counter-terrorism, the government refers to several laws but does not elaborate on their practical implementation or alignment with international standards. This lack of detail raises questions about the adequacy and accuracy of the government's claims, especially when considering guidelines provided by the Mendez Principles and relevant General Comments of the ICCPR and CAT. On a positive note, the government's approach to redress for victims of terrorism is comprehensive, covering legal, medical, psychological, and social support. A fund has been established for this purpose, but the response falls short of detailing how this fund is operationalized or evaluated for effectiveness, leaving room for further scrutiny.
In response to Paragraph (23) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government outlines the legal avenues for victims to seek compensation, the process for determining the value of such compensation, and Egypt's contributions to the United Nations Voluntary Fund for Victims of Torture. The government specifies three scenarios where victims can file for compensation, but the response lacks detail on how accessible these avenues are, especially for marginalized or detained individuals. It also falls short of explaining whether independent complaint and investigation procedures exist, as emphasized by the Mendez Principles. The value of compensation is left to judicial discretion, raising concerns about potential arbitrariness and inconsistency. The response mentions that victims are referred to the Forensic Medicine Department for a detailed report but does not clarify how this aligns with the Istanbul Protocol's guidelines on effective investigation and documentation of torture.
While the government's contributions to the United Nations Voluntary Fund are commendable, they do not directly address the domestic mechanisms for victim compensation and support. The focus on international contributions risks overshadowing the need for robust national mechanisms to ensure effective redress and rehabilitation for victims, as mandated by Article 14 of the ICCPR and the Convention Against Torture. The government's response, therefore, leaves several questions unanswered, particularly concerning the accessibility and fairness of the compensation system and its alignment with international human rights standards.
In addressing Paragraph (24) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government outlines its constitutional and legal framework that explicitly prohibits torture and ill-treatment. While this is a commendable step, the government's response lacks specificity on how these laws are implemented and enforced in practice. It also falls short of detailing how international standards, such as the Mendez Principles and Articles 7, 9, and 14 of the ICCPR, are incorporated into domestic law. Particularly, the response omits information on effective mechanisms for accountability and redress, which are essential for upholding human rights. On the judicial front, the government states that evidence obtained through coercion is not admissible in court, a practice that aligns well with international standards. However, the response does not elaborate on safeguards to ensure the accused's right to remain silent, especially in situations where they might be subjected to coercion or intimidation.
The Court of Cassation's jurisprudence is cited to affirm that an accused person's silence cannot be used against them, aligning with Article 14 of the ICCPR. Yet, the government does not provide information on whether detainees are promptly informed of their right to remain silent, a crucial aspect for the effective exercise of this right. Overall, while the government's stance on discarding coerced evidence and upholding the accused's right to silence is in line with international standards, the response leaves gaps in explaining how these practices are consistently implemented and how they align with international human rights guidelines.
In addressing Paragraph (25) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government contends that the death penalty is permissible for the most serious crimes and is in line with the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR). While the government outlines legal safeguards, such as the requirement for a unanimous decision by judges and prohibitions against executing minors and pregnant women, it falls short of detailing how these measures align with international standards like the Mendez Principles and Article 14 of the ICCPR, which emphasize due process and fair trial guarantees. The government also acknowledges the influence of cultural and societal factors on the application of the death penalty but does not engage with international calls for its abolition, as reflected in various General Comments of the ICCPR and the Convention Against Torture (CAT).
Furthermore, the government's response mentions efforts to review legislations and laws as part of a national strategy for human rights but lacks specificity on how this process will align with international standards, particularly those related to the death penalty. While the government asserts that the death penalty is subject to various legal safeguards, it does not elaborate on how these safeguards are implemented in practice or how they comply with international guidelines, such as those outlined in the Istanbul Protocol and various General Comments of the ICCPR and CAT. This leaves room for questioning the adequacy and comprehensiveness of the government's approach to this contentious issue.
In response to Paragraph (26) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government addresses freedom of the press and expression, defamation and publication crimes, and the role of the Public Prosecution. While the government asserts that it upholds freedom of thought and expression as guaranteed by the Egyptian Constitution and Law No. 180 of 2018, it does not offer specific information on the practical implementation of these laws. This omission is significant, especially in light of international standards such as Articles 18 and 19 of the ICCPR, which emphasize the need for laws to be applied in a manner consistent with human rights. The government also claims that it does not target individuals like journalists or human rights defenders for criticism but fails to elaborate on how defamation and publication laws are applied in a manner that does not stifle dissent, an issue that needs to be verified against independent reports and international guidelines like the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol.
Regarding the role of the Public Prosecution, the government describes it as an independent judicial body, a characterization that raises questions about Egypt's understanding of international standards. This is particularly relevant in the MENA region, where the role of the prosecution is often conflated with judicial powers. The government's claim that the Public Prosecution ensures the presence of an accused's lawyer during investigations is positive but lacks details on its practical implementation. This is especially important in the context of the Istanbul Protocol, which provides guidelines for effective investigation and documentation of torture and other forms of cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment. Overall, the government's response leaves several questions unanswered, particularly concerning the practical application of laws and adherence to international human rights standards.
In addressing Paragraph (27) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government focuses on the prohibition of physical violence and corporal punishment, the protection of children, and disciplinary actions against public employees like schoolteachers. While the government asserts that its Constitution and Penal Code align with international standards, such as Article 7 of the ICCPR, it falls short of providing specific information on the practical application of these laws. This is particularly concerning given the emphasis that international standards, including the Mendez Principles and various General Comments of the ICCPR and CAT, place on effective implementation. The government also highlights the Child Law and actions taken against schoolteachers but does not elaborate on how these measures are consistent with international guidelines or serve as effective deterrents against future violations.
The role of the Administrative Prosecution in investigating cases of cruelty by public employees adds another layer to the government's response. While the government cites specific disciplinary actions, such as forced retirements and salary deductions, these measures raise questions about their adequacy and consistency. The varying degrees of punishment could indicate inconsistencies in handling such cases, undermining the effectiveness of these disciplinary actions. This is especially relevant when considering international standards like the Mendez Principles and the Istanbul Protocol, which call for effective complaint and investigation procedures and appropriate penalties for perpetrators. Overall, the government's response leaves several gaps, particularly in terms of the practical application of laws and the alignment with international human rights standards.
In response to Paragraph (28) of the List of Issues, the Egyptian government discusses its Anti-Prostitution Law and the contentious issue of "virginity tests." The government emphasizes that its legislative framework does not criminalize homosexuality or private sexual relations between consenting adults, focusing instead on prostitution and human trafficking. While the law may align with international conventions, the government's response is notably lacking in details about its practical application, especially concerning marginalized communities. This absence of information is significant, as effective implementation is crucial for the law to be more than just words on paper. The government's approach should be consistent with international human rights standards, including Articles 4, 6, 7, and 9 of the ICCPR, as well as the Istanbul Protocol, which outlines guidelines for investigating and documenting cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment.
Regarding "virginity tests," the government denies their legal or medical existence, stating that such examinations occur only under specific circumstances and with individual consent. However, the government's response fails to address the ethical and human rights implications of these tests. International standards, as outlined in the Istanbul Protocol and various General Comments of the ICCPR and CAT, consider any medical examination conducted without informed consent to be a form of cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment. The government's stance leaves unanswered questions about the use of such tests in different contexts, such as detention facilities, which would contravene international human rights standards.
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