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  (Translated from Arabic) 

Response of the Government of Egypt to the urgent action communication from a 

number of special procedures mandate holders dated 6 December 2019 

 The Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt regrets that a press release was 

issued before the Government had sent its response to the urgent action letter concerning 

Ramy Kamel Saied Salib from the Special Rapporteur on minority issues, the Working 

Group on Arbitrary Detention, the Special Rapporteur on the promotion and protection of 

the right to freedom of opinion and expression, the Special Rapporteur on adequate housing, 

the Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights defenders, the Special Rapporteur 

on the right to privacy, the Special Rapporteur on freedom of religion or belief, the Special 

Rapporteur on the promotion and protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms 

while countering terrorism and the Special Rapporteur on torture and other cruel, inhuman 

or degrading treatment or punishment. The Government recalls that the communication 

requested a response within 60 days, while the press release was issued less than a week 

after receipt of the communication, in violation of the Code of Conduct for Special 

Procedures Mandate-holders of the Human Rights Council adopted by Council Resolution 

5/2, issued on 18 June 2007. In that regard, the Government wishes to state the following:  

1. The publication of the press release ignored the principle of encouraging “a 

constructive dialogue”, which the Code of Conduct envisages as a way of promoting and 

protecting human rights. This is clearly set forth in article 13 (b) concerning public 

statements in regard of any State.  

2. In as much as the press release anticipated the government reply, its publication 

constitutes a clear violation of article 13 (c) of the Code, which obliges special procedures 

mandate holders to ensure that government authorities of the State in question – and not the 

media – are the first recipients of conclusions and recommendations and that they are given 

adequate time to respond. This the mandate holders failed to do, despite the fact that they 

included a deadline for a reply in their communication. Moreover, article 8 (d) states that 

representatives of the concerned State are to be given the opportunity to comment on 

mandate holders’ assessments and respond to allegations, while article 6 (b) requires that 

account be taken, in a comprehensive and timely manner, of information provided by the 

State concerned. For its part, article 13 (a) requires that mandate holders, while expressing 

their views, particularly in their public statements concerning allegations of human rights 

violations, also indicate fairly what responses were given by the concerned State.  

3. Although the communication refers to “allegations”, the press release, beginning 

with its title, jumps straight to demanding that the individual in question be released and 

that the charges against him be dropped, stressing that no person should face intimidation, 

harassment or reprisals of any sort for participation in or contribution to the work of the 

United Nations and its human rights mechanisms. These conclusions are all based on 

suppositions that make unsubstantiated links between the charges that are under 

investigation and the individual’s interactions with the United Nations and its human rights 

mechanisms. This press release was issued before considering the Government’s response, 

in violation of article 12 (a) of the Code of Conduct, which stresses the need to ensure that 

the conclusions and recommendations of the mandate holders are based on objective 

assessments of the situation.  

4. The communication and press release also allege that the individual in question is a 

victim of arbitrary detention, torture and ill-treatment and was arrested without a warrant 

from the Public Prosecutor’s Office, which is not true. He was arrested under an order 

issued by the Public Prosecutor’s Office to arrest him and search his home, and he was 

brought for questioning before the Public Prosecutor’s Office the following day, in the 

presence of four of his lawyers. 
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5. The communication and press release state that the allegations they contain are 

based on information received from certain sources that some of his belongings were 

confiscated and he was charged with terrorism-related offences. Accordingly, they jumped 

to conclusions, without considering the sources’ interest in making false allegations, and 

without taking into account that during his arrest and the search of his home in accordance 

with the warrant issued by the Public Prosecutor’s Office, the police found a large number 

of postal money orders he had received from abroad in very large amounts. Of course, the 

sources did not mention this fact and the special procedures mandate holders were not 

aware of it because they did not wait for the Government’s response. Certainly, the special 

procedures mandate holders should have verified that the persons making the allegations 

did not have any political motives or were not acting contrary to the provisions of the 

Charter of the United Nations, in accordance with article 9 (d) of the Code of Conduct. 

Under article 8 (a) of the Code, the mandate holders should be guided by the principles of 

discretion, transparency, impartiality, and even-handedness. Article 8 (c) sets out the need 

for them to rely on objective and dependable facts, while article 3 (a) establishes, 

unequivocally, the need for them to conduct a professional, impartial assessment of facts 

free from any extraneous influence.  

6. Furthermore, the call for the release of a person who is under investigation by the 

Public Prosecutor’s Office, an independent judicial body in accordance with the 

Constitution and the law, and not part of the executive branch as is the case in other States, 

constitutes an unacceptable infringement on the independence of the judiciary and the rule 

of law, which form the pillars for the promotion and protection of human rights in any 

democratic society. The special procedures mandate holders should have emphasized the 

principle of equality of all persons before the law and the need to apply the law and 

safeguards for the protection of the rights of persons deprived of their liberties. 

 In this regard, the Government stresses that the charges brought against the 

individual in question are consistent with the provisions of the Constitution, the law and the 

obligations of Egypt under article 20 (2) of the International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights, which states that any advocacy that constitutes incitement to 

discrimination, hostility or violence must be prohibited by law, and paragraph 2 of the 

Human Rights Committee’s general comment No. 11 on the need to implement article 20 

taking into account article 19 of the Covenant. This applies to the case of the individual in 

question, who was arrested in order to prevent him from carrying out actions that would 

disturb stability and public order. The Government notes that it will not comment on any 

other details that are still under investigation by a judicial body so as to ensure the 

independence of the judiciary and respect for the principle of presumption of innocence and 

to preserve the reputation of the accused until a judicial decision is handed down.  

 In conclusion, the Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt reaffirms its 

willingness to continue to cooperate with the special procedures mandate holders to enable 

them to play the important role expected of them and enhance the common effort to 

improve the human rights situation around the world. In this regard, the Government 

affirms its commitment to promoting and protecting the human rights of all its citizens 

without discrimination, including prisoners and pretrial detainees. 

    








