Discussion of the case of Mrs. A in relation with UN standards on human rights:
1. Convention on Rights of Person with disabilities (CRPD ) :

There were violations for the following articles 

i) Article 3 : General Principles especially stated in section a) ,Mrs. A dignity, individual autonomy including the freedom to make one's own choices, and independence of persons were all violated , she was furious at time of her admission against her will, away from her family, she received medications she didn’t want to take that get her more confused and worse, she was tied to her own bed 
ii) Article 12 (3) was violated since she was not allowed access to support she may have required to exercise her legal capacity to complain against these procedure as a person with equal recognition before the law as others
iii) Article 14 her right to liberty and security was violated only justified by her mental illness and treatment refusal which can be considered as a discrimination based on her disability, in addition she was not provided with a reasonable accommodation  
iv) Article 15 :  Freedom from torture or cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment was also violated
v) Article 17 : Mrs. A right to respect for her physical and mental integrity on an equal basis with others was denied 

vi) Article 25 :although she had several health problems but because of her mental illness there was a discriminatory denial of health care or health services on the basis of disability during her time of stay in restraint , it was not mentioned that she received any medical care other than the psychiatric care
Article 10: Right to life, As a result of the above violations, and in addition to them this essential right was violated
2) 2008 Interim Report of the Special Rapporteur on Torture :
· "Inside mental health institutions , persons with disabilities are frequently subjected to unspeakable indignities, neglect, severe forms of restraint and seclusion" "1991 Principles for the Protection of Persons with Mental Illness and for the Improvement of Mental Health Care the Special Rapporteur notes that the acceptance of involuntary treatment and involuntary confinement runs counter to the provisions of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities."
· Applying the torture and ill-treatment protection framework to persons with disabilities to Mrs A case : there are four conditions that can be considered as torture and ill treatment including involuntary admission , involuntary treatment , restraint and negligence of her medical condition while restrained
· Torture, as the most serious violation of the human right to personal integrity and dignity, presupposes a situation of powerlessness, whereby the victim is under the total control of another person. Mrs. A  find themselves in such situations when admitted and treated involuntarily 

· Although the restraints applied was masked as “good intentions” on the part of health professionals by saying it was to protect her from harm from other patients, but it was an act of discrimination  based on mental illness 

· Purely negligent conduct of her physical health condition lacks the intent required under article 1 of CAT, so it can constitute ill-treatment since it leads to thromboembolic illness and death ( severe pain and suffering )
· "Restraint: Whereas a fully justified medical treatment may lead to severe pain or suffering, medical treatments of an intrusive and irreversible nature, when they lack a therapeutic purpose, or aim at correcting or alleviating a disability, may constitute torture and ill-treatment if enforced or administered without the free and informed consent of the person concerned."
· "It is important to note that “prolonged use of restraint can lead to muscle atrophy, life-threatening deformities and even organ failure”, and exacerbates psychological damage" 
· "The Special Rapporteur notes that there can be no therapeutic justification for the prolonged use of restraints, which may amount to torture or ill-treatment" 
3) Convention on civil and political Rights (CCPR)
Article 7: No one shall be subjected to torture or to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.
4) Principles for the protection of persons with mental illness and the improvement of mental health care MI Principles 1991

Principle 16: it was not clear that there is serious likelihood of immediate or imminent harm to that person or to other persons in Mrs. a case, also the principle the least restrictive principle was not applied, Principle 9 (1)
5) Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment(CAT)

In summary , Admitting Mrs. A involuntarily against CRPD especially Article 14 on her right to liberty and security , also admitting and treating her involuntarily will be against MI principles since criteria for involuntary admission are not clear especially immediate and imminent danger or harm to self or others as well as severe deterioration criterion are not clear . The way she was treated in hospital is almost identical to human rights violations reporterd by UN special rapporteur on torture in 2008 interim report; it is breaching CRPD article 15, and CAT , article 7 of CCPR and principles 9 of MI principles.

The way that the case of Mrs. A will be managed in Egypt:

1) Mental Health Act 2009
Community Treatment Order: can be applied according to article 33 of the new mental health act, she is fulfilling many of criteria for this type of treatment that would have protected her from as stated in the act; she refused medication, there is no immediate danger in her case, and treatment can protect her case from further deterioration, but to apply this she will need an independent assessment. It is important to note that community treatment orders has not yet been applied on any service users in Egypt
Involuntary Admission and treatment Procedures:
Involuntary admission procedures are very similar to those mentioned in principle 17 in UN 1991 MI principles, psychiatrist are able to give involuntary treatment to patient who has been admitted involuntarily after following the correct procedures for involuntary admission, involuntary treatment should be reviewed every 4 weeks, and he will need independent assessment for involuntary treatment if it exceeds 3 month. 
2) Executive Regulations for Mental Health Act 2009
Has stated  that restraint patients should be for a maximum of four hours and reviewed afterwards , Mrs A was restrained continuously for 12 hours .This might have saved her from thrombo embolism and possibly death 
3) Current Practices in mental health facilities :
CRPD Article 6 women with disabilities will be another further violated article if Mrs. A was a service user in Egypt . There is a higher possibility for cases with sexual disinhibition to be admitted even if in a minor form to be admitted if she is a woman  

She may suffer additional discrimination (double discrimination), because of being a woman and the pattern of symptoms (sexual disinhibition) she was suffering from because of her mental illness.
Since Egyptian community can be considered a reserved one , Some professionals  might be motivated for cultural and moral reasons to admit her involuntarily  , and will be less willing to admit a male patient if he suffer from same pattern of symptoms unless it is in a more severe form.
Possible change in Egypt legislations about involuntary admission and treatment in order to better implement human rights issues rising from this case
Introducing Advance directives to Egypt's mental health legislation: 

An advance directive would have empowered Mrs. A during time that she was treated voluntarily for twenty years to make her future treatment preferences in case of deterioration of condition. Also An advance directive will improve communication between her and the staff and It can prevent her from being furious at time of admission and would have saved her family from being ambivalent about her involuntary admission.
Another possible change can be separation between procedures for involuntary admission and treatment, Mrs A would be admitted only in this case if there is serious  harm to her or to others because of her illness but she won't be forced to receive the benzodiazepine medication that caused her mental state to be more confused 

