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I. Introduction
1. These written comments are jointly submitted by the European Disability Forum (EDF) and the International Disability Alliance (IDA) pursuant to leave granted by the President of the First Section on 6 November 2013 in accordance with Rule 44(3)(a) of the Rules of Court.
  
2. This case presents the Court with an important opportunity to confirm States’ obligations to ensure the prohibition of disability based discrimination in its naturalisation proceedings, including the obligation to provide reasonable accommodation to persons with disabilities.  The Applicant, a victim of torture from Iran who was granted refugee status in Denmark where he has been living for over twenty years, applied for an exemption to the language requirement in Danish naturalisation proceedings on the basis of his disability (“mental health problems originating from being a victim of torture manifesting in insomnia, anxiety, depression, pseudo-dementia, memory loss and difficulties in communicating”
). While the regulations governing naturalisation permitted the granting of an exemption for the language requirement “where the person in question… proved unable to learn Danish to a sufficient degree due to mental disorder, for example as a result of torture” (section 23, Circular no 90 of 1999 in force at the relevant time), the Applicant’s exemption request was refused.  It is worth noting that the regulation then in force excluded Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) from the list of conditions for which one could obtain a dispensation.  As a result of the refusal, the Applicant was denied citizenship and complains that his continued statelessness breaches his right to private life and constitutes disability based discrimination in violation of Articles 8 and 14 of the European Convention of Human Rights.

3. These written comments draw upon international human rights standards and comparative law and practice concerning the rights of persons with disabilities which demonstrate a growing European and universal consensus on the evolving concept of disability, as well as on the need to ensure positive measures and accommodations in naturalisation procedures to ensure that persons with disabilities have opportunities to acquire citizenship on an equal basis with others.  Where testing on knowledge of language or country specific information features as a pre-requisite within naturalisation processes, many jurisdictions in Europe and beyond put forward exemptions or accommodating measures for persons with disabilities as a measure to ensure equal access to persons with disabilities.  In addition, human rights standards and jurisprudence on the right to nationality espouse two key principles: the prohibition of discrimination in the determination of nationality, and the obligation for States to prevent, avoid and reduce statelessness, failing which will lead to infringements upon one’s rights, including the right to private life.  

4. Moreover, the comments present the latest developments which have taken place in the Respondent State concerning exemptions within naturalisation proceedings.  These steps reflect efforts by the government to align their practices with international standards by expanding the scope of disabilities for which persons may be eligible to receive dispensations, which now includes PTSD.

5. Finally, throughout the written comments, the Court’s own jurisprudence will be evoked which recognises that while there is no Convention right to citizenship per se, States Parties are nevertheless bound to guarantee non-discrimination and consider how the refusal to grant nationality may result in the violation of an individual’s right to private life due to the impact upon their dignity, identity and personal development, and that the State’s margin of appreciation is considerably narrowed when the individual concerned belongs to a member of a vulnerable group, and is subjected to the intersections of multiple discrimination when belonging to more than one vulnerable group.

II. International standards on the rights of persons with disabilities
6. It has been established that in interpreting the provisions of the European Convention on Human Rights (hereinafter the ‘Convention’) and the scope of the States’ obligations in specific cases, the European Court of Human Rights (hereinafter the ‘Court’) will look “for any consensus and common values emerging from the practices of European States and specialised international instruments… as well as giving heed to the evolution of norms and principles in international law.”
 It is respectfully submitted that international and comparative standards should inform the Court’s interpretation in this case.   

United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 
7. In considering the responsibility of member States to uphold the rights of persons with disabilities, the Court is encouraged to have regard for the latest international standards on the human rights of persons with disabilities, namely the provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Right of Persons with Disabilities (hereinafter ‘CRPD’) and its guiding principles and values, which include respect for inherent dignity, autonomy, including the freedom to make one’s own choices, non-discrimination, full and effective participation in society, respect for difference, equality of opportunity, and accessibility.
  

8. To date, the CRPD counts 139 States Parties, including Denmark which was among the first European States to ratify the CRPD on 24 July 2009.  Further, 25 out of the 28 member states of the European Union have ratified or acceded to the CRPD,
 and the CRPD is the first international human rights instrument to which an inter-governmental body is a party, i.e. the European Union, which acceded to it on 23 December 2010.  Within the Council of Europe, 41 of the 47 members are States Parties to the CRPD.
  In 2009, in Glor v Switzerland, the Court recognised that the CRPD reflects “a European and worldwide consensus on the need to protect people with disabilities from discriminatory treatment,”
 which rings even truer today given the growing number of States Parties to the CRPD within Europe and globally.
9. The CRPD presents a significant paradigm shift in disability rights discourse, moving from a medical and charity based approach on disability in which persons with disabilities were considered as objects of treatment or charity, to a social model and human rights approach which recognises persons with disabilities as subjects of their own rights.   The CRPD recognises that due to the historically marginalised place of persons with disabilities in society, concerted steps and specific measures are necessary to accelerate or achieve de facto equality of persons with disabilities in society.
  

10. The Court has also recognised that particular considerations should be taken with respect to the rights of persons with disabilities given that they were historically subject to prejudice with lasting consequences resulting in their social exclusion. Hence, the Court’s jurisprudence is clear that any interference with the rights of persons belonging to particularly vulnerable groups is required to be subject to strict scrutiny, and only very weighty reasons could justify any restriction of their rights.
  Moreover, where the State act or omission “may prove to be contradictory to the need to prevent discrimination against people with disabilities and foster their full participation and integration in society, the margin of appreciation the States enjoy in establishing different legal treatment for people with disabilities is considerably reduced”.

Non-discrimination, accessibility and reasonable accommodation

11. The CRPD presents a fully developed concept of equality which moves beyond formal equality of treating persons identically, and encompasses the prohibition of all acts that have the “purpose or effect” of impairing or nullifying human rights, thereby covering both direct and indirect discrimination.
  Human rights discourse today recognises that the same treatment for all does not necessarily result in substantive equality, but that non-discrimination also means that persons in different situations should be treated differently, a notion which has been well developed within the Court’s own jurisprudence.
  

12. Given that the bulk of rights breaches experienced by persons with disabilities most commonly arise related to the barriers they encounter in society which is not adapted to them - be it environmental, attitudinal, communicational, informational, etc- accessibility has been recognised as a pre-condition for independent life and full and equal participation of persons with disabilities in society.
  Without access to the physical environment, to transportation, to information and communications and to other facilities and services open or provided to the public, persons with disabilities would not have the equal opportunities for participation in their respective societies. 
13. Measures of accessibility also apply to procedures related to the determination of eligibility to attributed rights and benefits in order to ensure substantive equality in the fulfilment of criteria (such as testing), where the absence of such measures would result in the withholding of rights and benefits on the basis of disability.  

14. Article 5(3) of the CRPD sets out that “in order to promote equality and eliminate discrimination, States Parties shall take all appropriate steps to ensure that reasonable accommodation is provided.”  The provision of adjustments and adaptations is an integral part of the non-discrimination obligation on States, and the failure to provide “reasonable accommodation” is a form of disability-based discrimination recognised by the CPRD.
  Reasonable accommodation aims to remove the specific disadvantage to which a particular disabled individual would otherwise be exposed in order to ensure that human rights are enjoyed on an equal basis with others.  

15. At the EU level, the Framework directive on equal treatment in employment and occupation also sets out the obligation to provide reasonable accommodation to guarantee compliance with the principle of equal treatment in relation to persons with disabilities.  In Ring and Skouboe Werge,
 the European Court of Justice (ECJ) held that the concept of reasonable accommodation in the directive must be understood “as referring to the elimination of the various barriers that hinder the full and effective participation of persons with disabilities in professional life on an equal basis with other workers.”
  The ECJ elaborated that in this respect, both the directive and the CRPD envisage not only material but also organisational measures, and the term ‘pattern’ of working time must be understood as the rhythm or speed at which the work is done.  Hence a reduction in working hours may constitute one of the accommodation measures within the directive in a case where it makes it possible for the worker to continue employment.

16. A Proposed Directive on the principle of equal treatment outside employment and occupation is currently being negotiated at the EU Parliament and Council.   This Directive - once adopted - will protect persons with disabilities against discrimination and require the provision of reasonable accommodation in other areas of life such as access to and supply of goods and services, education, social protection, etc. 
17. Reasonable accommodation has been a feature of the Court’s own jurisprudence to the extent that it upholds the right of individuals to non-discrimination and other rights by treating individuals in different circumstances differently.
  The result has been the finding of violations of the rights of persons with disabilities for the failure by the State to take steps to provide alternatives or to adapt to the individual’s circumstances and needs.
  In DG v Poland, the Court stated that where conditions of detention were not suitable for a prisoner with disabilities and the State was "not making sufficient efforts to reasonably accommodate his special needs raises a serious issue under the Convention", which led to the finding of a violation.
 
Intersectional and multiple discrimination

18. There is increasing recognition in international human rights law and discourse of the need to align the law with the lived reality of persons who are subjected to discrimination on multiple grounds of their identity.  In most jurisdictions across the world, discrimination law continues to operate on a single protected ground, and fails to address the multidimensional layers of one’s identity which intersect and compound the experience of discrimination.  Whilst discrimination on more than one basis may operate separately in different circumstances, “intersectional discrimination is the term widely used to describe situations in which two or more grounds operate inextricably as the basis of discrimination”;
 that had the individual not possessed each one of the protected characteristics, they would not have been subjected to discrimination.  Justice L’Heureux-Dubé of the Supreme Court of Canada described it as follows: 
“[…] it is increasingly recognized that categories of discrimination may overlap, and that individuals may suffer historical exclusion on the basis of both race and gender, age and physical handicap or some other combination.” “[…] categorizing such discrimination as primarily racially oriented, or primarily gender-oriented, misconceives the reality of discrimination as it is experienced by individuals. Discrimination may be experienced on many grounds, and where this is the case, it is not really meaningful to assert that it is one or the other. It may be more realistic to recognize that both forms of discrimination may be present and intersect.”

19. The intersections of multiple discrimination have been recognised as a significant barrier to the enjoyment and exercise of human rights by the UN treaty bodies.  In addition to the concern shown by the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD Committee) to women and girls with disabilities, indigenous persons with disabilities, refugees and migrants with disabilities, etc,
 discrimination on multiple and intersecting grounds of identity have been the subject of recommendations by other treaty bodies, notably the Committee for the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, the Committee on the Rights of the Child and the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, as well as several UN special procedures.
 
20. The Court has also recognised the need for national authorities to take into account the particular experience of discrimination and inherent vulnerability based on the confluence of grounds involved.

Evolving concept of disability
21. The CRPD does not contain a definition of disability.  The preamble (para (e)) refers to it as an “evolving concept” resulting “from the interaction between persons with impairments and attitudinal and environmental barriers”.  Article 1 of the CRPD elaborates by stating that “persons with disabilities include those who have long-term physical, mental, intellectual or sensory impairments, which in interaction with various barriers may hinder their full and effective participation in society on an equal basis with others.”  The CRPD’s approach thus reflects the social model of disability which takes into account the societal and attitudinal barriers experienced by persons with disabilities in their participation in society.  

22. The CRPD Committee has been explicit in its recommendations to States Parties about the approach to disability applied in national legislation, including definitions of disability.  The CRPD Committee has consistently criticised States for applying restrictive definitions of persons with disabilities which are largely based on the medical model of disability and which result in limiting the scope of protection of rights and eligibility of benefits available to persons with disabilities in the country.  For example when reviewing Hungary, the Committee noted with concern that “definitions of disability and persons with disabilities in the State party’s legislation focus on the impairments of an individual rather than on the barriers he/she faces… such definitions fail to encompass all persons with disabilities, including those with psychosocial disabilities.”
  The Committee recommended revision of the law to “ensure that it is in full compliance with the Convention and reflects the human rights-based approach to disability as embodied in the Convention; and to incorporate an inclusive definition of disability and persons with disabilities that is firmly rooted in the human rights based approach to disability and encompasses all persons with disabilities, including those with psychosocial disabilities.”
  
23. The European Court of Justice has actively adopted the social model approach of disability as put forward in Article 1 of the CRPD.  In April 2013, the ECJ pronounced its first decision on the definition of disability under the EU Framework Directive on Employment 2000/78 since the EU acceded to the CRPD in 2010 in joined cases concerning Denmark.  In Ring and Skouboe Werge,
 the ECJ departed from the restrictive definition of disability under the directive which it had adopted in previous caselaw,
 to an interpretation which acknowledges that disability is an evolving concept that results from the interaction between persons with impairments and attitudinal and environmental barriers that hinders their full and effective participation in society on an equal basis with others.
  Hence, the ECJ clarified that it would run counter to the very aim of the directive, which is to implement equal treatment, to define its scope by reference to the origin of the disability, and concluded that if a curable or incurable illness entails a limitation as set out in Article 1 of the CRPD, then such an illness can be covered by the concept of “disability” within the meaning of the directive.

Right to nationality- prohibition of discrimination and obligation to reduce statelessness
24. Whereas the granting of citizenship continues to reside within and reflect the sovereign power of States, international standards have progressively developed which act to impose restrictions on States’ freedom to regulate access to nationality.
  The instruments relating to this, the 1997 European Convention on Nationality (ECN) and the 1961 UN Convention on the Reduction of Statelessness, both put forward as its overarching principles: the obligation to prevent, avoid and reduce statelessness,
 and the prohibition of discrimination.
 

25. Regarding the first duty, the ECN sets out only one ground upon which a person can justifiably lose their nationality with statelessness as a result- in the event of improper conduct by the applicant, i.e. “acquisition of the nationality of the State Party by means of fraudulent conduct, false information or concealment of any relevant fact attributable to the applicant”.
  This considerably narrowed scope of State action highlights the gravity of the State’s duty to prevent, avoid and reduce statelessness of individuals in recognition of the lack of protection and violation of rights which necessarily arise when denied or deprived of a nationality.
26. With respect to non-discrimination, Article 5 of the ECN stipulates that “the rules of a State Party on nationality shall not contain distinctions or include any practice which amount to discrimination on the grounds of sex, religion, race, colour or national or ethnic origin.”  Disability is not explicitly included in this closed list.  The ECN’s explanatory report elaborates that this provision was based on Article 1 of the UN Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination and part of Article 14 of the ECHR, yet not all the prohibited grounds of the latter were included in the ECN as some of those grounds were considered not to amount to discrimination in the field of nationality.
  Whilst disability does not feature explicitly in either the ECN or the non-exhaustive list of prohibited grounds inscribed in Article 14 ECHR, there is a strong argument that the ECN covers disability as a prohibited ground of discrimination in nationality matters.  Since the time at which the ECN was drafted, not only has disability been read explicitly into Article 14 by the Court,
 but the CRPD has also come into force which carries a specific provision on the right to non-discrimination in matters relating to nationality.  Article 18 of the CRPD sets out the obligation of States Parties to ensure that “persons with disabilities have the right to acquire and change a nationality and are not deprived of their nationality arbitrarily or on the basis of disability”. 

27. The ECJ has had the opportunity to address the issue of citizenship rules where loss of nationality leads to statelessness, and in particular the annulment of nationality based on fraudulent facts.
  It recognised that although citizenship was in principle a competence of member states, due regard must be had to EU law in situations covered by the latter, i.e. where loss of nationality by the authorities of a member state places the individual in a position capable of causing him to lose EU citizenship.
  Notwithstanding the improper conduct exception to the ECN (see above para 25), the ECJ referred to the importance which primary law attaches to the status of citizen of the Union and held that the decision to withdraw nationality must observe the principle of proportionality; that regard must be had for the consequences that such a decision entails for the person concerned, and if relevant, for the members of his family with regard to the loss of rights enjoyed by every citizen of the Union, and in particular, to establish “whether that loss is justified in relation to the gravity of the offence committed by that person, to the lapse of time between the naturalisation decision and the withdrawal decision and to whether it is possible for that person to recover his original nationality.”

28. The Court’s own jurisprudence recognises the gravity and precariousness of the situation of stateless persons.  In Kuric and others v Slovenia, the Court concluded that “the prolonged refusal of the Slovenian authorities to regulate the applicants’ situation comprehensively … in particular the failure to pass appropriate legislation and to issue permanent residence permits to individual applicants, constitutes an interference with the exercise of the applicants’ rights to respect for their private and/or family life, especially in cases of statelessness.”

29. With respect to non-discrimination in nationality proceedings, in Genovese v Malta,
 the Court found a violation of Articles 8 and 14 with respect to the difference in treatment in nationality rights concerning children born in and out of wedlock.  While this case did not concern a loss of nationality resulting in statelessness, which has been established to constitute an interference into right to respect for private life under Article 8, the Court considered that “the denial of citizenship, even in the absence of family life, may raise an issue under Article 8 because of its impact on the private life of an individual, which concept is wide enough to embrace aspects of a person’s social identity.”

III. Comparative law and practices
30. Where testing on knowledge of language or country specific information features as a pre-requisite within naturalisation processes, many jurisdictions in Europe and beyond put forward accommodating measures or exemptions for persons with disabilities as a means to ensure equal access to the acquisition of citizenship for persons with disabilities.  Such measures are consistent with the need to ensure accessibility and provide accommodations in order to eliminate discrimination on the basis of disability.
Accommodations for testing on knowledge of language or country specific information 

31. Several EU countries recognise the need to provide accommodations and other specific disability related measures in testing to ensure the opportunity for persons with disabilities to acquire citizenship on an equal basis with others.

32. The Czech Republic,
 Finland, Latvia,
 Luxembourg,
 the Netherlands and Slovenia, among other countries, adapt the procedures for testing the language and country specific information to the needs of persons with disabilities.  In Slovenia, the required language exam can be modified upon request for a candidate who has a “physical difficulty and has a medical certificate to prove this.  The candidate may be required to take only parts of the exam, or can be given extra time to complete the writing task”.
  In Finland, instead of demonstrating the required oral language skills, a person can also pass the language test by proving his or her skills in Finnish or Finnish-Swedish sign language.

Exemptions for testing on knowledge and language or country specific information 

33. While adjustments and accommodating measures may ensure access to some persons with disabilities for the fulfilment of requirements, such measures will not necessarily be able to ensure access for all groups of persons with disabilities.  In such circumstances, the acquisition of citizenship will only be accessible to them if the testing requirements are waived in their individual case.

34. Several EU countries, such as Belgium,
 France, the United Kingdom, Netherlands, Germany, Czech Republic, Finland,
 Latvia
 and Liechtenstein,
 and non EU countries, such as Australia, Canada and the United States,
 exempt people with disabilities from fulfilling language requirements for the acquisition of citizenship.  The majority of these countries explicitly exempt persons with psychosocial disabilities.
35. In France, persons with a disability, a chronic health problem or who are older than 60 years are exempt from providing a French language skills certificate.
  A government agent conducts an interview with the person and is obliged to take into account the exceptional circumstances in which the person is not in a position to learn French.
 In the United Kingdom, “persons who are aged 65 or over or whose physical or mental condition severely inhibits the ability to communicate in English or take the Life in the UK test” are exempted from taking these tests.
 In Germany, the requirements to possess an adequate knowledge of German and of the legal system, society and living condition in Germany will be waived “if the foreigner is unable to fulfil them on account of a physical, mental or psychological illness or disability or on account of his or her age”.
  In the Netherlands, alongside providing accessible learning materials, waivers to the civic integration and language examinations can also be requested by “persons with psychological, physical or mental disability”.

36. In Australia, people with disabilities, including persons with intellectual and psychosocial disabilities who can provide evidence that they are not capable of understanding the nature of the application, demonstrating basic knowledge of English, and of the responsibilities and privileges of citizenship, are not required to sit the test required for acquisition of citizenship.
 In Canada, a person who has “a disorder, disability or condition that is cognitive, psychiatric or psychological in nature and which prevents them from submitting upfront proof of language ability for citizenship” can be exempted by the decision makers on acquisition of citizenship.

IV. Latest developments at the domestic level

37. Since the present case was lodged, the Respondent government signed an agreement on 23 May 2013 providing new guidelines for the acquisition of Danish nationality by naturalisation.
  Amendments have been made to the Circular on Naturalisation and relate, amongst other issues, to the requirements of the applicant’s knowledge of the Danish language and citizenship. These amendments entered into force on 15 June 2003.
38. Persons with disabilities may make a request to the Folketing’s Naturalisation Committee to waive the requirements on Danish language and country specific knowledge. The applicant has to show that a long-term physical, mental, sensory or intellectual disability prevents him or her from taking and/or passing these tests.
  However, people affected by long-term or chronic PTSD did not, until 15 June 2013, belong to the group of persons eligible for this waiver and were therefore being turned down when presenting their case to the Folketing’s Naturalisation Committee.
39. These guidelines have now been amended and the Circular explicitly includes “persons with mental disorders, long term depression, long term schizophrenia, prolonged psychosis and long term or chronic PTSD” as persons with disabilities who can benefit from these exemptions.
  With this broadened definition of persons with disabilities, the Circular has been brought more in line with its international obligations including the CRPD (as highlighted by the Danish Ministry of Justice),
 and the ECJ’s judgment in Ring and Skouboe Werge.
  A member of the Folketing Naturalisation Committee welcomed these changes, stating that it was “high time that the requirement of proficiency in Danish was relaxed so there are no large groups of refugees and immigrants who are in practice barred from ever obtaining Danish citizenship”, and expressed satisfaction that “people who have a disability or who are ill have the benefit of exemption from the requirements”.

40. Prior to these amendments, organisations of persons with disabilities and the Danish Human Rights Institution had raised their concerns about persons with PTSD being prevented from applying for citizenship.
  In January 2013, the Danish Human Rights Institute intervened in a case similar to the present one before the Danish Supreme Court.
  The case concerned a non Danish national with PTSD who was refused by the Ministry of Justice to present his case to the Parliamentary Committee in order to receive an exemption on the Danish language requirement. Since the Circular on Naturalisation in force at the time did not consider persons with PTSD as persons with disabilities, the applicant was not able to benefit from this exemption and took his case in first instance to the Danish High Court.  The High Court however dismissed his case and the applicant appealed to the Supreme Court.  The Supreme Court overruled the High Court’s decision and stated that the Ministry of Justice should review its refusal to send the applicant’s case to the Parliamentary Committee.
  Alongside with the amendments to the Circular on Naturalisation of May 2013, this court decision demonstrates that the Respondent government is currently taking the steps to ensure that persons with PTSD enjoy may apply for naturalisation on an equal basis with other persons with disabilities.
V. Conclusion 

41. International and European human rights standards and comparative national law and practice demonstrate the following:
i. A State’s freedom to regulate nationality is subject to the prohibition of discrimination and the obligation to prevent, avoid and reduce statelessness.

ii. As a matter of accessibility, it is common practice for States to provide accommodating measures and/or exemptions to persons with disabilities concerning the fulfillment of requirements within the process of naturalisation in order to guarantee non-discrimination and ensure opportunities to access these procedures on an equal basis with others.

iii. Disability is an evolving concept and should be recognised and applied as such by national jurisdictions in accordance with Article 1 of the CRPD in order to ensure effective protection of persons with disabilities in all areas of life.  The preeminence of the CRPD has been supported by the ECJ which held that the primacy of international agreements concluded by the European Union over instruments of secondary law means that those instruments must as far as possible be interpreted in a manner that is consistent with those agreements.”
 
iv. The denial of nationality on the basis of discrimination falls within the ambit of Articles 8 and 14 of the Convention, and where statelessness is at issue, a higher burden is placed on the State to observe the principle of proportionality, having due regard to the impact of the denial upon the right to private life and family of the individual -taking into account the ensuing limits to one’s social identity, personal development and dignity, and weighing it against the wider public interests. 

v. The State’s margin of appreciation is considerably narrowed where : 

· there is an existence of common ground between laws of the Contracting States culminating in an emerging consensus on standards (in this case related to non-discrimination and positive obligations to ensure equal opportunities to persons with disabilities with respect to nationality, and to prevent, avoid and reduce statelessness); and

· the interference of rights concerns persons belonging to particularly vulnerable groups who have historically been subject to prejudice with lasting consequences resulting in their social exclusion; and all the more so,

· the particular experience of discrimination is compounded by discrimination on multiple and intersecting grounds.
42. Finally, given the latest developments which have taken place at the national level, it would appear that the Respondent State has come to appreciate, accept and subscribe to the applicability of the CRPD and other international and regional human rights standards described above and subsequently taken steps to remedy the inequitable situation by formally expanding the scope of disabilities for which dispensations are granted within the naturalisation process, thereby ensuring that similar cases do not recur in the future. 

ANNEX - Interest of intervenErs
The European Disability Forum (EDF) is an independent non-governmental organisation which represents the interests and defends the rights of 80 million people with disabilities in the European Union, and is a member of IDA. EDF is the only European pan-disability platform run by persons with disabilities and their families. Created in 1996 by its member organisations, EDF ensures that decisions concerning persons with disabilities are taken with and by persons with disabilities.  EDF has previously submitted third party interventions to the Court in Dordevic v Croatia (Application No 41526/10) and Gauer and Others v France (Application no 61521/08), of which the latter was submitted jointly with IDA and other NGOs.  EDF and IDA have also jointly intervened in Guberina v Croatia (Application no 23682/13), DG v Poland Application no 45705/07, judgment of 12 February 2013) and Mihailovs v Latvia (Application no 35939/10). EDF and IDA’s participation in third party interventions is aimed at raising the Court’s attention to the latest international human rights standards concerning persons with disabilities.
The International Disability Alliance (IDA) is a unique, international network of global and regional organisations of persons with disabilities. Established in 1999, each IDA member represents a large number of national disabled persons’ organisations (DPOs) from around the globe, covering the whole range of disability constituencies. IDA thus represents the collective global voice of persons with disabilities counting among the more than one billion persons with disabilities worldwide, the world’s largest – and most frequently overlooked – minority group. Currently comprising eight global and four regional DPOs,
 IDA’s mission is to advance the human rights of persons with disabilities as a united voice of organisations of persons with disabilities utilising the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and other human rights instruments.  IDA fulfils its mission by also submitting third party interventions to the Court and has done so in the past with EDF in Gauer and Others v France (Application no 61521/08), Guberina v Croatia (Application no 23682/13), Mihailovs v Latvia (Application no 35939/10), DG v Poland (Application no 45705/07, judgment of 12 February 2013), and Semikhvostov v Russia (Application no 2689/12).
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