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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 7 December 2012 in accordance with Rule 44(3)(a) of the Rules of Court.
  
2. These comments set forth latest international human rights standards with respect to the rights of persons with disabilities and in particular within the context of prison.  They demonstrate that the provision of reasonable accommodation to persons with disabilities is a critical component to ensuring their rights on an equal basis with other prisoners.  International and comparative law standards discussed herein demonstrate that States have a positive obligation to take appropriate measures to ensure protection against torture and cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment including access to adequate healthcare, and to uphold the autonomy and dignity of disabled prisoners.
3. It is 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 of Article 3 (freedom from torture or inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment) of the Convention in this case.  
II.  Persons with disabilities in prisons

4. Prisoners are dependent on the regime of the prison, its material conditions, services, and staff, for all aspects of their daily lives and well-being.  Disabled prisoners are often placed at significant disadvantages in most prisons for several reasons, including: the general lack of accessible facilities in cells and common areas, canteens, lavatories and showers, which is linked to increased risk of injury in prison for disabled prisoners; the lack of provision of assistive devices due to security risks or on account of lack of resources; the lack of provision of specialised equipment and disposable supplies such as catheters; the lack of available assistance from qualified personnel, and the lack of training in general of all prison staff.  

5. As a result, disabled prisoners face several obstacles in being autonomous and leading their daily living with respect to their health, hygiene, nutrition and mobility, and participating in the life of the prison, such as in work programmes, education and recreation, on an equal basis with others.  It has been documented that prisoners with disabilities report feeling less safe than inmates without disabilities,
 and expert bodies such as the UN Sub-Committee on the Prevention of Torture (hereinafter ‘SPT’) have recognised that “although all those in detention form a vulnerable group, some groups suffer particular vulnerability, such as … persons with disabilities.”
  Often disabled prisoners are dependent on the goodwill of their fellow inmates for their mobility and hygiene, rendering their situations precarious and arousing within them feelings of powerlessness, indignity and humiliation which exceed the expected level of distress or hardship associated with detention, and which may reach the threshold of ill-treatment.   

6. Whereas these situations of dependence, dehumanisation and neglect of persons with disabilities were previously tolerated as the norm and inevitable, today international human rights law recognises them as discriminatory treatment on the grounds of disability.  And where this discriminatory treatment inflicts severe pain and suffering, this is recognised as constituting a violation of the right of persons with disabilities to freedom from torture, cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment or punishment.
III. International standards on the rights of persons with disabilities

7. In considering the responsibility of member States to uphold the rights of persons with disabilities in prison, 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, independence, non-discrimination, full and effective participation in society, respect for difference, and equality of opportunity.
  Indeed, the Court has already recognised that the CRPD reflects “un consensus européen et universel sur la nécessité de mettre les personnes souffrant d’un handicap à l’abri de traitements discriminatoires.”

8. The CRPD presents a significant paradigm shift in disability rights discourse, moving from a medical and charity based approach to disability in which persons with disabilities were considered as objects of treatment, management or charity, to a social model and human rights approach which recognises persons with disabilities as subjects of their own rights.  Disability is no longer situated in or imputable to the individual, traditionally targeted for “correction” or adaptation, but results from the interaction of an individual with an impairment with the barriers posed in society which hinders their full and effective participation on an equal basis with others.  The new paradigm focuses on upholding the rights of persons with disabilities by removing those barriers – be they physical, environmental, communicational, informational or attitudinal – and making adaptations in society to ensure effective and equal participation in the community and the enjoyment and exercise of their rights, among others, the right to health
 and rehabilitation,
 right to liberty,
 personal mobility,
 protection of personal integrity,
 and freedom from torture or cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.

Non-discrimination and reasonable accommodation

9. 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.  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 thus aims to remove the specific disadvantage to which a particular disabled individual would otherwise be exposed in order to ensure that human rights can be enjoyed on an equal basis with others.
  
10. Article 2 of the CRPD defines reasonable accommodation as:

“necessary and appropriate modification and adjustments not imposing a disproportionate or undue burden, where needed in a particular case, to ensure to persons with disabilities the enjoyment or exercise on an equal basis with others of all human rights and fundamental freedoms”

It is inherent in the concept of reasonable accommodation that considerations for effective participation and exercise of rights must be made in response to the circumstances of a particular disabled individual.  The obligation to provide reasonable accommodation is necessarily carried out on a case by case basis in order to offer a solution which corresponds to the individual concerned whose specific nature and degree of disability, lived experiences, preferences and needs will vary from others, including those belonging to the same disability constituency.  Further, it aims to ensure a proportionate and reasonable means to remove a barrier by a duty bearer, and the nature of the obligation will vary according to the particular individual and circumstances, the barrier(s) and duty bearer involved.  Reasonable accommodation must be provided with the intrinsic recognition that there is no one size fits all solution, and it is fundamentally individual oriented.  

11. While the concept of reasonable accommodation first emerged in the United States to combat discrimination on the basis of religion in the labour market
 with the obligation for employers to reasonably accommodate the religious practices of employees without undue hardship, it was soon raised to prominence in the context of disability with the introduction in 1990 of the Americans with Disabilities Act.
  It was equally adopted within the United Nations and appears in General Comment no 5 on Persons with Disabilities
 of the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR Committee), and more recently in their General Comment no 20 on non-discrimination.

12. The concept of reasonable accommodation of the CRPD was recently explicitly recognised in the Court’s own jurisprudence in ZH v Hungary,
 in which the failure of the State to take reasonable steps to accommodate the applicant’s condition (in this case, obtaining appropriate assistance for the applicant’s communication needs), resulted in a violation of his right to liberty.  Reasonable accommodation has also 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 the prison environment.

Accessibility

13. Accessibility is a key element of the CRPD which aims to remove barriers and ensure access to, and equal opportunities for the realisation of all other rights, including the right to liberty, right to health and rehabilitation, freedom of movement, right to recreation, etc.  In the CRPD, accessibility is both enshrined as a principle (Article 3(f)) and a right (Article 9).
14. Accessibility and reasonable accommodation are related concepts and are often confused. The first important distinction between the two relates to the target group of the measures: general accessibility measures foreseen in Article 9 must be provided in anticipation of the accessibility needs of the disabled population, whereas reasonable accommodation includes specific measures directed at a particular individual with a disability. Reasonable accommodation should be seen as complementary to general accessibility measures and can never replace the efforts to make the environment fully accessibly. Certainly, there is an intimate link between accessibility and reasonable accommodation.  The more that accessibility is implemented across the board, the less there will be a need to provide reasonable accommodation.  For example, the less likely it will be to reasonably accommodate an individual prisoner with reduced mobility, the more accessible the prison environment becomes.
15. In addition to accessibility and reasonable accommodation, the CRPD also requires States Parties to take effective measures to ensure the personal mobility of an individual with a disability in the manner and at the time of their choice, access to quality mobility aids and devices, and the provision of training in mobility skills to persons with disabilities and to specialist staff working with persons with disabilities (Article 20).  In the context of prison, “personal mobility in the manner and at the time of their choice” (Article 20(a)), does not confer privileges to disabled prisoners but requires the authorities to ensure that disabled prisoners have the same opportunities to move about the prison on an equal basis with other prisoners for access to the canteen, to showers and lavatories, and recreation.  Training and the provision of mobility aids and devices such as prostheses, orthoses, crutches, canes, walking frames and wheelchairs, are appropriate for people who experience mobility difficulties as a result of a broad range of health conditions and disabilities.  They can also prevent future injuries particularly in confined environments such as prisons.  In effect, the right to personal mobility is a precondition to living in dignity as it increases the independence of persons with disabilities, including prisoners with disabilities, and enhances their equal opportunities to individual subsistence (for nutrition, hygiene and health) and participation.

Right to be free from torture or cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment in the context of detention

16. Article 15(1)
 of the CRPD contains a similar prohibition to that of Article 3 of the ECHR. Further, Article 15(2) of the CRPD requires States Parties to take all effective legislative, administrative, judicial or other measures to ensure that persons with disabilities are prevented from being subjected to torture, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment on an equal basis with others.  Article 14 expressly recognises that if persons with disabilities are deprived of their liberty through any process, they are, on an equal basis with others, entitled to guarantees in accordance with international human rights law and shall be treated in compliance with the objectives and principles of the CRPD, including by the provision of reasonable accommodation.  
17. In his report focusing on protecting persons with disabilities from torture, former UN Special Rapporteur on Torture, Manfred Nowak, also identified that Article 14(2) places an obligation on States “to make appropriate modifications in the procedures and physical facilities of detention centres, including care institutions and hospitals, to ensure that persons with disabilities enjoy the same rights and fundamental freedoms as others, when such adjustments do not impose a disproportionate or undue burden”. 
  He concluded that “the denial or lack of reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities may create detention and living conditions that amount to ill-treatment and torture.” 
 

IV. Reasonable accommodation in the context of Article 3 ECHR
18. The link between torture and ill treatment and the failure to provide reasonable accommodation reflects the Court’s own jurisprudence in which the determination of whether the minimum level of severity has been attained for a violation of Article 3 ECHR, will depend on all circumstances of the case and the nature and context of the treatment, such as the duration of the treatment, its physical and mental effects and, the sex, age, and state of health of the victim.
  The individual circumstances are key in this assessment, as is whether the treatment aroused in the victim “feelings of fear, anguish and inferiority capable of humiliating and debasing them and possibly breaking their physical or moral resistance.”
  
19. The Court’s case law with respect to, among others, Price,
 Vincent,
 Mouisel,
 Khudobin,
 Xiros,
 Kupczak,
 Grori,
 Logvinenko,
 Jasinskis,
 Raffray Taddei,
 Vasyukov,
 Vladimir Vasilyev,
 Arutyunyan,
 and Grzywaczewski,
 reflects this exercise.  In each of these instances, the Court conducted a review of the measures taken by the authorities with respect to the specific circumstances and needs of the individual prisoners, persons with disabilities and/or persons with chronic illnesses.
 The Court concluded that the authorities failed to take measures to ensure they were accommodated in terms of accessible or adapted facilities, nor did they have access to adequate medical care during their detention (in police custody or prison, or secure and adapted measures during prison transport), thereby leading the Court to find that the treatment surpassed the minimum severity necessary for a finding of Article 3 violations.
  In particular, the Court elaborated that “where the authorities decide to detain a person with disabilities, they should demonstrate special care in guaranteeing such conditions as correspond to the person’s individual needs resulting from his disability,
 and that States have an obligation to take particular measures which provide effective protection of vulnerable persons and include reasonable steps to prevent ill-treatment of which the authorities had or ought to have had knowledge.
  Moreover, 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.
  These cases point to the fact that disabled prisoners were disadvantaged in comparison to their non-disabled inmates and the appropriate steps were not taken to remove that disadvantage which caused them suffering and distress beyond that associated with detention.  In other words, the failure to provide reasonable accommodation to prisoners with disabilities resulted in them being subjected to inhuman and degrading treatment.

20. While the Convention does not guarantee the right to health per se, as pointed out in some of the cases above, the Court found a violation of Article 3 when there was a denial of access to adequate medical care during detention as the treatment (or lack thereof) surpassed the minimum severity necessary by Article 3 standards.  The Court more specifically found that the State’s positive obligation to protect the well-being of detainees are heightened when a prisoner is at increased vulnerability due to severe health concerns such as a physical disability.  The right to the highest attainable standard of health is closely linked to freedom from torture and ill-treatment.  The UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights defined “the right to health as not to be understood as a right to be healthy. The right to health contains both freedoms and entitlements. The freedoms include the right to control one’s health and body and the right to be free from torture”.
 Persons with disabilities in prisons face even greater difficulties in prison than when living in society and may have particular health care requirements related to their disability, some of which may be difficult to meet in prisons given the nature of the closed and restricted environment and resources resulting in overcrowding, lack of proper supervision and assistance. Prison overcrowding frustrates the provision of care, including adequate medical care, and, similar to the cases above, leads to neglect, psychological stress and the deterioration of physical health.  Prisoners with disabilities may need access to equipment and services that enable them to enjoy their human rights in prisons on an equal basis with other prisoners, such as assistance and equipment to ensure their hygiene and nutrition and thus their health.  The CRPD confirms that “persons with disabilities have the right to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of health without discrimination on the basis of disability” (Article 25). The CRPD obliges State Parties not only to provide persons with disabilities with the same range, quality and standard of free and affordable health care and programmes as provided to other persons, but also to provide them with health services needed specifically because of their disabilities, including prevention of further disabilities and prohibition against the denial of care, including food and fluids, on the basis of disability. The right to health is therefore intimately linked to freedom from torture and ill-treatment, non-discrimination and other principles of individual autonomy, participation and social inclusion, respect for difference as well as equality of opportunity.
    

21. As stated above, a central element of reasonable accommodation is whether the measures which need to be taken do not impose a disproportionate or undue burden on the duty bearer, which is most commonly determined with respect to resources.  The Court’s case law has been clear on discarding as invalid, arguments by States which aim at justifying inhuman and degrading conditions of detention by a lack of resources: “The Court does not underestimate the financial difficulties invoked by the Government before the CPT... In any event, the lack of resources cannot in principle justify detention conditions which are so poor as to reach the threshold of severity contrary to Article 3.”
 Further, the Court has held that while there is no general duty to release prisoners suffering from serious illnesses, there is an obligation to ensure that a prisoner receives adequate treatment or medication and that this duty cannot be excused on the ground of expense.
 Other international human rights standards echo this; the UN Human Rights Committee has stated that:  “Treating all persons deprived of their liberty with humanity and with respect for their dignity is a fundamental and universally applicable rule. Consequently, the application of this rule, as a minimum, cannot be dependent on the material resources available in the State party.”
  It is clear that the provision of individualised measures whilst in the custody of the State to safeguard the right of a disabled person to freedom from ill-treatment cannot be refuted by calculations of cost, nor can they be considered to impose a disproportionate burden on the State.  Hence, the provision of accommodations must be considered reasonable where the failure to provide them would fall within the scope of Article 3.

22. Another central question for the purpose of assessing the appropriateness of a reasonable accommodation measure is whether it serves to promote the person’s inherent dignity and individual autonomy now protected under the CRPD.
 In other words, the provision of mobility equipment and facilitation of daily tasks must be done in a manner that is acceptable to the individual, even if another – less costly or cumbersome – measure exists. As such, “any evinced negative reaction [on the part of the individual with a disability] in the nature of dislike, reluctance, fear, refusal or other manifestation of negative attitude” must be central in determining the appropriateness of the proposed reasonable accommodation measure.
 Protection of human dignity is at the core of the international human rights law and, indeed, of the Convention.
 It has most recently been incorporated in the primary law of the European Union by way of adopting the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights.
 
23. In view of the above, whenever detention or imprisonment is ordered for a disabled person, the State is under the unconditional obligation to ensure minimum living conditions and the provision of reasonable accommodation as required by the principle of non-discrimination, human dignity and the prohibition of ill treatment. The Court has underlined that, where the applicant undoubtedly belongs to a particularly vulnerable group, he should benefit from reasonable steps on the side of the authorities to prevent situations likely to result in inhuman and degrading treatment and it is incumbent on the Government to prove that the authorities took the requisite measures.
 These measures would include accommodations and assistance to ensure, on an equal basis with other prisoners, unrestricted access to sanitary facilities, adequate healthcare, necessarily rehabilitation, and the possibility to move around and leave the cell without seeking assistance from inmates which does not risk one’s physical and moral integrity.  
The inherent element of disability-based discrimination in the context of Article 3

24. Up until now, the Court’s case law on this subject has neglected to directly address the important element of discrimination exercised against disabled persons which necessarily accompanies the finding of a violation of Article 3.  As discussed above, the CRPD obliges States Parties to take all appropriate steps to ensure that reasonable accommodation is provided in order to promote equality and eliminate discrimination, and the denial of reasonable accommodation constitutes a form of discrimination.
  In effect, the failure to take reasonable measures to remove the disadvantage(s) experienced by disabled prisoners in order to uphold their dignity and integrity signals a lower standard in their regard in comparison with non-disabled prisoners, and demonstrates an unequal consideration for their rights and well-being. 

25. The Court has established jurisprudence that even where there is no evidence that there is a positive intention to humiliate or debase, the absence of any such purpose cannot conclusively rule out a finding of Article 3.
  Similarly, the Court has “already accepted that a general policy or measure that has disproportionately prejudicial effects on a particular group may be considered discriminatory notwithstanding that it is not specifically aimed at that group, and that discrimination potentially contrary to the Convention may result from a de facto situation.”
  Hence, it is not necessary to prove that the failure to provide reasonable accommodation, or the absence of such a policy, is accompanied by any discriminatory intent in order to make a finding of indirect discrimination (see above para 9).
26. The Court has repeatedly stated that ‘the State must ensure that a person is detained under conditions which are compatible with respect for his human dignity, and the method of the execution of the measure do not subject him to distress or hardship exceeding the unavoidable level of suffering inherent in detention, and that, given the practical demands of imprisonment, his health and well-being are adequately secured.”
  The lack of measures taken in these cases to ensure their dignity, integrity and the enjoyment of rights by disabled prisoners has been recognised as exceeding a level of suffering which is inherent to detention, and which is significantly higher than that experienced by non-disabled prisoners.

27. Comparative practice demonstrates that the failure to provide reasonable accommodation to persons with disabilities in the prison setting, is framed in terms of the principle of humane treatment, prohibition of ill-treatment and the prohibition of discrimination.  In the UK, disabled prisoners are protected by the Disability Discrimination Act 1995 and by the Prison Service Orders. The Prison Service Orders are long term mandatory instructions and one exists on prisoners with disabilities which emphasises the duty not to discriminate against disabled prisoners in any aspect of prison life, the duty to provide “reasonable adjustments” (i.e. “required response to individual prisoners’ needs”), and that the failure to do so will render prisons vulnerable to legal challenge.
 Similarly, for disabled prisoners to bring a lawsuit under the Americans with Disabilities Act, they must show that they are disabled within the meaning of the statute, that they are “qualified” to participate in the program, and that they are excluded from, are not allowed to benefit from, or have been subjected to discrimination in the program because of their disability.  Non-discrimination on the grounds of disability is thus recognised as a key component to ensuring freedom from torture, inhuman and degrading treatment and punishment in the context of detention.

The denial or lack of reasonable accommodation may amount to torture
28. It is submitted that some of these instances, in which a disabled individual is denied the provision of reasonable accommodation in detention, may constitute torture, and this has also been put forward by the Special Rapporteur on Torture: “the denial or lack of reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities may create detention and living conditions that amount to ill-treatment and torture.” 
  The Court attaches a special stigma to torture as deliberate inhuman treatment causing very serious and cruel suffering,
 and has previously referred to the definition of torture under the UN Convention against Torture (CAT),
 namely the infliction of severe mental or physical pain or suffering; the intentional or deliberate infliction of the pain; and the pursuit of a specific purpose, such as gaining information, punishment or intimidation.  While the CAT’s definition is broader because it encompasses purpose “for any reason based on discrimination of any kind”,
 which would include discrimination on the grounds of disability, there is still a strong case to be made that the failure to take measures to guarantee the rights of disabled prisoners could amount to torture:
”..having regard to the fact that the Convention is a “living instrument which must be interpreted in the light of present-day conditions”, the Court considers that certain acts which were classified in the past as “inhuman and degrading treatment” as opposed to “torture” could be classified differently in future. It takes the view that the increasingly high standard being required in the area of the protection of human rights and fundamental liberties correspondingly and inevitably requires greater firmness in assessing breaches of the fundamental values of democratic societies.”

29. With the entry into force of the CRPD, there is increasing recognition of the grave rights violations to which persons with disabilities have been subjected, often committed as an accepted practice in society, and which persist today in many parts of the world, such as forced sterilisation, forced administration of medication and electroshock or other forms of psychosurgery, and forced institutionalisation. In the same vein, there is growing acknowledgment of the human rights of persons with disabilities to make their own decisions, be autonomous, and to live in dignity with respect for their moral and physical integrity.  International and comparative jurisprudence clearly advances that it is no longer acceptable that prisoners with disabilities must be dependent on their fellow inmates to be mobile, take a shower, or go to the toilet.  Or that the failure to provide technical or assistive devices, and other disability related equipment and supplies cannot be tolerated, regardless of whether their withholding is intentional or a simple oversight.   Feelings of degradation, shame, powerlessness, and humiliation cannot be considered as natural, or inherent to being a disabled individual.  As inscribed in the CRPD, the failure to provide reasonable accommodation, i.e. to take the appropriate measures in a particular context with respect to a particular individual, violates one’s right to participate and enjoy rights on an equal basis with others, and amounts to disability based discrimination which could fulfil the purposive element in the definition of torture.

30. Judge Greve’s separate opinion in Price, recognises that there is a dynamic evolution with respect to accepted standards and that it must necessarily be the individualised and subjective experiences and perspective of the disabled person which determine whether the degree of infliction of pain and suffering amounts to inhuman and degrading treatment and possibly torture.  

It is obvious that restraining any non-disabled person to the applicant’s level of ability to move and assist herself, for even a limited period of time, would amount to inhuman and degrading treatment – possibly torture. In a civilised country like the United Kingdom, society considers it not only appropriate but a basic humane concern to try to improve and compensate for the disabilities faced by a person in the applicant’s situation. In my opinion, these compensatory measures come to form part of the disabled person’s physical integrity. It follows that, for example, to prevent the applicant, who lacks both ordinary legs and arms, from bringing with her the battery charger to her wheelchair when she is sent to prison for one week, or to leave her in unsuitable sleeping conditions so that she has to endure pain and cold – the latter to the extent that eventually a doctor had to be called – is in my opinion a violation of the applicant’s right to physical integrity.
 
V. Conclusion

31. Persons with disabilities often face challenges in prison which go beyond the suffering inherent in detention and which exceed that experienced by non-disabled prisoners on account of the lack of accessibility and specialised accommodations which obstruct the independence, autonomy and dignity of the individual.  Practices observed within the prison system demonstrate that there are several systemic obstacles which render disabled prisoners subject to unequal treatment which may surpass the minimum level of severity necessary for a finding of inhuman and degrading treatment.  Moreover, the conditions to which disabled prisoners are subjected, including the denial of individualised accommodations and adjustments necessary to uphold their dignity and integrity, amount to discrimination on the grounds of disability.  Developments in international law, in particular with the entry into force of the CRPD, recognise that States have an obligation to prohibit all forms of discrimination against persons with disabilities, including indirect discrimination and the denial of the provision of reasonable accommodation.  Given the grave distress and hardship experienced by persons with disabilities in the context of detention, the failure to provide reasonable accommodation may constitute inhuman and degrading treatment and may even amount to torture.    

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).  EDF and IDA have also intervened together in Gauer and Others v France (Application no 61521/08), Mihailovs v Latvia (Application no 35939/10) and Gojski v Poland (Application no 45705/07). 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 1 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 (see in paragraph above).
� For Interest of Interveners, see Annex to the written comments. 
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