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[bookmark: _Toc235393933]Executive Summary
This report brings to the attention of the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities a category of persons with disabilities that remains almost entirely invisible in Sri Lanka's domestic disability framework, in its reparations architecture, and in its own reporting to United Nations treaty bodies: Eelam Tamils disabled during the 1983-2009 armed conflict, and in particular former combatants of the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) who sustained permanent disabling injuries in combat, in state custody, or in the course of the post-war state rehabilitation process.
Nineteen years after the fighting ended and a decade after Sri Lanka's ratification of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, this population has received no dedicated medical rehabilitation programme, no disaggregated data collection, no reparations proportionate to its needs, and no acknowledgment comparable to the statutory welfare framework the State maintains for its own disabled security personnel through the Rana Viru Seva Authority. This asymmetry, documented in detail throughout this submission, amounts in AETF's assessment to a serious and continuing failure of the non-discrimination guarantee at the heart of the Convention.
AETF sets out below the historical and institutional context of this failure; examines it against the specific provisions of the Convention, article by article; and concludes with a set of concrete recommendations that AETF asks the Committee to put to the State party in its List of Issues and Concluding Observations. Throughout, AETF takes no position on the political or military history of the conflict; its concern is limited to the State party's continuing obligation, under a Convention it has ratified without reservation, to ensure that no person is denied disability rights on the basis of ethnicity, region, or the circumstances - including former combatant status - in which their impairment was acquired.
[bookmark: _Toc235393934]I. Introduction
This submission is presented by the Association des Étudiants Tamouls de France (AETF), a French-registered civil society organisation holding Special Consultative Status with the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations (ECOSOC). AETF represents Eelam Tamil students and young professionals in France and works in coalition with other French-based Tamil civil society associations on questions of human rights, humanitarian law, and international accountability affecting the Tamil population of the North and East of Sri Lanka.
This report is submitted ahead of the pre-sessional review of Sri Lanka by the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities ("the Committee"). Its purpose is to draw the Committee's attention to a category of persons with disabilities who are largely absent from the State party's own reporting and from the 2024 alternative report submitted by the Disability Organisations Joint Front (DOJF): Eelam Tamils disabled during the 1983-2009 armed conflict and its aftermath, and in particular former combatants of the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) who sustained permanent physical and psychosocial impairments in combat, in state custody, or during the post-war "rehabilitation" process, and who to date have received no compensation, no targeted medical rehabilitation, and no acknowledgment from the Government of Sri Lanka.
AETF takes no position on, and this report does not address, the political or military history of the conflict, nor does it seek to characterise the conduct of any party to it. Its concern is narrower and squarely within the Committee's mandate: under the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities ("the Convention" or "CRPD"), which Sri Lanka ratified on 8 February 2016 without reservation[1], the State party's obligations to persons with disabilities apply without discrimination as to the origin of the impairment, the ethnicity, political history, or former combatant status of the person concerned. A State cannot lawfully create, in effect, two categories of war-disabled persons - one, drawn from its own security forces, entitled to a dedicated statutory welfare authority, pensions, prosthetics and lifetime care; the other, drawn from the Tamil population of the North-East including former LTTE cadres, left to rely on general, under-resourced disability services or on nothing at all.
The Committee has consistently recognised that persons with disabilities in conflict and post-conflict settings, and persons whose impairments arise from State violence, are entitled to the full range of Convention protections, including habilitation and rehabilitation (Article 26), an adequate standard of living and social protection (Article 28), and protection from discrimination (Article 5). This submission asks the Committee to put these obligations squarely before the State party in the List of Issues Prior to Reporting and in its Concluding Observations, and to request disaggregated data, by ethnicity, region, and combatant status, on war-disabled persons - data which, as set out below, the State party has never systematically collected or published.
[bookmark: _Toc235393935]II. Methodology and Consultation Process
This report draws on several sources gathered over the course of 2025 and 2026: structured interviews conducted, through partner networks, with families of disabled former combatants and disabled civilians in Kilinochchi, Mullaitivu, Mannar, Vavuniya and Jaffna districts; consultations with Eelam Tamil diaspora associations in France with ongoing contact with communities in the North-East; a review of United Nations documentation, including the 2015 report of the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights Investigation on Sri Lanka (OISL)[2] and the concluding observations of other treaty bodies on Sri Lanka; a review of published research and field reporting by the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), the International Commission of Jurists (ICJ), the Centre for Policy Alternatives (CPA), the International Truth and Justice Project (ITJP), and humanitarian news services; and a review of Sri Lankan domestic law, including the Protection of the Rights of Persons with Disabilities Act No. 28 of 1996, the Rana Viru Seva Authority Act No. 54 of 1999, and the Office for Reparations Act No. 34 of 2018.
Given continuing restrictions on independent research, monitoring and freedom of movement in the former conflict zones, and the climate of surveillance and intimidation documented by multiple mandate holders and civil society bodies in the North-East, this report does not purport to be statistically exhaustive. It should be read as indicative of patterns that AETF considers require the Committee's direct inquiry of the State party, rather than as a comprehensive census.
[bookmark: _Toc235393936]III. Background: Conflict, Disability, and Continuing Militarisation
The armed conflict between the Government of Sri Lanka and the LTTE lasted from 1983 to May 2009 and produced, on all sides, very high numbers of persons with permanent physical, sensory and psychosocial disabilities. Field organisations working in the North have long estimated that between 10,000 and 40,000 people in the Northern Province alone live with war-related disabilities, a range civil society actors themselves acknowledge is imprecise because the State has never conducted a dedicated, disaggregated survey of the war-disabled population[3].
In the final months of the conflict, up to and including the events of May 2009 in the Mullivaikkal area, tens of thousands of civilians and combatants were killed or injured inside government-declared "No Fire Zones." The 2015 OISL report found reasonable grounds to believe that serious violations of international humanitarian and human rights law occurred in this period, including attacks on hospitals and shelling of areas with high concentrations of civilians and wounded combatants[2]. Many survivors from this period live today with amputations, blindness, spinal cord injuries and shrapnel-related impairments that were never adequately treated at the time and have not been rehabilitated since.
Following the end of the conflict, more than 11,800 former LTTE combatants were processed through a state-run "rehabilitation" programme, most between 2009 and 2011, with the last cases concluding around 2021[4][5]. Participation, or completion of up to roughly two years in a rehabilitation facility, was presented as a condition for receiving an amnesty from prosecution; those who did not complete the programme faced terrorism charges, typically under the Prevention of Terrorism Act (PTA)[4]. Independent legal observers, including the International Commission of Jurists, have raised concerns about the lawfulness of this mass, extended administrative detention and about the limited access of independent monitors to the facilities during the relevant period[6].
Seventeen years after the end of the conflict, the North-East of Sri Lanka remains subject to a level of military presence disproportionate to any current security need. High Security Zones, military-run economic enterprises, military occupation of private and religious land, and a dense network of army camps and checkpoints continue to shape daily life for Eelam Tamils, including persons with disabilities who must navigate this environment to reach clinics, schools, courts and social services. This continuing militarisation is the backdrop against which every article of the Convention discussed below must be read.
Meanwhile, the State maintains, for its own security forces personnel disabled or killed in the same conflict, a dedicated statutory body: the Rana Viru Seva Authority, established under Act No. 54 of 1999, which provides pensions, medical benefits, housing assistance, and other lifetime entitlements to "war heroes" and their families. No equivalent authority, fund, or programme exists for Tamil civilians disabled by the conflict, still less for former LTTE combatants disabled in combat, in detention, or during rehabilitation. This asymmetry runs through the entire analysis that follows.
Sri Lankan officials responsible for the rehabilitation programme have, in retrospect, presented it publicly as a successful model of reintegration, citing the absence of any documented return to militancy among the roughly twelve thousand rehabilitees over the seventeen years since the programme's conclusion as its clearest vindication[13]. AETF does not dispute that the great majority of former combatants have not resumed any form of political violence. It observes, however, that a programme's success in preventing recidivism is a distinct question from whether it, or any subsequent state programme, has met the medical, rehabilitative and reparative needs of those within it who were disabled - a question on which the same retrospective accounts are silent, and on which, as detailed in Section IV below, no dedicated tracking or support structure has ever been established, in contrast to the pension and monitoring architecture that exists for veterans of the state's own security forces[13].
This gap has been noted, in more general terms, by policy researchers examining Sri Lanka's post-war recovery, who have observed that while thousands of former combatants passed through a closely studied reintegration programme, and hundreds of thousands of state security personnel returned home from the same conflict, neither group has been the subject of sustained, individualised, long-term health monitoring, and that this absence of monitoring - rather than any shortage of technical expertise - constitutes the central and continuing policy failure[13]. AETF agrees with this diagnosis so far as it goes, but stresses that the two groups are not similarly situated: security force veterans receive a service pension recognising their military service, providing at minimum a baseline of income security that disabled former combatants, formally without any recognised entitlement flowing from their conflict experience, entirely lack.
[bookmark: _Toc235393937]IV. Focus: The Invisible Caseload — Former Combatants Disabled by Security Forces
This section responds directly to the concern that prompted this submission: the situation of former LTTE combatants who were made disabled by the actions of Sri Lankan security forces - whether in the course of combat operations, during interrogation and detention, or during the extended administrative custody euphemistically termed "rehabilitation" - and who have to date received no compensation, no targeted medical assistance, and no formal acknowledgment of harm from the Government of Sri Lanka.
AETF emphasises that this population is legally and morally distinguishable from the broader category of war-disabled civilians addressed elsewhere in this report, precisely because the State itself, through its own rehabilitation and amnesty framework, has already implicitly acknowledged responsibility for this group's post-conflict status: by requiring them to pass through a state-run rehabilitation programme as the price of avoiding prosecution, the State assumed direct custodial and administrative responsibility for their welfare. That assumed responsibility has not been matched by any assumed responsibility for their disabilities.
Testimonies gathered through AETF's partner networks in the North-East describe a recurring pattern: an individual who surrendered or was captured at or after the end of the conflict in May 2009, who carried a combat-related injury - commonly gunshot wounds, shrapnel injuries, blast-related limb loss, or blindness - at the point of surrender; who received only emergency stabilisation, if that, before being transferred into the rehabilitation system; and who emerged from rehabilitation years later with the same unaddressed impairment, a criminal-adjacent administrative record, and no channel through which to seek compensation for either the original injury or its aggravation through delayed treatment.
A distinct sub-pattern documented by regional civil society and legal monitors concerns disabilities acquired during, rather than before, the period of state custody: injuries attributed to conditions of detention, including inadequate medical care for pre-existing wounds, and in a smaller number of cases, injuries alleged to have resulted from ill-treatment during interrogation. Independent legal bodies have highlighted the difficulty of verifying such allegations given the restricted access afforded to independent monitors during the relevant period, but have also noted that this very restriction is itself evidence of a system not designed with independent accountability in mind[6].
Whatever the precise moment of onset, the consequence for the individual is the same: a permanent, often severe, disability acquired in a context for which the State bears direct or substantial responsibility, met with an official response limited to the same generic, under-resourced disability services available to the population at large - services that, as this report and the 2024 DOJF submission both document, are themselves failing to meet even the general population's needs, let alone the additional needs of a population managing complex war injuries alongside the practical and psychological burden of a rehabilitation record.
AETF is not aware of a single documented case in which a former combatant disabled in this manner has received a formal compensation award, a disability pension, or an individualised rehabilitation plan from any Sri Lankan state authority, whether through the Office for Reparations, the predecessor REPPIA compensation scheme, or any Ministry of Social Services programme. This is consistent with the finding of independent researchers that predecessor compensation frameworks explicitly treated the families of former LTTE combatants as a lower priority than other categories of conflict victim, on the express assumption that such families were connected to a military rather than a civilian harm - an assumption with no basis once the person concerned is, in fact, a civilian survivor of state custody living with a permanent disability[11][12].
The economic consequence of this exclusion compounds over time. Disabled former combatants interviewed through AETF's networks describe a cycle in which the absence of adequate prosthetic or mobility support limits their capacity to take up the vocational skills learned in rehabilitation, which in turn limits household income, which in turn makes private-sector medical or prosthetic care unaffordable - a cycle that a modest, targeted compensation or rehabilitation programme could break, and which the general disability welfare system, chronically under-resourced even for the majority population, has shown no capacity to break on its own.
AETF recognises that any compensation mechanism addressing this population will necessarily engage sensitive questions of transitional justice, reconciliation and accountability that extend beyond the Committee's mandate. AETF does not ask the Committee to adjudicate those broader questions. It asks only that the Committee recognise, within its own mandate under the Convention, that a person's entitlement to rehabilitation, an adequate standard of living, and freedom from discrimination on the basis of disability cannot lawfully be made contingent on their wartime affiliation, and that it request the State party to report specifically on what it has done, and what it intends to do, for this identifiable and still-living population.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. How many former LTTE combatants who passed through the state rehabilitation programme are known to the Government to be living with a permanent disability, and what is the source of this figure?
1. What specific compensation, pension, or rehabilitation entitlement, if any, is available to a former combatant who can demonstrate that their disability was acquired or aggravated during state custody, as distinct from general disability assistance?
1. What independent mechanism exists, or will be established, for a former combatant to have a disability claim relating to the conduct of security forces investigated and, where substantiated, remedied?
1. Does the State party accept that its assumption of custodial responsibility for former combatants through the rehabilitation programme entails a corresponding responsibility for their health and disability outcomes during and after that custody?
[bookmark: _Toc235393938]V. Illustrative Accounts
The following accounts are composite illustrations, constructed from multiple, similar testimonies gathered through AETF's partner networks in order to protect the identity and security of the individuals concerned, who remain resident in areas subject to continuing security monitoring. They are presented not as verified individual case files but as representative of recurring patterns described independently by multiple families and consistent with the documented patterns referenced elsewhere in this report.
A man in his late fifties in Kilinochchi district lost the use of his right leg to a blast injury in the final weeks of the conflict in 2009. He passed through approximately eighteen months of the state rehabilitation programme before release. Fifteen years later, he has never received a wheelchair, prosthetic support, or any assessment of his mobility needs from a state agency; his family purchased a basic wheelchair with money raised informally within the community. He has applied twice, unsuccessfully, for a disability grant, and reports being told on both occasions that his file could not be processed without clarification of his "status," a term he understood to refer to his rehabilitation record.
A woman in her early forties in Mullaitivu district, formerly associated with the LTTE in a non-combat support role, sustained a spinal injury during the final phase of the conflict that has left her with significant mobility impairment. She reports being unable to access reproductive health services locally because the nearest clinic with appropriate accessible facilities requires a journey she cannot make without assistance, and because she fears that raising her medical history at a facility linked to state health administration will result in her rehabilitation record being noted in a file she does not control. She receives no income and is entirely dependent on relatives.
A young man in Jaffna district was seventeen years old when he was recruited, and eighteen when he was taken into state custody at the end of the conflict; he reports having acquired a hearing impairment during a period of detention, though he is unable to obtain any medical record from that period to substantiate the cause. Now in his mid-thirties, he has never worked in stable employment, cites both his hearing impairment and the practical difficulty of explaining his rehabilitation record to employers, and has never been contacted by, or been able to successfully contact, any state agency regarding compensation.
AETF presents these accounts not to establish individual legal claims - a task properly reserved for a competent domestic or international mechanism with the capacity to verify facts - but to illustrate, in human terms, the structural gap in State provision that the remainder of this report documents through institutional and statistical analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc235393939]VI. Article 6 — Women With Disabilities
Women formerly associated with the LTTE who acquired disabilities in combat, in detention, or during rehabilitation face a distinct and compounded form of marginalisation. Sri Lankan and international civil society reporting on female ex-combatants consistently describes a pattern of family and community rejection tied to wartime association, a pattern that a visible physical disability appears to intensify rather than soften, contrary to the mitigating effect a disability might be expected to have on social judgment in other contexts.
Access to sexual and reproductive health information and services, already limited for women with disabilities generally as documented in the 2024 DOJF submission, is effectively unavailable in a form adapted to the specific needs of disabled former female combatants, who additionally report reluctance to approach general health services for fear that a rehabilitation record will be raised or recorded. No specialised outreach programme, governmental or non-governmental, currently targets this specific group.
Economic inactivity among disabled women in the general Tamil population of the North-East is already high; AETF's partner contacts describe economic inactivity among disabled former female combatants as effectively total, given the combination of disability-related barriers, wartime-association stigma in seeking employment, and the practical difficulty of accessing even the limited vocational support available to non-disabled former female combatants.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What targeted health, economic and psychosocial support exists for women formerly associated with the LTTE who are living with disabilities?
1. Has the State party assessed rates of economic activity, healthcare access, or family and community integration among this specific group, disaggregated from the wider population of women with disabilities?
[bookmark: _Toc235393940]VII. Article 7 — Children of Disabled Former Combatants
Children in households headed by a disabled former combatant face a distinct combination of vulnerabilities: reduced household income due to the parent's disability and associated employment exclusion; heightened exposure to child labour or early withdrawal from school where the household cannot otherwise meet its needs; and a specific form of social stigma tied to the parent's wartime association that compounds the disability-related stigma documented for children of disabled parents generally in the 2024 DOJF submission.
AETF's partner contacts report that no child protection programme currently active in the Northern Province specifically screens for, or provides tailored support to, households in this situation, meaning that children who might otherwise be identified as at heightened risk are addressed, if at all, only through generic child welfare mechanisms that do not account for the particular economic and social pressures created by a parent's combination of disability and former combatant status.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What child welfare or protection programmes specifically account for households where a parent's disability arose from combat, detention or the rehabilitation process?
1. Are there data on school retention, child labour, or welfare outcomes for children of disabled former combatants, disaggregated from the general population of children with a disabled parent?
[bookmark: _Toc235393941]VIII. Article 8 — Awareness-Raising
As DOJF's 2024 submission documents for the general disabled population, awareness-raising programmes conducted by government ministries in the North-East suffer from limited participation by organisations of persons with disabilities and from a lack of accessible-format materials in Tamil, sign language and Braille[7]. This gap is more consequential for disabled former combatants, who are less likely in any event to attend general information sessions organised through channels linked, even loosely, to state institutions, given the trust deficit described throughout this report.
AETF is not aware of any state or state-funded awareness campaign that has specifically addressed the entitlements, if any, available to disabled former combatants, or that has sought to counter the social stigma this group experiences. In the absence of such a campaign, many eligible individuals are unaware even of the limited general disability services that do exist, let alone of any wartime-specific entitlement.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What awareness-raising activities, if any, have specifically informed disabled former combatants of the services and entitlements available to them?
1. What measures exist to counter social stigma against disabled former combatants specifically, as distinct from general disability-awareness campaigns?
[bookmark: _Toc235393942]IX. Article 9 — Accessibility
The general accessibility deficits documented throughout the 2024 DOJF submission - inaccessible government offices, Grama Niladhari and Divisional Secretariat offices, public transport, and the absence of Braille, audio or sign-language versions of official information - apply with particular force in the Northern and Eastern Provinces, where continuing militarisation adds a further layer of restricted and inaccessible physical space, including areas a disabled resident may need to cross or approach in order to reach a service point, but which lie within or adjacent to a High Security Zone or military-controlled area.
Disabled former combatants report an additional accessibility barrier not faced by the wider disabled population: many essential administrative processes relevant to their status - renewal of identity documentation, police clearance, or engagement with rehabilitation-linked authorities - must be conducted at specific security-linked offices that are neither physically accessible nor staffed with any disability awareness or accommodation.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What accessibility audits have been conducted of security-linked administrative offices in the Northern and Eastern Provinces with which disabled former combatants must engage?
1. What plans exist to improve accessibility of government offices in areas affected by continuing militarisation?
[bookmark: _Toc235393943]X. Article 21 — Freedom of Expression and Access to Information
As the 2024 DOJF submission documents, government information, including on disability entitlements, is rarely available in accessible formats for persons with hearing or visual impairments[7]. For disabled former combatants, this general gap is compounded by an additional and more troubling barrier: individuals in this group describe a well-founded reluctance to seek out or publicly request information about their rights, out of concern that doing so could itself be read as renewed political activity and draw unwanted security attention, irrespective of the entirely humanitarian and disability-related nature of the inquiry.
This chilling effect on the exercise of a right explicitly protected under Article 21 of the Convention - the right to seek, receive and impart information on an equal basis with others - has no parallel among other categories of disabled persons in Sri Lanka, and in AETF's assessment constitutes an independent violation of that Article that the Committee should examine in its own right, separate from the general accessibility gaps already documented by DOJF.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What assurances, if any, has the State party given that disabled former combatants may seek information about disability entitlements without triggering security scrutiny?
1. Has the State party assessed whether the security environment in the North-East has a chilling effect on the exercise of Convention rights, including the right to access information, by disabled former combatants?
[bookmark: _Toc235393944]XI. General Provisions of the Convention (Articles 1-4)
Sri Lanka's Constitution, at Article 12, prohibits discrimination on grounds including race, religion, language and caste, and Article 12(4) permits affirmative measures for the advancement of women, children and persons with disabilities. Read together with Article 27(13) of the Constitution, which speaks to the protection of children, women and disabled persons, the constitutional text appears facially consistent with Convention principles. In practice, however, no constitutional or statutory provision requires the State to identify, count or address the specific circumstances of persons disabled by the conflict, and none addresses the compounded disadvantage faced by Eelam Tamils who are simultaneously persons with disabilities, members of a minority subject to continuing security-focused governance in their home region, and, in a significant number of cases, former combatants explicitly excluded from mainstream victim-support frameworks.
The Protection of the Rights of Persons with Disabilities Act No. 28 of 1996 remains the principal disability statute nineteen years after ratification of the Convention, and, as DOJF's own 2024 submission to the Committee documents, addresses only non-discrimination in employment and education and the establishment of the National Council for Persons with Disabilities[7]. It contains no provision addressing conflict-related disability, rehabilitation of war-wounded persons, or reparation. The long-promised Disability Rights Bill, intended to align domestic law with the Convention, remained in draft form as of the Committee's 19th pre-sessional working group in 2024 and, according to information available to AETF, had still not been enacted as of mid-2026.
AETF asks the Committee to examine whether the general obligations under Articles 1 to 4 - including the obligation to adopt appropriate legislative measures and to modify or abolish laws and practices that discriminate against persons with disabilities - have been met with respect to Eelam Tamils disabled by the conflict, given the absence of any legislative framework addressing their situation nineteen years after ratification.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What legislative or administrative measures has the State party taken, or does it plan to take, to identify and address the specific situation of persons disabled during the 1983-2009 armed conflict, disaggregated by ethnicity, region, and combatant status?
1. Does the State party consider that the Protection of the Rights of Persons with Disabilities Act No. 28 of 1996 and the draft Disability Rights Bill adequately address conflict-related disability? If not, what steps will be taken to remedy this gap?
[bookmark: _Toc235393945]XII. Article 5 - Equality and Non-Discrimination
Persons with conflict-related disabilities among the Eelam Tamil population face a compounded form of discrimination that is rarely captured when disability, ethnicity and region are examined separately. Compared with the statutory and institutional support available to disabled state security personnel through the Rana Viru Seva Authority, disabled Tamil civilians and former combatants in the North-East have access only to the general, chronically under-resourced disability services described elsewhere in this report and in the 2024 DOJF submission - services that DOJF itself describes as failing large parts of the general disabled population, and which are further diminished in the North-East by continuing militarisation, distance from specialist hospitals in Colombo, and the additional administrative and security scrutiny to which Tamils, and former combatants above all, are routinely subject.
Former combatants disabled in the course of the conflict or during the state rehabilitation process occupy a distinct and largely invisible category. Sri Lankan officials interviewed by humanitarian reporters in the years following the rehabilitation programme confirmed that no medical assistance programme exists specifically for disabled ex-combatants; such persons receive prosthetics and support, when they receive them at all, only under the same general programmes available to the wider disabled population, without any adjustment for the severity or origin of their injuries or for the additional stigma and economic exclusion documented among this group[3][8].
This stigma is compounded rather than reduced by state administrative practice. Former combatants and their family members continue to be subject to periodic surveillance visits, requirements to register movements with local security officials, and a documented reluctance among employers, including public sector bodies, to hire persons with a rehabilitation record, whether or not they carry a visible disability. A person who is both disabled and formerly registered as a rehabilitated combatant therefore faces a double barrier to employment, credit, and social integration that has no equivalent among disabled persons from the majority community.
The comparison with the Rana Viru Seva Authority is instructive not because the two populations are identical, but because it demonstrates that the State is institutionally and financially capable of running a dedicated, long-term welfare system for a war-disabled population when it chooses to. The Authority provides disabled security-force veterans with categorised disability pensions, access to specialist military hospitals, housing assistance, educational support for dependants, and a permanent administrative structure whose sole function is to serve this population. No comparable structure, however modest, has ever been proposed, let alone established, for war-disabled Tamil civilians or former combatants, notwithstanding that both populations were disabled in the same conflict and, in many documented instances, within the same battles.
AETF submits that this differential treatment, sustained now for close to two decades, cannot be explained by resource constraints alone, given the State's demonstrated capacity to fund the Rana Viru Seva Authority, and is more consistent with a form of indirect discrimination on grounds of ethnicity and perceived political affiliation that Article 5 of the Convention requires the State party to identify and eliminate. AETF asks the Committee to request the State party's own explanation for this asymmetry, including any budgetary or policy analysis underlying the decision not to extend equivalent support to war-disabled Tamil civilians and former combatants.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What measures exist to ensure that disabled former LTTE combatants and disabled Tamil civilians in the North-East receive support equivalent to that provided to disabled state security personnel through the Rana Viru Seva Authority?
1. Has the State party assessed the compounded discrimination faced by persons who are simultaneously disabled, Tamil, and former rehabilitees, and if so, what were the findings?
[bookmark: _Toc235393946]XIII. Article 10 - Right to Life, and Article 11 - Situations of Risk
The circumstances of the final phase of the conflict in the Vanni region in 2008-2009 remain directly relevant to the Committee's assessment of the State party's compliance with Articles 10 and 11. The 2015 OISL report found credible information that hospitals and areas sheltering the wounded, including makeshift medical points inside the No Fire Zones, came under repeated shelling, and that access for the International Committee of the Red Cross and other humanitarian actors to evacuate the wounded was at times severely restricted[2]. Many survivors interviewed by AETF's partner networks describe having sustained their disabling injuries in this period without access to surgical care for days or weeks, a delay that in numerous documented cases converted a treatable wound into a permanent amputation or paralysis.
Article 11 requires States to take all necessary measures to ensure the protection and safety of persons with disabilities in situations of armed conflict and humanitarian emergencies. The record from 2008-2009 indicates the opposite occurred: persons with mobility impairments, including those already disabled before the final offensive, were, according to numerous witness accounts gathered by international and Sri Lankan human rights bodies, unable to flee shelling and evacuation corridors that were not adapted to their needs, resulting in a further disabled and often unrecorded casualty toll. No retrospective accounting, needs assessment or reparative programme has been undertaken by the State specifically for this cohort.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. Has the State party conducted any retrospective assessment of persons who sustained disabling injuries during the final phase of the conflict in 2008-2009 due to restricted access to medical evacuation?
1. What measures are now in place to protect persons with disabilities in the North-East during periods of civil unrest, natural disaster or renewed security operations?
[bookmark: _Toc235393947]XIV. Article 12 and Article 13 - Equal Recognition Before the Law and Access to Justice
Former combatants who completed the state rehabilitation programme were granted a form of administrative amnesty from prosecution, but this amnesty has not translated into full legal and civic equality. Individuals with a rehabilitation record report continuing difficulty obtaining clearance documents required for travel, employment in the public sector, or passports, and describe an implicit legal status - neither convicted nor fully rehabilitated in the eyes of the administration - that leaves them exposed to renewed detention under the PTA on the basis of historical association with the LTTE, irrespective of any disability they may carry.
Persons with intellectual, psychosocial or communication disabilities among this population face particular barriers in asserting their legal capacity and in accessing courts. There is no state-funded mechanism providing sign-language interpretation, plain-language legal information, or disability-accommodated legal aid to former combatants or war-disabled civilians seeking to pursue compensation claims, whether before the ordinary courts, the Human Rights Commission of Sri Lanka, or the Office for Reparations described below.
Access to justice for this population is further constrained by the practical difficulty and cost of travel from the North-East to Colombo, where most superior courts and specialist legal aid services are concentrated - a barrier identical to the one described by DOJF for the wider disabled population, but compounded here by continuing security-related restrictions on movement and by the reluctance of many former combatants, whether disabled or not, to draw official attention to themselves by initiating legal proceedings.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What legal aid or disability-accommodated judicial support is available to disabled former combatants and disabled civilians seeking compensation for conflict-related injury?
1. Does a rehabilitation record continue to affect an individual's legal status, access to documentation, or exposure to detention under the Prevention of Terrorism Act, and if so, how does the State party reconcile this with equal recognition before the law?
[bookmark: _Toc235393948]XV. Article 14 and Article 15 - Liberty, Security of the Person, and Freedom From Torture
Independent legal and human rights bodies have raised sustained concerns about the conditions of the mass rehabilitation programme through which more than eleven thousand former combatants passed between 2009 and the early 2010s, including questions about the lawfulness of prolonged administrative detention without judicial oversight and about restricted independent access to monitor conditions inside the facilities[6]. Civil society organisations, including the International Truth and Justice Project, have documented testimony from former detainees describing ill-treatment during this period and during subsequent PTA-related detention of persons associated with the former LTTE.
AETF is aware of a number of cases, corroborated by partner organisations and by regional civil society reporting, in which persons with existing physical disabilities, or who acquired disabling injuries during interrogation or detention, received no medical follow-up after release and were never referred for rehabilitation or compensation. Because these individuals typically avoid public disclosure out of fear of renewed security attention, the true scale of disability arising from detention-related ill-treatment in the post-war period is unknown and, in AETF's assessment, likely under-reported.
The Committee has previously emphasised, in its General Comment No. 1 on Article 12 and in its broader jurisprudence, that persons with disabilities are at heightened risk of torture and ill-treatment in custodial settings, and that States must adopt specific safeguards for this group. No disability-specific safeguard of this kind has been identified in Sri Lanka's rehabilitation or detention framework as it applied, or continues to apply, to persons associated with the former LTTE.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What independent monitoring, including by international bodies, was permitted inside rehabilitation facilities between 2009 and 2021, and what safeguards existed for detainees with disabilities?
1. What mechanism exists for a former detainee who acquired a disability during detention to seek an independent medical assessment, redress, or compensation?
[bookmark: _Toc235393949]XVI. Article 16 - Freedom From Exploitation, Violence and Abuse
Women formerly associated with the LTTE, including women who acquired disabilities in combat or in detention, are described in multiple civil society reports as facing a particularly acute combination of stigma, economic exclusion and vulnerability to exploitation. Reduced mobility or sensory impairment compounds the isolation already reported among former female combatants, many of whom face rejection by their own families and communities on account of their wartime association, leaving disabled women in this group with markedly fewer protective social networks than either non-disabled former combatants or disabled women from the general population.
AETF's partner contacts report that children of disabled former combatants are themselves at heightened risk of neglect and exploitation where a sole surviving or present parent's disability limits their capacity to supervise or provide for the household, a dynamic that mirrors, but is more severe than, the general pattern of disability-linked child vulnerability documented in the 2024 DOJF submission for the wider disabled population.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What targeted protective measures exist for women formerly associated with the LTTE who have acquired disabilities, given the compounded stigma and isolation this group faces?
1. What support is available to children whose parent's caregiving capacity is affected by a conflict-related disability originating in combat or detention?
[bookmark: _Toc235393950]XVII. Article 17 and Article 18 - Integrity of the Person, Liberty of Movement
Continuing militarisation of the North-East directly affects the liberty of movement of disabled former combatants and disabled civilians alike. Large tracts of land in Jaffna, Mullaitivu and other districts remain occupied by the military more than a decade and a half after the end of the conflict, preventing original residents, including persons with disabilities who require stable, accessible housing, from returning to or rebuilding on their own land. Persons with mobility impairments are disproportionately affected by this displacement, as the process of establishing a new accessible home in resettlement areas - often lacking the ramps, level access, and proximity to services documented as absent even in permanent housing stock elsewhere in the DOJF submission - falls hardest on those least able to adapt.
Checkpoints, movement registration requirements historically applied to former combatants, and the general security architecture of the North-East further restrict the free movement guaranteed under Article 14(1)(h) of the Constitution and under Article 18 of the Convention, with the burden again falling hardest on persons whose disability already limits independent travel and who cannot easily present themselves for repeated identity or security checks.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What is the current status of land in the Northern and Eastern Provinces occupied by the military, and what specific plan exists to prioritise the return of land to disabled original residents and their families?
1. Do former combatants with disabilities remain subject to distinct movement registration or reporting obligations, and if so, what is the legal basis for these requirements?
[bookmark: _Toc235393951]XVIII. Article 19 and Article 20 - Living Independently and Personal Mobility
As DOJF's 2024 submission to the Committee documents, the Community-Based Rehabilitation programme launched decades ago has never been implemented in the Northern Province, despite that province having been in post-conflict recovery since 2009 and despite hosting, on any estimate, one of the highest concentrations of war-disabled persons in the country[7]. AETF underscores that this gap falls with particular severity on former combatants with disabilities, who are in addition excluded from consideration by most non-governmental disability service providers operating in the region, several of which decline, for reasons of security sensitivity or funding restrictions imposed by their own donors, to extend services explicitly to persons with a rehabilitation record.
On personal mobility, the shortage of appropriately fitted prosthetic limbs, wheelchairs and mobility aids described throughout the 2024 DOJF submission is especially acute for the war-disabled population of the North-East. Government restrictions on the import of materials such as polypropylene used in prosthetic and orthotic manufacture, noted in the DOJF submission, have a direct and disproportionate impact on this population, who typically cannot afford private-sector alternatives and who, if former combatants, frequently face additional bureaucratic delay or refusal when applying through general disability assistance schemes.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. When will the Community-Based Rehabilitation programme be extended to the Northern and Eastern Provinces, and what budget has been allocated for this purpose?
1. What steps have been taken to ensure former combatants with disabilities are not excluded, formally or informally, from prosthetic and mobility-aid provision programmes?
[bookmark: _Toc235393952]XIX. Article 24 - Education
Children of disabled former combatants in the North-East report facing compounded stigma at school, both for their family's wartime association and for any visible or perceived disability inherited or shared within the household context, for example where a parent's mobility impairment limits their ability to accompany a child to school in areas without accessible public transport. The general shortage of inclusive-education infrastructure and specialised teachers documented for Sri Lanka as a whole in the 2024 DOJF submission is, in the North-East, further reduced by the comparative scarcity of qualified staff willing to work in the region and by lingering physical damage to school infrastructure from the conflict that has never been fully remediated for accessibility.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What specific measures exist to support children of disabled former combatants in accessing inclusive education without compounded stigma?
1. What proportion of the national inclusive-education budget has been allocated to schools in the Northern and Eastern Provinces in each of the last three years?
[bookmark: _Toc235393953]XX. Article 25 and Article 26 - Health, Habilitation and Rehabilitation
Field reporting following the conclusion of the main rehabilitation programme found explicitly that no targeted medical assistance programme exists for disabled former combatants; such individuals access, at most, the same general health and prosthetic assistance available to the wider population, with no adjustment for the nature or severity of injuries sustained in combat or detention[3]. International Committee of the Red Cross officials working in the North described rehabilitated former combatants' primary unmet need as economic independence and continuity of care, and confirmed that, beyond limited ICRC grants distributed in the early 2010s, no other international body was providing sustained assistance to this group even a half-decade after the conflict's end[3][8].
The absence of a national reparations policy addressing health needs, called for by the United Nations in the years following the OISL report, remains unaddressed for the specific needs of the war-disabled Tamil population, whether civilian or former combatant[9]. As the 2024 DOJF submission notes for the disabled population generally, government habilitation and rehabilitation infrastructure suffers from a shortage of rehabilitation professionals, difficulty recruiting and retaining specialist staff at hospitals outside Colombo, and restrictions on the import of materials needed to manufacture and repair prosthetic and orthotic devices[7]. A planned rehabilitation facility for persons with spinal cord injuries at Mankulam in the Northern Province - precisely the region with the highest concentration of severely war-disabled residents - has stalled[7].
Psychosocial and mental health needs among disabled former combatants remain almost entirely unaddressed outside the initial, time-limited psychosocial support component of the original rehabilitation programme. No sustained, disability-specific mental health service exists for former combatants managing both physical impairment and the compounded trauma, social stigma and economic precarity documented throughout this population.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What targeted medical, rehabilitative and psychosocial services exist specifically for disabled former combatants, and what has been the level of uptake since the end of the main rehabilitation programme?
1. What is the current status of the planned rehabilitation facility for persons with spinal cord injuries at Mankulam, and what is preventing its completion?
1. What steps are being taken to lift restrictions on the import of materials required for prosthetic and orthotic manufacture and repair?
[bookmark: _Toc235393954]XXI. Article 27 and Article 28 - Work, Employment, Adequate Standard of Living and Social Protection
Disabled former combatants who completed vocational elements of the rehabilitation programme report that the skills provided, and the one-off livelihood grants distributed on release, rarely translate into sustainable income. Case documentation gathered by regional researchers and referenced in recent policy analysis describes grants spent, for want of any structured follow-up or household-level support, on immediate needs rather than productive assets, leaving families of disabled ex-combatants without either the working capital or the ongoing monitoring that a genuine livelihood programme would require[10]. No equivalent to the household-level support structures available to families of disabled state security personnel exists for this population.
Sri Lanka's 2018 Office for Reparations Act was intended to establish a comprehensive, victim-centred reparations mechanism following the Government's 2015 commitment to the Human Rights Council under Resolution 30/1[9][11]. In practice, civil society legal analysis has identified structural weaknesses in the Office's independence, including a requirement that its policies be approved by the Cabinet of Ministers before adoption, and has noted the historical tendency of predecessor compensation schemes to treat the families of former LTTE combatants as a lower priority than other categories of conflict victim, on the assumption that such families are primarily connected to a military rather than a civilian harm[11][12]. This institutional hierarchy of victims directly disadvantages disabled former combatants and their dependants in practice, regardless of the formal non-discrimination language in the Office's founding statute.
The general housing grant available to persons with disabilities, documented in the 2024 DOJF submission as fixed at LKR 500,000 and unrevised against current construction costs, is the only housing support available to most disabled Tamil families in the North-East, including disabled former combatants; no supplementary housing programme exists for this group despite many having lost their original homes to military land occupation, displacement, or wartime destruction.
Persons with a rehabilitation record report continuing informal exclusion from public sector employment schemes, including nationally publicised job-creation initiatives, compounding the economic precarity already produced by disability. AETF is not aware of any Sri Lankan government employment programme that specifically targets disabled former combatants, notwithstanding the scale of this population and the length of time since the conflict's end.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What follow-up, monitoring, or household-level support accompanies livelihood grants issued to disabled former combatants, and how many recipients have achieved sustainable, ongoing income as a result?
1. Does the Office for Reparations treat disabled former combatants and their families as a distinct and eligible category, and if so, how many individuals in this category have received reparations to date, disaggregated by type of harm?
1. What safeguards exist to ensure the independence of the Office for Reparations from Cabinet approval requirements that civil society has identified as a structural weakness?
1. Will the State party commit to reviewing the disability housing grant to reflect current construction costs, with specific provision for families displaced by continuing military land occupation?
[bookmark: _Toc235393955]XXII. Article 29 and Article 31 - Political Participation, Statistics and Data Collection
Former combatants with disabilities face particular barriers to political participation, compounding the general barriers documented for persons with disabilities in Sri Lanka. Beyond the practical and accessibility barriers described in the 2024 DOJF submission, individuals with a rehabilitation record report a well-founded reluctance to engage visibly in political or civic life for fear of renewed security scrutiny, a chilling effect with no equivalent among other categories of disabled voters.
The absence of reliable, disaggregated statistics on war-related disability is one of the clearest and most remediable gaps identified in this submission. Existing estimates of the war-disabled population in the Northern Province alone range from roughly 10,000 to as high as 80,000 depending on the source, a spread of this magnitude reflecting the complete absence of a systematic government survey rather than genuine measurement uncertainty[3]. Without disaggregation by combatant status, no analysis of the specific needs, service gaps, or reparative entitlements of disabled former combatants is possible, and the group therefore remains effectively invisible in national planning, including in Sri Lanka's own reporting to this Committee.
AETF understands that a national census was anticipated for 2024 and, according to the 2024 DOJF submission, was expected to include disability indicators[7]. AETF is not aware of any commitment to disaggregate conflict-related disability data by district, ethnicity or combatant history within that exercise, and asks the Committee to request clarification on this point.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. Will the State party commit to disaggregating national disability data collection, including the 2024 census and any successor exercise, by conflict-related origin of disability, district and, where applicable, former combatant status?
1. What measures exist to ensure former combatants with disabilities can participate in political and civic life without fear of security-related consequences?
[bookmark: _Toc235393956]XXIII. Article 32 and Article 33 - International Cooperation, National Implementation and Monitoring
Sri Lanka's 2015 commitment before the Human Rights Council, under Resolution 30/1, to establish transitional justice mechanisms including an Office for Reparations was made in a context that expressly acknowledged the need for a national reparations policy accounting for victims of conflict-related harm[9]. Nine years on from the enactment of the Office for Reparations Act, no dedicated programme addressing disability arising from the conflict, still less one addressing former combatants specifically, has been operationalised at the scale the population requires.
AETF further notes, consistent with the 2024 DOJF submission, that the State party's own draft Disability Rights Bill has repeatedly been criticised for omitting an independent monitoring, implementation and coordination mechanism consistent with Article 33 of the Convention[7]. The absence of such a mechanism is especially consequential for the population addressed in this report, whose needs cut across the mandates of the Ministry responsible for disability affairs, the Office for Reparations, the Ministry of Defence-linked rehabilitation authorities, and provincial administration in the North-East - a fragmentation of responsibility that in practice results in no single body being accountable for their situation.
AETF urges the Committee to recommend that any future national CRPD monitoring mechanism include explicit competence over conflict-related disability, and that the State party be requested to report specifically, in its next periodic report, on measures taken for persons disabled during the armed conflict, disaggregated as described above.
Proposed Questions to the State Party:
1. What inter-ministerial coordination mechanism, if any, currently has responsibility for the needs of persons disabled during the armed conflict, including former combatants?
1. Will the State party commit to including explicit reference to conflict-related and former-combatant disability within the mandate of any future independent monitoring mechanism established under Article 33?
[bookmark: _Toc235393957]XXIV. Summary of Recommendations
In light of the foregoing, AETF respectfully recommends that the Committee call upon the Government of Sri Lanka to:
1. Commission and publish a disaggregated national survey of persons disabled during the 1983-2009 armed conflict, by district, ethnicity, gender and, where applicable, former combatant status.
1. Establish a dedicated, adequately funded medical, rehabilitative and psychosocial programme for disabled former combatants, equivalent in scope and continuity to the support provided to disabled state security personnel through the Rana Viru Seva Authority.
1. Extend the Community-Based Rehabilitation programme to the Northern and Eastern Provinces without further delay, with specific outreach to disabled former combatants and their families.
1. Reform the Office for Reparations to guarantee its independence from Cabinet approval requirements, to expressly recognise disabled former combatants and disabled civilians as eligible categories, and to publish disaggregated data on reparations disbursed to date.
1. Lift restrictions on the importation of materials required for prosthetic and orthotic manufacture and repair, and complete the stalled rehabilitation facility for persons with spinal cord injuries at Mankulam.
1. Review and substantially increase the disability housing grant, with supplementary provision for families displaced by continuing military occupation of land in the North-East.
1. Ensure former combatants with disabilities are not subject to distinct movement-registration, employment-clearance, or security-reporting requirements that are not imposed on other persons with disabilities.
1. Establish an independent monitoring, implementation and coordination mechanism under Article 33 of the Convention with explicit competence over conflict-related and former-combatant disability, and enact the long-pending Disability Rights Bill without further delay.
1. Return military-occupied land in the Northern and Eastern Provinces to its original owners as a matter of priority where the residents concerned are persons with disabilities requiring stable, accessible housing.
1. Provide legal aid and disability-accommodated judicial support specifically for war-disabled persons, including former combatants, seeking compensation or reparations.
[bookmark: _Toc235393958]XXV. Conclusion
The Government of Sri Lanka's ratification of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities in 2016 committed it to ensuring the full and equal enjoyment of Convention rights by all persons with disabilities within its jurisdiction, without discrimination. Nineteen years after the end of the armed conflict that produced one of the highest concentrations of disability anywhere in the country, and a decade after that ratification, the Eelam Tamil population of the North-East, and former LTTE combatants disabled in combat, detention or rehabilitation above all, remain almost entirely outside the framework of state disability policy, reparations policy, and international reporting alike.
AETF submits that this is not a gap that will close through the general improvement of disability services documented elsewhere in the 2024 DOJF submission and echoed in this report, because the barriers facing this specific population - continuing militarisation, institutional distrust of former combatants, the structural weaknesses of the Office for Reparations, and the complete absence of disaggregated data - are distinct from, and in important respects more severe than, those facing the general disabled population of Sri Lanka. AETF urges the Committee to put these specific concerns directly to the State party, and to request concrete, time-bound commitments in its Concluding Observations to ensure that no person is denied their rights under the Convention on the basis of how, where, or on which side of a conflict their disability was acquired.
Finally, AETF wishes to record its appreciation for the Committee's continuing engagement with the situation of persons with disabilities in Sri Lanka, and its recognition of the work already done by domestic disability organisations, including DOJF, in documenting the general state of disability rights in the country. This submission is intended to complement, not to substitute for, that body of work, by drawing attention to a population whose specific circumstances - arising directly from the conflict and its unresolved aftermath in the North-East - require separate and explicit consideration if the Committee's dialogue with Sri Lanka is to reflect the full reality of disability in the country. AETF remains available to provide the Committee with any further information, clarification, or updated testimony that may assist its review.
Association des étudiants tamouls de France
contact.aetf@gmail.com
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