[bookmark: _GoBack]Supreme Court decision of 22 December 2016, case no. 16/2016, regarding whether a decision by the Immigration Appeals Board, whereby a Ukrainian woman had been denied spousal reunification with her Danish spouse, who had a disability, constituted discrimination. The Supreme Court found that there had been no violation of Article 14 in the European Convention on Human Rights, since the Danish spouse was in the same position as people who did not have a disability and had received financial aid within the last three years. For the same reasons, the Supreme Court found that there had been no violation of CRPD.
Supreme Court decision of 18 January 2018, case no. 159/2017, regarding whether it constituted a violation of the Danish Constitution, the European Convention on Human Rights and the CRPD that people who have been deprived of legal capacity under Section 6 of the Guardianship Act can not vote in parliamentary elections. The Supreme Court found that there had been no violation of the Constitution, the European Convention on Human Rights or the CRPD. The Supreme Court noted that there were strict requirements for the deprivation of legal capacity and to maintain such deprivation, and that these requirements are closely related to the question of whether the persons concerned are capable of assessing the consequences of their decisions and make conscious and deliberate decisions. 
Supreme Court decision of 4 February 2019, case no. 140/2018, regarding whether a decision by the State Authority to give a child up for adoption without the parents’ consent constituted a violation of the European Convention on Human Rights, the Convention on the Rights of the Child or the CRPD. The Supreme Court found that there were such exceptional circumstances and weighty considerations in the best interest of the child that adoption without consent was compatible with Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights. Regarding the Convention on the Rights of the Child or the CRPD, the Supreme Court noted that the adoption of the child was not based on the disability of the father but on his and the mother’s inability to take care of their child, since it was assumed with a high degree of probability that regardless of support measures, the parents would permanently be unable to take care of the child. The Supreme Court found no violation of the Convention on the Rights of the Child nor the CRPD, since the decision by the State Authority to give the child up for adoption without the parents’ consent had been made in the best interest of the child. 
Supreme Court decision of 18 February 2019, case no. 106/2018, regarding whether a decision by the State Authority to give a child up for adoption without the parents’ consent constituted a violation of the European Convention on Human Rights, the Convention on the Rights of the Child or the CRPD. The Supreme Court found that there were such exceptional circumstances and weighty considerations in the best interest of the child that adoption without consent was compatible with Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights. Regarding the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the CRPD, the Supreme Court noted that the adoption of the child was not based on the parents’ disabilities but in particular on the attachment between the child and the foster parents and the risk of harm on the child if this attachment was broken. The Supreme Court found no violation of the Convention on the Rights of the Child nor the CRPD, since the decision by the State Authority to give the child up for adoption without the parents’ consent had been made in the best interest of the child.
Supreme Court decision of 11 May 2021, case no. BS-20635/2020-HJR, regarding whether a decision by the Immigration Appeals Board, whereby a woman had been denied an indefinite residence permit due to failure to fulfil the employment requirement, constituted discrimination. The Supreme Court found that there had been no violation of Article 14 in the European Convention on Human Rights nor Article 5 in the CRPD, since it had not been proven at the time of the decision by the Immigration Appeals Board that the woman as a result of her disability did not have a reasonable prospect of being able to fulfil the employment requirement. The Supreme Court noted that the possibilities for limited employment through a flex job, which according to the preparatory legislative framework is equated with ordinary employment, had not yet been established. The Supreme Court further noted that if the Immigration Appeals Board had disregarded the employment requirement the woman would have been in a better position compared to a person without a disability who was in the same situation.
High Court of Western Denmark judgement of 7 February 2020, case no. BS-42623/2018-VLR, regarding a decision by the Ministry of Immigration and Integration, whereby a man was denied Danish citizenship. The High Court found that it constituted a violation of Article 14 of the European Convention on Human Rights and Article 18 of the CRPD, because the man was indirectly discriminated against in relation to the self-sufficiency requirement compared to people without a disability. The High Court set the compensation to 10.000 DKK (approximately 1340 EUR).
High Court of Eastern Denmark judgement of 14 January 2022, case no. BS-14886/2020-OLR, regarding a decision by the Immigration Appeals Board, whereby a Turkish woman was denied spousal reunification with her disabled husband who lived in Denmark. The High Court found that the Immigration Appeals Board had not taken certain circumstances into account, as required by Article 5 of the CRPD and Article 14, cf. Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights. The High Court therefore cancelled the Immigration Appeals Board’s decision and referred it back to the Immigration Appeals Board for a renewed review. 


